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Participatory forest management and participatory conservation in general represent a
process of traditionally upper level, government forest conservation agencies engaging
local populations, and their complex forms of local governance, social institutions, and
livelihoods, in the official management of natural resources. In practice participatory
conservation entails many different means to this end. Participatory projects include
community-based conservation, joint forest management, co-management, protected area
outreach, and others. Across these approaches are a diversity of perspectives on elements
of participation that are critical to the successfulness of different types of projects. This
thesis explores the elements of participation that impede and facilitate the successfulness
of participatory conservation initiatives through a case study of three participatory forest
management projects in the Ghana-Togo Highlands of West Africa. These three cases
represent different organizational strategies, which reflect different underlying
assumptions: protected area outreach, co-management, and community conservation.
They also involve three primary project activities: reforestation, ecotourism, and
alternative income development. Through a combination of interviews, participant
observation, and document reviews, this thesis argues that these initiatives presented site
specific problems due to conflicts present in three themes: narrow initiation of
participation through limited definitions of ‘conservation’ and ‘participation’; low
representation of local interests through different forms of local management committees;
and non-negotiated values and inequitable benefits of conservation. Rather than viewing
any of the specific elements of these themes as barriers to successfulness, I conclude that
the contextual problems are due to the similar lack of conflict resolution and adaptation
processes present for different reasons in each case. To improve this I recommend that
local actors, project leaders, external facilitators, and particularly non-authority level
actors, engage in dialogue focused on broadening all participants’ knowledge of a
continuum of participatory conservation approaches that then can be discussed to
negotiate conservation approaches that better fit local conditions.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Research Goals and Objectives

This thesis is concerned with factors of participation that facilitate the
successfulness of participatory conservation strategies. Participatory conservation,
generally, may be defined as conservation initiatives that in some capacity include
resident populations. I address this topic through an assessment of three participatory
forest management projgcts in the Ghana-Togo Highlands of West Africa. The
organizers of each of the three initiatives (combinations of central and regional
government agencies, non-government organizations, and traditional authorities) aim to
achieve particular goals of forest conservation through different types of local
participation. The project areas have many geographic and socio-economic similarities;
however each is situated in its own web of conservation history, social institutions,
interest groups and local politics. The three initiatives attempt to complement these
different characteristics with different management structures, objectives, and activities.
One of the challenges of this analysis is comparing strategies at different scales to inform
broader project contexts beyond the unique, site specific project characteristics. The
other main challenge of this study is determining criteria for and analyzing factors of
participation relevant to the successfulness of participatory conservation, because
participatory conservation has such a broad and malleable definition. As such, the two
overall research goals were:

1.  Identify factors within participatory conservation strategies that influence

their successfulness.



2. Helpr refine and further the development of a framework for analyzing and
critically evaluating participatory conservation initiatives at the local scale.

The first goal identifies factors locally, within the participatory strategy or the

setting, while the second‘ goal explores local factors as they relate to differences among
the diverse array of participatory conservation models. In this way the two goals allow
me to approach the issue from multiple scales. To achieve these overarching goals I
created three sub-objectives, which were:

1. Define categories of participation factors that contribute to the
successfulness of participatory conservation from varying perspectives in
the existing literature and organize the factors along a continuum to serve as
a working definition of participatory conservation.

2.  Describe the characteristics the three initiatives studied based on detailed
information of the initiatives, project areas, populations, and participatory
measures obtained from interviews and observations of a diverse group of
actors in the study area.

3.  Assess the influence of different factors of participation on the
successfulness of the initiatives by comparing factors within and between
each initiative in the context of the continuum organized in sub-objective
number one.

My first objective was to summarize existing literature on participatory

conservation, highlighting factors of participation that affect the successfulness of
participatory conservation initiatives into what I see as a useful analytical framework.

The factors come from multiple perspectives of participatory conservation, including



protected area management, co-managed areas, community conserved areas,
decentralization of forest management, and participatory development. From these
perspectives I organized what I see as elements of participation contributing to the
successfulness of initiatives into the following three themes:

1.  Participation initiation: how, by whom, and why

2.  Representation, capacity, and empowerment of local actors and institutions

3. Values of forests and the benefits of participation
These themes are used in the subsequent chapters to analyze and compare the influence
different factors of participation on the initiatives. The discussion of the factors from the
differing perspectives on participatory conservation and the organization of the analytical
framework for this thesis are presented in Chapter 2.

My second objective was to uncover the elements of participation most relevant to
the successfulness of each specific initiative. To achieve this objective, I created the
following general questions to guide my interactions with actors in the study area:

1.  What are the backgrounds of the project areas (i.e. historic use, ownership,

classification, management, etc...)?

2.  What are the management structures of each initiative?

3. What are the goals of the projects and how did they develop?

4.  Who are the relevant local actors and how do they view forest conservation?

5.  How do local actors participate and what are their benefits?

These initial questions expanded into more specific interview guides and worksheets
designed to target different actors. The discussion of the methodological framework,

particular methods, sampling, and data analysis occurs in Chapter 3.



The third objective was to assess the relative importance of differences in
participation to the successfulness of each project. In chapter 4 I describe the study areas
and introduce the three initiatives. In chapters 5, 6, and 7 I discuss the results of the
study, which are organized into the three categories defined by the analytical framework.
Based on these three chapters, I draw conclusions and make recommendations in Chapter
8 concerning what factors of participation can make participatory conservation initiatives

more successful.



Chapter 2 Literature Review and Analytical Framework

This chapter reviews literature on participatory forest management within the
larger scheme of conservation. Following this, it highlights five perspectives of
conservation and development related to participatory conservation from the literature:
protected area management, community conservation, co-management, decentralization,
and participatory development (Figure 1). The authors of these perspectives come from a
range of disciplinary and practical backgrounds, and identify and describe elements of
participation that they perceive as critical for achieving successful participatory
conservation. On the surface many of these elements appear similar. However, each
perspective on participatory conservation incorporates specific assumptions regarding
what the goals of conservation projects should be, how local and external people should
participate in conservation, who should participate and when. This review of
participatory conservation literature explains that there are diverse definitions of
successful participatory conservation and of the elements of participation that are critical
to facilitating them, which differ depending on the perspective from which they are
defined. Therefore, in the scheme of the research questions underlying this thesis, I
emphasize in this literature review that determining the perspective of participatory
conservation an initiative is based on is a necessary first step to understanding the
elements of participation that facilitate or impede its success.

For this reason, I use this review of elements of participation that different
perspectives on participatory conservation consider critical to success, to identify factors
and organize them into a framework with which I will analyze the three case studies. The

overall framework is represented by Figure 1. To create this framework I will highlight



elements relative to participation that make projects more successful from each different
perspective individually (the outer circles in figure 1, also displayed individually in
Figures 3-7) by reviewing the literature. Following this I combine the factors from each
perspective into a list of factors that I see as ranging across the different perspectives
(Figure 8). Finally, I organize the factors from this list into three overarching themes
(Figure 9) that correspond with the presentation of the results and analysis chapters in this
thesis.

1. Participation Initiation

2. Representation, Empowerment, and Capacity
3. Values and Benefits

Figure 1. Literature Review and Analytical Framework Overview

Protected Area
Outreach

Participatory
Development

Community
Conservation

Co-
Management

Decentralization

The circles in the core area of Figure 1 represent the three overarching themes of the
analytical framework that are made up of factors from each of the five outlying

perspectives on participatory conservation. I selected the factors of participation critical



to the successfulness of initiatives based on my review of literature describing each
perspective (Figures 3-7) and subsequently determined the organization of the factors
across perspectives which I present in Figures 8 and 9 in this chapter. Therefore, 1
created all figures presented in this chapter, other than Figure 2, based on my review of

participatory conservation literature to create this analytical framework (Figure 1).

What is Participatory Forest Management?

Participatory forest management initiatives are a subset of the types of
environments, resources, and conservation programs involving local peoples that can be
more generally termed ‘participatory conservation’. Participatory conservation is a way
of approaching conservation issues through building relationships between local peoples
and conservation initiatives, which has emerged along with participatory approaches to
development since the 1970°s (Wells et al. 1992). From the 1890’s until the 1970°s
conservation was promoted throughout the world using exclusionary means to preserve
landscapes from human use, like national park or wilderness models from State-led,
bureaucratic, technocratic or expert driven approaches (Western and Wright, 1994,
Brechin et al 2002). These models remain common, but have lost popularity for
numerous reasons, particularly among non-biologists, for their lack of success excluding
local residents (often lower class and ethnic minorities) and protecting resources within
their boundaries, as well as their inflicting negative social impacts on local populations’
dependent on those resources (Brandon and Wells 1992, West and Brechin, 1991).
Reconsidering the role of resident peoples in conservation is part of a greater transition

toward what theorists call ‘new conservation’. These include interdisciplinary



approaches to conservation that incorporate multiple scales of ecological, social, political,
and economic concerns (Berkes 2004, Hulme and Murphree 1999, Scoones 1999).

The strategies and activities at work in participatory conservation initiatives are
diverse and applied in many conservation approaches, including protected area outreach
programs (PAOP), co-management; joint forest management (JFM); community-based
conservation (CBC), natural resource management (CBNRM), and wildlife management
(CBWM); integrated conservation and development projects (ICDP); biospheres;
resource reserves; sacred groves; working landscapes; and various other nuanced titles.
Participatory conservation strategies have become so pervasive, particularly among
governmental and non-governmental conservation and development organizations
(NGOs) in tropical developing countries, that it is wrong to assume that parks are
necessarily exclusionary, or that community-based techniques are necessarily
participatory because there are examples of both parks that include vast local
participation and community areas that exclude all use (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004).
There can be both shallow (e.g., involvement in a limited set of activities such as revenue
sharing) and deep (e.g., involvement in initiative definition, goals setting, and critical
program evaluation throughout all stages) participation strategies at work in both cases.
Therefore, participatory conservation cannot be understood in terms of a particular
strategy, policy, or management activity that can be chosen and implemented. Rather, it
is a process of decision making and negotiation required to involve the governance
structures and livelihoods of local residents, Which are made up of complicated political,
social, and economic issues (Infield and Namara 2001, Brechin et al. 2002, Michaelidou

et al. 2002). Whether a participation strategy is characterized as shallow or deep depends



on the qualities of decision making and negotiation, particularly in their inclusiveness of
multiple parties and interests. Why and how issues related to decision making and
negotiation, such as authority, power, and knowledge, are incorporated into conservation
initiatives vary according to strategies applied at particular sites in practice, which stem
from the project organizers’ perspective of the role of resident peoples in conservation.
Therefore, this review will now delve further into these different perspectives.

The diverse perspectives and practical approaches that have evolved over the past
thirty years in participatory conservation present many design strategies and techniques
with different elements of participation, which in turn are focused on achieving different
types of success relative to the perspectives and approaches. The literature of
participatory conservation from the past ten years is full of multidisciplinary critiques,
competing narratives, and backlashes against the range of perspectives and approaches to
be presented in this literature review (Barrow and Murphree 2001, Brechin et al. 2002).
More recently authors have attempted to categorize elements of success from different
perspectives of participatory conservation in various participatory conservation
continuums (Adams and Hulme 2001a, Barrow and Murphree 2001). The continuum
displayed in Figure 2, adopted from Borrini-Feyerabend et al. (2004), displays a number
of the key factors associated with the decision making and negotiation processes of

participatory conservation from across different perspectives.



Figure 2. Role of Participation in Conservation Continuum
(Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004)

Government-managed Co-managed Community
Protected Arcas Protected Arcas Conserved Areas
Full authonty and Authonty and responsibility Full authonty and
responsibility shared between the responsibility held by
held by the protected area agency and the concerned
protected area agency the concerned communities conununitics
ST TSR EIR PR PRI P PR PP PRI IED .}
ignore and  inform seek negotiate formally share devolve.
repress and-on CORSENnsus. imvolve i authority and restituie
consult  abothrough  decision-makmg) responsihility and'or

“top-down” and develop fe.g. via seals 1n o recognise

benefit sharing specific co-management authority and

agreements body) responsihility

For the purposes of this literature review, the continuum in Figure 2 represents the
different depths of participation from perspectives and approaches to participatory
conservation. The three categories of management organizations on the top-side of the
continuum represent three of the five perspectives highlighted in this review of the
literature. In addition to the three listed in Figure 2, I also include decentralization and
participatory development in this review as two additional perspectives, which in relation
to the continuum could be 'positioned to the left of government managed protected areas
and to the right of community conserved areas respectively. However, the locations and
titles of these perspectives, as ‘perspectives’, ‘frameworks’, or ‘approaches’, in relation
to each other are not critically important. One should not get the impressioﬁ, for instance,
that decentralization is the polar opposite of participatory development simply because
they are being positioned at extreme ends of this continuum.

For example, the perspectives of decentralization and participatory development

could theoretically result in two identical projects. The difference between the two is

10



their process; as decentralization is generally controlled by, and would not occur in the
absence of the central government, through a process of devolution of power.
Participatory development, on the other hand, is generally a process that is initiated and
dictated entirely by local decision making. As a simple example, through
decentralization, the Stéte could decide to vest a large amount of forest management
power in locals’ hands to decrease management costs and increase efficiency. Likewise,
via participatory development, a community could decide to legally classify a portion of
communal forest lands with the State in order to gain access to other State benefits. In
other words, these could result in similar management strategies, through two different
processes. However, from this superficial example nothing can be known about the
actual depth of participation between the two perspectives since this lies in the
characteristics of the participatory processes, i.e. who is included, decision making and
negotiations. What the continuum can shed light on is the importance of understanding
the motivation for participation and definitions of successful participation from different
perspectives to understand the differences in the depth of their processes.

The top-side of the continuum also labels certain regions as protected or
conserved areas distinguishing how the different perspectives relate the goals of
participatory conservation initiatives to different values, like biodiversity and local
livelihoods. Finally, the upper half of the continuum links different degrees of authority
and responsibility with different management bodies, including full authority with a
protected area agency or concerned community, versus shared authority between the two.
This implies that elements related to authority and responsibility, such as decision

making, can be concentrated in one party or shared in any number of ways between vast

11



interest groups. Again, the terms ‘agency’ and ‘community’ are loaded with assumptions
and positioned as opposite extremes by the authors of the continuum. I am merely
referring to them to exemplify the breadth of variability of participatory conservation
with respect to how a project is designed and implemented by and for external or local
interests. On the bottom side of the continuum the authors more explicitly align elements
from different perspectives that correspond with different factors of participation, such as
the element ‘ignore’ describing one possible interaction between management bodies;
‘agreement’ as a type of decision making; and ‘recognize’ as the extent of power sharing
common with the processes of different perspectives.

However, the continuum in Figure 2 is only one possible approach to
characterizing different approaches to participatory conservation. For this reason it is an
example, but not the product of this literature review and analytical framework. The
authors of the continuum (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004) admit that the bottom of the
continuum could be reversed to describe whether a community would ignore or recognize
the government, like my comparison between decentralization and participatory
development processes. This reversibility, the ability to see participation from different
perspectives, is a crucial characteristic of the continuum and to the working definition of
participatory conservation as a process of decision making and negotiation in this thesis.
Therefore, as a working definition, I describe the types of participation throughout this
review as shallow or deep in the sense of their inclusiveness of multiple parties and
perspectives in their decision making and negotiation processes.

This particular continuum (Figure 2) assumes many linkages of different elements

that do not necessarily have clear boundaries, like at what point a protected area outreach

12



becomes co-management. A more detailed continuum would include a vertical axis to
complement the horizontal gradient to illustrate that within each section of the continuum
there may be perspectives varying from shallow to deep participation. The most
significant factor that the continuum demonstrates is that there are a range of possible
organizational and participatory strategies for project actors to choose from, which it
illustrates through the interactions of the government, or other external ‘experts’, and
communities.

Despite the appearance of a large middle ground inherent in a continuum Adams
and Hulme (2001a) argue that most participatory conservation projects in practice are
near the poles of this continuum, either protected areas with primary biodiversity
preservation goals and secondary economic benefits for local people, or community-
based natural resource management strategies that focus on local economic development
with biodiversity as a secondary goal. Following this assertion, the discussion of the five
previously stated perspectives presented below begins with the poles of the continuum,
protected area management and community conservation, followed by the co-managed
middle ground, and then revisits the range of variation through the less grounded
perspectives of decentralization and participatory development. By examining the
assertions of authors who advocate for each of these perspectives I aim to highlight
elements relevant to participation that these authors believe are necessary for achieving
successful participatory conservation and then converge elements from the five

perspectives into an analytical framework.
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Protected Area Management Perspectives

The first element of success relative to participation from the protected area
perspective is clear biodiversity goals (Figure 3). Authors from the protected area, or
pro-parks, viewpoint define success in terms of the goal of biodiversity conservation
(Brandon et al. 1998, Kramer et al. 1997, Oates 1999, Terborgh et al. 2002). They argue
that the theory of integrating conservation and local development is flawed because it
shifts the goal away from biodiversity conservation (Terborgh et al. 2002, Oates 1999).
Therefore, from this perspective, any inclusion of local residents in management goals,
activities, benefits, and use, should be done only as a means to achieve better
management for biodiversity.

However, Terborgh (2002) argues that one of the main reasons the definition of
conservation has broadened to ‘integrated conservation and development’, has been to
harness large development funds. Protected area proponents tend to see local
development as a threat to the goal of biodiversity conservation because of links they
perceive between development and extraction, and extraction and decreased biodiversity
(Oates 2002, Terborgh 2002, Brandon 2002). These authors argue that broadening the
goal of conservation has resulted in the majority of conservation efforts shifting from
trying to effectively manage protected areas within themselves, to managing rural
development projects in surrounding areas, which, collectively result in the degradation
of the interior of the protected areas. Rather than alleviate the threats to protected areas,
Brandon (2002) says that stimulating the local economy through development initiatives

tends to increase migration to frontier areas and increase local capacity to extract more
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resources. Therefore, this perspective also considers greater focus within park
boundaries a key element (Figure 3).

The second and third elements relevant to successful participation from this
perspective are greater monitoring and enforcement of park boundaries to exclude use in
conjunction with locally targeted environmental education and awareness programs
(Figure 3). Several collaborative pro-parks books - Making Parks Work (Terborgh et al.
2002), Requiem for Nature (Terborgh 1999), Myth and Reality in the Rainforest (Oates
1999), Parks in Peril (Brandon et al. 1998), and Last Stand (Kramer et al. 1997) -
provide protected area outreach perspectives on practical criteria necessary for parks to
succeed, under these authors’ goals and views. These include measures like strict
enforcement of exclusion through higher paid guards, clear biodiversity objectives,
monitoring, and scientific research (Brandon et al. 1999, Oates 1999, Terborgh et al.
2002, Kramer et al. 1997). Their objectives to achieve these keys to successful
conservation, i.e. exclusion of use by local residents, are different than the goals of how
these authors propose to include local participation, which are to convince local residents
of the value biodiversity and so they will accept the appropriateness of exclusion and
science-based management. For this, Oates (1999) suggests key elements like greater
environmental education and awareness activities, training for the next generation of park
management, and activities directly related to conservation. This is consistent with this
perspective that nature and humans should be separate, that “Parks are simply not the
right forum for poverty alleviation” (Terborgh and van Schaik 2002: 7).

The fourth critical element relevant to participation from this perspective is the

need for increased investment in protected area management (Figure 3.) Proponents of
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the parks model contend that the failures of parks is greatly due to the lack of investment
in them and say that to abandon the idea of parks because of this in favor of integrated
conservation and development is, “speculation or wishful thinking”, a “defeatist attitude”,
and “utopian ideal” (Terborgh and van Schaik. 2002). From this perspective, integrated
conservation and development projects are defined as ways to support park management,
or “differ in degrees they aim to protect biodiversity” as the main goal (Brandon 2002:
444). This is in contrast to viewing the integration of conservation and development as
legitimate means of conservation in its own right within which parks play a role (van
Schaik and Rijksen 2002).

Rather than linking investment to development, advocates of this perspective link
greater investment to more reliance on scientific research (Figure 3). Perhaps even more
than their considerations related to the design and implementation of projects, Brandon
(2003) stresses the importance of appropriate site selection, fit between park size and
social boundaries, and the timing of park activities. These are more examples of factors
aimed at biological success that are analyzed by non-local managers based on biological
and socioeconomic criteria used to analyze sites prior to implementation. Protected area
outreach proponents accept that parks are but one element of biodiversity conservation in
different circumstances, but stress that properly managed parks have the greatest potential
for success (Terborgh and van Schaik. 2002).

The final element of success related to participation in protected area outreach is
centralized, government agency or NGO, decision making (Figure 3). Since biodiversity
conservation is the key goal in this perspective, protected area outreach programs

encourage the role of environmental NGOs to take the place of corrupt and ineffective
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governments (Brandon 2003). The biodiversity conservation imperative is described by
Terborgh (2003) as a “race against time,” thus waiting for governments to develop
capacity or capacity building through participatory conservation are not in the best
interest of parks. Instead protected area outreach proponents presume that environmental
NGOs have greater management capacity. Oates (1999) suggests creating trust funds for
parks that will assure support for biodiversity even through political and economic crises
in unstable developing countries. The long-term benefits and popular national and
international support of biodiversity preservation through parks are championed as being
worth the short term costs to local populations and governance (Terborgh 2003).

