Preface

Conserving the African el ephant has been one of the top
priorities since WAWF was fornmed in 1961.

Li ke the panda which inspired the WAF | ogo, the el ephant
has a special "flagship" status which we use to highlight
not only the threats to its own survival but also the
plight of the habitats in which it |ives.

El ephant conservation issues are conplex, as are the human
responses to them It is an aninml which can evoke our
finest feelings when we see it in its natural state, or our
sorrow when we see it slaughtered for a few dollars’ worth
of ivory. And, those of us in the North should renenber, it
can al so provoke fear and distress when its 300-kil ogram
daily diet comes fromthe famly food supply and threatens
human survi val

Early in 1997, WAF published Conserving Africa’ s El ephants,
a docunent outlining the difficulties of el ephant
conservation and summari zing our priorities for action.
Since then the issues have only becone nore urgent and nore
conpl ex, nost notably as a result of the decision in that
sane year (under CITES, the Convention on Internationa
Trade in Endangered Species) to ease the total ban on
international trade in ivory.

The purpose of this publication, therefore, is to provide
an updated summary of the present el ephant conservation
situation, while placing the 1997 decision in its proper
cont ext .

WAF' s continuing intention is to hel p governnents and | oca
communities apply innovative yet pragmatic approaches. W
all nmust seek the path, which may be difficult and sl ow,
between the realities of the present African context and a
l ong-termvision in which the el ephant has its rightful

pl ace.

In the short term one goal nust be to show that a |iving
el ephant is "worth" nore than a dead one: an el ephant

w thout value in the eyes of those who nust live with it -
and who nust pay for its conservation - faces a highly
conprom sed future



| mproved understanding is yielding prom sing new
conservation neasures. But we nust accept that |ong-term
survival of the species depends not on science alone but on
solutions that honestly enbrace the cultural, social,
econom c, and political dinmensions of Africa and its
peopl e.

Five priorities have been set for WAWF s "el ephant in the
new ml | enniun activities.

One, slowing the loss of the el ephant’s natural habitat -
mai nl'y by providing support to protected areas and by
hel pi ng I ocal communities to devel op econom c activities
whi ch benefit both people and el ephants on the |and they
share.

Two, strengthening activities against ivory poachers and
the illegal ivory trade.

Three, reducing conflict between human and el ephant
popul ati ons through sensi bl e and sust ai nabl e appr oaches.

Four, determ ning the status of el ephant popul ations
t hrough nore and i nproved surveys and range assessnents.

Five, increasing technical and financial support fromthe
i ndustrialized world to enhance the capacities of |ocal
wldlife authorities in all aspects of el ephant nanagenent
and conservation - including the ability to draft enabling
| egislation and to review, reform and inplenent rel evant
national and international policies.

We should all count the costs of conserving the African
el ephant. These are not costs to be borne by Africa al one:
they truly need gl obal support.

Dr Cl aude Martin
Di rector Ceneral
WAF | nt ernati ona

Introduction



Few ani mal s have made a greater inpact on humankind than
the el ephant. Cows are nore useful. Dogs nake nore
conveni ent conpani ons. But the el ephant is judged by other
standards. Wherever it leaves its mark - in our

i magi nation, our culture, or our vegetable plot - the

I npressi on goes deep.

An el ephant is inposing, awe-inspiring. It is also highly
intelligent; and it has other qualities that inspire
affection as well as respect. Elephants formclose famly
units; they care for their young; they even (or so it
appears) care about their dead. Their peculiar shape can
seemin our eyes nysteriously exotic or, alternatively,
comcally cute. In sone eastern cultures, the el ephant has
becone a god, with human linbs; in Western culture, by a
sim lar anthroponorphic assimlation, it is nore commonly
cherished as a character in a cartoon or a children’s book
- perhaps wearing a suit and a hat.

Were el ephants still live in the wld, they are naturally
seen in a different light. Scientists study their
physi ol ogy, behaviour, and place in the |ocal ecol ogy.
Hunters and poachers see themas a source of ivory, neat,
and hides. Farners are nore likely to regard them as
dangerous pests that destroy crops.

Yet different ways of seeing el ephants are not necessarily
mut ual Iy excl usive; and every individual viewis likely to
be col oured by sonme m xture of reverence and famliarity,
fantasy and realism A hunter may admre the animl he
kills. An African child m ght | ove readi ng about el ephants,
yet be scared stiff of neeting one on the way to school.
The farmer may well see in the el ephant, always part of his
ancestors’ world and nythol ogy, the enblematic significance
whi ch has made it "a major synbol for Africa". So he would
like it to be there for his children. But at a distance.

Li kew se the European tourist on safari may see the

el ephant to sone extent in ternms of nyth. H's ancestors
hunted the wool Iy manmot h, now extinct; so that the gane
reserve with its el ephants roamng free (to be shot wth a
canera fromthe conparative safety of a four-wheel drive)
may conjure inmages of the pristine wlderness, such as

Eur ope m ght once have been, but is no | onger. He may
nonet hel ess be uneasily aware that this idyll is not

par adi se (which costs nore than he has paid), nor can it

| ast for ever: just as his great-grandparents never had



this wonderful opportunity, so, he fears, his great-
grandchil dren may not have it either.

El ephants in the Balance is witten at a point where the

| ong-term survival of its el ephants represents one of the
great conservation challenges that Africa faces. In 1997, a
decision to ease the total ban on the international ivory
trade - a trade that had caused the deaths of hundreds of

t housands of el ephants - rekindled a debate on el ephant
conservation that has never seened nore urgent or nore
conpl ex.

Nobody, least of all in Africa, needs rem ndi ng of

t he inpact that humanki nd has had and i s having on

el ephants. The question is, what should and can be done?
The conflicting interests of elephants and peopl e have
thrown up a variety of problens. Sonme of these seem
intractable; and many have becone caught up in other
conflicts - between man and nature, between realism and
sentinment, between industrialized and devel opi ng nati ons,
bet ween energent African nationalism and post-col oni al
anxi eties, between Africans and other Africans.

There are no slick, sound-bite solutions. This publication
aims sinply to give the reader an outline of the issues
involved in conserving Africa’s el ephants, thereby setting
the 1997 decision — a decision many peopl e found di sturbing
- in its proper context. No concerned person should think
that he or she has nothing to contribute to the debate. The
infornmed, realistic, and practical support of the public,
both in and outside Africa, could nean the difference for

t he el ephant between extinction and survival.

I. The elephant In retreat

In the last quarter of the twentieth century, el ephant
popul ati ons declined drastically across the continent of
Africa. Statistics cannot be precise, because in many cases
data are unavail able or unreliable (see box page 11); but
by extrapolation fromthe figures that did exist, and from
the nore telling evidence of the carcasses that littered
their range, it was possible to assunme very |arge | osses.
At the end of the 1980s, sone predicted that the species
woul d be extinct within 20 years.



