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          Conjuring up the image of “the Dark Continent” versus “Fenimore-Cooper styled New England,” this paper will examine the participation of non-governmental organizations in the management of wildlife.  Using data supplied by the organizations, outside reports and some dissection of the non-governmental organization system, we will attempt to draw a sketch of how the NGO operates, both here and in Africa, the types of support and criticisms drawn and the impact these groups have. For examination purposes we will use highlights from the issues of Moose Management and Elephant Management.

I Examples of Game Management NGO’s

          In general terms, we are discussing non-governmental organizations, which not only allow, but, support the “management” of wildlife for specific purposes.  These groups define “management” as: preservation of habitat, preservation of species, promotion of breeding of said species and “wise-usage” of the species.  This usage usually means controlled use to create a valuable commodity. This being defined as legally governed by the state with the intent to kill only those animals, as prescribed by game biologists, which are above or not within the carry capacity of the property involved. Sport hunting in exchange for economic gain; marketing the animal for gain; gain for both the geo-political state and local citizens. Groups of this ilk would include global groups such as the Izaak Walton League, the World Wildlife Federation, Safari Club International and, lately, the North American Hunting Club.

This classification would also include the smaller, more regional NGO’s, which are the focus of this paper.  Examples of these would be, in Africa, Campfire and the South African Hunters and Game Conservation Association.  In New England there would be Keeping Track and Vermont SAVE. 

          Essentially, these groups support an egocentric position permitting them to promote use of natural resources within regulated boundaries.  This may well reflect the Judeo-Christian ideals supported by Roosevelt that man is the God-created dominant entity upon the planet.  Under “Environmental Paradigms,” Merchant describes this entire concept as “Dominant Western Worldview;” yet, history shows us-regardless of moralizations-that the “Western World” does dominate the planet. We may even say that these groups seek to have “wildland” and wildlife utilized, within “Hobbes-ian conceptology,” as a “commons.”  Man, in their view, gives virtue to an animal or area by using same for something.  Value is thus created. All of these groups promote wise dominance or wisely regulated use, none advocates un-regulated destruction. Their position gives them unique, among enviro-groups, political ability.(Merchant, 1992)

II Policies & Themes of these NGO’s

          As Boris and Steuerle remark in their work, non-governmental organizations exist alongside government to fill gaps in services, which the government either does not or can not provide.  We will offer an example of this in Section VI. This type of activity can be traced back through American history to Benjamin Franklin’s efforts to create a group to sponsor mental institutions, prisons, schools and welfare support in pre-independence Pennsylvania and Virginia. (Boris and Steuerle, 1999) They also allow experts or people exposed to a subject to promote their ideas to an elite of dedicated individuals who can disseminate these ideas.   They bring diverse factual information to the widest audience through their tactics of media use and personal contacts. (Lindblom & Woodhouse, 1993)

          With our issue of studying the NGO’s involved in wildlife management we have themes related to blocking development (USA), job security(USA and Africa), transition of rural lifestyle to tourist based economy(both), traditional lifestyles, propagation of species within the boundaries of a determined support capacity and interest in participating(all also Africa and USA issues).   
          These NGO’s, regardless of country, generally have the same modus operandi:

1) A cause or problem is recognized by a group of motivated individuals.

2) The group solidifies around a core of activist minded individuals. (Formative Stage)

3) A charter is built describing the goals and issues of the group.

4) The group begins by attempting legislative action. (Here Greenpeace and Earth First are unusual, they went straight to adversarial action.)  Quite often this puts the group into an adversarial role with government and garners attempts, by adversaries, to remove the tax-exempt status of the group.

5) Recognizing the lack of effect the group begins a combination of tactics: direct action (publicity stunts), legal challenges (such as writs blocking development and hunts), boycotts& lobbying efforts (to raise cash to encourage legislature support with financial support of campaigns-see below), “whistle-blowing” (on projects detrimental to their cause) and education (this can be both of the public on an issue-such as Keeping Track did on the Moose corridor- or of children to build future support).  There is also “Advocacy.”  This can be best described as the art of pushing, anywhere and anytime, your issue by whatever means necessary.  Here is where the wealthier groups can use their funds to best effort. This can include administrative (offering assistance in writing laws), workplace (health, safety and job security), corporate (wealthy patrons), media (Even small groups now have press strategies of talk shows, journals and the internet.) and international (the World Trade Organization and United Nations both have study committees on many issues). (Boris and Steuerle, 1999)