Collectively, these elements of successful participation from the protected area
outreach perspective are limited to shallow participation, such as revenue sharing shown
under this category in Figure 2. As previously described, this is primarily because this
perspective only intends to be inclusive of residents in substantial decision making and
negotiation processes to the extent that it assists in achieving predetermined biodiversity
conservation goals. Therefore, only in the exceptional case in which the elements listed
in Figure 3 are local desires rather than the results external decisions or methods of

coercion would protected area outreach projects qualify as participatory conservation.

Figure 3. Protected Area Outreach Elements Relevant to Participation
» Clear Biodiversity Goals and Indicators of Success
»  Greater Enforcement, Exclusion, and Monitoring
*  OQutreach for Education, Awareness, and Resource Protection Training
* International Funds and Scientific Research
s Higher Management Investments Within Park Boundaries
»  Government or NGO Decision Making Power

» Popular Support at the National and International Levels

17



Community Conservation Perspectives

The opposite end of the continuum is community conserved areas where local
populations, which could be defined in many ways, have full authority and management
responsibility. The first two elements of success relevant to participation from the
community conservation perspective are goals based on livelihood needs and ecological
services (Figure 4). The authors of the continuum titled this ‘conserved’ areas rather than
‘protected’ because they represent areas where conservation occurs through livelihood
activities that are governed by traditional authorities or local institutions (Borrini-
Feyerabend et al. 2004). Unlike the protected area management goal of biodiversity
preservation, community conservation goals are more often expressed as community
needs like water and ecological services, economic security, preserving cultural
traditions, intrinsic values, and sustainable use, which maintain natural processes (Barrow
and Murphree 2001, Michaelidou et al. 2002). Pro-community conservation authors
believe this makes participation stronger and more effective because is tied to the local
way of life, woven into the social institutions, traditions, and economic forces (Berkes
2003).

The third critical elements related to participation (Figure 4) stated by proponents
of community conservation is local autonomy and ownership (Campbell and Vainio
2003, Agrawal and Gibson 2001). Ribot (2004) describes these as elements of
participation where local actors not only take part in conservation activities, but exercise
their authority to decide if and when activities should occur. Proponents of community
conservation believe it results in greater perspnal investment of local participants in

project activities (Gibson et al. 2000). However, community conservation authors also
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describe lesser types of participation with various terms including: passive, information
giving, consultative, and functional depending on how projects are implemented (Barrow
and Murphree 2001). Cornwall and Gaverta (2001) encourage interactive and self-
motivated participation because they argue these types tend to lead to local actor self-
reliance and project ownership rather than greater dependence, the tendency in designs
that incorporate lesser extents of participation.

One reason community conservation authors argue for greater inclusion of local
participation is based on the assumption that many communities have a long-term history
of harvesting renewable resources from the landscape (Figure 4) which they desire to
continue, and that their local knowledge is the most appropriate means of maintaining the
function of that system (Berkes 2003, Agrawal and Gibson 1999). Such community
conserved areas have evolved over centuries of traditional government, migration and
settlement, and gradual culturai change (Ghimire and Pimbert 1997). However, other
community conservation systems may be recent post-colonial organizations, such as
traditional leaders that have been co-opted to play a role in a developing country’s
budding locally representative government body (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004).

Barrow and Murphee (2001) describe the elements necessary for community
conservation as: cohesion, demarcation, legitimacy, and resilience listed in Figure 4.
Cohesion is the social bonds and boundaries, such as land tenure and use rights, that
correspond to the geographic areas of demarcation. In community conservation areas
tenure can include State owned lands with use rights, complex individual rights, and
communal ownership. For community conserved areas to succeed these forms of tenure

must coincide with each other to create shared goals and control access. Legitimacy is

19



the ability to enforce or have authority. Even if cohesion exists there must be a
management body with the capacity to act (Barrow and Murphree 2001). Proponents of
community conservation consider this element critical because it affects the extent of
local representation and decision making processes:

The entire community may be involved in decision-making, or a smaller set of

representatives may be assigned this responsibility; those responsible may be

mixed gender groups, or groups consisting only of women or men; they may be
mostly youth or mostly elders; there may be religious or spiritual groups, or
completely secular ones. (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004: page #)
Finally, authors describe local resilience as a critical element because it is the final test of
time to endure social changes (Barrow and Murphree 2001).

Therefore, community conservation demonstrates deeper participation with
elements dependent on strong local inclusiveness. However, as the views of different
authors described, the wide range of implementation strategies of elements from this
- perspective result in a wide range of depth of participation. For example, a shallow
community conservation initiative where local actors merely go through the motions of
participation dictated by an external party would be less participatory than a co-managed

initiative (discussed in detail below) where the shared power held by residents represents

a decision making and representation process determined and upheld by them.

Figure 4. Community Conserved Areas Elements Relevant to Participation
= Goals Expressed as Community Needs, Ecological Services, Economic
Security, Cultural and Intrinsic Values
= Conservation through Livelihood Activities
= Management Based on Local Ownership and Autonomy
= Local Knowledge Based on Long-Term History of Sustainable Use
» Cohesive Social Group Corresponding to Geographic Boundaries
= Locally Legitimate Representation, Decision Making, and Authority
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Co-management Viewpoints

The middle section of the upper continuum may involve joint or co-managed
protected areas. The first criteria of success in this perspective (Figure 5) is co-managed
areas are defined as multiple parties, generally local populations and the States, engaged
in negotiation around a management plan that is “part of a broader agreement, including
complementary initiatives, by-laws, incentives and compensations” (Borrini-Feyerabend
et al. 2004). Typically access to resources that are important for local livelihoods is
legally established through the negotiation process, which assigns different management
roles to local bodies (Barrow and Murphree 2001). There are examples of many types of
parties participating in co-management, like village committees, business groups
(tourism, safari hunting), NGOs, government agencies, and private landowners.

Broader goals including joint decision making authority, shared resource
management, and conservation of biodiversity as well as livelihood resources are crucial
elements related to participation in co-managed initiatives (Figure 5). Authors describe
these goals as results of including multiple parties, complementary initiatives, and
incentives as defined above. Because co-management rests in the middle section of the
continuum, it provides the most variability in the extents of sharing authority and possible
combinations of factors of participation. Infield and Adams (1999) differentiate co-
management from protected area outreach as the point when park management is not
only ‘reaching out’, but neighboring 'populations are ‘reaching’ in to have a greater say in
the process of how resources are managed. From that gray boundary on the left end of
co-management, this perspective stretches to the right hand border with community

conserved areas. At this point co-management can be defined by what Borrini-

21



Feyerabend et al. (2004) describe as the reversal of the continuum, where communities
seek government involvement in the management, or official government protected area
status for communal lands. For this reason it is difficult to identify elements of success
that are specific to co-management because they are usually trade-offs between the poles.

Another of the defining critical elements of co-management is the collaboration of
government agencies or NGOs with local organizations (Figure 5). Authors describe
most co-management arrangements as forming when local peoples gain legitimate access
to previously established government managed protected areas (Barrow and Murphree
2001). However, co-management can also be the result of the government agency
negotiating their role in communal or private lands, or renegotiating their role in a
protected area as is the case in certain forms of decentralization (Ribot 2004). Co-
management perspectives say that a key to collaboration among joint authority
organizations is including multiple parties with diverse interests (Ribot 2001). Kellert et
al. (1999) and Leach et al. (1999) propose building upon pre-existing institutions (Figure
4) as a successful way to bring together multiple interests because their local legitimacy
reduces conflict. However, authors warn that it is critical to consider the capacity
institutions have to regulate resource use and represent local populations equitably (Ribot
2001, Agrawal and Gibson 1998, Brosious 1999).

Types of power sharing common in co-management arrangements vary between
consultations and benefit sharing, to fully shared decision making authority as part of a
co-management body. Consultation is defined as soliciting local comments on
management proposals but not actual decisions (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004). Having

shared authority means being party to decisions or having meaningful processes to object
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to management decisions (Ribot 1999). Methods of joint decision making in co-
management can vary from autocratic, hierarchical, majority, and consensus decisions
(Ribot 2004). Proponents of co-management advocate consensus decision making
(Figure 5) to promote more thoroughly negotiated goals and analysis of management
implications (Borrini-Feyerband et al. 2004).

Authors describe the access to management information and knowledge by
decision makers in co-managed arrangements as a final key to power sharing and joint
decision making (Figure 5). Berkes (2003) says creating accessibility to information by
all participants requires the use of situated knowledge, information relevant to the types
of knowledge and understanding that local actors have of the environment and
conservation. Campbell and Vainio (2003) state that situated knowledge create more
flexible and adaptive management processes rather than fixed management plans because
of the greater weight given to experience.

Given that a foundational goal of this perspective is negotiating agreements
between multiple parties, strict adherence to biodiversity conservation or local
livelihoods from the previous two perspectives would be problematic. Therefore,
elements that promote flexibility are crucial for co-management success.v As such, this
perspective, more than the previous two represents the potential for either shallow or
deep levels of participation. In general, co-management tends to result in deeper forms of
participation than protected area management, but less deep participation than
community conservation because of its deliberate goals of shared power between the

State and actors at the community level.
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Figure 5. Co-management Elements Relevant to Participation
= Multiple Parties Engaged in Negotiation
= Broader Goals and Initiatives for both Biodiversity and Livelihoods
= Management Power and Roles Shared between Government and Local Bodies
= Local Bodies Built on Pre-existing Institutions
= Majority or Consensus, Joint Decision Making

= Situated Management Knowledge Accessible by All Management Parties

Decentralization Perspective

Agrawal and Ribot (1999) define decentralization as the devolution of decision
making and rule making powers from the central government to a local level of authority
(Figure 6). The particular type of institution that is empowered defines how
decentralization relates to the continuum of previous perspectives. For example, Ribot
(1999) defines protected area outreach projects as deconcentration, the devolution of
powers from central government to lower government branches, which typically
increases local participation, but most of the decision making power remains with the
State because of low downward accountability. On the other end of the continuum lies
what authors from this perspective would define as democratic decentralization that
includes, most importantly, high downward accountability through local representation
and discretionary powers (Agrawal and Ribot 1999, Ribot 2004, Shackelton et al. 2002).
Ribot (2004) says that elections are the standard indicator of downward accountability,
which is flawed because in frequently unstable developing countries elections can
indicate both low and high degrees of accountability based on how openly the elections
are conducted. Other mechanisms that can also increase downward accountability
including: public reporting requirements for management bodies, embeddedness of

managers in the community, third party monitoring by NGOs or media, evaluations,
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threats of unrest, performance awards and others (Ribot 2004, Wycoff-Baird et al. 1999).
Therefore, the level of downward accountability is another critical element of
decentralization (Figure 6), which determines the degree to which management bodies
that are devolved have the authority to make decisions speak in the interest of local
populations.

A third element of decentralization relevant to participation is discretionary power
(Figure 6), which describes the authority to choose management options. Ribot (2003)
encourages the implementation of minimum standards approaches to decentralized
management rather than elaborate management planning because minimum standards
facilitate the local use of discretionary powers (by local this could be local government,
joint management, or local citizen organization). Proponents of minimum standards
argue that central government agencies commonly require excessively detailed, micro-
management of resources through scientific management plans for local management to
become legally recognized (Gretzinger 1997, Ribot 2003). These exclude local level
organizations regardless of their actual ability to sustainably manage the resource. Ribot
(2003) suggests a minimum standards approach be applied until local managers choose to
engage in activities that require detailed management plans.

Authors from this perspective also mention that the sequence of decentralization
activities is important (Figure 6). Ribot (2004) argues that discretionary powers should
be transferred to the local level befofe management responsibilities and capacity building
occurs because discretion is a necessary ingredient for local management bodies to be
respected and garner participation for the democratic process. Supporters of this

perspective state that without discretionary power and responsibilities, local authorities
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do not gain experience to build capacity, or have means to demonstrate their capacity has
increased (Agrawal and Ribot 1999).

Finally, decentralization proponents describe its process as a means of generating
greater participation in the local democratic governance (Larson 2004). Graham et al.
(2003) define governance as the process that gives citizens a voice in decisions of public
concern. For example, Ribot (1995) argues that non representative and non participatory
governing structures conflict with the idea of decentralized governance, which can exist
at both the central agency and local traditional government levels. Good governance is a
key element to democratic decentralization which supports human rights based principles
to conservation including equality, equity, performance, and accountability (Graham et
al. 2003). Democratic governance is also an advantage of garnering both local and
international support for decentralization.

Similar to co-management, decentralization has the potential to result in many
levels of participation. As described in this section, decentralization aims at gradually
transferring power from the central government to the local level to increase local
control. This may or may not necessarily be an improvement in inclusiveness depending
on how the local implementation process occurs, i.e. if local decision makers provide
greater representation than distant decision makers. In other words, decentralization of
conservation can result in shallow, or non-participation when top-down power relations
between the State and local actors are simply moved to the local level, and deep
participation similar to community conservation when local actors are empowered, like

the latter elements in Figure 6 suggest. However, deep participation is also difficult to
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achieve through decentralization because it depends on decisions made and actions taken

by the government.

Figure 6. Decentralization Elements Relevant to Participation
= Devolution of Management Power from Central Government to Local Level
= Downward Accountable Representation through Elections of Other Measures
= Local Discretionary Power to Choose Management Options and Processes
=  Minimum Standards Management Approach
= Devolution of Power Before Responsibility and Capacity Building

= Increased Public Participation in Democratic Process

Participatory Development Perspectives

In many ways participatory conservation, particularly community conservation
approaches, build on over thirty years of participatory development approaches (Western
and Wright 1994). However, authors from the participatory development perspective
draw a clear line between their perspective of participatory conservation and those that
see participation as a means to achieve pre-determined conservation strategies. Campbell
and Vainio-Mattila (2003) define participatory development as a process with
participation as an end (Figure 7) that, when achieved, will result in perpetual
engagement of local actors in solution finding. This process is linked to conservation by
the assumption that conservation will be part of the result of greater local control over
decision making because local populations rely on natural resources and environmental
services (Brown 2003).

The second key element relevant to participation from the participatory
development perspective is the role of praxis (Figure 7). Brechin et al. (2002) describes
praxis as the combination of context, experience, and adaptation. While authors from

both participatory development and community conservation perspectives strive to be
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place based and build upon local institutions, other participatory conservation strategies
have a reputation for being blueprint models, which fall short of this with activities such
as ecotourism and alternative income strategies (Belsky 1999, Brosious 1999).

Allowing all participants access to knowledge, or situating knowledge, is another
tenet highlighted by participatory conservation proponents (Figure 7). Authors from this
perspective have advanced participatory techniques such as community mapping,
seasonal calendars, and analytical diagramming to collect local knowledge through
participatory rural appraisal and participatory action research (Chambers 1994a,
Campbell and Vainio-Mattila 2003, Berkes 2004). A result of practicing these inquiry
techniques is the change the relationship between external agents and local peoples.
Chambers (1994b) argues that when outside facilitators use such visual participatory
methods, they catalyze local empowerment by including local actors in analysis
processes. Like building upon pre-existing institutions, these techniques can increase
local legitimacy and reduce conflict. However, participatory development proponents
emphasize their value of increased equity and giving voice to otherwise marginalized
interests (Campbell and Vainio-Mattila 2003).

High local ownership of conservation projects is seen by adherents to this
perspective as a final critical element relevant to participation (Figure 7). The concept of
local ownership has replaced the idea of stakeholders because critics believe the later
assumes that all interests with a stake in an initiative hold equal power. On the other
hand, according to Campbell and Vainio-Mattila (2003) ownership indicates the
relationships among stakeholders with differing power concerning who actually has

influence in decision making processes. Ownership is high when there is transparency
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and mutual accountability between stakeholders and representatives (Campbell and
Vainio-Mattila 2003).

These elements make participatory development the deepest perspective of
participation among those I have described. However, unlike the previous perspectives
its application is not limited to conservation initiatives, rather it is a process designed at
identifying development activities in genéral. Therefore, the definition of success of
participatory development is significantly different from the previous perspectives that

relate specifically to conservation.

Figure 7. Participatory Development Elements Relevant to Participation
= Participation as an End Goal
= Perpetual Engagement of Local Actors
= Management Based on Context, Experience, and Adaptation
= Built on Local Knowledge Collected through Participatory Techniques

= Local Ownership based on Accountable Decision Making

Summary of Factors of Participatory Conservation

The previous perspectives on participatory conservation provided specific lists of
elements critical to each perspective relevént to participation (Figures 2-7). However,
some authors have urged a departure from the cyclically competing perspectives that
community conservation has been stuck in (Salafsky and Margoluis 2002, Brechin et al.
2002). Salafsky and Margoluis (2002: 411) state, “We need to stop looking at
generalities and instead focus on developing our understanding of the specific conditions
under which a protected area strategy works, does not work, and why”. For this reason, I
have created a list of factors that cut across previous five perspectives without

presupposing advantages or disadvantages particular elements, or combinations of
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elements may exhibit in practice (Figure 8). In other words, the purpose of these factors
is to guide, but not limit the scope of the place based analyses of the three cases in this
thesis. Participatory conservation has been described as a toolbox rather than a tool.
Therefore, perhaps the best fits under particular conditions are a number of elements from

different perspectives in combination with a number of definitions of success.

Figure 8. Summary of Factors of Participatory Conservation Success
= Knowledge ® Actors
= Values ® Activities
= Representation ® Incentives
= Accountability ® Capacity
*  Ownership ®* Govemance
=  Goals * Legitimacy
= Organization ‘ =  (Cohesiveness
= Discretion ® Participation
* Tenure * Site History
= Adaptation * Timing

Overarching Themes
To make the lengthy previous list of factors more manageable for discussion and
analysis, I have regrouped them into three overarching themes (Figure 9):
1. Participation Initiation,
2. Representation, Empowerment, and Capacity, and
3. Values and Benefits.
As portrayed in Figure 1 these themes overlap, which allowed me to organize the factors
according to their relationships to each other in different initiative phases.
The first theme, Participation Initiation, incorporates factors related to the history

and instigation of initiatives. These factors answer the questions of who initiated
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participation, for what reasons, and with what authority. Building upon this foundation,
the theme explores the management structure, positioning of actors and roles, types of
knowledge, and means of engaging the local population. The means of engagement
transitions from the foundational factors presented by this theme into the more complex
and abstract factors in the second and third themes.

The second theme, Representation, Empowerment, and Capacity, collectively
describe initiative processes. These factors respond to who and what interests are
represented, who implements management activities, how these roles relate to social and
geographic boundaries, who monitors activities and with what authority, and how
changes are made. Ultimately the successfulness of the combination of these factors
reflects on the first theme and determines the third theme.

Finally, the third theme, Competing Values and Benefits, discusses initiative
results. These factors describe the diverse ecological, social, economic, and political
values held by interest groups. This theme discusses the distribution and types of
benefits created by the initiatives vis-a-vis these diverse values. Lastly, these factors
explore processes of conflict resolution and the ability to sustain project activities and
benefits. Together these themes provide a perspective to analyze success according to

different phases of factors in the three participatory initiatives presented in this thesis.
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Figure 9. Overarching Themes

1. Participation Initiation:

= History and present conditions
* Goals of conservation and development
* Funding source
* Management organization
= Roles of external agents and local participants
= Types of knowledge and access to information
= Means of engaging local population
2. Representation, Empowerment, and Capacity:
= Cohesiveness of multiple stakeholders
» Organization of local management bodies
= Goals of local governance
= Legitimacy of actor roles
= Type of decision making
= Measures of accountability
= Discretionary power
= Institution building
= Adaptive management

3. Competing Values and Benefits:

= Use vs. non-use values

= Traditional ecological knowledge
= Activities and incentives

* Adjudication process

= Sustainability
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Chapter 3 Methodology

Research Goals and Objectives:

This study has been designed to describe and analyze the elements of participation
influencing the success of three participatory forest management initiatives on the West
African border between Ghana and Togo. The first objective was to develop categories
of participation factors influencing success from numerous perspectives through a review
of the literature of participatory conservation to frame my discussion of the initiatives,
which was presented in the previous chapter. The second objective was to describe and
compare the three initiatives according to these categories. My third objective was to
analyze the initiatives in relation to different perspectives of participatory conservation.
This chapter describes the methodology I designed to accomplish the latter two
objectives. I begin by situating the process of research design and data collection in the
context of my service as a Peace Corps Volunteer. Following this, I state my decisions of
research design, and describe my sample and data collection techniques. Finally, I
describe how data were recorded and analyzed.

