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-
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-
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-
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World Wildlife Fund

1.0  INTRODUCTION

In the past, conservation and development were rarely taken as compatible, especially for the rural poor whose livelihood largely depends on direct utilization of natural resources. Today, African governments with support from international donors have increasingly sought to integrate rural community development with conservation in order to ensure improved natural resource management. For threatened resources that require increasing protection, it has been done through revisiting both specific property rights regimes and devising suitable management strategies, stressing the importance of the two concepts in realising sustainable development.

Restraining human activity within a resource that the community considers a traditional community resource bears serious implications for both the community and the protected resources. The previously enjoyed communal property rights are "alienated" and use rights, denied to the communities.  As a result, an antagonistic relation between the local community, on the one hand, and the governments together with their allies - world environmental community - on the other, results mainly due to the struggle for ownership and control of the "local" resource.  

Governments, with the help of international funding bodies, have embarked on two major ways of combating the "hostility" of communities towards protected areas, while promoting conservation. These are the involvement of the local communities in the management of protected areas; and fostering the emergence of either rural environmental projects (with conservation as the primary objective) or development projects (conservation as a secondary objective), through government agencies, NGO initiatives and other organised groups.

Kibale Forest National Park (KNP) in western Uganda provides an opportunity to understand the dynamics of the tenure question and management of a Protected Area (PA). In the early 1990s, Kibale Forest was declared a Forest National Park. Typically, a shift from a forest reserve to a national park implied complete restraint from human access to the forest resources, a move that bore serious socio-economic and cultural implications. To offset this effect, the government through Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA), in collaboration with other actors, like Kibale and Semliki Conservation and Development Project (KSCDP), IUCN and USAID, revisited the original regulations governing the park to accommodate community involvement in the management process. They also provided incentives to the local communities as a means to cultivate new modes of behaviour that would have a positive effect on natural resource management. 

This study is concerned with understanding the specific nature of these interventions, as well as their effect on peripheral communities, specifically living adjacent to the Park. It assesses the extent to which these measures resolve the conflict and seeming incompatibility between the peripheral communities and the Protected Areas (PAs). The study also identifies community responses to these particular interventions. The analysis essentially focuses on the extent to which property rights regimes and involvement of communities in management of PAs culminates in improved natural resource management. 

This report is the research findings on the study of the dynamics of the tenure question and the management of KNP. The report is divided into three main sections. Section one is the introduction to the study, which covers historical, theoretical and methodological aspects. The following section deals with the study findings on the changes of the property rights regime, that were legally initiated and their effects on the people-park relations. It also assesses the extent that the adopted forest management strategy effectively addresses the concerns of the community as well as the Park. The conclusion and recommendations one found in the final section of the report.

1.1 Background

The Government of Uganda (GoU) gazetted Kibale Forest Reserve and Kibale Game Corridor as Kibale National Park (KNP) in November 1993
. Largely located in Kabarole district, KNP
 covers a total area of 766 kms2. The Forest Park is classified as a medium altitude (1110 – 1590m), moist, evergreen to semi-deciduous forest. Annual rainfall in this area ranges from 1,200 – 1,500mm.  The forest is constituted of diverse flora and fauna, containing a reasonable number of species of conservation importance
. The park not only acts as an important watershed for Kabarole district and for Lakes George and Edward, it is also a source for several permanent rivers. Historically, the forest has been very useful to the surrounding communities in terms of deriving their supplementary subsistence needs and acting as an important cultural and spiritual site.

Inspite of being gazetted as a National Forest Park, Kibale forest is still an important source of commercial timber from designated plantation areas. Some local communities depend on it for game meat, building poles, thatching materials, fuelwood, medicinal products, wild coffee and other non-timber products. 

Twenty-five inhabited parishes
, with an average population density of approximately 175 per km2, are immediately adjacent to the park. A majority of the people living in these parishes are predominantly dependent on subsistence agriculture. Around the northern part of the park, tea is grown on a wide scale on both small and large holdings. More recently, Eco-tourism has started to develop in KNP. 

1.2 Theoretical Framework
Although it is generally agreed that property rights and involvement of communities in the management of PAs are critical in the furtherance of conservation and socio-economic development, little attention has been drawn to the interplay of these factors and how they contribute to the success of governments in terms of effective protection of threatened natural resources. The study located itself within the three major schools of thought, which have emerged to relate the nature of institutions and environmental management. 

Two of the schools, the liberalists and the conservationists, derive their arguments and interventions from Hardin's famous theory of the "Tragedy of the Commons" (Acheson, 1990). They attribute environmental degradation to the absence of rules governing use in collectively owned property (Takforyan, 1996; Hanna & Munasinghe, 1995; Brightman, 1990; McCay & Acheson, 1990 and Ostrom, 1990).  The Conservationists reason that the solution of the commons can be found in strengthening the role of governments in dealing with environmental problems. This view basically justifies government's alienation of communal land and resources. The declaration of certain areas as government protected areas is an extreme outcome of this view. 

The liberals, on the other hand, have sought refuge in privatization of property.  In this particular school of thought, governments are encouraged to leave the question of ownership and control to individuals and the private sector. This school has attracted a large following including the current ideology, among the donor community, many current African governments and scholars, regarding the improved management of the natural resources in protected areas.  

The third school of thought, however, rejects the idea of discarding one property regime for the other, under the pretext that one should be favoured against another for purposes of sustainable development. This school argues that sustainability of environmental resources is not dependent on a specific property rights regime, but rather on a well-specified property rights regime congruent with its ecological and social context. (Hanna & Munasinghe, 1995; Hanna, Folke & Maler; Chango, 1953). They emphasise that the match between a property rights regime and the contextual characteristics of the affected human and ecological systems determines sustainability of a resource. 

It is on the basis of these differing theoretical perspectives, that appropriation of the natural resources takes place and strategies for management of natural resources are tailored. Where privatization of protected areas, for instance, is promoted and initiated, "private property rights" is equated to "security of tenure". The owners are said to enjoy the right to access, use and transfer resources, as they desire. The expected outcome of this move is supposedly improved resource management and higher productivity. It is assumed that the land user, by owning and controlling the resource is motivated to invest in turn fostering improved resource management and higher productivity (Kisamba-Mugerwa, 1991; Henrik, 1994; Kiseeka, 1989; and Ogwang and DeGeorges, 1992). This could also be said of governments, as ‘owners’ and, therefore controllers of resources within PAs, who determine whether and which resources who should harvest, where and when. This explains why the conservationists urge governments to alienate communal lands and resources, protecting them against the communal resource users. 

The wholesale adoption of interventions based on these perspectives, however, is unlikely to successfully steer nations to sustainable development, for several reasons. Interventions based on the dogmatic view of the excellence of private property rights, fail to grasp the complexities involved in particular contexts. How relevant is the concept of private property in given socio-economic realities, where customary tenure is still upheld, that is, where multiple property rights are enjoyed by various individuals and/or groups?

 In a situation where there are multiple users and stakeholders, it would be more relevant to consider issues of secured access rights rather than individualized property relations. Security of tenure can also be achieved without necessarily transforming the pre-existing social systems, which can also be used to reshape the way formal systems or changes from without are sought to be implemented. It is vital  to appreciate the existing social systems with their underlying structures and functions, in order to arrive at appropriate diagnoses, based on a correct reading of the situation. 

Additionally, secure tenure is not synonymous with sustainable use of resources. 

As Lawry (Henrik,1992) aptly explains: 

Analysis of the relationship between tenure and resource management is complicated by the fact that economic and other circumstances can arise which lead users to under-invest or over-exploit, even when they have secure tenure.

Ostrom (1990), basing on the ‘it-depends framework’ affirms the importance of context aspects. She appreciates the ability of individuals to devise institutional arrangements that are well matched to their situation. Ostrom contends that communal ownership can be an optimal institutional arrangement for some, but not all, types of common-resource problems. Like Robert Netting (Ostrom, 1990) puts it: 

My contention will be that, in the absence of decisive legal or military controls from the larger society, the system of property rights in the peasant community will be directly related to the manner in which resources are exploited, the competition for their use, and the nature of the product/products…

A good example in East Africa is the fact that traditional societies, which depended on renewable resources, by way of a variety of traditional codes and practices (Kayanja, 1991; Ostrom, 1990; Brightman, 1990), strived for sustainable utilization. The traditional system was however interrupted, with the advent of colonialism. 