6) The final tactics are confrontational.  Groups on both sides of the ocean can and do actually interrupt government activities, block development, damage or destroy equipment and, generally raise the cost of development beyond what the developer is willing to budget. (PA 395 Materials)

III Impact on Politics

          As Stone wrote in the Policy Paradox, the government responds, as will any beauracracy, according to stimulus from outside.  As shown in Figure 1, which illustrates the various pressures, which can be applied to a government, the significant ones are citizen contacts and money.  Citizen contacts, in a democracy or republic, are able to apply pressure by votes, a very traditional/non-confrontational type of pressure.  Where protected by a free population or a tradition of constitutionally-based freedom, a vote can be used to change a government or a policy.  However, not all governments are based upon individual freedom and voting. In these and other forms of government citizen contacts may be more exemplary or personal.  People boycott, “whistle-blowing” and use public meeting as “bully-pulpits.”  Yet, these all tie directly back to money.  All governments can be leveraged by money.  Whistle-blowing, boycotts and public meetings may create bad publicity, which the government may not want.  Bad publicity may draw outside observation groups, watchdog agencies or cost loss of foreign aid. Still, individual actions go only so far. (Stone, 1988)

          After the individual, there is de Tocqueville style grouping according to unified political goals.  Men and women join together to achieve a common goal.  As Stone wrote, this is often in response to a recognized problem or crisis.  Once joined together the groups work in a transformational process, utilizing lobbying (again this is resolved in dollars) education and legal action.  This is a guarantee under our free speech system, but, not in other countries.  The typical African lobby group or NGO must make its tactics less obtrusive or more media based. Most tend to use their associations in the more low key tactics of education, exposure, etc and avoid confrontation.  In much of Africa, as evidenced by the problems in Namibia, Tanzania and Zimbabwe, economic lobbying is most critical.  Lobbying is, essentially, informed persons going to the corporations with vast financial holdings and using expert testimony or public opinion to encourage their support for particular individuals.  These individuals are then bound, if they wish further financial support, to assist the cause. (Schmidtz, 2002)(Lindblum & Woodhouse, 1993)
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IV Examples of NGO’s Action

           In Africa we have several examples of NGO’s in action.  In Namibia in 1990, a group of government “experts” was attempting to use the excuse of “public benefit” to build more roads through national park systems.  Several NGO”s used expert testimony on national television and radio (media exposure and advocacy from above) to expose the problem.  

V Elephant and NGO’s

          In Africa we had a depredation situation from the early 1600’s through the mid-1900’s.  During this time, uncontrolled commercial hunting, sport hunting and massive poaching reduced elephant herds to a tenth of their prior grandeur.  After the middle of the last century most African countries, faced with loud outcry from foreign powers such as the US, France and Canada, enacted strict laws banning the sale of Ivory and total bans on the hunting of elephant. However, things were not easily changed and the future was not perfect for the elephant.

          Most of the countries of Africa with viable elephant populations created national parks with no hunting allowed.  The elephant, an animal requiring over two hundred pounds of food daily and migratory by nature, had, within a decade, done massive environmental damage to the parks.  Local people complained the elephant was destroying their crops and then retreating to the parks.  The local economies, based upon elephant hunting, died.  Poverty ensued for the local.  For tribesmen the elephant became “a large and dangerous nuisance with little value to the African.”  Therefore he was often killed just to get needed protein for villages and to remove him from populated areas. (Schmidtz, 2002) (Seyfried, 1985) 

          Many of these African countries are emerging political entities.  They lack the solidity and expertise of older nation-states. The national governments’ problems were complex.  Who was in charge of the elephant area?  Who had physical control?  What did local people think?  

Namibia is a perfect example:

     1)14% of Namibia is “protected” land with no farming allowed.  Elephants live within secured boundaries patrolled by park rangers.  Yet, most of this land is also “Communal” land under the direct control, with government advise, of local tribesmen.  (Prior to the changes discussed below, park rangers patrolled on foot, they used no radio communication and were armed with WWI vintage SMLE rifles.)

     2) Some 7000 kilometers of the country are leased as “private” by individuals or tribes. Here the government also advises but rarely intervenes.

     3) In 2000, Namibia had approximately 8,500 elephant.