Today, conditions vary fromcountry to country. In sone
parts of the continent el ephant popul ati ons are i ncreasing;
el sewhere they are still decreasing. Neverthel ess, the
underlying reality wth which we nust cone to terns is that
el ephants are not going to return in the nunbers that
existed in the |late 1960s. Where human popul ations are

ri sing and human devel opnment and settl enent expandi ng,
there is less space for wild animals. That is a fact,
denonstrabl e by the absence in urbani zed Europe of once
common wol ves and bears, or in North Anerica of vast herds
of buffalo, replaced throughout the Geat Plains with corn
and soy beans. Human popul ation growmh in Africa is now
about 3 per cent per annum on average. The present

popul ation of around 740 mllion is expected to doubl e by

t he year 2025.

The extension of small-scale agriculture and changes in
patterns of |and-use are also inportant factors here. For
exanpl e, huge international |ogging operations are opening
up the forest in central Africa, allow ng human activities
to encroach on el ephant habitat. El sewhere, new crop
strains permt the cultivation of areas which were once
undi sputed el ephant territory. For one reason or another,
room for people and el ephants to share is decreasing, and
where they nmust share it, trouble is inevitable.

Not in my back yard, please

Subsi stence farnmers constitute about 60 per cent

of Africa s population. Their life is not easy. The
farmer’s plot of land is small; water may be scarce. |f
getting enough to eat is hard, howis he to afford
education and nedical care for his children? Hs fields, on
whi ch everythi ng depends, could be devastated in a single
ni ght by sonme freak storm O by nmaraudi ng el ephants.

The farmer m ght wake up one norning to find his maize
flattened and eaten, or his granary smashed and enpty, his
irrigation systemdestroyed, his harvest and his investnent
gone. The el ephants m ght be local, or comng in search of
food fromsone distance away. In fact, when there is known
to be arisk, the farmer and famly are likely to stay up
all night on guard. They try to scare the animals off by
bangi ng pots and pans, lighting flares, and throw ng

m ssi | es.



This is not a party. It is a cold, exhausting, denoralizing
all-night chore - when it’s not frankly terrifying. And it
is not even always effective. Elephants quickly becone used
to noise and lights. And there are "problent animals -

usual ly bulls - who have acquired the habit of crop-
raiding, just as sonme big cats develop a taste for

human fl esh. Wuld you care to hurl a rock at a | oom ng
bull| el ephant al nost as big as a doubl e-decker bus?

Peopl e, including children, do get killed by el ephants: in
Kenya al one, over a three-year period from 1990 to 1993,
over 100 people net their death. It is true that the degree
of conflict between people and el ephants varies w dely,
depending on the relative nunbers of both, what the land is
used for, and other factors. For exanple, pastoralists |ike
Kenya’s Maasai, keepers of cattle, tolerate el ephants nore
easily than do subsistence farnmers. But troubl es between
human bei ngs and el ephants are a common topic in the
African press. Wether this is due to an actual escal ation
of incidents, or to the fact that since denocracy, voters
are nore aware of their rights and influence, the result is
the sane: many rural people perceive el ephants as a nenace.
They want sonet hing done. In one survey in Caneroon, 41 per
cent of villagers polled wanted el ephants noved and fenced
in el sewhere. A significant mnority wanted themall shot.

Too little space - or too many elephants?

It m ght seem obvious that the solution to the el ephant
problemis to keep themin ganme reserves and nati onal
parks. There, they can live at liberty, sharing the |and
with other wild animals, just as nature intended.

In reality it is not quite like that - which is not to deny
the crucial role of protected areas in el ephant
conservation. Many of Africa s remai ning herds of any
appreci able size are found in parks and reserves.

Par ks al so provide a focus for tourism which in its turn
rai ses the profile of elephant conservation worl dw de, and
brings in revenue for it.

Yet, parks are in no sense a conplete solution. First,
there are sinply not enough of them (reserves of the

rel evant type conprise only about 5 per cent of sub-Saharan
Africa) - not enough of them that is, to let there be al

t he el ephants anybody m ght ever want. And for the reasons
of space outlined above, there are never going to be.



Second, a contented, protected el ephant popul ation can
increase by 5 per cent a year (man being their only real
eneny) and wll soon outgrow any area in which it is
confined. In nature, when herds find the food supply

i nadequate for whatever reason, they nove on to greener
pastures. If they can’'t, there’s trouble.

In Kenya's Tsavo National Park in the |late 1960s the

el ephant popul ati on reached very high densities - there
wer e about 40,000 - and they were doi ng severe damage to
the environnment: they destroyed, for instance, great baobab
trees that had stood for centuries. Now, the purpose of a

wildlife park is to maintain all its plant and animal life
in an ecol ogi cal bal ance. And so the question arose of
culling the Tsavo el ephants (i.e. killing a proportion of

them. But before anything could be done, a severe drought
relieved the situation, although neither nmercifully nor
economcally. At |least 9,000 el ephants died of thirst and
starvation - along with great nunbers of rhinos and ot her
creatures whose food supplies the el ephants had ravaged.
Heavy poachi ng subsequently reduced nunbers even further.

In time the park’s vegetation recovered. The fact is that

t he natural bal ance of any given place, like a capitalist
mar ket econony, has its ups and downs: anywhere on the

pl anet at any tine, one species may be thriving at

t he expense of another. The market anal ogy al so expl ai ns

a point that puzzles sone people: why it is possible for

el ephants to be consi dered excessively nunerous in sone
parts of Africa, while recognized in other parts as in need
of protection.

In Africa, as el sewhere, the dom nant species at present is
man; and the el ephant, for better or worse, forns part of a
human econony based on val ues and market forces of supply
and demand. If the elephant is integrated into the | ocal
econony — that is, if it serves a need, is accessible and
af fordabl e, then people wll want as many as supply that
need. If not, then - to put it brutally - an el ephant, as
easily as a pizza parlour, can go out of business.

This question of economics is central to the el ephant
problem and we shall return to it. Meanwhile, the point to
remenber is that to say el ephants are "excessively"
nunmerous or "alarmngly" fewis to make a human val ue-

j udgenent; and when a conservationi st makes that judgenent,



he or she inplicitly accepts the responsibility of doing
sonet hi ng about it.

Culling is one course of action. Another is translocation -
that is, noving the el ephants, either to another park or to
a private reserve. This was often the preferred option for
dealing with young el ephants orphaned by culling
operations. But translocation is not self-evidently "kind":
there is evidence that el ephants can suffer traumatic
after-effects, manifested in extrene aggression and fear of
humans. Fam |y groups are thought to survive the disruption
better - but some fam |y nenbers can get |eft behind. Then,
the capture and transport of such large animals is very
expensi ve, and noney for conservation is always in short
supply. And there is no guarantee that they wll be any
safer in their new hone.

The main drawback to transl ocation, however, is that it is
a short-termsolution to a | ong-term problem Truckl oads of
el ephants cannot criss-cross the continent indefinitely
between wildlife havens that becone increasingly isolated
in the mdst of human settl enent.

