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militate| against choosing this most desired policy.” The chall.cng.;c for
the policymaker/principal is to design decision-making rules within the
bureaucracy so as to mitigate the problems of agency.

Although Kaunda may have favored strict enforcement. he rclied. on
others to implement his preferences. As in any principal-agent situatlpn,
slippage occurred. Moreover, because the government and party officials
on whom he relied would have had little reason to antagonize the clec-
torate unnecessarily with vigorous enforcement, individuals would be
likely to shirk as well. With hundreds of officials and staff scattered
across the country responsible for the implementation of wildlife mea-
sures, it was next to impossible for Kaunda to monitor his agents’
actions cffectively.

Furthermore, Kaunda himself had reasons for not monitoring the
implementation of wildlife policy more closcly. First, he may have been
unaware of or unalarmed by the level of poaching during the 1960s.
Although the department reported some increasc in illegal huntin.g, litt!c
international scrutiny of his wildlife policy existed. In fact, durlu?g this
period Kaunda basked in the glow of the international recognition l'lc
received from establishing one of the largest systems of national parks in
the world.! Second, Kaunda had other important concerns that
crowded his political agenda at this time, such as the pace of dcvc.lop-
ment, the infighting among members of the party’s executive, the diver-
sification of Zambia's economy away from the mining sector, and his
relationship with Tan Smith’s regime in Rhodesia. Without any domestic
or international watchdog groups raising alarm, and with other concerns
on his plate, Kaunda had less immediate motivation to iuve'st political
capital in monitoring the implementation of his wildlife pohcy.' But as
wide as the gap between his preferences and those of other officials was
at this time. we will see it would grow vastly wider during the 1970s as
the value of noncompliance increased.

WILDLIFE POLICY AND INDEPENDENCE POLITICS IN
KENYA AND ZIMBABWE

The shared colonial origins of Zambia, Kenya, and Zimbabwe’s conser-
vation policies created remarkably similar trajectories for th-eir wildlife
policies in their colonial and early independence periods. As in Zn{nbng,
indcpendence leaders in Kenya and Zimbabwe used _colomal wildlife
policy to foment antigovernment sentiment and promised chapge once
their parties came to power. And, as in Zambia, these promises went
unfilled: Both Kenya and Zimbabwe kept and eventually extended the
centralized and exclusionary wildlife policies established under white

rule.
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Kenya

During Kenya's colonial era, different sets of European authorities
sought to preserve wildlife, but only as long as such pursuits did not
hinder economic progress. In the carly colonial period. the British East
Africa Company (BEAC), like the BSAC in Zambia, created wildlife
policies to control the ivory trade in Kenya, which had been long domi-
nated by Arab traders. Both the hunting of elephants and the exportation
of ivory were taxed and regulated.’’ When the British Foreign Office,
which had prodded the BEAC to construct hunting quotas and license
fees, took over Kenya's administration in 1895, it increased the number
and type of regulations regarding the hunting of wildlife and established
the country's first two game reserves. But the Foreign Office also ad-
justed its desire for conservation (a result of a growing conservation
lobby in Britain) to fit the needs of white settlers who hunted for food,
for profit, and for the protection of their domestic herds.'® Hunting
regulations were waived or amended for certain Europeans; game reserve
boundaries were moved for the expansion of settler plantations.'® And
whereas the Game Department’s creation in 1907 heralded an increased
institutionalization of wildlife policy enforcement, most of these laws
were ignored or casily evaded at the time.'®

Like that of Zambia, one of Kenya Game Department’s more impor-
tant goals in the first half of the twentieth century was “animal control.”
Increasing numbers of European settlers and displaced Africans made
reaching this goal illusory, as wider agricultural use of land meant more
unwanted interactions with wildlife. Predators presented a significant
obstacle to profitable farming and ranching.'®® Both European and Afri-
can farmers adopted a strong antiwildlife position. The Game Depart-
ment's position both to preserve and to control wildlife was thus difficult
- especially as it funded itself on ivory and rhino horn sales in the r920s
and 1930s,'%

Unlike in Zambia, however, the activities of a small domestic pro-
conservation group in Kenya succeeded in generating a valuable tourism
incustry based on wildlife by the end of the 1950s. This group worked
hard to overcome European farmers’ antipathy toward wildlife (some
still advocated the total elimination of wild animals) and to create alli-
ances with the newly emerging international wildlife organizations (es-
pecially the Society for the Protection of the Fauna of the Empire, which
was instrumental in paying for wildlife survey missions and lobbying
activities).'? These efforts resulted in colonial government support for
the establishment of four national parks immediately after World War
11, These national parks quickly drew large numbers of tourists: Whereas
in 1946 only a few hundred international tourists visited Kenyan game
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clines rﬂnging from 1.6 to 2.1 percent for the saine period . Civil service
workers, who represented approximately two-thirds of all formal sector
employment, saw prices outrace government wage increases.?

Nearly all Zambians experienced income losses during this period:
many individuals chosc to supplement their income by hunting wildlife.

The Rise of the Wildlife Market

Almost simultaneously with the collapse of Zambia’s domestic economy,
several international forces combined to foster a thriving trade in wildlife
products. The flush of petrodollars from the Organization of Petroleum
Exporting Countries’ (OPEC) successful cartel and increasing incomes in
some Asian countries stimulated demand for animal products. especially
elephant ivory and rhinoceros horn.2® Decreased incomes within Zambia
also stimulated the domestic market in game meat. As a result, hunting
activity in Zambia expanded quickly.

Ivory prices dramatically increased beginning in the early 1970s, mul-
tiplying sixfold by the late 1980s.26 In response, hunters killed 75 percent
of Zambia's elephants from the late 1960s through 1989.27 In Zambia’'s
Luangwa Valley alone, poachers shot an estimated 40 percent pf the
elephants from 1972 to 1979.2 Others calculate a 6o percent fall for the
period 1975-1986.2° Whereas Zambia exported $10 million wgrth of
legally documented ivory from 1979 to 1988, nearly $172.8 million left
illegally.2

Strong international demand ignited a similar explosion in the prices,
trade, and bunting for rhinoceros horn, except that the price for rhino
horn exceeded that of ivory by a factor of 10" Zambia experienced
some of the heaviest rhino poaching on the continent. Robinson esti-
mates that 50,000 black rhinos lived in the Luangwa Valley in 19723
The horn size of rhino noticeably decreased in 1978, and NPWS reduced
the hunting quota for the species. By 1981, only two thousand rhino
were left in the valley.3 Tourists still saw rhino as late as early 1984,
but probably fewer than a dozen, if any, were alive by 1992.%

Zambia's economic decline also stimulated a market for game meat, a
significant part of many Zambians’ diets, especially in rural areas.? .After
1975 hunters secking game meat killed species such as buffalo. hippo-
potamus, lechwe, warthog, and impala in unprecedented numbers.>”

The Response of the National Parks and Wildlife Service

The escalating relative value of wildlife products like ivory, rhino horn,
and game meat made poaching an attractive activity to Zambians, After
1975, because of the enormous cuts in the budget of the National Parks
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and Wildlife Service (NPWS), poaching became a less risky strategy as
well. NPWS never possessed the manpower or the finances to enforce
Zambia's wildlife laws; in the mid-1970s, it had drastically decreased
resources.*®

The NPWS budget suffered some of the largest reductions of any
government department after the 1975 copper shock.? While the gov-
ernment’s total expenditures fell an average of 6.7 percent from 1975 to
1978, NPWS's dropped by an average of 23 percent each year.® The
NPWS portion of total government expenditure from 1970 to 1974
averaged nearly o.5 percent. In the period 1975 to 1982, its share
dropped to an average of 0.2 percent; it never subsequently exceeded o. 3
percent.