Although, the involvement of local communities in managing resources is ancient, it has gained unprecedented prominence in the current attempts by Governments to devise effective management strategies geared towards fostering the linkage between the future of the country's natural resources and the local communities, whose livelihood is largely dependent on the available local resources. (Stewart 1992, Ogwang and DeGeorges 1992)

The marked shift from the conventional protected area management (PAM) strategy (enforcement of conservation legislation) to participatory management (innovative and integrated conservation approach) signifies the cognition of the relevance of the existing socio-economic and cultural conditions to conservation and development. Emphasis is placed on involving local communities in the management of the protected areas in order to redress the conflict and incompatibility between the people and the protected areas, for purposes of conservation and sustainable development.

Principally, as several authors note (Ogwang & DeGeorges, 1992; Stewart, 1992; Kayanja, 1993), it is a well established that improved natural resource management cannot succeed unless those that depend on the natural resource base for their living take charge of managing the (resource) base themselves. The major variation arises out of the quest for an appropriate method to achieve this objective, without compromising either the sustainability of the natural resources or the development of the community. 

In as far as PAM is concerned, two approaches to the question of involving the local communities have been suggested. The first approach is based on readjusting original restrictive regulations (which allow no opportunities for even controlled traditional use of resources by the local communities) Ogwang & DeGeorges, (1992). The second approach is centred on providing new benefits or inducements as incentives for the initiation of new modes of behaviour. These incentives emphasise provisions for benefits derived as a direct consequence of the presence of the protected area (see Stewart 1992, Wells et al 1990).    

Generally speaking, involvement of the community in resource management is, but only one although a major incentive required for better management. As such, other incentives which include clear access and user rights to the resource, price incentives and accessible marketing channels etc should be considered as well. Implementation of participation by the local people has been made difficult by the socio-economic and cultural complexities at hand, which makes it always impossible to internalise the externalities.

Shifting of responsibility and power to local communities does not necessarily mean wise decision-making or even equity in the distribution of resources. The failure to achieve objectives of local empowerment and effective participation can partly be attributed to the failure of the newly designed and implemented participatory approaches to recognise the complex, diverse and heterogeneous local structures. This can mainly be attributed to the fact that most of the new designs have been initiated and established by the external donor community, whose understanding of the pre-existing social systems and network functions is lacking. 

While external donors may have contributed to developing more appropriate natural resource management practices, their vision for the recognition of the complex, diverse and heterogeneous local structures is blurred. This has posed great concern for the effectiveness of the established local community structures in as far as the empowerment and effective participation of the local community in natural resource management is concerned. 

As Henrik aptly puts it :

The multitude of agencies and agents advocating decentralization and participation, and trying to implement these in practice, very often base their efforts on incorrect diagnoses and superficial notions of the complex and diverse local socio-economic and cultural scene. (Henrik,1990). They often fail to capture the complexity of resource use strategies.

In as far as improvement of natural resource management is concerned, several studies and researches strongly encourage a critical review of the role of the state vis-a-vis that of the community [Henrik (ed) 1994]. It is contended that there is need to strike a balance between cutting back the functions of the state and the complexities of decentralization and participation (Henrik, 1994; Thomsen, 1994; Laurent and Mathieu, 1994 and Pinter, 1994. 

The shift in focus among donors, lenders and others, from the state and state institutions to decentralized levels of resource management and the promotion of local institutions is clearly evident. Although the theoretical perspective of the new approach to decentralization and participation is well founded, its conceptualization is subjected to the oversimplified perception of local communities. The local communities are viewed as rather homogenous societies, with self-evident interests in managing the natural resource base in a harmonious way and with no serious constraints as to grasping the opportunity for establishing self-management groups. 

There is need to transcend this simplistic perception of "homogenous environmentally friendly communities" by giving more attention to a diversity of interests which cut across a number of social and economic lines, based on class, age-groups, ethnicity, gender and resource endowment. 

The participatory approach has tended towards failure as a result of over dependence on interventions from without, which lack insight to the complexities of various communities, use of local knowledge, skills etc, together with lack of appropriate government structures. It is vital to assess the effectiveness of the democratization process reportedly taking place, by understanding the various dimensions of participation and decentralization.

For purposes of this study, operational definitions for the three main concepts that are being investigated have been drawn as follows:

Property Rights - the rights that individuals have towards each other and towards the forest natural resources. These rights include the right to undertake certain actions relative to the forest; the right to access, use and to benefit from this use) and the right to transfer or alienate forest resources. 

Community Participation – is an active process by which the intended beneficiaries, also the traditional resource users, influence the direction and execution of resource management to enhance their well being in terms of nourishment, income, social cohesion etc.

Natural Resource Management – the control of natural resources through structures and processes that seek to ensure sustainable development.

1.3 Scope and Methodology

1.3.1 Study Area

The study area covers three parishes, namely,: Kiiko, Kaswa and Kabirizi (See Appendix 1). Primary interest lay with the households that immediately surrounded the park. As such, twelve villages within the three parishes were covered (See Table 1). 

1.3.2 Study Population 

The study population comprised of both adult female and male respondents each representing a household, and totalling 110 households, and community leaders including the Local Council (LCs) and Women Council leadership as well as opinion leaders. It also included authorities from the Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA) and Uganda National Parks (UNP), staff from Makerere University Biological Field station (MUBFS) and IUCN.

1.3.3 Study Methods

The study is informed by both primary and secondary data. Primary data was obtained through a combination of both participatory and non-participatory methodologies. Participatory methodologies included village mapping and wealth ranking. Both methods involved an average of twenty community members of the relevant villages. The non-participatory methods were essentially three; namely, individual interviews based on a structured questionnaire; In-depth interviews of key informants; and Focus Group Discussions (FGDs). 

Using simple random sampling, three out of twenty-five parishes that are adjacent to the National Park, were selected. These were Kiiko, Kaswa and Kabirizi parishes. From these, purposeful sampling was used to identify the villages that were closest to the Forest Park. One Hundred and Ten (110) respondents were randomly selected from twelve villages situated within the three selected parishes. A structured questionnaire (see Appendix 2) was administered in each of the selected households, to the head of the household or a spouse in his/her absence. 27.2% of the respondents were obtained from Kiiko parish, 36.4% from Kaswa and 36.4% from Kabirizi parishes, as indicated in Table 1.

Table 1: Study Villages and Parishes

	NAME OF PARISH
	NAME OF VILLAGE
	RESPONDENTS

	
	
	Number
	Percent

	KIIKO
	Kabucukire
	3
	2.7

	
	Kaburara
	2
	1.8

	
	Kanyansowera
	14
	12.7

	
	Kanyawara
	8
	7.3

	
	Kihingami
	1
	0.9

	
	Kyamugara
	4
	3.6

	
	
	
	

	KASWA
	Mugusu
	34
	30.9

	
	Wehiige
	4
	3.6

	
	
	
	

	KABIRIZI
	Kinyantale A
	10
	9.1

	
	Kinyantale B
	7
	6.4

	
	Kyahutali
	5
	4.5

	
	Rwabuganda
	18
	16.4

	TOTAL
	
	110
	100.0


Two FGDs, each comprising ten (10) community leaders, were also conducted in Kiiko and Kaswa parishes. Key informants included park authorities, opinion leaders, women council leaders, community elders and youth representatives. 

Secondary sources of data included a survey on Nyabwea parish that was conducted by park officials, literature from the libraries of the Park and MUBFS, articles, documents and reports obtained from Research Centres (Centre for Basic Research, Network for Researchers and Research Users and Makerere Institute of Social Research) and relevant institutions like UWA, UNP and WWF/IUCN.  

2.0 FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

2.1 Socio-Demographic Data

The respondents from Kiiko, Kaswa and Kabirizi parishes were 72.5% male and 27.5% female.  The majority (86.7%) fell within the active working age group (16-55), the rest, being over 55 years of age. Three out of every four respondents were married. Half of these had been married for more than ten years. At least 65% were born where they are currently residing. Most of the immigrants to these parishes were from other parts of Kabarole district, the rest being largely from Kigezi in south-western Uganda. The immigrants shifted to the northern fringes of the park largely in search of alternative livelihoods. 94.4% of the respondents considered themselves permanent residents of the study parishes. 

Only 13.2% did not have children, 47.4% had not more than four children, while 34.2% had between five and eight children and only 5.3% with nine and more children. 24.2% of those with children were not living with their children, the majority having become independent (in terms of residence) from their parents. The rest (75.8%) had dependant children; 50% having between 1-4 dependent children, 13.2% between 5-8 and only 2.6% with 9 dependent children. Apart from dependent children, there were other dependants including spouses, grandchildren, (widowed) mothers and relatives of the respondents. Except for 21.1% who claimed that they had no dependants at all, 65.8% had 1-3 dependants, while 7.9% had 4-6 and 5.3% had 7-9% of those with other dependants, 46.7% have only their spouses as dependants.  