Either the elephants wll spill out of these reserves in

| arger nunbers than adjacent villages can cope with; or
they are fenced in, in which case their traditiona

di spersal routes - the natural defense agai nst overcrowdi ng
and shortages - are cut. Electric fences around huge park
perinmeters have in any case not so far proved to be the
answer: they are too costly to install and maintain, and
are not al ways el ephant - proof.

The probl em of conpetition between people and el ephants for
limted space is not going to go away, and it admts of no
single, obvious solution. In Chapter 3 - The way forward -
sone recent approaches to it are reviewed. But because the
problemis long-term and because any solution can only be
pi eceneal and pragmatic, it is not the sort of issue that
stirs the blood and attracts banner headlines worl dw de.

Conversely, the other grave threat to el ephants - mankind's
demand for their ivory tusks - has been around for a | ong
time, and in recent decades has becone the focus of an
intense international conservation debate.

Poaching’s terrible toll



Since tine imenorial, elephants have been killed for their
ivory, and trade in this precious commodity - known as
"white gold" — has been carried on for centuries. In
Africa, herds had been hunted to extinction in the north of
the continent hundreds of years before the Europeans
arrived with their guns. In Victorian Engl and, every
drawing roomwas filled wth ivory knick-knacks, while "the
ivories" becane a slang termfor dice and pi ano keys; and
by the end of the nineteenth century sonme of Africa’s

el ephant popul ati ons were significantly di mnished.

A drop in the demand for ivory after the First World War

hel ped sone of themto recover. But not for long. Fromthe
1970s, there cane a sudden upsurge in the ivory trade.
Prices, which had been stable for decades, soared, possibly
because of global financial instability. Exports rose from
200 tonnes in the 1950s to nearly 1,000 tonnes in the
1980s. The precipitous decline in nost African el ephant
popul ati ons was a direct consequence of illegal killing,
fuelled by the ivory trade.

One estimate has it that 70,000 el ephants were being killed
every year fromthe m d-1970s through the 1980s. Kenya,
Zanbi a, and Tanzania were particularly badly hit. They | ost
perhaps 80 per cent of their herds. In Zanbia' s Luangwa
Val | ey, between 1973 and 1987, an estinmated 56, 000

el ephants were |l ost to poachers. On just one day in March
1989, poachers shot 17 el ephants in Kenya's Tsavo Nati onal
Par k.

The situation was aggravated in nore than one country by
war and civil unrest - factors still present in nmany parts
of Africa. Were firearns are easily obtainable, soldiers
unpai d, refugees unfed, and the forces of |aw and order
preoccupi ed el sewhere, all fornms of wildlife are put
acutely at risk. At any rate, the el ephant slaughter becane
bi g business, ugly and violent, including in its effects on
human society. Like drug barons, heavily arnmed gangs took
over entire areas. Not only m ddl enen, but gane wardens and
ot her governnent officials mght expect a pay-off. Kenya
and Zi nbabwe instigated a shoot-to-kill policy for

poachers. Not surprisingly, poachers shot back.

Wil e corrupt governnment officials may evoke little
synpathy, this is not always the case wi th poachers.
Desperately poor rural Africans who turn to poaching are
not necessarily evil or unprincipled. In many regions,



poaching may well be the only way to live, apart from

subsi stence farm ng. What’'s one dead el ephant, when you
have no noney and little to eat - and when the el ephant, if
left alive, mght itself eat what little you have? A good
pair of tusks m ght be worth four head of cattle. And neat
fromthe el ephant - besides feeding the famly - can al so
be sol d.

The nore ivory is worth on the bl ack market, the harder the
trade is driven, because profits are higher. But the
poacher hinself, on the | owest rung of the | adder, may see
little of these profits, and sinply kill any el ephant

wi thin range, of any size, for what he can get.

Once this illegal hunting has reached a certain critica
mass, it becomes very difficult, and expensive, for
governnents and wildlife authorities to contain it.
Constant vigilance is required over huge areas.
Anti - poachi ng patrols need vehicles and air support,
guns, amunition, and fuel. It can also be very hard to
distinguish illegal fromlegal ivory (the latter being
government stocks derived fromculls, natural deaths, or
sei zures and confiscations). Many of the countries involved
have no efficient systemfor marking and storing ivory.
Whi ch makes it a ot easier to smuggle and "l aunder” it
Wi th inpunity.

Efficient controls require funds which in nost cases sinply
are not there. Inflation, devaluation, and other urgent
demands on the exchequer nean that relatively few African
nati ons have cash to spare for conservation. Structura

adj ust nent programmes i nposed by the International Mnetary
Fund have neant reductions in governnent enpl oyees,

i ncl udi ng ganme scouts and custons officers. In many cases,
staff are underpaid, norale is |l ow, corruption sonetines
thrives, and cynicismis rife.

II'legal or legal, by the end of the 1980s the "of f-take" of
ivory was recogni zed to be "unsustainable"; or, in layman’s
words, the rate at which they were being killed spelt an
end to el ephants sooner rather than later. There was a grim
logic to this prediction. Wien hunters are after ivory,

they go first for the animal wth the biggest tusks. These
are the older adults, and nmal es have the biggest.
Preferential killing of nales upsets a popul ation’ s sex
ratio. Killing matriarch females on the other hand can

| eave whole famlies | eaderl ess and nore vul nerabl e.



Furthernmore, killing the animals with the | argest tusks may
over time alter the gene pool in favour of animals with
smal | er tusks. Tusks on today’ s market are on average | ess
than half the size they were a century ago. Smaller tusks
means nore of them are needed to supply the sane demand. So
nmore animals will be killed, many of whomw Il not have
reached reproductive age. It is a relentless downward
spiral which, if carried to its conclusion, will finish
both the el ephants and the ivory trade.

I1. The ivory trade: to ban or not to ban?

It was in response to this critical situation that, late in
1989, the international trade in ivory was banned. This was
achi eved under CITES - the convention responsible for

regul ating international trade in endangered species (see
box page 19) - and the African el ephant was noved to
Appendi x |, the category afforded highest protection. Al
cross-border trade in ivory and ot her el ephant products

between Parties to the Convention becane illegal. The
ban canme as a severe blow to ivory markets around the
world, and to those countries in Africa, |ike Z nbabwe and

South Africa, that were producing ivory as well as other
el ephant products, such as |eather, for export.

The 1989 decision did not cone out of the blue. C TES had
put the severely endangered Asian el ephant on Appendi xl in
1976 and in 1977 the African el ephant was added to

Appendi xI'I. A close eye was being kept on el ephants and in
1985 quotas for ivory exports had been introduced for
African range states.

But by the late 1980s, and in spite of a decrease in ivory
trade vol unes to bel ow 1950 | evels, CITES was w dely
perceived as having failed the African el ephant. The
overall decline in Africa's elephants finally hit hone. In
and outside Africa, there was w despread alarm and a great
deal of nedia attention. Western canpai gns such as "Don’t
Buy Ivory" were hugely influential: fromearly 1989 the
United States, countries in western Europe, Japan, and
Taiwan did stop inporting ivory.