As discussed in the last chapter, NPWS had enjoyed strong budgetary
support from the UNIP government in the period following indepen-
dence. It had hired hundreds of general laborers for capital projects,
operated a fleet of five aircraft, sponsored internationally renowned sci-
entific research, and experimented with programs designed to demon-
strate the possible economic returns of wildlife. Although department
officers believed poaching continued after independence, they hoped that
despite the “basic motives of human nature™ and the incessant conflict
between agriculture and wildlife, the department could bring most forms
of poaching under control.*' In 1973 the North Luangwa National Park,
soon to be a favarite hunting ground of elephant poachers, contained
the country’s highest density of elephant.*

The collapse of copper prices and government revenues resulted in the
withering of NPWS operations after 1975, In 1977 NPWS cut 30 percent
of its general labor force and did not start any major capital projects.
The department did not initiate any major scientific projects that year,
mustering resources for just one animal count. Only the contributions of
the Wildlife Conservation Society of Zambia, the safari companies, and
the Honorary Rangers sustained antipoaching efforts. Without this sup-
port, the NPWS director believed, it would have been “impossible to
deal with” the increased poaching.*?

In 1978, the Ministry of Finance refused ro release appropriated mon-
ies to the NPWS capital account, reducing this budget, already cut by 38
percent in real terms from the year before, a further so percent.* In
response, the department suspended most of its capital projects.

Activities funded by the recurrent budget also deteriorated. The num-
ber of antipoaching patrols declined because NPWS could not pay the
Civil Service Commission’s mandated subsistence allowance for scouts
on patrol.** Only one aircraft operated at this time, down from the five
used in 1974, and its flying hours were almost eliminated. The depart-
ment also suspended staff attendance at international conferences.

55



Interest groups and businesses stepped in to help>fund NPWS, The
Honorary Rangers, a newly formed nongovernmental organization
called Save the Rhino Trust (SRT), and safari companies became impor-
tant financiers of antipoaching operations. The contributions promised
by SRT to the department augmented the official budget by nearly 14
percent.* Circuit Holdings, a subsidiary of Zambia Consolidated Cop-
per Mines (ZCCM), supported NPWS patrols near the ZCCM-owned
resorts at Kasaba Bay and Nkamba Bay.*” But despite this injection of
monies, the department continued its decline: Unable to maintain its
only helicopter, NPWS returned it to the Wildlife Conservation Society
of Zambia (WCSZ). Critically short of funds, the department eventually
encouraged safari companies to provide it with vehicles in exchange for
hunting concessions. In fact, NPWS wiclded so little clout that when it
finally received an allocation of eight vehicles, Zambian sccurity forces
confiscated four of them for their own use.®

Although reductions in expenditures affected all departmental activi-
ties, those requiring relatively more expensive items such as fuel. vehi-
cles, firearms, and ammunition — the matcrial heart of enforcement op-
erations — were hardest hit.** Countries that successfully protect their
wildlife spend approximately one hundred dollars per square kilometer
on enforcement; some conservationists believe four hundred dollars per
square kilometer is necessary to save rhino from poachers. In 1983,
Zambia spent four dollars per square kilometer and had a field presence
of about one poorly equipped scout for every 350 square kilometers of
protected territory.

The NPWS implemented new policies it hoped could meet the growing
crisis without great financial cost. The NPWS directorate, for example,
cstablished a Prosecutions Unit within the department in 1979 to over-
come the ineffective investigations and weak prosecution record of the
Zambian police in matters concerning wildlife. Although this led to a
few more convictions, the increase did little to affect the extent of hunt-

ing.

The New Distribution of Wildlife's Benefits

The heterogeneity of poachers in Zambia spread the benefits of wildlife
resources widely. The increasing relative value of wildlife encouraged a
wide cross section of Zambian citizens to participate in the market,
including rural and urban residents, chicfs, business owners. police and
military personnel, NPWS staff, and politicians,

Feonomic shocks and government policies greatly increased the incen-
tives for rural residents to hunt. Government pricing policies resulted in
declining returns from agriculture. Government had cut jobs and services

56

in the rural arcas after the copper crash. With fewer opportunitics to
earn income, rural residents found that petty trade in game meat and the
benefits of alliances with ivory and chino horn poachers offered ways to
augment a household’s income.’* Some villagers expanded their hunting,
made easier by the decline of NPWS enforcement; others routinely cov-
ered up commercial poachers’ activities in return for meat or consumer
products like flour, sugar, salt, cooking oil, and cloth.

Chiefs in rural areas also increased their hunting activities and collab-
oration with poachers. The traditional rulers benefited from their resid-
ual power over resources in the area, power enhanced by a decline in
wildlife policy enforcement. A chief often settled for little in exchange
for his permission to hunt and the help of his assistants, sometimes just
a case of beer and a leg of buffalo.s?

Urban residents enjoyed the growing market for game meat. Govern-
ment economic policies had discouraged or redirected a great deal of
cconomic activity in urban areas: Currency controls hurt businesses pro-
ducing for the export market, inflation induced investment in enterpriscs
with short-term production cycles, and formal sector employment stag-
nated under government fiscal and monetary policy. The low costs of
hunting and the strong demand for game meat in the cities, as well as
ivory and rhino horn in the international market, made poaching a
profitable response to Zambia's economic environment.’? And it was
relatively easy for someone in Lusaka to buy a hunting license from
NPWS headquarters in Chilanga (a fifteen minute drive). Hunting
quickly became a valuable addition to the portfolio of many urban-
based business owners after 1975.%

Members of the Zambian military and police units, also suffering from
income declines. possessed the weapons and authority to support a great
deal of illegal hunting activity. A 1980 report by the Wildlife Conserva-
tion Society of Zambia found well-documented incidents of army person-
nel setting up roadblocks at game park entrances. Later, army vchicles
drove away, laden with meat and tusks.** Even if not directly poaching,
soldiers and police regularly allowed other Zambians to borrow, rent,
or purchase their official weapons, transport, or ammunition.s¢

Some Zambian politicians also exploited wildlife resources. Politicians
hunted for economic profit, sport, distribution of favors, and their own
consumption of game meat. The evidence available suggests a pattern of
political involvement: Officials made regular trips to their regions to
hunt without licenses, ministers demanded licenses in excess of NPWS$
quotas, and district governors roamed game management areas in scarch
of buffalo.s” Politicians implicated for wildlife illegalities include a scc-
retary general of UNIP, district governors, parliamentarians, ministers of
state, provincial members of UNIP's Central Committee, party officials,
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and n}‘embcrs of the Office of the President. A member of the National
Assembly told colleagues that when government officials visired to his
constituency, it “turned into a hunting camp.”*s8

Staff of the National Parks and Wildlife Service sat at the center of
poaching controversies. Economic decline reduced scouts' incomes, and
other perquisites of a government job - like housing - were sometimes
never allocated. The government might pay salaries months late. NPWS
budger cuts had reduced the number of hours spent by supervisory staff
in the field. These difficulties resulted in an ineffective NPWS with little
control over its own employees. Villagers, chiefs, other civil servants,
safari hunters, government ministers, and: conservationists all decried the
quantity of illegal hunting done by NPWS scouts and the trafficking in
illegal trophies by NPWS officers. The departinent carried out few actual
arrests against its own staff from 1973 to' 19835

|

THE POLITICS OF WILbLIFE IN THE
SECOND REPUBLIC

International demand and domestic economic catastrophe helped create
a strong market in wildlife products. A wide variety of Zambians bene-
fited from the new market. Budget cuts had left the NPWS weak, disor-
ganized, and unable to cope with escalating poaching activities.

Members of the UNIP government and the National Assembly knew
about the alarming increases in illegal hunting; some even participated.
Their political responses to this crisis were far different from thosc in the
multiparty First Republic. The institutional incentives of the one-party
state induced politicians to sabotage Kaunda’s policies designed to re-
solve the upsurge in poaching.

The Structure of Competition over Wildlife Policy

While the demands of a stagnant economy absorbed most of the presi-
dent’s attention after 1973, Kaunda's strong support of wildlife conser-
vation and his newly expanded political powers led him to pursue nu-
merous strategies to curb the growing poaching crisis.

