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Preface 
During all the vicissitudes of my life, I stood firm to create a productive 
information-sharing conjunction between my four most observant audiences - 
the government, UN experts, NGOs and scientists working on wildlife 
conservation and enforcement issues. The answer was, ‘Wildlife Enforcement 
Monitoring System (WEMS)’, a ‘non-living’ tool that was developed to support 
the work of the above-mentioned entities engaged in the so-called exercise of 
‘combating wildlife crime’.   
 
But the journey towards building up WEMS was not easy, as there remained 
few possibilities for creating consensus or, more rightly, congruence across the 
entities. Though they all have a particularly well-articulated sense of finding a 
way forward in bringing out a transboundary enforcement information-sharing 
model, they seem to be caught within their organizational, normative or 
adamant claims on how the design should be. Means, there was interest but 
the purported conjunction or ‘boundary arrangement’ (as I shall describe in 
this thesis) was missing. There is absolutely no chance of having a solution to 
the long ongoing challenges in wildlife enforcement information-sharing 
without finding a common ground in normative and prescriptive beliefs.  
 
What qualifies me to undertake this study of bringing about this conjunction is 
my understanding of the actors and the artefact itself, and in being a well-
grounded insider due to my professional engagement in the politics of wildlife 
law enforcement. Being a part of one or other entity during different courses 
of my time, I strongly believe that good work should be actively committed for 
ushering in positive social change. However, the paradox of being part of these 
entities is that, it is quite difficult (if not impossible) to undertake an 
extraordinary deconstructive critique of an ongoing treaty process and at the 
same time participate in the inherently ‘modernist’ enterprise of promoting a 
highly ‘refutable’ compliance exercise for meeting treaty obligations. Probably, 
this could be the reason why UN documents tend to have ‘worded’ weak 
enough to allow alternative interpretations by other mainstream institutions 
who can then take on the responsibility of deconstructing UN’s factual claims. 
 
When I started my education, I was taught to think in a normative and 
prescriptive way in finding a solution to a school textbook question. But when 
I started working on real social problems, the text book was too wide to read, 
and relativism became more apparent in situations where complexities were 
well grounded. In other words, solutions could only be historically contingent 
and context-specific for complex problems. When WEMS was objected at 
several junctions, I soldiered on, surgically reconstructing the project with a 
new frame, which I describe in this thesis as policy-oriented learning. With 
every objection, I started demarcating inconvenient scenarios and tried to build 
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a new frame. This frame could be one way forward but may not be a solution 
per se.  
 
Experience has taught me that when the problem in question is too complex 
with multiple externalities in play, over time one will have to shape or reshape 
the frame. This thesis ends with one frame, but there could be different twists 
of interpretation or better frames. As Sheila Jasanoff mentioned, ‘…no single 
author or piece of writing can point the way toward a timeless truth; reflexivity 
and contingency are part and parcel of our critical enterprise… 
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Chapter 1 
 
 

If WEMS is the Solution …What is the 
Problem? 
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1.1 Introduction 
Langdon Winner, in his essay ‘Do Artifacts Have Politics’ (Langdon, 1980), 
suggests: ‘No idea is more provocative in controversies about technology and 
society than the notion that technical things have political qualities.’ He claims 
that machines, structures and systems of modern material culture can be 
accurately judged, not only for their contributions to efficiency and productivity 
and their positive and negative side effects, but also for the ways in which they 
can embody specific forms of power and authority. Winner further claims that 
the adoption of a given technical system actually requires the creation and 
maintenance of a particular set of social conditions as the operating 
environment of that system. For example, an automobile, even though it may 
have met all the functional requirements for operating, will still need the 
approval of the law (which in a way defines its body structure and speed) 
before it can be used as a means of transport. 
 
As my experience with technology adoption concerns the development and 
implementation of a geospatial decision support system – Wildlife Enforcement 
Monitoring System, WEMS when abbreviated – reading Winner’s essay was an 
awakening for me. WEMS was developed by the United Nations University 
(UNU) 1  within the larger vision of ‘open access’, where information is 
considered to be a public good with the difference that it does not deplete the 
common stock, but enriches it to address complex global problems. Renowned 
inventors and scientists, including Tim Berners-Lee,2 Robert King Merton3 and 
Elinor Ostrom, 4  have all called for open data and public access where 
information is compiled into a ‘common pot’; with the idea that citizens can 
judge for themselves on a particular issue concerning their well-being. 
 

                                                 
1 The United Nations University (UNU) was established in 1973. It functions as a think 
tank of the United Nations and carries out research on the pressing global problems 
faced by UN member states (UNU Charter). For this purpose, UNU provides academic 
freedom and autonomy to its scholars in advancing its objectives (Article II of UNU 
Charter). 
2 Tim Berners-Lee calls for open source information and software in his book Weaving 
the Web: The Original Design and Ultimate Destiny of the World Wide Web by its 
Inventor. Harper Business, 2000, ISBN 978-0-06-251587-2, pp. I‒IX, 1‒246. 
3 Robert King Merton advocated as early as 1942 that the results of research should be 
freely accessible to all. ‘Each researcher must contribute to the “common pot” and give 
up intellectual property rights to allow knowledge to move forward.’ See more at:  
http://access.okfn.org/2015/04/30/open-access-to-research-data-timeline  Access date 
21/10/2015 
4 Elinor Ostrom was in support of free and open source information. According to her, 
bureaucrats sometimes do not have the correct information, while citizens and users of 
resources do. Extracted from ‘Elinor Ostrom and The Digital Commons’, Forbes, see 
http://www.forbes.com/2009/10/13/open-source-net-neutrality-elinor-ostrom-nobel-
opinions-contributors-david-bollier.html Access date 21/10/2015 
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Inspired by the work of all the ‘open access’ gurus and while attempting to find 
a solution to complex environmental problems, I, as a part of the larger UNU 
team, imagined a world where WEMS could support compliance with, and the 
enforcement process of, Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs). 
Though the infrastructural design of WEMS is aligned to measure non-
compliance with the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species 
of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) by compiling and sharing information on 
poaching, illegal logging and illegal trade of flora and fauna (collectively 
referred to as ‘wildlife crime’), the UNU team presumed that technological 
innovation through WEMS could bring about broader transboundary 
cooperation, where the tool could act as a single-window open-information–
sharing platform bridging different stakeholders (governments, scientists, 
NGOs, the local community, and industry). Additionally, such a common 
platform would also inspire the works of other multilateral agreements, 
including the Convention on Biodiversity; United Nations Convention on the 
Law of the Sea (UNCLOS); Convention on Migratory Species (CMS); and the 
Basel Convention (for the control of transboundary movements of hazardous 
wastes and their disposal). 
 
Understanding that certain conservation NGOs were well qualified and had tacit 
knowledge on wildlife enforcement matters, UNU decided to develop WEMS as 
a tool that could compile NGO-based information, assuming that the 
information generated from the platform would assist all relevant stakeholders 
in decision-making processes. Surprisingly, when the prototype was planned 
to be showcased in March 2006, the CITES Secretary-General objected to the 
information collection process inherent in the WEMS prototype. The apparent 
mismatch in the objection was that, while on the one hand, CITES was 
preaching that governments and civil society should provide as much 
information as possible on illegal trade so that CITES could take effective steps 
to prevent it; on the other hand, the administration of the Convention, through 
the CITES Secretary-General, stated that there were certain rules for the 
information collectors. In an apparent twist to the previous objective of WEMS, 
in 2007, the WEMS team restructured the project, excluding NGO participation, 
and decided to work directly with governments. There was also an attempt to 
implement WEMS in India, but again due to institutional politics among two 
different agencies within the Ministry of Environment of India, WEMS could not 
be implemented. WEMS was finally adopted by Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania and 
Congo through the assistance of the Lusaka Agreement Task Force (LATF). The 
information within WEMS became restricted to enforcement agencies and 
selective scientific partners within the WEMS consortium. Despite efforts to 
redesign WEMS to gain a larger acceptance, it never got fully endorsed by the 
CITES Secretariat. 
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In short, although WEMS was developed to find a solution to a problem, it was 
enmeshed in a web of obstacles. The title of this thesis, If WEMS is the 
Solution… What is the Problem? is drawn from this apparent mismatch. 

1.2 A journey through science, technology and 
politics 

An immediate inference one can make from the previous section is that, in an 
open data system, information collectors do come into the spotlight when 
information users become selective about information sources. This engenders 
an information bias where users become sceptical depending on the source of 
the information. Similar observations were made by Star and Ruhleder (1996) 
while working on a large-scale custom software effort, the Worm Community 
System (WCS), a collaborative system designed for a geographically dispersed 
community of geneticists. Star and Ruhleder (1996) figured out that no one 
was really using the system in spite of the fact that they were all claiming to 
be. Star and Ruhleder (1996) used Bateson’s theory as a sensitizing device 
and analysed the ways in which communicative processes were entangled in 
the development of ICT infrastructure by citing three levels of issues. They 
classified these issues in the context of ‘signing on’ and ‘hooking up’ to WCS, 
and discussed each level, with respect to the worm community and WCS, as 
follows: 
 
 First-level issues: Primarily involving issues surrounding the ‘finding out’ 

and ‘figuring out’ of the installation and use of a system; 
 Second-level issues: Issues formed as a result of unforeseen contextual 

effects, such as resistance to a programme or application, or lack of 
information on how to hook up to a system; 

 Third-level issues: These issues are more related to multiple meanings of 
information and network externalities which emerge in relation to 
competition, power and the role of secrecy. 

 
When contextualizing the work of Star and Ruhleder (1996) to the information 
usage pattern within CITES, observations can be made on the scientists 
working on CITES information-sharing-related research by distinguishing first-, 
second- and third-level issues, and classifying them as technical (first-level), 
governance (second-level) and political (third-level) issues. For instance, 
‘Boosting CITES’, an article in the policy forum of Science (Phelps et al., 2010), 
mentions that CITES has already enhanced data-sharing and analysis through 
collaborations with NGOs and partnerships, such as the Wildlife Enforcement 
Monitoring System.5 The article lauded CITES for improving Party compliance 

                                                 
5 It should be noted that WEMS was not endorsed by CITES; it had objected to the NGO-
based enforcement information collection process within WEMS-Asia. However, CITES 
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and science-based decision-making despite political sensitivities (third-level 
issues) and chronically restricted funding, but singled out technical challenges 
(first-level issues) related to systematic and standardized data collection, 
rigorous data analysis and flexible research methods (Phelps et al., 2010). 
Moreover, the article and the responses it provoked in the policy forum of 
Science identified second- and third-level issues such as: governance and 
political challenges within CITES; lack of internal and external checks and 
balances; the high incentives for biased analyses and misreporting; and the 
lack of independence of CITES National Management Authorities from their 
advisory Scientific Authorities as well as the lack of public access to official 
parties’ submissions to CITES (ibid.). 
 
In this thesis, the second-and third-level issues are the policy and political 
problems that influence the implementation of an ICT infrastructure across 
organizations or governments. In the next section, the second- and third-level 
issues surrounding the development of WEMS are discussed. 

1.3 Contextualizing the development of WEMS 
As outlined in the previous section, one of the main objectives of this thesis is 
to unveil the inherent paradox within WEMS (causes pertinent primarily to 
second- and third-level issues). This involves examining the reasons behind 
the failure of enforcement information-sharing within CITES and issues 
pertaining to the development of WEMS. The objection on WEMS by CITES 
Secretariat, coupled with its subsequent adoption in Africa, also needs to be 
analysed. This will require the contextualization of its relationship within the 
information science (IS) and the public administration and political policy 
science (PAPPS) perspectives as described in Figure 1.1. 

                                                 
had approved WEMS as a potential tool which can support enforcement information-
sharing. The later part of the thesis explains the reasons for the objection.  
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Figure 1.1: Contextualizes the development of WEMS within IS and PAPPS. 
 
The above figure contextualizes the development of WEMS broadly within IS 
science and PAPPS. It can be observed that there is a distinct boundary 
between the IS perspective and the PAPPS perspective. The information 
science perspective usually deals with first- and second-level issues but not 
third-level ones; and the policy/politics perspective deals with third- and 
second-level issues. However, it should be noted that, both IS and PAPPS deal 
with governance (second-level issues). 
 
The IS and PAPPS relationship described in Fig 1.1 is briefly explained in the 
next sections. 

1.3.1 The Information Science (IS) perspective 
Within the field of information science, several authors have studied 
‘information systems’ in relation to their organizational and institutional 
environment, in particular when implemented in developing countries. 
According to Avgerou (2008), ICT projects in developing countries are often 
starved of resources or lose political commitment; they are poorly maintained 
and, consequently, they are technologically as well as functionally degraded. 
Orlikowski and Barley (2001) see failure as being caused by the lack of 
integration of IS research with knowledge from other disciplines. According to 
Orlikowski and Barley, understanding and guiding techno-social developments 
requires knowledge of technological systems, social processes and their 
interactions. 
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IS scholars often attribute the failure of ICT projects to a lack of resources or 
knowledge, and sometimes study the role of power and politics in the design 
and implementation of an information system (see Richter, 2014). However, 
most IS scholars fail to take the extra step in exploring the political and power-
oriented structures that influence ICT implementation. According to Orlikowski 
and Barley (2001), disciplinary boundaries remain an obstacle in 
interdisciplinary research. In their words: Unfortunately, the boundaries that 
we have drawn around our disciplines currently hamper the developments of 
a more integrated approach. (Extracted from Orlikowski and Barley, 2001, pp. 
158) 
 
On the other hand, the influence of politics and organizational policies on 
information systems is often well understood in public administration and 
political policy science (PAPPS) literatures (see Snellen et al., 2012). The 
influence of politics and organisational policies are further elaborated in the 
next section. 