The main economic activities of the respondents were considered to be sale of labour (55.2%) and subsistence cultivation (38.8%). These activities were also considered as their main income earners; sale of labour (39.3%) and sale of surplus food (26.8%). A majority of the paid labourers were employed in the neighbouring tea estates. Other sources of income included beer brewing, livestock rearing, casual labouring, and remittances. 

Engagement in these economic activities however does not guarantee the majority of households with what they considered quality of life. Nine out of ten claimed inadequate incomes to cater for their largely extended families, prompting them to channel all their energies on seeking various survival strategies. They were, therefore, forced largely to rationalize their expenditure in accordance with what they had (64.5%), or to supplement their incomes (22.6%), either through engaging in such activities as beer brewing, fire wood selling, retail trade etc, or to a lesser extent, selling their labour (3.2%).  

Income generating opportunities within these communities are considered very limited. The community members tend to depend on the vibrancy of the labour market which in turn depends on the level of skills of the labour in question as well as the level of investment undertaken within the community. With limited investment levels and the poor quality of labour and therefore its uncompetitive character, children who became of age and had the ability to support themselves, gradually opted to search for alternative employment opportunities in other districts, especially urban Kampala. 

On the whole, the respondents have a limited capacity to engage in lucrative economic activities which ensure a reasonable standard of living. Due to inadequate returns from cultivation, the community members are hardly able to hire labour to increase the acreage under cultivation. Almost all (97.1%) of the households depended on family labour for their cultivation needs. Other labour types included paid and communal labour, although very few had access to each. Only one out of four could gain access either through paid or communal labour. At least 17.6% of the households supplemented their labour requirements with seasonal paid labour as and when need arose. 

The wealth ranking exercise that was done in Makobyo Zone, Kiiko Parish for only adults with houses categorized the community into three distinct social classes – the rich peasants; middle peasants and poor peasants. The rich peasants constituted by members of the community with the highest incomes derived from their endowment of resources such as more than 15 acres of land, a forest, an average of twenty goats, a permanent house (bricks and iron-sheets) or residential premises (with an average of six rooms) and/or real estate. Most of the male heads of the households were involved in timber trade. Most of the rich peasants could afford maintaining and actually had more than one wife. 

The middle peasants had between 2-5 acres of land; 3 goats; a semi-permanent house (mud and wattle with an iron-roof) and dealt with pitsawying (timber) or operated a small retail shop. Their income was only enough to maintain their families without ensuring investments for the future. The poor peasants, on the other hand, had access to not more than one acre of land. These include the manual labouring classes who had temporary access to a small piece of land for purely residential and subsistence purposes. The poor peasants had no more than one goat and lived in a temporary (grass thatched) house. From the community’s own assessment, one’s current standard of living had a relationship with age (the older one is the more likely that one is better resourced); land ownership and ownership of other resources/assets like houses, shops to supplement their incomes. This meant that many youths, including those who were prepared to live independently of their parents, lacked property to ensure a good quality of life.

2.2 Land Access, Ownership and Use

The community under study is largely dependent on land for survival. 84.8% of the respondents had access to land for subsistence agriculture and residential purposes. Of those who had land, the majority (65.5%) had between one and four acres, while 31% had five acres and above, and only 3.5% have less than one acre. Over half (58.6%) of the respondents had possessed this land for over ten years, 24.1% between five and ten years and 10.3% between two and five years. Only a few (6.9%) had acquired it less than two years ago.  Three common means of acquiring this land were identified as inheritance (36.7%), purchases (35.5%) and donations (17.7%). Infrequent means of acquiring land were through kutembura 
 (6.3%) and borrowing (3.8%). 

Going by the common means through which land is acquired, it is observed that most of this land is essentially family property and is transferable within the family.  In Kabirizi parish, for instance, almost eight out of ten households acquired part of their family land by way of inheritance (50%), donations (15%), borrowing from a relative (10%) and purchase (5%). Only rarely (13.8%) are these interests legally registered in form of leases. In Kiiko and Kaswa parishes, where half of the land belongs to the Omukama (King) of Toro, and the other is public land, half of the respondents benefited from part of the family land, either through inheritance (30.2%) or donations (20.9%). The other half  (48.8%) bought their land. Access to land for a majority of the new entrants to land was through their fathers (42.9%) and relatives (28.6%). Other vital channels were through markets (17.1%) and chiefs (11.4%). The latter fell exclusively into the category of those who accessed land through kutembura. 15.6% are subjected to specific conditions for land utilization. These have accessed their land through some form of borrowing which includes some form of donation. The conditions imposed on them largely revolve around prohibition to sell the land and restriction of the crop types to cultivate. The latter normally applies to coffee cultivation. 

The main food and cash crops that are grown are millet and cassava. Low returns, as a result of vermin from the forest, are particularly registered in the production of maize, tubers and fruits. High agricultural productivity of the community is therefore hindered by the poor naturally acidic soils together with vermin. The concern of the peasants revolves around controlling crop damage from vermin, such as wart hogs and baboons coming from the forests, and how to maximize productivity, given these circumstances. Their immediate interest, therefore, is to ascertain survival in the short run. 

2.3 Kibale Forest: A Community Resource

For several decades and over generations, the communities living adjacent to Kibale forest have used the Kibale forest as a community resource that provided for some of their needs. With the monetization of the economy, communities were able to market some of the forest resources in exchange for money. The community depended on the forest for their domestic use. They mainly collected water, firewood, food, medicinal herbs, and building materials. When the forest was turned into a government reserve, the community members continued to harvest some of the forest resources, albeit with some degree of control exercised by government. The community members, especially the men were conditionally allowed to harvest logs from within the forest. This allowed them to earn substantial income. The men also participated in group-hunting of some of the animals like wart hogs as food.  

In all the study parishes, individuals, families and the community at large, benefited from their proximity to the resource. Of those who cited benefits (64.9%), benefits included, in ranking order, water for domestic and livestock purposes (91.4%), building materials (57.1%), land (38%), firewood (23.8%), meat (19%), coffee (14.3%), medicine (9.5%) and other foods (9.5%). 

For a greater insight into the household needs from the forest, table two captures the resources utilized by different family members of Nyabweya parish. The rapid assessment carried out by the park authorities in Nyabweya parish point out that there are particular resources that specific family members harvest from the forest.

The communities of Nyabweya parish identified at least twenty-eight (28) resources that they could utilise in the interest of collaborative management/ sharing of park resources. In Rwenkuba and Busingye sub villages, men tended to harvest the largest variety of resources from the park, thirteen (13) and twenty-three (23) respectively. 

According to the needs identified under the special resources groupings, their needs depended on and reflected the traditional gender roles and responsibilities that are curved out in a family. The men are generally interested in resources that will be used to construct shelter and those that would enable them earn extra income (beer brewing, carpentry) or subsidise their food budgets (famine food – yams, musa, fish). The women, on the other hand, are interested in resources that facilitate their reproductive roles – cooking and other domestic chores and to earn them some independent income from engaging in handicraft activities. The children tended to harvest resources that are required by schools and their mothers at home.

For low-income (poor) households, spear grass is very important in as far as thatching their houses is concerned. It is crucial especially when their houses are prone to fire destruction during the dry season. Dry reeds are used as fuel wood and their leaves as fodder. They are also used for construction of beehives, cupboards, beds, fencing materials and racks for drying utensils. Further analysis of data showed that all women who harvested spear grass were also female household heads and were ranked as being poor.

Upgrading of Kibale Forest Reserve to a national park engendered a further restriction to the forest resources. In the three study parishes, apart from water and firewood for a very limited number of respondents, the communities ceased to enjoy any form of material benefits whatsoever from the forest.

