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Abstract: Africa is the continent of nature conservation per excellence, the testing ground for conservation policies and the
symbol of degradation of protected areas worldwide. Though the internalization of international conservation policies and
standards has had positive impacts on the extension of protected areas networks, these ones are undergoing increased pressure that
considerably threaten biodiversity. Such evolutions call for a revision of the management systems on the basis of preliminary indepth and rigorous analysis of conservation policies and practices. The study aimed to: (1) explore and synthesize the state of art
on conservation policies and practices, (2) identify and analyze the gaps existing between management standards and field
practices and (3) detect challenges and bottlenecks and define innovative strategic options for efficient and sustainable
management. The research relies on the interpretative synthesis and analysis of the hudge literature available on the nature
conservation. The results showed that the dominant model of inhabited protected areas and social exclusion broke the historical
harmony between populations and natural resources, disrupted traditional ways of life and generated devastating and continuous
social conflicts. They revealed that the lack of management tools, the limits of eco-tourism, the inefficiency of participatory
programs and the financial gaps lead to increased anthropic pressures and degradation that have transformed most of protected
areas into open agro-pastoral parks. More specifically, the lack of management goals, categories and plans for most of protected
areas and the absence of appropriate and regular assessments generate visual navigations and improvisations in management
systems that result into glaring discrepancies between theoretical management categories and field practices that have globally
failed to maintain original situations or to induce progress. Finally, the poor performance of the management systems results from
conflicts of ideologies, interests and agendas between actors having strongly imbalanced means, positions and powers. Such
conflicts come from the primacy of powerful external actors, the central role of national governments and the democratic deficits
in the management mechanisms, the preeminence of ecological interests over socio-economic benefits, the selective international
funding, the emerging privatization of conservation and the marginalization of local communities. To address these ideological
and practical challenges, prior and deep assessments of management systems are needed for strategic declassifications,
reclassifications and classifications of protected areas before the promotion of rebalanced powers between actors in favor of local
communities, administrative and financial autonomies, community based joint shareholdings, double universal mechanisms for
compensatory financing and domestic patriotic tourisms.

Keywords: Conservation Policies, Conservation Practices, Ideological Challenges, Community Conservation,
Sustainable Compensation, Management Autonomy, Africa
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1. Introduction
Today, protected areas and biodiversity represent multiple
and important interests for different actors involved in the
management of natural resources [1-4]. The diversity of
interests, the complexity of actors and the variability of
strategies lead to enormous exploitation pressures that
threaten biodiversity at all scales. To give an example,
biodiversity would have decreased by 30% globally and by
60% in the tropics between 1970 and 2008 [5]. The
degradation of the biodiversity has been accompanied by a
considerable loss of ecosystem products and services of
which 60% would have deteriorated globally [6].
These trends would result from several factors, including
the predominance of direct socio-economic benefits over the
indirect benefits of conservation or ecological services and
the impacts of climate change [6-8]. While the global system
of protected areas is one of the most effective solutions for
the adaptation to climate change and the mitigation of its
effects [7], 89% of the world's natural systems already suffer
from adverse effects of climate change [9]. In this context,
projected climate changes call for the revision of current
assumptions, plans and tools for protected area management
[9-11].
This initiative should lead to fundamental innovations for
continuous adaptation of the management goals and systems
of degraded or threatened ecosystems. To be credible and
effective, the adaptive and dynamic management model must
emerge from a rigorous critical analysis of the conservation
policies and practices, as they have evolved around the world
and in Africa, considering the states of conservation. It
should break conventional ideas, relativize internationally
made standards and question the ideological recycling that
rarely produces new field management practices. The indepth assessment of the appropriateness, relevance and
effectiveness of the conservation policies and practices is of
particular interest for Africa which represents the continent of
conservation per excellence, the testing ground for
international conservation policies and the symbol of
degradations of protected areas in the world [12-14].
Since the colonial period, the creation of African protected
areas has systematically been inspired by international
conservation policies and standards under the influence of the
International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN)
and the Trinity of the conservation composed of World
Wildlife Fund for Nature (WWF), The Nature Conservancy
(TNC) and Conservation International (CI) [15-16]. The
internalization and national ownership of these policies and
standards have had largely positive impacts on the extension
of national networks of protected areas on the continent. With
2.4 million km2 of protected areas covering 14.7% of its
global area, Africa now has one of the largest networks of
protected areas in the world [16].
At regional levels, protected areas cover 10.5% of West
and Central Africa and 14.5% of Southern and Eastern
Africa [14]. At national levels, the coverage of protected

areas of African conservation champions such as the
Central African Republic, Cameroon and Equatorial Guinea
exceeds 20% of the territory [14, 17]. In addition, while the
continent has only 3.3% of the protected sites in the world,
of which 65.6% are located in Europe, it has the highest
proportion of large protected areas which are generally
national parks because 52% of them cover more than 100
km² each [16]. With very few exceptions, such as Rwanda
which lost more than 50% of the original extent of
protected areas following decommissioning for the
settlement of landless returnees [18], African countries have
continued to expand their protected areas networks since
the 1960s, despite increased demands for agricultural and
livestock land, deep land-related tensions and a world trend
towards subsidence [19-20]. The Aichi Targets and their
Strategic Action Plan for the Expansion of the Global
Network of Protected Areas by 2020 [21-22] have further
boosted the dense African network of protected areas.
These dynamics widely praised by the international
conservation community, were however been based on the
break of the historical human-nature relationships that have
long ensured the sustainable management of natural
resources through community regulations. Across Africa, the
creation, extension and status changes of protected areas
have generally been accompanied by forced evictions of local
populations [23, 1, 24] and the setting up of military or
paramilitary administrations to avoid or limit inevitable
pressures coming from the populations driven out from the
places. However, protected areas are continually
experiencing increased exploitation pressures and severe
degradation in a way that the majority of them would be
dangerously endangered or would only exist on paper [25].
Actual, the population growth, the rising of energy demand
and the increasing urbanization that are usually blamed for the
continued and significant degradation of protected areas [26-30,
5] do not justify enough observed declines in conservation.
Conservation policies and practices that are largely inspired by
the North American ideology of "protected areas empty or
emptied of men" [31] which dedicates the total absence or
inequalities of access to natural resources for rural populations
depending exclusively on the primary sector and natural areas
that were historically inhabited and anthropized [32, 1] should
contribute to these negative trends. Indeed, they are the ones
that determine or direct spatialized peripheral socio-economic
interactions and therefore, the evolution of protected areas
themselves [33-35]. On one hand, the present study aims to
explore the conservation policies and practices from the
beginning of normative classifications in the 19th century up to
now for critical analysis and to identify the incoherence,
contradictions and bottlenecks strangulation that jeopardize the
effectiveness of the nature conservation. On the other hand, it
is intended to define an ideological re-foundation of
conservation strategies that will ensure effective conservation,
sustainable use of natural resources and equitable sharing of
the benefits of the biodiversity management.
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2. Method and Materials
The method adopted by the study relies on three stages,
namely: (1) a broad exploration and an interpretative
synthesis of normative ideological currents, policies and
practices of conservation in the world and in Africa, (2) a
rigorous and critical analysis of conservation policies and
practices in Africa and an identification of inconsistencies,
contradictions, bottlenecks and uncertainties that undermine
the effectiveness of conservation in Africa; and (3) the
definition of alternative ideological options and strategies to
ensure the effectiveness and sustainability of conservation on
the continent. The study used the following documents and
sources of data: (i) international conventions and policy
documents on nature conservation, (ii) theoretical
bibliographic data and scientific publications on nature
conservation, and (iii) quantitative and qualitative empirical
data from periodic reports of international and national
institutions and services specialized in nature conservation.