1.3.2 The Public Administration and Political Policy Science (PAPPS) 
perspective 

In cases of information systems that are managed or used by governments, 
failures are at times beyond technical reasons. It can be due to contextual 
reasons as Star and Ruhleder (1996) observe: 
 
‘Information infrastructure’ is not a substrate which carries information on it, 
or in it, in a kind of mind–body dichotomy. The discontinuities are not between 
system and person, or technology and organization, but rather between 
contexts. (Extracted from Star and Ruhleder, 1996, p. 118). 
 
It should be noted that information use by governments occurs at different 
levels (third-level issues) and in different policy contexts (second-level issues) 
within or during a decision process. When information is tabled for discussion, 
the twists and turns in its usage is embedded within a specific context, and the 
convenience of the information usage defines its application. An unrefuted 
example to this claim comes from the European Spatial Development 
Perspective (ESDP) (detailed in Section 1.4) during the development of policy 
maps. This argument is further re-established through the works of Weible et 
al. (2010) where they outline different strata of use and impact of ‘information’ 
in a policy cycle such as: 
 
(i) Identifying problems in agenda setting; 
(ii) Forecasting impacts in policy formulation; 
(iii) Identifying alternatives in policy adoption; 
(iv) Monitoring impacts in implementation and evaluation. 
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Previous studies by Dunn et al. (1981) stress that unless information about 
activities and consequences is utilizable by the persons or agencies whose 
performance is being appraised, it will be perceived as being irrelevant. 
However, the real reasons for the objection or rejection of information by 
policymakers are difficult to judge and so here it is important to understand 
the policy problem. Hoppe (2011) emphasizes the need to identify the ‘real’ 
problem – the ‘problem’ that causes the problem or ‘Problems of the Problem’. 
Hoppe (2011) argues that political struggle and political theory both pay 
attention only to the tip of the iceberg (see Figure 1.2) and ignore what is 
below the surface. 
 
When framing the above scenarios within the context of WEMS, it should first 
be noted that the technological capability of WEMS as a decision-support 
system was never questioned; rather, it was portrayed as a tool that could be 
used to monitor compliance to other MEAs (see Chandran et al., 2011). As can 
be seen in the latter part of this thesis, the real problems within WEMS have 
been inherent to the involvement of actors and the information that they 
collected, meaning that the context of the objection and redesign of WEMS was 
more related to the perception of actors and issues surrounding the usage of 
information. To find a solution to the challenges in WEMS, one has to first 
identify the (hidden or inherent) factors which caused the objection. In other 
words, the hidden problems should be exposed and brought to the surface in 
order to advocate recommended solutions (see Figure 1.2). 

 
Figure 1.2: Problem Solving and Decision-making – the Iceberg Phenomenon 
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The above figure describes two types of factors influencing policy-making – the 
visible (tip of the iceberg) and the invisible factors (hidden deep within the 
iceberg). Bringing out a solution to a policy problem requires addressing both 
the visible and invisible factors. Addressing the invisible factors requires them 
to be brought above the surface of the sea. The diagram is a modified version 
of the model proposed by Chisholm (1995). 
 
Based on the analysis of the literatures on IS and PAPPS, in this thesis, I use 
the PAPPS perspective, exploring both the visible and the more inherent or 
invisible factors that led to the objection of WEMS in Asia and its adoption in 
Africa. The visible factors can be observed from the historic proceedings of 
MEAs and the CITES Convention (see Chapter 2). With regard to WEMS, these 
visible parts are its outputs, its adoption and objection by different 
stakeholders (Chapter 2). The invisible factors are the perceptions of the actors 
working within the Wildlife–Trade policy subsystems and the external factors 
that influenced them (see Chapters 4 and 5). In the next section, the research 
problem is defined. 

1.4 Research problem 
As mentioned earlier, the problems within WEMS have been mostly related to 
inherent factors, such as the perceptions of actors and their roles in the 
collection and usage of information. These inherent problems are difficult to 
identify and therefore the study needs to look into how actors perceive a given 
policy problem. 
 
As a preliminary exercise, before empirically examining the inherent problems 
within WEMS, I started looking into other case studies relevant to ICT 
implementations which were also influenced by various other political 
interplays. As mentioned in the previous section, the development of policy 
maps in Europe was a classic example which in a way shows that the problems 
within a policy context are beyond the capability of what technology can 
resolve. Georgiadou (2008) described problems similar to those of WEMS in 
the case of the European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP) process, 
where maps which visualized environmental pollution and regional 
development in Europe were dismissed by national policymakers in discussions 
on spatial problems and policies. The maps were so sensitive that it was 
decided not to use any of them at all in the final ESDP report. Similar to the 
map sensitivity challenges faced during the ESDP process, the spatial display 
of the transboundary movement of illegal trade with WEMS was also sensitive 
for CITES Parties. Both examples show that the use of information (spatial and 
non-spatial) is closely connected to policy implementation concerns within 
specific domains where agreement between multiple stakeholders is required. 
It should be noted that, until the policy maps were tabled for discussion, the 
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maps were considered as a visual ‘solution’ for national policymakers. When 
the representation of the map came under discussion, the inherent problems 
led to its objection. However, little is known about how spatial information is 
used and interpreted in policy implementation (see Carlton, 2007; Dühr, 2007; 
Faloudi and Waterhout, 2002). 
 
Another aspect within WEMS that needs to be examined is the impact of 
information within WEMS on the stakeholders (enforcement agencies, CITES, 
national governments and NGOs). For instance, apart from the spatial data on 
the origin and destination of illegal wildlife trade, WEMS also contained names 
and details of the criminals (nominal data). This brought WEMS to the attention 
of two different audiences – the ground-level enforcement bodies (such as 
police, customs and forest institutions) and the national policymakers 
responsible for policies related to wildlife management and international trade. 
It is true that addressing problems related to wildlife crime required an 
integrated approach where all these agencies could be brought into a common 
decision-making forum. However, the challenge was that, in most cases, there 
remained policy problems such as: challenges in inter-agency coordination; a 
Party’s hesitance to reveal itself as a destination country of illegal trade; and 
funding needs and their impact on funding for a particular set of 
actors/organizations or actions, etc. In fact, it was nearly impossible to satisfy 
all the criteria of the different stakeholders. However, there could be one or a 
few ‘common ground’ areas where all the stakeholders may come into 
agreement. This common ground can thus be considered as a possible solution 
for the adoption of WEMS. 
 
In the search for a solution to the adoption of WEMS as a multi-stakeholder 
information-sharing artefact, I, along with my PhD supervisors at the 
University of Twente and the UNU team, then explored the possibility of finding 
a policy consensus to bridge the different stakeholders (actors or coalitions) 
together. From the perspective of policy science, Hoppe, (2011; see also 
Hisschemöller et al., 2001) define two types of policy problems that are 
relevant to the adoption of WEMS: ‘structured’ and ‘unstructured’ problems. A 
problem is ‘structured’ or well-defined if it can be solved by standardized 
(quantitative) techniques and procedures. Here the disciplines and 
specializations to be invoked are clearly defined and the policymaking is in the 
hands of one actor or a group of actors who agree on the goals and means for 
addressing the problem. In contrast, if the problem is complex, ‘unstructured’ 
or ill-defined (wicked, messy), then the technical methods used to solve the 
problem will remain inadequate in the absence of a consensus regarding the 
goals. 
 
Hisschemöller and Hoppe (1995) note that governmental policymakers prefer 
to define problems as ‘structured’ because these are easier to deal with. This 
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was exactly what the UNU team tried to do in the initial stages of the 
development of WEMS when they attempted to frame the problems in 
enforcement information-sharing as being technical or structured ones, so that 
the solution that was prescribed was a technical (structured) solution using the 
WEMS system. However, as mentioned earlier in the previous paragraph, in 
the case of wildlife enforcement information-sharing, it is obvious that the 
policymaking process is not in the hands of one actor alone. It depends on 
multiple actors – governments, UN agencies, industry, academia and civil 
society – each relying on the norms and values of their own disciplines while 
also being involved as multidimensional actors or coalitions (actors with 
different views and perspectives) in the wildlife and trade policy subsystem. 
When we put this multiplicity into context, WEMS implementation in relation 
to the CITES objectives is an unstructured problem where the preferences of 
one actor on the design may not suit the logic or interests of the others. In 
other words, to identify a solution, the problems concerning the 
implementation and adoption of WEMS should be first structured in a way that 
facilitates the functioning or acceptance of WEMS at national, regional and 
international levels. WEMS should further act as a string that binds (referred 
to as ‘boundary object’ in this thesis) the beliefs and norms of various coalitions 
within the wildlife policy subsystem. 
 
As the above statement could be considered to be a hypothesis, conducting a 
study to increase the possibility of understanding the problem requires a 
focused research plan involving the analysis of the various policy problems and 
the actors involved within the policy process of wildlife management and 
CITES. With this objective, in the next section, I will describe the research 
focus of the thesis, outlining an overall research question for the study. 

1.5 Research focus 
What is assumed from the previous section is that the problems encountered 
in the adoption and implementation of WEMS are not technical or entirely IS-
related, but more policy-oriented or PAPPS-related. Second, and within a policy 
context, the issue (sharing information on illegal trade) that WEMS is planning 
to address is a complex problem where there remains a conflict of interests 
among the different stakeholders on sharing data and managing the 
infrastructure. Third, there has been relatively few studies (such as Reeve, 
2002; Wellsmith, 2011, and Phelps et al., 2010) to understand the policy-
related challenges within enforcement information-sharing on wildlife crime 
although it is considered by the UN to be a pressing global problem which 
affects global biodiversity. 
 
In this thesis, using WEMS as a case study, I evaluate the various political, 
technical and policy challenges that WEMS faced from its early stages of 
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development up to the final adoption of the tool by the Lusaka Agreement Task 
Force (LATF) in Africa. Based on the findings of this evaluation, I then 
undertake a practical exercise to establish a possible solution for addressing 
the problem. The overarching research question that I propose in this thesis 
is: 
 
What were the political and policy problems that were hindering the adoption 
of WEMS as a geo-information tool for monitoring enforcement and compliance 
of the CITES convention, and what recommendations should be made to 
successfully implement it? 

Research sub-questions 
 
The central research question was addressed through several subsequent and 
interlinked research questions as described below: 
 

1. What were the causes and factors for the failure of enforcement 
information-sharing in CITES? (Chapter 2);  

2. How does the historical overview of CITES enforcement and compliance 
matters relate to the development of WEMS in Asia, its objection by CITES 
and its later adoption by the Lusaka Agreement Task Force? (Chapter 2); 

3. What are the policy beliefs within the wildlife policy subsystems in Asia and 
Africa that influenced the policymaking regarding WEMS in Asia and Africa? 
(Chapter 4); 

4. What are the underpinning policy factors that led to the objection of WEMS 
in Asia by CITES, and what processes led to its subsequent adoption in 
Africa?  (Chapter 5); 

5. How was WEMS made acceptable among the various global stakeholders 
within the wildlife policy subsystems? (Chapter 6). 

 
The specific angle chosen for this dissertation is to use a PAPPS perspective to 
illuminate the problems within the wildlife policy subsystem and highlight the 
macro-contextual effects on WEMS implementation. This is facilitated by using 
the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) as a theoretical framework and Q 
methodology as a methodological framework for extracting the policy beliefs 
related to second- and third-level issues. On the basis of the theoretical 
framework outlined in Chapter 3, Chapter 4 analyses the wildlife policy 
subsystems in Asia and Africa, specifically focusing on the actors’ beliefs and 
resources. In Chapter 5, a comparative analysis of the two cases is carried out 
to show how the interactions within the policy subsystems have affected 
coalition behaviour and subsequent decision-making on WEMS. By using the 
Boundary Work Theory as an apparent practical application, the study then 
attempts to establish a possible way forward for the adoption and 
implementation of WEMS globally. 
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This thesis identifies and isolates issues of system design and use, as well as 
micro-contextual effects on information system implementation. In the next 
section, the structure of the thesis is outlined. 

1.6 Structure of the Thesis 
This thesis is structured as follows: 
 

Chapter 2 – Historical overview of Multilateral Agreements, CITES 
enforcement efforts and the development of the Wildlife Enforcement 
Monitoring System (WEMS) 
 

This chapter starts with a brief historical overview of the 
development of Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs) 
and then focuses on the formation of the CITES Convention. 
The chapter then investigates the compliance and enforcement 
efforts, the specific roles of stakeholders and the events that 
influenced the CITES decision-making process on enforcement 
information-sharing and the development of enforcement 
information systems. The chapter further describes the 
development of WEMS in Asia and the objection by CITES. The 
Chapter also provides a brief overview of the Lusaka 
Agreement Task Force (LATF) and finally outlines the adoption 
of WEMS by the LATF. 

 
Chapter 3 – The Workings of International Wildlife Politics and Policy 
Domains 

In this chapter, the complex process of policy change over 
periods of several decades within the wildlife trade policy 
subsystem is described, using the Advocacy Coalition 
Framework which is best suited for explaining long-term policy 
change. By doing so, this chapter also provides a theoretical 
understanding of the apparently complex nature of the CITES 
policy process. 

 
Chapter 4 – Stakeholder Policy Beliefs in the Wildlife Policy 
Subsystem in Asia and Africa 

This chapter examines the policy beliefs in Asia and Africa 
using stakeholder analysis gathered from an empirical study 
carried out in Asia (India, Thailand and Japan) and East Africa 
(Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda) using Q methodology. 

 



14 

Chapter 5 – Explaining Policymaking on WEMS in Asia and Africa 
 

In this chapter, coalition behaviour is examined while 
analysing the policy process both in the objection of WEMS-
Asia and the acceptance of WEMS-Africa.  