Yolunteer-Researcher Context:

My role as a Peace Corps Volunteer influenced the different versions of reality I
was able to acquire through the type of constructivist-activist interviewing and
observation techniques I used in this study. As a Peace Corps Natural Resource
Management Volunteer, living in the study area for two years allowed me to build
relationships with residents of the study area with diverse interests. The ambiguous,
grassroots nature of my natural resource management program created a particularly

fruitful environment for this type of engagement.
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I arrived at the study area in Septerhber 2002 without a clear view of what my role
in the community would be. The natural resource management program my training
group was recruited for began in 1988 with a small number of environmental volunteers
specializing in reforestation. Since then it had readopted many of the activities of past
agriculture programs and branched out into agroforestry, environmental education,
animal husbandry, food preservation and transformation techniques, and biointensive
gardening. Therefore, the title ‘Natural Resource Management’ was more of a
euphemistic catch-all for combining environmentally oriented projects and rural
livelihoods.

During an eleven week training period before heading to our posts we participated
in classroom and field sessions on a dazing number of topics from these fields, with our
trainers acknowledging that what we would apply during our service would depend
greatly on the climate of éur site and the desire of the populations we worked with. For
this last part we were also trained briefly from a handbook on Participatory Analysis for
Community Action. Through this we learned a process we could use to determine
community resources, problems, needs, and appropriate places to act. These included
eliciting information at community meetings, conducting gender analyses, developing
village and farm maps, seasonal calendars, and detailing problem analysis ‘trees’. Our
assignment during the first three months of our service after training was to use these
techniques to conduct site studies, efudes d’mileux, and hopefully find something to do at
our posts reminiscent of something from our grab bag of training activities.

The result of this type of training, and Volunteers from diverse academic and

personal backgrounds was a dynamic natural resource management corps. For example,
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Volunteers from my program structured an ecotourism project, trained farmers to raise
bushrats, taught English and environmental education in middle and high schools, built a
urban recreation league, implemented animal traction techniques for mechanized land
cultivation, organized garbage collection, demonstrated erosion control farming and
many other types of projects; not exactly a cohesive program. This affected all of us at
the individual level when we arrived at our sites; to find work many of us became
involved in diverse activities with broad members of our communities.

Since I was assigned to one of the remaining forested posts in the country, I
sought work by building relationships with residents engaged in forest use activities.
These included farmers growing many cash and subsistence crops in secondary forests,
such as coffee, cacao, banana, taro, kola, avocado, citrus and other fruits, as well as
people that hunted in the forests and collected non-timber forest products, like bamboo,
vines, fuel wood, spices, and mat making materials. I learned about the three
participatory initiatives and study areas through working with these groups. Hunters and
farmers from Kuma villages introduced me to areas they used in and around the Missahoe
and Afadjato forests, while a farmer from an agribusiness group thought I would like to
see the forest and waterfall at Agumatsa. Unfortunately, in a region dominated by dense
forest one generation ago, these three areas are now the only places to find forests.
Approximately one year into my service I started making conscious efforts to learn as
much as I could about the three projects and develop a research strategy.

Entrance Into Study Areas: As 1 learned more about the Foret Classee de
Missahoe through conversations with farmers, local committee leaders, and employees at

the Ministry of Forests, I considered myself as an indirect actor in the participatory
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initiative because my work in the project area as a Volunteer overlapped with both
project actors and activities. My ‘expertise’ included beekeeping, coffee roasting
business, and agroforestry, which coincided with the other activities functioning in the
Missahoe participatory project. The activities I worked on as a volunteer influenced
village life in similar ways as the Missahoe project (encouraging alternative income and
agroforestry activities to conserve forest by increasing their economic value), but were
not formally incorporated within the Missahoe project in any way other than participant
and geographic overlap. This informal overlap between private, locally based projects I
worked on, and the Missahoe initiative meant there were no additional barriers to gaining
access to the project. Since I was already integrated into village life with a role similar to
that of the Missahoe initiative, my interest in the initiative was not questioned. People
were used to working independently from the Missahoe project to prioritize diverse
livelihood activities in their schedule according to what benefited them the most.
Individuals felt that it was their decision to participate in whatever interested them and
were not bound to one project if something more interesting came along, like the projects
I was initiating independently. Therefore, all participants from this project area were
open to discuss the Missahoe participatory project with me, as well as their lives and
other possible project ideas, because that was my role in the community.

This role in the Missahoe project was quite different from my role in the two
Ghanaian initiatives. It took longer for me to establish myself as an insider in the
Afadjato and Agumatsa project villages. This was partially because these initiatives
deliberately reached out to capture broader interests of their community, creating

umbrellas of project activity formally incorporated within the project. For example, the
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two Ghanaian projects hired tourism guides within the projects, which excluded other
residents from being guides. In the Missahoe case guiding was an independent livelihood
activity. Therefore, guides felt free to discuss their role in the Missahoe initiative with
me. However, since I was not a volunteer researcher within the official project umbrellas
of the two Ghanaian cases, I was an outsider. The perception of my role as an outsider
was embellished by the perception that I was not ‘their’ volunteer in Ghana. Both the
Ghanaian project areas had hosted Peace Corps volunteers in the past. This made a
difference in villager’s perceived benefit of my activity in their projects even though my
volunteer-research role included the same techniques in all areas, i.e. farm visits,
interviews, observing meetings, facilitating and giving advice. Therefore, I had to spend
more time in these villages building trust and formally being accepted into their
initiatives. Most farmers, hunters, charcoal makers and tourist guides in these projects
accepted me after spending time discussing our projects, eating, speaking Ewe, and
socializing together. Village leaders and project managers in both Wli and Gbledi were
more skeptical and demanded specific questions and documentation about my research
intentions, which I satisfied.

The more I learned about the projects, the more I thought a comparative case
study involving all three would be more beneficial. This was particularly because of the
different type of organization strategies each displayed and distinct activities they applied
to accomplishing similar goals of forest conservation and local benefits. Learning about
the three projects and their populations was a serious undertaking. Soon I had to make a
division between Peace Corps work and research when I became more intensively

involved in site visits because I needed to reserve enough time to continue working with
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projects I began earlier. From February through August 2004 I spent a week and a half in
Kuma working on Peace Corps projects and Missahoe research, followed by a week in
WIi and Gbledi conducting research, before returning to Kuma. Blocking out periods of
time in each area helped me develop relationships and living routines in each area as a
volunteer-researcher. I gradually became involved in diverse activities in Ghana besides
research and my role in all three areas seemed to have no particular purpose, i.e. people
became accustomed to me as who I was, not merely what [ was officially doing.

Building Trust: Being a Peace Corps volunteer created certain stereotypes
that sometimes aided and hindered conducting research. The two most blatant
misconceptions were that [ was aligned with the Ministry of Forestry, and therefore pro-
preservation, anti-hunting and exploitation because I was a natural resource management
volunteer (I was technically invited to Togo by the Ministry of Agriculture, Husbandry
and Fisheries), or that I had lots of money to fund research and Peace Corps projects. I
knew that these perceptions of me were only allowing me to observe certain village
realities, meet particular villagers, and discuss only ‘conservation’ issues. On the other
extreme, one hunter initially misunderstood my interest in his hunting as me placing a
bounty on a crocodile he told me about. I overcame these stereotypes in many different
ways that coincided with becoming integrated into the community, like making deep
friendships and working relationships, and living the village lifestyle. On the latter point,
I cleared and cultivated my own farm, bought all my food in the village market, ate
bushmeat, and gathered forest products.

Although I was well integrated into my working and living community, my

amount of contact with different interests within and between villages varied. In general,
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I spent more time building trust with hunters, charcoal makérs, and tenant farmers within
villages because I targeted them for my Peace Corps work. This was partially to
compensate for the absence of these actors in project activities that I immediately
observed, and also because these groups are the most actively engaged in resource use the
projects were trying to restrict. I also spent large amounts of time building trust with
village women while shopping and socializing in the markets and learning how to
transform produce for sale.

These are in contrast to the smaller amounts of time I spent with traditional
authorities, other than during ceremonies or specific meetings I organized to ask for their
permission and inform them of my ideas for work. Traditional authorities played a large
role in the study, but our relationships were organized by formalities and expectations
that were unavoidable, so building trust was less my responsibility. These differences
between myself and different participants displays my role as a Peace Corps volunteer-
researcher as both powerful and powerless depending on the context just as other
participants. This had a positive impact on data collection because of the empathetic
relationships I formed with non-actors, which allowed them to play a larger part in the
study.

Research Design: I collected data for this study while working with other
village-based conservation and development projects through research methodologies
grounded in participation. Therefore, my role as “the researcher” in the study of these
three participatory forest conservation projects was defined by my role as “the
volunteer”. As a Peace Corps Volunteer my work in the project area was as a facilitator

and activist for conservation and development activities, assisting farmers to form
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cooperatives to assess their problems and resources, and research and apply alternatives
in an adaptive management type process. This work revolved around the four tenants of
action research: relationships, communication, participation, and inclusion (Stringer
1999) and utilized the methods of participatory rural appraisal such as village mapping,
analytical diagramming, seasonal calendars, and feasibility studies (Chambers 1994a).
During my research I discussed the existence or absence of the tenets of action research
and participatory rural appraisal with study participants regarding the participatory forest
management initiatives and local social institutions to “reveal the different truths and
realities...develop a context in which individuals with divergent perceptions can
formulate a construction of their situation that makes sense to them all” (Stinger 1999).
Thus, although this research project would not qualify as action research because the
motivation for the inquiry came from me and were carried out by me, my research design
was based on action research tenants.

Action research and participatory rural appraisal differ from traditional research in
both the methods of data collection as well as the perception of research. They are
“based on the assumption that the mere recording of events and formulation of
explanations by an uninvolved researcher is inadequate in and of itself” (Stinger 1999).
These participatory research techniques engage actors as subjects and participants in the
research process, rather than objects of inquiry. They also base research goals on
experience and adaptation rather than metatheory, or the means rather than the end
(Chambers 1994b). An important idea of action research is researchers and participants
alike, seeing individuals as multiple personalities, being both oppressed and oppressors in

different levels of their social environment. This creates an empathetic mindset that
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allows new forms of knowledge, relationships, and negotiation of social roles to occur.
Therefore, as a volunteer-researcher I was not only collecting data on projects’ structures,
objectives, actors, and activities, I was encouraging the reassessment of them and trying
to motivate actors to recreate them by sharing knowledge and empowering local actors to
use their local knowledge to shape their conservation initiatives.

To achieve total action research there needs to be a group of participants who
agree to pursue an inquiry together, through action and reflection. This is time
consuming and goes against the tradition of research in rural areas and developing
countries where people are accustomed to research being imported and conducted by
‘experts’ (Stringer 1999). In my case, many of the actors and interests relevant to the
forest initiatives were not willing or able to commit to an action research project. This
was mostly because of time constraints, but also due to their historical perceptions that
their participation should be decided by experts. Those who could participate freely in
participatory action research, such as frequent meetings and discussions, were those in
traditional authority or management committee roles, with different pre-existing forms of
power that gave them more free time and ability to participate. To compensate for this
and gain more broad participation in the study, I used action research methods in small
groups, such as tenant farmers or youth groups, or discussions with individuals to collect
data and promote the value of fully realizing action research. At the end of the data
collection period I coordinated an action research-like conference with actors of differing
power levels from each of the projects meeting for two days to discuss their project

histories and futures.
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My sampling sought to represent the population by capturing the range of actors
directly involved and relative to the projects including government managers, local
management committees, traditional authorities, guides, landowners and others, as well
as non-actors, or those not directly involved in project activities or benefits, like tenant
farmers, hunters, charcoal makers and others. To assess the range of actors and non-
actors in each project area I collected background information on each project, villages
involved, and populations in the project areas for six months. During this stage I
accessed information through counterparts from Peace Corps work and snowballed from
them to more actors and non-actors until I had built structural frameworks (Figure 10) for
the three projects. These outlined the project’s management hierarchies, funding sources,
local stakeholder or interest groups, and individual actors.

Figure 10: Initial Mapping of Project Actor Groups
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From these frameworks, I selected participants of different ethnicity, gender, age,

and class to represent as broad a range of viewpoints as possible. However, many

positions within the formal institutions like traditional authorities, government

employees, and local management committees are homogeneously made up of older

males from the middle to upper class of the dominant Ewe ethnic group. To avoid

limiting the initiative descriptions to this group of actors, I sampled tenant farmers and

hunters from the minority Kabye ethnic group, women charcoal makers, lower class

farmers and hunters, male and female small business owners, and male and female tourist

guides. The samples from each project are displayed in the figures 11, 12, and 13.

Figure 11. Afadjato Sample
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Figure 12. Agumatsa Sample
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Figure 13. Missahoe Sample
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The asterisks in Figures 11, 12, and 13 represent actor groups where data were collected
through group interviews and observations. In these cases the characteristics of the
sample (gender, ethnicity, class, and age) represent the characteristics of the majority of
the group members the data came from. I stratified the sample according to age, and
particularly class based on approximations. Several of the interviewees whose age I did
directly ask did not know how old they were, so I approximated age. I used household
and farming characteristics of interviewees as rough indicators of class, such as cooking
goods, building materials, and clothing, as well as if the family or individual owned land
or tenant farmed, and if they did own land did they hire laborers or tenants.

Data Collection Methods:

I collected qualitative data due to the inherent qualitative nature of the different
roles of project actors and non-actors in social institutions such as traditional authority,
land tenure, and illegal activities that conflict with conservation initiatives. To collect
this data I used multiple techniques including participant and direct observation, informal
and structured interviews, group interviews, group workshop activities, photography and
document reviews. In most cases, several techniques were employed with each
participant. For example, to collect data on hunters I visited hunting sites with
individuals to make observations and conduct informal interviews. I also interviewed
groups of hunters during shared meals where I often took photographs of hunters, prey,
and methods of cooking and eating wild game. Photos often sparked conversation when I
gave them copies as well. Finally, hunters were included in the cross project workshop

where they collaborated with other actors from their project to respond to worksheets and
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presented their project to members of the other two projects. Similarly, I used multiple
methods with other non-project actors like charcoal producers, and project actors such as
tourism guides, managers, traditional authorities, and small scale enterprise actors.
Through these combinations of methods I sought to understand the following three topics
about each participant:

1. Background person information, family, and seasonal and daily livelihood
activities.

2. Role in the participatory projects or description of the participatory projects in
relation to their resource use activities.

3. Future or possible role in participatory management and their view of where
the projects are heading.

Usually informal, open-ended interviews occurred within the context of other
conversation in the market, field, other workplace, or home of participants. I purposely
avoided leading questions that specifically asked about their initiatives’ success or
failure. Instead, I used questions such as those in the worksheet used as an interview
guide for project managers (Appendix A), which asked questions about how the project
started, boundaries, activities, and benefits. I wanted to allow their discussions of
experiences from the initiative to guide the conversation and see if they constructed them
as successes or failures (Rubin and Rubin 1995). In some cases single questions were
used, such as asking a farmer “How did you work with the project?” Subsequent
questions would depend on their response and the conversation created by our
interaction. Only after several conversations or at the end of a semi-structured interview
would I ask what they thought were the problems with the initiative, or how they view it

changing in the future.
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I collected data on managers, traditional authorities, project management
committees, and landowners through more organized, semi-structured interviews.
Because of the formal positions and responsibilities of these actors they viewed
unstructured interviews without a list of questions as insulting or not worthy of chiefdom,
or office meetings. In these cases I created interview guides with questions on a broad
number of topics (Appendix A). These barriers limited the amount of personal
information I collected during meetings with chiefs and managers. Therefore, data on
these actors were also collected from observations of community meetings and
interactions among committees, government, and NGO managers. Participant and direct
observation with these and other actors involved my emersion in project activities,
particularly meetings, followed by time apart from project actors each day to write and
reflect on my observations (Taylor and Booden 1998, Marshall and Rossman 1999).

Near the end of data collection I organized a two day conference for participants
from each initiative to share information about the organization and activities of each
project with the other projects. During the conference each initiative team worked on
two worksheets I created to assist them in creating presentations of their initiative. One
worksheet was the same list of questions used as a general interview guide with project
directors (Appendix A). The second worksheet was specific to positive and negative
issues from their initiative that I determined were important from previous data
collection. Group presentations and observations made during the conference were

recorded as well as written documents and maps created by the participants.
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Analysis and Use of Data:

All data collected, besides lengthy documents like management plans and funding
proposals, were recorded in notebooks specific to each management initiative in the form
of field notes and short quotations. Due to the active nature and rugged locations, such as
farm visits, or the personal contexts of sharing meals I always recorded observation and
informal interview data after the fact, instead of tape recording. During the semi-
structured interviews with traditional authorities and managers I was able to write notes
during the conversations. In either case, most of the data collected is in my own words,
describing my thoughts and reactions to things participants said and did. The rigor of
some qualitative analysis comes from individual quotes as are found in transcribed data.
In contrast to this, the strength of my analysis is found in the number and diversity of
individuals that relate to the results, which can be seen in Figures 6, 7, and 8 as well as
throughout the text of the results chapters.

I used an hermeneutic approach to analyzing this data. The types of data acquired
by this project are background information on the participatory initiatives, actors’ and
non-project actors’ livelihood and initiative activities, and conflicts between social
institutions and the initiatives. According to Patterson and Williams (1998) the process
of organizing this type of data into themes that represent the social issues present between
actors and management factors is the analysis, while the final organizational system is the
result of the analysis. Because the research question of this thesis deals with the elements
of success at the level of the initiative, my analysis of data focused on the across
individual theme level. However, in order to organize the data at this level, analysis

began at the individual interviewee, or participant level.
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The individual level of analysis allowed me to summarize the perspectives of each
participant from their livelihood activities, roles in social institutions relevant to the
projects, and their relationship to the forest management initiative. This is consistent
with what Brydon-Miller (2004) call analyzing participants’ ‘near environments’. In this
phase I analyzed all interviews, observation, and other data from each participant to
create biographical sketches for them. Each sketch included a summary of the actor’s
overall position, a combination of personal information and their relations to project and
non-project issues, and approximately a one page bulleted list of main points from their
data supporting their position. A summary of these sketches and excerpts of data on
individual interviewees are presented in Appendix B, which can be referenced as a check
on my interpretation, or organization of the data.

Following the individual level of analysis I organized individual viewpoints from
each project into themes at the across individual level. This required me to combine
viewpoints from different actors describing similar issues with different causes, as well as
actors describing different issues resulting from the same cause. To do this I organized
actors with similar overall positions from their biographical sketches and created lists of
the main points from their sketches related to their similarity. This involved many steps
of reorganization of lists of related viewpoints and figures that represented the
relationships of viewpoints to each other. During this phase in particular my committee
Chair also analyzed a,subset of the individual level data that I had organized into themes
to confirm the validity of my organization into themes. Eventually the themes solidified

and I returned to the individual biographies to collect data to represent the individual
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viewpoints that, in relation to other individual viewpoints, that collectively describe the
themes.

Finally, after the across individual, place based analysis of each project according
to the three themes, I analyzed each theme in itself across the projects to look deeper at
the meanings of the different factors of participation that influenced success. Since
success is relative to the perspective of participatory conservation, this analysis was to
identify elements of participation common to the projects that influenced success in a
general sense. This analysis expanded upon my interpretation of the individual and
thematic data of each project and incorporated my review of theories and examples from

participatory conservation literature.
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Chapter 4 Study Areas and Participatory Forest Management
Initiatives

Figure 14. Maps of Ghana, Togo and the study area.
Togo HighiandsZ£astem Ghana Coastal Region

m

CbamM

The three participatory forest management initiatives I studied are located in

portions of Ghana and Togo (Figure 14):

1. Afadjato Community Forest Conservation Area, Ghana

2. Agumatsa Wildlife Sanctuary, Ghana

3. Foret Classee de Missahoe, Togo
Geozraphy: The darker shaded region in the right hand map from Conservation
International ranks the study area as extremely high forest conservation priority (CI
website 2002). In vegetative terms, the study area is the eastern most component ofthe
Upper Guinea Forest Ecosystem, in the elevated range known as the Ghana-Togo
Highlands, Akwapim-Togo Range, Atakora-Togo Range, or Voltaic-Togo Highlands, an
area with humid semi-deciduous forests type (Rodel and Agyei 2001). The section ofthe

Highlands in the study area, known locally as the Agumatsa Range and Fetish Range, rises
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1000 meters above the drier lowland deciduous forest and savanna woodland vegetations
in both countries (Rodel and Agyei 2001). Conservation International hosted a
conservation priority setting workshop in 1999, where scientists working in the Upper
Guinea Forest Ecosystem declared the Ghana-Togo Highlands one of the most important
areas for conservation of biodiversity, partially due to how little research has been
conducted on the area, mounting political and socioeconomic threats, and rapid rate of
conversion to agriculture (CI website 2002).