3. Synthesis of Knowledge and the State
of Art in the Field of Conservation
3.1. Evolution of Conservation Policies
Historically, it is the mystic and religious considerations
that motivated the creation of former protected areas often
called “sacred forests” in indigenous societies of the tropical
world and considered as the first protected areas in the world
[36]. Actually, these are integrated spaces of life, production
and cultural expression that are subject to regulated and
sustainable community management by means of ancestral
customs and specific ritual practices. This is what we name
the first time of conservation or the time of man-nature
harmony characterized by essential extractions and nonmarket uses of vital resources.
Protected areas of the modern era appeared in the second
half of the 19th century with the creation of the emblematic
Yosemite Regional Park and the Yellowstone National Park
in the United States of America, respectively in 1864 and in
1872 [31, 1, 24]. Since that period, the dynamics of creation
of protected areas will spread in Europe and irradiate in
Africa through European colonization. On the African
continent, it is the Kruger National Park created in South
Africa in 1898, the Albert Park known today as the Volcano
National Park established between the Democratic Republic
of Congo, Rwanda and Uganda in 1925 [37, 38], the Akagera
and Nyungwe National Parks established in Rwanda in 1933
[39] and the Waza National Park established in Cameroon in
1934 which are the first modern protected areas.
Here, things take a new direction in the design and purpose
of protected areas that are based on the principles of social
exclusion and openness to external tourism. Protected areas
now respond to the growing need of civilized and urban
populations to relax through walks in parks and reserves
known for their aesthetic, landscape and tourist qualities [31, 1,
24]. The founding idea of vision tourism will become the
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universal driver of conservation policies around the world. In
Africa, specifically, the creation of protected areas focused on
natural areas of high tourist interest by targeting strategic
hunting areas and endemic species that can feed Western world
mass tourism [40, 41, 14]. As wild animals have become
"things to think about" for rich urban populations rather than
"things to eat" for poor local people [1], it is the savannahs full
of wild animals of which the "charismatic mega fauna" or the
"big five" (Elephants, Rhinoceros, Hippopotamus, Buffalo,
Lions) that fit exactly the Western world idea of wilderness,
game reserves and national parks [14].
In very rare situations, however, especially in the
mountainous areas of Central Africa, the creation of
protected areas was primarily a matter of water and soil
conservation to fight erosion and water imbalances [42, 18].
As a general rule, the creation of African protected areas has
been carried out in violation of the interests and dignity of
indigenous peoples and has deeply altered traditional ways of
life [31, 1, 24]. Almost everywhere, the process was
conducted in pain and desolation because it involved massive
and militarized expulsions of local populations [43-44, 39, 1,
14]. Like the sad experience of some native tribes in the
creation of American national parks, several peoples lived
very bad moments in different parts of the continent [45-47,
32, 48, 1, 19, 24]. They were suddenly and violently deprived
of free access to key natural resources like crop lands,
pastures and water resources, without other alternatives for
survival [48, 38].
In facts, protected areas have become "food pantries
surrounded by hunger" [49] that are permanently exposed to
desires of marginalized peripheral populations, ruling elites,
private economic operators and even rebel movements [43,
25, 20]. This kind of conservation policy based on the
American vision of "uninhabited and uninhabitable protected
areas" [31] will ideologically mark the establishment and the
considerable extension of African national networks of
protected areas until the 1980s [41, 1, 50, 14, 19]. This is the
second time of conservation or the time of the fortress
conservation characterized by the prohibition of access and
use of protected resources.
In the aftermath of African independence, growing
challenges to the continuation and the strengthening of
colonial conservation policies will force Western
conservationists to open up an era of international
negotiations and develop new arguments to convince
skeptical leaders of the interest of the conservation [49, 32,
12, 13]. To this end, the African conferences of Arusha
(Tanzania) and Algiers (Algeria) held respectively in 1961
and 1968 will have a great impact on the maintenance, the
extension and the creation of protected areas in Africa [51,
18]. They promoted tourism as a major opportunity for
independent governments to increase financial revenues and
launch their young economies [13]. This strategy of
legitimizing conservation through socio-economic arguments
was pursued through the concepts of “sustainable
development” and of “integration of populations” that
appeared with the World Conservation Strategy in the 1980s
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[52, 32, 34]. It was reinforced by the concepts of “Ecosystem
Products and Services” and of “Economy of Ecosystems and
Biodiversity” that have been developed in the 2000s [6, 53].
The integration between conservation and development is
an indirect conservation strategy based on integrated
conservation and development projects (ICDPs) that relies
mainly on ecotourism development projects in forest areas
[12, 54, 25]. It opens the third time of conservation or the
time of the participatory approach based on the involvement
of local populations in the economic valorization of
biodiversity and the redistribution of its benefits. This new
conservation approach has gradually emerged as a universal
model for the management of protected areas, particularly
with the emergence of decentralization policies in Africa
during the decade 1980 [12, 55, 2]. In principle, it came to
break the North American model of "uninhabited and
uninhabitable parks" which deeply upset the socio-economic
and cultural order of the native populations, by considering
the objectives of sustainable development and the interests of
the local populations [56].
The major arguments that supported the participatory
approach are the following: (1) most of natural ecosystems
that were under protection in the colonial period were largely
anthropized [23, 32]; (2) protected areas particularly
conserved by native peoples loose less forest than areas
under other management systems [32, 56-58], (3) national
governments having not enough resources for interventions,
local populations with a strong knowledge of biodiversity
should be key and alternative actors for better control of the
use of natural resources, once motivated and appropriately
incentivized [59, 7] and (4) the transfer of protected areas
and natural resources management to local communities was
consistent with the decentralization policies of the 1980s [7,
34]. In thinking and practice, three major inflections have
marked the participatory approach, namely: (1) the shift from
centralized and state governance to local participatory
governance, (2) the re-conceptualization and refocusing of
conservation on the notion of sustainable development and (3)
the incorporation of liberal ideas and the use of market forces
to finance conservation [60, 12].
Because of the recurrent financing difficulties, the weak
performances or even the failures of participatory
management and the continued degradation of protected
areas, deep ideological antagonisms still oppose defenders of
fortress conservation or complete protection of richest natural
areas in biodiversity and advocates of a participatory
management approach that reconciles forest conservation and
local development [61]. The conservationist communities
with high financial capacities are openly showing renewed
interest for the fortress conservation approach that appears
through the definition of priority conservation and funding
areas such as WWF Ecoregions, CI Biodiversity Hotspots
and TNC portfolios [41, 62-64, 19] and the abandonment of
participatory management approaches by international
financing mechanisms. This is the fourth time of
conservation or the time of selective and large-scale fortress
conservation.