 
Chapter 6 – Bridging Multiple Social Worlds – Boundary Work in the 
Adoption of WEMS 

Using the theoretical concept of ‘boundary objects’, this 
chapter outlines how WEMS was made acceptable among the 
various global stakeholders within the wildlife policy 
subsystems. 
 

Chapter 7 – Summary and Conclusion 
This chapter summarizes the findings of the research and 
provides recommendations for further research. 
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Chapter 2 
 

Historical overview of Multilateral 
Agreements, CITES enforcement efforts and 
the development of the Wildlife Enforcement 

Monitoring System (WEMS) 
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2.1 Introduction 
This chapter first outlines a brief history of Multilateral Environmental 
Agreements (MEAs) and challenges in enforcement information-sharing. It 
then explores the evolution of the compliance mechanism of CITES Convention 
and draws a historic timeline describing how various political and economic 
factors changed the course of decision-making on wildlife enforcement 
information-sharing. The chapter further describes the development of WEMS, 
the conflicts of interests with CITES on the design structure of WEMS, and NGO 
stakeholder participation during the earlier stages of its development. The 
Chapter concludes with the adoption of WEMS by the Lusaka Agreement Task 
Force. Focusing particularly on the CITES Conference of Parties (COP) and 
Standing Committee meetings, the historic findings on the various paradigm 
shifts within CITES enforcement and compliance are based upon an extensive 
literature review of CITES documents extending from the origin of the CITES 
Convention until the recent developments at CITES COP 16. 
 
This chapter does not seek to evaluate the whole history of the CITES 
Convention itself. Rather, it investigates a specific aspect, namely enforcement 
matters and the role of stakeholders and events that influenced the CITES 
decision- making process on enforcement information-sharing and the 
development of enforcement information systems. The key questions that I 
plan to address in this Chapter are: 
 
1. What were the causes and factors for the failure of enforcement 

information-sharing in CITES? 
2. How does the historical overview of CITES enforcement and 

compliance matters relate to the development of WEMS in Asia, its 
objection by CITES, and adoption of WEMS by the Lusaka Agreement 
Task Force? 

2.2 Spiralling MEAs and challenges in enforcement 
information-sharing 

Multilateral Environmental Agreements(MEAs), 6  also known as protocols, 
treaties and conventions, are legally binding agreements signed by countries 

                                                 
6 Agreements may take different forms, such as ‘convention’, ‘treaty’, ‘agreement’, 
‘charter’, ‘final act’, ‘pact’, ‘accord’, ‘covenant’, ‘protocol’, or ’constitution’ (for an 
international organization) (see UNEP report, Auditing the Implementation of Multilateral 
Environmental Agreements (MEAs): A Primer for Auditors). The 1969 Vienna Convention 
on the Law of Treaties defines a ‘treaty’ as ‘an international agreement concluded 
between States in written form and governed by international law, whether embodied in 
a single instrument or in two or more related instruments and whatever its particular 
designation’ (See UNEP report, Auditing the Implementation of Multilateral 
Environmental Agreements (MEAs): A Primer for Auditors). In this thesis, as a practical 
matter, ‘treaty’, ‘convention’ and ‘agreement’ are often used interchangeably. 
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(referred to as Parties) to address concerns related to the global environment. 
One key element of any MEA is the provision for information gathering and 
sharing about Party activities related to the agreement. Due to overarching 
sovereignty concerns, MEAs rely largely on self-reporting by Parties to 
encourage compliance to substantive control provisions (UNEP, 2007). For 
most MEAs, the Conference of Parties (COP) constitutes the governing body 
with the authority for policymaking during regular meetings. Generally, there 
is no clearly binding means of enforcement to MEAs, while compliance usually 
refers to the obligation of a Party to submit national communications and to 
report on key indicators (ibid).  
 
Though the concept of MEAs existed prior to the establishment of the United 
Nations, its importance as a formal mechanism for transboundary 
environmental governance and its subsequent adoption increased dramatically 
soon after World War II (WWII) and the decolonization of African and Asian 
countries. The pre-WWII rate of an agreement every two years increased to 
seven agreements per year from 1946 to 1972 - the year of the United Nations 
Conference on the Human Environment (UNCHE) (see Mitchell, 2003). Ever 
since, the rate has continued to increase (see Figure 2.1). As many as 319 
agreements were completed in the 20 years between 1972 Stockholm 
convention (UNCHE) and the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment 
and Development (UNCED) (at the rate of an average 16 agreements per 
year), and 189 agreements were completed from 1993 through 2002 (19 
agreements per year) (Mitchell, 2003). Almost half of all MEAs attempt to 
protect species or manage human impacts on those species. 
 

 
Figure 2.1 Ratification years of Multilateral Environmental Agreements and the 
number of Parties (source UNEP 2008) 
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As all MEAs outline strict sovereign rights7 to the states or Parties, with the 
increase of MEAs came the responsibility for individual Parties to report on the 
status of the environment within their jurisdiction. But challenges remained in 
implementation and reporting as the timing of the formation of most MEAs 
coincided with the recovery from WWII and the decolonization processes. 
Apparently, the parties were not prepared to meet the requirements, leading 
to weak compliance with MEAs. For instance, in many developing countries, 
spatial and non-spatial data on the general state of affairs of the global 
environment on biodiversity is still not available at a national level. For these 
countries, scientific institutions in the developed world remain the only source 
of credible information. In such circumstances, Parties compromise their 
sovereignty by default, partly due to their inability to carry out the reporting 
exercise or partly because of their historical ties with the former colonial 
powers in mapping and supporting research on natural resources. This 
particular characteristic of science and reporting, where information on 
biodiversity distribution from the developing world is tied with the works of 
actors in the developed world, should be taken into consideration while 
attempting to study self-reporting by Parties. 
 
The implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence of 
Colonial Countries and Peoples (also known as the Special Committee on 
Decolonization, or C-24) in 1961, led to independence of several territories in 
Africa and Asia which were earlier part of the western colonial regimes. But the 
independence soon led to power struggles and civil wars, especially in many 
parts of Africa and Asia that were rich in natural resources. These newly formed 
resource-rich but war-torn countries also became part of the globally 
introduced multilateral environmental agreements in late 1970s, even while 
they didn’t have the mechanism to comply to the treaty process. Not 
surprisingly, this led to challenges in the ‘ground-level implementation’ of MEAs 
despite a global effort to address environmental problems as spelled out in the 
languages of MEAs.  
 
The Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna 
and Flora (CITES) was born in 1973 (and came into force in 1975) in the midst 
of this tumultuous era. Obviously, the task of the convention to bring together 
appropriate enforcement and compliance measures was not easy as can be 
observed in the later part of this chapter.   

2.3 The CITES Convention 
CITES is considered as the flagship global wildlife agreement, which was 
formed at a time when the environmental movement was at its peak and when 
                                                 
7 Meaning that only states and respective agencies can be the custodians of ‘common 
pool resources’, such as plants and animals, within their jurisdiction.   



 

19 

wildlife trade was largely one of the niche demands for wealthy customers of 
former colonial powers. Apparently, the conservation movement also started 
from western countries where the concern for trade and exploitation of wildlife 
in its former colonies created a strong urge among its conservation NGOs to 
pressure their governments to protect wildlife, mainly in its former colonies. 
 

 
Figure 2.2: CITES Member Countries and their time of Accession (1973-2013) 
(CITES, 2011c).  
The bold vertical lines indicate the timeline of the UN conferences on environment and 
Development.  
 
The convention text was originally drafted as a result of a resolution adopted 
in 1963 at a meeting of members of IUCN (International Union for the 
Conservation of Nature, commonly referred to as the World Conservation 
Union). The text was agreed upon at a meeting of representatives of 80 
countries, in Washington, D.C., on 3rd March 1973, and on 1st July 1975, CITES 
entered into force (CITES, 2012d). As of 2013, 178 member states (referred 
to as Parties) are signatory to the convention (see Figure 2.2). The primary 
objective of CITES is to ensure that international trade in specimens of wild 
animals and plants does not threaten their survival.  
 
Since its formation, CITES has been trying to ensure full compliance by its 
Parties. Through resolutions and decisions of the Conference of the Parties 
(COPs) – or so-called ‘soft’ laws - CITES Parties are obliged to align national 
laws with the regulations of the convention. In the 1979 CITES COP meeting, 
CITES formed a Standing Committee (SC), and later the Animals, Plants, 
Identification Manuals and Nomenclature Committees. These committees were 
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given permanent status in 1987 (IUCN, 2000). Implementation of the 
international law of CITES also requires national governments to bring their 
enforcement units (Police, Customs, Military and Forest officials - the only type 
of agencies tasked with actual implementation) to identify and confiscate illegal 
wildlife specimens which are listed in the convention as potentially threatened.  
  
The convention text, especially Articles VIII8 and XIII,9 emphasise the need for 
Parties to maintain records of wildlife trade, and transmit such information 
through annual and biannual reports. Article XIII defines the steps the CITES 
Secretariat should take to address any issues regarding any adverse trade that 
affect the survival of the species. A failure to implement the CITES regulatory 
provisions or report non-compliance, can lead to sanctions if agreed by the 
Standing Committee and the Conference of Parties (COP) of the convention. 
However, CITES regulation does not replace national laws and its main function 
is to help the Parties to implement the convention - the Parties are the only 
ones responsible for its implementation. 
 
A major part of the administrative costs of the Secretariat, including those for 
the COP’s the SC’s are borne via the CITES Trust Fund. This Trust Fund is 
restocked from the Party contributions based on the United Nations scale of 
assessment (CITES, 2013b). CITES also receives a major contribution from the 
European Commission and the United States. Other major donors include 

                                                 
8Article VIII 

6. Each Party shall maintain records of trade in specimens of species included in Appendices I, II and 
III which shall cover: 
a) the names and addresses of exporters and importers; and  

b) the number and type of permits and certificates granted; the States with which such trade 
occurred; the numbers or quantities and types of specimens, names of species as included in 
Appendices I, II and III and, where applicable, the size and sex of the specimens in question. 

7. Each Party shall prepare periodic reports on its implementation of the present Convention and shall 
transmit to the Secretariat:  
a) An annual report containing a summary of the information specified in sub-paragraph (b) of 

paragraph 6 of this Article; and 

b) A biennial report on the legislative, regulatory and administrative measures taken to enforce 
the provisions of the present Convention.  

9
Article XIII -International Measures 

1. When the Secretariat, in the light of information received, is satisfied that any species included 
in Appendix I or II is being affected adversely by trade in specimens of that species or that the 
provisions of the present Convention are not being effectively implemented, it shall 
communicate such information to the authorized Management Authority of the Party or Parties 
concerned. 

2. When any Party receives a communication as indicated in paragraph 1 of this Article, it shall, 
as soon as possible, inform the Secretariat of any relevant facts insofar as its laws permit and, 
where appropriate, propose remedial action. Where the Party considers that an inquiry is 
desirable, such inquiry may be carried out by one or more persons expressly authorized by the 
Party. 



 

21 

Denmark, France, Germany, Hong Kong SAR (Special Administrative region - 
SAR - of China), Japan, Norway, Qatar, Sweden, and the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland. These countries continue to provide 
funding for capacity building, science-related activities, national legislation, 
enforcement, the Sponsored Delegates Project, and the Monitoring of Illegal 
Killing of Elephants (MIKE) programme (CITES, 2013a). 

2.3.1 The CITES Compliance System 

The CITES ‘compliance system’ is defined as the ‘subset of the treaty’s rules 
and procedures that influence the compliance level of a given rule’. The level 
of compliance of a State is measured based on the actions by national 
governments within three regulatory systems (Reeve 2001): 
 
a) The primary CITES rule system; 
b) The compliance information system;  
c) The non-compliance response system. 
 
The chief regulating bodies within the CITES compliance system are the COPs, 
the Standing Committee and the CITES Secretariat. The COP is composed of 
Party representatives and is the supreme decision-making body, meeting every 
two and a half years. The Standing Committee is an executive body made up 
primarily of 14 representatives of the Parties. It is elected on a regional basis 
and oversees the operation of the convention between CITES meetings. Its 
functions include: overseeing financial activities; coordinating and advising 
other committees, as well as working groups set up by the COP; drafting 
potential CITES resolutions; and performing any other functions as may be 
entrusted to it by the COP (Reeve, 2002, pp 47). 
 
The Animals and Plants Committees, composed of technical experts (usually 
biologists), are elected on a regional basis and play a minor role in the 
compliance system. Reporting to the COP and the Standing Committee (if 
requested), these technical bodies are responsible for reviewing the status of 
selected species, and advise on the action to be taken. In a way, this process 
within the CITES compliance mechanism ensures that the decisions taken by 
CITES authorities rely on a science-policy mechanism where there is an 
interaction between national management (including policymakers and 
scientists at the national level) and science authorities (for example, IUCN and 
the World Conservation and Monitoring Centre - WCMC) at the international 
level. In this regard, CITES is different from other conventions, such as the 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), where 
an independent science body like the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) plays a leading role in bringing science-based decisions to 
UNFCCC and the Conference of Parties.  
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Non-governmental organizations are also key players in the compliance system 
(see Article XII10 of CITES Convention). The World Conservation Union (IUCN) 
and Trade Records Analysis of Fauna and Flora in Commerce (TRAFFIC) - a 
joint programme of the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF)11 and IUCN - play 
central roles in flagging non-compliance of CITES Parties. Other NGOs also 
have considerable influence in CITES, mostly through lobbying at COP 
meetings. 