Many conservationists were convinced that a ban was
necessary, but it happened only after prol onged and
acrinoni ous debate. A mnority of the 37 African "range
states" - countries with wild el ephant popul ations - were



not in favour. Anong them were six southern African
countries - Botswana, Mal aw, Myzanbi que, South Afri ca,
Zanbi a, and Zi nbabwe. They opposed a ban because they did
not consider their el ephant popul ations to be threatened
wi th extinction, and because they reckoned that being
unable to sell their ivory would seriously limt their

i nvestment in conservation.

These countries were significant because they were
estimated to hold about 40 per cent of Africa’ s el ephants.
And it was true that sonme of their herds were well-nmanaged
and flourishing, relative to those north of the Zanbezi.
Partly this was thanks to a tradition of conservati on,
partly to strong | aw enforcenent and better |and-use

pl anni ng. South Africa, of course, was relatively rich. But
other factors were invol ved, as Zi nbabwe’s Departnent of
Nati onal Parks and Wldlife pointed out at the tine: the
sout hern African countries, they said, actually had too
many el ephants, and inevitably there had been conflict with
humans. Two things, it was clained, had changed that in

Zi nhabwe. First, farners had been given | egal ownership of
wildlife on their |and. And second, the value of el ephants
had risen enornously - mainly because of safari hunting.
The nore wildlife was worth, the nore space farnmers gave it
inlieu of livestock and the better they |ooked after it.
The results spoke for thensel ves.

Central to Zi nbabwe’s position was the idea of the
i ndi genous farners’ rights over their omm wildlife: "the

proposed ban of the elephant trade," it was said, "smacks
of ...the condescending attitude that ganme belongs to the
Ki ng, or should we now say the righteous Westerner...". The

feeling expressed here, that Western post-colonialists (or
ot her outsiders) have no business telling Africans what to
do with their resources, reflects a deep resentnent. That
resentnment still surfaces, particularly when Western
governnments and organi zati ons do not acconpany their advice
wi th financial help, or when they appear to be siding with
range states whose el ephants are endangered, and censori ous
of those others whose el ephants are not. These were the
lines along which, in 1989, the gl obal el ephant debate was
split; and this further underm ned the existing rift within
Africa, between those range states that opposed the ban,
and those that were for it.

On 18 July 1989, President Daniel arap Mi of Kenya set
al i ght a huge heap of sonme 2,000 confiscated el ephant



tusks, affirmng as he did so: "W shall not be part of the
ivory trade". Sone saw it as a noble, altruistic gesture on
behal f of the elephant. Ohers saw it as an expensive waste
of resources and a cheap publicity stunt on behalf of the
gover nnent .

In Cctober 1989 the ban was passed, but not w thout
conprom se. Special criteria were adopted to return stable
or increasing el ephant populations to Appendix Il. And
opposi ng range states had the right to "take out a
reservation" against (i.e. register a formal objection to)
the inclusion of their elephants in Appendi x |I. However,
with the market nore or | ess bl ocked, ivory stocks began to
accunul ate. And as the pro/anti-ban debate snoul dered on,
wth intermttent flare-ups, it was not Kenya's ivory pyre
but the stockpiled ivory that becane the burning issue.

I1. The 1vory trade: to ban or not to ban?
The i1vory stockpiles - use them or lose them?

Since 1989, with few options other than storage, the vol une
of ivory legally held by African governnments may have
doubl ed. A conservative TRAFFIC estimte gives a figure of
600 tonnes, with the | argest stocks found in eastern and
southern Africa. There are two difficulties involved in
keeping ivory in store. First it has to be secured agai nst
theft. Second, it deteriorates over time as it dries out.
Stock held in the Sudan, for exanple, lost 15 per cent of
its weight in five years, due to | oss of noisture. Nam bia
facing simlarly arid conditions, has invested in
hum di fyi ng equi pnment. Warehousi ng, plus the cost of such
equi pnent, plus security, plus nmanagenent - all this adds
up to a great deal of noney.

These stocks, which used to be reckoned a val uabl e nati onal
asset, have becone since 1989 a liability. But if the ivory
could be sold on the international market, it would nake,
not cost, noney. That is one way of nmaking el ephants pay
for their keep - an idea that is the essence of the
"sust ai nabl e use" argunents which are now central to the
issue of wildlife conservation in Africa.

The concept of "sustainable use" is that people should be



able to use a natural resource (aninmal or vegetable) in any
way they can, so long as such use doesn’t result in there
being no nore of that resource. And, bland as this
definitionis, it is easy to see why the concept is

probl ematic. To begin with, the person using a particul ar

resource - say, a slash-and-burn farnmer cutting trees - is
not always in a position to cal cul ate whether that resource
will in fact survive his consunption of it. Then, as

regards the el ephant, there are many ways to "use" it: by
riding it in the zoo, by photographing it for your

pl easure, by eating it, by selling bits of it if you need
cash, or by shooting it if that gives you a thrill and if
you want a pair of tusks on the wall. "To use" wildlife
readily conmes to seem"to exploit" it, wth all the
attendant negative inplications.

If this is the reason sone people prefer an extrene
"protectionist" attitude, which holds that nature should
never be interfered with in any way, it is also the

expl anation of why sone are wary of any "utilitarian"
policy - one, that is, which m ght suggest everything is
reduci ble to cost-benefit analysis. The survival of the
worl d's el ephants - or, say, tigers - should surely be
regarded as good and desirable in itself. Sonme
conservationists feel that in particular the popul ar sl ogan
"Use it or Lose it!" is too glib, oversinplifying the

i ssues. Yet, for sonme rural Africans, the issue is that
sinple: unless they can see a profit in keeping el ephants
alive, they would be happy to see themall dead.

As an exanpl e of sustainable use in practice, Zi nbabwe can
point to its CAMPFI RE programme, |aunched in 1989. The term
stands for Community Areas Managenent Programme for

| ndi genous Resources, and what it nmeans is that fees paid
to exploit the area’s natural resources go directly to the
community in which the use takes place. The governnent, in
consultation with the community, may al so set quotas for
"trophy" hunting, ainmed at ensuring that a very smal
proportion of the el ephant population - |ess than about
half a per cent - is killed in this way. But the fees are
very high — up to US$12, 000 for an el ephant; and they have
paid, in Zinbabwe, for schools, clinics, irrigation, and
electricity.

The benefits of the CAMPFI RE schenme have given sustai nabl e
use a good press in other African countries (sonme of which
have devel oped sim | ar approaches). And once the principle



of it is accepted it is hard, logically and politically, to
make a case for not allow ng people to make a profit out of
el ephants in other ways. For instance, by selling hides,
meat - and ivory.