It is within the framework of the implementation of these
global conservation policies that we see emerging regional
governance initiatives in the form of politico-technical
structures and bodies for the harmonization and the
coordination of actions. This is particularly true for
transboundary protected areas that are facing national
legislative discrepancies and need concerted action
frameworks, as single geographic entities. This is the case of
the Conference of Ministers of Central African Forests
(COMIFAC), the Central African Forest Ecosystems
(ECOFAC) and the Protected Areas Network of Central
Africa (RAPAC) which were set up with the support of
international donors and conservation NGOs [65, 66].
In order to overcome the persistent ideological opposition
and the heated and unsuccessful debates that it is feeding, a
new conservation approach based on the paradigm of "You
should pay for what you want to get" or "You should pay for
conservation and not for conservation related activities " was
recently proposed [67, 68]. According to the authors,
biodiversity is in danger in developing countries because the
material benefits that local populations derive from its
destruction far exceed what they expect to gain from its
preservation [69]. This still theoretical conception of
conservation opens or prefigures what should be the fifth
time of conservation or the time of real compensatory
merchant conservation.
In fact, the basic question is the direct and indirect
financing of conservation. In terms of funding, conservation
policies provide two major mechanisms, namely: (1) external
subsidies that are defined according to the specific ecological
importance of protected areas and (2) fees and duties
generated by products and services provided by protected
areas [70]. This clearly means that income from resource
exploitation and ecotourism must be reinvested in the
management of protected areas. Between the two funding
sources and in the context of responses to climate change
adaptation, [71] identifies three sources of funding that are: (i)
private and public financing, (ii) commercial financing, and
(iii) financing under the form of subsidies.
According to other authors, the national benefits of
conserving biodiversity such as the willingness to pay
resource users downstream of protected areas and ecotourism
are two potential sources of sustainable funding for the cost
of the management of protected area networks [72]. To
achieve efficient and sustainable protected areas management,
financial planning and self-financing mechanisms based on
rational exploitation of resources are needed for sound and
credible business plans that should attract the private sector
and additional resources in the framework of public-private
partnerships [73].
In summary, nature conservation policies in Africa can be
divided into five crossed times or periods: (1) from the precolonial period to the start of the colonial period in the 19th
century, when customary law and community regulations
were guiding resources management, (2) from the colonial
period to the independence of nations and years 1970-1980
when the fortress conservation was the key word, (3) from
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the decade 1980 up today when the participative approach is
the leading conservation method supported by various tools
and instruments, (4) from the 2000s to present time when
policies of sanctuary management of priority and selective
regional areas re-emerge from big conservation international
NGOs and (5) from years 2002-2003 up today when
theoretically emerges a truly merchant and equitable
conservation approach that has not yet shaped up. These
conservation policies are inspired by four paradigmatic
currents that govern human-nature relationships, namely: (i)
the utilitarian or unregulated approach and (ii) the resourcebased or regulated approach with management plans and
anticipative restrictions that are anthropocentric, (iii) the
preservationist or non-use approach that is bio-centric, and
(iv) the conservative or limited-use approach that is ecocentric [13, 74].
3.2. Evolution of Conservation Practices, Models and Tools
The section shows how the conservation policies have
been materialized and reflected into conservation practices
and actions. In theory, conservation practices are based on
the main characteristics of a protected area that emerge from
internationally-agreed normative definitions [75, 76]. As the
definition of the CBD is a minimal statement that results
from difficult negotiations and political compromises and is
unclear on conservation goals, the characteristics drawn by
the UICN definition were considered in the study, namely: (1)
the existence of precise geographical boundaries, (2) the
existence of a mechanism of recognition and management,
and (3) the focus of conservation goals on ecosystem services
and cultural values.
In Africa, where national parks are by far the most
common type of protected areas, management practices are
also based on the attributes of the standardized definition of a
national park, namely: (i) a large territory containing one or
more ecosystems, (ii) the absence or low level of human
occupation and exploitation, (iii) the highly aesthetic and
touristic character of sites, habitats and species, and (iv) the
restriction of human uses to research, education and
recreation [34]. In the framework of fortress conservation,
the first two criteria imply large population displacements
and serious limitations, and even deprivations of access to
protected resources, which are also applicable to the many
natural forest reserves in Africa.
In order to avoid exploitation pressures resulting from
peripheral populations driven out of protected areas, these
ones are most of the time endowed with militarized or
paramilitary administrations, as in the United States of
America, where, however, they have only survived until 1916
[1, 18]. Later, the legislations evolved towards the creation of
buffer zones of 500 to 1000 m large from the limits to
compensate socio-economic losses and reduce the
anthropogenic pressures of peripheral origin [43, 18, 20]. For
that purpose, pilot participatory projects focused on green
jobs of the types "Work for Water", "Work for Wetlands",
"Food for Work" and "Wood for Work" were launched and
promoted around protected areas on the continent [2, 77, 20].
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In the framework of participatory approaches that have
been codified and standardized internationally since 2004,
through the Working Program on Protected Areas [78, 14, 22],
high levels of protection must be embedded in socially and
culturally acceptable processes for fair compensation and fair
allocation of costs and benefits [7]. To allow minimal access
to vital resources and to compensate the limits of ecotourism
[79-81], national parks could be dismembered into several
protected areas managed under various statutes with adequate
zonings combining a wide range of management approaches
and categories [80].
The aim of such strategy is to build a multi-category
network of sanctuary protected areas in the center (categories
I, II, III) and buffers with less strict protection around
(Categories IV, V, VI), while excluding degrading activities
such as clear cuts, industrial plantations and unsustainable
extractions of resources [82]. These areas or zonings with
multiple regimes of protection often consist of: (i) zones
under integral protection, (ii) reserves for the management of
species and habitat, (iii) ecological corridors or bio corridors
for the migration of wildlife, and (iv) buffers for the
compensation of imposed deprivations [80].
In terms of management practices, protected areas refer to
a wide variety of goals, management models and legal
statutes [19]. Since the 4th World Congress on Protected
Areas held in Caracas (Venezuela) in 1992, the international
typology recognizes 7 categories of management goals
numbered from I to VI, that are defined according to the
types of use and interventions authorized within protected
areas [76, 83, 79, 14, 84]. It also recognizes two special
categories of UNESCO that are "Biosphere Reserves" that
can be modeled on each category of management and "World
Heritage Sites" [79]. In principle, periodical assessments and
the analysis of consistency between the management
categories and the management practices allow to modify or
to adapt the management categories if the actual management
methods do not fit to them [80]).
Similarly, the transformation of existing protected areas
into parks and nature reserves should not be used as a pretext
for dispossessing the inland or peripheral populations of their
lands [80]. In terms of governance or of the structure and the
management of the decision-making power [85], the
typology decided by the 5th World Congress on Protected
Areas held in Durban (South Africa) in 2003 recognizes 4
types of governance that are applicable to each of the 7
management categories [80, 7]. In Africa, protected areas are
gradually moving from state governance (Type A) towards
co-managed governances (Type B), except in few countries
like Rwanda where all the protected areas remain totally
under the state governance [20].
At the same time, we see progressively emerging new
protected areas under community governance (Type C) and
private governance (Type D). In terms of participatory
management, the legal solutions proposed are of three types,
namely: (1) the creation of community protected areas on the
initiative and under the direct management of local
populations, (2) the financing of income-generating activities

60

Ntiranyibagira Elysée and Umuziranenge Gloriose: Policies and Practices of Nature Conservation in Africa: Ideological
Challenges, Bottlenecks and Strategic Vision and Options for Protected Areas Sustainable Management

with the revenues from protected areas exploitation; and (3)
the direct employment of local people in protected areas
management [77].
The sources of financing of income-generating activities
include taxes, miscellaneous fees and conservation budgets,
in this case royalties on sport hunting concessions in village
hunting areas [77]. Usually, collaboration agreements are in
the form of contracts between the public or private manager
and the neighboring or peripheral villages [86, 77]. The
technical and financial management tools are the
management plans [88- 90], the business plans [73] and the
assessment models of management effectiveness [91-93].
The current models of assessment used for the adaptation
of the management modes and judicious allocation of
financial resources are the following: (i) “Pressure, State,
Responses” (PSR) [94]; (ii) “Driving forces, Pressure, State,
Impact, Responses” (DPSIR) [95], (iii) the “Management
Effectiveness Tracking Tool for Rapid Assessment and
Prioritization of Protected Areas Management” (METTRAPPAM) (IUCN), (iv) the “World Commission on
Protected Areas Assessment Framework” (IUCN), (v) the
“Protected Areas Benefit Assessment Tool” (PA-BAT) [7], (vi)
the African Protected Areas Assessment Tool (APAAT) [96]
and (vii) the Protected Areas Trends Assessment and
Adaptive Management on the basis of long terme
Conservation Objectives (PA-TAMCO Analytic Model) [97].
After the developments about the conservation policies
and practices, we analyze and present hereafter the
differences between international standards and actual
management practices in order to identify inconsistencies,
contradictions and bottlenecks that characterize the
conservation sector before proposing our vision for effective
conservation and sustainable use of natural resources in
Africa.