2.3.2 Primary rule system 

The convention regulates international trade in wildlife through a permit 
system that is applied to species listed in three Appendices (Figure 2.3): 
 

 
Figure 2.3: Total number of species (Spp.) and sub-species (Sub-Spp.)12 listed 
in CITES Appendices as of 2013. 
 
 Appendix 1 - prohibiting commercial trade. Only non-commercial trade, 

largely for scientific and educational purposes is allowed; 
 Appendix 2 - restricted trade under which commercial trade is controlled;  

                                                 
10 Article XII Upon entry into force of the present Convention, a Secretariat shall be 
provided by the Executive Director of the United Nations Environment Program. To the 
extent and in the manner he considers appropriate, he may be assisted by suitable inter-
governmental or non-governmental international or national agencies and bodies 
technically qualified in protection, conservation and management of wild fauna and flora. 
11 Also known as World Wildlife Fund 
12 References related to species and subspecies are available at the CITES website: 
http://www.cites.org/eng/disc/species.php 
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 Appendix 3 - includes species listed unilaterally by Parties needing 
international assistance to control trade; 

 
The Appendices are revised at each CITES meeting where a two-thirds majority 
is required for amendments to be adopted. As CITES only regulates trade, and 
does not prevent it (as seen from the large volume of species in Appendix II, 
Figure 2.3), decisions for species to be listed becomes political during a time 
of no consensus (for example, decisions regarding permitting ivory trade). All 
trade in listed species must have a permit or certificate.  
 
As mentioned earlier, CITES is a non-self-executing treaty, meaning that 
national legislation is required to implement several provisions. Parties are 
required to designate ‘Management Authorities’ and ‘Scientific Authorities’ 
competent to grant permits or certificates. The ‘Scientific Authorities’ play an 
important role in verification through monitoring exports permits and 
producing non-detriment findings (Reeve, 2001). Although such a procedure 
is mandatory for maintaining compliance, Management and Scientific 
Authorities in several developing countries often remain under-resourced, 
understaffed and, in some cases, non-existent, as will be seen in later sections 
of this chapter. 

2.3.3 Compliance information system 

CITES is one of the first MEAs to develop an information system to monitor 
enforcement of and compliance to the convention. The collection, review and 
dissemination of enforcement data are the responsibilities of the Secretariat. 
Though CITES largely relies on self-reporting by Parties, it also seeks 
information from NGOs and relevant intergovernmental organisations. In 
parallel, information is also gathered by the Secretariat during ad-hoc visits to 
Parties, usually at the request of the COP or the Standing Committee (Reeve, 
2002). 
 
As a CITES rule or compliance mechanism, Parties are required to provide 
enforcement and compliance information (how the convention is enforced into 
the national laws, and the level of compliance with CITES provisions) through 
annual and biennial reports. Annual reports include information on trade in 
CITES specimens, while biennial reports contain data on legislative, regulatory 
and administrative steps taken to enforce the convention. While several Parties 
do comply with the annual reporting process, biennial reporting has remained 
largely unimplemented (Reeve, 2001). This has led CITES to merge the 
existing reporting format into one national report (CITES, 2013d) so as to bring 
down the burden of the reporting process. 
 
Upon receiving the report, the Secretariat is mandated to study Parties’ reports 
to request further information, and to prepare annual reports on 
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implementation. Due to lack of manpower and expertise at the Secretariat to 
carry out all the functions, some of these functions are contracted out. For 
example, the trade records from Parties are maintained in a database by UNEP-
World Conservation and Monitoring Centre (WCMC) which has been in 
existence since 1975. WCMC is also tasked with comparing the import-export 
records and, where the records do not match, or Parties report possible illegal 
trade, the WCMC informs the Secretariat of cases of non-compliance. Annual 
reports are essential for analysing trade in CITES-listed species. Trade studies 
are heavily dependent on precise and complete reporting by Parties. Yet, 
complete reporting has turned to be a persistent problem primarily because 
several Parties fail to comply with the timely reporting responsibilities (CITES, 
2012c; Phelps et al., 2010). 
 
Until CITES COP 11 (April 2000), the Secretariat had been compiling 
comprehensive data on illegal trade in a Report on ‘Alleged Infractions’ 
received from Parties, NGOs and other sources, such as INTERPOL and the 
WCO. Using this information, two types of infractions had been detailed prior 
to COP 11: (i) illegal trade commonly committed by individuals; and (ii) non-
compliance by Parties with the provisions of the convention. The infraction 
reports were then made public (since COP 12, only a limited number of cases 
were made public), providing all Parties with a record of significant violations 
that took place between COP meetings and of other enforcement problems 
affecting compliance. They were then discussed and debated for seeking 
mechanisms to reduce or to eliminate the problems. Despite some Parties 
complaining about having their violations placed on record, infraction reports 
came ‘to be accepted as a reliable and impartial instrument reinforcing national 
implementation and accountability’ (Reeve, 2001). 
 
In CITES compliance process, various NGOs (including industry representatives 
such as captive breeders as NGOs) work closely with the CITES Secretariat, 
Governments and sometimes with traders, either individually or in 
partnerships. While IUCN-affiliated NGOs such as WWF and TRAFFIC (The 
Wildlife Trade Monitoring Network) play a significant and important role in 
assisting the CITES Secretariat in its administrative tasks, other conservation 
NGOs act as watchdogs to the compliance with the convention or engage in 
capacity development work.  
 
The Secretariat receives information on compliance from NGOs either directly 
or indirectly via reports from Parties to the Secretariat. Since its establishment 
in 1976, TRAFFIC is one the key NGOs that collect information on illegal wildlife 
trade and continues to be engaged in transmitting information to the 
Secretariat and national authorities. TRAFFIC, on several occasions, has 
assisted the Secretariat in enabling countries to comply (see section 2.4). 
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TRAFFIC also maintains the Elephant Trade Information System (ETIS, CITES, 
2013a), which was set up to monitor the ivory trade.  
 
Although IUCN and its main subdivision, the Species Survival Commission 
(SSC), do not have any legally binding authority, their opinions are considered 
dependable: governments, scientists, journalists and others use it as a quick, 
reliable way to find out whether particular species are in danger of extinction, 
without having to undertake lengthy research (Rodrigues, Pilgrim, Lamoreux, 
Hoffmann, and Brooks, 2006).  In spite of their larger role in building a science-
based decision-making process, some scholars remain sceptical of the role of 
IUCN in influencing CITES decisions and on how they use their privileged 
positions to influence CITES COP outcomes (Mrosovsky, 1997). 

2.3.4 Non-Compliance Response 

Until 2010, the CITES Secretariat employed just one senior enforcement officer 
to police around 35,000 animal and plant species listed in its appendices. As a 
means of verification, the CITES Secretariat conducts ad-hoc visits or missions 
to Parties experiencing implementation problems, and these missions are 
mainly based on the approval of the Standing Committee. The purpose is to 
gather information, assess problems and provide advice to national authorities.  
 
In sum, the CITES compliance mechanism does have an overall good 
regulatory framework at a global level. However, in monitoring the 
enforcement of the convention at a national level, especially in countries where 
governance mechanisms do not function or do not exist, the task of compliance 
monitoring remains highly challenging. To understand the challenges in the 
monitoring process of the convention, the next section explores the historical 
timeline of the events that took place and which shaped the enforcement 
information processes within the convention. 

2.4 Historical overview on CITES compliance 
information-sharing and monitoring 

As mentioned in section 2.3, CITES Convention was formed at a time when the 
need to protect the environment was a common concern among several 
governments. Though the convention was formed in high spirits, financial 
instruments to operationalise it remained one of the biggest challenges. To 
address this, during the second CITES COP meeting, UNEP Executive Director, 
Mustafa Tolba, reiterating the words of his predecessor, Maurice Strong, 
concluded that the best way to discharge the responsibility of UNEP to CITES 
was through an agreement with IUCN whereby IUCN would provide the staff 
and facilities to undertake the Secretariat function (CITES, 1979). This is the 
beginning of the long-standing cooperation between IUCN and its affiliates 
(WWF, TRAFFIC, IUCN Environmental Law Program) with the CITES 
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Convention where IUCN, for some time, shared office space and staff. Even 
some of the staff who worked for the CITES Secretariat came from IUCN. The 
decision to involve IUCN was taken in light of the facts that IUCN had a long 
history of expertise and constructive concern with the conservation of wild 
animals and plants, and had been instrumental in the preparation for the 
Plenipotentiary Conference in Washington which resulted in the formation of 
the convention (CITES, 1979).  
 
The late 70s and early 80s were also crucial with regard to membership of the 
Parties to the Convention. For example, during the first COP meeting of the 
convention held in 1976 in Bern, Parties adopted their first set of criteria, 
referred to as the Bern Criteria. According to some researchers (Young, 2003), 
the Bern Criteria placed strong preservationist (or protectionist) values in the 
listing of species where the decisions were based heavily on the species’ 
biological and trade status – a criteria used to establish the standards for 
Appendix I and Appendix II listings (Young, 2003).  It was a time when East 
Asian countries were not Party to the CITES Convention. But during the time 
when Indonesia became a Party to CITES in 1979, three major countries 
(Japan, 1980, China, 1981, and Thailand, 1983), which had extensive trade 
with Indonesia, followed through. These three East Asian countries later 
became a political force in the overall decision-making process within the 
convention. The change in the Bern Criteria to the adoption of Fort Lauderdale 
Criteria at the Ninth Conference of Parties in 1994 (Resolution Conf. 9.24 
Criteria,1994) can be considered as one of the turning points - from a 
preservationist outcome at CITES COPs to a more utilitarian one (Young, 
2003). However, the utilitarian concept was not explicitly expressed at CITES 
meetings. It was camouflaged with the science term Sustainable use (see 
Chapter 3).   
 
Until the late 1980s, CITES was also one of the MEAs which maintained a 
transparent approach in its proceedings. Illegal trade or infractions were 
discussed openly during the Conference of Parties. But with more Parties 
joining the convention and increased trade taking place, the reporting of 
infractions suffered several challenges. A crucial incident that led to the closing 
of the lid on CITES enforcement information openness can be traced back to 
the 6th CITES Conference of Parties held in July 1987 in Ottawa. In documents 
made public in Ottawa, the CITES Secretariat named 40 member countries for 
suspected violations, and asked them for written explanations (CITES, 1987). 
The officials noted that they could easily have listed many more. Among the 
Parties, three major wildlife importing countries - France, Japan and Austria - 
came in for special criticism from several delegations and private groups, 
including NGOs. Critics charged France for being lax in controlling imports and 
for allowing nearly unfettered trade in illegal products through French Guiana, 
a French department in South America. Japan was criticised for importing large 
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volumes of illegal products and for exempting itself, as it legally can under the 
treaty, from prohibitions on the import of shells of endangered sea turtles, 
glands of musk deer, and several other items. Austria was criticised for 
allowing a pharmaceutical company to import 20 chimpanzees from Africa, 
which the treaty staff asserted was against the rules. France denied the 
charges, the Japanese said they were working to improve compliance, and 
Austria argued that the chimpanzee shipment had been legal (Eckholm, 1987). 
While all three expressed bitter resentments at being singled out, the then 
Director of TRAFFIC international, Ginette Hemley in an interview with New 
York Times said, ‘…the frankness about treaty infractions is an encouraging 
development…’ (Eckholm, 1987) 
 
The challenges in enforcement were partly due to the fact that many new 
member states (especially from developing countries) did not have a clear 
mechanism to bring its enforcement agencies to comply with CITES. National 
customs, police and other enforcement units largely remained unclear of what 
the provisions of CITES entailed, and the identification of specimens were 
simply not an easy task. The agencies till then had never before worked 
together on controlling wildlife products, and especially the Customs agencies 
were new to the provisions of CITES rules and regulations.  
 
With several countries continuing to show poor enforcement, and NGOs 
reporting the failure to the CITES Secretariat, the conflict between the 
sanction-inflicted countries and international environmental NGOs became 
more serious. 
 
In October 1989, during the 7th COP of the convention held at Lausanne, 
Parties collectively expressed their concern and disillusionment about their 
name being mentioned (CITES, 1989). The national CITES Management 
authorities attending the meeting said it was not to blame for the non-
compliance process which took place beyond their official control. The 
Secretariat however, stressed that it is the State which constitutes the Party 
to the Convention which requires all State services to work towards the 
application of the Convention. But this was not convincing for the Parties and, 
as it turned out, many Parties did not respond at all or, only rarely so to the 
requests for information made by the Secretariat on the basis of Article XIII of 
the convention. Some others replied so late that their response was no longer 
useful in resolving the problem at hand.   
 
Another crucial factor that clogged the enforcement information-sharing and 
the openness of CITES decision was the African Elephant issue. With rampant 
poaching of elephants in Africa in the 1980s, the United States’ approach to 
trade in ivory changed. In 1989, President George H.W. Bush unilaterally 
banned ivory imports. Kenya burned its 13 tons of ivory stocks, and CITES 
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announced a global ivory ban, which began in 1990. But not all countries 
agreed to the ban. Zimbabwe, Botswana, Namibia, Zambia, and Malawi 
expressed ‘reservations’, exempting them from it on the grounds that their 
elephant populations were healthy enough to support trade. Blamed with 
serious implementation challenges and with non-compliance steadily 
increasing among the Parties, CITES was forced to resort to sanctioning the 
non-compliant states. 
 