Despite his belief that businessmen from Senegal and Mali had insti-
gated the serious poaching in Zambia, reports from newspapers and
NPWS officers convinced Kaunda that many members of his own party
and government participated in the wildlife market. In an effort to end
their clandestine activities, he “talked a great deal about these issucs™
with members of the Central Committee, the cabinet, and the security
forces. Eventually, he put a “‘blanket stop™ on all hunting, legal or
otherwise. by members of the Central Committee.s®
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The president’s exasperation with the extent of illegal hunting grew to
the point where he issued circulars in 1978 threatening to dismiss anyone
in the civil service or the party who were caught poaching. Many politi-
cians thought the policy was unconstitutional, but nobody initiated a
legal challenge. Even NPWS officers disagreed with the circular, belicv-
ing that the individuals accused would be able to win easily in court.!

Kaunda became increasingly disenchanted with the effectiveness of
NPWS and sought various ways to circumvent the agency. Representa-
tives of nongovernmental organizations such as the World Wildlife Fund
and the Wildlife Conservation Society of Zambia as well as international
donors had no difficulty in getting appointments with the president to
talk over conservation projects at State House.2 The president publicly
supported the extensive efforts of Save the Rhino Trust (SRT), whose
members supplied and directed intensive antipoaching operations near
two national parks using NPWS scouts beginning in 1979,63

A significant result of this open-door policy was that conservationists
persuaded Kaunda to back a policy that would establish a new govern-
ment agency designed specifically to investigare wildlife-related offenses.
Ministers, SRT staff, prominent conservationists, and safari operators
met with the president several times in 1982 to discuss the design and
powers of the new agency, suggesting that it follow the structure of the
Special Investigative Team into Economy and Trade (SITET), a unit set
up during the rg70s to investigate currency and trade berween Zambian
and Rhodesian companies and answerable only to President Kaunda.

Kaunda used his authority over state-owned industry to bypass the
“cheaters” at NPWS, instructing Zambia Consolidated Copper Mines
(ZCCM) to get into the business of tourism and wildlife “‘because they
are effective and get things done.”$ Kaunda's directive eventually led to
a ZCCM-owned safari business, ZCCM-sponsored antipoaching pa-
trols, and ZCCM purchase of tourist resorts at Nkamba and Kasaba
bays. Using his constitutional powers to alter the boundaries of national
parks, Kaunda even degazetted part of Sumbu National Park to facilitate
ZCCM's development plans for Kasaba Bay.

The president, as commander in chief of Zambia's armed forces, also
directed the military to participate in two extensive antipoaching opera-
tions. The largest military intervention occurred in 1981, when hundreds
of Zambian army troops, supported by dozens of military vehicles and
three helicopters, made a wide sweep through villages in the Luangwa
Valley to make arrests and confiscare weapons and wildlife products,#

Kaunda did not give up enrirely on his own government's bureau-
cracy: In an effort to strengthen wildlife legistation and its enforcement,
he appointed individuals with legal experience to head the Ministry of
Lands and National Resources in the early 1980s. Fitzpatrick Chuula,
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The National Politics of Wildlife Policy

President Kaunda pushed to install the party’s own disciplinary rules as
part of Parliament’s Standing Order. Members, however, continued the
practice of questioning government.”? Sometimes, even front-benchers
maligned government policy.”

Such public activity may not have influenced the average voter; it is
unlikely that many citizens bothered reading the transcripts of parlia-
mentary debates. Testimony about parliamentarians’ behavior did, how-
ever, reach the ears of local party officials, who were now responsible
for candidate selection and campaigns. These officials acted against MPs
who failed to articulate and meet local needs: Local party officials ousted
twelve incumbent MPs during the 1978 primaries.

The new political logic of the one-party state made wildlife a salient
issue for parliamentarians. Wildlife laws restricted access to a wide cross
section of people over most of Zambia. Of the Second Republic’s 125
total constituencies, 27 included national parks, where hunting is pro-
hibited. Forty-six had game management aceas within cheir areas, where
hunting is very restricted. Over half (64) of Zambia's constituencics
included or abutted a national park or a game management area. People
had always cared about access to wildlife; institutions now motivated
them to direct their concerns to their clected representatives.®

As previously discussed, most Zambians, especially rural residents,
detest wildlife laws. Citizens feel they possess a right to hunt and believe
that foreign safari hunters and not “hunting for the pot” endangers
wildlife populations. Villagers also express a strong dislike for NPWS
staff who interfere with their hunting practices.”* The collapse of Zam-

bia’s economy and its resultant impact on incomes exacerbated the de-
mands of citizens for wildlife resources.

Parliamentarians visiting or campaigning in their constituencies faced
numerous complaints regarding wildlife policy.s Villagers griped about
the few and costly hunting licenses, overzealous wildlife scouts, and lack

. of alternative sources of protein in their regions.® Some rural citizens
thought the drop in animal populations resulted from a movement of
wildlife to national parks, and not poaching. (In fact, villagers demanded
access to these fugitive animals as well.) Family members often pleaded
the cases of relatives jailed for violating wildlife laws. Urban constituents
protested the high prices for licenses and beef and urged parliamentari-
ans to legalize the trade in game meat. Such complaints were not new.”’
But, as a result of one-party political institutions, these grievances meant
more to members of the National Assembly, who now needed local
support.®

In addition to constituents, parliamentarians felt pressure from the
rural and urban elite who had taken advantage of the burgeoning wild-
life market. Those individuals involved in commercial meat, rhino horn,
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or Ivory enterprises could be valuable friends or powerful enemies. E
mﬂpentxal Zambians wanting to sport hunt without infrin, ement' vzn
their case to their politicians. “Every (National Assemb] )gmemb mla c(i:
at lez}st one friend” pressing for low penalties and ngater ac ess 1
vf'lldhfe.”.Consequcnrly, both constituency service and patro age I[O
tics conspired against wildlife conservation. prronage pot

THE CASE OF THE 1982 AMENDMENT

;I)}ui< parh(z;mex}taq debate over the 1982 Amendment to the Narional
Z:;r Z an Wl‘ldllfc Ac't offers strong support for the hypothesis that
lxrn_ 1aln' pa‘rhafnentarmns, acutely aware of their new economic and
po mca} institutional environment, acted to protect their political inter
ests at the expense of the i -
3 collective outcome g ildli
ests ¢ outcome of better wildlife conserva-
Fro S
A 1}11 1975 to 1982 NPWS made chree attempts to get the National
em l) y to pass amendments to the National Packs and Wildlife Act of
1971 5 i {
Ki71 dt lfltl:volu!d boost the punishments for poachers.'%® With President
aunda’s backing, one proposal fi e i i
A , proj finally made it to the National Assen-
As g o N
o Zcif:scgl_l)%d in L{mpter 2, the 1971 Wildlife Act centralized authority
, ]1‘ ar}] ia’s \iylldhfe resources. ' The president enjoyed absolute own-
ership of wildlife on behalf of the citizens and could declare or void
fgn;; management arcas, The minister in whose portfolio NPWS fell
theul , m.nongfother powers, regulate hunting licenses and fees prohibir
> N R N M ’
the f;untmg of certain animals, and restrict certain activities (e.g., vehicle
" . - - . o
Hic, setting of fires, fishing) within national parks.1%2 The director of
n(z;n‘on;;l }parkf; :1dm|mstcrcd the day-to-day operations of NPWS and
advised the minister on the legal changes NPWS staff thought necessar
to improve wildlife conservarion. "
T A
numhbe mlr}lster of lands and natural resources used his powers to issue a
er of statutory instruments duri i i i ‘
ng this period. covering subj
such as hunting licenses a ibiti ‘ ens. and
and fees, prohibitions f; i
) ‘ rom certain areas. and
safari and camping fees. The mini e
- the minister could also influence hunti
tas, which were composed as an i ¢ miniseey and
, as an internal docume : mini :
o e were nt of the ministry and
But the ial angi i
W]']d[ith[“' crucial act of ch‘mg‘mg the penalties associated with violating
[ ‘ke AI;vs required the National Assembly to pass a law. Mr. Mwan
ans ini C entec ,
ane ::] Z the mm;gstcrlof lands and natural resources, presented such a
ugust 1982, the only NPWS eff i i
ort to stiffen poachi lti
that made it to the Nati # w the natty
; ational Assembly.' Emphasizi
that. bly. 1% Emphasizing how the par
(,‘l o 2pe » Q . M Ny : lt
inl«d its government supported wildlife conservation, and noting the fapic}i,
crease in illegal hunting and deplorable state of the underfunded yet
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The National Politics of Wildlife Policy