4. Critical Analysis of Conservation
Policies and Practices
4.1. Travers, Implications and Setbacks of Conservation
Policies
In the pre-colonial period, the effective and sustainable
management of African natural ecosystems relied on
traditional beliefs, ancestral customs, and community-based
management mechanisms [57, 43]. Through exclusionary
policies in conservation and religious missions, European
colonization and its Western lobbies have fundamentally
disrupted traditional ways of life of the people by breaking
the historical relationship to nature and the management rules
of territories and natural resources [98, 57, 32, 43]. By
forcing the almost systematic eviction of indigenous peoples
from protected areas and the brutal abandonment of ritual
practices in many sacred forests [23, 1, 99], the founding
myth of conservation policies based on "a primitive, wild,
uninhabited, and uninhabitable nature" where man is a visitor
who does not stay long [1] and "protected areas empty or
emptied of men" [31] engendered permanent hostility from

local populations that lead to increasing illegal exploitations
and continued degradation of natural ecosystems that have
traditionally been well managed and safeguarded [32, 43, 7,
20].
Indeed, the incompatibility between man and nature set by
the two pillars of the global conservation policy embodied by
the Yellowstone national Park [1, 24] and the sanctuary
management model did not at all fit to historical, socioeconomic and cultural realities [32]. Firstly, the myth of
"wilderness" that makes one believe in the virginity of
natural ecosystems that man has never changed and the
incompatibility of national parks with the permanent human
presence is an illusion, if not a nonsense [32, 44]. Secondly,
the establishment of protected areas for the exclusive
enjoyment of wealthy visitors from cities and elsewhere,
given the touristic qualities of sites and species, did not meet
any discernible and relevant demand in African socio-cultural
contexts [20].
Despite progress in international conservation policies on
social openness and participatory management since the
1980s, African protected areas remain large and largely
uninhabited at a time when 70% to 85% of the world's
protected areas are partly or fully occupied [56] and when the
world global trend is dominated by small soft-protected areas
[100, 101]. The recognition and reality of human
interventions in the majority of protected areas in the world
allow to reject the idea of protection "against humans" in the
absolute as indicated by some critical authors [102]. They
confirm that the fortress conservation of tropical natural areas
is a kind of ecological extremism and interference as already
stated by other researchers [32].
In reality, the dichotomy between "natural areas" and
"man-made areas" is illusory because all regions of the world
have experienced or are experiencing a variable degree of
artificialisation [32, 56]. Thus, the abusive pursuit of forced
displacements of populations in the creation, extension and
changes of status of protected areas and the maintenance of
these outside the sphere of socio-economic action are always
felt as serious attacks to the rights of local communities over
confiscated lands that lead to chronic food crises and hunger
[23, 32, 48, 12, 18]. The socio-economic losses suffered by
local populations are the more important and damaging than
the majority of African protected areas are centered on
wetlands, large rivers and good agro-pastoral lands [103, 20].
The recurrent situations of ecological and touristic priority
over socio-economic benefits make African protected areas
"foreign territories" to local communities [20] and "pantries
surrounded by hunger" [49] which are only useful for
"foreigners and national elites", especially through tourism
activities and revenues [43, 1, 14].
Actually, African protected areas have become geopolitical
instruments for independent states where land dispossession,
social exclusion and external appropriation of natural areas
and resources replaced in the state domain reinforce poverty
and generate significant social conflicts [23, 250, 74, 7, 20].
The exception or better, the African rule of "uninhabited
parks and protected areas" proceeds in principle from an
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imported and imposed governance that perpetuates the
colonial conservation policies in opposition to vital interests
of local communities [104]. In Africa, the reference of
protected areas to wildlife, hunting activities and tourism,
which is permanent in conservation philosophy, rhetoric and
practices [43, 1, 25] generates and maintains multi-faceted
stresses among local populations who are constantly
confronted to the destruction of crops, properties and human
lives by wild animals that feed the Western vision tourism
[32, 43].
In the absence of relocation and fair and equitable
compensation for physical evictions and material destructions,
indigenous peoples remain confined to the peripheries of
protected areas from where they develop rejection feelings,
open hostility and rebellious behaviors [43, 1, 14, 35].
Protected areas in general and national parks in particular are
subject to intense anthropogenic pressure and degradation,
more because of social exclusion and inequalities in access to
resources than because of rapid population growth and
increasing urbanization, contrary to official speeches [105,
20].
Consequently, we realize and note that the substitution of
the “state constraint” to the “community civic awareness”
and of the “international arbitrariness” to the “local
rationality” creates a permanent struggle of interests between
the conservation authorities and local communities who
finally and openly fight against the spoliation of their land
[48]. In this context too, the international framework of
participatory management approaches constitutes a
paradoxical negation of the traditional knowledge and knowhow in the effective management of biodiversity and a major
obstacle to the free choice of types and forms of sustainable
exploitation of resources. The incrimination of local
communities in the degradation of protected areas by
conservationists is also expressed by their strong opposition
to the new participatory management categories V and VI
from Durban Congress on protected areas that are struggling
hard to take place in Africa [106].
Contrary to the fortress conservation management
categories I to III favored by conservationists, donors and
national governments themselves, management categories IV
to VI where human interventions are authorized are rare in
Africa where states still play a central role in the regulation
and legislation of participatory management [25, 93, 20]. At
the same time, state mistrust of groups of citizens escaping or
being beyond its control severely limits achievements in
community and private managed protected areas [77].
Through the relegation of social concerns in decision-making
[107], regional and selective priority conservation policies
also take the opposite view of the participative model that has
been professed [108, 109, 59]. In fact, there is also a lack of
consensus on which human activities may be permitted in
national parks in the case of occupation and use [112, 113, 60,
114] that paradoxically prevents any activity. In the case of
political conflict and instability, social exclusion often serves
as a pretext for uncontrolled occupation and significant
destruction of protected areas by people fleeing war or
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seeking for new agricultural land [115, 111].
Because they are uninhabited, protected areas often
constitute bastions, sanctuaries and rear bases for militias,
guerrillas and rebellions that make them their guards, their
training areas and their hiding places [111]. In the end, we
observe that conservation policies balance between truly
contradictory options, since internalization and appropriation
of participatory management approaches are hindered by the
technical and financial conditions of the large conservation
NGOs and international donors that are “more and more
closed” to “more and more open protected areas”. This
dilemma of the conservation in Africa is accompanied by
instability in laws, statutes and field practices that increases
frustration, stimulates social conflicts and further exposes
protected areas to degradation by strategically and usefully
repositioning actors at each new conservation initiative [20].
This is more evident in countries with limited resources
where the fortress conservation approach is the most
inefficient [27, 110].
In this context of policy inadequacy and of deep land
tensions, the extension of protected area networks for the
achievement of the Aichi Targets and the development of
ecotourism especially in savannah areas in Southern and
Eastern Africa further exacerbates the socio-economic
precariousness of peripheral rural populations, especially
since the financial crisis hardly makes it possible to finance
at the same time the management of existing protected areas
and the compensatory measures required for the new areas.
4.2. Inadequate, Poorly Mastered and Inefficient
Management Systems
As already mentioned, the management of African
protected areas is based on imported governance
characterized by the ex-cathedra adoption of the principles
and goals of protection decided at international level but
which are unfortunately disconnected from the traditional
mechanisms of management of shared natural resources
[104]. This mode of governance articulated on a system of
co-management of protected areas between States,
conservation NGOs and/or international donors promotes the
ecological interest of protected areas against the socioeconomic concerns of local populations which are often poor,
heterogeneous and politically weak [25, 20]. In most
countries, the agencies responsible for the implementation of
this kind of governance are usually associated with dominant
ministerial structures and do not have the necessary
administrative and financial autonomy to take initiatives and
to achieve a management effectiveness that should be
comparable to that of autonomous or semi-autonomous
structures that have their own budgets and a sufficient
administrative autonomy [18, 14].
Thus, African protected areas remain largely managed
according to a centralized, authoritarian and bureaucratic
vision of planned resource management [2]. In general, the
laws do not set management goals, management plans and
boundaries of protected areas of which some would only
exist on paper and would be dangerously threatened [14, 25,
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90]. In this respect, it is estimated that 85% of African
protected areas have no management categories, goals and
plans [16]. In cases where management plans exist, they are
rarely validated, implemented, evaluated and updated [105].
In the majority of protected areas, these fundamental
deficiencies are aggravated by four major physical
constraints, namely: (1) the absence of precise boundaries
that are materialized on the ground, (2) the absence of buffer
zones defined by the theoretical concentric structure of
protected areas for the absorption of peripheral social
conflicts 43], (3) the asymmetric and irregular shapes that
increase linear exposure and strengthen physical vulnerability
to peripheral pressure [35] and (4) the geographic dispersion
that often makes it difficult or impossible to build connective
networks for easy biological migrations [116, 20]. In cases
where they exist, buffer zones are recovered for the extension
of the protected areas of attachment, beyond the initial limits
inherited from colonization. In practice, the management of
the great majority of protected areas is a sight navigation that
is characterized by improvisations and trials and errors that
make it difficult to conclude strategic partnerships for
conservation, the mobilization of funding and the assessment
of the management efficiency.
On the African continent, there are generally significant
gaps between conservationist rhetoric and actual
management practices that remain largely unchanged, despite
the good intentions of official policies and speeches [25, 20].
These differences are expressed by sometimes glaring
discrepancies between the management categories and the
actual modes of management. For example, occupations and
activities of authorized exploitations of natural resources
corresponding to management category VI are often carried
out in protected areas of management category IV [117, 20].
In addition, management categories serve as pretexts to
dispossess people of their lands when they are only indicative
[80]. In this respect, national parks are still managed
according to the guidelines or the international and normative
definition of category II, which excludes any human activity
other than research, education and tourism [76, 59].
As an illustration, the creation of national parks and the
transformation of existing protected areas into national parks
are continuously and still leading to population expulsions
[20]. With regard to the accompanying measures of
participatory approaches, also the reasoned zoning of
national parks and the creation of multi-category networks
for a minimal exploitation of resources are rare, so that the
participatory management activities organized in protected
areas of category II are conducted in violation of the
normative management criteria. In any case, the
dismemberment of national parks into networks of mini
multi-category protected areas to promote participatory
management, improve protection and control degradations
cannot be effective in the long term, in African contexts. In
fact, it constitutes a disguised admission of failure of
sanctuary management that seeks to reproduce at a small
scale what it has failed to achieve at a larger scale. In other
countries, type A or state governance is abusively assimilated

