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l. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The roles citizens should play in preventing crime, enforcing laws, apprehending criminals, and promoting citizen
safety have long been debated and have changed over time. Community engagement can take a variety of forms,
from intelligence gathering (e.g., reporting crime, providing information) to participation in crime prevention and
law enforcement operations, to serving as witness during criminal trials. Community policing and intelligence-
led policing (i.e., crime prevention and law enforcement guided by information provided by the public) are

now almost universally adopted approaches to crime control in urban and rural settings in high-, middle-, and
low-income nations (Bullock 2013). In the context of wildlife crime, the concept of community engagement has
increasingly been advocated as a way to curb trafficking by organized criminal gangs that use highly militarized
poaching and trafficking to meet the demand for ivory, rhino horn, tiger bone, and other high-value wildlife
products.

When should local communities be primarily responsible for anti-poaching policing, and when should they be
integrated into anti-poaching and anti-wildlife trafficking informant networks? When do the risks exceed the
rewards? The answers to these questions vary according to a number of factors. This paper explores those
factors and the roles that individuals and communities do and should play in countering wildlife crime; possible
motivations for individuals and communities to engage in anti-poaching and anti-trafficking efforts; what benefits
they might gain; and what risks they might be exposed to.

This analysis was prepared at the request of the United States Agency for International Development (USAID)
Bureau for Economic Growth, Education, and Environment Office of Forestry and Biodiversity (E3/FAB), which
provides technical guidance and support to USAID Missions as they program biodiversity funding. This analysis
seeks to help USAID staff and other conservation and development practitioners consider the best available
evidence from the peer-reviewed literature and from the experiences USAID and its implementing partners
have had in developing effective approaches to engage communities in anti-poaching programs. The findings
show that the factors that determine the most appropriate role for and expectations of communities are: a) the
value of the wildlife products that are being taken and trafficked; b) the effectiveness and accountability of state
law enforcement; c) the clarity and recognition of a community’s rights; d) the sense of community ownership
of the wildlife that flows from these rights; and e) the degree of community cohesion.

This analysis suggests that the factors that motivate or de-motivate local communities to engage in anti-
poaching and anti-trafficking efforts are (Figure |, page 6):

Ownership: Communities have a strong incentive to detect and inform on poachers when they have
rights of ownership and directly benefit from conservation and sustainable use. This is particularly true
when the benefits accrued through sustainable wildlife management meet or exceed those that could be
attained by poaching or trafficking. Benefits do not always have to be monetary. Other types of benefits
include improved food security, increased sense of physical security, and reinforcement of cultural
identity through devolution of ownership and management authority.

Trust in law enforcement and the legal system: Communities typically are unmotivated to assist
the police, other arresting authorities, and the legal system in crime prevention and law enforcement
if they perceive their authority to be illegitimate and their actions to be corrupt, unaccountable, or
unfair. Citizens are more likely to be active in crime prevention efforts if they can act anonymously
and have their identity protected in order to reduce the risks of retaliation. Furthermore, if police and
the judiciary fail to prosecute and punish crimes effectively, communities are less likely to work with
the arresting authority when they feel that there will be no real follow up, or the release of suspected
criminals will increase the risk of reprisals.
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Community cohesion: A community’s ability to mobilize and organize to prevent crime and enforce the
law depends on its level of social cohesion. Residents who have a strong sense of community, such as the
perception that “this is my neighborhood and it is important to me,” are more likely to want to defend it
from criminals from both inside and outside the community. Conversely, social disorganization prevents
communities from coming together to promote citizen safety because such efforts typically requires
collective action, which is difficult to attain when neighbors do not trust one another. Communities that
are able to come together and work collaboratively with the police can co-produce public safety, which

is the most effective way to reduce or prevent crime of all types (Hawdon and Ryan 201 |, Cordner
2014).

Additionally, this analysis strongly suggests that community engagement should be limited so as to
minimize potential risks to community members.

Minimizing risks to communities: Community members incur higher risks from engagement in anti-
poaching and anti-trafficking efforts when poachers are from outside the community, when poaching is
conducted by organized criminal gangs and involves high-value wildlife products, and when the arresting
authority is unable or unwilling to respond rapidly to providing community assistance. Ideally, community
members serve as scouts, informants, and guides, and not as law enforcers. In those situations where

a case can be made for extending their role to confronting and detaining poachers until formal arrest,
communities should receive adequate training and preparation to reduce the associated social and
physical risks.