Downlisting elephants: reaching consensus

The years followi ng the international trade ban saw nore
than one attenpt on the part of certain southern African
range states to get their el ephant popul ati ons downli st ed
to CI TES Appendi x I1. But although their herds net the
downlisting criteria, and despite agreeing to a noratorium
on the ivory trade, they failed to find enough support for
their proposals. Neverthel ess, as ivory stocks continued to
accunul ate, and conflict between people and el ephants

escal ated, there was a novenent towards convergence

and comon pur pose.

In 1996, 32 out of the 37 African el ephant range states
held tal ks on a nunber of related concerns. These included
fundi ng for el ephant conservation, illegal trade in

el ephant products, the feasibility of a strictly controlled
trade, and the problemof ivory stocks; and the
desirability of an African consensus on these issues was
under scor ed.

So when the 1997 ClI TES conference approached, with

t he downlisting proposals of Botswana, Nam bia, and

Zi mhabwe again on the table, they had already consulted
ot her range states, had explained their notives, and

were anxious to allay fears that any other country’s herds
woul d be endangered. Trade was to be from existing stocks
only, of known origin (deriving fromnatural deaths,
probl em ani mal control, culls, etc.). Exports were to be
subject to strict quotas, and to one country only, Japan
(this in order to facilitate the necessary controls). "No
el ephant has to be killed for what we want to do,"

enphasi zed Nam bi a’ s spokesman.

Maybe so. But in other African range states there was still
strong opposition to the dowlisting. It was cl ai ned that

t he ban was working, and figures were cited to support this
whi ch sounded and, where verifiable, were indeed

i npressive. For exanple, Kenya's herds had gone up 30 per
cent between 1989 and 1997. One can conpare its count of
only 35 el ephants | ost to poachers in the year 1995 with
Tanzania’s figure of 70 | ost per day before 1989. Thanks



to the ban, it was clained, entire el ephant popul ati ons had
been spared destruction. The point that the downlisting
only applied in certain countries was, it was argued,
immaterial: poachers would get the nmessage only that the
ban had been lifted, and take ai maccordingly. Furthernore,
any legal trade in ivory could serve as a cover for the

bl ack market; and, for as long as ivory prices fuelled it,
illegal trade would outrun the funds to control it. To ease
the ban was a huge risk, declared at | east one non-

gover nment al organi zati on (NGO .

It is inportant - especially for non-Africans - to realize
that within Africa, conflicting views on the ban

have had a marked regi onal bias, which has to do with the
rel ati ve nunbers of el ephants, relative poverty, with

hi storical, political, and other factors. Countries in East
and West Africa, possessing relatively few el ephants,

| acked the resources to protect their herds adequately, and
tended to support the ban. In Kenya, voices were raised
calling on the southern African states to act
altruistically and, by forgoing ivory revenue, preserve the
herds of poorer countries and "save the el ephant for
Africa". But other voices pointed out that if eastern
Africa had not lost all its elephants, other countries
woul d not be suffering so nuch.

So the argunents went back and forth. There was comon
ground, certainly: every country wanted to keep its

el ephants. It was al so agreed that no single solution would
work for every country. There was al so a trend towards
conciliation and negotiation. But beyond that, any observer
in any of the states concerned could take his pick between
pl ausi bl e hypot heses and irrefutable realities; between

i deal i sm and cynicism or between flanboyant rhetoric and
cautious "if"s and "but"s. And amdst all this, against a
background of enornous uncertainty (would the slaughter
recommence?) sat the irrefutable facts: Botswana, Nam bia
and Zi nbabwe had plentiful elephant herds and their
proposals nmet the CITES downlisting criteria. So what was
to be done?

The 1997 Harare conference: tears and cheers
Li ke past CITES neetings, the 1997 conference in Harare,

Zi nbabwe, was domi nated by the African elephant. In the
run-up to the event, passions rose. There were accusations



(not unusual on these occasions) that African del egations
were being threatened with withdrawal of aid by
anti-downlisting governnents or other factions;
accusations, too, that pro-downlisting states planned to
wthdraw fromCITES if they failed (they denied any such
intention). Animal welfare organi zati ons poi nted out that
they had a legal obligation to their contributing nenbers
not to sanction any killing of elephants - sonething which
"nost people generally and in the US [specifically]" were
against in principle. In vaguer terns, sone organizations
al so declared there to be no inconpatibility between the
protection of species and human wel fare. Such statenents
provoked a strong reaction. "W are the ones who are being
affected and sharing land with wldlife," said a spokesman
for comunities in southern Africa. "The animals are
surviving because of us, so in return we feel we have to
benefit fromthem" He, and other African del egates,
considered the animal rights | obby as deplorably biased and
lacking in realism or as one of themput it: "They prefer
animal s to human bei ngs and sone say the el ephant is so

i nnocent it should not be killed. They want Africa to be
preserved as a big national park for themto cone and see
wildlife like a zoo." There was also bitter talk of neo-
colonialismand dictating to Africa what Africans should
do.

Meanwhi | e, al t hough voting took place by secret ballot to
obviate intimdation, it was possible to track the
ener gi ng consensus between African nations. The

success of the pro-downlisting governnents

in managi ng their el ephants and the need for financing
new conservation initiatives was certainly acknow edged by
ot her range states. However, formal consensus was not
obtained until, after the narrow defeat of an initial
proposal, a conprom se was found which inposed tough
preconditions for any resunption of the ivory trade. (See
box page 20.)

The decision to downlist Botswana, Nam bia, and Zi nbabwe’s
el ephants was finally voted through on 19 June 1997, by a
large majority. Nonetheless there were a significant nunber
of abstentions, and, as noted by the Harare press, tears as
wel | as cheers. India and Nepal expressed concern that any
reopening of the ivory trade would further endanger their
own el ephants. Inevitably, sone reactions were enotional.

It was "a tragic day for elephants”, said an animal welfare
society official. Lifting the ban was "a stupid, arrogant



and selfish ganble,” wote the East Africa journalist, Sam
Kiley. O hers however were nore conciliatory and forward-

| ooki ng. The Kenyan conservationi st David Western stressed
Kenya's part in demandi ng stringent preconditions to the
agreenent, which "put conservation concerns to the fore

wi t hout penalizing successful countries wi shing to benefit
from sustainable use of wildlife". And he accepted the
outcone as a pragmatic decision reflecting "a broad
consensus that had previously evaded Africa". Wile Don
Barry, the head of the US del egation, which voted agai nst
t he downlisting, concluded: "What we all need to do now is
roll up our sleeves to help protect the African el ephant.
For the sake of the African el ephant, we can’t afford to
fail."

After Harare

The battle over, it remains to wn the peace - in this
case, a future where el ephants and human bei ngs can co-
exi st in harnony. And that neans meking a realistic
apprai sal of | osses and gains.