to co-management or participatory management systems
while it is heavily administered and overseen by central
governments.
From another angle, the lack or insufficiency of reliable
research and databases jeopardizes the development and
updating of conservation goals and management plans; which
mortgages the necessary evolution and the efficiency of the
management systems [118, 105]. In many protected areas, the
updating of the management plans does not rely on in-depth
assessments of global evolutionary trends, due to the lack of
appropriate technical tools and of human and financial
resources [119, 43, 97]. Indeed, usual systems of brief and
quick self-assessment like the “Management Effectiveness
Tracking Tool for the Rapid Assessment and Prioritization of
Protected Areas Management” (METT-RAPPAM) are poorly
mastered and rarely applied.
On the continent, the lack of rigorous and credible
assessment systems of the nature, processes and magnitude
of spatial transformations affecting protected areas does not
make it easy to formulate appropriate legislative, technical,
financial and managerial responses to the management
challenges. Chronic inadequacy and inappropriate
management rules and tools often reinforce negative trends
and lead to further degradation of protected areas, in the
absence of buffer zones able to absorb peripheral pressure.
Finally, management rules and systems have globally failed
to maintain original situations of protected areas [105].
4.3. Limitations and Weaknesses of Ecotourism Programs
Since eco-tourism was presented as the great socioeconomic argument that could justify and legitimize the
nature conservation in Africa, it has got very little impact in
many countries [56, 25, 20]. Despite the spectacular
evolution of nature, safari and culture tourism during the
2000s, the continent remains one of the world's least popular
tourist destinations. In 2011, Africa counted for only 5.1% of
the world's international tourist population. In general, the
creation of local wealth based on tourism shows huge
disparities between countries and regions. While tourism
remains weak or quite inexistent in many protected areas in
Western and Central French-speaking Africa, it is successful
in a few English-speaking Eastern and Southern African
states well-known for their protected areas [14].
Beyond the obvious negative influence of structural,
organizational and strategic factors, political crises and
instability explain the poor tourism performances of
protected areas in some countries, particularly in Central
Africa [20]. According to the World Bank, tourism receipts
contribute only for 8.9% of Gross Domestic Product in East
Africa; 7.2% in North Africa; 5.6% in West Africa; 3.9% in
Southern Africa and 1% in Central Africa. The revenues from
the economic valuation of protected areas and tourism are
mostly distributed on a macro-economic scale between
foreign or national private companies, park management
services and states [73].
They often remain an exchange between foreign tourists
and external operators; so that the benefits generated by the
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tourism valorization go largely to the private sector [56, 66].
Regarding domestic tourism, this one is quite inexistent
because of the often negative perception of wild animals by
populations, the high tariffs charged to national tourists, and
the important costs associated to tourism like transportation
and accommodation, compared to generalized low income
and priorities survival. In the few countries where ecotourism
and the distribution of tourist revenue are some successes, the
tourist income is administered according to public rules and
directed towards traditional development activities like the
construction of schools and health centers that do not
compensate the direct socio-economic losses and needs of
local populations [120].
Moreover, official statements on the socio-economic
benefits of tourism only announce the turnover generated by
ecotourism activities and the usual proportion of 5 to 10%
which is often offered to local communities to finance
common development activities [66, 120]. Nothing is said
about operating expenses, related tourism revenues, actual
net profit, and the distribution of profits between
stakeholders that is defined without the involvement of
communities. This obviously raises the problem of relevance
of participation, transparency in management, equity in
benefit sharing and environmental justice, in short [120].
In most of cases, local communities involved in
ecotourism projects would receive only a small share of the
benefits and would depend only on other activities that are
sometimes very predatory for their livelihood [113, 54, 56,
19, 66]. Except the sale of some handcraft products and lowpaid jobs by local staff such as tour guides, tourist baggage
handlers, maids in hotels and car drivers, the economic
benefits of tourism are derisory in Africa [19, 66, 20]. In
many countries, the low income from ecotourism and
wildlife related commercial activities and their retrocession
to central services exclude or limit the socio-economic
impacts on local populations and protected areas selffinancing [14, 20].
Ultimately, these developments show that the
exaggerated expectations from countries and communities
with respect to the socio-economic benefits of ecotourism
are far from being met in most countries, regardless the
tourism successes and failures at macro-economic level.
They are mortgaged by the quasi-exclusive dependence of
the sector on external tourism, which is largely dependent
on political and security risks, the influence of profit-driven
private companies and the growing imbalances in the
sharing of conservation benefits with regard to local
communities. The gradual decreasing of international
funding, the weak national investments in nature
conservation, the persistent human wildlife conflicts, and
the lack of fair and equitable compensation for damages [1,
121-123], persistent insecurity and ongoing protected areas
degradation are factors that do not promote positive tourism
development in Africa. Indeed, well financed, secured and
managed protected areas have a more interesting
development of tourism and touristic incomes.
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4.4. Weak Performances and Inefficiency of Participatory
Approaches
If participatory management seeks to reintegrate local
populations into the management of protected areas for the
re-appropriation of lost profits, it is true that the initiative and
the power of the organization of space and activities are still
beyond their control [98, 124]. Actually, beyond the
legislation that speaks about the interests of the populations,
the management of many protected areas still remains under
the protectionism approach for the capture of external
financings that are more and more conditioned to the fortress
conservation. In participatory partnerships for conservation,
states still play a central role as it concentrates the ownership
and the responsibility for the management of protected areas
under co-management status [105].
This is the case in West Africa where the control of
protected areas is often subject to conflicts between states
and local communities [105]. Most often, local populations
are only auxiliaries or relays for conservation who serve to
diffuse unilateral management decisions, without having any
prerogative [125, 25, 126]. Participation has simply become a
way of legitimizing and validating decisions already made by
protected area managers, in complete contradiction with
theoretical principles of this decentralized and democratic
management approach [127, 128, 89, 126, 34, 84]. In its
current form, participatory management seems to involve
local people to protect protected areas "against themselves"
ultimately [20]. Finally, the real commitment of local
populations and the community partnership for conservation
are still weak [25, 20].
Despite the old introductions of the participatory paradigm
and the legislative advances in this field [60, 2], the current
management methods remain dominated by centralized and
coercive practices [68, 8, 105]. This often appears through
the determination of the methods for the resource
exploitation, the definition of the tourism revenue sharing
mechanisms and the choice of the community development
investments that are, in any case, the responsibility of states,
regardless of the presence of protected areas. Generally,
participatory management regulations are only articulated on
good principles that are part of the classic rhetoric of
conservation because states often lack the means for the
implementation of their policies [25].
While participatory management recognizes the land rights
of indigenous peoples and the abandonment of forced
displacements in the establishment and the management of
protected areas [75], the violation of these rights has continued
in the great majority of protected areas [129, 59]. When
through the decentralization processes, certain transfers of
powers and responsibilities become effective; they are quickly
recovered by powerful groups of interests for their own benefit
[25]. This means that the decentralization often generates a
new centralization at a lower level, which perpetuates the same
imbalanced powers, the same democratic deficits and the same
negative effects [20]. The recurrent advisory role of local
populations in the protected areas management does not yet
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allow to reverse trends and to engage a fruitful participation
[25, 126-127, 84].
As a result, the social impact of conservation projects "for,
with and by" communities based on direct and controlled
exploitation of resources and the financing of incomegenerating activities by protected areas is insignificant in the
majority of protected areas [14, 25, 130-131]. In addition to
the very limited impacts of participatory management actions,
participatory management programs are fundamentally unfair
for two main reasons. Firstly, farmers pay dearly in work the
access to previously owned natural resources through
common participatory projects based on work against
resources [77, 20]. Secondly, the real benefits from the
exploitation of resources are largely captured by elites [66].
Actually,
socio-economic
opportunities
related
to
participatory management are derisory with regard to local
communities. They rely only on few local jobs of eco-guards,
trackers and lodge staff, limited extractions of some nontimber forest products and little income-generating activities.
In fact, the low level of operating revenues from protected
areas and the retrocession of a large part to central
conservation services do not allow to finance truly incomegenerating activities and to create consistent jobs for local
populations [77, 20].
In summary, the main factors that limit the effectiveness of
participatory management are: (1) internal contradictions and
conflicts of interest between stakeholders that are generally
heterogeneous [132, 25], (2) the current incompatibility
between the exploitation of resources and conservation goals
due to lack of prior or accompanying research [20], (3) the
frustrating position of landless people who often serve as
workforce for wealthy and powerful individuals in
participatory management projects [25], (4) the highly
restrictive conditions for the sustainable use of natural
resources through various mechanisms of regulation of
extractions and the high taxation of products [52, 20], (5) the
anecdotal and symbolic nature of local job opportunities and
access to resources in comparison with the immense socioeconomic needs of peripheral populations [77, 133], (6) the
weaknesses of net operating revenues compared to the great
profitability of non-sustainable management activities [69, 54,
125, 25, 131], (7) the inability of participatory management
programs to respond to external forces that threaten protected
areas such as the attractiveness of migrants, the degradation
induced by successful projects and the short duration of the
projects [134], (8) the determining role of territorial
administrations in the creation and the management of the
abusively named communitarian protected areas [77], (9) the
underfunding of participatory management projects for
protected areas whose major threats come from powerful and
external economic interests and projects [61] and (10) the
incoherence between common participatory management and
the principles of conservation marketing, particularly with
regard to the socio-economic equity and the maximalist trade
profits [135].
In conclusion, it is the dilemma between ideological
alignment to participatory policies and the contradictory