Figure I: Summary of factors that motivate local communities to engage in anti-poaching and anti-trafficking efforts

Factors that motivate local
communities to engage in
anti-poaching and
anti-trafficking efforts

! ! !

Community has rights of Community trusts law Community has a sense of
ownership and benefits enforcement and the social cohesion
directly from conservation legal system
. . . *  Members trust each other
e Tenure security * Police are responsive )
: *  Members are motivated to
* Income security * Informers are anonymous .
. . . defend community assets
* Food security *  Prosecutions are timely

¢ Members are able to work

e Physical security
together towards a common

* Cultural identity

purpose
Enabling Condition Enabling Condition Enablin CondiFion .
Community has the capacity to State arresting authority has Community membership relatively
exercise their rights capacity and motivation to take small and stable

action

Cross-Cutting Enabling Condition
Community and arresting authority receive adequate levels of technical and financial support from

government and conservation partners
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Il. COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT IN

COMBATING WILDLIFE CRIME

Communities (defined here as social aggregations of individuals and families, based on place, practice, or
interest) have long been effective in regulating the behavior of their own members. However, the participation
of community members in activities such as preventing crime, enforcing laws, apprehending criminals, and
promoting citizen safety — particularly when threats originate from outside the community— has had varying
levels of support. Increasingly, community engagement to prevent and detect wildlife crimes has been advocated
as a way to address illegal take of wildlife (Kabiri and Child, 2014). The effectiveness of this approach depends
in large part on the alignment between community values, rights, and responsibilities and the authorities

who manage or assign the rights to manage those resources. Questions such as who owns the wildlife, who
has the rights to benefit from wildlife, and who establishes what is and is not a wildlife crime, are critical to
understanding both the role that communities can and should play in the detection and prevention of wildlife
crime and their motivation for doing so (see Glossary in Appendix |, page 23).

The roles that individuals and communities can and should play in crime prevention, detection, and law
enforcement are determined in part by who has jurisdiction, such as the community or a national arresting
authority, and by factors that motivate or mitigate against community engagement. Although there is growing
evidence that crime prevention and law enforcement are best accomplished when police and citizens co-
produce public safety (Cordner 2014; Sabet 2014), the idea that law enforcement and communities should work
in tandem to reduce crime and increase citizen security is a relatively new concept (Kyed and Albrecht 2015).
This paper explores the roles that individuals and communities do and should play in countering wildlife crime;
possible motivations for individuals and communities to engage in anti-poaching and anti-trafficking efforts; and
the benefits and risks of doing so.

COMMUNITY-BASED NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT (CBNRM)

The conservation-development paradigm of CBNRM offers one framework for assessment of the appropriate
role and responsibilities of communities in anti-poaching activities. When clear boundaries are established and
local communities gain formal access and use rights over their claimed natural resources, CBNRM can protect
valued natural resources and increase local livelihood security, provided communities have the capacity to
assemble the skills, knowledge, and operational resources to enforce their claims (Agrawal and Gibson 1999,
Agrawal and Redford 2006). Sharp rises in the value of many wildlife products has precipitated the increasing
involvement of organized crime in poaching and trafficking of high-value wildlife, such as rhinoceros and
elephants. This has exposed both the successes and limitations of the CBNRM approach. CBNRM approaches
are prominent in USAID’s development programs, and special consideration should be given to the findings of
this analysis in implementing CBNRM programs.

Regulatory weakness and lack of operational resources have long hindered the effectiveness of government
agencies responsible for dealing with wildlife-related crime. In this context, building partnerships with local
people is viewed by many governments, donors, and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) as an attractive
approach to supplementing government capacity to address this threat. In addition, engaging more actively with
government law enforcement offers communities and grassroots organizations increased opportunities to gain
recognition of their land and resource claims.

USAID Biodiversity Research Paper 7



THE IMPORTANCE OF COMMUNITY RIGHTS

Community-based efforts to address the threats that criminal activity poses to wildlife and the negative influence
it places on rural economies are predicated on the community’s rights to exclude outsiders from their lands and
their capacity to exercise those rights. When the legal authority of local people to manage their own resources
and exclude outsiders is unclear, and when timely and adequate support from government law enforcement
agencies and judicial authorities is lacking or absent, it is unlikely that apprehending poachers on community
lands will have much impact on internationally organized crime. Worse,
involving locals, who may be among the most vulnerable citizens of their | “Fy/| secure ownership is
countries, in efforts to combat wildlife crime has the potential to expose | assential for local people to
them to violence and mortal risk.

benefit from conserving wildlife.”