Political Boundaries: The western peaks of the Highlands that run through the center of

the study area has defined the international border between the Anglophone and
Francophone colonies since the division of German Togoland in 1914, and countries
since independence in 1959 (Ghana) and 1960 (Togo). This divides the study site in
numerous social, economic, and political ways including: currency (Cedis and CFA),
national languages (English and French), education systems (British and French),
infrastructure developments, international alliances and donor investment, to name a few
of the larger differences. Two of the projects, Agumatsa Wildlife Sanctuary and Afadjato
Community Forest Conservation Area, are found on the eastern border of Ghana’s Volta
Region, one of Ghana’s ten regions, which are divided into various numbers of districts.
Each district is governed by a partially elected District Assembly. Both of these projects
are located in the Hohoe South District. Below the district level, the projects are within
traditional government jurisdictions, called traditional areas. Afadjato lies in the Gbledi
and Fodome Traditional Areas, while Agumatsa rests in the W1i Traditional Area.

The third project is on the western border of Togo’s Prefecture de Kloto, one of

Togo’s twenty-one prefectures, the smallest form of national government, each under the
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appointed leadership of a Prefet. Below the prefecture level in Togo are Cantons, the
equivalent of Traditional Areas in Ghana. The Missahoe project falls in three Cantons:
Kuma, Agome, and Hanyiba.

Local Similarities: At the Traditional Area and village level the international

boundary is an imaginary line running through a culturally uniform area. Similarities in
way of life across the three project areas are numerous including: local language (Ewe),
subsistence and cash cropping activities and seasons, division of labor and income within
the household, market goods and prices, mixture of traditional and Christian religions,
funeral celebrations, and traditional leadership.

From a cultural perspective, this part of West Africa has been settled by the Ewe
ethnic group since the 1600s. Every villager in the study area is involved in daily
farming and forest product production through cultivation, harvest, transportation,
transformation, sale, purchase, or trade. These labor and time intensive activities occupy
the daily schedules for most residents in the study areas and create tightly knit seasonal
behavior patterns which limit the additional activities they can engage in. These tasks are
strongly divided between age and gender within family units composed of multiple
immediate families connected by siblings, often sisters, living in one compound.

Men are responsible for clearing parcels of land, planting, and weeding crops of
grains, tubers, and vegetables for family consumption and sale, and make the majority of
land use decisions including when and where to grow food and cash crops. Men also
hunt, fish, trap, and collect building materials from the forest. The profits from men’s

economies are used to pay for children’s school fees and supplies, larger household
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expenses like construction materials, and invested in future income sources like cash
crops and animals.

Women play a larger role in harvesting, transporting, transforming, cooking and
selling crops as well as collecting fuel wood, water, and taking care of the household.
Women’s forest activities include charcoal making for sale, fuel wood gathering for
home use, and collecting certain tree leaves for weaving and wrapping food. Income
from produce and goods sold by women are used to buy household items for immediate
use, invested in future income generating activities, or saved in women’s tontines. The
lines of gender division were stronger in the past, but due to economic constraints men
have become more involved in harvesting and transformation of crops, while women
have also become more involved in planting and weeding. Children represent labor in
the study area and work in most aspects of field work, fuel wood collection,
transportation, and water collection.

Family units are grouped into clans that are usually a cluster of compounds
constructed adjacent to each other in a distinct section of the village. Each clan is
represented by a clan head, generally the oldest man descending from the clan founder.
A new clan can be created any time a portion of a clan no longer feels represented by
their clan head. According to traditional Ewe governance, land ownership occurs at the
clan level. All lands used by family units and individuals must have the consent of the
clan head. Land use and tenure is quite complicated because clan heads can also sell,
trade, and sharecrop their lands. Once use rights have been attained, except for tenant
farmers, they are usually indefinite and impose no restrictions on the individual. Tenant

farmers are part of specific land use and harvest or profit sharing agreements between
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themselves and an individual with previously obtained lands or the clan head directly.
All tenant farmers in the study areas are from northern ethnic groups generally lumped
together in the study areas as Kabye.

The villages in the study area consist of 3-6 clans depending on the village size
and history. Clan heads are village elders, or sub-chiefs to the village and paramount
chiefs. Similar to clans, a new village is created when a group of clans no longer feels
represented by the village chief and branches off to settle an unoccupied part of the
traditional area. The traditional governments in the three study areas are identical; all
villages belonging to the Ewe ethnic group whose traditional areas are governed by a
paramount chief and elders whose chiefdom includes all the villages and lands in the
traditional area. The position of village chief rotates between clans in a village. The
village chief and elders are responsible for making judicial and development decisions in
the village. These typically occur in village wide meeting where opinions and arguments
are publicly voiced. Afterwards the village chief and elders withdraw themselves to
decide guilt and punishment.

A group of villages descending from the same founding village make up a
traditional area. All the villages in a traditional area have two part names made up of the
traditional area followed by the village. Thus within the Kuma Traditional Area, Kuma-
Konda is simply called Konda. A traditional area or canton is the highest extent of
traditional government system. Several hundred years before the peaks of the highlands
in the study area became the French and British colonial boundaries they were recognized
as the portions of the limits of the traditional areas where the participants in this study

reside.
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Figure 15. Participatory Forest Management Protected Areas (shaded), Study
Villages (stars), Traditional Area boundaries (dotted), and international boundary
(dashed).
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Afadjato Community Forest Conservation Project, Ghana

This initiative includes four villages from two Traditional Areas in Ghana, Gbledi
and Fodome. This study focused on the village of Gbledi-Gbogame where the project
office and trailhead are located as well as many of'the small-scale enterprise projects.
This project was co-managed by the Gbledi Community Project Management Committee
and the Ghana Wildlife Society, a national environmental non-government organization.
At the beginning ofthe project in 1998, village landowners donated portions oftheir
forested lands to create a forest reserve ofapproximately 12km” to preserve wildlife,
forest habitat, and environmental services from the mountainside on the East side oftheir
villages. The Ghana Wildlife Society initiated community conducted biological surveys
and trap sweeps within the reserve, and tourism for hiking to the summit o f Mt. Afadjato,

the highest peak in Ghana at 2095 feet. In addition to preservation and tourism, the
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initiative designed a revolving fund for small-scale enterprise development to benefit the
local community.
Agumatsa Wildlife Sanctuary, Ghana

This protected area is located entirely in the Wli Traditional Area, including its
three main villages of Wi, and a group of outlying homes lumped into a fourth village
category. This study focused on the two physically connected villages Amegafe and
Agorieve that were closest to the Sanctuary office. Agumatsa was created in 1973 by the
predecessor to the Ghana Wildlife Division, a sector of the Ghana Forestry Commission.
Its goals were to protect the unique wildlife habitat known for its butterfly and fruit bat
populations in the forests surrounding W1i Falls, the largest waterfall in West Africa at
approximately 400 meters. It was not originally managed for tourism, but over the past
two decades has become one of Ghana’s most popular attractions with an estimated
16,000 national and international visitors annually. The Wildlife Division managed the
sanctuary without local involvement until 1998 when a group of village representatives
formed a Tourism Management Team and demanded local control. Through negotiations
legally facilitated by the Hohoe District Assembly a three party co-management strategy
was created between the Wildlife Division, Tourism Management Team, and District
Assembly including shared tourism revenue and management duties between the three
bodies.
Foret Classee de Missahoe, Togo

This protected area covers 11 km? of forest lands belonging to eleven villages
from three cantons in Togo: Agome, Hanyiba, and Kuma.. Two Kuma villéges were

focused on by this study. Missahoe was originally classified as a protected area in 1953
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during the French colonial rule of Togoland to preserve its sensitive forested slopes from
erosion, produce fuel wood, and timber. Before the French colonial period, Missahoe
was a German botanical preserve used to experiment with and promote agroforestry
systems. Because of this landowners from the three Cantons retained tenure rights and
were encouraged to cultivate perennial crops such as coffee and cocoa in the under story
and enhance forest stands in Missahoe with other income generating trees like kola,
avocado, citrus, mango and other fruits. Since independence in 1960 the area has been
under the authority of different divisions of the Ministry of the Environment (Ministere
des Forets et Eaux, Direction de la Protection et Control de Exploitation de Flore -
Ministry). During political instability surrounding Togo’s transition to democratic
government in the 1990s, open access and looting of resources in the country’s parks,
faunal, and forest reserves was common, including Missahoe. In 1999 the Ministry
created the participatory initiative reforest and protect degraded areas of Missahoe by

engaging the local population in management activities.
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Chapter 5 Participation Initiation: How, by whom, and what for?

Initiation of participation in the three initiatives was influenced by pressures
originating from villagers and village leaders, local governments, management agencies,
national and international NGOs, and international donors. The processes of initiating
local participation in these cases represent three different types of models: 1) Creating
participation as the basis of a community initiative led by a national NGO (Afadjato); 2)
Initiating participation from the top-down to replace an ineffective exclusionary protected
area management scheme (Missahoe); and 3) Increasing participation by localizing
management roles, while maintaining the original management strategy (Agumatsa).
Afadjato Community Forest Conservation Project

Project Initiation: There was no protected area in place when the Afadjato

Community Forest Conservation Project was initiated. In the past their farming economy
was more balanced between cash crops, primarily cocoa and coffee, and food crops than
it is today. When this balance existed, they said there was less pressure on the forested
mountainside because their food and cash crops grown in the lowlands adjacent to the
forest satisfied their needs (Togbega, Sasa). This changed after a bushfire burned most of
the village’s cash crops in 1983. Landowners said that they did not have the means to
replant cash crop fields because of their lack of access to credit (Morrty, Amiga IV). The
Gbledi Paramount Chief said that since then the economy has also been worse for cash
crops while the prices of commonly purchased goods have risen (Togbega). Together
these changes increased the pressure to cultivate more annual food crops on lands that
were previously a border of perennial tree crops between the village and the forest

mountainside. Villagers began to rely more heavily on forest products like animals,
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charcoal, and lumber as income sources. Elders also said the village lost many youth
who migrated to urban areas because of the lack of economic opportunities in Gbledi
(Amiga IV, Mancredo). These issues were seen as problems especially by villagers who
had spent time away from the village in Ghana’s capitol and internationally because they
had seen alternative development strategies like ecotourism and microfinance projects
occurring in other places and wanted to initiate something in the Wli community to help
their relatives (Mancredo).

During the 1990s groups of ornithologists, such as Birdlife International, toured
Ghana to catalog Globally Important Bird Areas. Groups associated with the Ghana
Wildlife Society, an Accra based environmental NGO, visited forests in the Wli
traditional area numerous times. Through interactions with the birders and Wildlife
Society, the elders and village elites approached the Wildlife Society in 1996 with their
desire to help the village develop a revenue generating project focused on their forests,
particularly Mt. Afadjato, the highest peak in Ghana. One of the village elders and a
guide employed by the project both said that the village targeted Wildlife Society because
it was an NGO and they knew, “The government has no money to give to communities
without connections (i.e. revenue sharing conditions)” (William). In 1998 the Ghana
Wildlife Society wrote a plan for the initiative, Mount Afadjato Community Forest
Conservation Project, which outlined their objectives, activities, and proposed outputs.
The Netherlands embassy to Ghana accepted the project to be funded for five years, until
2003.

The plan proposed a spectrum of outputs including: to identify problems using

surveys and participatory assessments, establish the Mt. Afadjato Community Nature
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Reserve, prepare and implement a business plan integrating ecological management and
socio-economic development, increase awareness of the value of conservation and
natural resource management, monitor and evaluate the project. Participation was stated
as the key to achieving all of these outputs, particularly the implementation of the
integrated business plan:

The business plan will be developed as an overall and integrated development
strategy for biodiversity conservation, development of tourism, and development
of alternative income sources...It will not be defining isolated investments. ..(and)
cannot be developed in a single effort by a consultant, but will require continued
inputs from the entire project team.

A major assumption (of this initiative) is that the management plans will be
implemented by local communities and partners. Involvement of stakeholders in
the planning process should ensure this. (Ghana Wildlife Society) should be most
careful to support and facilitate the existing well developed self-help spirit in the
community by playing a catalytic role instead of disrupting it by creating a
dependency on the project funds. (Ghana Wildlife Society) should avoid giving
even the slightest impression of favourtism and become a cause of conflict among
the different village groups and committees, traditional and administrative
leadership, men and women, members of the village elite and other villagers.
(Ghana Wildlife Society plan)

Local Participation in the Initiative: Local participation occurred in three main

areas, land donation by clans for the nature reserve; representation by the Project
Management Committee; and conservation, ecotourism and small scale enterprise
activities. During the initial social and ecological assessments the Ghana Wildlife
Society managers negotiated the amounts of lands to be donated by each of the village
clans for the nature reserve. One of the managers remarked that “landowners bought into
the project mostly for the tourism and small business development (benefits)...they
would say ‘yes’ to the conservation benefits, but they say, ‘but what am I going to eat
today?’” (Edem) The village-project liaison, one of the principal Afadjato project

instigators, described his position during this phase as convincing the Ghana Wildlife
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Society that the community was willing to donate land, while simultaneously convincing
the clan heads to donate lands because the Wildlife Society project would bring the
village benefits (Mancredo). Donation of lands and creation of the reserve was a
requirement of the Wildlife Society. Land donations for the reserve were a one time
contribution or decision made not requiring ongoing active participation.

The second means of local participation in the initiative was through the Project
Management Committee. The Ghana Wildlife Society plan required that the Project
Management Committee be a representative management body of all interests in the
project area, and that the Project Management Committee would make all management
decisions. The Project Management Committee formed based on the traditional
government system and included chiefs from the involved villages, project-village
liaison, Wildlife Society project manager, and representatives for village youth, women,
Accra youth, village health and sanitation, the Ahor Steering Committee (a separate
development committee from the village Ahor), and the District Assembly. Villagers
discussed the importance of the by-laws created for the project by the Project
Management Committee, “the by-laws of Afadjato were not implanted by the Wildlife
Society” (Isaac). The by-laws were the desires of the Gbledi community, or individuals
within the community, formed based on their ideas and supported and enforced by the
village traditional system. The Ghana Wildlife Society plan stated that it was essential
for the initiative to build the capacity of the Project Management Committee to sustain
management activities.

Conservation activities, ecotourism, and small-scale enterprises were the third

way villagers participated in the initiative. Villagers fulfilled the labor requirements of
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the project for tree planting, cutting fire breaks, and environmental surveys. The project
employed eight guides from the villages that lead tourists on hikes through the forest and
monitor the forest for illegal activities. The Ghana Wildlife Society plan initiated small-
scale enterprise activities, especially targeting women, as alternative income sources,
which included beekeeping, animal husbandry, transformation of agriculture products,
soap making, and craftwork. Villagers formed small-scale enterprise groups that were
trained by the Ghana Wildlife Society on bookkeeping, cost-benefit analysis, group
management, and technical skills related to their specific activities. Initially, the
initiative funded twenty small-scale enterprise groups with a rotational loan system. One
village leader speculated that the eighty percent of village youth are involved in these
groups (Marseilles).
Despite the initiatives participation focused priorities, the Ghana Wildlife Society
maintained control from the beginning. The Ghana Wildlife Society project plan stated:
The Ghana Wildlife Society will be the managing organization. It will select and
recruit staff, procure equipment and manage and monitor the project technically
and fiscally.
The project will avoid becoming involved in a too wide range of micro-
investments, losing track of its mandate of conservation and deriving benefits
from conservation. (Ghana Wildlife Society plan)
Villagers also voiced their awareness of the Ghana Wildlife Society control of the
initiative. It was commonly referred to as “Their” project. One landowner said, “The
key is obeying their (Ghana Wildlife Society) bylaws or they will pack up and leave us,
and we won’t get anything” (Aprepsu). This demonstrates a different view of the

ownership of the initiative from the perspective of landowners than that previously stated

by the guides. However, Project Management Committee and small-scale enterprise
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members also supported the Ghana Wildlife Society control of the project because it
decreased their responsibilities.
Foret Classee de Missahoe

Project Initiation:  Unlike the Afadjato project, the Missahoe protected area existed

prior to the initiation of the participatory management initiative. The previous two
decades leading up to the participatory forest management initiative in the Foret Classee
de Missahoe (Missahoe) showed significant encroachment of farms within the forest
boundaries and forest clearing for different economic activities. A report of the condition
of the Missahoe from 2000 stated, “The vast majority of the areas of natural forest cover,
in particular the large trees of high commercial value, have disappeared” (Egli 2000).
Even before the uncontrolled harvesting of trees for timber and charcoal production and
hunting during the political and economic crisis during the 1990s, the Missahoe had
changed in character. Landowners had progressively reestablished their use of lands in
Missahoe, “(landowners) sent more and more tenants into the forest to cultivate their
land... (because) the State did not have the means to properly manage them” (Egli 2000).
Forestry managers and villagers alike agreed that this has been due to the lack of fertile
lands to cultivate outside Missahoe and economic alternatives. As previously stated,
landowners never lost agroforestry use rights when the forest was protected in 1953.
However, over-harvesting due to the increased pressure on Missahoe lands has limited
the forests’ ability to protect the fragile mountain slopes, and regenerate to provide a
timber and fuel wood resource, which were its original goals (Kokou 2003).

When the Department of Protection and Control of Forest Exploitation (Ministry)

a branch of the Ministry of the Environment and Forest Resources, began to reestablish
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management of Missahoe at the end of the 1990s, they decided that a new management
strategy was needed to accomplish the protection and production Missahoe goals.
Planners for the new Missahoe strategy incorporated members of the Ministry national
office in Lome, international consultants from the Organisation International de Bois
Tropical (OIBT), a Swiss NGO, and professors from the Université de Lome. Under
their guidance the Ministry conducted several studies in 1998 to determine the most
ecologically appropriate methods of sylviculture to apply to restore degraded areas of the
forest. However, it did not know how to incorporate the surrounding population into a
new reforestation and protection strategy.

Based on these studies, the collaborators decided that the Missahoe case brought
together many elements that would facilitate a participatory management approach. (Egli
2000) They sited the creation of a voluntary farm by principal actors from villages
surrounding Missahoe for testing proposed management techniques, and the immediate
consensus among principal actors of the proposed forest use zones presented by the
Ministry as examples of the appropriateness of using a participatory approach (Egli
2000). The principle actors noted in their plans were a small number of traditional
authorities (village or traditional area chiefs) or other privileged village members selected
by the Ministry to attend planning meetings.

The participatory project plan (Amenegement Durable et Particiatif des
Ressources Naturelles de la Foret Classee de Missahoe) was written by the OIBT
consultant and funded by the Bali Partnership Fund, a fund established after the 1983
World Congress on National Parks in Bali, Indonesia for the support of communities

surrounding parks. The plan emphasized the values of participatory techniques in forest
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management by describing the failures of protected areas whose environmental goals
supersede social and economic interests, which have resulted in encroachment, illegal
cutting, poaching, and contested use rights (Egli 2000). The project was budgeted for
two years and began its two phased approach in 2000. The initial phase was for the
OIBT consultant to train the Ministry staff, specifically the Technical Team of Missahoe
foresters, about participatory management. The second phase was the implementation of
the initiative, to carry out the actual reforestation and enforcement of Missahoe with the
surrounding villages. These two phases occurred back and forth; the consultant
facilitated the training workshops for the Ministry team who would then implement those
parts of the initiative and then return for more training and evaluation; the key being
when the consultant did and did not participate. During the training phase four members
of initiative, including Ministry and village representatives, were taken to Burkina Faso
and Mali to visit numerous protected forests and natural resource management areas.
Finally, the plan suggested that, as the first attempt at participatory management in Togo,
participatory management of Missahoe could serve as a model of forest management to
be replicated throughout the region and nationally. The purpose of the two phase
approach was to increase capacity of Ministry to implement participatory methods.

The OIBT consultant facilitated the initial Ministry training workshops. He
guided small and large group sessions to discuss the theoretical foundations of
participatory forest management using case studies from Burkina Faso, Cote d’Ivoire,
and Madagascar. The consultant also presented how the initiative will be organized and
financed, and led a field trip to nearby village with an exemplary water pump system

managed by a village committee. The OIBT consultant used participatory activities, like
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group mapping, worksheets, and presentations, to explain the rationale for the OIBT plan
and demonstrate participatory techniques, rather than to gather information from the
Ministry team and local representatives to construct the management plan. In reference
to questions about how the initiative was designed, the Regional Ministry Chief who was
a member of the technical team during the workshops said,
I can’t respond to those questions. The coordinator (of the project) is no longer
here, the director is in Lome. I can’t respond to the budget, creation, planning any
better than the villagers. We all had our parts of the project. I was monitoring...
the Chief of Kusuntu (president of the Union of village committees), the other
villagers, they are the ones who did the work of the project. (Efako)
In addition, less than one third of the participants in the workshop were villagers from the
populations surrounding Missahoe. The majority of the participants were the Ministry
technical team and representatives of regional NGOs. The six villagers that were in
attendance were each sole representatives of their village, leaving five villages (the
remaining number out of the eleven) unrepresentec{ during the training and planning

phase.

Local Participation in the Initiative: Once the management decisions were

discussed in the workshop it was the responsibility of the DCPEF to implement them in
the villages. This was primarily an exercise of organizing local management committees
(CLGPM, or comites locaux de gestion et protection de Missahoe). Members of the
Ministry technical team met with village and traditional area chiefs to create local
committees in eleven villages bordering Missahoe to inform them of the reforestation and
protection objectives, which would be their responsibilities. The technician for
protection and surveillance said that they “installed” committees and “educated” them

(Efako). The technical team also held ceremonies in the villages with the regional
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governor, Prefet, to give the local committees the confidence and authority to guide their
village and enforce the initiative’s goals.