Table 2: Park Resources used in Nyabweya Parish

	Resource
	Men
	Women
	Children

	
	R
	B
	R
	B
	R
	B

	Reeds
	17.6
	41.2
	-
	4.0
	-
	-

	Sand
	8.8
	37.3
	-
	2.0
	-
	-

	Firewood
	5.9
	11.8
	17.6
	66.7
	11.8
	41.2

	Spear grass
	61.8
	80.4
	8.8
	9.8
	-
	-

	Papyrus
	17.6
	15.7
	52.9
	74.5
	29.4
	25.5

	Omugugu
	23.5
	2.0
	82.3
	66.7
	11.8
	3.9

	Musa
	5.9
	21.6
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Pasture
	2.9
	4.0
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Poles
	29.4
	49.0
	-
	7.8
	-
	-

	Palm leaves
	8.8
	5.9
	-
	2.0
	-
	-

	Matooke
	-
	2.0
	-
	2.0
	-
	-

	Water
	-
	31.4
	-
	31.4
	-
	19.6

	Creepers
	5.9
	4.0
	23.5
	27.5
	17.6
	11.8

	Fish
	2.9
	11.8
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Anshumi
	2.9
	2.0
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Mushrooms
	-
	
	-
	2.0
	-
	-

	Medicinal Plants
	-
	7.8
	-
	4.0
	-
	-

	Logs 

(bee hives)
	-
	2.0
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Clay
	-
	9.8
	-
	4.0
	-
	-

	Vines
	-
	5.9
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Avocados
	-
	4.0
	-
	2.0
	-
	-

	Omukuku
	-
	
	-
	7.8
	-
	-

	Charcoal
	-
	2.0
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Emyora
	-
	2.0
	-
	2.0
	-
	-

	Obugesa
	-
	7.8
	-
	-
	-
	-


Key: R = Rwenkuba
B = Busingye

Source: Assessment carried out by the Park authorities

2.4 People-Park Relations

This section attempts to investigate the existing relations between the park and the study communities, based on the perceptions of the community. The analysis takes the form of reflecting on the differences between the previous and current relations, engendered by the changes of the legal status of Kibale Forest from a reserve to a national park. There are two main situations, which necessitate human-forest interactions within Kibale Forest and its surroundings. These are situations where humans go into the forest in search of subsistence and economic resources and where wildlife pests leave the forest to attack crops. Such situations call for an appropriate forest management strategy that ensures good relations between the park and the local communities in order to realize and maximize both the economic and ecological potentials of the forest resource. 

2.4.1 Nature of People-Park Relations

Relations between the community and the park, when compared with those between the community and the previous forest reserve have turned sour. Of those who responded to the nature of the people-park relations prior to Kibale Forest being declared a Park, over 90% felt that the relations were generally good.  52.5% claimed good relations, while 8.5% thought that they were fair and only 1.7% declared bad relations existing between the community and the park during that time. 32.2% were non-committal mainly arguing that that they had had no specific and direct relations with the reserve. The changed legal status of Kibale Forest from a reserve to a park initiated strained relations. The study findings indicate that the proportion of those claiming good relations dropped to 42.3%, while those viewing the relations as bad rose to 19.2%. The change also caused reduced interactions between the park and the communities. The majority (73.9%) claimed that their interaction with the park was confined to issues concerning park-related problems. This meant that the shift resulted into distancing the community from the park.

The community tended to measure good relations between the park and the people in terms of the community’s accessibility to park resources and the ability of the park to respond to the community’s problems caused by their proximity to the park. 80% of the residents in Kiko and Kaswa parishes attributed their good relations with the forest reserve to the former criterion.  

The extent of the adverse effects resulting from the creation of the park is best captured by the responses obtained from the perception of the community about the foregone opportunities, as shown below:

· We can no longer use resources from the park to supplement our food needs and increase our incomes. 

· Women, through women’s clubs have ceased to obtain independent incomes which they used to get through handicraft. 

· We will lose land if animals increase.

· In the absence of vermin/animals, the poorer sections of the community (that is 'Class three') would shift to the position of the middle class.

· We fear that 40% of the low income earning class will degenerate to 'class four'. 

· We can sell produce, which we cannot produce now because of vermin.

For the few who felt that there still existed some degree of access to park resources, they pointed out that there were no clear or straightforward mechanisms. Rather, individuals who approached park officials, could do so, depending on the kind of resources required; the degree of need and the availability of alternative means; and more importantly, depending on the kind of relationship that existed between the two parties. This brought about reinforcement of ‘informal’ mechanisms for access to park resources, which in themselves, were potentially detrimental to the well-being of the forest and the community and could compromise the commitment of the park authorities to attain its objectives of conservation and sustainable development.

2.4.2 Factors Responsible for Existing Relations

Three factors were cited as being responsible for the poor and strained relations existing between the local communities and the park, namely denial of access to park resources, persistent inattention to the vermin problem, and lack of an effective mechanism to resolve these two major community concerns. In Kiiko parish, for instance, 87.5% described their relation with the park authorities as being poor since the latter at best, tended to be indifferent to the community concerns. While 75.7% blamed their relations on ‘strong and mighty’ park creators (Government) and managers supported by the ‘tough and coercive’ legislation governing the park, 24.3% blamed the community for being ‘ too weak’ with poor mobilisation skills, absence of harmony and poverty. Specifically, the community leaders, during the focus group discussion, partly blamed the prevailing strained people-park relations on apathy among several community members, especially the men.

2.4.2.1 Denial of access to park resources

Almost all (98.3%) the respondents were aware that Kibale Forest had changed its legal status from a forest reserve to a national park, the majority dating the change to the 1993-1995 period. Slightly more than half claimed that they learnt about the changed status from community meetings that the park officials had organised; 23.7% through announcements made over radio and during public gatherings) and 18.4% had read a park notice. The immediate and most serious effect of the changed legal status, according to the communities interviewed, was denial of access to forest resources that they previously had access to. This denial was interpreted in two forms: physical bar to the forest (40.7%) and deprivation of resources (59.3%). 79.2% claimed that this sudden change engendered a gross effect on the relations of the community and the park. 

The change of legal status, for 95.6% of the respondents, engendered absolute restriction to resource access, which in essence, meant a disenfranchised community. Within the park area of control, the community is allowed water for domestic purposes. 91.4% of the respondents therefore depended on this water for their domestic requirements. 17.5% and 2.5% claimed that they had access to firewood for cooking and watering their livestock respectively. Resources that were specifically identified as being inaccessible, as a result of the changed legal status included, fuel firewood, medicinal plants, food, building materials and agricultural land (4.5%), 

Only a few claimed limited rights to some of the park resources. 17.5% said they retained access and use rights to park water for domestic purposes and 2.5% for watering their livestock. Concern was expressed over the absence of access even through selling of resources. Only 4.3% claimed to possess access to a few resources after payment of entrance fee. 27.8% claimed that they receive a concession on a few of the forest resources. Although access through selling forest products was favourably considered, 70.4% regretted that that they would not be able to afford accessing park resources, by way of purchases.  

The respondents were provided an opportunity to compare and contrast their rights to forest resources during the period when Kibale Forest was a reserve and when it was a park. In the former period, 69.6% felt that there were no restrictions imposed on them, while 30.4% mentioned restrictions specifically on cutting trees. The community, however, observed no difference between the persons and conduct of the previous and current enforcers (park authorities through game rangers). For the lawbreakers, two penalties which were commonly used were mentioned, namely detention (93.3%) and using the gun to shoot trespassers (6.7%). When Kibale Forest was a forest reserve, the detention penalty seemed more apparent and frequently used. 

On upgrading to a park, Kibale Forest became a ‘no-go’ area for the local community. More stringent laws were introduced to govern the park. The park custodians were given the power to arrest or even shoot a trespasser. A hostile attitude was created between the park officials and the community. The institution of entry fees engendered physical access to the park for all those who were interested in gaining access to the park. This caused tension especially between the park officials and community members whose access to their estates required going through the park. Park fees are charged to humans and vehicles including the communities, although the rates for the latter (600/=) tended to be lower than those living elsewhere. Whereas the community viewed fees charged to the general public as exorbitant (motorcycles at 3,000/=; motor vehicles/lorries at 10,000/=), the fees charged to the local people were considered, unnecessary and irrelevant.

With all these new institutional changes, the majority respondents claimed that they ceased to enjoy direct material benefits, whether as individuals, a family or even a community that lives close to the park. Only 5.1% mentioned employment opportunities being available. The respondents expressed concern over the manner in which their previously enjoyed benefits were terminated, that is, by decree (95.2%). 

Prior to the forest attaining a park status, over 70% of the respondents had easy access to forest resources through the governing authorities, either directly (59%) or indirectly (11.5%). Explaining the meaning of direct access, one community leader observed:

… we were able to obtain any park resource, except for timber where we were required to obtain a permit from the forest department. 