Greg Stuart-Hill

Most nations treat wildlife as the property of the state, and government o
WWEF Namibia

agencies are authorized to define and enforce use and access rights.

Although authority for wildlife management is still largely vested in the

state, governments and their implementing agencies do, at times, allocate rights to access and sustainably use
wildlife to local communities and individuals. Reasons for doing so include: providing economic development
opportunities for underserved communities; acknowledging traditional rights of indigenous and native peoples;
and devolving authority with the expectation that this will help reinforce the capacity of weak and under-
resourced government wildlife management and wildlife crime prevention agencies. However, the rights

and responsibilities that the state allocates or devolves to groups or individuals to manage wildlife are often
determined with minimal participation by the claimants and with little transparency or accountability by
government.

Specific challenges are posed by poaching and trafficking of wildlife by organized criminal gangs. Poachers from
Sudan looking to kill elephants in the Dzanga-Sangha Special Reserve were armed with heavy machine guns

and rocket propelled grenades. In the last 20 years, 140 park guards have been killed in the line of duty in
Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) alone. Ivory poachers recently killed four guards patrolling the Azande
hunting area adjacent to Garamba National Park in DRC, and poachers murdered two forestry officers in their
sleep during one of their regular patrols within the Preah Vihear Protected Forest of northern Cambodia.

The militarization and ruthlessness that characterize poaching and trafficking
activities by organized criminal gangs have highlighted the regulatory weakness
and lack of operational resources that have long hindered the effectiveness of
government agencies responsible for dealing with wildlife-related crime.

“The community needs to

feel it is defending a re-

source that belongs to it.”
Lisa Naughton

S . "' Experience suggests that effective law enforcement depends on the cooperation
University of Wisconsin

of local populations and their willingness to share intelligence about poaching
and trafficking activities that are taking place in their territories (Kabiri and
Child 2014). Experiences including those of CBNRM efforts demonstrate that people who view poaching as
stealing something of value from them are usually committed to conducting the intelligence gathering and
information sharing required to detect and deter poaching (see case studies in Nelson 2012). Communities with
a strong sense of ownership over resources are typically willing to publicly denounce and sanction community
members who break natural resource use rules, even if this results in tensions within communities and
households.

COMMUNITY JURISDICTION AND POLICING AUTHORITY

Community organizations are expected to enforce the rules they enact on their own members. When the

state devolves natural resource management to local communities, it typically, and often narrowly, prescribes
their jurisdiction in terms of the geographical area and specific activities over which they have authority and
responsibility. However, when communities also have the responsibility to exclude outsiders, the legal authority
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usually comes from national legislation and not community rules - .

and regulations. If an outsider breaks the law in these situations, the We encourage Iﬂd/gghous people

community organization typically has the right and responsibility to file | - t0 contact authorities rather

a complaint with the expectation that government law enforcement than placing themselves in harm's

will take appropriate action. way trying to detain someone..."
Eduard Niesten

Most nations give citizens the right to detain a person who is caught Conservation Stewards Program,

committing a crime. Generally, citizens can apprehend a criminal, but Crainsarvetion lrameians

do not have authority to arrest the individual. Instead, the citizen must

swiftly deliver that individual to the police or another agency with the

authority to arrest. The authority to physically remove or arrest an individual and to determine the appropriate
punishment is generally vested in law enforcement agencies and the judicial authorities. In most cases, making
community organizations responsible for arresting poachers would require them to exercise authority that they
typically do not possess.

The internationalization of wildlife crime has made confronting poaching and trafficking at the local level much
more difficult for several reasons. First, poachers are more likely to be outsiders who have few or no ties to
the community. As a result, social connections are less useful in identifying wildlife law breakers, and poachers
have fewer social constraints on the use of violence against local scouts and law enforcement officers. Second,
anti-poaching and anti-trafficking efforts are more likely to involve higher-level government officials rather than
the natural resource management agency staff with whom communities usually have regular interaction. These
factors make it more difficult for local people to participate meaningfully in the governance of wildlife and may
diminish their sense of ownership and willingness to collaborate with law enforcement agency staff.