In 1992, Italy was the first European country to receive trade suspension by 
CITES based on a report filed by TRAFFIC (Reeve, 2001). During the 1990s, 
several African countries also went through trade sanctions even though they 
hardly had any mechanism to implement the CITES provisions. As it is clear 
now, enforcement will be effective only if there are sufficient resources for 
monitoring and managing the national park service (Hilborn et al., 2006), but 
at that time, several developing countries neither had proper legislation nor 
the resources. While civil society advocates in the United States, UK and France 
could lobby their national governments to take internal action on illegal trade, 
with no democratic voices against environmental crime, certain Asian countries 
went on a sweeping violation of the convention. This situation seriously 
affected the implementation and effectiveness of the convention itself – which 
could be considered as another reason that had led to the closed nature of 
enforcement information handling by the CITES Secretariat. 
 
Almost two decades after the formation of CITES, the compliance mechanism 
of the convention was getting immensely complicated. The eighth meeting of 
the CITES COP (held in Kyoto, Japan, in 1992) opened with the CITES 
Secretariat reiterating the need for submission of annual reports, and 
highlighting that non-submission itself was a form of infraction (CITES, 1992). 
At that time, the 30-member (staff) CITES Secretariat was dealing with 115 
countries and regulating several species listed in their appendices. With serious 
resource shortages, and wildlife protection not being a priority for several 
states, the workload of the Secretariat became immensely challenging and it 
appeared that there was no other option other than contracting out the work 
to some trusted NGOs and consultants. It should be noted that most 
conservation NGOs do collaborate in some way or other, but there do exist 
certain ideological13 disagreements, especially regarding the application of the 

                                                 
13  IUCN considers itself as a neutral forum for governments, NGOs, scientists, business 
and local communities to find practical solutions to conservation and development 
challenges. While the conservation objectives of IUCN are broad, the interests of some 
individual members may be much more concerned with protection and others with 
utilization, and based on circumstances, they take individual positions accordingly. The 
Species Survival Network believes in a more protectionist position and that trade can 
occur only when the evidence positively demonstrates that the survival of the species, 
and their role in the ecosystems in which they occur will not be detrimentally affected 
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precautionary principle, which allows one to act even if persuasive evidence is 
not yet available, while serious consequences of non-action or delay in action 
are expected. This could be compared with the conventional modernist-
scientist belief in science-led progress (‘wait until the evidence is convincing’) 
versus the postmodern-ecological belief in prevention and thus precautionary 
measures. 
 
While the struggle between trade and conservation was complicating the 
decision-making process of CITES, several parallel programmes by the United 
Nations also affected the funding and compliance mechanism (due to the 
overlapping and often conflicting mandates with other MEAs) of the 
convention. Some of the events that occurred during 1990s, including the 
formation of the World Trade Organisation (WTO) in 1992 and the Convention 
of Biodiversity (CBD) in 1993, took away a lot of attention from the CITES 
convention. The Parties that were signatory to CBD and WTO were also part of 
the CITES process and this at times conflicted each other’s mandate. Several 
other MEAs also sprouted during the 1990s, imposing severe administrative 
processes for Parties to achieve national compliance with MEAs in general. The 
impact of all these developments became more evident in the later events of 
the convention and especially during the CITES COP 12 meeting. 
 
Understanding the difficulties in carrying out enforcement efforts single-
handedly, in 1993, CITES proposed a new option of establishing a Law 
Enforcement Network comprising enforcement officers nominated by the 
Parties (CITES, 1993). But during the Standing Committee’s 31st meeting, in 
March 1994, the Secretariat reported mixed reactions from the Parties to the 
establishment of a new, separate mechanism within CITES dealing with 
enforcement matters. The decision of the Standing Committee was then to 
make use of the existing intergovernmental enforcement mechanisms (CITES, 
1994b). 
 
By then, in 1995, the ICPO INTERPOL ‘working group’ had decided to create a 
special information exchange process on environmental crime within its 
general crime information exchange mechanism (now known as I24/7). In 
order to increase the effectiveness of this special initiative, the general 
assembly of ICPO-INTERPOL designed a special form called the ECO-MESSAGE 
(CITES, 1995). The purpose of this form was to improve communication 
between the National Central Bureaus (NCB) of INTERPOL and the ICPO-
INTERPOL General Secretariat concerning crime involving international trade 
in and transport of dangerous goods, nuclear waste and wild fauna and flora. 
The CITES Secretariat then issued a notification to Parties asking their wildlife 

                                                 
by trade. The species must always receive the benefit of the doubt if the available 
evidence is uncertain. 
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management authorities to submit information in the form of ECO-MESSAGE14 

to their respective NCB (CITES, 1995) who can then send such information to 
INTERPOL. 
 
With the focus turning to working with existing intergovernmental enforcement 
mechanisms, the Secretariat agreed to increase its cooperation with ICPO-
INTERPOL and the World Customs Organisation (WCO) (CITES, 1997a). The 
Secretariat signed a memorandum of understanding (MoU) with INTERPOL on 
2 January 1996 and with the WCO on 4 July 1996 (CITES, 1997). The main 
objectives of this MoU were to: 
 
- Exchange information and intelligence on wildlife crime; 
- Cooperate in the training of police and customs officers. 
 
There was also an idea of establishing a common intelligence database 
between the Secretariats of World Customs Organisation (WCO) and CITES 
(with a possibility of INTERPOL joining, CITES, 1997). However, due to 
insufficient budgets and the lack of manpower, such a system never came into 
existence. 
 
With traditional enforcement agencies partnering with the CITES Secretariat, 
the rule of enforcement information also applied to the databases consequently 
developed by the agencies. When INTERPOL established the wildlife working 
group, it took into account that membership of the working group on Illegal 
Wildlife Trade was composed only of CITES Secretariat enforcement personnel 
(one officer from the Secretariat) and government representatives of Parties 
who had a primary role in the enforcement of the convention, with each 
geographic region being represented. It also sought clarification on the 
membership of the group (Parties or individuals) and the question of 
participation of observers. The participation of NGOs has since then been a 
subject of lengthy discussion at each meeting of the INTERPOL sub-working 
group. As ECO-MESSAGEs can only be submitted by a National Central Bureau 
(NCB) to INTERPOL, CITES Parties had to first convince wildlife divisions to 
work with their national enforcement agencies. But there were challenges at 
the inter-agency level and with the submission process which until today 
remains vague. In a way, there was no other option other than engaging 
wildlife divisions to directly send ECO-MESSAGEs to the CITES Secretariat and 
for CITES to maintain its own illegal wildlife crime database. But an already 
overstretched CITES Secretariat neither had the manpower nor the resources 
to create and maintain a wildlife crime database. 
 

                                                 
14 The ECO-MESSAGE form went through a modification process in 2008 to make it 
convenient for Parties to use (CITES, 2008). 
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Things changed in 1997 when a lengthy debate over a one-off sale of ivory to 
Japan concluded with a consensus decision at the 10th CITES COP meeting in 
Harare (CITES, 1997b). One of the preconditions for the sale was the 
establishment of an international reporting and monitoring system for illegal 
international trade, through an international database in the CITES Secretariat 
(later called the Monitoring of Illegal Killing of Elephants, MIKE); and an 
international reporting and monitoring system for illegal trade and illegal 
hunting within or between Elephant-Range States, through an international 
database managed by TRAFFIC International. Other institutions such as the 
IUCN/SSC-African Elephant Specialist Group and the LATF were asked to 
cooperate in developing the elephant databases. At this meeting, TRAFFIC was 
contracted to develop a comprehensive database on monitoring illegal trade of 
elephant ivory and derivatives, called ETIS (Elephant Trade Information 
System).15 During the same time, the CITES Secretariat decided to develop a 
Trade Infraction and Global Enforcement Recording System (T.I.G.E.R.S.) 
database to record infractions which became the first database on seizures 
developed by CITES (CITES, 2000b). T.I.G.E.R.S. operated as a single-channel 
information process where Parties could send the infraction cases in an ECO-
MESSAGE format.  
 
At CITES COP 11 held at Nairobi, several countries, including US, UK, Belgium 
and Japan, pledged financial support to ETIS and MIKE - the two elephant 
databases (CITES, 2000a). 
 
While CITES received financial support for building information systems as a 
requirement for bridging the consensus sale of ivory, scepticism increased 
when the ivory sale coincided with an increase in elephant poaching. At COP 
11 in Nairobi in April 2000, two conservation NGOs, the David Shepherd 
Conservation Foundation and the International Wildlife Coalition (IWC), both 
at that time members of the Species Survival Network (SSN), questioned the 
scientific validity of the CITES Secretariat’s conclusions on the sale of ivory. 
They also claimed that such a sale had led to rampant poaching. TRAFFIC 
(though being a NGO) supported CITES and contested NGO figures on 
poaching, suggesting double counting (ENB, 2000). 
 
Grappling with NGOs and the elephant issue, at COP 11, the Secretariat 
unilaterally decided to redefine the reporting process on infractions. CITES 
stated that the goal of the reports is to provide an ‘overview of “illicit trade” 
and to identify “significant problems” relating to the issuance and acceptance 

                                                 
15 Since its inception, ETIS has been managed by TRAFFIC on behalf of the CITES Parties 
and is currently housed at the TRAFFIC East/Southern Africa office in Harare, Zimbabwe. 
ETIS is an improvised version of Bad Ivory Database System (BIDS) managed by 
TRAFFIC since 1989. The funding for the development of ETIS mainly came from WWF, 
DEFRA and the CITES Secretariat (CITES, 2000a). 



32 

of CITES documents and henceforth to report only work by Parties that 
illustrates innovative or particularly significant enforcement action’ (CITES, 
2000b). This decision resulted in a COP 11 report having just six pages of 
mostly general information, compared with almost 100 pages detailing 
infractions in previous years (Reeve, 2001). Only three infraction cases were 
mentioned in anything more than general terms. Prior to this decision, two 
types of infraction were detailed: 
 
i) Illegal trade, commonly committed by individuals; 
ii) Non-compliance by Parties with the provisions of the convention.  
 
According to Reeve (2001), infraction reports were considered a reliable and 
impartial instrument that reinforced national implementation and 
accountability, and the unilateral shift by CITES was a betrayal on the term 
‘infractions’. The elephant databases and T.I.G.E.R.S., which were developed 
during the time, could be accessed only by the owners of each database, which 
was TRAFFIC and CITES Secretariat for ETIS; CITES and IUCN for MIKE; and, 
CITES alone for T.I.G.E.R.S. 
 
At the 12th CITES meeting held in Santiago, Chile, in November 2002, the 
Executive Director of UNEP highlighted the importance of the World Summit 
on Sustainable Development (WSSD, the timeline of WSSD indicated in Figure 
2.1) and, in particular, the Plan of Implementation of the Johannesburg 
Declaration (CITES, 2002b). He also noted that, in light of the Doha 
Development Agenda (WTO, 2001), 16  it was essential for the MEAs to 
coordinate their work with that of the World Trade Organisation (WTO), as all 
environmental conventions had a trade component. UNEP’s decision on 
aligning MEAs with WTO principles was also supported by IUCN. The observer 
from IUCN firmly supported the concept of sustainable use and highlighted the 
benefits to be obtained from sustainable trade in wild species, as this related 
to the seventh Millennium Development Goal on alleviation of poverty. 
 
During CITES COP12, the Secretariat claimed that the shorter reporting form 
(since it stopped publicly listing complete infraction cases) had led to changes 
in attitude among Parties and that there was a marked increase in the supply 
of information by some Parties that were previously uncommunicative (CITES, 
2002a). However, this was not entirely true as can be seen from what 
happened during CITES COP 14 (CITES, 2007b). In addition to the political 

                                                 
16 The Doha Development Agenda or Doha Round is the round of trade negotiations 
among the World Trade Organization’s membership. Its aim is to achieve major reform 
of the international trading system through the introduction of lower trade barriers and 
revised trade rules. The work programme covers about 20 areas of trade. The Round is 
also known semi-officially as the Doha Development Agenda as the fundamental 
objective is to improve the trading prospects of developing countries. 
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issues, Parties had practical problems in providing information. As mentioned 
earlier, the CITES compliance process had placed a heavy paperwork burden 
on operational staff and rendered them unwilling to engage in any additional 
reporting beyond what was expected of them. Secondly, the data protection 
legislation and other national regulations and policies restricted the ability of 
some countries to supply information regarding criminals and offences through 
their wildlife divisions. Also, reporting of crime was portrayed as an indication 
of failure by the staff to carry out their duties. 
 
As an exception and to lighten the burden, CITES Secretariat communicated 
that it was ideal to have the information submitted as an ECO-MESSAGE, but 
that the format used was less important and that CITES would accept 
information communicated by whatever means were most convenient for the 
Parties (CITES, 2002a). Additionally, if the Parties had problems in 
communicating the information to the Secretariat, they could use the channels 
offered by the World Customs Organisation and ICPO-INTERPOL - 
organisations with which the Secretariat has formal agreements to enable 
exchanges of information. 
 
At CITES COP 12, it was getting clearer that submission of information by the 
Parties was slowing down. The CITES Secretariat was also conscious that the 
national enforcement staff was unwilling to contribute to a system that was 
not of benefit to them. The level of reporting to T.I.G.E.R.S. database was so 
low that it could not provide any meaningful analysis of trends in illicit trade 
(CITES, 2002a). 
 
Submitting information to the Secretariat was just one part of compliance. 
Action on the ground was also missing as several Parties did not have the 
capacity to enforce. Most Parties’ responsibility for enforcement of the 
convention rested with wildlife divisions whose expertise was not on criminal 
matters. Hence, they were not able to deal with illegality in import, export and 
domestic sale issues. At a time of information-sharing complexities, CITES 
even suggested how ‘real-time’ information could play a role, rather than 
waiting to read a report prepared once in two and a half years. But for such a 
process to function, feedback was required from the Parties, which apparently 
was lacking. For example, many of the faxes that CITES send to Parties seeking 
information regarding illicit trade, copying forged documents or reporting 
seizures, were unacknowledged and the Secretariat received no response to 
its requests for investigations (CITES, 2002a). 
 