At a practical level, when Kibale Forest held the status of a reserve, the community was recognised and certain benefits were granted to the community. Employment was offered to residents of the neighbouring community; licensed timber dealers accessed timber that the community and its neighbourhood depended on for income. Controlled hunting was allowed. On Wednesdays and Saturdays male residents mobilised themselves into a group which would hunt some animals like warthogs and the kill was shared among community members. Licensed hunters would hunt some animals like baboons (licences were obtained either from the county office or the game department). Households were allowed to collect firewood, wild fruits, and medicinal plants.

The issue that clearly emerges concerns the communities’ attitudes and conviction about their stolen resource. The community members firmly believe that the park can still adequately survive with communities allowed controlled access to park resources. The community members perceive the incompatibility between the people and the park as an artificial creation of the park authorities. The communities believe that such a consideration would not only enhance their relations with the park but also create a greater community responsibility over the park resources as well as sustainable development of the area. 

Below are some of the ways that some community members proposed as a means to improve their relations with the park: 

· Limited access to resources. One member observed “like forest reserve relations”.

· Controlled access to forest resources – Emihiigo (Group hunting); licenses for cutting artificial trees; harvesting resources that enable income generation, such as; omugugu (for handicraft, furniture); palm leaves; eminyoro (for making baskets and mats); enyomyo (poles for constructing shelter); sand  (from public land) – redemarcate remove the gate to the natural boundary. Clear bushes for cultivation; Medicinal plants; Obunyansi (for thatching shelter); Honey; Papyrus; mushrooms and Ebiraale ( famine food)

· The locals should be given priority in terms of accessing resources rather than today’s practice where ‘foreigners’ from say Ankole and Kabale are sole beneficiaries.of timber harvesting.

· Employment opportunities. An employee receiving 120,000/= per month is able to provide for his/her family.

2.4.2.2 Persistent park inattention to crop vermin

Problems associated to living close to the park appeared to be magnified after benefits ceased – a double jeopardy! The biggest problem that the communities faced was wild animals raiding their crops (vermin), destroying both their crops and land, a situation that questioned the right of the community to the product of their labour and their property as well. The vermin problem affects 65.8% of the respondents in Kabirizi and 81.4% in Kiiko and Kaswa parishes. Inspite of the magnitude of this problem and the community perception that it is a community problem (81.6%), no appropriate solutions have been found, remaining largely unresolved (79.4%in Kiiko and Kaswa parishes).

79.4% expressed dissatisfaction with, and even anger towards, the park’s failure to redress this issue. This phenomenon also applied to other communities that surrounded the study area. Based on this, the community observed that at best the park was indifferent to their plight (87.5%). This was pitted against the disharmony among community members to derive more effective strategies. Attempts to resolve this impasse was premised on the need for solutions devised jointly by the people and the park (82.1%) with a few (17.9%) calling for government mediation.

Crop raiding has fostered very hostile relations between the community and the park. Whereas park authorities and Government effectively protected the rights of the animals, they denied the communities the right to protection of humans and property. Community members expressed dissatisfaction with relegation of their rights to a secondary concern. A repeated example was that of the practice that disallowed the community to kill any animal, including that, which destroys human life. Serious concern was raised over the silence that has prevailed after chimpanzees from the park have killed three children in the sub-county. No compensation has been given to the affected community members when their crops and land are destroyed. Additionally, the government assumes and expects that the community members have an alternative, they should be able to live off land which, for some, is not theirs
. In the latter case, utilisation is conditional, additional costs related to their proximity to the park are incurred and as a result, returns fall short of ensuring their survival needs.  

2.4.2.3 Avenues for park-people interaction 

The community expressed disillusionment with the absence of clear avenues for people-park interaction both when they require park resources and when faced with a park-related problem. The majority (62%) in Kabirizi parish claimed that there was no formally recognised avenue for resource access. Only 5.3% viewed PMAC as an established institution with potential for negotiating access to park resources.  In Kiiko and Kaswa parishes, straightforward mechanisms were reportedly lacking, as well. 30% of the respondents in the two parishes were of the view that individual initiatives were heavily relied upon in, as far as, accessing resources through park authorities, including the game warden, were concerned. Personal contacts, whenever possible, are used. 

55.6% indicated that there is no specific process of resolving people-park related problems, while 44.4% pointed out that a relatively formal process existed. In the latter case, reference is made to the affected individual reporting to a PMAC official who is expected to report to the park officials at Kanyawara Station. In spite of the existence of PMAC, however, an effective mechanism is still lacking. 

With assumption of Kibale Forest Reserve to the park status, the respondents reacted differently when confronted with a park-related problem. Almost half of the respondents (46.2%) relied upon ‘self-initiatives’, 20.8% on indirect means, 30% claimed they had no avenue whatsoever, while only 3% claimed direct access to park officials. In this case, self-initiatives refer to individuals devising individual solutions to the problem, while indirect means refer to use of a third party/agency to seek assistance on behalf of the affected members. 42.4% of those who used indirect means resorted to PMAC as the available agency.  

In case of a park-related problem confronting community members in Kabirizi parish, only one out of every four respondents in Kabirizi parish, reports to PMAC, park authorities or LCs, while the other two have either abandoned part of the land that is most affected or ignored the problem. This is inspite of the fact that, the park authorities have recommended possible solutions to the vermin problem  (details shall be discussed in the following section). 

There is a difference between the more frequently used avenues during the two periods. Whereas communities, during the period that Kibale was a forest reserve, tended to resort to using mainly both the direct and indirect means,  they, during the Park period, opted mainly for self-initiatives or ignoring the problem out of desperation. Citing an example of one of the favoured approaches during the period of the forest reserve, one member of the community commented that the affected individuals would:   

… chase animals away with the help of rangers from Sebitole rangers camp.

About 60% of the respondents indicated that they had no dealings whatsoever with the Forest Park. Almost 20% claimed that their dealings rotated around park-initiated meetings, 15% when they have park-related problems and 5% when involved in park-initiated conservation activities. Linking these results to the areas of concern that the community expressed about the existence of the park, it is evident that the community problems and status in relation to the park, remained largely unresolved. 

Having examined the community perceptions about their relations with the park, it is pertinent that the implication of the changes of the legal status of Kibale Forest be understood. What does the change of the legal status of Kibale Forest from a reserve to a park mean for the communities living adjacent to the forest? Half of the community believed that government consolidated its ownership rights to the forest. 36.2% claimed ignorance about the ownership implications, 7.2% viewed it as foreigners taking over community property, while only 1.4% claimed that the forest still belongs to the community.
In relation to the effects that the changed legal status has had on individuals, families and the community at large, the majority (71%) viewed it as bearing adverse effects, 23.7% were non-committal and 5.3% indicated that the changed legal status of the park had no effect on the community. It is worthy noting that the latter category (5.3%) was located further from the park than the former categories, and was therefore, in a less favourable position to access resources. 

For those who felt that the effect on the peripheral communities was obviously adverse, they argued that the changed legal status had engendered negative consequences in two ways. Firstly, for the entire community, the relative ease of access to the forest reserves resources dramatically declined. Denial of access was done in two ways, namely, barring the local community from physical access to the park (40.7% in Kiiko and Kaswa) and/or outright denial of access to park resources. 

Secondly, local residents suffered increased property losses (47.5%), in form of their own land and/or fruits of their labour. For the community, declaration of Kibale Forest into a park meant more protection for the resources and less community benefits. In particular, the crop vermin were turned ‘untouchables’ and as a result, the community was suffering great losses of their crop. This loss is manifested in two ways. Some community members have abandoned part of their land, especially those closest to the park boundaries, while others, have registered reduced yield, since some a significant portion is destroyed/consumed by the vermin.

91.9% of the respondents were convinced that they enjoyed no benefit whatsoever from the park. The rest, 8.1% who claimed some benefits of living close to the park, indicated those benefits gained through project interventions, such as those initiated by KSCDP, including energy saving stoves and provision of Eucalyptus tree seedlings (woodlot). Ultimately, the communities blamed the existence of the Forest Park for worsening their poverty. 

2.5 Management Strategy 

Establishment of Kibale Forest Park coincided with the Government’s desire to adopt participatory approaches in natural resource management as a means to address the conflict and apparent incompatibility between the people and the protected areas in furtherance of sustainable development and conservation at both the local and national levels. This meant revisiting the conventional conservation strategy, which essentially shunned local community involvement and preferred strict policing of and enforcement of legislation on the state-owned PAs. 