In the last decade, there has been interest in extending the authority to arrest to community organizations (e.g.,
Tsavo Trust in Kenya) as an expansion of protected area co-management arrangements or in situations in which
local communities and central government authorities work in partnership based on common interests. The
prospect of providing local game scouts with arms and mandating their direct engagement in apprehending poachers
assumes particular importance today when wildlife products such as tiger bone, rhino horn, elephant tusks, bear
bile, and manta-ray gill rakers command very high prices in international markets, and when illegal hunters of
wildlife are often members of international organized criminal gangs. The idea of expanding local authority in this
way may appear attractive as a way to empower local communities, solidify their territorial and natural resource
claims, and offer the possibility of increasing capacity of economically strapped
state agencies. Such proposals, however, involve fundamental changes in the
relationship between local communities and the state, which has the right to use

“Poaching is often done

by profesyona/ gangs. .. force to enforce the law. Making communities responsible for law enforcement
community rangers are Not | jncreases their exposure to violence from lawbreakers. In addition, without
effective in this context. appropriate training, the arrests may not be validated by the court if they fail to

Matt Linkie @ follow due process or established standards for evidence collection and curation.
Fauna and Flora International

In the following sections, the existing evidence base is reviewed to inform our
understanding of the conditions under which community engagement is most
likely to be an effective approach to combating wildlife crime. When should local communities be primarily
responsible for anti-poaching policing, and when should they be integrated into anti-poaching and anti-wildlife
trafficking informant networks? When do the risks of engagement exceed the rewards? The body of evidence
that can be drawn upon to answer these questions is quite rich, but has not previously been synthesized to
provide guidance for conservation and community development practitioners working with local communities.
The findings presented below suggest that a number of factors, namely the value of the wildlife products that
are being taken and trafficked, the effectiveness and accountability of state law enforcement, the clarity and
recognition of a community’s customary rights, and the sense of community ownership of wildlife resources are
all important factors affecting the success of community engagement in combating wildlife crime.
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1. COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT:

LESSONS FROM IMPLEMENTATION

This paper summarizes a review and analysis of the literature to better understand the roles that communities
should play in anti-poaching and anti-trafficking, their motivations for involvement, and the best approaches

for minimizing the risks of engagement. A search of Web of Science, Scopus, Google Scholar, and the USAID
Development Experience Clearinghouse failed to retrieve a single peer-reviewed or grey literature paper that
explicitly focused on factors that motivate community engagement in wildlife anti-poaching and anti-trafficking
efforts, or the risks and rewards of such engagement. As a result, the literature review was expanded to address
two related topics: first, a review of lessons learned from the community policing, neighborhood watch, and
intelligence-led crime control literature; second, a review of relevant documents from the vast body of work on
CBNRM and the bushmeat trade.

Findings from the literature review were supplemented with a set of practitioner interviews and analysis of

a set of case studies. Structured interviews were conducted with 27 conservation practitioners from around
the world (Appendix 2, page 24). Conservation practitioners were identified from a pool of candidates
suggested by senior staff at the Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) and USAID and included individuals with
field experience in CBNRM (particularly USAID-supported projects). After the initial interviews, additional
interviewees were identified using a snowball-survey approach. The structured interview questionnaire is
included in Appendix 3 on page 25. Less formal discussions were also held with more than 50 participants
from the “Beyond Enforcement” conference held in South Africa in 2015 (Appendix 4, page 26). Case study
information was provided by interviewees using a standard template developed jointly for this project and the
International Institute for Environment and Development’s (IIED) “Beyond Enforcement” project (Appendix 5,
page 29).

LESSONS FROM COMMUNITY POLICING

Information on community policing of drug crimes, prostitution, burglary, and assault may seem an unlikely
source of information to address the question of community engagement in wildlife law enforcement. However,
the lessons gleaned from reviewing the literature on these topics are congruent with many of the factors that
determine when rural communities living with wildlife might or might not be motivated to engage in anti-
poaching and anti-trafficking efforts, and the risks and rewards of such engagement.