     4) The population of elephant in Namibia is self-propagating and viable regarding resources.  This has been the case as long as the population, composed mainly of breeding age members of both sexes, does not exceed 10,000 or fall below 4,000.

          When the bans were enacted the population of elephant declined dramatically.  Namibia, Uganda, Kenya, Tanganyika, Tanzania, Zimbabwe and South Africa all experienced the same drop.  The average African and his tribal groups saw no value for the elephant.  With rural pragmatism they moved their economies to crops and the two could not co-exist.  

          A move to reverse the bans started almost immediately in South Africa, Namibia and Tanganyika.  Formulated by hunting concerns, businesses based upon hunting, animal watching experts and park rangers, an effort was made to change from total bans on elephants to management similar to that practiced in the US, Canada, Europe and Scandinavia for large game.  Apparently, within days, the local individuals realized they would be in an uphill struggle.  Outcry from animal rights groups and animal lovers who saw the elephant as the symbol of Africa drowned the testimony of biologists unused to use of the media.  Into this struggle came the NGO.  Formed spontaneously in each country from the individuals previously involved they provided all the function mentioned for de Tocqueville style polis group participation and political power: dollars, media talent, expert ability, advocacy and lobbying. The goal was multiple:

1) Return the elephant to a marketable commodity of value to the African.

2) Place the elephant under sport hunting laws whereby he could be sold and the attendant expenses support an entire village.

3) Allow exportation of ivory from culls, hunted beasts and natural dead.  This could be marketed to help fund protection and study efforts, which are largely not funded by African governments.

4) Protect crops and livestock (and some human life) from elephant contact by aggressive elephants.(Namibia, 2003)(Campfire, 2003)

In Kenya, a country controlled by a dictator and then by a parliament controlled by the military, any type of NGO activity was impossible.  Under heavy foreign pressure Kenya publically burned all stocks of ivory, ancient to modern, and swore no hunting would be allowed.  By 1988, there were no more viable elephant groups in Kenya.    This continues  today with poaching of most large game being epidemic. (Campfire, 2003) 

          An example of the mindset of the rural Africans is easily provided by research done by the Campfire organization, an NGO formed by the “experts” left from the early fight to commodity value the elephant.  Shown as NGO action this is non-adversarial and non-confrontational, but does include elements of education (data supply), advocacy (information supplied to public) and legislative action (the UN laws) Broken down by Africans, a single bull elephant is easily the most valuable commodity in Namibia:

· Easily marketed for sport hunting to hunters from the “big” hunting countries of France, England, US, Germany, Czech Republic, Italy, Sweden and Arab Middle East.

· A single license & Guide fee costs $38,000 US paid to the communal leadership. (Roughly equivalent to several years village output!)

· Hunters are required to “tip” cook boys, gun boys, drivers, skinners, laundry boys and bearers.  Each man is expected to receive $200.00US /ten days. (Equivalent to a yearly income!)

· Most hunters pay importation fees for ammunition and guns to the state.  Rate varies but approximates another $150.00US.

· The communal leadership keeps all meat, hide and (90% of tusks)

· A single 20 –40 pound tusk can fetch $1,000.00US if sold under Cities II Treaty to a viable Middle Eastern or European market.

· All hunters utilize local stores for souvenirs, which leave Namibia duty free. This includes local crafts such as pottery, spears, shields, headdresses, jewelry, clothing, sandals and blankets.

Faced with this type of data, which was supplied to the political bodies and the UN study groups by Campfire and associated groups, the countries of Namibia, Tanzania, Tanganyika and South Africa re-opened the controlled hunting which continues today.  Each of these countries has enjoyed  periods of relative, for Africa,  political stability and some economic prosperity in rural areas.  Each also still has a viable elephant population which is jealously guarded by communal members.(Italics from Campfire site) (Campfire, 2003)

VI Moose and NGO’s

          Although never faced with the decimation or the endangerment, the Moose is the icon of New England for traditional hunting.  As the numbers of moose dropped below hunt-able levels in the 1930’s many people felt a true loss.  Yet, the future looked better for the Moose.  With powerful lobbying from NGO’s such as VT, Maine and NH sportsman’s groups, the Izaak Walton League, Keeping Track and others, legislation was passed funding species propagation and habitat protection.  By 1970 hunt-able populations of Moose existed in Maine and currently they have expanded throughout New England.  No direct action or confrontation was necessary, but there was some public and court debate:

1) There was the fight over “cultural carrying capacity” which debated automobile crashes versus tourism to see Moose.  