There is a risk that easing the ban could send the wong
message to poachers and give a fresh inpetus to

the illegal ivory trade. But it has to be appreciated that
the ban was never in itself a conplete solution. Studies
have indicated that, within a few years of its enactnent,
poaching was still w despread, and m ght even in sone
countries be on the increase — a thesis corroborated by

cl ear evidence that the black market continued to flourish.
Still less was the ban a conplete solution to the whole,
mul ti-faceted i ssue of el ephant conservation in Africa.
Now, with the total ban gone, so is the tenptation to |et
everything else hang on it and to quarrel over it with

nei ghbours whose ultimate ains are essentially the sane.
What has happened instead is that out of the different
experiences and expectations of the range states has cone
an i nval uabl e "di al ogue process"” — in other words, talking
not fighting. The result of this process, and of the 1997
CI TES conference itself, was a blueprint for el ephant
conservation and trade very different from anything that
had preceded it - and (let’s not forget it) a denocratic
vote in favour of taking the downlisting risk.

Finally, the 1997 downlisting decisions are not
irreversible - nor indeed operational until stringent



safeguards are in place. Harare 97 was by no neans the end
of the story. Those involved are | ooking again to the
future. Wiere lies the way forward now?

Putting an end to the slaughter

Am d the differing viewoints at Harare, one thing was and
remai ned clear: all sides want the illicit trade in ivory
to be checked. This is largely a matter of controls and | aw
enforcenment, and ensuring that the demand for ivory does
not outstrip supply or create the incentives for illegal

of f-take and trafficking. In nost of Africa’ s el ephant
range states, wildlife protection |aws need to be

strengt hened and better enforced, which entails gane

war dens and rangers being better paid and noti vat ed.

G obally, too, pressure for tougher wildlife |egislation
woul d strengthen CITES and reinforce its authority.

But it is also inportant to work out, at a given tine or

pl ace, the pattern of illegal killing: how many el ephants
are dying? O what cause? And if shot, for what purpose and
for whon? In 1997, the Parties to CITES required the

est abl i shnment of conprehensive nonitoring systens to
determ ne these factors, as well as to track the trade in
el ephant products. In March 1998, foll ow ng recomendati ons
from TRAFFI C and the | UCN Speci es Survival Conm ssion, the
CI TES Standing Committee agreed that the systemfor

nmoni toring el ephant killing should include representative
sites within both African and Asi an el ephant range states.
On the trade front, TRAFFIC s Bad |vory Dat abase System
(BIDS) would be expanded to nonitor trade in all el ephant
products (see box this page).

It is unrealistic to pin any hopes on stanping out al
demand. Traditions are too deeply entrenched. Funds are
better spent on efforts to elimnate illegal trade and
protect el ephants in the wild. Money - and the will to do
so - has to be found.

All the elephants you ever wanted?

Let us then be optim sts and suppose that poaching on the
grand scale is elimnated: Africa s el ephant popul ations
are reproduci ng vigorously, especially in protected areas.
And, as has happened in, for exanple, Kenya s Anboseli



Par k, they have seriously damaged the area’ s woodl ands and
consequently its biodiversity.

Movi ng sone of the el ephants - expense apart - is, as

al ready expl ai ned, just noving the problem el sewhere.
Contraception is another possible solution, but expensive,
and conplicated by our still relatively Iimted know edge
of el ephant reproductive physiol ogy. Research at any rate
is not widespread, though contraception may in the |ong
term prove useful in small, closely-mnaged popul ati ons.

The alternative to these nmethods of population control is
culling, sonmething routinely practiced all over the world
by farmers to reduce herds of cattle, sheep, deer, and so
on. Wiile one may dislike the idea of killing el ephants,
culling, carried out by an expert, presunmably causes an

el ephant | ess suffering than dying of starvation. Culling
is done to achieve a park or reserve’'s "preferred
managenent density": that is, the nunber of elephants it
can confortably hold in relation to one another and to the
rest of the area’s fauna and flora. Wat density wll work
depends on a nunber of factors, including the size of the
pl ace, rainfall, surface water, vegetation, and so on. Only
the relevant wildlife authority is in a position to nmake

t hi s deci si on.

A preferred nmanagenent density at |east represents a
definite conclusion, a figure, a ratio, whatever may be the
ethical choices involved in attaining it. But sonme 80 per
cent of the African elephant’s range |ies outside protected
areas; and this is where the questions get really tough.
How many el ephants are there in all Africa? Were are they,
and when they are on the nove where are they going? Wt hout
the answers, how can ecol ogi sts nake the vital equation

bet ween nunbers and habitat resources on which the
viability of popul ati ons depend?

A l ot of noney therefore is needed for survey equi pnent

and other costs. Wthout the noney there is too little
information; and if, in the future, conservation
professionals find thensel ves having to nake hard choi ces
to protect, not all of Africa s elephants, but this or that
speci nen popul ation (on grounds of size, or ecol ogy, or
sinple viability) - then they would |ike those choices at

| east to be well-inforned.



Moni toring el ephant nunbers and distribution has a dull
ring toit, certainly. It is nuch easier to say "forget it

- let themroamfree, unnunbered, nunberl ess".
Unfortunately, the |arger question of how many el ephants we
el ephant -1 overs may think we want in Africa - el ephants ad
infinitun? - is rendered purely hypothetical by the
situation on the ground there. In parts of the Earth that
can barely feed a human popul ation, is there any roomfor a
creature that can eat 300 kilos of vegetable matter every
day?

It is also perfectly understandable why those of us who run
no risk of finding such a creature in our back yard should
want ot her people to nake space for elephants. But it is
precisely this attitude which is nost counterproductive at
the actual interface of human-el ephant conflict. As a
Nam bi an M nister of the Environnment put it: "The gap

bet ween perceptions of el ephants internationally and
locally is wdening, with increasing nunbers of |ocal
peopl e regarding the revered animals of Wstern fantasy and
wonder as irredeemabl e agricultural pests, and obstacles to
t heir devel opnent."

Dealing with troublesome elephants

The "irredeemabl e pest” is, of course, innocent, in the
sense that it is only behaving naturally; but that is not a
reason which farnmers in rural Africa (or anywhere) would
accept for protecting it in all circunstances. It is not a
guestion of being innocent, but of being a pest. The
spokesman of a Western aninmals rights organi zati on which
was accused, at the Harare conference, of putting animls
bef ore peopl e, countered by asking, which takes first

pl ace, your first child or your second child? - an approach
t hat circumavi gates the point, which is that one’'s second
child is not normally in a position to destroy one’s
livelihood. Marauding rats are innocent too (and
incidentally anong the nost intelligent of mammals), yet
there is little outcry on behalf of their rights.

Many practical ways of reducing human-el ephant conflict are
currently being explored. These range from deterrent sprays
based on irritants such as capsicum (red pepper), to

physi cal barriers for protecting crops. The latter are, it
seens, nost effective on a small scal e: fencing individual
plots to keep el ephants out works better than putting

barri cades round reserves to keep themin.



"Probl em ani mal control" - i.e. dealing with habitual crop-
raiders — is best delegated to official wardens trained in
humane killing with firearms. This system has the advant age
of accountability: it is known who is responsible for the
el ephant’ s death. One drawback is that if the warden is not
on the spot, the wong animal may be killed. The other
drawback is the dearth of training capacity.