hard-working NPWS, Minister Mwananshiku outlined the plan of the
Nartional Parks and Wildlife Bill Amendment of 1982 to increase poach-
ing punishments. Ar that time, Capital Law 316 stipulated that individ-
uals convicted of poaching elephants and rhino could opt to pay a fine,
and most did because the amount was insignificant; individuals caught
hunting in national parks could pay a fine or face a maximum five years
in prison. At the heart of the new bill were three clauses: Clause 6
proposed that anyone convicted of hunting, wounding, or molesting
clephants or rhinos would be sentenced to jail for fifteen years without
option of fine.'** Clause 7 proposed that anyone caught hunting illegally
in a national park be subject to a sentence of no longer than ten years in
jail without option of fine. And Clause 9 was intended to force the court
to confiscate all the weapons and trophies of the convicted.

A wwo-sided debate over the bill emerged. Front-benchers {ministers,
ministers of state, and district governors), all dependent upon President
Kaunda for their positions, asserted that the amendment would protect
wildlife resources for future generations, help NPWS with its fight
against poachers, save the animals necessary to spark a more lucrative
tourism industry, and prevent the extinction of elephant and rhinoceros.
In other words, those members who had been appointed as government
officials supported a conscrvation view closely aligned with that of Pres-
ident Kaunda, bur thar ignored the interests of most rural and urban
residents. Backbenchers, on the other hand, passionately condemned the
amendment. If passed, the bill, which “must have been designed by
expatriates,” would “protect the animals at the expense of the people,”
“protect animals so that only people from developed countries can see
them,” turn Zambia from “man-centered to animal-centered,” “prose-
cute traditional practices,” and reduce Zambians to “subhuman be-

ings.”1% Amazed at the avalanche of dissent, the speaker of the National
Assembly exclaimed, “The whole House wants to speak!’106

Members of the Narional Assembly themselves recognized the political
incentives that separated front-benchers and backbenchers.'®” The back-
bencher L. B. Hantuba alluded to the fact that the front bench districr
governors present should have been attending another mecting but had
flown in to Lusaka “to come and defend the animals.”1° W. FL. Banda
launched a direct attack on the sympathies of Kaunda’s appointees:

If the House is going to allow this law to pass in its present form, Sir, it will be
the most unfair law to be adopted by this August House. I am appealing, Mr.
Speaker, particularly to the Members of Parliament who are District Governors
and Ministers of State, | know that they are ready for other promotions bur they
should not use this proposced Bill as a means of influencing the appointing

authority for promotion,'®®
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Member i '
g Olltbfc(;s :]?demooj front-benchers conflicting incentives, 110 Speak
¢ the amendment might h < , -
ing o ave pleased Kaunda, b
ine out fo  an ‘ aunda, but hurt an
ind Ncattlis;l s Ielc‘i{.roml chances. The best strategy for some was silence in
Backbencl’?t::" sscn‘lbly, ""quietly praying that the Bill is defeated, 1!
- F cxposci rj}lmsters who whispered that ““once this Bil| goes
arhament, half of their constj ill di
stituents “will die | ison.”
Ao . ' Hl die in prison, 112
Most IKam:d:ll aPp01;1t!ees chose neither to oppose nor to sfpport the
3 dment during debate, Only six fy
ate, six front-benchers s : for i
o ment ; det y 1ers spoke for the bill
s than a tenth of their total numbers i ’
nbers in the National Asse
Bk e attonal Assembly,
: s made clear the link betwe ildli
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| ; ocent people™ as well as jeopardize citi ’
e peoy well as jeopardize citizens’ access
Second . i
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ey essed co of the 1981
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[ . . . . ) ‘ :
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v b()}lS :’slrlr;c};s r]l(lgt this Government favors animals more than hu
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his successor, Daniel arap Moi - ran unopposed in the general elections.
The president chose his ministers and bureaucrats primarily on the
grounds of loyalty rather than competence. He directly selected state
officials at all levels of government, from the directors of parastatals 1o
the country’s forty nonurban district commissioners, And he expanded
the number of those reliant upon the state: By 1971, the Kenyan govern-
ment was the country's largest employer.13s

Three important consequences emerged from these actions. Firse, alter-
nate locations of political power, from local government to the parlia-
ment, were stripped of power.'% By the late 19708 MPs in legislative
session rarely even voted. Second, the frequent shuffling of civil servants
led to low levels of expertise, and high levels of indifference and corrup-
tion. And third, the system depended on resources for distribution be-
tween patrons and clients, 'y

The economic downturn in Kenya in the 1970s and 1980s severely
reduced the supply of these resources. Import substitution policies, the
world oil crisis, poor agricultural performance, and inflation combined
to squceze the Kenyan economy: State and individual incomes declined
quickly. State expenditures were cut severely, The president could no
longer afford to purchase his popularity with government revenue. 138

Given their lack of alternarive resources and the increase in the value
of certain wildlife products such as ivory and rhino horn, many Kenyan
politicians turned to wildlife to help meer their need for patronage re-
sources.™ By the middle 1970s, bureaucrats, ministers, local and na-
tional politicians, as well as their friends and relatives, were profiteering
in wildlife. Unlike President Kaunda, who had a strong conservation
ethic, President Kenyatta had no such commirment, At one point, he
even asked a cabinet minister to give an export permit for fifteen tons of
ivory to his daughter. And Kenyatta’s fourth wife was one of the princi-
pal ivory traders in the coungry, 40

The officials responsible for animal conservation were also heavily
involved in the illegal wildlife trade. Two assistant ministers responsible
for wildlife management participated in ivory sales. Park wardens from
Kenya's Wildlife Conservartion and Management Department (WCMD)
skimmed from national park gare fees (which were collected in forcign
exchange), and game guards accounted for a third of all rhino kills.
When a reform-minded wildlife officer tried to fice dozens of WCMD
personnel for corrupt acts, most were reinstated by their political pa-
trons.'#!

Kenyatta did not respond with the same effort as Zambia’s President
Kaunda to the poaching crisis. In fact, there was little reason to do
anything. Party and government officials at every level enjoyed this new
source of income in a time of economic difficulties. Communities living
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lowed parliamentarians to oppose bills that augmented poaching penal-
ties and UNIP officials 1o make cuts in the NPWS budger and sabotage
hew conservation agencics. Additionally, no government officials made
any attempt to inform magistrates of the new provisions of Act 32 of
19825 the future director of the wildlife department was fined for con-
tempt of court when he criticized 5 magistrate over the small fines meted
Out to a person caughr with two rhine horng, 156

The evidence presented in this chapter calls into question many com-
monly held assumptions about the politics of one-party states in Africa,
Scholars have indicated that in African one-party states parliaments were
composed of members with few ties to the elecrorare, offering scant
opposition to government policy.’s” Most observers tend either to ignore
the role of elections under one-party rule, or, when they are mentioned,
to characterize them ag vehicles to ensure centralized party control over
political recruitment, 152 Further, researchers assert that dominant one-
party presidents and their advisers easily manipulate constitutional pro-
visions and government policy, 15

be motivated by elecroral competition even when such action challenges
the preferred policy position of a one-party president. The case of the
1982 amendment revealed that parliamentarjans under Zambia’s one.
party state succeeded in modifying a president's policy position.