concern of capturing external funding that are highly
conditioned by fortress conservation that would explain the
obvious limits, or even the failure of participatory programs.
The lack of self-financing and the heavy reliance of protected
areas on external funding constitute a death sentence for
participatory approaches that are no longer favored by
conservationist actors and international donors. Unable to
self-finance and fund local development that supports
participatory management, African protected areas often have
no other choice than to comply with the requirements of the
major international conservation NGOs and donors who are
again interested by sanctuary management in tropical areas.
Therefore, the comeback of fortress conservation approaches,
the low impact of participatory projects and the proven limits
of ecotourism for the compensation of the loss of direct
access to natural resources show that the conservation sector
in Africa is in crisis and needs to be rethought on new bases.
4.5. Funding Structural Crises, Prioritization and
Selectivity
In Africa, the conservation sector is characterized by low
budgets and chronic underfunding that hinder the
effectiveness of the protected areas management. With
annual average budgets reaching hardly 5 US$ /ha/year [72,
20], it remains one of the neglected sectors in African
economies despite the enormous interests that it represents
and the challenges it faces. Despite the generalized
insufficiency of conservation budgets, huge disparities exist
between countries. National conservation budgets range from
a few thousand to a few million US dollars [136, 20]. Studies
have shown that most African countries devote less than 20%
of the amount considered as appropriate to national park
management [135, 37, 1]. They indicate that the investment
per km² in US national parks is 6 times higher than in Central
Africa, despite a much lower biodiversity [61].
The weakness of national conservation budgets, the
inability of protected areas to generate enough revenue
through tourism and exploitation of resource, the return of
most of the operating revenue to central services and the high
dependence on external financings that becomes uncertain
explain the ineffectiveness and the inefficiency of
conservation policies [137, 43, 61]. In African countries, the
cuts of budget that are common to protected areas are
unfortunately increasing in times of political conflicts and
crisis; precisely when they face widespread destructive
assaults [137, 83, 56, 20]. This politico-financial paradox is
prejudicial to protected areas and conservation because the
times and conditions of high vulnerability occur
simultaneously. The low capacity for internal and external
financial mobilization which is common to many protected
areas results from the lack of financial planning and the
multiple challenges of tourism that are driven by conflicting
interests [56, 73].
Unlike Western countries where protected areas operate on
the basis of state budgets and the reinvestment of revenues
from private exploitation through state representatives at the
central, deconcentrated and decentralized levels [137],
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African countries have symbolic state funding and almost
inexistent private contributions. Similarly, the funding
mechanisms based on the public and private partnerships and
the reinvestment of funds generated by protected areas in
conservation are still marginal. The extension of protected
areas networks and the cuts of budget in state subsidies are
leading many protected areas in huge financial difficulties
[83, 16], as much as international financial donors like the
Global Environmental Facility (GEF) and the Trinity of
Conservation (WWF, TNC, CI) allocate the available funds
by prioritizing the so-called priority protected areas to secure
their financing outside state frameworks [131].
Since Rio Conference in 1992, international funding is
focused on the differential and preferential ecological interest
of protected areas and countries [37]. Today, international
conservationist currents and lobbies exchange funds against
the maintenance and the multiplication of protected areas
with sanctuary management. In fact, only the major
international conservation NGOs are able to implement the
new regional policies of priority conservation zones because
of their prohibitive costs that are unaffordable to many other
national and local actors [19]. The global triage policy in
conservation that favors areas of maximum diversity and
reduced vulnerability has limited or canceled the funding of
many protected areas of lower priority with regard to the
great threatens they are facing [1].
This selective policy was reinforced with the Digital
Observatory of Protected areas (DOPA) initiative that
manages protected areas larger than 100 km², mainly in
Africa [138]. Under this initiative, the allocation of funds
gives priority to protected areas requiring greater attention
and countries with the greatest potential in relation to agreed
or decided global conservation goals, including the most
recent Aichi conservation objectives [139]. At the same time,
the extension of African protected areas networks and the
affirmation of participatory management approaches lead to a
reduction in the availability of international funding on which
most of countries rely, including for the funding of regional
conservation institutions that are gradually emerging in
Africa [66]. The GEF which is the largest international
mechanism for conservation funding, provides only punctual
and unforeseeable contributions due to equally timely
contributions from its financial supports [43, 56].
In addition to being unpredictable, external funding often
only covers protected areas research and management
activities, while being limited by the duration of specific
projects [43, 20]. In this context of international financial
crisis; the high dependence of African protected areas on
external financing and the enormous selectivity of zones and
protected areas that are eligible to financings, the question of
financial planning, self-financing and empowerment becomes
a particular concern [56]. In the absence of sufficient budgets
and financial autonomy, national conservation organizations
are unable to conserve funds raised in protected areas [137,
43]. They are also not encouraged to develop revenuegenerating programs that they are obliged to hand over to the
public treasury, or to cooperate with the private sector. Under
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these conditions, participatory management projects receive
only small conservation grants for emergency management
and short-term actions, especially in protected areas of
categories IV and VI [105, 140].
In practice, the selectivity of priority conservation areas
and of the external financing of conservation in Africa is
accompanied by equally preferential external tourism that is
successful in well-funded and managed protected areas of
some countries. In the end, this generates an external
conservation for an external consumption that does not allow
national and local bodies to play a fruitful role in protected
areas management. Since they have no autonomous means to
implement their policies, they are obliged to comply with the
policies and programs of those who finance them.