Each CLGPM wrote a constitution and by-laws governing their organization and
participation (Paulin). Like most group documents in development committees, these
were vaguely written as a requirement to be officially recognized, rather than a true
foundation of the group (observations of group projects). For example, the local
committees’ constitutions outlined the need to have an executive committee, but not what
the roles of the specific committee members are (Adame CLGPM). The by-laws were
more precise on how they would manage their funds to organize work groups for the tree
nurseries, transplanting and maintenance of trees, trails and firebreaks, and boundary
monitoring. Representatives of each local committee regrouped into a seven member
Local Committee Union (UCLGPM) that served as a decision making body for all local
committees and facilitated communication between Ministry and the local committees
(Paulin). The Union members represented the villagers in the initial workshops.

Local participation was limited to roles that achieved predetermined goals,
primarily in the form of labor. Local committees participated in the project included
producing seedlings in village tree nurseries, site preparation, transplanting, and
maintenance of seedlings in Missahoe, border monument building and signage, and road,
trail, and firebreak construction. The Ministry also trained the local committees in two
non-production or protection activities: mushroom and tooth-pick (cure-dent) tree

cultivation as alternative income sources.
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Agumatsa Wildlife Sanctuary

Project Initiation:  The Agumatsa Wildlife Sanctuary was created by the Ghana Game

Commission, the predecessor of the Ghana Wildlife Division, in 1975. The current
Wildlife Division head officer at the sanctuary said that the sanctuary was seized from the
traditional area, “When gazetted in the ‘70s it was not quite real because they (Game
Commission) did not have the judicial powers...they did not buy the land” (Anthony).

As a wildlife sanctuary, all harvesting of fuel wood, animals, and forest products were
prohibited (Anthony). Landowners were not compensated for the lost use rights of the
forest lands. Those that had coffee and cocoa farms within the boundaries were allowed
to maintain them but no new farms could be established (Alfonse).

In the beginning, the Wildlife Division staff included twelve officers, all non-
residents assigned to the sanctuary. There was little if any revenue to speak of during this
time and no revenue sharing with the village. However, the boundaries of the sanctuary
and its protection were considered by villagers and managers to be secure and effective
exclusion. Many rare forest bird and mammal species were present in the sanctuary,
including the endangered golden cat, bongo, forest antelope, and species restricted or
endemic to the highland forest ecosystem. Over time the sanctuary became a popular
research site and tourist attraction, known as West Africa’s largest waterfall with
combined drops of 400 meters. Another Wildlife Officer remarked, “Gradually the
people (tourists) started coming, money started coming, and the community saw we were
making money from under them” (Felix). During the following two decades of its
management the number of wildlife officers decreased from the original twelve to three

when the current Head Officer arrived in 1999. By this time the Wildlife Division had
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begun sharing twenty five percent of tourism revenues with the Wli community as an
attempt to increase local support and respect of its protected area regulations. But, from
the community leader’s standpoint this was not enough due to the decrease in workforce
and effectiveness of the Wildlife Division.

Local Participation in the Initiative: With the help of three Peace Corps

Volunteers from 1996-99 the village organized a Tourism Management Team (TMT) to
represent residents of the three Wi villages. The TMT grew out of a tree nursery and
reforestation project group initiated by villagers of Wi, Peace Corps Volunteer, a
Ghanaian environmental NGO (NCRC), and funded by the Japanese Embassy to Ghana
(Emanuel). The nursery was located at the boundary of the sanctuary along the main
trail. The nursery project established the capacity and credibility of villagers in
environmental protection activities, which created space for the TMT to enter the
sanctuary management.

In 1998 the TMT delivered an ultimatum to the Wildlife Division that they would
take over control and management of the sanctuary within a matter of months. This
prompted a meeting between regional Wildlife Division staff, the TMT, and the District
Assembly. The ultimatum, as the TMT proposed to assume full control, would have
meant handing over power from a national government agency to village authority.
Ghana’s central goverhment, including the Forestry Commission, has led African
governments in decentralization efforts by moving powers to the district level, primarily
to decrease government bureaucracy, spending, and increase international investment
from aid donors (Brown ). However, the District Assembly was brought into the picture

because it is the level of regional government vested with decentralized judicial authority
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over village matters. Because of this decentralization effort the District Assembly was
required to be a judicial and development sponsoring role for the project. During this
meeting the roles of the Wildlife Division and TMT were also negotiated; the Wildlife
Division would facilitate the handing over of management responsibilities to the TMT,
and the TMT would transition into the prominent management role by writing a formal
constitution and by-laws to govern their institution and the sanctuary. Since this
decision, revenue from the project has been divided as follows: 57% TMT, 23% Wildlife
Division, and 20% District Assembly.

The responsibilities of the TMT written in the constitution included the
establishment of guidelines for the operation of the TMT; development of long-term
targets that ensure the objectives of the TMT are accomplished; protection of the
Sanctuary particularly for the community youth; and management of all financial aspects
of tourism and the Sanctuary (Constitution). The preamble to the constitution and bylaws
states the following:

We the People of Wi Traditional area have assembled to mobilize our own

capacities, to be social actors, rather than passive subjects, to manage, protect and

conserve the Sanctuary and resources of the area, to make decisions regarding
tourism and the Sanctuary, to control the actives that effect tourism, the Sanctuary
and our lives, and above all the Management Team will continue to bring UNITY
among the traditional area of Wli to enhance total and enviable development in
tourism and WIi traditional area. (Constitution)
The written objectives of the TMT are to “provide Wli with direction in growth of
tourism, the Sanctuary and development. We are laying the foundation for conserving
our resources and planning for the future” (Constitution). Specifically the objectives

listed were: uniting the W1i community as one body towards development, creating

sustainable tourism, spreading the benefits of tourism to local communities, providing
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affordable natural tourism for domestic tourists, building facilities to enhance the site,
and creating employment opportunities.

The constitution stated that TMT members “shall be elected by their community
to up hold the views of their community.” (Constitution) Each of the three main villages
of the WIi traditional area has three members on the TMT, plus one representative of a
smaller outlying village. One of these three members must be a village chief. These
members hold a term of office for four years with the opportunity for re-election. In
addition to members, the constitution stated that a landowner representative also has a
vote in TMT decisions, and numerous technical advisors from the Peace Corps, Wildlife
Division, and District Assembly have non-voting status.

The TMT internally elected an executive committee, finance committee, and
protection committee. The executive committee includes a Chairperson, Secretary, and
Treasurer, each from a different main village. TMT meetings were stipulated in the
constitution to be held at least twice a month, plus additional executive committee
meetings, and extraordinary meetings as necessary. The finance committee oversees
tourism revenues, investments, and project budgeting. The protection committee “shall
be responsible for the preservation of the Sanctuary and how to enhance the Sanctuary for
generations to come...technical support shall be given by the Wildlife Officers.”
(Constitution) The responsibilities of these committees clearly state the intentions of the
TMT to control all aspects of the sanctuary. The authority of decision made by the TMT
“shall be respected by the Wi Traditional Area and upheld by the Wi Traditional

Leadership and Hohoe District Assembly.” (Constitution)
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The Wildlife Division and District Assembly fulfill roles not negotiated for by the
TMT. The Wildlife Division officers remain the technical conservation specialists for
AWS. They maintain the Sanctuary boundary and patrol to control illegal hunting,
cutting, farming and burning. The three officers live in the village and divide their duties
between the field and office. One officer is usually at the office assisting with
bookkeeping and revenue collection. “Only when the revenue collector is not here, we
have to be here (the office)” (Felix).

The District Assembly is a local government development body that assesses the
grassroots need for services and decides where to fund projects when development funds
are available. Most infrastructure, health, and education projects that are funded by
donor aid are directed by the District Assembly to local communities or government
agencies to carry out the work where they are needed the most. The District’s role in the
co-management is to provide judicial support in two ways. It upholds the Sanctuary laws
concerning illegal activities Within the sanctuary. It also supports the TMT Constitution
by holding both the Wildlife Division and TMT to their co-management decision.
Because of this second role, the District exercises revenue distribution authority. At the
end of every month a District appointed revenue collector, a resident of Wi, balances the
tourism receipt books, with the help of the Wildlife Officers and TMT, and delivers all
revenues to the District Assembly in Hohoe. The District deposits the percentages into
TMT and Wildlife Division accounts. Previously all revenue collection and distribution

was done by the Wildlife Division regional office in Ho.
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Summary and Discussion

These cases demonstrate three types of participation initiation. The Afadjato
initiative is an example of building a participatory management system where nothing
previously existed. It is an NGO created and implemented approach to integrate
development and conservation goals by prioritizing local representation, capacity
building, and ownership of the project. Missahoe is an example of initiating participation
through top-down governmental decision making and training to change an ineffective
exclusionary management design through the installation of local management
committees. The Agumatsa initiative demonstrates participation initiation from the
bottom-up by a village management team that demanded full participation in all
management aspects by legally establishing themselves as a co-management body.

The goals, and therefore success, of these projects differs because of their
initiation. The success of Afadjato depends on the continuous ability of the Ghana
Wildlife Society to share the burdens of activity design and implementation with the
other members of the Project Management Committee. It tests if delegating authority to
create local participation while simultaneously building capacity will result in effective
conservation and development. The success of the Missahoe initiative depends on if its
government defined amounts of benefit and goal sharing will result in local management
sufficient to change or control forest use activities. The success of the type of
participation in Agumatsa hinges on the ability of the TMT to accomplish the same
management as the GWD through local control and benefits. It tests if local

representation, labor, and use of revenues are more effective than the State agency.
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Throughout these cases, the amounts of local control and their effects on the types
of participation were not consistent with who initiated them. The Missahoe and Afadjato
cases represent initiation of participation defined from above, but for different reasons
and with different approaches. The Ministry narrowly defined participation of local
committees, while the Ghana Wildlife Society wanted villagers to participate more fully
in the Project Management Committee thén they were willing. With the opportunity of
greater local control, the Project Management Committee in Afadjato decided to give
more authority and responsibilities back to the Ghana Wildlife Society. In contrast to this
the TMT in the Agumatsa case showed a large increase in local control through the
creation of their management team, but then also did not change the goals of the project.

These results show that village groups and external management agencies act in
different ways for different reasons in different projects. Therefore, the criteria for
success in each case are relative as well. However, participation initiation is linked to
other characteristics of each initiative that further evolve during their implementation,
such as representation, capacity, and empowerment of different actors, and competing

values and benefits among actors. These are presented in the following chapters.
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Chapter 6 Representation, Empowerment, and Capacity

The previous chapter described that each of the initiatives formed local
management committees to represent the local populations. This chapter explores the
combination of representation, empowerment, and capacity that collectively play a
significant role in determining the effectiveness of interest groups in the local
management committees. In this introductory section, I provide an overvi.éw of the
framework that I developed to organize and present the analysis. In the subsequent
sections, I apply this framework to describe the combined effects of representation,
empowerment, and capacity, in each of the three cases.

The first dimension of this framework explores unequal representation of interest
groups within the local management committees. In the context of this analysis
representation includes two dimensions: the actors that participate in decision making
bodies, and the interests that are incorporated by the initiative. The level of this analysis
focuses on interest groups, which are defined as actors with shared livelihood or
sociocultural roles. Based on whether an interest group is represented on either or both of
the two dimensions of representation, they are classiﬁed in one of the following three
categories in the analysis below:

Figure 16. Categories of Representation

Self Members of the interest group participate in some forms of decision

Representation making, planning, or management and livelihood or sociocultural
role are directly incorporated by the initiative.

Non-self The interest group is recognized by decision makers, but participates

Representation only in non-decision making roles not linked to their livelihood or
sociocultural role.

Non The interest is not recognized or considered relevant to the initiative

Representation by decision makers and the livelihood or sociocultural role of the
interest groups is not incorporated in other ways.
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The following is an example of how this framework of representation is used in
this chapter. In the Missahoe case, the local management committee structure created by
the Ministry of Forestry was designed to serve agroforestry interests. This structure
appointed landowners to decision making roles on the management committees. This
privileged the landowner interest group whose livelihood and social role centers on
agroforestry. Thus landowners were self-represented. In contrast, village youth did not
play decision making roles on the Missahoe local management committees. The
livelihood and social role of village youth focuses on tourism, but they were incbrporated
into the initiative as labor to grow and plant trees. Therefore, youth were non-self
represented. Finally, hunters and charcoal makers that use Missahoe forest resources
illegally were neither included in decision making, nor represented by project activities.
Thus, these interest groups were non represented. Figure 17 presents a summary of the

classification of interest groups in each of the three cases.

rF_‘igure 17. Representation Categories of Interest Groups

Self Represented (*): Non-self Represented: Non Represented:
Missahoe:
Ministry of Forests (¢) Youth (C) Hunters (c)
Landowners (c) Tenant Farmers (C) Charcoal Makers (c)
Chiefs (c)
Agumatsa:
GWD (c) Tourism Guides (c) Bat Hunters (c)
District Assembly (C!) Landowners (c) Charcoal Makers (c)
TMT/Chiefs (C!) Village Youth (c)
Youth Association (C)
Afadjato:
Wildlife Society (C!) Tourism Guides (c) Forest Users (¢)
Chiefs (C!) Small Scale Enterprises (c) Private Business (C)
Liaison (C!) Landowners (C)

Youth (c)

* By definition only this category can be empowered, (E) Empowered groups, (C) High
pre-existing capacity, (¢) Low pre-existing capacity, (C!) Empowered and High Capacity.
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Unequal representation reflected across the three categories limited the
empowerment of certain interest groups. I am defining empowerment as increased control
over one’s livelihood activities. By using this definition only self-represented interest
groups can be empowered. Therefore, since youth representation in the Missahoe case
was different from their interest, they could not be empowered. However, self-
representation by itself does not guarantee empowerment if decision making and
management roles are compromised by higher authority. Landowners on the Missahoe
management committees were self represented, but their decisions and activities were
limited by the predetermined structure and goals of the committees by the Ministry. Thus
landowners were also not empowered. There are also shades of gray between different
states of empowerment and representation classes. Therefore, in the analysis, they are
discussed in relative terms. For example, in Missahoe landowners and chiefs were both
self represented, but because chiefs did not actively participate in the management
committees as the landowners did they were relatively less self represented. Therefore,
the contribution of the chief’s livelihood role was less significant in the project and they
were less near empowerment than landowners. This type of difference is important when
considering how privileging one interest group can decrease the participation of another.

Representation and empowerment are both factors dependent on how the initiative
is designed to achieve its goals. A third significant variable, capacity, on the other hand,
depends on other sociocultural factors and relationships that are not directly under the
control of initiative designers or project goals. I am defining capacity as the ability to
participate in project activities. Within this definition there are two dimensions of

capacity: pre-existing capacity, and capacity building. Representation and empowerment
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can potentially harness and enhance an interest group’s pre-existing capacity. Interest
groups with high pre-existing capacity will potentially produce greater results if
empowered, while a group with low capacity that is empowered will perhaps still not be
effective. Finally, unequal representation and empowerment can also erode the capacity
of an interest group because of conflicts with other differentially represented interest
groups.

The following sections describe the combined effects of representation,
empowerment, and capacity in each of the three cases and are separated into two
sections: overview and analysis. The overview sections highlight the main points from
each case that cut across their different interest groups; conservation and development
project goals; and project and non-project activities, which are summarized in an
accompanying figure of each project’s web of representation. Following the overview is
the analysis of the evidence for each main point. The analysis sections are organized
according to the order of the main points. The secondary points and results related to
each main point are discussed sequentially before moving on to the next main point.
Foret Classee de Missahoe

The types of representation, empowerment, and capacity in this case conform
closely with the protected area outreach framework of success for participatory
conservation discussed in the literature review. This framework says that local
participation can be an effective means of achieving conservation goals if there are clear
biodiversity goals, well financed activities focused within the protected area boundaries,

primarily on exclusion of use, with decision making remaining with the government
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agency (Figure 3). Therefore, the Missahoe case provides examples of the effectiveness

of these elements in designing and implementing participatory forest management.

Overview:  Despite the fact that the Missahoe project was designed in a way that

conforms to what the literature review suggests is necessary for its type of protected area

outreach participation, the project itself was not successful. There are four key elements

of the top-down Ministry of Forests project design in the Missahoe case that resulted in

ineffective monitoring and enforcement of the project (Figure 18):

1.

Local representation in management committees privileged landowners because
their agroforestry interests coincided with the agroforestry project goals.

The different roles of management committees were based on the spatial
distribution of land ownership, either inside or outside the Missahoe boundary.

Landowners on the village management committees were given the responsibility
of monitoring and enforcing the Missahoe boundary with village chief authority.

The Regional Ministry technicians that worked directly with local committees
were also upwardly accountable to the national level Ministry and international
donor (OIBT).

First, the Ministry defined the management roles of each committee based on land

owner’s agroforestry interests and held the committees upwardly accountable to the

Ministry goals rather than other local interests. This predetermined committee structure

and goals result in two related issues, (1) it did not empower landowners to represent

other village interests, such as infrastructure that would have benefited the village more

broadly. The landowners on the management committees were limited by the Ministry

to representing only their agroforestry interests despite their attempts to incorporate other

community interests. Because land owners were not empowered to bring in other

community interests by the ministry, other interest groups refused to participate in

monitoring and enforcement activities. (2) Landowners exercised low capacity because
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of their limited financial and planning decision making power and low confidence
inherent to external aid projects.

Second, the Ministry defined the roles of village management committees based
on the spatial distribution, either inside or outside the Missahoe boundary. This resulted
in three problems, (1) classification based on inside or outside did not recognize the
different tenure and land use types within the boundary. Specifically, clan based tenure
was self represented while tenant farming was non-self represented, which resulted in
lower tenant participation in agroforestry. (2) Monitoring and enforcement roles were
assigned based on the distribution of Missahoe landowners. However, this did not match
up with the distribution across villages of tenant farmers and forest users using their
lands. In other words, it was logistically difficult for landowners to monitor tenant and
user activities and enforce penalties because they did not live in the same villages. (3)
Limited project roles given to village committees with lands bordering but outside the
boundary changed the nature of these roles, which resulted in less participation in the
activities related to that role.

Third, chiefs did not have the capacity to enforce Missahoe regulations because of
lost respect for traditional authority. Therefore, even if the committees worked out the
logistical inconsistencies of land ownership and use, chiefs did not have the authority to
enforce their rules.

Fourth, Ministry technicians were conscious of the previous three problems to
some degree during the project, but could not adapt to them because, like the landowners,

they were upwardly accountable and not empowered to make on the ground decisions.
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This top-down representation strategy was sufficient in the short-term to get the

trees in the ground for the reforestation effort, thus accomplishing the Ministry’s primary

goal. However, this strategy failed to accomplish the project’s monitoring and

enforcement goals. In the larger picture, this representation did not create the foundation

for long-term participatory management of Missahoe. Instead it created many rifts in the

project community: between villages based on management roles, between interest

groups within each village, between youth and chiefs regarding enforcement, and

villagers and Ministry Technicians.
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Analysis:

Representation of landowner Interests on Local Management Committees:

Local committees were generically composed of landowners, traditional
authorities (chiefs and elders), and youth across the Missahoe project area. However,
landowners had a more self representing role in the village committees than other interest
groups (Figure 18) because the Ministry develol;ed the project to coincide with
landowner agroforestry, coffee production goals. In general, landowners organized local
committee activities as defined by the Ministry technicians, which were designed to be
implemented by the village youth with the authority of village chiefs. Therefore youth
who did not have a decision making role and whose livelihood interest (tourism) were not
part of the project took part in the committees as non-self represented labor and chiefs
were self represented, but only as figure heads that did not actively participate in most
committees. The following sections explain the consequences of these committee
organizations, corresponding with the first two representation issues, that landowners had
iow capacity and did not represent the interests of others.

Non-Empowered Landowners with Low Capacity: Although self
represented, landowners on local committees were not empowered to choose village
goals vis-a-vis Ministry interests. The following is an example of low landowner ability
to incorporate and represent other village-wide interests due to hierarchical decision
making authority that placed the Ministry at the top. As reflected in the example below,
the Ministry ultimately decided what interests would be incorporated into the project
goals making landowners dependent on Ministry decisions and leadership for project

activities.
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During interviews the committee President in Konda suggested that the villagers
have a strong interest in building an alternative road from Konda to Kpalime on the North
side of Missahoe. Currently the only road passing to the South is dangerous because of
its steep curves and overuse, and includes several gendarme and bushtaxi syndicate
checkpoints where bribes are demanded for transporting goods to and from the regional
market (observations of market route). Thus, the President was seeking to represent the
broader interests of the community as a whole rather than just landowners’ agroforestry
interests. As a result of the President’s suggestion, the Ministry technical team
entertained the road building idea with the local committee during project initiation,
perhaps as a way to increase village support, but decided that road building would hinge
on the value of possible timber harvests in Missahoe rather than the existing (OIBT)
project funding. Thus the committee could contribute the road idea, but had no power to
decide how funding was distributed between project activities. The Konda President said
the value of timber was estimated to be insufficient for road building by the Ministry, and
the road proposal was set aside as a future possibility for organization by the union of
local commiittees. This caused many Konda villagers to lose interest in the initiative.
When asked if the committees could possibly manage the road project without the
Ministry the Konda President replied:

We (committee members) need the Director (Ministry Chief). We can’t write

anything (for funding) to OIBT directly. If we have better ideas we will go to the

Director. It was him that created the project... We want to construct an office.