There are conpensation schenes that pay farnmers for crops
or livestock destroyed, but these are expensive, owing to
adm nistrative costs and a high rate of fraudul ent cl ains,
and are wi dely discontinued.

It could well be that the nore people resent the presence
of elephants and feel that the governnment is preserving
them at their expense, the nore they will be inclined to

si destep governnment controls and abuse conpensation
schenes. What is at any rate clear is that the survival of
the African el ephant outside protected areas now depends to
a very great extent on the goodwi Il of the communities with
which it nmust share living space. And - which is |ess

obvi ous, but still sonething with which many
conservationi sts would now agree - the best way to ensure
that goodw Il is by fostering schenmes which turn el ephants

fromliabilities into assets.
Hunting, tourism, and the profit motive

Programmes | i ke Zi nbabwe’s CAMPFIRE aimto provide rural
communities with optimal financial return on wildlife,
which in sone cases is their locality’ s only val uabl e
natural resource. But how should that return be optim zed?
Those in favour of an ivory ban may make the point that
profits on an el ephant are not maxim zed by trading in
ivory, but can be through tourism ("non-consunptive use").
O hers argue that an elephant is worth far nore for its
meat, hide, and to sportsnen seeking a "trophy"
("consunptive use"). Elephant hide (formerly sought-after
in Texas for making cowboy boots) is surprisingly val uabl e.
In 1997, Zi nbabwe had stockpiled hides estimted at over
US$100, 000; it argued for, and won, the right to resune
trade in them

It is not thought that trade in hides encourages poachi ng:
they are too cunbersone to deal with and transport for an
operator on the run. It is the case, though, that a



significant nunber of Zi nbabwe’s hides are a

by- product of sport (trophy- or big gane-hunting), and

that many people find the idea of hunting for sport

di stasteful, if not abhorrent. Attitudes to hunting tend to
depend on whet her one thinks in terns of the individual
(the animal killed, or perhaps the personality of the
hunter), or of the nultitude. In terns of benefiting

el ephants and Africans as a whol e, sport hunting does have
a potentially inportant role - if it is strictly controlled
by permts and quotas. In Kenya in the 1970s it was not:
any hunter happy to deal in bribery and corruption could
shoot many nore aninmals than he had a license for. Wldlife
al ready hit hard by poaching was hit even harder. Hunting
was therefore made illegal, and other range states foll owed
for simlar reasons.

At present sone range states ban el ephant trophy-hunting,
others do not. Most African-wildlife experts are not

agai nst sport hunting in principle, because the nunber of
el ephants killed is so small and the returns so |arge,
especially on |land unsuitable for other use. But there has
to be the will to enforce the quota systens. A crucial
guestion fromthe conservationist point of viewis, who
will benefit fromtrophy-hunting revenues? For |arge

| andowners it is not an issue: they will, and sport hunting
can be easily their nost profitable concern. But for poor
people it depends where you are. In Kenya, it was argued
recently, neither |ocal comunities nor el ephant
conservation woul d see any of the noney. Conversely, in
Nam bi a, Tanzani a, and Zi nbabwe, sone of it is required by
law to go to the local comunity. In Tanzani a, one study
has shown that people throughout the el ephants’ range
benefited nore equitably from sport-hunting revenue than
fromtourism revenues fromwhich stayed mainly in the
north of the country.

Tourism unlike hunting, does not on the face of it need to
make a case for itself. Governnments love it because it
brings in revenue and raises a country’s profile;
Westerners love it because it’s fun and el ephants don’'t die
because of it; safari operators for obvious reasons |ove
it. All the sane, big-game viewng in Africa is not an

unm xed bl essi ng.

Tourismis good for el ephants because it puts a high val ue
on themthat affords them goodw || and protection. For
rural Africans, the benefits are nore equivocal. Sone of



them are enpl oyed as gui des, drivers, and hotel staff. But
in other cases where | ocal tribespeople (perhaps evicted
froma ganme reserve) earn a nere pittance having their

pi ctures taken or performng tribal dances, their relations
with

tourists can be mutually degradi ng. Tourismcan al so foster
t he damagi ng idea that enjoying wildlife is a white man’s
gane.

That is why there now exi st in many range states
initiatives designed to ensure |ocal communities receive
benefits from nei ghbouring wildlife reserves - neat from
culls, canping fees, jobs. Not packets of chew ng-gum and
second- hand teeshirts!

Tourists bring their habits and expectations with them
Catering for themin |arge nunbers demands good new roads
and hotel conplexes (in contrast to sport hunting, which
needs little infrastructure, roughing it being part of the
experience). Tourist accommodation can ruin the view, draw
heavily on a water supply which may be | ow at the best of
tinmes, and pollute it wth sewage. Long convoys of jeeps
descend on the gane reserves, churning up the tracks,
leaving litter. Aninmals at waterholes are encircled by
caneras and predators followed when they try to stalk their
prey. Oten, they have lost their fear of humans. The

W | derness is tamed, and wldlife no | onger wld.

If mass tourismis not to do irreparable harmto the
environnent - and defeat its own object - safaris nust be
wel |l -controll ed, or conducted on a snmaller scale, with al
possi bl e concern for the environnment and for the

needs of | ocal people. In Nam bia, for exanple, where

such so-called "ecotourisnt is being devel oped, villagers
have opened canp sites and craft markets, and are
encouraged to negotiate directly with tour operators, so as
to retain sonme control over tourist activities, and profit
by them

Lastly, as concerns el ephants, no kind of tourismwl|I
profit those who inhabit areas where tourists do not go -
per haps because the climate is unpl easant, scenery dull, or
travel difficult, or on account of political instability
and civil unrest. One or other of these factors applies in
particular to parts of western, and central African range
states. Here, no catering to the tourist trade is likely
ever to bail the el ephants out.



In an overstretched econony there may be little incentive
to invest in elephants. As a natural resource, they nake
huge demands on other resources |like water, |and, and
vegetation, and their needs may conflict with those of

| ocal people. Nevertheless, if governnments want el ephants
to survive, they nust nmake a positive investnent in them
That requires not only considerable funding. It may al so
entail altering socio-econom c structures. But the cost-
benefit ratio nust be adjusted so that people and
governnments perceive the elephant as a living asset. One
way or another, the African villager has to be convinced
that there is nore to be gained froma protected el ephant
than fromone that is illegally killed.

Progress, problems - and paying up

The probl ens of conserving Africa s el ephants are nunerous,
conpl ex, and have been further conplicated by |ack of
funding, lack of foresight, political considerations, and
popul ar attitudes. Solutions nust be sought partly in
better management of herds, partly in stricter |aw
enforcement, partly in bringing about a change in
attitudes. If rural Africans need to understand that it can
pay to conserve el ephants, |ikewise we in the

i ndustrialized nations need to understand that, if we want
el ephants conserved, we nust pay, too.