Four characteristics of wildlife policy facilitated the Zambian parlia-
ment’s opposition. First, the effects of wildlife policy were widespread,
Most of Zambia’s elecroral constituencies contained or abutted a game
management area or national park. Those constituencies that did not,
usually urban areas, still included Zambians interested in wildlife as a
business or supply of meat. Second, the evidence suggests parliamentari-
ans viewed wildlife as an electoral issue, Although certain .cconomic
policies pursued by the government may have more scriously damaged
the livelihood of the average rural resident, such laws were difficult to
understand, In contrast, villagers knew precisely the cause of theijr exclu-
sion from wildlife resources and continually sought greater legal access,
Pressuring parliamentarians and poaching emerged as rwo of their strat-
egies to obtain such access, T hird, the benefits politicians received from
Preventing greater enforcement of wildlife conservation accrued to them
individually, obviating the nced for collective action, Policies that re-
quired group solidarity would be more vulnerable to a breakdown in
support. Monitoring and sanctioning mechanisms would need to be
constructed and maintained. And such a group would also be an casier
target for a one-party president. Finally, parliamentarians could oppose
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President Kaunda’s policy preferences by doing nothing; rather than
expose themselves politically by advocating policy change, they could
hide behind supporting the status quo, which was, in effect, Kaunda’s
old policy. These four characteristics of wildlife policy allowed a so-
called rubber-stamp parliament to foil a one-party president’s goals.

This chapter has also demonstrated that the case of Kenya presents
some striking similarities to that of Zambia. Political institutions and
economic decline fueled a widespread illegal wildlife market. Without a
President Kaunda to impose any limits, Kenya’s politicians and officials —
hungry for patronage resources — obtained any benefits they could from
the increasing value of wildlife products. Parliamentarians neither had
to introduce legislation to help their constituents gain wildlife’s benefits,
nor to battle a conservation-minded president in order to reap political
reward. On the contrary, one reason the “poaching equilibrium™ was so
stable was that politicians did not have to do anything to gain ¢conomic
and political advantage.

Zimbabwe’s experiences were quite different from Kenya's and Zam-
bia’s. Not confronting severe economic contraction, and not possessing
the type of patronage politics found in well-entrenched one-party sys-
tems, Zimbabwe did not endure poaching to the same extent. Aside
from large losses to its chino populations — which most obscrvers attrib-
ute to cross-border hunting by Zambians — Zimbabwe’s wildlife popu-
lations remained relatively intact. Nevertheless, as in Zambia the struc-
ture of Zimbabwe's post-1985 electoral system offered incentives to
parliamentarians to question the augmentation of wildlife enforcement.

While exploring the politics of wildlife policy in Zambia, Kenya, and
Zimbabwe, this chapter has emphasized deeper issues of institutional
creation and change. It has shown that alterations to the institutional
arena had significant effects on the distribution of resources and, conse-
quently, policy outcomes. Zambia and Kenya each endured serious eco-
nomic decline at the same time that the international demand for wildlife
products was increasing. These external shocks, combined with the po-
litical institutions of the one-party states in Zambia and Kenya, which
emphasized the distribution of patronage resources, resulted in a dra-
matic increase in the illegal hunting and marketing of wildlife. Poor
conservation results motivated Kaunda to try to maodify wildlife policy.
But the shift in resource endowment and institutional incentives moti-
vated other Zambian political actors to maintain status quo institutions,
despite the economic and biological losses due to rampant poaching in
the country. Presidents Kenyatta and Moi of Kenya did not make serious
efforts to disturb the political equilibrium of poaching until external
forces threatened to disrupt their extremely important tourism market.
Zimbabwe was characterized by different political and economic fea-
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Because this government system makes protection frqm domestic
sources ineffectual, groups may seek security from interrfatzonal sources
for their agency. A foreign patron could alleviate polirical uncertainty
caused by the one-party president by tying his hands through bi- or
multilateral agreements about the agency’s structure and mar{d.atc. Aid
contracts could be written to specify the agency’s mandate, hiring pro-
cedures, funding mechanisms, and decision—making processes. Momtc.)r—
ing mechanisms — such as review missions, required reports, financial
audits, and annual meetings of the government and donor - could b‘c
included in the agreement to keep the agency protected from the presi-
dent and other domestic politicians aspiring to use it for their own goals.
By gaining internarional support, a group also'succ.eeds in linking the
president’s reputation to their agency. The prt;sndcnt"s acceptance of an
agreement with a donor confers some international significance on their
bureaucracy. Iailure to perform the actions agreed upon may dm.nagc
his credibility and thus threaten his access to other forms of international
aid. ‘ '

Groups seek to augment and insulate their public agencies under any
system of government; a one-party state forces them to consider sp?CLﬁc
mechanisms to limit the capricious inclinations of a powerful president
as well.

CONSERVATIONISTS AND THE SEARCH FOR
Yo
NEW WILDLIFE PROGRAMS IN ZAMBIA'S
SECOND REPUBLIC

Individuals and groups interested in conserving Zambian wildlife had
little success in changing policy or programs from 1973 10 1982 (‘see
Chapter 3). President Kaunda, the National Parks and Wildlife Service,
and international and local conservationists could not overcome the
incentives generated by Zambia’s political and econox?lic institutions for
party and government members to oppose conservation measures. The
institutional environment changed, however, with an influx of ideas and
financing from international sources.?? ‘

Using these new resources, two proconservation groups emerged
within Zambia. Both atiempred to create programs they most pr.cfcrrcd.
Both sought the resources necessary to extend their own authority over
Zambia’s wildlife estate. And both had to contend with th'c political
uncertainty generated by Zambia’s one-party state. Their fear of
Kaunda’s possible interventions drove them to choose some parallel
strategies of insulation. But their strategies and resultant agency struc-
wires diverged because they possessed different levels of public authority
at the outset.
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The Emergence of Two Conservation Factions

In the late 1970s and early 1980s a researcher from the United States
found that human activity such as farming, bush burning, and legal and
illegal hunting significantly altered the movements and foraging habits
of elephants in the Lupande Game Management Area of the Luangwa
Valley.® The researcher’s studies brought him into daily contact with vil-
lagers and traditional authoritics. It became clear 1o him that rural resi-
dents paid the costs of conservation policies without receiving much ben-
cfit. The abundance and variety of wildlife in national parks.and game
management areas favored tourists and licensed hunters; wild animals did
little to augment legally the daily living standards of the villagers.

Motivated by his observations, and his conflicts with a local chicf, the
rescarcher, with the help of NPWS and the nongovernmental organiza-
tion Save the Rhino Trust, arranged for a conference of wildlife manag-
ers, conservationists, government officials, and donors to discuss the
problems regarding resource usc in the Lupande Game Management
Area. The Lupande Development Workshop convened on 18 September
1983 to develop strategics to combar the increasing depletion of natural
resources in both the Lupande area and Zambia's other protecred zones.
Participants in the Lupande Development Workshop represented pre-
cisely those groups whose conservation interests had been stymied by
members of the party and government in the preceding decade.?

The Lupande Development Workshop’s proceedings, resolutions, and
aftermath would change the face of Zambian conservation policy for the
next decade. Participants agreed that Zambia needed a new program of
wildlife conservation. They agreed that a project should be established
to develop the Luangwa catchment area as a model for the efficient
management and utilization of wildlife.2¢ They agreed that both domes-
tic and international funds were necessary to support the proposed re-
search and more effective antipoaching efforts. And they agreed the
project should also include people of the Luangwa Valley GMAs [game
management areas|” in the “‘development and management of the cacch-
ment’s natural resources,

But participants strongly disagreed over the proposed project’s design.
Two different factions within this proconservation lobby cmerged. One
group, led by Europeans from international development agencies and
the Zambian conservation community, favored a large-scale program
that incorporated the management of all natural resources. They argued
that the contingent nature of villagers’ resource use required an inte-
grated resource development project (IRDP). Importantly, this bloc also
expressed a desire for the new institution to he independent of the
normal course of Zambian politics, which had stymied their attempts to
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Larsen and Lungu espoused a design for LIRDP that would enhance
its insulation from political intervention. They suggested the PIRDP
assume authority over all land-use and resource management projects in
the proposed area, including control over all aspects of \v1lfllffe manage-
ment that the NPWS currently exercised, such as determining l}untmg
quotas, controlling harvesting, distributing meat, a{u:! patrolling for
poachers. The consultants thought that LIRDP administrators should
also be included in the decision-making processes of all government
ministry programs in the project area. Further, the cpnsultnnts report
recommended that LIRDP administration gain supervisory powers over
all ministry staff seconded to the project.