We are making bricks (as our contribution). (Paulin)

Making bricks is symbolic of the hierarchical power relationship between external

experts and local participants in development projects. Typical local participation

observed in the project area occurred in the form of locals gathering local or producing
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materials and labor with great supply and little value to supplement externally designed
projects with expensive and imported advisors and materials (observations of school,
health center, and road building projects). In this case the committee had requested an
office from the Ministry and had started making bricks as a sign of their efforts.
However, their motivation for doing so was not to build the office themselves, but to
convince the Ministry to assist them. This demonstrates that even landowners, privileged
in the sense that they were self-represented, were not empowered by the initiative to
make decisions to address their interests, particularly financial decisions. The landowner
committee members also did not demonstrate the capacity to assume more management
responsibility because of their understanding that local participation as labor and low
value material supply related to development projects.

Non Representation of Other Interests, Lack of Youth Participation: Since
representation on the village management committees privileged landowners and did not
represent other interests’, such as those of youth, youth did not participate in management
activities unless there were direct economic incentives for their participation. This
decreased the effectiveness of monitoring and protection activities because, unlike the
reforestation activities, these were not paid. Thus, representation of youth as labor did
not capitalize on the youth’s high capacity to engage in forest monitoring as if they had
been motivated to participate through self representation or other means. In the broader
village concept there is no clear definition of ‘youth’. Practically any male is a youth
from the time they are no longer in school to the age or circumstances when they are
considered an elder. Therefore, youth incorporates a range of ages, livelihood activities,

and interests. In the context of the project, committee members and Ministry technicians
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referred t6 youth as labor, thus, this meant the younger, more active end of the youth
spectrum that are less engaged in farm and family responsibilities and have more time to
work. This youth sub-population is also more interested in alternative livelihood
activities than older youth that are integrated into traditional village way of life. The
young youth resist the ‘traditional’ way of life, which revolves around subsistence
agriculture, for many reasons beyond the scope of this discussion (see Chapter 7 for a
more comprehensive analysis of youth values). The following sub-section describes the
adverse consequences of the project not representing these particular youths’ interests in
tourism (hereafter youth with such interests are called guides).

Unlike the local committees that were created during the initiative, the Konda
Guides Association had pre-existing structure and capacity to manage youth labor and
group finances. Konda is the main tourist destination for Missahoe because of its
location at the mountaintop at the edge of the forest. The village is also accessible by the
paved road and has a large hotel/restaurant and a smaller guesthouse. The Guide
Association is a group of young Ewe residents who guide tourists on hikes, collect insects
for sale in display cases, carve drums and figures, and organize traditional village fetes
upon request. A portion of the revenues from all of these activities is saved in a group
fund. The fund is used for group celebrations, like Bonne Anne or Noel, and distributed
during lean times as loans to group members. (Dieu Donne) The Ministry plan
encouraged tourism to be developed by local committees with their own means, but
disenfranchised local guides by not giving them a self represented role by funding
tourism development in the project as it did agroforestry. The Ministry initiative only

created opportunities for them to participate as laborers, not artists and nature
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interpreters. Guides participated in the committee work teams and paid per tree for
transporting and transplanting seedlings.

Interviews indicated that guides held ideas for project goals and enforcement that
clearly were not incorporated or reflected in the project initiative developed by the
existing structure. With respect to goals, they criticized the reforestation and agroforestry
goals of the initiative because it subsidized forest use. Guides wanted only natural forests
in Missahoe, without coffee, cocoa, or agroforestry (Dieu Donne). With respect to the
issue of enforcement, other than tenants living in Missahoe and illegal users, guides spent
the most time in the forest, either while guiding tourists or collecting insects, plants, and
carving materials to sell to tourists. One guide remarked that employing some of the
guides as spies would be more effective than the monitoring of illegal forest use done by
the local committees and chiefs (Dieu Donne). In his mind the villager’s role in forest
monitoring should be to observe illegal activities and inform the Ministry technicians
who would arrest and fine violators. He emphasized that the monitoring positions would
have to be well funded because of the danger of turning in illegal users (Dieu Donne).

On several occasions guides led me through the forest to observe villagers in the process
of cutting down trees to harvest wild pepper, making charcoal, and hunting. This
demonstrated their capacity to monitor forest use. However, since guides’ interests were
not represented by the initiative, they were not personally invested in its goals and did not
say or do anything to discourage the illegal use they saw and showed me (observations of
guides and forest users).

Youth tourism interests were primarily not represented because the narrow

reforestation and protection goals defined by the Ministry limited representation to
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agroforestry interests. However, landowners also did not resist this limitation because of
other social conflicts between them and guides. These conflicts have to do with the guide
lifestyle and reputation in Konda and the surrounding villages. Guides are seen by
landowners and older, more traditional youth as untrustworthy thieves and not hard
working because they do not farm. The following example illustrates the reason that
landowners held this perception. The President of a local coffee roasting cooperative
stated that his group had tried commissioning the guides to distribute their roasted coffee
as a tourist product through the guide association. The guides refused to pay for the
coffee up front, but then changed the price of the coffee and were delinquent in paying
back the group after they had sold it. When the coffee group broke its relations with the
guides and tried selling the coffee through local boutiques and hotels, the guides
boycotted the coffee and stole bags from the boutique to sabotage the system (Egan).
Guides were also known to spread rumors to undermine other interest groups. For
example, one guide told me the local committees were paid in lump sums; that committee
leaders embezzled the village funds; and that money distribution was done secretly (Dieu
Donne). However, they also said the local committees should have been paid more by
the Ministry. This contradiction shows that the previous comments were made to
discredit the committegs. Thus it illustrates the type of malicious rumors that led
landowners to distrust guides.

Guides actively separate themselves from other villagers as well by the way they
dress like tourists in western clothes rather than traditional cloth, speak French with a
distinctly European accent, and look down on the agriculture way of life. One guide

described modern farming as untraditional, “Before there was dense forest all over here
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and people still grew enough to eat” (Dieu Donne). He was referring to the decreased
cultivation of forest farms with mixed cash and food crops and increased cultivation of
food crops for home consumption and sale. Since guides spend most of their time with
tourists, they do not manage fields and buy most of their food in the village. These non-
project conflicts between landowners and youth, rooted in economic and social change,
decreased the desire of landowners to represent youth tourism interests. Therefore, when
the Ministry goals did not permit landowners to organize tourism activities, landowners
felt like including the youth as labor in reforestation was just as good of an alternative if
not better because it required the guides to get their hands dirty. However, the response

of youth to this was less participation in project activities that they were not paid for.

Village Committee Roles Based on Spatial Distribution of Landownership:

Representation in the initiative based generically on land ownership did not
address the variations in land ownership between different Missahoe areas.
Representation based on spatial distribution of owners also did not coincide with the
spatial distribution of tenant farmers and illegal forest users. The following data are
examples of how the project’s system of representation did not differentiate between
different tenure types, and how monitoring and enforcement management roles were
vested in committees where user populations did not reside.

Two Tenure Types With Different Interests, Two Agroforestry Outcomes: The
Konda committee President described that historically Konda farmers had no Missahoe
in-holdings, but acquired them over time from their distant family members in Tokpli.
The village of Konda was founded by a small number of clans from Tokpli who

separated from Tokpli to form their own village. As Konda grew, the original lands they
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separated with became insufficient and farmers sought permission to farm other Tokpli
lands. Tokpli landowners granted lands in Missahoe adjacent to Konda to their relatives
in the traditional fashion of clan based land use delegation (Paulin).

Since the Konda farmers are descendants of Tokpli, their use rights are pseudo-
tenure rights, which means they do not share land use decisions or harvests with the
Tokpli landowners. The result of their pseudo-tenure status is that Konda farmers use
their forest farms for long-term income sources, like perennial, tree cash crops that
coincide with the agroforestry goals of the Missahoe project (Paulin). Because of these
compatible interests the pseudo-landowner Konda farmers were self represented
committee members in Konda, and were paid directly by the project for maintaining the
trees planted in their farms (Paulin).

In contrast to this traditional clan-based tenure system, other Tokpli lands in
Missahoe are under tenant farming agreements. Tenant farmers in Missahoe are migrants
from the north of Togo, primarily from the Kabye ethnic group. In general, tenants and
landowners form verbal agreements of terms, usually determined by the landowner,
regarding what lands will be cultivated with what crops and how the harvests or profits
will be divided (observations of tenant farming). However, tenant land use agreements
differ outside versus inside Missahoe. Outside FMC the standard is for tenants to share
one third of all crops, or the profit there of, with their landowner. This factor makes
decisions of crops typically dependent on the market price of different crops.
Landowners also place restrictions about where and when crops should be grown and
harvested. Tenants outside typically also have to work on other fields owned by their

landowner during busy seasons and “gift” their landowners, i.e. obligated to share
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personal hunting and husbandry harvests, when landowners visit their farms (Bassan).
Therefore, outside of Missahoe the type of land use by tenant farmers is heavily
controlled by the interests of their landowner. As a result, tenant agroforestry,
particularly coffee production, is successful in many villages surrounding Missahoe in
this context.

Land use agreements within Missahoe are significantly more liberal than the
agreements made between tenants and landowners outside the protected area, which
allows land use to depend on tenant interest. Most importantly, tenants within Missahoe
only divide their coffee harvests with their landowners (Koffi 1, Koffi 2, Emanuel). As
long as they grow coffee according to the extent specified by their landowner, any other
crops they grow are for their personal use and profit. Inside Missahoe, landowners also
do not restrict where and when tenants plant crops other than coffee. Tenants stated that
these liberal agreements are due to the distance of their forest farms in Missahoe from the
villages (Koffi 1, Koffi 2). Because of the distance landowners visit these tenants less
frequently than they visit tenants outside of Missahoe that are closer to the village. This
decreased the amount of monitoring and control landowners have over their tenants
activities. Fewer visits also meant fewer spontaneous demands of tenants, since visits are
when “gifts” or “favors” from the tenants are expected. Therefore, landowner
agreements inside Missahoe encouraged tenants to produce more food crops to maximize
their personal profits, rather than shared agroforestry crops to satisfy their landowners.

Tenant farmers’ were incorporated into the project by landowners as labor, but
unlike guides and Konda pseudo-landowners, tenants were not paid. Their tasks included

weeding sites in preparation for tree planting and maintaining the reforested areas after

91



planting by preventing fires and weeding. These project duties were added to the original’
negotiations between the tenants and landowners by their landowners without discussion
(Koffi 1, Koffi 2). The amount paid to each committee per tree produced and
transplanted was distributed among committee management and work team members. In
addition, maintenance fees for weeding around trees after being planter were distributed
to landowners (local committee members) rather than to the tenants who did the work
(Koffi 1, 2). To compensate for their additional labor inputs, tenants maximized their
land use agreements, i.e. expanded their food crop production. This meant they did little
to protect the trees planted in their fields, many of which were cut or burned while
preparing fields for increased food crop cultivation (Koffi 1, Emanuel’s Son,
observations of tenant fields).

By creating committees based generically on land ownership the initiative
incorporated two significantly different land use types with the same representation
system. As a result of the way in which landowners were selected, however, only one of
these land use interests groups were actually represented on the committee. Where
Konda pseudo-landowners’ couid be incorporated directly in the reforestation and
monitoring efforts. In this case, the post planting project goals (the protection and
growth) were relatively more successful. In contrast, tenant farmers were indirectly
incorporated by the initiative through their Tokpli landowner agreements. The tenants
that farm Tokpli lands cultivate coffee to meet the requirements of their tenant agreement
and share the harvest with their landowners. Therefore, they do not have the direct
incentive to grow more coffee in agroforestry systems, like the Konda pseudo-

landowners, because they would have to share additional coffee production with their self
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represented landowners who were paid by the initiative rather than them. Thus, while
planting goals were met, subsequent protection was far less successful with Tokpli tenant
farmers than for the Konda farmers with pseudo-landowner status.

Mismatched Spatial Distribution of Landowners and Land Users: The
Kabye tenants who work Tokpli lands have farm homes in the forest, but reside more
permanently in Adame rather than Tokpli. The implications of this are that they sell their
food crops and forest products in the Adame market, and are bound more to the social
institutions, like traditional authority, family groups, and communal labor, in Adame than
Tokpli. This severely limited the opportunities of Tokpli landowners and committee
members, in charge of monitoring their portion of Missahoe, to observe the quantities and
types of products tenants brought from their forest lands. Landowners in Konda, on the
other hand, can see what other landowners harvest from the forest with minimal
additional effort because their harvests are transformed or stored at their Kondavhomes
and sold in the Konda market. Since the tenant farmers using Tokpli lands lived more in
association with Adame, it would have been more appropriate to give the monitoring and
enforcement responsibilities of those lands to the Adame village committee. This would
have required empowerment of committees based on the distribution of forest users, or
empowerment across all committees regardless of ownership location.

The spatial distribution of illegal use created a similar problem to the distribution
of tenant farmers. Hunting and charcoal making are activities done by many youth and
tenants opportunistically or as safety net activities when no other income sources are
available (Bassan, Denis). These activities are banned within Missahoe, therefore hunters

and charcoal makers were not represented by the project. Village committees with land
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ownership in Missahoe were also responsible for enforcing the regulation of these illegal
activities. Committees were responsible for clearing and patrolling the border of forests
adjacent their village’s lands and controlling their village populations’ activities.
However, hunting and charcoal making are done by residents of other villages that do not
necessarily access the forest where they ultimately harvest resources (Aza, Bassan).
Charcoal making commonly occurs on the forest edge between Adame and Konda lands
by Kabye women, including tenants and Adame villagers, who all sell their coal in the
Adame market. The Adame lands that border Konda lands are outside Missahoe and less
forested. Because of this most of the wood used by the women to make charcoal is cut
inside Missahoe on Konda lands and transported to their homes on Adame lands to
actually be transformed into coal. Again, since Adame’s committee was not incorporated
into the surveillance and enforcement roles of the project because of the distribution of
their lands, they did not monitor charcoal making on their lands and these activities were
not curtailed by the initiative. In other words, the local management committee did not
include those who were geographically in the best position to successfully monitor the
post planting protection.

Low Participation of Village Committees Without Monitoring Roles: Committee
roles based on spatial distribution of land ownership also resulted in low participation in
the villages without monitoring roles. Since the Ministry vested monitoring and
enforcement roles only to village committees with land ownership inside the Missahoe
boundary, village committees with land ownership bordering, but outside the boundary,
participated mostly in a tree supplying role. This single, paid supply role changed

villager’s perception of the committees from communal labor to employment, which for
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cultural reasons limited their willingness to participate. The following is a description of
how the Adame committee was given a less significant management role than Konda,
which resulted in less participation in Adame by non-landowners, and participation based
solely on economic incentives.

The Adame local committee was made up of landowners with lands adjacent to,
but not within the Missahoe boundaries. For this reason the committee played a role only
in tree production the only aspect of the project that occurred outside of the boundaries.
The Adame committee was paid a fixed price per seedling. In contrast, additional
management duties were only vested in committees with lands inside Missahoe. For
example, the Konda local committee organized fire break maintenance, boundary
demarcation, and monitoring teams in addition to producing seedlings. Supplies, such as
machetes, and cement and paint for erecting boundary pillars were furnished for these
additional activities, but no wages. Therefore, the Adame committee was relatively less
empowered, if additional monitoring activities are considered empowering. Without
these additional management responsibilities the Adame committee considered their role
primarily as a short term income generating opportunity, which limited participation and
the level of investment made by committee members (Adame local committee).

Since the committees considered themselves an outsourced small business group
rather than forest monitors and managers, participation in nursery activities and use of the
trees produced were limited to committee members. For example, the Adame committee
produced 5,000 seedlings per year, 3,000 of which were paid for by the Ministry for
planting within the Missahoe boundaries, while 2,000 seedlings were left over to be used

for reforestation in Adame’s portion of the lands surrounding Missahoe. Adame’s

95



committee leaders said the left over trees were intended to be used freely by all villagers
(Aza). But villagers not involved in the committee nursery felt they could not use the
trees because the trees were owned by the committee members (Aza, Bassan, Koffi 2).
This was because of the cultural norm that business and wage labor are for individual,
rather than public benefit. Thus the trees seemed like private goods to other villagers.
The limited empowerment of the Adame committee also reduced its committee
member’s management capacity because they were less motivated to work. Each local
committee was broken down into a management team and work team, totaling around
fifteen members. The Adame committee work and management teams met weekly at the
nursery for simultaneous group work and discussion. The Vice President said that these
days are frequently skipped by some members or cancelled. For example, even he did
not attend the meeting for the week I discussed this with him because he went to a
neighboring village to visit a friend. Therefore, most of the committee work was usually
done by a few committee members, which is one of the biggest reasons group projects
failed in the Missahoe villages (Paulin, Aza, Koffi 2). Normally agribusiness groups are
serious about absences, fining members for absences with poor excuses, those not
associated with illness or death (observations of agribusiness groups). Thus, committee
members took their obligations to the committee less seriously than agribusiness groups.
The Adame Vice President also said that his committee holds discussions reactively, only
when there is a problem, and discussions occur after the work session when people are
anxious to depart. Finally, he commented that since the funds for growing trees have
ended, encouraging other committee-based income generating activities, like mushroom

cultivation, has not motivated participation. He meant that the current committee did not
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have the capacity to conduct training and distribute funding in the village for risky
income generating activities and people would not trust them (Aza). The overall result of
limited empowerment was the committee did not function as a village decision making

and planning body.

Low Capacity of Traditional Authorities:

The third key element of the design was assigning regulative authority of the
initiative goals to village chiefs, which have low authoritative capacity (Figure 18).
Chiefs were incorporated by the committees as authority figures, but did not participate
actively. This section presents data supporting the suggestion that chiefs had low
capacity to enforce project regulations because of their lack of desire and the loss of
traditional authority in the project villages.

Traditional authorities were co-opted by the village committees because they are
the traditional institution in charge of calling villagers to participate in village activities
such as meetings and communal labor, and regulating the events (Paulin). However, in
the two primary study villages, Konda and Adame, chiefs and elders were not actual
members of the committees; they acted autonomously as a resource, but were not actively
involved in organization and execution of the committee activities. In Adame the chiefs
referred me to the village committee to answer project related questions because they did
not know specific project details (Adame Chiefs).

One reason for this was that chiefs did not want additional village leadership
responsibilities. Landowners in Konda accused their Chief as being unwilling to work on
the project, “When asked to work he says he is tired or sick” (Prosper). In general, the

stance of the Chief of Adame on village governance is reactive. He and the elders are
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primarily responsible for settling disputes on judgment days. They were quick to
describe village problems and development needs, but had no plans in progress or in
development to achieve them other than asking for money (Adame Chiefs). Therefore,
chiefs showed little desire to handle management planning and decision making for the
project.

Chiefs did not often plan development activities or want additional responsibility
in part because the chiefs felt that traditional authority through chiefs was not respected
by their village populations. This was the case in activities I pursued with chiefs as a
volunteer in other villages. Chiefs were reluctant to initiate activities that they did not
feel they could successfully garner support for and control with their limited village
authority (observations of Dunyo Chief). A guide in Konda said that the authority of
village chiefs decreased because of Togo’s initiation of democracy in 1992, which
resulted in political and economic turmoil nationally and uncontrolled exploitation within
Missahoe locally (Dieu Donne). He said villagers became more defiant and less
respectful of traditional norms:

Before you could not talk directly to the Chief. It had to be through a Tsame

(interpreter). But now people, even kids, walk by the chief and don’t even greet,

or informally (disrespectfully) greet...47% of the people won’t listen to the chief.

(Dieu Donne)

In the design of the Missahoe project, the responsibility of enforcement was
defaulted to chiefs on the basis that it is their sociocultural role. However, even if there
was adequate monitoring of Missahoe to detect violations of project goals (which the
section above suggests would not be the case) this aspect of the design would not be

successful. Village chiefs neither had the desire to play the enforcement role, nor the

capacity to fulfill this role.
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Ministry Technicians Not Empowered:

The fourth key element of the central Ministry control of this initiative was non
empowerment of the regional ministry technicians. The Ministry of Forests was
represented in the Missahoe initiative by a team of technicians who implemented project
activities. The Ministry technical management team was self-represented but not
empowered (Figure Y). The hierarchically organized team consisted of the project
director, project coofdinator, four technical specialists, secretary, and chauffeur. The
technicians divided the objectives of the project: protection and surveillance, plantation
reforestation within Missahoe, reforestation in surrounding areas, and agroforestry
management. These positions reflect the three zones and prescriptions of reforestation
from the Ministry plan. The Ministry’s protection and surveillance technician
commented that each of the technicians had specific duties assigned to them, that they did
not have the freedom to deviate from the plan’s local committee structure and activities.
He refused to comment on the initiative’s benefits or future activities because he said
those were not his duties in the project (Efako). Thus the strict hierarchy of the Ministry
discouraged the technicians to consider the holistic implications of their individual
actions.