In spite of serious shortages in manpower and information flows, CITES 
Secretariat was persistent that the role of non-governmental organisations 
should be limited to capacity development (funding assistance, training 
support, technical assistance, and intelligence). Quoting real risks that non-
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governmental organisations may compromise Customs and Police operations 
(through a lack of proper liaison with the relevant authorities), CITES 
suggested that NGOs should not undertake activities that were more properly 
carried out by law enforcement bodies. According to CITES, the TRAFFIC 
Network was the only suitable NGO which could carry out such activity. 
 
By the 13th Conference of Parties, it became evident that the T.I.G.E.R.S. 
database was failing. CITES argued that it was due to lack of resources that it 
was unable to enter all the information it received into T.I.G.E.R.S. database. 
At the meeting, the CITES Secretariat emphasised the submitting of at least 
two major items – a ‘detailed information on significant cases of illegal trade’ 
and, details regarding ‘convicted traders and persistent offenders’ (CITES, 
2007b). This prompted Asian Conservation Alliance and UNU scientists to 
develop WEMS as a comprehensive decision support system using civil society 
information (See Section 2.5). 
 
An end to the T.I.G.E.R.S. database came during the CITES COP14, where the 
Secretariat admitted that T.I.G.E.R.S. has failed to meet its purpose. CITES 
declared that the submission of information to the Secretariat, suitable for 
input to T.I.G.E.R.S., has always remained haphazard and incomplete, and the 
database could never reach its potential (CITES, 2007b). According to the 
Secretariat, the failure was not just that the Parties were not submitting 
enough information but also because of the shortage of resources to input the 
large backlog of data that it received into the database. CITES also admitted 
that all the databases, including that of INTERPOL and World Customs 
Organisation, faced similar challenges (CITES, 2007b). The ETIS database 
operated for CITES by TRAFFIC was the most comprehensive one only because 
of the considerable effort that had been made to collect data proactively and 
encourage their submission (CITES, 2007b). The Secretariat expressed its 
disappointment that the Parties had not chosen to make more use of the ECO-
MESSAGE system and, in turn, ICPO-INTERPOL’s database or T.I.G.E.R.S. Had 
they done so, a much better record on the perspective would be available about 
illicit trade, wildlife crime and the persons involved (CITES, 2007a). 
 
To overcome the challenges in enforcement information-sharing, the CITES 
Secretariat convened a meeting at the US Fish and Wildlife Service Forensics 
Laboratory in Ashland (Oregon) from 8-10th June 2009.  The meeting, which 
involved high-level CITES law enforcement experts (mostly practitioners), held 
several closed and open door sessions where they brainstormed on ways to 
improve the gathering of data on illicit wildlife-trade. Based on the discussions, 
the experts recommended the development of a global database modelled 
upon EU-TWIX (developed by TRAFFIC and used by the enforcement 
community in the European Union; also see Chapter 5 Section 5.3.2). The 
group further noted that though the WEMS developed by UNU had good 



 

35 

potential, it had to be tested in the field before being endorsed by CITES. This 
recommendation was later ratified at the 58th Standing Committee meeting 
(CITES, 2009) and at the CITES COP 15 meeting (CITES, 2010a). The CITES 
COP 15 meeting also recommended the establishment of a ‘working group’ for 
looking into the following; 
 
a) The design and the implementation structure of the database.  
b) Seek external funding to enable the group to conduct its activities, 

assisted by a relevant consultant if appropriate; 
c) Report to the Standing Committee at its 61st and 62nd meetings on the 

progress of the working group. 
 
A brief meeting of interested Parties and organisations was then convened by 
the Secretariat during COP15 and a working group was subsequently 
established with the following members: Canada, Israel, New Zealand, United 
States of America, the European Union, INTERPOL, the World Customs 
Organisation, UNEP-WCMC, Environmental Investigation Agency (EIA) and 
TRAFFIC. The group was chaired by a Customs official from France. The group 
conducted its discussions by email and focused on issues such as: the structure 
of the database, the type of information it would contain, how information 
should be submitted, and how such a database should be maintained (CITES, 
2011a, 2011b). But during the sixty-first meeting of the Standing Committee, 
neither the Parties nor the Secretariat had the confidence to maintain a 
database on illegal trade, regardless of the nature of such a database (CITES, 
2011c). The Secretariat admitted that it had no capacity to take on such work 
and other organisations represented in the working group were not ready to 
do it for free (CITES, 2011c).  With this note, the Secretariat asked the Working 
Group on the ‘Gathering and Analysis of Data on Illegal Trade’ to postpone its 
further deliberations. A final decision on the database came during the 62nd 
Standing Committee meeting held in July, 2012, in Geneva where the CITES 
Secretariat confirmed that it did not have the means to support a separate 
database on illegal trade. It requested CITES Parties to make better use of 
existing intergovernmental databases such as those maintained by INTERPOL 
and WCO (CITES, 2012b). 
 
Another development that took place during CITES COP 15 (November 2010) 
was the formation of the International Consortium on Combating Wildlife Crime 
(ICCWC) - a joint partnership between (CITES), ICPO-INTERPOL, United 
Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC), World Bank and World Customs 
Organisation (WCO). The purpose of this consortium was to increase 
collaboration and cooperation among the enforcement agencies (CITES, 
2010b, 2013c).  
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Following up on the earlier decisions, at the 16th Conference of Parties held in 
Bangkok, CITES Parties further agreed to reduce the burden of reporting on 
illegal trade by adding some columns to the annual report rather than 
submitting a special report (CITES, 2013d).  
 
As an overview, it is clear that the complexities of enforcement information 
collection and sharing existed since the formation of the convention. A direct 
approach to address the problem would lead to shaming one country while 
lauding the other, thereby creating objections among the Parties and causing 
reluctance to provide information to a central system based at the CITES 
Secretariat. This led to the failure of the illegal wildlife crime database 
(T.I.G.E.R.S) managed by the CITES Secretariat. On the contrary, unlike 
T.I.G.E.R.S, ETIS and MIKE databases originated as a precondition to trade in 
ivory. The reports and analysis from these databases are mandatory for 
countries to agree upon a decision on trade. Hence, the Parties provided 
generous contributions to keep the system functioning though it has often been 
criticised as not providing adequate analysis (Christy, 2012). The final CITES 
decision on enforcement information sharing reverts back to an old decision 
which came out in March 1994 when the Secretariat reported mixed reactions 
from the Parties to the establishment of a new, separate mechanism within 
CITES dealing with enforcement matters, and recognised that the exploitation 
of existing intergovernmental enforcement mechanisms offered a more 
productive way forward (CITES, 1994a). The only NGO which CITES entrusted 
to manage databases was TRAFFIC and this could be due to the long-standing 
relation CITES has maintained with IUCN, the organisation which was 
responsible for the creation of the CITES convention. This will become clearer 
when we describe CITES’ view on grass-root civil society participation in the 
WEMS initiative. 

2.5 Development of Wildlife Enforcement 
Monitoring System (WEMS) 

As it was becoming increasingly evident that the compliance system of CITES 
was failing and the process of information sharing was getting more complex 
and inefficient, researchers at UNU envisaged the idea of a civil society-based 
information- gathering process through an arrangement with the Asian 
Conservation Alliance (ACA). Before having an agreement on WEMS, ACA had 
several consultations with their members in China, Thailand and India. The 
idea agreed upon by both UNU and ACA were as follows; 
 
 An ACA-member NGO with significant experience in CITES processes will 

act as a national focal point, collecting and compiling information from 
governments on the basis of an information disclosure law (Freedom of 



 

37 

Information Act, FoIA), and evaluate and verify the information before 
inputting it into WEMS (see Fig 2.4). 

 By doing so, WEMS can act as a geospatial decision support system 
accessible to a closed group of stakeholders participating in the project and 
involved in addressing enforcement and compliance on CITES, including 
governments, UN agencies, scientists and civil society. 

 An open map portal displaying the illegal trade route and species involved 
in the trade will be the channel for public awareness on wildlife crime. 

 

 

Figure 2.4: Data Sharing Model of WEMS NGO Prototype - (EA= Enforcement 
Agency, CTR= Country) 
The figure above describes the information collection process in the WEMS-NGO 
prototype. The information is first collected either through direct communication with 
the national enforcement agency (EA), by appealing to an existing Freedom of 
Information Act or by consulting media reports in each Country (CTR) through an NGO 
focal point (NGO) which enters the information to the WEMS system after a preliminary 
data verification regarding credibility of the data. The arrows show the transfer of 
information into the WEMS system placed at UNU (WEMS-UNU). The user requirements 
were prepared by UNU and ACA. 
 
Based on the above agreement, on October 1st 2005, UNU and ACA signed a 
memorandum of understanding to carry out the project as a joint initiative. 
The particular feature of WEMS-NGO model was that it enabled grass-root 
NGOs to enter and share information on wildlife crime. The role of UNU was to 
provide a database infrastructure to which NGOs could input data. UNU 
researchers took the responsibility of analysing the data. In the same month, 
the International Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW) donated US$30,000 to ACA 
of which US$15,000 was provided to UNU for building the database. On 18th 
November 2005, a consultative meeting was held among the ACA partners to 
discuss the design process and data collection strategy. In order to ensure 
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interoperability with other enforcement-related databases, the WEMS data 
format followed that of an ECO-MESSAGE (CITES, 1995).  
The user requirements were defined in consultation with Asian NGOs who were 
involved in enforcement-related work. After completing the consultation, a 
decision was made to start with Japan as a pilot phase and then expand it to 
other regions. ESRI was contacted on 14th December 2005 to procure GIS 
software. ESRI provided grants worth US$ 50,000 for the WEMS project to 
kick-start the WEMS initiative. Based on the NGOs requirements, a prototype 
of WEMS was developed with a spatial component that allowed the visualisation 
of the ECO-MESSAGEs on a wildlife crime map. The software design was based 
on the traditional waterfall model and included several steps: requirement 
analysis, software design, implementation, verification and maintenance.  
 
By February 2006, while the prototype neared its completion, the data 
collection was shaping up too. Japan Wildlife Conservation Society (JWCS), one 
of ACA’s partner NGOs, systematically recorded and verified all the seizures 
that had taken place in Japan since 2002 by compiling information from Japan 
Customs and Japanese Police using the Freedom of Information Act. This data 
was then sent to UNU for testing the prototype. During the prototype phase, 
only data from Japan was used for testing. The data was then entered into a 
Microsoft Access database. The database was linked to a web- based ARC-GIS 
mapping facility (ARC-MAP) which displayed the trade routes, quantified 
information on the species traded and the number of seizures. Though the 
information contained in the database was restricted to the WEMS 
stakeholders, the map was designed for the purpose of public awareness and 
was supposed to be open to the public (see Figure 2.5).  
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Figure 2.5: Open map portal from WEMS-Asia Prototype 
 
The map in Figure 2.5 shows the output from the WEMS prototype where it outlines the 
illegal pet trade into Japan. The data was collected by the Japan Wildlife Conservation 
Society (ACA partner NGOs) from the Japanese Customs and Police Agency. It also 
contained a querying unit, which the public could use to query on illegal trade numbers, 
type of species, etc.  
 
The key point to note here is that the user requirements of WEMS invariably 
were the requirements of the Asian NGOs. Hence by default, the system design 
allowed the Asian NGOs to be the primary users of the system and the national 
enforcement agencies as the secondary users (enforcement officials can view 
the data only when the NGO has entered it). Another crucial aspect that should 
be taken note is, during the whole process, the WEMS team did not inform the 
CITES Secretariat or INTERPOL about the development of WEMS though it was 
directly related to the convention and the work of INTERPOL’s Environmental 
Crime unit. According to UNU researchers, WEMS was at a prototype stage and 
due to the experimental nature of the database, it seemed it was too premature 
to inform external agencies. This can be considered as one of the turning points 
leading to confusion/conflict between the works of two different UN agencies 
in addressing a common problem (see section 2.5.1). It is difficult to judge on 
the consequence of what would have happened if UNU had informed CITES 
during the earlier stages of WEMS development.  
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2.5.1 Resistance from CITES 

Once the prototype became functional, UNU decided to showcase the system 
to the public. A press conference was scheduled on Monday, March 20, 2006, 
at UNU in Tokyo. A day before the conference (March 19th 2006, Sunday), UNU 
Rector Hans Van Ginkel received a letter from the CITES Secretary General 
Willem Wijnstekers which was copied to UNEP Executive Director Klaus Töpfer, 
reasoning that the high level of NGO involvement in the WEMS initiative gave 
rise to concern. Referring to the fact that the information relied on NGOs, 
CITES Secretary General warned that grass-root NGOs involved in the WEMS 
project ‘appear to support strongly protectionist wildlife conservation and 
animal welfare policies. Their stated aims are not only to promote law 
enforcement but also to reduce commercial wildlife trade overall. This latter 
aim is not consistent with the Convention, which regulates but does not 
prohibit wildlife trade…’  
 
The main concern of CITES was: Asian Conservation Alliance (ACA) and IFAW 
represent preservationist positions and their objectives stood different from 
the stated objectives of those of the Convention. The letter requested an 
immediate postponement of the press conference on WEMS. Obliging to the 
synergy between UN agencies, UNU postponed the press conference until a 
clarification was made between all involved stakeholders, including the CITES 
Secretariat.  