To enhance LIRDP’s financial freedom, the consultal}ts advocated that
the project be given its own revolving fund l})CC]’lﬂﬂlSl}l. All‘revenues
from project activitics would be put into this fund, including game
license fecs, safari license fees, national park entrance fcc's, and revenuces
generated from the sale of confiscated trophies (such as ivory fll?d rlnn({
horn). Larsen and Lungu proposed to give the LIRDP a('immlstratora
complete control of this fund, so that they could authorize necessary
expenditures without having to run the gauntlet of central government
agencies for permission.”

Further insulating LIRDP was Larsen and Lullgg’s plan to confer
strong powers on LIRDP’s two directors. The codirectors wquld b.e
responsible only to a Steering Committee.™ Althot}gh t.he codu'cctqm
could be advised by members of the NPWS, the University of Zambm,
the Wildlife Conscrvation Society of Zambia, six chiefs, four ch'an'mcn
of the local UNIP wards, and “other relevant agencies,” the codnrectgrs
had the power to choose which activities would be funded and which
individuals would staff chem.” . A

Consequently, Larsen and Lungu’s 1.'CC(‘)1m.ncn\d:1tmns reflected .bfgth
the preferences of the European conservationists bloc and the political
institutions of Zambia’s one-party state. Decisions would emanate from
the top of a hicrarchically organized, independm‘u.govc.x.'mncnt agency
that was unaffiliated with the NPWS. LIRDP administration wogld 'ha.vc
authority over the projects and staff of other government agencics in 1ts
area, and control their own revolving fund. And although 1‘uml4r681dcnts
would benefit from the program, they were still removed from any

meaningful decision-making power over wildlife resources :and remam.e:ﬁ
subject to the exclusionary impact of Cap. 316, the provisions of whic
LIRDP planned to enforce more diligently.

LIRDP’s Need for Kaunda. Lungu and the European conservationists
knew their proposal for a vast new burcaucracy would not fare well if
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left to the normal political process. Conservation was unpopular. The
government was nearly bankrupt. And extant government agencies
would resent LIRDP’s attempts to usurp their share of public authority.
Only one Zambian politician could provide the political backing neces-
sary to carve out the niche that LIRDP sought: President Kaunda.

Larsen and Lungu used the influence of the Eastern Province member
of UNIP's Central Committee and the leverage of Larsen’s affiliation
with NORAD to press for a private audience with Kaunda. During their
discussions, the consultants also suggested that the president assume the
chairmanship of LIRDP’s Steering Committee. Kaunda enthusiastically
accepted.” '

Kaunda had several reasons to support LIRDP. Of course, one reason
was that the president was a conservationist who had been frustrated by
his previous efforts. Conscrvationists outside Zambia had criticized his
handling of the protection of Zambia's wildlife, and LIRDP might suc-
ceed in protecting animals where other measures had failed. But LIRDP
served other, more polirical, ends as well. LIRDP would channel funds,
development projects, and employment to the Eastern Province, long
known as a UNIP stronghold. Further, LIRDP could deliver these bene-
fits without generating criticism about Kaunda's playing regional favor-
ites: After all, the Luangwa Valley area was chosen because of its spec-
tacular wildlife, and the monies would come from international donors,
not government coffers. The program’s core area, the Mambwe Subdis-
trict, happened to be the home of Kaunda’s wife’s family; his son Wezi
would win the area’s parliamentary seat in 1988, Supporting the LIRDP
allowed Kaunda to meet conservation and political goals with little cost.

LIRDP began to benefir immediately from the patronage of the most
powerful politician in Zambia. Unlike most development projects under
the NCDP, Larsen and Lungu used Kaunda’s backing to avoid present-
ing their proposals for scrutiny, and LIRDP’s Phase I began without
NCDP review.”” Kaunda intervened directly to hire LIRDP’s codirectors,
writing to the Malawian president, Hastings Banda, to release Dr. Rich-
ard Bell from service as a consultant to the Malawian wildlife depart-
ment. Kaunda also wrote a letter to the Ministry of Finance on 7 May
1986, formally initiating LIRDP and appointing Bell and Lungu as its
codirecrors.”™ And Kaunda began personal appeals to the prime minister

of Norway for funding.”

Bell and Lungu used Kaunda’s backing to build an organization insu-
lated from other government agencies. After LIRDP’s official start under
the supervision of the NCDP's permanent secretary, the codirectors con-
centrated on developing the organizational structure, work programs,
and funding proposals from late 1985 to early 1986. The permanent
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animals hunted, a basic safari license fee, a standard fee for exporting trophies,
and a tax on each trophy exported.

Significantly, NPWS did not have 1o rely on Kaunda or other public agencies for
these changes, so neither the transfer of the concession area nor the new tax
required NPWS to fight other government officials. The Minister of Tourism had
the authority to declare these actions unilaterally. :
Under Republic of Zambia, Cap. 600 of the laws of Zambia, government agen-
cies capable of supporting themselves had been able to apply for their own
*“working funds” since 1969. The government wanted such funds to allow agen-
cics, especially those related to the mining industry, quickly to procure needed
inputs from their own revenues without having to go through the Ministry of
Finance, Interview with B. Nair, director of internal accounts, Ministry of Fi-
nance, busaka, t April 1991,

. Ibid. Mr. Nair belicves that because of a luck of oversight, many of these revolv-
ing fund administrators became wealthier.

. Ibid. Also sce Wright, “Alleviating Poverty,” p. 14; A. N. Mwenya, D. M. Lewis,

Notes to pages 93-95

decrease in the number of fresh carcasses of rhino and elephant found in the
project area, Critics indict this methodology on several grounds. The incentives
and skill of the village scout/NPWS patrols’ counting may produce low counts,
poachers could have hidden carcasses, and the use of the fresh carcass technique
does not take into account baseline populations or possible animal migration.

. The project. like many development projects, gave access to decision-making

powers and material benefits to the chief and his followers. The project had no
provision to include nonclites in decision-making structures.

NPWS originally selected units on the criterion that their safari concession fees
would cover the costs of ADMADE programs. Thus. some units’ boundaries
coincided with areas alrcady marked as hunting blocks. However, most units
followed established GMA borders, apparently to reduce possible administrative
confusion. See NPWS/LDP, Wildlands and Human Needs Newsletter, p. 3. low-
ever, neither the ability of areas to support safari hunting nor their potential for
effective wildlife management correlates with GMA boundaries.

Mwenya, Kaweche, and Lewis, ADMADE: Policy, p. 6.

and G. B, Kaweche, ADMADE: Policy, Background and Future (Lusaka, Zﬂlp- 48. Interview with D. Lewis, Nyamaluma Camp, Zambia, 28 June 1991.
bia; National Parks and Wildlife Service, 1990), p. 4, also interview w'ith B, Nair. 49. Mwenya, Kaweche, and Lewis, ADMADE: Policy, p. 6.
Lusaka, 1 April 1991. The government seeded the Wildlife Conservation Revolv- so. Interview with D. Lewis: see also NPWS/LDP, Wildlands and Human Needs

ing Fund with a grant of 418,618 kwacha in 1984. LIRDP would use the WCRF
to deposit its carnings until it gained its own revolving fund in 1987,

. Wright, “*Alleviating Poverty,” p. 14.

Ibid., p. 15.

. Interview with D. Lewis, Nyamaluma Camp, Zambia, 22 July 1991.

. Although the local Kunda ethnic group do not prefer to eat hippo meat, ir was
still cropped because its products could be sold elsewhere, and the numbher of
hippo in the area could well withstand a significant amount of off take.