Technicians were not empowered to make decisions based on their experiential
knowledge of the initiative and local population. During the initiative the technicians
developed on the ground understandings of the threats to effectively managing the forest.
The Director described specific problems including tenant farmers in the surrounding
villages that were not addressed in the project plan. He told me these were his personal
opinions, making an obvious distinction between them and his Ministry position (Efako).

Therefore, the technicians could not directly address what they saw as the true threats and
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obstacles to reforestation and protection goals because their role was to implement how
the plan was written and executed from above them, not based on their experience in the
local context. Consequently, the Director’s explanation of project success was that he
had correctly implemented his duties and satisfied his superiors, rather than having
facilitated effective governance by the local committees.

Technicians were not empowered to make decisions regarding funding or the
timeline of the initiative. The OIBT consultant and Ministry technicians held a final
project evaluation workshop at the conclusion of the second year of funding in 2002.
Unlike the initial workshops, local committee members were better represented in
numbers during these sessions. The workshop participants summarized the initiative’s
results as having only partially achieved its goals. Both technicians and committee
members stated in the workshop that the project was working, yet still had problems
associated with revenue generation and enforcement of Missahoe boundaries and asked
for more time and funding to continue the project (Ministry evaluation report). However,
without OIBT funding the central Ministry was not able or willing to continue to support
the initiative. The technicians and committee members had a voice during the scheduled
time for their participation in evaluation, but they did not the power to influence
subsequent decision making. Immediately after OIBT funding ended in 2002 the
Surveillance Technician was promoted to regional Ministry Director position and the
remaining technicians were relocated to different worksites around the country.‘ In
reference to the post-project role of the regional Ministry, which he now directs, the
Surveillance Technician recounted, "The project is over. It ended in 2002. The Director

is one person. That person is gone” (Efako). His quote demonstrates two important
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elements of Ministry control. First, the Regional Ministry Director was the only person
who made decisions locally. Secondly, it symbolizes how the power vested in
individuals by the Ministry increased the central office control. By reassigning the
Director in 2002 the Ministry effectively ended the project. Since then the new Director
(surveillance technician) has not been given duties to continue the project. This
reemphasizes the top-down structure of the initiative and non empowering position of the
technicians. Since the technicians had no control over critical decisions of the project
their personal investment in the success of the initiative was low.

Since the technicians were not empowered, the project did little to capitalize on
their pre-existing capacity or build their capacity. Furthermore, the technicians’ lack of
experience and training with participatory techniques displayed their low capacity to
work with and develop the local committees. The technicians’ roles in organizing the
village committees required them to engage villagers in the initiative through various
incentives and benefits of participating. This role was a departure from the technicians’
past roles in exclusionary, technocratic management that was limited to enforcement and
sylviculture. The OIBT workshops described in the previous chapter were designed to
prepare them for this task. However, the following comments from the Surveillance
Technician display that the technicians did not play a supportive role in building local
committee capacity and representation. He spoke negatively about the local committees,
saying their deficiencies were the reasons for project failure, that the committees were
disinterested in management, afraid to turn in other villagers, and hooked on funding:

The State cannot continue the project forever. The villagers were supposed to

take control and develop the project. They have not continued. We have the

reports of our (technician) work done during and after (the project). We can’t
look for a new project, new donor agencies, when the past project hasn’t worked.
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The villagers haven’t organized, haven’t done their part, just waiting for the State
to organize (them). We need to see volunteering first. We tried mushrooms, but
what do they have today? They wouldn’t organize to do the work. We can’t do
everything. They need to show the effort. They got used to the money and then
just sat back. (Efako)
These comments show how he felt the committees had duties, separate from the
technicians that they did not fulfill, rather than a sense of connection and vested interest
in developing the committees. He viewed the results of the project as something the
Ministry could not control because of unreliable committees and local participation.
Although the Ministry technicians were self-represented and had new
management responsibilities and training for the implementation of the project, they were
not empowered within the Ministry’s hierarchy. The hierarchy limited their ability to
adapt the initiative to local conditions and continue funding. The pre-existing capacity of
the technicians was low due to their lack of experience and training in participatory
management, which was further eroded by their limited power and negative feelings
toward working with villagers. Together these factors decreased the effectiveness of the
technicians’ leadership role in the initiative.
Summary: The four issues that led to ineffective monitoring and enforcement in this
case were the results of decisions made by the central Ministry. These included decisions
about whose interests were represented and the role of different actors in management
committees, which collectively describe their representation. Since the Ministry did not
devolve decision making power to any interest groups or Ministry technicians, there was
no empowerment. The lack of empowerment limited the ability of the technicians and

management committees to adapt to problems created by the project design. This case

emphasizes the need for on the ground adaptation to keep top-down initiatives in check
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and avoid generic formulas that are not useful because of local diversity. With the ability
to adapt at the local level technicians could have addressed the problems of village based
differences in land tenure and spatial differences in forest owners and users. To do this
the Ministry would have to change its hierarchical duty based management structure with
its technicians, and village management committees would need to have decision making
power, thus empowering both these groups that were self represented.

However, non-self representation among certain interest groups was another main
limitation of this initiative because it limited the participation of youth and tenants.
Addressing the differences in land tenure types would address the tenant situation. To
ameliorate the lack of youth participation the project would need to represent their
interests either by including them in decision making or at least incorporating their
tourism livelihood interests into the project goals. In other words, the factors that impede
success in this case imply that greater self representation and empowerment would help.
However, it does not mean that local committees should control all decision making and
project design. For this reason the Missahoe project appears that it would benefit by
incorporating more characteristics of a co-management framework. Specifically, joint
decision making and a form of local representation that incorporates multiple interests

would appear helpful.

Agumatsa Wildlife Sanctuary
This case presents examples of representation, empowerment, and capacity that
address the elements of success from the co-management section of the participatory

conservation continuum (Figure 4, Literature Review). Co-management is defined as:
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when a number of parties engage in negotiation around a management plan as part of a
broader agreement, including complementary initiatives, by-laws, incentives and
compensations (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004). In other words, management activities
related to conservation and local livelihoods. Success from the co-management
perspective depends on local management bodies building upon pre-existing local
institutions and management knowledge that is accessible by all management parties,
which ultimately contribute to shared management power and roles between government
and local bodies. This case demonstrates the inherent complexities of achieving these
factors and bonding management bodies from different scales of government.

Overview:  There are three conflicts in this case reflecting both individual and mutual
representation and capacity problems with the three co-management levels: national level
agency, district level government, and local traditional authority that resulted in
ineffective sharing of management roles and power:

1. Ghana’s national decentralization policy vested management design authority in
the District Assembly, which resulted in the co-management system.

2. Although the most local level of Ghanaian government, the District did not
represent local interests in decision making to define co-management roles, or in
fulfilling its roles in the system.

3. The Tourism Management Team represented the personal interests of chiefs and
elders, rather than the interests of other villagers, which created resistance to their
leadership.

4. Weak investment in the sanctuary by the central Ghana Wildlife Division and the
lack of promotional opportunities for the wildlife officers, coupled with local
conflicts with the Tourism Management Team, decreased the Wildlife Officer’s
capacity.

First, the TMT instigated change in the Wildlife Sanctuary management to

acquire local control of all management aspects from the national Wildlife Division.
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However, Ghana’s national decentralization policy requires the District Assembly to
represent local populations in decentralized national government matters (Sasu 2002).
Thus the District was empowered to oversee the changes in Sanctuary management. This
resulted in three conflicts at the local level: (1) The District decided against total local
control plan brought forth by the TMT and designed the co-management strategy with
shared revenues and management roles between the three bodies. (2) Since the co-
management arrangement requires the TMT to share power and management roles with
the Wildlife Division, which is exactly what the TMT wanted to end by instigating
change, the District’s authority is also responsible for perpetuating and escalating the
dysfunctional relations between these bodies. Therefore, the District authority created
mutual problems between the three bodies rooted in each of the body’s internal
representation and capacity issues, which are summarized in the remaining points.
Second, The District has not participated actively in the project, particularly by
not fulfilling its dual roles of enforcement and investment. The TMT and villager
dissatisfaction with the control of power at the District level and the lack of action by the
District have been continual sources of conflict between the two bodies. The TMT and
villagers see the District as simply a different level of government taking money away
from the local level without reinvesting. The District’s interests on the other hand are by
definition not at the single village level. Therefore, the percent revenue they share
presumably is used in other district wide development efforts. However, conflict
between the District and TMT chiefs has partially been defused by their complementary
non-compliance with their co-management roles: the chiefs not complying with their role

in the TMT bylaws to represent the village population, and the District not complying
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with their co-management role to enforce the TMT compliance with their bylaws. Thus
the District is in greatest conflict with villagers who are also in conflict with the TMT.
Third, although the TMT formed as a body to represent all village interests, chiefs
and elders represented their sole interests in decision making and were unaccountable to
other village interests, particularly those of village youth (Figure 19). This resulted in
suspicion of corruption among villagers, low participation by youth in communal labor,
and resistance to the TMT in the forms of hunting, farming, and charcoal making. The
TMT provides an example of an initiative building on the high capacity of a pre-existing
institution. Empowerment of the TMT that was captured by the chiefs, however, resulted
in greater control over revenue and decision making power limited to their interests,
which decreased local representation and cooperation with the Wildlife Division officers.
Fourth, the Ghana Wildlife Division Officers did not have the capacity (Figure
19) to fulfill their management roles of excluding local sanctuary use because of the low
investment in the project by the central Wildlife Division, specifically the small number
of officers assigned to the sanctuary. Rather than shifting their investment in the
Sanctuary from their national employees to local employees, the Wildlife Division simply
decreased investment entirely. The officers were also unmotivated by the lack of
training, promotion opportunities, and affirmation the government afforded them by their
agency. Conflicts with the TMT over division of management roles and information
sharing created other difficulties for the wildlife officers. The result of these factors was
decreased capacity and effectiveness, which fostered village hostility towards the officers

who were seen as lazy figures of the central government.

106



Figure 19. Agumatsa Web of Representation, Empowerment and Capacity.

Low Lack of
Wildlife

Officer

Animosity
Against GWD

Division
Investment

Affirmation,
Promotion,

!

unding &

Non-Local egulation Ineffective
District Management
Assembly and Power

Representation Sharing

National
Policy of

Decentralization TMT Represents illager/GWD
Only Chiefs and Village Animosity
Elders Interests, Youth Against TMT
Excludes Others Benefits

Rather than creating shared management and decision making roles, the inclusion
of the Tourism Management Team and District Assembly in sanctuary management with
the Ghana Wildlife Division simply brought together multiple levels of hierarchies in
competition for resources and decision making power. Each of these hierarchical bodies
presented their own internal representation and capacity issues. The emphases from these
results are distrust and dissatisfaction among the three management bodies and village
populations, which prevented effective sharing of management roles and power. This
case demonstrates that although all three co-management bodies meet the requirements of
self representation (Figure 16), this did not result in cooperation. By distributing
management roles and power across the three bodies the effectiveness of all three

management bodies were individually and collectively are limited.
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Analysis:

District Assembly Empowerment and Lack of Participation:

Co-management with authority vested in the District Assembly was not the desire
of the TMT when its members demanded total control of the sanctuary to be handed over
to them from the Ghana Wildlife Division. This section describes animosity at the
village level by both TMT leaders and other villagers because they feel the District
Assembly does not represent them and that the District is not fulfilling its proper role.

The District self designed its dual enforcement role in the co-management
arrangement as: (1) to enforce the rules of the sanctuary, and (2) to enforce the rules of
co-management, i.e. prevent one body from taking control. Villagers object directly to
the District assuming these roles. The TMT Chairman described the District’s role in
enforcement of the sanctuary rules, stating that the District says it will bring “the
hardened ones” who continually break the sanctuary rules, such as hunters, to justice
(Steven). However, he contradicts the District’s role:

It is better to punish them through the chiefs because we can work with the

person, their family, and educate them, rather than hardening them by learning to

fear the laws (fines or jail time). It ruins the message of conservation if they don’t
learn. (Steven)
He thinks it is more effective to deal with violators through the traditional authority
system to create a sense of ownership and self-regulation among the village.

However, the villagers disagree with the District’s definition of their own co-
management roles. In their minds the appropriate role for the District is neither of the
two District defined roles, but rather than directly object to them, the villagers I

interviewed simply believe the District roles are different. Instead of the dual roles

defined by the District, villagers think their role should be to invest in village and project
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infrastructure to develop the value of the project (William, Alfred). This presumption is
based on the general role of the District in development projects not related to the
Sanctuary, such as schools, roads, and health centers, where the District channels funding
from the central government or donors to the village level (William). Therefore, with this
role in mind, villagers feel the District is not fulfilling its duties. The TMT Chairman
said he thinks the District should remain part of co-management to procure financing for
building the tourism center and permanent bridges leading to the waterfall (Steven). One
of the guides commented, “They (District) tried to have the road to Hohoe redone, but it
has sat for several years still unfinished. They have not given us anything for the tourism
facility or guides. They only take money out” (Alfred). These villagers do not feel that
the District is effectively playing an appropriate role to justify the twenty percent of the
Sanctuary revenue they take. The percentage of revenue sharing is particularly sensitive
since it was the main motivation for the TMT instigation of control.

Even the District Assembly Representative for the village said:

The District is getting fat from the project (by) not reinvesting their percentage in

infrastructure and facilities. .. (During the Togo boundary dispute) the District

was also there, but only as window dressing. Their leader, the District Executive,

did not act strong enough... The District is poisoning (discouraging) the

community. (William)
In this quote he also assumes the unofficial investment role of the District in addition to
criticizing their lack of enforcement of Sanctuary boundaries, one of the District’s official
goals. By ‘poisoning the community’ he meant the District is setting a bad example for
the TMT and wildlife officers by taking their percentage of revenues and not reinvesting

them or fulfilling its other duties. He feels the District’s lack of compliance with its own

co-management roles has discouraged the TMT and wildlife officers to comply as well
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(William). To illustrate this, the Assemblyman described that the TMT wrote their
bylaws at the time of their initiation and ultimatum, with the intent of gaining total
management control. As previously described (Initiation Chapter) the bylaws included
goals and measures for representing all village interests and using revenues for village
development. These were accepted by the District whose role it was to enforce these as
the bylaws governing the actions of the TMT. Since then the chiefs and elders have
violated the TMT bylaws (to be discussed). The Assemblyman stated that the District
compensates for not fulfilling its investment role in the project by also not fulfilling its
enforcement of the co-management arrangement role, i.e. letting the chiefs break the
bylaws and misrepresent the village population (William). The District Assemblyman
described this as a corrupt alliance between the chiefs and the District that fuel the

animosity of villagers and wildlife officers.

Limited Village Representation by Tourism Management Team:

Although the District Assembly was the most empowered management body,
required by the government to lead the power sharing co-management roles of the
sanctuary, the TMT was still significantly empowered. The TMT percentage of revenue
from the sanctuary increased through the co-management arrangement from twenty five
to fifty seven percent. The TMT was a self-represented body for village interests in this
initiative. The TMT constitution required one of the three TMT members from each
village to be a Chief to build upon the traditional form of village representation and
authority, i.e. decision making, calling youth to communal labor, and enforcement

(William). However, the minority of chiefs have overwhelming power over the TMT as
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a whole. Operationally, the TMT was controlled by traditional authorities who co-opted
village landowners, guides, and the Accra Youth Association.

TMT Meetings: The chief’s presence at TMT meetings dictated that they
were conducted according to traditional ceremonial protocols that maintain chiefs in the
dominant role. The meetings I observed began with formalities, such as introductions
and prayers, between the chiefs and others present. The chiefs always sat on one side of
the meeting place, spread ouf with no distinction between chiefs in or out of the TMT
because in these meetings chief status was obviously more important than the TMT. The
Accra Youth Association was commonly present at meetings, but sat on cramped benches
rather than chairs, in three rows rather than spread out. The TMT chairman or secretary
typically sat in front of both groups and mediated between them. Chiefs typically dress
in traditional kente cloth for the TMT meetings, another status symbol that separated
them from the other participants in the meetings. Topics were brought up by either a
TMT or Youth member; seldom did chiefs initiate discussion. Usually it was the
‘outsiders’ like the Youth from Accra, or Chiefs that reside outside the village and came
back for a special occasion that were the most vocal at meetings (Observations of TMT).
Thus, the chiefs participated in meetings as if they had been called to judge project ideas,
rather than planning and proposing topics for the meetings. The role of chiefs on the
TMT built upon their traditional role in village authority, that of having ultimate veto and
decision making power.

TMT Decision Making: One of the guides described that the TMT
technically does make all management decisions, but they are provisionary until they are

approved by the chiefs and elders, “The TMT makes a decision, but then their decision
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goes to the elders for a decision, and then it comes back to the TMT” (Emanuel). During
one meeting about future planning, which concerned only how to spend revenue, there
was heated debate between the Accra Youth, Chiefs, and TMT members over spending
on income generating investments. The Accra Youth had proposed buying plastic chairs
to rent for village festivals and beverages to sell to tourists. Most chiefs agreed with this
idea, but some argued to save revenues for village development needs, like school
repairs. The chiefs ended the debate by leaving the meeting place briefly to make a
decision in private and decided to invest in the chairs (Observations of TMT). Thus,
neither the discussions, nor final decisions were made in a village forum where public
comments could be made. Ultimately income generating investments prevailed in private
decision making over investments directly in public facilities.

Non-self Representation of the Accra Youth Assembly: There are two groups
of youth concerning the initiative, the village youth (all males approximately under the
age of fifty-five) and the Accra Youth Association. The Accra Youth Association’s
interests were in developing the sanctuary income generating potential to increase the
benefit to all village youth (Youth Meeting). This section describes how the chiefs used
their power on the TMT to non-self represent the Youth Association by including their
income generating interests. However, the chiefs included them to capture greater
benefits themselves rather than sharing greater revenue with the village.

The Accra Youth includes about twelve young men, mid to late twenties, living in
Accra, but originally from WIli. The Accra Youth formed when the first term of the TMT
ended in 2002 with the intention of replacing them (Emanuel). Guides and the

guesthouse owner said the Accra Youth have proposed many income generating, tourism
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related village activities for the project that the TMT has refused. One guide, Emanuel
said, “(Accra Youth) want to replace the TMT and overturn the chiefs. If the chiefs say
‘Okay you replace the TMT’ it’s like overturning the chiefs (village government) because
(the TMT) is their system” (Emanuel). By this he meant that in order for the village wide
proposals by the Accra Youth to be accepted by the TMT, they would have to be
accepted by the chiefs. This was not the interests of the chiefs, and would have to share
power with the youth, something that goes against the norm of traditional authority.
Therefore, from his viewpoint, it would be impossible to incorporate other interests into
the TMT without ‘overturning’ its power structure.

Instead of a radical change in power, the TMT co-opted the Accra Youth and
began allowing them to participate in meetings by generating ideas. In reference to youth
participation, the TMT Chairman said they had volunteered the village “bright ones™, the
Accra Youth, and “organized the others”, village youth, for labor (Steven). If the youth
had effective leadership they would have both the creativity and energy necessary to
develop the project, presumably in the interest of the village since youth and their
families make up the majority of the population. However, this comment demonstrates
that the TMT manipulated both groups to benefit their own interests.

Although misrepresented by the TMT, the Accra Youth obviously sided with full
village control of management. Two ideas created and managed by the Accra Youth
were printing t-shirts and calendars for sale on Easter Monday. The t-shirts and calendars
were popular among the Wi villages. They had a picture of the waterfall printed on them
with the title “Agumatsa Falls” without the recognition of the wildlife or sanctuary, like

the signs that frustrated the officers. The shirts also said “Community Solidarity, United
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We Stand” written below a Venn diagram with the names of the three villages converging
together, rather than the three co-management bodies (Observations of Accra Youth).
These are examples of other small ways the TMT and villagers resisted the co-
management strategy.