Previously, management of the national parks of Uganda borrowed heavily from the traditional management of Protected Areas, established under colonial era. This management strategy, based on a Sherwood Forest Approach, entailed forests being marked as exclusion zones, that is exclusion of local residents, to the benefit of the crown. The PAs, especially parks and game reserves, were for the most part initially established and managed by dedicated professionals coming out of a strong military background. They were run as a military operation with a warden and his heavily armed rangers pitted against the enemy (the local people) who were informed in no uncertain terms that to cross into the Protected Area boundaries without express permission from the authorities could mean severe punishment. It followed that this particular management strategy throughout Africa brewed a troubled relationship and conflict between the PAs and the people. With an increasing population, the struggle took the form of the largely subsistence communities attempting to fight for their survival which was pitted against the survival of the protected flora and fauna. 

Broadly speaking, the new management strategy entailed two aspects. Firstly, it was deemed necessary to readjust original restrictive regulations which allowed no opportunities for even controlled resource utilisation by the local community.  Secondly, it accommodated provision of new benefits to act as incentives for completely new modes of behaviour among the local communities. For purposes of this study, attention shall be drawn to the latter aspect of the management strategy, as it is the only aspect that is applicable to the study area
. 

In the following sub-sections, the study attempts to trace the community perceptions about the new management strategy and thereby assess the effectiveness of this strategy in terms of achieving its objectives. In this particular case, the objective that shall be considered shall be the integration of rural community development in conservation. 

2.5.1 Involving Local Communities in the Park Management Process

The community recognised that government (96.7%) legally owned the park and management was essentially the responsibility of the park authorities (72.7%) or specifically, the game warden (27.3%). Community participation in park management was rated as being low (21.4%). According to the respondents, there were two ways in which the park authorities had attempted to involve the local communities in the park management process. These are through the establishment of PMAC and providing for shared resource use in specific communities. 

As to whether the community should be involved in park management, the majority (81.6%) felt that they should.  Two main reasons were cited, namely, the need for the park to tap communities’ traditional knowledge base and the need to devise more effective solutions based on joint problem solving. For those who cited reasons for community involvement, the manner of involvement was viewed in terms of determination of resources utilisation (65.6%) and problem solving (34.4%).

2.5.1.1 Park Management and Advisory Committee

The community members perceived the ‘new’ Park management as being a function of the Park Management and Advisory Committee (PMAC)
 (30.8%), Government (7.7%), foreigners (5.1%) and/or the community (5.1%). One out of every four households claimed that the community was involved in park management, through representation on PMAC, since these representatives were seen as being directly involved in management of the park. 50% of the community members, however, claimed that they did not know their respective PMAC representative. These were also the same members who argued that the community is not involved at all in park management. 

Of the 60 % who were knowledgeable about the existence of PMAC, 66.7% said that PMAC was established as a means to represent the interests of the community in park management. For the majority, this was viewed in terms of the institution being in position to promote community interests, by way of favourably negotiating for community access to some of the park resources and resolving people-park related problems. In relation to the importance of PMAC, 46.3% felt that PMAC provided an opportunity for an efficient reporting mechanism, since it would link the local community with the park.

As to whether the current management was effective, majority (63.2%) of the respondents in Kabirizi parish asserted that it was effective, unlike respondents of Kiiko and Kaswa parishes, where there were almost as many who said it was effective (53.8%) as there were those who said it was ineffective (46.2%). The respondents tended to measure effectiveness in terms of whether the park had achieved what the community perceived as the objectives of the park authorities. From the community’s own perspective, the current management strategy had controlled human activity within the park (53.8%), had been able to resolve ensuing conflict (15.4%), had adequate resources to manage the park (11.5%), and had attempted to educate the community about conservation (3.8%).

For those who felt that the new management strategy was ineffective (36.8%), they viewed ineffectiveness in terms of failure to solve community problems. In particular, 37.5% claimed that PMAC was essentially useless since it lacked capacity to adequately represent the community interests. 16.3% of the respondents were non-committal about the effectiveness of PMAC.     

For many of those who were knowledgeable about the existence of PMAC, PMAC representatives were oriented toward prioritising park interests over those of the community. Echoing the feelings of many, one of the community members, during a focus group discussion, considered PMAC representatives as:

… spies of the park authority … enemies of the people. …  The priority of the PMAC officials appears to be reporting on the welfare of the wild animals at the expense of that of the community’s children. … they are salaried to spy on us. They cannot even fight for compensation for the destruction of our crops.

From the above findings, it can be observed that the creation of PMAC has hardly generated any meaningful interaction between the people (surrounding communities) and the park. Its limitations manifestly lie in the failure to link community interests with the park interest. Accountability of the PMAC appears to be to the park and not the community. The communities continue to view their interests as conflicting and incompatible to those of the park. For the communities, the current management strategy is inadequate since it fails to recognise and deal with their problems.

Inspite of Government’s commitment to meet the conditions, set precedent involving community development, there is little to show. These conditions included establishing an official park PAM policy, formally establishing PMAC, establishing the principal of multiple use buffer zones, establishing area line of relationship between chief park wardens and decentralising the park decision-making process. Providing more autonomy at the level of the PMAC concerning operations of the park. 

Interestingly, the community does not immediately envisage an alternative management strategy. Community members are sceptical about the community itself being in a good position to actively participate in management of the park. Their views about community participation in PA management tend to revolve around the competence of the community (58.3%), the stake of the community in the park (27.8%), ability to ensure mutual benefit for the community and the park owners (11.1%) and the self-seeking nature of the community (2.8%). Those who could not envisage the community being effective managers of the natural resource are inclined to think that management requires scientific knowledge, which in their opinion is lacking among the community members.

Whereas the majority (81.6%) in Kiiko parish support the idea of community involvement in park management, only 34.2% in Kabirizi parish are in favour, rendering, six (6) out of ten (10) respondents being in favour. They argued that community involvement in park management is necessitated by the fact that the community itself is an interested stakeholder. Members observed that controlled access to the Forest Park resources would oblige the community to selfishly guard the interests of the park. As one member aptly put it:

Involving us would mean responsibility and ownership …look after your park and your resources.

2.5.1.2 Collaborative management

For purposes of examining further the question of community participation in management, the study reflected on the alternative management approach that was introduced in the neighbouring parish of Nyabweya, which the respondents continuously referred to. As analysis is made of the management strategy, tentative lessons can be drawn from both approaches. 

Some of the respondents, especially the community leaders, expressed awareness of the introduction of a collaborative management approach in one of the neighbouring parishes, namely, Nyabweya parish. Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA), under the Co-ordinator, Community Conservation programme, in July 1997 embarked on pilot testing the concept of collaborative management (CM) in Nyabweya Parish for six months. Under this arrangement, the local community is gradually introduced to involvement in park management. By so doing, the idea of sharing resources with the community in order to derive community responsibility for the park is cultivated.  

At the time of the study, UWA was still in the preparatory phase for establishing CM in Kibale Forest Park. UWA embarked on gathering information from individual homes about the specific resources that households need from the park. Meetings were conducted with specific resources groups to identify the existing park resources. On the basis of their findings, terms of the partnership were drawn with the community, spelling out among other things, the nature of the community benefits to be derived from the park. Three resources were out rightly denied to the community, namely land for cultivation and grazing; game meat; and indigenous trees.

Given the timing of the study, it is senseless to draw any kind of assessment of the undertaking on CM. At this point, however, one is able to make some lessons in relation to the findings derived from the communities under study. CM is a move towards the right direction. It addresses one of the two most serious concerns of the communities in the study area (Kiiko, Kaswa and Kabirizi parishes), namely the rights of access to and use of some park resources. 

According to the interview conducted with one of the extension rangers
, the data collection exercise itself marked a step towards meaningful interaction between the park and the local community. The community members overcame their initial suspicion and fear and instead were ‘enthusiastic’ about the exercise, illustrating the confidence that the park was able to win from the community. Information that the survey sought was of particular interest to the community, it covered the community needs for park resources.  Unlike the other communities under study which gave a strong impression that the park management lacked interest in their needs, the initiative, if well established, has the potential to improve the relations between the park and the people. 

In itself, CM indicates that what was previously considered ‘legally and practically impossible’, namely use of resources within a national/forest park is possible depending on the objectives of the park. CM allows for a readjustment of original restrictive regulations, which allowed no opportunities for even controlled traditional use of resources by local communities. It instils confidence in the people and creates among them a sense of ownership - “a park for the people”. 

Its success, however, will depend on three factors; the ability and willingness of the park staff to appreciate the role of the community in improved natural resource management.  According to a discussion with one of the extension workers of the park, staff proved rather hostile to and sceptical about the CM approach. They tended to be conservative, preferring their policing approach to participatory approaches. They felt that the local communities were incapable of sustainably managing park resources. 