. In 1986, NPWS collected 134.444-41 Zambian kwacha (ZK) in safari concession

fees. of which the community’s share was ZK §3,777.76. Using a nominal

exchange rate of 7.5 kwacha to the U.S. dollar, the amounts represent approxi-
mately $18,000 and $7,200, respectively. See A, N, Mwenya, G, B. Kaweche,
and D. M. Lewis, Administrative Design for Game Management Areas (AD-

MADE} (Chilanga, Zambia: National Parks and Wildlife Service, January 1988),

p. 6. The exchange rate used here is the average of the nominal figures presented

for the four quarters of 1986. See Doris Jansen, Trade Exchange Rate, and

Agricultural Pricing Policies in Zambia (Washington, D.C.: World Bank, 1988},

table 6, p. 21. Because these are nominal figures. and the kwacha was overvalued

by the Zambian government, the amounts given overestimate the value of the

ADMADE revenues.,

NPWS claims the pilot project produced over $35,000 in gross revenues and

provided twenty-one full-time and thirty-seven part-time jobs. See National Parks

and Wildlife Service/Lupande Development Project (NPWSI-LDP). Zambian

Wildlands and Human Needs Newsletter 1 (Nyamaluma Camp, May 1988),

pp. 1~3; Mwenya et al., “Administrative Management,” pp. §-6.

Newsletter, p. 4.

. Mwenya, Kaweche, and Lewis, ADMADE: Policy, pp. 6~7. The full terms of

reference for the WMA were the following:

.

monitor both legal and illegal off-takes of wildlife resources:

initiate projects for improved wildlife management;

approve allocation of sustained-yield quoras of wildlife as recommended by
NPWS for various forms of use: safari hunting, export and restocking, culling,
resident hunting, etc.:

liaise with the Director, NPWS, on the issuance of hunting licenses:

ensure that 4o percent of the revenue generated from the exploitation of wild-
life resources is committed to the management costs of wildlife resources within
the unir;

ensure that 3§ percent of the revenue earned is used by local village communi-
tics from whose area such revenues were generated;

prepare a work plan for the unic’s wildlife management program and local
community improvement on an annual basis;

enforce the National Parks and Wildlife Act, Cap. 316, and other relevant Acts
through the office of that unit’s unit leader;

furnish the Director of NPWS records of its meetings:

encourage applied management research and solicie outside expertise where
needed;

act as a planning body for formulating new wildlife policies and appropriate
management activities:

implement policy concerning wildlife management for its imit; and

3. Muwenya, Kaweche, and Lewis, ADMADE: Policy, p. 4 manage self-help schemes by appointed communities.

44. For example, other ADMADE documents are less certain about the significance s2. Mwenya, Kaweche, and Lewis, “Administrative Management,” p. 13.
of the project to local attitudes. “Overwhelming evidence supported the conclu- 53. NPWS/LDP, Wildlands and Human Needs Newsletter, 6 (August 1990}, p. 2.
sion thar the more positi\'c attitudes toward wildlife conservation found among s4. NPWS/LDP, Wildlands and Human Needs Newsletter, 9 (Scp[cmber 1991), p. 1.

residents in the Lupande Project arca was [sic] at least partially due 1o the 55. WWF gave ADMADE $124,000 for the purchase of two vehicles and the construc-

significant economic benefits from wildlife available to the local communiry™
{emphasis added). See NPWS/LDP, Zambian Wildlands and Human Needs
Newsletter, p. 2.

Some individuals dispured the validity of the pilot project’s claims to have
significantly reduced poaching. Lewis based the rate of poaching decline on the

194

tion of unit headquarters for two GMAs. Additional funding was also provided by
USAID and a U.S. citizen who had befriended Dale Lewis. See NPWS/1.DP, Zam-
bian Wildlands and Human Needs Newsletter, 1 (May 1988}, p. 4.

[bid. In 1988, revenue from the fourteen ADMADE units was U.S. $391,250.
Safari-hunting concession fees accounted for well over 9o percent of the total.



| L6

-avuepy 1oes pue dmnoudy lwsuno] is:ounosay [eImeN pue spue

“Auinuel uawdoPad(] 10§ UOISSIWIIOY) [CUOLEN] UL 1M SILUSHIW oY °

(roatnnu) Xi-1ma ‘9861 asndny 41 asey ]
doj sjesodos g pur | aseyg jo ssa18014 “193(01 1wawidojasag 92anosay pareadarug
emueny oy, ‘nBun vyt puv [jog CA R Y 93 *SI0100a1pod oMl 4q o
-odeurwr pue ‘wsyueydaw punj Suiajoads v o3 By ‘eaie wafosd ayr ug osn pur
Aprus do1mosal [ermieu Suiuiaduod swesdoud (e 1o Ljiqisuodsar ‘seary wsuwnde
-uepy aurer) spuedn pue yIe [EUonEN tMBUENT ANOS Y1 JO [0NL0D S JQUIT
3utpnpuy ‘wexBoid ay jo sarmieay ediduisd ays pauijino 1ey durul] Jo Anstuny
AP 01 30113 B 1 JYIT paenIul Ajjewio) vpuney wapisal] ‘9861 Aviy L uQ

*PASILIdAPE U 2ATY PINOYS SUOLISOd D41 1LYI AYIIMEY UOS|ID
13dYJ O (213SY ANPJIA JOIYD PIOY rumdriue]y L1251926 1uautundg JAIN P
"pamojlay
JAUTT 1eya saanpadaxd s pavonsanh JIDN IISIIAT AyIIMEY TT661L 12010Q)
or ‘eiquitz ‘eJutiiy) ‘SAJN = 1032a11p L1ndop ‘oYM UOS|ID) LIIAY MILAIIIU]
*$110JJ9 UOHEAISUOD 5 BIqUIETZ JO [N A|ySiy
u2aq pey yorgm ‘ssaxd [ruoprusalul Ay 01 puodsar 01 Aem € epunty pardjjo
dQIT Ajjeurg 's2514335 udtuutea0g pue sducnedun feaniod su aseasdus pinom
YOIYM ‘STILIS IDWIISIP [N 419391 A[TNIUIAD PINOM dMGUITIA ‘[(1W [T JO NS T
sy “A|luTy s aJ1m siy Jo WOy 31 sea eyl pue ployBuons JIN) T uaaq Suoj pey
1PY) UDIR UE 0JUT $32IN0SDI JO [2IP 18248 v 19231p pjnod epunty] ‘(T Ydnoxy ],
'sjrsocdoad s,ndun- pue [jag NoqT d1sTISIYIUA 2q 01 SUOSEAT POOT pry epunTy
‘1661 Lepy g% ‘viquiey ‘erediy)
‘ndun pue [[3g s SMaLAIU] aIwwo]) Furaag ay jo neyd aq Juraq uo
parsisut pue  s1adead Lur 01 1amsue,, a1 9q 01 JIT PaIedap 3y :A|dodp epuney
pasour Ljpasoddns uotssnosip Sumsus syl sSwipuy sy aussaad or a8pof
s1y 01 Aauanof fatp 1vya | papurwap,, pey pue ndunq pue uessv| Aq pasedord
flulaq 110daz a2 Jo pavay pey epuney “AofjeA emBuent sy ui >ipoj [enuspisaid
Y1 03 1sIA Jenuue S‘IUDP!SDJ(] ay3 SUIJHP ALY JaassE 1(9[{_1_ 'EPUTIE.\,I lIl!A\ ﬂupaslu
$,n3uny pue ussie moqe ajed feonnod ssaf ¢ {[31 ndun SIIpL] put [g preyory
*$9-t9 -dd “piq] ‘[1e1ap 210w ur sarUNANS IS JO SAITDNIIS
puE SAUIANDE 91 udisap 03 SI0IXIIPOD 2IMINJ Y MOfjE 03 159q 11 1ySnoy 1nq
{svaueradood pue “uswarurwdreasss ‘weaford sudwoa ‘uoNTINpaHONEW
-30jup ‘Juiyorodnue ‘sonsio] pue vonesado “uswdopaapuoisumxa) foqnr
(ST01222[POS a3 Jopun spunqns jeuonezinedio usaas pasodoad nBun| pue uasse]
‘pruonuat
J0U 2JaM SIUIPISAL LI '$|aryd wody apisy 19« ‘uoday) vonraudaly,, Jat 953G
W1 UL Isasaur aewnda) voaaey 10 120(0x] ays Aq paroaje aq ydiw yowym (519
‘sparyDy s{IaunoY) 2SI ‘SAMSIWA JUaWUIaA0n)) suoneziuedio (e o) uado,,
3q diyszaquiaws s, 2aMuWwod I3 ey passad8ns aSunT pue uasie ‘awp iy 1y
*9861 ul uoi(iw £7¢ mnoqe
Pa[t101 £433UN03 2111U3 52 JoJ SoMNPuUAdX? §,3|eap] Jo Ansiurly 2Y) ‘uostedwos
up *£9 +d aroday voneiedasg,, ‘n8un pur uasie 208 *JUDDYJNS-][S DUITLI
1121039 162K DAL ISIY DI IIA0 SPUNJ [LIINXD UL UONTIW $T¢ annbay [jns pinom
1waloxd a3 deyy paewnsa sjuelnsuod oY ‘care 123(0xd ayr up soNUIADE pase[Rl
-9J1[plim je areuadodxa o3 aarsop i1 pue ‘Kouaoyyas-Jias Jo [vod s, (1T 2udsaq
*$g +d  ‘uoday won
-eaedas,, 1941 235 ,,"uonE(sISS] UL SOUBIAIP Y1 FUIPHIIUL SUOSEAT SNOLIEA 10)
‘eiquiez 01 Apdanp passagsural 3q 1ou L[qeqoid ued,, yoeordde uramqequuiz a3
e pagpajmouoe anq Juawadeuew ayppa ul uoneddsed AunWwos yum
suaiadxa s amququiry 03 Jejus yoeordde ue pajesoape nSuny pue ussie]
"wesdord (Y[ sauay o3 yaranbag prnoys 1wsw
-1edap 23 SIIMOSS PUL JFLIs Y3IYM JO 1X31U0d a1 UT Ajuo s10200  J1oday oy
-eedasg,, 19y Ul SA\IN Jo voissnasip s ndun pue uasie Jo sow *jFuyeandy