2.5.2 Redesign of WEMS 

Following the objection, CITES and UNU met during a series of consultative 
meetings to discuss about the WEMS initiative. During all these meetings, the 
WEMS project went through an extensive consultation and scrutiny process 
(Table 2.1). The final outcome of the meetings was to exclude NGOs in 
enforcement information-collection, as transboundary information-sharing by 
NGOs could question the sovereignty of states (Chandran et al., 2008). 
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Table 2.1: Details of the consultative and scrutiny meetings 

Meeting Location and 
date 

Organizer Purpose 

CITES Mekong 
regional 
meeting   

Kunming, 
China 4-6th 
July 2006 

CITES 
Secretariat 

Showcase WEMS to Asian Regional 
partners especially in using WEMS as 
a tool in transboundary information 
sharing in the Mekong Region. This 
meeting led to subsequent meetings 
with ASEAN-WEN Secretariat for 
considering WEMS implementation in 
the ASEAN Region. 

INTERPOL 
Wildlife 
Working 
Group 
(IWWG) 
meeting, 

Beijing, China 
– 25th – 28th 
July 2006 

INTERPOL Evaluation of WEMS initiative by 
CITES and INTERPOL enforcement 
officials.  

UNU- CITES 
Secretariat 
meeting 

Tokyo – 3rd 
August 2006 

United 
Nations 
University  

Showcase WEMS to the diplomatic 
corps and selected public officials. 
The meeting was attended by the 
CITES Enforcement officer, officials 
from US embassy, Ministry of 
Environment of Japan and United 
Nations University.  

CITES – COP 
14 Meeting 
Hague  

Hague June 3-
15, 2007 

CITES 
Secretariat 

Showcase WEMS to CITES Parties. 
Government of India participated in 
the side event along with UNU, 
highlighting the importance of 
implementing WEMS. 

 
Following the discussions, two major decisions were made by UNU at that time 
(after June 2007): 
 
- Consult with governments who are willing to take up WEMS project as a 

national government-led initiative. 
- Contact United Nations Environmental Program (UNEP) to support the 

implementation work. 
 
During a conference call on August 7th, 2007 with UNEP, it was then decided 
to start with one country in the pilot phase. This then required restructuring 
the database from a transnational database to a national database. 
Subsequently, UNU chose India as a possible candidate country for testing 
WEMS as a national geo-spatial decision-support-system to assist national 
enforcement agencies involved in addressing wildlife crime. This involved 
bringing together multiple central ministries responsible for administering 
police, customs and forest in India. Prior to the negotiation process with the 
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Government of India, UNU made two changes in the organisational structure 
of the WEMS project;  
 
 Firstly, UNU discontinued its partnership with ACA.  
 Secondly, on October 2007, UNU moved the project to the e-governance 

unit of UNU – UNU-Institute for Software Technology (UNU-IIST) based in 
Macao.  

 
Although the Government of India welcomed the initiative, WEMS 
implementation at a national level in India turned out to be more challenging 
than expected. The intention of the Government of India was to first host 
WEMS at its wildlife research institution, Wildlife Institute of India (WII), which 
had the expertise and capacity to operate and train officials on the WEMS 
project. However, by June 2007, the Government of India had also established 
the Wildlife Crime Control Bureau (WCCB) – a dedicated organisation focusing 
exclusively on wildlife crime related matters and headed by an officer from the 
Indian Police Service (IPS). Though both WII and WCCB were under the 
regulation of the Ministry of Environment and Forests (MoEF) of India, WCCB 
was not in favour of a research institute being a repository of wildlife crime 
information. At the same time, WCCB didn’t have the manpower or 
infrastructural capacity to host the system. This led to prolonged negotiations 
on who will be the custodian of WEMS system – WCCB or WII. The confusions 
surrounding the ownership led to a stalemate in the decision-making process. 
Meanwhile, disagreements among the WEMS project managers at UNU on how 
to operationalise WEMS in India as well as bureaucratic politics and turf fights 
during the design of the pilot testing eventually led to insuperable challenges 
in terms of coordination with WCCB and MoEF-India. The final outcome was a 
stalemate on a decision regarding the project. 
 
By 2010, UNU had almost given up its hope of moving ahead with the project. 
The UNU project team presented WEMS at CITES COP15 where it was 
conceptualised as a working model (Figure 2.6) for regional bodies like the 
Association of Southeast Asian Nations Wildlife Enforcement Network (ASEAN-
WEN) and LATF as well as for national governments. However, WEMS was not 
endorsed by the CITES Secretariat as it had already made a decision to 
implement EU-Twix globally. 
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Figure 2.6: Suggested Working Model for WEMS regional (ASEAN and LATF) 
 
The above figure describes the information collection process in the revised WEMS 
prototype. Here the WEMS focal point (national focal point responsible for administering 
the WEMS system at a national level) is based at the Wildlife division or CITES 
Management Authority of each country (CTR) that acts as a National Project Management 
Office (NPMO). The WEMS focal point then coordinates the information input from the 
customs (C), Forests (F) and Police (P) who are provided direct access. The arrows show 
the flow of information to the WEMS regional database.   
 
The project almost ended in 2010 at UNU-IIST. However, a swift change 
happened soon after CITES COP 15 when the Lusaka Agreement Task Force 
(LATF) contacted UNU to discuss implementing WEMS in East Africa. 

2.5.2.1 Lusaka Agreement Task Force (LATF) – an overview 
The formation of Lusaka Agreement Task Force (LATF) in 1992 came at a time 
when the international ban on ivory trade was in place. One criterion for lifting 
the ban was a requirement for good domestic law enforcement by both the 
consuming and trading nations. African countries that were not prioritising 
wildlife trade also required support from transboundary countries on law 
enforcement in protecting their wildlife. To meet this requirement, in 1992, 
East African countries formed coalitions and recognized wildlife law 
enforcement as a transboundary priority. The idea for the formation of LATF 
emerged during a conference hosted by the Zambian Ministry of Tourism at 
Lusaka, where senior wildlife law enforcement officers from eight African 
countries met to propose an African Task Force in order to coordinate cross-
border investigations in close liaison with national law enforcement agencies 
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(UNEP, 2005). At that meeting, they drafted an agreement aimed at providing 
a legal framework for the proposed Task Force, and named it the Lusaka 
Agreement on Co-operative Enforcement Operations Directed at Illegal Trade 
in Wild Fauna and Flora (UNEP, 2005). On 8 September 1994, with the UN 
Secretary-General acting as its depositary, the LATF was established with its 
main objective to collectively act against illegal wildlife trade by bringing the 
various wildlife agencies together. The Agreement came into force on 10 
December 1996, and constituted seven Parties: The Republic of the Congo 
(Brazzaville); Kenya; Liberia; Tanzania; Uganda; Zambia; and the Kingdom of 
Lesotho. The Republics of South Africa and Ethiopia, and the Kingdom of 
Swaziland, are signatories. It was officially launched on 1 June 1999, with its 
headquarters located at the Kenya Wildlife Service in Nairobi. Since its 
formation, the coalition has remained stable and the Parties, though having 
disagreements about each other’s policies, have stayed together and remain 
committed to the needs of protecting wildlife. 
 
The Zambian government has been at the forefront of promoting LATF, 
supported by the governments of Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania. At UNEP’s 
Conference of the Rhinoceros Range States titled ‘Consumer States and Donors 
on Financing the Conservation of the Rhinoceros’, the four governments 
requested UNEP to take up a coordinating role in negotiations for the 
Agreement. This request was endorsed unanimously by other countries 
present. UNEP responded by setting up a ‘Coordinating Secretariat’ to facilitate 
the negotiating process and by committing US$200,000 to get the project 
started (UNEP, 2005).  
 
Role of NGOs in the formation of LATF  
 
Although the LATF was formed through a multilateral arrangement involving 
African states, some scholars (Reeve, 2014) argue that LATF was triggered by 
NGO action. According to Reeve (2014), Nick Carter – a Namibian NGO 
advocate until his death in 2000 – played a crucial role in lobbying for the 
formation of LATF which later won him the Goldman Sachs award (Reeve, 
2014). This argument can be further substantiated by the fact that for a period 
of time, LATF was a project of the David Shepherd Wildlife Foundation (DSWF, 
2014). LATF also received support from conservation NGOs such as: Friends of 
Animals; The Humane Society of the United States; The International Fund for 
Animal Welfare (IFAW); and The Environmental Investigation Agency (EIA) 
(UNEP, 2005). This coalition with NGOs has weakened drastically in recent 
times as NGOs shifted to funding governments directly rather than supporting 
a network. 
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2.5.3 Adoption of WEMS by LATF in East Africa 
After hearing about WEMS during the CITES enforcement expert group 
meeting17 and at the 16th CITES COP meeting (CITES, 2010) in 2010, LATF 
contacted UNU to discuss the procedure of implementing WEMS in Africa as a 
pilot project. By then, the administration of WEMS was moved to UNU-Institute 
for Advanced Studies (based in Japan). At the time of request, WEMS was still 
in its prototype stage. For scaling it up into a regional transboundary geo-
spatial database, WEMS required certain security protocols which would allow 
countries to securely share information among them (Chandran, Krishnan, & 
Nguyen, 2011). 
 
Learning from earlier failures, this time UNU partnered with several research 
institutions to strengthen its implementation mechanism in Africa. UNU, along 
with Harvard University’s Center for Geographical Analysis and ITC-University 
of Twente, formed a working group to look into the research as well as the 
implementation process of WEMS. Unlike in Asia, the African implementation 
mechanism was backed by a strong research community from Europe, Asia 
and North America.  
 
The funding for the pilot implementation was provided by IFAW directly to 
LATF. UNU used its own resources to develop the ICT cloud infrastructure 
(based at UNU-campus computing centre) where WEMS was later hosted. LATF 
also sourced funding from UNEP to convene workshop and training 
programmes for initiating WEMS in Africa. 
 
Following several workshops and meetings to gather the user requirement 
from the enforcement agencies (primarily, Customs, Forests and Police) in 
Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania and Congo, WEMS finally got implemented - nearly 
6 years after it was first conceptualised at UNU in Tokyo (Figure 2.6).  
 

                                                 
17  The CITES Enforcement Expert Group meeting held in Ashland, United States, 
discussed the scaling up of WEMS as a global database; however, they stopped short of 
endorsing it as a global model (CITES, 2009). 
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Figure 2.7: WEMS Map output from the regional model  
The map above shows the output of WEMS-Africa: the locations of wildlife seizures. The 
information was input directly by the respective enforcement official and coordinated by 
the WEMS focal point in each country. 
 
On July 2011, the Minister of Forests and Wildlife of Kenya Dr. Noah Wekesa 
inaugurated the launching of WEMS in four East African countries – Kenya, 
Tanzania, Uganda and Congo Brazzaville. Speaking at the occasion, Dr. Noah 
Wekesa said WEMS will ‘mark a [new] beginning in the history of Africa, where 
we show the world an example of good governance’ (UNU, 2011). President of 
Kenya, Mwai Kibaki, also expressed his support for such a system (Kenya, 
2011). 
 
Since then, WEMS transformed from a prototype to a functional transboundary 
geospatial decision support system used by the four Lusaka Agreement 
countries. The countries in the pilot phase met for two training sessions and 
the database was restructured in such a way that WEMS will act as a national 
and regional database (Chandran et al., 2011). While all the cases are input 
into WEMS by the participating country, only certain information which has 
transboundary relevance is shared with LATF. All the countries agreed to this 
clause and WEMS became fully functional in 2012. As of 2014, the pilot 
countries who participated in WEMS had shared around 540 cases across 
borders (LATF, 2014, 2015). A report by UNU considers the WEMS 
implementation as a success case in Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania and Congo 
Brazzaville (Chandran et al., 2013). 
 
Though WEMS was implemented in four African countries, its approval by the 
CITES Secretariat remained critical. Until 2013, the CITES Secretariat 
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hesitated to endorse the project, claiming that it would create confusion in the 
ongoing work of the International Consortium on Combating Wildlife Crime 
(ICCWC). According to CITES Secretariat (mentioned during CITES COP16 side 
event in March 2013):’WEMS should not be promoted or used as an information 
system which might somehow overlap with, duplicate, or divert attention and 
resources from, efforts to improve the submission of wildlife law enforcement 
information through the INTERPOL and WCO information systems.’ 
 
This position of CITES changed after the Tokyo Conference on Combating 
wildlife crime held on March 3, 2014, in Tokyo, where a broader and conditional 
acceptance of WEMS was agreed upon (see Chapter 6). 
 
Although CITES has given several reasons for objecting to WEMS, it is not clear 
why a UN convention would prevent another UN body from facilitating 
enforcement information-sharing, especially when challenges in transboundary 
information-sharing and analysis persist. As previously noted in CITES 
documents (CITES, 2007b), the problems which the CITES Secretariat faced 
while maintaining its own database are still experienced by the existing law 
enforcement agencies like INTERPOL and World Customs Organisation (WCO).  
 
To understand the reasons for this scepticism, it is first important to analyse 
the policy beliefs within the wildlife policy subsystem within Asia and Africa 
where on one end an objection to WEMS halted its NGO-based data collection 
in Asia, while on the other, there was a full-fledged acceptance in East Africa 
by the Lusaka Agreement Parties when the data collectors were replaced with 
government actors. To investigate this further, a two-step procedure is carried 
out. In the first step, an extended empirical study is carried out in Asia and 
Africa to map out the policy beliefs (see Chapter 4). And, as a subsequent step, 
the coalition interaction is analysed using the advocacy coalition framework 
(see Chapter 5).  

2.6 Conclusion 
This chapter has outlined the complexities in policymaking and information-
sharing on CITES enforcement matters and the reasons for the development 
of WEMS.  
 
Returning to the first research question, the causes and factors that led to the 
failure of enforcement information-sharing in CITES can be summarised as 
follows.   
 