Community policing began in the late 1970s in the United States and the United Kingdom in an attempt to
increase the legitimacy of the police in the eyes of citizens (Cordner 2014). In many ways, community policing
was an intentional return to the old “beat cop” approach to controlling
crime. This involved police officers on patrol every day and on foot in
neighborhoods getting to know and becoming respected by the community

“It is critical that the

(Verma, Das, and Abraham 2012). The approach serves as an alternative arresting authority does not
to traditional, reactive policing styles that rely on motorized patrols, rapid let "poachers know who
response to criminal acts and disorder, and enforcement of criminal law informed.”

(Bullock 2013). Mary Rowen

USAID

Early proponents viewed community policing as a way to improve citizen
attitudes toward the police and to encourage their cooperation in
preventing crime and apprehending criminals. The philosophy quickly evolved into the belief that a community’s
participation in its own protection is essential for effective control of crime (Cordner 2014). Although
community policing is now a major component of crime management and citizen safety around the world, solid
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evidence of the impact of community engagement with police in controlling crime is difficult to find (Kyed and
Albrecht 2015, Cordner 2014, Rosenbaum 1988). This is due, in part, to vastly different contexts in the way in
which community policing has been used. Recently, more rigorous research has shown that community policing
can reduce crime when directed to concerns identified by residents (Bullock 2013), but it can also create new
forms of disorder, social strife, and exclusion, particularly when used to extend the reach of an under-staffed,
under-resourced, and unaccountable police force (Ruteere and Pommerolle 2003).

Relevant lessons on community engagement in policing efforts include:

Police and residents must co-produce public safety. Police and scholars agree that successful
crime-fighting requires police and residents to co-produce public safety (Hawdon and Ryan 201 1). The
importance of engaging local residents in crime prevention and law enforcement is well illustrated by the
results of a survey of 5,422 police officers in metropolitan Guadalajara, Mexico (Sabet 2014). Forty-five
percent of respondents felt that the most effective factor in combating crime was increasing community
participation, as compared to increasing the number of police (14%), investing in more equipment (13%),
and ending corruption (26%).

Most citizens have little interest in becoming involved in policing efforts (Grinc 1994). Those who
do typically provide passive support to public safety efforts do so because such support does not require
direct confrontation with criminals or public reporting to the police. Citizens can anonymously report
crime, provide actionable intelligence to the police, serve as witnesses in court proceedings, and take
preventative measures (Sabet 2014). Although some individuals and communities do provide active
support by conducting surveillance patrols, there is almost universal agreement that individual citizens
should not engage in the legal compulsion of criminals to cease and desist, or the use of arms. Instead,
citizens should solely provide intelligence to the legitimate arresting authorities (Hawdon and Ryan
2011).

People must trust the police. Individuals are typically not motivated to assist the police in crime
prevention and law enforcement if they believe the authority of the police is illegitimate and their actions
are corrupt, unaccountable, and unfair (Tyler and Huo 2002). Positive personal relationships with police
officers and trust are key to citizen engagement in crime prevention (Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls
1997). Residents are also reluctant to become active in crime prevention efforts if they fear retaliation
from criminals (Carr, Napolitano, and Keating 2007). Residents who live in high crime areas are more
likely to assist the police in controlling crime and reducing disorder, as are property owners and those
who have been victims of a personal or property crime (Pattavina, Byrne, and Garcia 2006).

Prosecution and punishment are essential. Those residents who do provide actionable intelligence
to the police often stop doing so if they learn that the police and judiciary have failed to prosecute and
punish crimes effectively (Ratcliffe 2012, Sabet 2014). This is less important than ensuring anonymity of
residents and minimizing the transaction costs of collaborating with the police (Carr, Napolitano, and
Keating 2007).

Community cohesion counts. Individuals are more likely to cooperate with and provide information to
the police if they can communicate that information through a community organization (Smith, Novak,
and Hurley 1997) because this increases their anonymity and reduces the risks of retaliation (Hawdon
and Ryan 2008, Sun, Hu, and Wu 2012). However, the ability of a community to mobilize and organize to
prevent crime and enforce the law depends on the level of social cohesion and sense of trust that exists
among fellow community members (Pattavina, Byrne, and Garcia 2006, Bullock 2013). Communities with
high levels of social disorganization are often unable to realize common goals, solve chronic problems,
and engage in collective action (Kubrin and Weitzer 2003). As a result, these communities are often
unable to collaborate effectively with police in reducing crime and social disorder.
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LESSONS FROM CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

Despite a lack of literature from conservation and development directly addressing the question of community
engagement in wildlife anti-poaching and anti-trafficking efforts, several related topics are relevant to the issue.
Vast literature on CBNRM examines barriers to collective action, the reasons for the success or failure of
community engagement, and community members’ willingness to comply with norms for community natural
resource use. The body of literature on the motivations of local community members to participate in bushmeat
hunting and, to a lesser extent, high-value wildlife poaching and trafficking, provides additional context regarding
the motivations of individuals who continue to engage in, and communities that do not sanction, illegal hunting
behaviors.