001-L6 sadvd 01 saj0N

6L

-84

LL

'9L

§L

+L

€L

k74

‘1L

961

‘1661 Lepy g ‘eiquiez ‘erediy?) ‘(I 10ID2POD ‘(1A PILYINY YIM MITAINU]
*s129(01d ajqrureisns £|jeoo|
PUE §2A3] {E30] 31 1T suonmnsuy £33 unsoddns jo J0avy W sy 1021 01 Fuu
-ut8aq azam swadxa 1eys pazijeal aary pinom AP — sjesodosd 1slord qYYON
wr sieadde £fjeuntou yorya = amieia) JuawdopAap AN pamatads ndun-
pur uasie] puy aayimg 193loxd udnwdopasp e fam adudiradxa sty s uasie
sem SIYJ "1661 1aquadag o1 “eyusn] ‘QYYON ‘SUIIUoT Uty quam matainu|
o' 103{01d Bj1piim
31q © 1o siouop udiatoy Jo diysiosuods ayy 128 o1 pauSisap Juissasp-mopuim
Apanw a1am,, ‘wiesfoid s uswom a st yans ‘sanianoe sa(ord ays jo swos ey
poyrewan Ljjeawhd> pur ndun pur uasie] ayr jo punosPyouq |ruoissajord o
PRI AIPIAL BO SNIOF S JAUTT PAAINPY S[EPYI0 QVHON PUT dADN SWos
‘(Adoooroyd) £g61 saquum
~dag ‘eiediyny | (dc1UIT) 120001 watndopaagg ananosay] patcafiaul emBueny o

‘0l

-69

uo wodoy uonriedat ], ‘pPRPIA puol], pue ‘nBun g S1opl] ‘UasIe JOYJ ‘SAN .

-1anoe pauued s Jq pareulwop wawdeuew pim udyi3uans o1 samjod
pue ‘spunj s, J(y1T Jo Aaolews ayy s1e10uad pinoa Jununy pue wSLNOI AP
*san1anae pasodoid s, J(IY]T JO ISOW JO SPUA dYI PUE SULAW DI pautewas A3
agippim '$321n08a1 [k Jo adurs |y ays avuew 01 Wnos (Y17 yInoyy
1661 An[ zz ‘eiquuey ‘dwe) ewnjeweAN SIMoT *J Ylm mara

-1u +3vafoad wase apurdnT] 5Y3 JO UOISIA UMO SIY I2GIIN] 01 DIUAIFJAT JO SULIDY
A1 I0IMII BISIET JELI SWITP SiMaT| A SAAVINQY "$861 L[ o1 o1 sunf
€1 wouxy udun| pue uasiey padpy 'pPpaA puoI] ‘uEInsSuod JYYON Jayiouy
‘1661 Aepy 87 ‘viquiez

‘erediy?y @y 3019231p0od 12110 ‘NUN SIBPL PUE {1661 J3qOIQ OX ‘LyEsH
‘Buruue(] wawdoaAa(] 10 UOISSIUILIOY) [CUCHEN] ‘MU[) IDINOSIY [EIIeN pur
PUET “ISTUION032 1011AS 1a11I0J “BWOTN] EIUOA] 1661 (DIJAl TT ‘EXNesn Isnij,
ouiy] ays dAeS AppLy AN [IM SMIIAIDIU] “STONEZIULTIO UONBAIISUOD (LU0
-TuIAIUT yaas Surysom dousHadxo pry put e Justuuosiaus jesnijod weiquivyz
3Y) M3 ‘snourquue stm NSUNT *SIINEN UOISIAP JO A2 Jauul s Juaunsedap oy
wouy papnpxa 33y skempe pey ‘isidoforq SMIN € st padojdwa y3noyae ‘nduny
viquiez ut Anunwod Isiuoneaasuod uradoing o jo suotuido pue a@pajmouy
a3 uo [eap ieasd v panas uasie ‘a3papmouy Jo N[ SIY AWODIA0 O], 'SILq
Jrjod paursduod Niom umouy-jlam Isow siy :sadafosd uawdopaaap 1o eduyy

2aya10 up asiaadxa Aivwid ssassod 10u pip 9sifojoiq apippm umidamaop] b ‘uasaey

“Anunod
oy ur s1aford yuawdopaop jeuisiutut e Juidasiaao Joy ajqisuodsar Lauafle

uerquiez ays s1 {J(ON) Sutuuep wowdo[aaa(g 10§ UOISSIUILIOY) [BUOBEN] 3t} *

b +d piqp
€ d  uawsaidy wueln 102(014,, *AIVS 29S ‘SPUny qIVSN Aue jo 3uswasing

-SIp 91 240/aq saBurypd 350y ayew 03 paasfe juawurasod ueiquiez 2yl ‘e up
2 ausuenady weany waloxg,, ‘qivsn ¢

‘1661

Anmagag §1ejesney ‘equuez (VSN TUOWaREf uf s maiasng to661 Lrenue|

91 [nun paudis Jou sem JUdWAIFL [vuy oy spuny L1euonardsip pue sasuadxd

uoren[ead aIning 10§ 000'0014 1doy qrysn Panupuadxa [eudes 0] IAVINAY

o1 ol g Ig pur LM YSnoip FAVINQY 03 ol 171§ 2483 qIvsn
' *§d “pr

v d pi

"PAIRS [ENpIAPUL 1 bt Les v pey SMIN TAYINAY

asiazadns 01 JA M Y3 wouy 130yjo 109(0xd B 105 pamof|u wuesd oy ySuoyy

(roawnw) € «d [ xauue

‘0661 “‘JU:)UJQSB“BV\J SO2IMOSIY [eIIeN .KOJ BJLIDWY JO sHTI§ pARwn ayl pur

erquierz jo orquday ays uaamiaq wawaady uein 1alosy,, ‘eiquey jo ofqnday

£6-56 sasvd 01 saj0N

‘89

.L9

‘19
09
6§

%§

LS