The second factor concerns the capacity of the park to effectively respond to the needs of all the neighbouring communities. Within the communities themselves, there are different interests associated with class, gender, age and location (as referred to in the previous section). It is absolutely important to involve the communities as much as possible in trying to design an effective management strategy. This means addressing not only the questions of power and authority sharing among all stakeholders but even that of power relations within the community itself. The effectiveness of this approach can be enhanced or hindered depending on the extent that the structures and processes recognise and make use of the existing social systems network in order to arrive at an effective resource use strategy.  Last but not least, the capacity of the community to adopt ‘new’ modes of behaviour that recognise the limitations of depending for a livelihood on the Forest Park.  

From the above, there is every indication that the park authorities are prepared to shift the management strategy from a conventional to an integrated approach. As to whether this new management strategy can effectively address the conflict and incompatibility between the people and the Protected Areas, for purposes of achieving conservation and sustainable development, remains to be seen. The fact that the communities do not appreciate the importance and relevance of the park as an environmental concern; that the park appears to be unresponsive to some of the community needs, especially resolving the park-related problems; and that PMAC has hardly impressed them as a pro-people mechanism for conflict resolution, indicates that the present management strategy may still be lacking. The effectiveness of the PMAC as a management strategy was compromised by the fact that it fell short of assisting the community to recognise its capacity to ably manage these resources, showing an inherent structural weaknesses of the management programme.

2.5.2 Community Incentives

For purposes of sustainability and improved livelihoods, several other actors have facilitated the park management to reduce pressure on the park resources. These include local NGOs like KSCDP with international support from IUCN. From the communities’ perspectives, this had been done through providing sensitisation and education on environmental concerns and introducing environmentally friendly activities within the community. In this section, attempts will be made to examine the nature of incentives that have been provided to the study area. From these findings, it will be possible to determine the extent that these incentives have addressed community concerns about their livelihood and development. 

2.5.2.1 Introducing environmental concerns to the community

Local communities have benefited from educational and extension activities that are generated to increase environmental awareness among the communities and behaviour modification towards less dependence on the park for community livelihood.  To appreciate the effect of these education campaigns, the study sought to investigate the community’s conceptualisation of conservation. The community emphasised that ‘conservation’ is a term that expands their knowledge of the local environment. 

In Kiiko and Kaswa parishes, the majority (87.9%) was familiar with the term ‘conservation’
. Half (56.1%) of these associated conservation with animal preservation (90.6%) and tree planting (9.4%). The outcomes of these activities were cited as increased number of the wildlife population as well as forest resources, all in the name environmental concerns. For the community, these outcomes were not necessarily associated with community development, but rather preservation of the natural resources within the area. 

The majority viewed increased wildlife population as danger to them. As far as they were concerned, it meant increased incidence of crop raids, in the absence of effective deterrent approaches. For the communities living adjacent to the park, ‘conservation’ engendered less land available to cultivate crops for both subsistence and income generating purposes, reducing their resource base even further. 

The communities’ high level of awareness of the term ‘conservation’ does not, necessarily mean that the communities appreciate the need to protect threatened species for sustainable developmental purposes. This is demonstrated by the responses that were obtained regarding the community’s appreciation or the need for Kibale park. Only 46.2% in Kabirizi parish claimed it is important, while 38.5%, claimed that there was no need to turn Kibale a forest park. Those who felt the need for the park, cited several reasons namely, for environmental reasons (21.9%), provides extra benefits (12.5%), provides another opportunity for government revenue (12.5%) and the park being a 

community resource (3.1%). The generally low levels of environmental awareness among the communities are, therefore, a pointer to the ineffectiveness of the educational activities, which were geared to increase environmental awareness among the communities and behaviour modification towards less dependence on the park for community livelihood. Although the objectives of the agencies responsible for initiating change were noble, they remain desirable although not yet achieved.

2.5.2.2 On-farm natural resource activities

Another means of improving livelihoods of the community was considered as improving the productive capacity of households. Since all the households largely depended on their land for survival, attempts were made to diversify crops grown and to improve returns on the land.  This was considered important given the nature of the soils and terrain of the study area. The soils are ferralitic and tend to become acidic and nutrient poor once the buffering capacity of the organically rich soils is lost from erosion, in this hilly area near the forest (Howard et al (eds), 1996). As a result the community registered a generally low productivity.

Through community members’ associations, 38.6% of the respondents undertook tree planting which seemed to be the major conservation activity that was promoted. 90.2% of the respondents viewed the tree planting exercise as beneficial to the community. Above all, tree planting was seen as one of the viable means to reduce pressure on the park resources. Apart from agroforestry and soil conservation, energy-saving stoves were introduced and promoted, for women to use for cooking.

In Kabirizi parish, however, a significant proportion of the respondents did not appreciate these alternative initiatives. Many viewed promotion of community based conservation programmes which substituted forest related products as bearing adverse effects on community livelihoods. Echoing the feelings of his peers, one member of the community observed:

I also believe that forest planting encouraged in the community by park authorities encourages animals to come out of the park. 

Lastly, the park has attempted to promote specific measures that deal with the persistent problem of crop raiding by wildlife pests which leave the forest to attack the crops in the neighbouring farms. The park has not only encouraged use of specific means by the community to protect their crops from vermin, but has also demonstrated these means. Among these means, the community mentioned the introduction of Amakomba (Cizalpnea; Mauritius thorn tree; Rukwatangwe; Omukwatangwe). The park authorities provided the community with seeds, technical advice and supervision and with close collaboration, supervision and monitoring done by KSCDP, promoted its use. 

Only a few (7.9%) have heeded to this ‘experts’ advice and support to grow this fence. The Amakomba did not gain acceptance within the community, as an effective means to deal with the problem. The park was constrained by inadequate staff to monitor adoption of these new techniques. According to the community, Amakomba required high labour inputs to control their spread, which they could ill afford. Amakomba, especially when still in a young growth stage, are not effective enough to contain the movement of the elephants. The elephants can cross over with the help of poles.

Another approach to dealing with the vermin problem that was recommended was use of trenches, whereby poles with sharp ends are planted around a trench. The effectiveness of this approach lies in chasing away elephants which were known to sense trenches and as a result, withdraw. The pigs would also be controlled since they are unable to jump the trench. Again, few community members have utilised this technique.

From the above findings, it is important to discern the contribution of these initiatives to improved natural resource management and community development. The difference, between the previous conventional conservation strategy and the existing approach that one can immediately observe, is the attempt to involve the neighbouring communities in park management and the attempt to address community livelihoods. 

From the communities' perspective, the current management approach still places emphasis on the protection and survival of species and habitats alone, at the expense of the livelihood and survival of the local communities living close/adjacent to the park. Management continues to invest heavily in policing wildlife and forest resources that have been removed from local usage. The approach still borrows heavily from the original conventional conservation strategies and enforce legislation inspite of the interest that they have shown in community involvement in the management process and the archaic nature of this approach that has been rendered redundant by the effects of political turmoil; increased population and consequent depletion of resources. 

Involvement of local communities in the park management process, through PMAC has not yielded any significant transformation, in terms of both reducing pressure on the park and redressing the conflicting park-people relations. Much as community participation in natural resource management is viewed as essential and inevitable for remarkable success, its strength lies in the ability to exploit existing social systems (networks) in order to harmonise the community needs and concerns with the park objectives. This is particularly necessary in a situation where there are differing perceptions on how to manage these resources among the communities themselves, the donors, policy makers and implementers. 

Representation of a single member of a parish on PMAC appears very cosmetic, a move by the park management to demonstrate their level of commitment to community participation in NRM. The level and degree of community involvement through PMAC is insignificant. The current representatives of the parishes researched upon have hardly demonstrated their capacity to voice the concerns of their constituencies as well as be able to influence the community's attitude towards the park. The leverage that the representatives enjoy over the various stakeholders remains unclear. The fact that the park management strategy has not taken cognisance of the potentialities of the community, and the community itself has not been assisted to recognise its capacity to ably manage these resources shows, the inherent structural weaknesses of the management system.

The overall purpose of the adopted strategy, that is to facilitate integration of rural community development with the objectives of Protected Area Management (PAM) and conservation in Uganda, is yet to be achieved. The shift from forest reserve to forest park meant a different level of legal protection was given to the forest natural resources. In practical terms, the community was completely restrained from direct utilisation of the forest’s natural resources. No consumptive use of resources from inside the protected area is permissible. The question of shared resources of the Forest Park, among the various stakeholders, especially the community and the park, is still elusive.