5. Ideological Challenges and Bottlenecks
for Nature Conservation
The in-depth critical analysis of the governance systems of
the conservation in Africa shown that the ongoing conditions
of the protected areas management are responsible for a
systematic, increasing and continuous degradation that makes
many protected areas open agricultural and agropastoral
parks under a protection status that only exist on paper. It
revealed that the major bottlenecks and challenges to be
addressed are the following: (1) the still dominant model of
uninhabited protected areas in a context of high population
densities and deep land tensions, (2) the lack of
compensation and relocation of populations expelled from
protected areas that leads to the concentration of these people
at the immediate peripheries of protected areas, (3) the
absence, narrowness or non-functionality of buffer zones for
a minimum socio-economic compensation of imposed
deprivations, (4) the persistence of centralized and coercive
management methods, insufficient guarding staff and
increased illegal agropastoral pressures, (5) the chronic
internal underfunding and unreliable external financing, (6)
the quite inexistent domestic tourism, and the limited socioeconomic benefits of ecotourism and of activities of
exploitation of resources, (7) a lack of data, tools and
indicators for planning and management that lead to sight
navigations and trials and errors in management, (8)
democratic and managerial deficits in participatory
management, and unequal distribution of the conservation
benefits in the disfavor of local populations, (9) the
persistence of human-wildlife conflicts and the lack of
effective and equitable economic compensation systems and
(10) the instability of conservation statutes and the
proliferation of concessions of economic exploitation for the
benefit of external private investors.
The management challenges result from a certain number
of interferences, incoherence, contradictions, ambiguities and
misunderstandings that the new vision for a fair and
sustainable conservation will address. Firstly, the primacy of
external institutions and actors in the choice of the main areas
to be protected or kept under protection, the definition of
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conservation policies and practices, the financing of
protected areas and the growth of tourism makes
conservation an interested external business that is often
disconnected from basic socio-economic concerns and needs
of local populations. Secondly, the world conservation
enterprise conveys now a fundamental contradiction or
hypocrisy that recognizes and theoretically promotes the
interests and know-how of local people, while effectively
making them passive and marginalized partners in accessing
the benefits of the conversation. Thirdly, the coming in of
private investors devotes capitalist practices that further
marginalize local communities in management and fair
access to conservation benefits. Fourthly, the easy neoMalthusian argument about the negative impact of the
population growth on the exploitation of natural resources
obscures the social exclusion and inequalities of access to
natural resources as the main causes of exploitation pressure
and degradation. Fifthly, the current coverage of illegal
activities and demands by local governments and political
elites for political purposes is frustrating protected areas
managers and deserving the cause of conservation. Sixthly,
the lucrative illegal or legal exploitations of protected areas
by wealthy and powerful individuals using poor local
populations as labor deconstruct the universal interests and
benefits of conservation. In fact, African protected areas are
more threatened by powerful economic interests carried by
large agribusiness projects than by the survival resources
extractions of local populations. Seventhly, the quasigeneralized democratic deficits in African countries and the
persistence of top down approaches do not allow a truly
democratic management of natural resources required by
participatory approaches. Since the community participation
is often decided by governments, in its forms and modalities,
it cannot create and guarantee genuine community
membership in conservation. Actually, the current conditions
of the protection of tropical natural areas ensure an indirect
and uncompensated international re-appropriation of national
and communitarian resources that is made possible by the
substitution of citizen awareness by reinforced state control
and constraints for more and more sanctuary management. In
practice, the forced or induced exploitation pressures reflect
an open protest to the violation of multi-secular and
legitimate socio-economic interests of the local populations;
particularly with regard to access to plant resources for
domestic energy and to cropland and pasture land. They
constitute real denials for conservation that is currently
experiencing a systematic and accelerated degradation of
protected areas. In the following lines, we develop the major
articulations of a new vision for coherent, equitable, inclusive
and sustainable management of protected areas in Africa.