Community Engagement in CBNRM

Lessons from the CBNRM literature identify conditions under which community engagement may be more likely
to be successful as an approach for enforcing rules and regulations about the use of natural resources.

The most important lessons on community engagement in natural resource management are:

Benefits are powerful incentives. Individuals are more likely to engage in conservation actions and
follow conservation rules when they directly and tangibly benefit from doing so. The right to benefit
from wildlife and other natural resources is a powerful incentive for engagement in conservation
action when combined with regulatory control over access to and use of resources to ensure those
benefits. This is particularly true when the value of these benefits is comparable to or greater than
the opportunity costs of compliance. Community engagement is also more likely when benefit-sharing
is perceived as equitable and avoids elite capture. Non-tangible benefits, such as maintaining cultural
identify, are also important.

A sense of ownership motivates communities. CBNRM models of wildlife conservation have not
always adequately addressed the issues of rights and authority over wildlife. Unless a majority of local
people have a clear sense of ownership over wildlife, they will have little motivation to invest their limited
labor and capital resources in its conservation. Devolution of the rights over wildlife and other natural
resources increases a community’s sense of security in terms of exclusive access to valued resources and
its willingness to protect and defend them. It is, therefore, not surprising that many conservation NGOs,
with support from private foundations and bilateral and multilateral donors, have increasingly sought to
work with communities to help them clarify and reinforce their legitimate claims to access, use, benefit
from, and manage wildlife and other natural resources in their traditional territories.

Devolution of authority must be appropriately considered. A key lesson, underscored by both
research and on-the-ground experience gained through the rights-based CBNRM approach, is that
making local people responsible for addressing issues and enforcing rules that they do not have the
capacity or authority to resolve is a major source of failure in the efforts to devolve wildlife management
away from central government (Kabiri and Child 2014).

Internal and external factors influence the success of community-based approaches. Building the
technical and social capacity of communities to govern natural resource use in ways that are transparent,
participatory, and accountable are key to successful CBNRM outcomes, as are social cohesion (social
capital) elements such as trust and reciprocity. Monitoring and public reporting of the state of valued
resources and the incidence of rule-breaking provide opportunities for community learning and
motivation to comply with community norms. Local ecological conditions, even though mentioned
frequently in the literature (Agrawal and Chhatre 2006, Garnett, Sayer, and Du Toit 2007, Tole 2010),
do not appear to have an impact on CBNRM outcomes (Brooks et al. 2013).
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Community Engagement in lllegal Bushmeat Hunting and Trading

The reasons that rural people who live with wildlife hunt and trade wildlife for food are now relatively well
understood (inter alia Wilfred and Maccoll 2015, Fa et al. 2015, Rentsch and Damon 2013, Schulte-Herbruggen
et al. 2013, Foerster et al. 2012, Nasi, Taber, and Vliet 201 I, Schenck et al. 2006, Wilkie et al. 2006, Refisch
and Kone 2005, Bassett 2005, Campbell 2005, Wilkie and Godoy 2001, Knapp 2012, Kahler and Gore 2015). A
smaller set of studies has explored the motivations underlying rural community engagement in or prevention of
poaching and trafficking of high value wildlife products such as ivory, rhino horn, and tiger bone (Knapp 2012,
Lemieux 2014, Lotter and Clark 2014, Martin, Martin, and Vigne 2013, Wyatt 201 3). Both bodies of evidence
suggest that for community engagement to be successful as an approach for enforcing rules and regulations that
go against existing behaviors, such as the illegal trade of bushmeat, the underlying factors that drive individuals
and communities to participate must be addressed.