Non Representation of Village Youth: Non representation of village youth
was another consequence of chief dominance of the TMT. A small number of village
youth were non-self represented as tourism guides, while other entrepreneurs, hunters and
charcoal makers were not represented by the initiative. Traditionally, Village Youth are
represented by a Youth Chief who holds meetings to hear their views and reports them to
the Village Chief. When I approached the Youth Chief he discouraged me from calling a
youth meeting because they have a poor history of coming to meetings in recent times
and would not gather if the meeting was about the AWS initiative (Youth Chief). He
reluctantly agreed to hold a meeting in two days, but when the morning arrived he told
me he had forgotten to send the crier to call them. With the help of the District
Assemblyman we convinced the chief to summon a meeting the next morning. I suspect
this was simply an excuse because he was eager and excited to meet with me. I think the
Youth Chief did not call the meeting with the Village Youth because the TMT chiefs did
not want me to consult with them. At this meeting, the Village Youth did not feel free to
discuss the AWS project. They responded to my questions about project goals and
revenue as follows: “Those questions are for the TMT...we are under the decisions the
TMT makes” (Village Youth). Thus, their Youth Chief Representative is unwilling to
call them for meetings and they are not able to voice their interests directly in the project

because they were excluded from TMT meetings and intimidated by the chiefs.
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However, they discussed their interests that are not represented by the TMT and
chiefs. The youth said the lack of economic opportunities is their main problem in WIi.
When villagers are trained in skilled labor they have to leave for cities to find work
because the only sources of income in the village are surplus food crops. They would
like the TMT to invest in their labor to construct small business project facilities,
“Employ the village masons and carpenters to build projects...as well as laborers to
maintain animals” (Village Youth). They suggested an intensified communal pig
husbandry where they could be hired and paid wages like the guides, landowners, and
TMT members. (Village Youth) However, chiefs only demonstrated interest in narrow
investment opportunities, like the plastic funeral chairs and selling drinks at the tourism
center, which they could easily control.

Besides the content of this meeting, its attendance was also telling of the
exclusion of village youth from the TMT. There was a complete absence of all but one
guide and all non-chief TMT members. Although they are also village youth by
definition, they did not answer the call of the Youth Chief for the meeting. Despite not
coming to the meeting, one guide in his early 20’s stated his disappointed that “They”
(the youth) did not show better numbers in the meeting. He separated himself from “The
Youth” because he is one of the five village youth paid to work as permanent guides. He
described that the village youth are the trouble makers, the resistance to the TMT. He did
not recognize their grievances as a result of non representation, thus perpetuating their
reputation as a valid reason to exclude their interests from the TMT.

Resistance and Lack of Support for the TMT: There is a consensus among

non-TMT members, including guides, wildlife officers, District Assemblyman,
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guesthouse owner, elders, youth, and hunters, that the TMT is focused on remaining in
power and having control over revenues, not in developing the sanctuary or the village.
This list of non-TMT actors is an unusual alliance of village interests that jumped back
and forth during interviews between supporting the TMT to gain total control of
management and revenues from the District and Wildlife Division, and supporting the
District and Wildlife Division in an attempt to make the TMT represent them. According
to how the TMT bylaws were written they would have had both, but in reality they have
neither. The following sections are examples of division between the interests of youth
and TMT, and types of resistance to the TMT from multiple perspectives.

Guide and Youth Resistance to the TMT:  Guides and business owners also
said the TMT is not forthcoming with project information, particularly the use of
revenue. A guide said chiefs are reluctant to spend or invest revenue in the village or the
project, “(Chiefs) speak badly about getting money and immediately spending it”
(Alfred). He described this as a norm of traditional authority, wise decision making by
not acting hastily. However, he also said money is used regularly for buying drinks for
meetings and chiefs’ transportation to the regional capital for reasons unrelated to the
project. His description of chiefs drinking conformed with my observations in which
TMT meetings always involved heavy alcohol consumption, presumably for ceremonial
and spiritual reasons. However, drinking in these meetings commonly went beyond the
ceremonial prayer and offering to the ancestors I observed in other village ceremonies.
Based on the low participation in discussion and high participation in drinking by most
chiefs, it seemed like drinking was their motivation or reward for attending the meetiﬁgs.

TMT funds usually paid for three or four bottles of gin, or locally made distilled palm
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wine, sodabi/apitache, as well as a crate of soft drinks for each meeting (observations of
TMT meetings). Guides, the District Assemblyman, and the guesthouse owner talked
about similar misuse of TMT revenues by chiefs.

The guesthouse owner said this was a division between the youth and elders, with
the youth having many ideas for project development that the elders would not accept
(Guesthouse). One of the guides said he hears recommendations from tourists about
improvements for the sanctuary, like labeling and interpretation of plants, reforestation,
and litter, but when he offers these to the TMT, “They don’t want to hear that storY”
(Emanuel). He blamed this partially on the TMT lack of training. He said the Volunteer
who organized the TMT ended her service just as the TMT was getting started. She was
followed by two other volunteers who were supposed to continue her capacity building
work, but they both had to leave for personal before training the TMT. He felt the
Volunteer guidance was crucial to keep the TMT true to their village development and
representation goals and encourage them to invest in new village youth ideas (Emanuel).
He said the chiefs have refused to develop a village home stay system because they are
not used to these kinds of projects (Emanuel).

One of the effects of non representation of village youth is low participation in
village meetings and labor unrelated to the Sanctuary. Because it is the village chiefs
who are not representing them, they resist village wide activities, which further decreases
the TMT and chiefs’ desire to include them. A non-TMT village elder discussed the
exclusion of the Village Youth as one of his major concerns for the project:

In the case of jobs and benefits offered to youth, there are only a few guide

positions. When tourists come (the TMT and Wildlife) didn’t want them to be

disturbed by youth wanting to guide them to the falls. So they ban that. But the
youth argue that if they cannot have that source of income they will not do
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communal labor. And, in fact, they will choose to hunt to get a source of revenue
from the project area instead. (Cleophas)

These youth activities, caused by their lack of representation, directly impact the
Sanctuary. However, they actually create more trouble for the wildlife officers to
exclude their use, which in a way helps the TMT. But they also decrease the capacity of
chiefs to manage the village effectively; without communal labor little can be
accomplished.

Although not directly related to the Sanctuary, a village guesthouse owner also
mentioned several conflicts she has had with hiring village youth to cook, clean, and
maintain her rooms. She said the Youth take advantage of her because she has a
successful business by raising the prices of their fruit and produce for her and demanding
high labor fees for construction. She has also experienced problems with jealousy
between villagers she employs, theft, and employees using the guesthouse for
prostitution. She sees these as acts of desperation due to the lack of economic
opportunities in the village that are antagonized by the non representation of youth by the
TMT. She hopes that her business provides an example for more villagers to develop
their own projects separate from the TMT. (Guesthouse)

Non-TMT Elder Resistance to the TMT: Two of the most vocal and active
villagers in opposition to the TMT were a non-TMT elder of Wli who works as a private
consultant on development projects both nationally and internationally, and the District
Assembly Representative for Wli. The consultant said that the TMT has too much
unchecked power, particularly over the use of money:

They (TMT) formed themselves and then wrote their own laws. It should not be

like that. They should be appointed to do a task and given guidelines. Now they
can say ‘we are going to hire 4 more guides and pay them 400,000cedis’. Who is
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going to approve that, to assure it’s not just making a job for someone?
(Cleophas)

To address this problem he recommends that the TMT needs to have an advisory board,
like the village elders, that hold them accountable, “The board will not have an
overbearing control over the TMT, but they will have to be approved annually according
to their activities.” By saying this he meant that the TMT needs to be able to make
decisions more effectively and timely, but that they also need to be accountable to the
village population. Because of this he thinks the TMT should simply be the management
implementation body, rather than represent village interests and actively manage. As a
private consultant he is just as individually motivated to make money as the chiefs and
TMT members. He said he is not a TMT member only because his job requires him to
travel frequently. Therefore, it is not the chief’s narrow interests per se that he sees as a
problem, but that they can implement or restrict TMT action without needing anyone’s
approval (Cleophas).

Besides being the District Assemblyman for Wli and the surrounding area,
William is one of the founding, non-chief TMT members. He has engaged himself in
reforming the TMT towards what he sees as its original intentions, representing and
benefiting the entire village population. He stated that this problem lies within the co-
management structure and members of the TMT as well, that “there are many hiding
behind the chiefs” (District Assemblyman, Wildlife Officer). By this he meant that it is
not only the chiefs, but more of the TMT members that are involved in embezzling, non
representation, and undermining the co-management arrangement; that this number has
gradually grown in number as the TMT has become less representative. He has

approached the TMT problem using his District Assemblyman authority to appoint a non-
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TMT committee to review and reform the TMT constitution and by-laws. This was not
an assignment for him from the District; rather he took it upon himself in lieu of District
action (William). He selected individuals from across the villages to meet and make new
decisions about elections, goals, planning requirements, and budgeting for revenue use.
He wrote a proposed draft of a new constitution and bylaws with some flexibility for the
committee to choose from (William). His leadership experience gives him the
confidence to attempt to reform the TMT vis-a-vis chief anger. He admits that even if he
succeeds in gathering the committee to reform the TMT bylaws, it will require strong
action by the District to legally recognize and enforce them, something they have been
unable to do. The examples of Cleophas and William demonstrate that there is broad-
based resistance to the chief dominance of the TMT from youth as well as non-chief
elders.

Bat Hunters and Charcoal Makers: Bat hunters and charcoal makers are not
represented by the project. These activities are banned within the sanctuary, but occur
relatively uncontrolled. Bat hunters are village youth that primarily farm, but hunt
opportunistically for personal consumption and sales from their homes (Moses).
Decisions regarding when to hunt are made within their larger agro-economy, when they
are not too busy with their fields and have extra money to buy ammunition. They also
plan their hunts around the presence of the TMT. However, hunters are not secretive
since their methods include using shotguns, hunting at all times of the day, and accessing
the cliffs adjacent to the waterfall where the bats roost through the main tourism trail.
When describing the good market for bats in the village, a hunter said that TMT members

are frequently among those that buy from him (Moses).
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Hunting is downplayed as a serious issue in group contexts, such as TMT
meetings, conversations between guides and wildlife officers, and the Village Youth
meeting. The TMT Chairman and Youth both described hunters as a limited number of
“hardened youth” or those “without conscience” (Steven, Youth). However, in personal
interviews it was identified as a threat, but primarily in the context of the TMT or wildlife
officers blaming each other for failing to control hunting, rather than how to effectively
control it. Therefore, the act of hunting per se is seen as a minor issue, but it is a major
symbol of power in the co-management conflict.

The guides and TMT regard hunting as a serious conflict with tourism, largely for
safety and aesthetic reasons:

(Hunters) throw rocks down (to make the bats fly within shooting range) like last

week when there are guides and tourists here. They threw big rocks and hit one

guide and broke a section of the bridge. We called the police and they came, but

did not catch them...It will be a very bad thing if a tourist comes and is killed by a

rock. The word of this will come to the village, in Ghana and Togo, and it will be

severe. (Alfred)
On the other hand the wildlife officers head officer sees it as illegal because of the
sanctuary laws (Anthony). A guide said:

They (Officers) say we cannot control our own people to stop poaching. They

give us examples. ..stories about their old projects in their home towns...how they

would stop hunters and bring them to justice. They should be patrolling.

(Emanuel)

Others blamed the District Assembly for not playing a large enough role in enforcement
(Alfred, William). Thus it is unclear which management body is responsible for
monitoring and enforcing hunting.

Guides stated that strict enforcement was the only way to stop hunting, “It would

be better to take all the guns away...with tough examples, when people are arrested and
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taken to court they will be fined or put in prison. After two or three cases there will be an
example.” (Alfred) Strict enforcement, as guides described it, implied that it should not
be the duty of village authority, but that hunting is a problem for the wildlife officers and
District level courts. When I suggested the possibility of more flexible village-based
hunting regulations like licen.se fees or seasons to another guide, he said these would be
ineffective, “Hunters here are not like you in Europe. If you say go do this, pay (for a
license), and stop at some point, they will never respect it” (Alfonse). But a hunter said
he thought the possibility of having hunting hours in the early morning when tourists are
generally not around to reduce conflict would interest him (Moses). Despite their distain
for hunting, guides did not confront or report hunters when they were encountered at the
falls or on the trail. A guide said this was because the hunters have guns and are
dangerous (Alfonse), while the hunter said they let them go because they are friends
(Moses).

These contradictions in problem definition, solutions, and actions taken by the
different management bodies exemplify that the hunting debate is not about if the village
could control hunters. TMT members who buy bats and guides that do not turn in
hunters do not seem genuinely concerned about its negative ecological or economic
effects on tourism. Rather hunting it is made an issue by these groups as evidence that
the Wildlife Division is ineffective and should not be part of co-management of the
sanctuary.

Charcoal Making:  Few of the actors thought charcoal making was problematic

for the sanctuary. Guides, TMT members, and Wildlife officers commonly replied that

as long as it was not happening in the sanctuary; it was not an issue. However, charcoal
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making and regular burning of the surrounding fields have contributed to making the
sanctuary an island of forest habitat, physically and ecologically separated from other
forested tracts (observations of Wli). Charcoal makers in Wli described it as a permanent
source of supplemental income from their farms that surround the sanctuary (John, Street
Vendor).

In one such instance a landowner adjacent to the sanctuary, whose land was
bisected by the main tourist trail, felled a large odum tree for making charcoal. Guides
and TMT member defended this activity by saying things like, “It was not actually in the
sanctuary boundary” (Mary). However, it represents a form of resistance by villagers to
the Sanctuary management since chain sawing a large diameter hardwood tree making up
a large portion of the canopy, and burning it for coal within a few feet of the main trail
used by tourists is obviously not a benefit to those visiting to experience a wildlife
sanctuary. Two groups of British and German tourists commented to me at the tourist
center about their disappointment with this particular charcoal event. The farmer used
one of the permanent bridges constructed for access to the sanctuary to transport the coal
to the main road, which meant passing by the tourism office and wildlife officers.

Continued charcoal making by landowners adjacent to the sanctuary also
demonstrates the ineffectiveness of the TMT revenue distribution system. Of the TMT
fifty-seven percent of total revenue, sixty percent goes directly to landowners to
compensate for the lost production potential of their lands (Steven). Going back to the
previous charcoal making example, the landowner’s actions were part of a precisely
calculated land use decision. He hired a sawyer to cut the tree and taxi driver to transport

the coal to the regional market in Hohoe. Considering both of these costs he calculated
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the approximate profit margin, which would be used to establish a cocoa farm on
different lands (John). Had the landowner percentage system been effective, this
landowner could have used his portion of revenues to establish his cocoa farm without
making charcoal on the sanctuary border. However, his choice to do so reflects his
disregard or dissatisfaction for the sanctuary, since he could have harvested trees
elsewhere, and that his revenue percentage fulfills some other element of his farming
economy not intended by the project.

This section described that there is village wide opposition to the TMT power and
revenue control. The youth resistance occurs through hunting and a general lack of
participation in communal labor, while the non-TMT elders are concerned with reforming
the TMT structure to increase accountability. It is unclear if these actions will have an
effect on the TMT since it is not in their narrow interest to represent these groups.
However, with such a large opposition to the TMT if is difficult to imaging reconciling

their differences through negotiating new bylaws.

Low Capacity of Wildlife Officers:

The wildlife officers play an ineffective role in the co-management strategy
because of their low capacity to engage in monitoring and enforcement. This low
capacity was further degraded by conflicts with the TMT and village animosity. The
following data demonstrate (1) the low National wildlife officers investment in the
Sanctuary, and (2) the pressures put on the wildlife officers by TMT and village hostility.

Lack of National Wildlife Division Investment: The lack of support and
investment in the Sanctuary by the central wildlife officers has frustrated the officers and

decreased their motivation to work as well. The most obvious example of this is the
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number of officers. Initially the Wildlife Division employed twelve officers, while today
there are only three. This quadruples the responsibilities per officer. However, the
increase in duties has not been effective, partially because officer employment benefits
have remained low. One officer complained that he has worked as an officer in two
protected areas over the last ten years and has not been trained or promoted:

Some people work ten years without being promoted. For very little (pay).

Someone can work their whole career in the same position. It’s not satisfying,

(local) people don’t like you in this job. We have to stop them from doing what

they like to do. So they (wildlife officers) have to make us happy too. But only

those in Accra get appointed. (Felix)
He would like to be paid more and have more authority. He feels unwilling to risk his
safety and decrease his qualit).' of life by creating conflicts with villagers over
enforcement because of the low incentives offered by his job. Thus the lack of Wildlife
Division investment decreases his capacity by not encouraging him to act.

I observed this example of Felix’s frustration and unwillingness to act during an
interview at the tourism center. It was the day after Easter Monday, the sanctuary’s
highest use day of the year with approximately 2000 visitors, primarily Ghanaians from
Accra came to picnic at the waterfall. Due to the high number of visitors on this day
everyone pays a flat rate holiday price, rather than the usual differential fee system for
students, Ghana residents, and those with cameras. To avoid conflict with the high use,
local villagers are not allowed to visit the waterfall that day, but the village plans a
festival for residents the following day, Easter Tuesday. The TMT also controls all ticket
sales on Easter Monday by employing the guides and additional members of the Accra

Youth Association as ticket collectors. The problem encountered by Felix was on

Tuesday, the village festival day. Local residents are never required to pay to visit the
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sanctuary, but for non-residents, Tuesday is a normal fee day. During our interview
many non-residents approached Felix at the fee collection desk and begged him to let
them go free because it was a village free day and they could not make it for the reduced
price non-resident day. Felix refused initially, but then quickly gave in and allowed them
to pass or they simply ignored him when he said they would have to pay. Each time this
occurred Felix became more depressed, sighing and shaking his head. During this
interview he described how he found it difficult to enforce the sanctuary regulations
because of the lack of training and wages offered by the Wildlife Division (Felix).

The lack of officers and low morale has compromised the wildlife officers’ ability
to control sanctuary access logistically, which in turn has angered the villagers and
exacerbated the difficulty of the officers performing their duties. A private guesthouse
owner said, “They sit back and watch the hunters go by, say ‘hello, how are you?’, but
then they (wildlife officers) say they can’t stop them because they (hunters) will make it
too hard for them to live here” (Guesthouse). Similarly, the District Assemblyman said,
“villagers hired as public servants would appreciate their salary and do the work...the
wildlife (officers) just sit there” (William) Guides complained that the officers numbers
have become too few to be effective, “If you’re going to take most away, why don’t you
take them all? We don’t like to see them working like that, behind a desk. It’s not their
job, that’s not why they’re here. They should be patrolling” (Emanuel). The District
Assemblyman also remarked that wildlife officers’ leadership does not defend the
Sanctuary, “It is always like a butterfly in the back. A butterfly looks big but has no
strength, but always like to suck the sweetness” (William). He was referring to a border

dispute with a village in Togo over access to the waterfall from the upper, Togolese side.

126



He felt the chiefs and elders (TMT) fought to exclude use more than the wildlife officers,
i.e. another reason the officers are not benefiting the Sanctuary.

Another type of investment not made by the central Wildlife Division that lowers
their morale is affirmation of the officer’s work. The Head Officer lamented the loss of
prestige he felt from the recognition from his superiors for managing the Sanctuary. He
expressed this by saying that this year they were not in the Ghana Forestry Commission
calendar, “I do not know if it will be a protected area (anymore). Usually it (the
waterfall) is one of the pictures...one of the prominent tourist attractions” (Anthony).
That he bases his feelings of affirmation on the annual calendar rather than direct
feedback demonstrates the lack of communication within the Wildlife Division. The
Head Officer stated he feels frustrated and says he wants to leave the village but his
Wildlife Division superiors will not give tell him what their plan is for AWS:

Now this decision comes through (village chiefs confiscated the revenue books to

force the wildlife officers out of the tourism office) and we don’t know (what to

do). I get my orders from my superior, but haven’t heard what they will do with
us...I am working in this community for these people. If they don’t want me they
should give me some signals. I just don’t want to be here. I’d just as soon not
come to service. (Anthony)
This quote describes the officer’s difficulty with not having clear orders from his
superiors concerning his current co-management duties and his future employment. He
does not want to collaborate with the TMT because of their undermining tactics. Rather
that having clear orders on how to collaborate, he would prefer being reassigned to a
different protected area. He made reference to his traditional top-down monitoring and

enforcement duties at his previous assignment in another protected forest. Therefore, like

Felix, he is also discouraged to act but for different reasons.
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TMT Conflict and Villager Hostility: Initially the co-management working
relations between the TMT and wildlife officers were more effective. The head officer
recalled that when he arrived there were no official guides; anyone in the village could
invite tourists to follow them through the forest to visit the waterfall. This created
competition among village youth to the point of tourists being mobbed as they arrived in
WIi. He proposed that the project hire and train official guides to decrease this
harassment. The TMT organized and selected five youth from different clans who were
trained by the Officers and incorporated into the management system (Anthony). But
over time the relationship between the two bodies has changed because of the chiefs take
over of the TMT and undermining tactics of the other bodies. The Head Officer
discussed changes in TMT activity over time from trying to proactively manage the
sanctuary and represent to simply controlling power and revenues:

We had been going along for the past years handing over (management duties),

preparing the TMT to eventually take over. Now it’s about taking control of the

money...not using the books...not going through the District...then getting all our
shares (of the revenue). (Anthony)

This quote and other comments made by the Head Officer describe that the TMT
was, at some point, more willing to collaborate, but are no longer accountable to either of
the other two management bodies.

Increased animosity between villagers and wildlife officers escalated to a break in
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