6. Strategic Vision and Options for
Sustainable Conservation
The strategic vision and options proposed to address
management challenges and ensure broadly inclusive,

mutually beneficial and sustainable conservation of protected
areas in Africa are built on the key results emerging from the
critical analysis of conservation policies and practices namely,
(i) conservation involves multiple actors with conflicting
interests, unbalanced powers and unequal means of
intervention, (ii) community-based and traditional nonmarket management of natural resources are the most
effective and sustainable forms of conservation, (iii) the
substitution of "man in nature" by "man and nature" made
possible by the strengthening of fortress approach and the
weaknesses of participatory approaches are the major
ingredient of the hostility of populations and the main driver
of degrading pressures, (iv) the establishment of many largescale protected areas maintained outside the sphere of socioeconomic action contribute to create stresses and to reinforce
illegal pressures, (v) the lack of fair, equitable and timely
compensation for expropriations and deprivations still
justifies illegal loggings and degradation of protected areas,
(vi) the international and national benefits of ecosystem
services provided by protected areas inevitably result from
direct losses of benefits for local communities that are not at
all or not enough compensated, (vii) the ineffectiveness of
the fortress conservation approach and the low efficiency of
participatory programs are based on many factors that are
external to local communities, (viii) the decentralization in
natural resources management actually leads to a low-level
centralization that perpetuates the state's diktat and the
imbalanced powers in disfavor of local populations, (ix) the
interest of conservation for local populations and national
governments is generally perceived through direct socioeconomic benefits and financial support or income and (x)
the achievement of the Aichi goals for the extension of
protected areas networks is compromised by deep land
tensions, large-scale community opposition and significant
financing difficulties.
The options proposed to achieve sustainable conservation
are based on eight fundamental principles: (1) the
effectiveness of conservation has to be thought and assessed
as a balance between the achievement of global ecological
and economic goals and the satisfaction of vital socioeconomic needs of local communities, (2) sustainable
conservation approaches should guaranty a minimum access
to vital natural resources or alternative fair, equitable and
sustainable socio-economic compensation in the case of
exceptional sanctuary conservation, (3) efficient conservation
approaches have to rely on community commitment and
responsibility for conservation instead of individual or
associative involvements of persons considered in local
communities, (4) genuine and active participation of local
communities in management mechanisms and conservation
benefit sharing have to rely on broadly representative and
democratic bases, (5) decision making and powers involved
in conservation partnerships have to be rebalanced in favor of
local communities through a democratic and sufficient
representation of communities in administrative and
management bodies, (6) the management bodies have to be
administratively and financially autonomous for each
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protected area, (7) the sustainable financing of conservation
and the efficiency of conservation have to rely mainly on the
development of domestic tourism and on internal resources
and (8) the financing of socio-economic compensations and
continuous protected areas management have to be based on
international and national citizen awareness and solidarity for
the safeguarding of ecosystem services which are also of
universal interests and profits.
The vision defends the reproduction, the modernization
and multi-level financing of community-based conservation
known to be a successful approach of conservation, while
adapting it to current realities. At ideological, strategic and
operational levels, the new options are as follows: (i) the
replacement of the concept of protected areas that conveys a
strongly homophobic connotation by the more neutral but
evocative concept of "biodiversity conservation areas", (ii)
the systematic and prior evaluation of the management of
existing protected areas for the characterization of spatial
transformations and landscape dynamics, the identification of
the global evolutionary trends and their classification taking
into account the degree of threats and degradation, (iii) the
transformation of highly degradated or threatened protected
areas into natural communitarian landscapes to be managed
according to the principles of agro-ecology and to concerted
conventions of conservation management, (iv) the priority
allocation of financial savings, available resources and
funding mobilized to the management of protected areas with
positive evolutionary trends or enough stability for the
development of peripheral sustainable projects and
ecologically connective networks, (v) the focus of
conservation on the paradigms of 'protection through
production' and 'production through protection' based on the
development of peripheral compensatory projects oriented
towards agro-pastoral modernization and intensification and
energy substitutions thanks to universal compensatory funds
and socio-economic benefits of conservation, (vi) the
delimitation of peripheral socio-economic dependent zones
and the democratic establishment of autonomous community
councils representing different groups of interests for
protected areas active management, (vii) the establishment of
state-local communities-private joint shareholdings and
autonomous protected area boards of directors composed of
the representatives of stakeholders and notably intended to
vote programs and operating budgets, to define periodic
extractions of resources that are essential for vital socioeconomic uses, to adopt accounts and management reports, to
decide on the allocation of operating profits, to endorse
community development projects that support conservation
and to update management objectives, plans and tools, (viii)
the establishment of national environmental pilgrimages for
the development of patriotic mass tourism relying on the
principle of proximity, community-based logistics and
affordable tariffs, (ix) the establishment of universal national
and international funds to finance compensatory projects and
actions for short and long terms socio-economic deprivations
and damages by wild animals and permanent management of
protected areas in return for the universal and "eternal"
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benefits of ecosystem services; and (x) the focus of the Aichi
conservation goals on the establishment of natural
communitarian and inhabited landscapes, with respect to
terrestrial networks.
In concrete terms, national universal funds would consist
of single, compulsory and solidarity-based citizen
contributions. A part of the funds would finance initial
compensatory projects for agropastoral modernization and
energy substitutions in the peripheries of protected areas,
another one the community shareholding for a lasting
compensation of long term deprivations and permanent
socio-economic damages by wildlife, the self-sustaining
individual and community development projects, and the
financial and administrative autonomy of community
conservation councils and the balance, the public
shareholding and its permanent contribution to the
conservation programs. Regarding the universal international
fund, it would be created for the compulsory compensating
financing of protected areas of international importance. It
would consist of country contributions that could be defined
on the basis of their carbon footprints. The annual differential
funding of the protected areas eligible for this international
solidarity would for example depend on their specific wealth,
their extents, their carbon sink capacity and their
transboundary character.

7. Conclusion
The critical retrospective analysis of the policies and
practices of nature conservation in Africa showed that they are
characterized by a certain number of incoherence,
inconsistencies, contradictions and ambiguities that lead to
inefficient management and serious challenges for sustainable
conservation of protected areas. It revealed that the governance
systems are creating management conditions that favor
uncontrolled exploitations and almost systematic and
continuous degradation of protected areas of which the
majority have become open agropastoral parks, under legal
protection status. Since the colonial period, the conservation
governance has globally failed to achieve and maintain a
minimum of efficiency in the management of protected areas.
The study showed that poor performance and continuous
degradation of protected areas are mainly justified by conflicts
of ideologies, interests, and agendas between multiple actors
having imbalanced means of intervention, positions and
powers. Beyond the financing difficulties and obvious
technical and managerial gaps, the main challenges that the
sector of conservation is facing are the important role played
by external bodies and actors, democratic deficits and the
persistence of centralized approaches at the national level, the
ambiguity of territorial administrations and political elites in
their relations with local communities regarding conservation
actions, the interferences and capitalist activities of external
economic operators, the weakness of the participatory
management approaches and the marginalization of the local
communities in protected areas management and access to the
socio-economic benefits of the conservation. The vision
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proposed to address the conservation challenges considers and
evaluates the conservation effectiveness as a balance between
the satisfaction of vital non-market community socioeconomic needs and the achievement of global ecological and
economic goals through compensatory market preservation. Its
starting point is the preliminary assessment of the evolutionary
trends of protected areas for an in depth rethinking and
restructuration of the conservation statutes and the
management categories, the conservation partnerships, the
modes of administration and management and the financing
modalities. It fundamentally refocuses conservation on
community interests, commitment, responsibility and
participation, a rebalancing of forces and powers in the
partnerships, the institution of State-Local communitiesPrivate joint shareholdings, the universal solidarity financing
of socio-economic compensations and permanent management
of protected areas and equitable sharing of socio-economic
benefits. In practice, it involves a well thought revision and the
improvement of the management based on strategic
decommissioning and reclassifications of existing protected
areas, and the extensions of protected areas networks centered
on local communities.
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