Initiatives geared towards improved community livelihood tend to generate insignificant and isolated benefits within the communities that even at the household level, it is very difficult to appreciate the impact. Assistance of the communities to use their own assets more productively has not necessarily responded to the community concerns for increased incomes and decline in land productivity. These include NGO interventions, like KSCDP, which have designed specific measures to address the issue of conflict of interest and poor agricultural and land management practices of the local communities.

Viewed from the point of study communities, the focus of CM is insufficient in as far as it offers a solution that does not deal with their park-related concerns in its entirety. In particular, the respondents singled out the failure of this management approach to institute mechanisms which adequately deal with crop raids; and improved productivity, through better farming management and/or improved land management. This also goes for the IUCN approach piloted in Nyabweya parish, where controlled access to park resources, on the basis of agreements to assure sustainable levels of use, it may not necessarily result into an improved livelihood among the community that goes beyond the quest for survival. On the whole, an appropriate management strategy is measured against its ability to design a mechanism that enables resource sharing among the stakeholders, solving park-related problems, specifically the vermin questions, and joint decision-making. 

The park management, in collaboration with NGOs, has taken a step in the right direction to involve the communities in realising their conservation objectives. Their current approach, however, is heavily tilted towards reducing pressure on the park, notwithstanding the necessity of redressing the conflicting relations between the park and the local communities. Ultimately, the current management approach falls short of constructively addressing the relationship between the park and the communities living adjacent to the park, which is absolutely essential for achievement of conservation or development objectives under contemporary social and economic conditions. 

2.5.3 Community Responses
Given the current state of affairs, what alternatives are the community members left with to fend for their survival and livelihoods?  Some have resorted to breaking the law and accessing resources stealthily and forcefully. Available records prove the continued illegal activities within the forest, inspite of the protectionist policy and management systems. Ogwang and DeGeorges, (1992) report that there are approximately 200-300 illegal pit sawyers in the forest and illegal hunting for Buffalo, duicker, Bushbuck, Sitatunga Bushpig etc in the forest continue unabated by armed forest guards. In one month alone, 87 animal snares were found in Mpanga and Dura River areas forests.

The implications, here, are that resources will be harvested without any concern for sustainability or preservation. Destruction is apparent in the process of engaging in illegal activity. This is the extreme form of community response to the hostility created by the park. Being an illegal activity, it was difficult for the study to establish the extent of this activity. There is justifiable concern about the threats to the resources of the park. Illegal resource exploitation is still a phenomenon that features in the Forest Park. The community is ready to take advantage of any chaotic or unstable situation to maximise returns from the forest, which was initially considered as a community resource. An increasing population and inefficiencies within the park management and staff serve to increase pressures on the park resources. This only means that the park management needs to cultivate a more healthy relation with the local communities and there is still a great demand to device effective strategies to harmonise the short-term needs of the local communities and the long term goal of the conservation of the forest park resources.  

The few who have embraced the new initiatives, through NGOs, that attempt to introduce other alternative livelihood sources, are greatly constrained by external factors that are out of their control. For instance, some women complained that activities like tree planting and improved farming systems do not directly benefit them, since they do not control the land to which they have access. Decisions concerning land utilisation largely lie with their male relatives or spouses. For many, the land itself was too small to productively accommodate multiple use. They claimed lack of adequate land to accommodate additional crop coverage, in the form of cultivated trees. Additionally, vermin destroy their crops, thus acting as a de-motivator to individual investments. The poor infertile soils were another frustrating factor as well as the communities’ reluctance to adopt new modes of behaviour.

In spite of the various interventions made to improve the people-park relations and sustainable development especially within the communities that live close or adjacent to the park, the prime concern of the park authorities is heavily tilted toward protection of the resources, usually at the expense of the communities. If both the peripheral communities and the park are to benefit, concerns of the traditional resource users must be addressed together with all stakeholders. 

Responses from the study communities, concerning possible remedies to resolve the existing conflict between the people and the park, point towards this direction. These included the park's ability and willingness to share park resources; provision of joint (park authorities and people) solutions to vermin; community involvement in park management in terms of decision-making; and serious government intervention in terms of providing adequate management resources. The stakeholders, especially Government, the community and park management and NGOs, should be seen to be working jointly. 

3.0 CONCLUSION

There are all indications that the shift from a Forest Reserve to a Forest Park has engendered increased protection of the forest resources, at the expense of the protection of the lives, property and livelihoods of the traditional forest resource users. This outcome has engendered growing conflict between the peripheral communities and the park. As long as the struggle over the park resources by these two contending parties remains unresolved, it becomes difficult to ensure sustainable development.

The current shift from the original conventional approach to one that accommodates some elements of community participation has hardly forged a linkage between the local community livelihood and the future of the country’s natural resources. Rather, it strives to reduce the pressure on the park resources and circumvents the conflicting relations between the park and the local community. As a result both the sustainability of the park resources and community development are compromised, indicating that successful property rights regimes and management of Kibale Forest Park depends largely on the contextual characteristics of the affected human and ecological systems. 

Successful management of PAs depends on the extent that it relates to the existing socio-economic and cultural realities and the timeliness of the newly introduced management approaches. The central issue here is the ability of these interventions to effectively tackle the community livelihood question. Emphasis on interventions that dwell on behavioural modification fall short of appreciating the desperate need for the peripheral communities to survive. A more meaningful participation of the community in natural resource management and appreciation of the relevance of the existing socio-economic and cultural conditions to conservation and development shall greatly enhance the ultimate goal of sustainable development. 

4.0 RECOMMENDATIONS
Government should:

1. Initiate a more meaningful policy on community participation in the management of PAs, a policy that puts in place a mechanism that effectively links the Park with the people and accommodates the concerns of the peripheral community. 

2. Increase the resource base, financial and human, to manage the park. This shall enable the park management to respond, in a timely fashion, to the community’s quest for the park to resolve the park-related problems. 

3. Reorient the current management strategy to include existing social support systems, which recognise specificities within the local community in order to correctly identify community needs and strategies that respond to the identified needs.

4. Should revisit its policy making process in order to allow for greater acceptance of its policies among the affected communities. This would necessitate involvement of the affected communities right from the design of the policy. 

The Park Management should:

5. Network with all development partners working in peripheral communities in order to foster harmonised and relevant interventions that create a more meaningful impact on community development and conservation. 

6. Design intensive educational campaigns in the local communities that create greater awareness about the importance of the Park. 

7. Mobilise and involve the community to design more effective solutions to the vermin problem. 

The Communities:

8. Seek support from the development actors, identify and design mechanisms that allow for their voices to be heard, especially when they are dissatisfied with the functioning of the park management system. 

9. Through their organised structures, identify development partners to build their capacity to develop alternative livelihood strategies that will enhance their quality of life. 
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Map of Kibale National Park

Appendix 2: Questionnaire for the Kibale Study

� Kibale Forest National Park [See SI No 76 of 1993 of National Park Act (Schedule 9) is a combination of


   the area known as Kibale Forest Reserve which was established in 1968 (SI No. 176 of 1968 of Forestry Act)


   and that of Queen Elizabeth National Park - Kibale Forest Corrido, established in 1965 (Game Reserve


   Declaration Order SI No. 136 of 1965).


� The descriptions of KNP are obtained from the Project Document of Kibale and Semliki Conservation and Development Project. Phase III, pp. 3-4.


� For details, see Kibale National Park: Biodiversity Report. 1996. Peter Howard, Tim Davenport and Roger Matthews (eds), Kampala, Uganda.


� Includes the combined area of formerly Kibale Forest Reserve and the Kibale Game Corridor together with parish reorganisation by the District Administration (Re: IUCN/GoU (    )Kibale and Semliki Conservation and Development Project. Phase III. Project Document).





� Refers to opening unused or abandoned land with consent from traditional authority. 


� They are expected to pay rent for the land (5000/=) per annum since the land belongs to the Omukama (King of Toro). 





� During the data collection exercise, the researchers learnt that some parishes such as Nyabweya, constituted pilot areas for new management approaches, namely collaborative management. These parishes, nevertheless, are beyond the scope of this study. 


� According to the respondents, a member of the community had been obtained from each parish to represent the interests of the respective parish on the PMAC.  


� 


� The respondents were not in position to distinguish between the park officials and other NGOs who provided these services to them. All the different activities were considered as a concerted effort of the park authorities. 
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