The most important lessons about why individuals engage in illegal hunting and trading of bushmeat are:

Economic factors are important drivers of behavior. Rural communities that live with wildlife

hunt for food because it is often the only or the cheapest source of animal protein available. These
communities trade wildlife as a food commaodity, in part because in isolated areas far from markets,

the meat’s high value-to-weight ratio relative to most agricultural crops makes it one of the few
economically profitable marketable items available. Transporters and market sellers from urban areas
engage in the bushmeat trade because there are few barriers to entry and profit margins are relatively
high. Urban consumers who live close to sources of supply also eat bushmeat because it is inexpensive.
In urban areas that are distant from wildlife areas, bushmeat is often more expensive than domesticated
animal substitutes but is a luxury good that consumers eat occasionally as a way of remembering their
rural heritage.

Community customs and values can supersede outside interests. Most individuals engaged in

the bushmeat trade perceive bushmeat use laws as illegitimate or conflicting with customary laws.
National laws and policies may restrict access to resources critical to the livelihoods and ways of life

of local communities and indigenous and traditional peoples. When combined with weak or absent law
enforcement, participants in the trade may have little fear of being arrested and punished for engaging in
customary behaviors. Laws regulating access to and use of wildlife must be perceived as being legitimate
and as a benefit to local people who live with wildlife and have legitimate claims over wildlife.

INTERVIEWS AND CASE STUDIES

Information gathered during the structured interviews with conservation practitioners suggests that
communities are motivated to engage in anti-poaching and anti-trafficking efforts in a variety of contexts. Six
case studies were selected to illustrate the risks and rewards of community engagement in three different
scenarios in which poaching occurs (Table |, page 14):

I. Community or customary rights are recognized, the wildlife targeted has relatively low value, and
wildlife products are primarily destined for local markets

2. Community or customary rights are recognized, the wildlife targeted has high value, and wildlife
products are primarily destined for international markets

3. The state is the rights holder, the wildlife targeted are of low or high value, and wildlife products are
destined for local or international markets
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Table . Case studies and their applicable scenarios

Scenario |
Tamshiyacu Tahuayo Communal Conservation Area, Peru

Locally Managed Marine Areas, Madagascar

Scenario 2
Community Conservancies, Namibia

Northern Rangelands Trust, Kenya

Scenario 3
FISH and ECOFISH Projects, Philippines
Goats for Hope, Indonesia

Scenario |I: Community Rights are Formally Recognized and Wildlife is of Low Value

When wildlife is of low value, wildlife products are generally destined for local markets or subsistence uses.

As a result, the benefits accrued from conservation do not need to be particularly high to compensate for

lost revenues from poaching. If community rights to use and benefit from wildlife have been established, but
community members continue to engage in poaching and trafficking, the question is why they would prefer
poaching to managing wildlife with a plan for sustainable use. In some cases, there may be issues related to the
distribution of the costs and benefits of wildlife management within the community. Alternatively, individuals may
not perceive the benefits from legal use of wildlife as adequate compensation for the opportunity costs of not
engaging in illegal activities, particularly if they feel there are important benefits that stem from such engagement.

However, when there is broad consensus within communities that sustainable management of wildlife enhances
the opportunities people have to improve their quality of life by securing valued resources for their use or

by reducing social disorder and insecurity, then exerting pressure on a small group of community members

to stop poaching should not entail major difficulty or risk. A relatively high level of social cohesion within the
community is required for a community to be willing to actively regulate the behavior of its members in this
way. Without broad community ownership of wildlife and a common understanding that poaching is stealing
from the community, community members who become involved in reporting or taking other actions to stop
poaching may be subject to social isolation and informal sanctions by their neighbors and kinfolk. This may make
it more difficult for community members who are engaged in anti-poaching and anti-trafficking activities to
secure their livelihoods.

The issue of whether rights have been adequately recognized or clarified becomes particularly important when
outsiders are responsible for most of the poaching. If the community has no right to exclude outsiders from
killing wildlife on their lands, they may not have much motivation to attempt to stop poaching. When rights of
use and access are clear, local communities are typically highly motivated to engage in efforts to halt low-value
wildlife poaching by outsiders and face little physical and social risk in doing so.

Case Study: Tamshiyacu Tahuayo Communal Conservation Area, Peru

Communities living in the Tahuayo and Blanco river basins in the Peruvian Amazon are among the
most isolated in Peru. These communities are politically marginalized and often the last to receive
social services. Securing access to natural resources now and in the future is the primary reason these
communities are motivated to manage resources sustainably.

In order to exclude outside commercial fishers (botes congeladores) from unsustainably harvesting fish
that are central to the diets and ec