2) Anti-moose hunt articles appeared in both the Rutland Herald and the Burlington Free Press.  Usually sponsored anonymously or by animal rights NGO’s.

3) House Speaker Wright, who had never hunted Moose, called hunting moose “as easy as shooting a cow.”

4)  Two recent residents of VT, backed by two NGO’s (PETA & Fund for Animals) filed suit to stop any hunt. Basis for hunt was the National Environmental Policy Act mandating complete reviews of growth rates, habitat, etc.  They admitted their tactics were to make hunt too expensive for VT to allow.  Both plaintiffs stated they were “morally opposed to all hunting.” (RDH & BFP)

Using data supplied by Keeping Track, the Izaak Walton League and the coalition of other Vermont sportsmans’ groups the state Fish and Wildlife responded both in and out of court. 

1) Moose hunting was supported by 71% of all respondents to any survey conducted inside VT.  

2) Economically each Moose was worth a potential $3,500.00US to average citizens. Across the state, quoting the Gilbert study, hunting is worth an estimated 110 million dollars.

3) The habitat capacity was for 10,000 animals yet only 6-8,000 inhabit VT.

4) The herd could be viable with a observed limit of under 200 animals taken per year.

Interestingly, VT F & W made the effort to create a “Moose Panel” populated with claimants from both sides.  Several NGO’s offered testimony.  In one respect, as noted by Boris and Steuerle, the government was actually using the NGO to disseminate information and draw the public eye to the issue. PETA and Fund for Animals used adversarial tactics of sending out-of-state protestors, often described as “professional” by Vermont State Police, to block legislators and also potential pro-hunter speakers.  Keeping Track used educational methodology to supply data to legislatures, panel members and the media.  The sports groups used advocacy tactics by supplying a voice and face to each hearing, media event and also by controlling all responses to the provocation of the PETA operatives.  Quoting Cederic Alexander, Moose Project Leader for VT Fish and Wildlife, “The foundations and small organizations gave us material that would have been beyond our budget and probably allowed us better management techniques.” (Alexander, 2002)(Boris & Steuerle, 1999)  Essentially, both moose and elephant created a cycle shown in Figure 2.  They allowed the NGO to become an outside spoiler to act upon several sides of the political debate.  Thereby modifying the political process.
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VII Conclusion

          Incidents, which highlight the development of policy and the effect of NGO’s, are rarely as forthright as the wildlife management issue.  Herein we can discern the traditional working of democratic process even in countries with less than perfectly developed political systems.  NGO’s create the opportunity for average people to have political impact far beyond the scope of one individual.  NGO’s allowed the reversal of the policies of the African nations and created a controlled hunt which funds conservation efforts and feeds villagers.  In the Northeast, NGO’s allowed money to filter down, quality gourmet (We hope!) cooking to flourish and livened up the lives of those intrepid souls who brave the bug infested, rocky and swampy woods to see or hunt moose. Along the way those same souls are financing, knowingly or not, conservation efforts that benefit their quarry.  In both cases, nature, as a whole benefits.

          The eco-feminists, Earth First, some Greenpeace activists and others mentioned in the Radical Ecology text, tend to place man as a small part of the eco-system. They believe other species have more value.  Indeed, drawing from the reading, their logical conclusion would be to remove man from the eco-system ala several sci-fi themes.(Merchant, 1992)  However, this logic is specious at best and silly at worst.  Man is the pinnacle of the eco-system, the ultimate predator, the controller and the manager of the planet.  He will either be the ultimate conservator or the ultimate destructor. To deny this fact is an insult to reality. What do we need? Man needs to learn what Roosevelt termed “stewardship” and “the value of the nature of the wild places” if he is to continue.  He needs, as shown by these examples, to place a value upon nature, make it worthwhile to save before it is lost.  He needs to realize, as Al Gore implied, that nature is a better provider clean and functioning, than paved over.  Considering the example shown by history, as illustrated in the Lynn White article, man needs to have economic, political and social stimuli to prompt himself to create legislation to protect nature.  Does this mean that radical conservation has no place.  No, but, its place is to be the fringe, to be radical.  On the field of most people, there needs to be wise usage combined with stewardship.  Only then can nature find a new balance.
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