The solution or set of solutions that works in one

area will not necessarily work in another. Ci rcunstances in
the range states vary widely - in nunbers of elephants, in
the value put on them in legislation, in capacity to
enforce the law, and so on. Conflict between people and

el ephants may not be a significant consideration in Zanbia,
yet be the main managenent issue in Kenya. The |law may hit
illegal hunting hard in Zi nbabwe, but not in the Cote

d lvoire. In Canmeroon, where el ephant nmeat is particularly
popul ar, the poacher may be nore interested in that than in
tusks. I n el ephant managenent, the watchwords are
flexibility and adaptability.

The ivory trade ban had a dramatic effect in some regions,
but was not a peg on which to hang every other problem A
nmore definite |Iink has been found between el ephant deat hs
and lack of investnent in protection than in el ephant



deat hs and the ban on trade. The illegal killing of

el ephants cannot properly be considered in isolation from
probl ens of funding and managenent. If the farner is
desperate to get rid of elephants, and feels officialdomis
not interested, he has every incentive to collaborate with
t he poacher - or to becone one hinself.

To stop that happeni ng, governnents need to make the
necessary investnent. An initiative by central African
range states to set aside large tracts of forest as natural
parks exenplifies one type of investnent decision. If
conflict wwth elephants is to be averted, there has to be a
policy of |and-use planning at the national and | ocal

| evel. If sustainable use of elephants is to be the guiding
principle, a legal framework needs to be established to
give local communities rights - as user or owner - over
their natural resources, so that they beconme beneficiaries
of, for exanple, hunting or tourism In the village, the
priority mght be to set up a community-based wildlife
managenent programme. Traini ng personnel and educating

| ocal peopl e about natural resource managenent will be
necessary. Al of it needs a massive input of funds. The
way to get rid of a poacher is to turn himinto a gane-
guard (or a conservationist). But it will not work if he is
not paid.

For the tangled issues of illegal off-take and bad
managenent al ways unravel at the sanme point: |ack of cash.
But where is the noney to conme from— given the demands of
Africa's human popul ation, and if the nations concerned
face problens such as debt, disease, and warfare? G vi
instability, lack of accountability, and endem c corruption
are features of several range states, and do not attract
foreign investors.

It is in the context of the funding crisis that the ivory
stockpil es continue to be an issue. The proposal put
forward at Harare (see box page 20) of a one-off non-
commerci al buyout of all stocks by the donor countries
affords a short-termsolution and could potentially
generate significant funds for conservation, particularly
for those countries wth Iarge declarations - although even
countries with small stocks stand to benefit. In March
1998, CITES accepted TRAFFIC s audits of these stocks and,
as a consequence, 14 African countries becane eligible to
partici pate.



Still, less than half of the range state stocks were

decl ared by the Septenber 1997 deadline, and of those the
vast majority belonged to just two countries, Tanzania and
Nam bia. Stocks will also continue to accunul ate. This
means that the issue has not been resolved indefinitely,
but an inportant first step has been taken. Its success

w Il depend upon the willingness of donors to hel p. The
deal need not necessarily involve hard cash for ivory but
could be a pledge to assist the country’ s el ephant
conservation efforts in sone other concrete nmanner.

There is no single or obvious solution, then, to the
continuing stockpile problem It nmust not be all owed,
however, to overshadow other inportant factors in the

el ephant conservation equation that are increasingly
evident since Harare. Very real progress has been made

t hrough the di al ogue and growi ng nutual understandi ng anong
the range states. The inportance of successful nanagenent
was recogni zed. Pol arizing the issues between rich and poor
or range states and devel oped nati ons was seen as no | onger
relevant (the final vote was a reflection of this). Most
evident of all, perhaps, is the obligation on the part of
the industrialized nations - if they wish to be involved —
to provide the fundi ng where African nations cannot.

In 1989, when CITES put the African el ephant on the

of ficial danger list, the donor nations and conservation
organi zati ons urged the range states to produce El ephant
Conservation Action Plans, which nost of themdid. Yet
fundi ng prom sed by the donor nations never materialized.
This failure was specifically noted in the context of the
1997 CI TES deci sions. The point is obvious, but it needs
re-stating: to try to tell African nations what they should
do with their elephants w thout providing the necessary
financial support, or acknow edging the difficulties these
countries face in ensuring the well-being of people as well
as el ephants, is not nmerely counterproductive, it is also
unfair and indeed hypocritical.

Surely, it is not asking too nmuch of the donor nations to
concede that Africa s el ephants are Africa' s affair,

wi t hout denyi ng expertise and funds to be used as Africans
t hi nk appropriate. Just as it should not be too nuch to ask
that African nations be accountable for those funds.
Responsibility for the el ephants goes both ways.



And that responsibility stops, finally, with the

i ndi vi dual, which includes each one of us whose
contribution, directly or indirectly, enables a nation to
becone a donor nation. |If, understandably, we feel anxious
about the fate of creatures on a distant continent we
perhaps know little about, we can make it our business to
try to understand the situation in Africa in so far as it
af fects el ephants, and to enpathize with disparate African
attitudes concerning them

Appreciating how those that live with el ephants feel about
them could |l ead on our part to a clearer appraisal of our
own attitudes, conditioned by quite different factors. The
el ephant in the wild plays no part in our daily lives or
econony: for us, it represents a luxury - sonething that
caters to our fantasies, or sinply to the feel-good factor.
And, as such, if we want it, we nust pay for it. African
nations at present sinply cannot afford the huge investnent
in elephants that is needed. Those of us who have noney to
spare nust hel p.

Typically, these days, in the devel oped world, in a
Confortable hone, a child s bedroomw |l be littered with
stuffed toys — an el ephant, a seal, a polar bear. If we can
afford these little luxuries, well aware that they
perpetuate the nmyth of wild aninmals as cuddly conpani ons
(and it would be ridiculous to object to that) then we

can also afford sonmething to help protect the real thing.
And though it may not be inspiring to think of noney
directed to conservation being spent on nonitoring

equi pnent or counting dung-piles, letting go to sone degree
of romantic or sentinmental fantasies is part of the price
we nust pay.

The one | uxury - or self-indul gence - that we cannot permt
ourselves is that of adopting any extrenme position which
entails giving up our responsibility. It nust be recognized
that there has to be a mddl e way between wanting al

el ephants dead (as sone rural Africans do) and letting them
proliferate unchecked (which sone Westerners want). That
way lies in integrating the elephant into the world it nust
share with human beings and other fornms of |ife. Wich
means not only finding roomfor it physically, wthout
upsetting the bal ance of nature, but finding roomfor it

wi thin the human econony w thout reducing it to the status
of a nere conveni ence. The problens are practical, but also
intellectual and phil osophi cal .



The difficulty and cost of such an undertaki ng cannot be
exaggerated. Nor will the task ever be conpl ete, because
the interaction between man and the natural world is

continually evolving. But that is the challenge. Only by

meeting it wll the African el ephant survive as we would
want it to survive: to represent sonething neaningful in
our children’s future (grandeur, nystery, call it what you

will) - something that one last lonely specinen in a zoo
never can.