Firstly, it is clear that understanding and addressing the problems on 
enforcement information-sharing requires a wide range of cooperation among 
different countries, different actors (between scientists and policymakers) and 
across a wide range of scale, spanning from local ground enforcement to 
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global-level decision-making process. However, challenges exist in institutional 
and ethical (beliefs and perceptions of actors) ideologies which then creates 
‘boundaries’ that undermine the overall effort in addressing the problem.  
Secondly, although the CITES compliance framework, especially on 
enforcement matters, highlights significant measures to be taken at the 
national level, the process of implementation in many countries still remains a 
failure as the structure of the framework does not often match with the local 
conditions. For example, enforcement requires coordination between 
enforcement agencies, wildlife authorities and scientists, but in reality, it is 
difficult to find such a close well-knit coalition at the national level. This, in 
turn, has led to poor enforcement on the ground, lack of enforcement 
information-sharing, and Parties refusing to discuss non-compliance issues 
openly. 
 
A third factor which led to the failure of the compliance mechanism can be 
attributed to the conflicting priorities among the Parties during each CITES COP 
meetings. Failure on enforcement by several Parties was overlooked to 
promote trade of key species, including elephants and rhinos. Here the decision 
on species is not primarily based on enforcement information but on the power 
of the voting blocs. 
 
The fourth factor for the failure in global enforcement efforts is related to 
funding and capacity of the CITES Secretariat itself. With the increase in 
member states, CITES had to consider the funding needed to maintain the 
operation of its Secretariat for the following reasons: 
a. The major income for CITES comes from its Trust Fund which are 

contributions from member states. Action on non-complying states has to 
be taken cautiously and selectively so as to not lose the faith of at least 
the major donors. 

b. For this to happen, the science and information on enforcement and 
compliance with the convention should be selective and not 
comprehensive. 

 
The above factors also elucidate partly the answers to the second research 
question on how the historical overview of CITES enforcement and compliance 
matters relate to the development of WEMS in Asia, its objection by CITES and 
adoption of WEMS by Lusaka Agreement. 
 
One of the primary reasons for the development of WEMS was to assist CITES 
in the enforcement information compilation process at a time when the 
databases operated by CITES was failing. UNU envisaged the idea of a civil 
society-based information-gathering process through ACA, considering the fact 
that grass-roots NGOs with significant knowledge about CITES can be a 
primary source of information if they can compile the data from their 
governments using the Freedom of Information Act. However, such a process 
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was not acceptable to the CITES Secretariat. The judgement CITES made on 
the civil society actors were based on the position of ACA NGOs on conservation 
and trade. As ACA represented a group of anti-wildlife trade representatives, 
CITES feared that the enforcement information collected through WEMS may 
empower them during CITES COP meetings where the decisions are more 
political rather than scientific (Chandran et al., 2015). This conflicting scenario 
was unfavourable for the Convention itself and thus led to the objection by the 
Secretariat on the WEMS system. (More detailed evaluation of the reasons for 
the objection of WEMS-Asia is outlined in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5.)  
 
Being part of the larger family of the UN, UNU has to conform to the synergy 
(resolving conflicts and delivering as one) between UN agencies. When CITES 
objected to civil society participation, UNU decided to stop their involvement 
and opted for implementing it in individual countries and later through regional 
enforcement bodies.  
 
As for the Adoption of WEMS in Africa, we have seen that the request for its 
implementation came from LATF. WEMS-Africa also received high-level 
government support in its implementation in Africa. The policymaking process 
in the adoption of WEMS will be further detailed in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5.  
 
An important point to note in this chapter is, adoption of WEMS by national 
government in Africa did not mean a global acceptance of WEMS. In order to 
find a solution to the problems faced in the wider adoption of WEMS, we need 
to understand the workings of international wildlife policy coalitions. Therefore, 
in the next chapter, I present the theoretical framework which analyses the 
policy processes within MEAs in general and CITES in specific. 
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Chapter 3 
 
 

The Workings of International Wildlife Politics 
and Policy Domains 
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3.1 Introduction 
As we have seen in the previous chapter, conflicting ideologies on several 
policy issues between national governments, NGOs and academic institutions 
have made CITES decision-making a complex process. Solving such complexity 
by means of a rationalistic policy approach alone also seems inadequate as 
policy processes are influenced by macro- and micro-level changes within and 
external to the policy domain or subsystem. In order to understand the policy 
interactions within the Wildlife–Trade policy subsystem,18 this chapter records 
the policy process within the subsystem spanning more than a decade by using 
a theoretical framework of policy change based on the beliefs and behaviours 
of individual actors or groups of actors working within the policy domain. This 
is specifically important as no study has conceptualized the beliefs and policy 
process within CITES over time (during a time span of more than a decade) as 
well as the role of coalitions and other external factors in influencing the 
Wildlife–Trade policy subsystem. 
 
The Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) (Sabatier, 1988) clarifies policy 
processes at the international level and pays attention to policy coalitions. The 
application of ACF to MEAs is not new. Sewell (2005), for example, used ACF 
to highlight coalition behaviour within the UNFCCC climate policy context and 
examined the climate policy processes at the international, national and 
subnational levels, including the nature of cooperation and coordination 
required both within and between these levels. A similar study was carried out 
by Ganguly (2010) who applied ACF to the case of the Convention on 
Biodiversity (CBD). However, more recent work by Ingold and Varone (2011) 
has pointed to factors that explain policy change within MEAs, such as 
institutionalized veto points and the strategic behaviour of policy brokers. 
Although, theoretically, CITES processes can be illuminated through ACF, it 
alone may not be sufficient to show the external dynamics influencing a policy 
subsystem, especially within a multilateral context, where decisions are not 
just influenced by the national policies of a state, but also and perhaps more 
so where certain (weak) states are influenced by lobbying groups, international 
NGOs and the vested interests of other (powerful) states. In order to fill this 
void, this thesis refers to the work of Keck and Sikkink (1999), which explains 
how actors who fail at the national level seek an international platform to 
address their concerns. 
 
The first part of this chapter (Section 3.2) describes the Advocacy Coalition 
Framework. The following section (Section 3.3) then describes its theoretical 
application to the CITES Convention. The final section (3.4) illustrates through 

                                                 
18 When two policy systems, for example, Wildlife policy and Trade policy, combine, the 
collective small unit which deals exclusively with matters related to wildlife and trade is 
known as the Wildlife–Trade policy subsystem. 
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a case study the interactions within and between the national and international 
policy subsystems, and how this transnational effect has influenced policy 
decisions over a decade. The chapter concludes by demonstrating the 
relevance of this theory to the context of CITES processes and its application 
in understanding the processes that took place in the development and 
implementation of the Wildlife Enforcement Monitoring System (WEMS). 

3.2 Advocacy Coalition Framework – General 
framework 

The Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) helps to map-out policy change over 
a longer period of time where actors within a particular policy subsystem can 
be aggregated into a number of advocacy coalitions, each including people 
from various state and non-state organizations that share a set of normative 
and causal beliefs while engaging in a coordinated activity. 
There are three basic premises to ACF: 
 
1. The process of policy change and policy-oriented learning requires a time 

perspective which is usually a decade or more. The focus on a decade as 
a time span comes directly from findings concerning the importance of the 
‘enlightenment function’ of policy research (Sabatier, 1988). The 
importance of analysing policy for a longer period of time in order to obtain 
a reasonably accurate portrait of the success or failure of a programme is 
also stressed by Mazmanian and Sabatier (1983). 

 
2. The second premise is that in a policy subsystem, actors from a variety of 

public and private organizations who are actively concerned with a policy 
problem (for example, wildlife trade) interact. This premise signals a 
departure from traditional notions of ‘iron triangles’ where policy concerns 
were limited to administrative agencies, legislative committees and 
interest groups at a single level of government. A policy subsystem 
includes actors at various levels of government who are active in policy 
formulation and implementation, as well as journalists, researchers and 
policy analysts who play important roles in the generation, dissemination 
and evaluation of policy ideas. 

 
3. The third premise of ACF is the conceptualization of public policies through 

belief systems. Belief systems are based on a set of value priorities and 
causal assumptions of actors or of coalitions. Assuming that people get 
involved in politics at least in part to translate their beliefs into public 
policy, the ability to map beliefs and policies on to the same ‘canvas’ 
provides a vehicle for assessing the influence of various actors on public 
policy over time. ACF distinguishes three levels of belief systems, namely: 
(a) deep core; (b) policy core; and (c) secondary aspects. 
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 Deep core belief includes such things as: basic ontological and 

normative assumptions about human nature; the priority of 
fundamental values such as liberty or equity; political support to a 
left- or right-wing party. It refers to the individual’s underlying 
personal philosophy. This belief usually applies to all policy fields, and 
provides the foundation for other more specific beliefs. 

 
 Policy core elements: these beliefs relate to a specific policy field or 

subsystem. It includes the basic strategies and policy positions 
required to satisfy deep core beliefs within the policy area of a 
subsystem, and involves topics such as: whose welfare counts; the 
relative authority of governments versus the market; and the role of 
various actors in the policy subsystem. 

 
 Secondary aspects: these relate to particular aspects of the policy 

area and are narrow in scope. A secondary aspect refers, for instance, 
to the multitude of instrumental decisions and information searches 
that are necessary in order to implement the policy within a specific 
policy area. 

 
According to ACF, deep core beliefs are normative beliefs, such as norms of 
fairness that operate across most policy domains. Deep core beliefs are difficult 
to change but have the least salience concerning a particular policy issue 
(Henry et al., 2010). Policy core beliefs are normative commitments and causal 
perceptions related to an entire policy subsystem, such as the causes of a 
problem or the appropriate balance between economic and environmental 
goals (Henry et al., 2010). Policy core beliefs are fairly stable over time but 
are more relevant to a specific policy system. Secondary beliefs are related to 
specific geographic locations, policy proposals or information systems, and 
change more frequently in response to new information (Henry et al., 2010). 
As the focus of ACF is on the policy subsystem, it is important to consider the 
various exogenous variables affecting the actors and resources of the 
subsystem. Sabatier (1988) classifies these exogenous variables as stable 
(Relatively Stable Parameters) and dynamic (Dynamic or External (system) 
events). Sabatier (1988) stresses that the two variables affect the coalition 
formation and the resources of the policy subsystem.  
 
In the next subsection, the above-mentioned exogenous variables are 
explained in detail.   

3.2.1 External factors affecting policy change within subsystems 
According to ACF, the policy subsystem is embedded in a wider system of 
events that provide coalitions within the policy domain with different 



 

55 

constraints and opportunities. Sabatier (1988) calls this the ‘external factors 
(or exogenous factors) affecting policy change within a policy subsystem’ and 
classifies it as: 
 
1. Relatively stable parameters – producing little or slow change; 
2. External (system) events (also referred to as dynamic events) – producing 

rapid and unpredictable change; 
 
Relatively Stable Parameters 
 
During a policy process, certain factors that are independent of the discretion 
of the actors can influence policymaking. Such factors are related to: 

i) Basic attributes of the problem area: In most of the policy process, the 
attributes of the problem are almost fixed and there is little room to 
manoeuvre. For example, on decisions related to the management of 
forests and wildlife (or any Common Pool Resources – CPRs - in 
general), an outright decision based on a problem cannot be made. It 
requires discussion with the owners (governments/private) and action 
within the laws which define the management of the resources. This 
means that a solution can only emerge with the consent of the owner 
in charge of the resource. Although external factors (see next section 
on external subsystem events) influence the regulation, the rules 
concerning the management of resources are almost stable. 

 
ii) Basic distribution of natural resources: According to Sabatier (1988), 

the present (and/or past) distribution of natural resources strongly 
affects a society’s overall wealth and the viability of different economic 
sectors, as well as many aspects of its culture and the feasibility of 
options in many policy areas. Here, policy shift takes place based on 
the availability of the resources. The position of African countries on 
ivory trade is a classic example of how decisions can be influenced by 
resources. Kenya, for instance, due to its lower population of elephants 
has resorted to a total ban in ivory trade and trophy hunting of 
elephants; whereas, South Africa, with its rich elephant population, 
permits trophy hunting of elephants, and it has a pro-ivory trade 
position.  

 
iii) Fundamental cultural values and social structure: Cultural values and 

certain basic rights associated with a particular issue can make it 
difficult to solve the problem. Changing policies related to these issues 
may take several decades. Douglas and Wildavsky (1983), Thompson 
et al. (1990) and Hoppe (2007) support the influence of beliefs in 
politics while describing through the lens of cultural theory how culture 
influences normative or core beliefs. A more detailed explanation of 
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cultural theory, and its application in identifying normative beliefs, is 
provided in Chapter 4. 

 
iv) Basic constitutional structure (or legal structure): In most political and 

legal systems, the basic legal norms are usually resistant to change 
once a law is approved. 

 
External [system] events 
 
According to Sabatier (1988), policy subsystems are susceptible to frequent 
fluctuations over the course of years due to dynamic events which then serve 
as a major stimulus for policy change. For example, the 2007 financial crisis 
was one factor which influenced a large number of policy subsystems. Several 
bills that were passed had to be changed to accommodate the crisis. This also 
presents a continuous challenge to subsystem actors, especially for learning 
how to anticipate and then respond in a manner consistent with their basic 
beliefs and interests. These external events are mainly influenced by the 
following sub-factors: 

1. Changes in socio-economic conditions and technology: where unexpected 
socio-economic scenarios may reverse a previously well-adopted policy 
decision; 

 
2. Changes in systemic governing coalitions: An individual resignation or 

change in mind-set could bring in changes to the coalition; 
 
3. Policy decisions and impacts from other subsystems: The decisions and 

impacts from other policy sectors are amongst the most important of the 
dynamic elements affecting specific subsystems. For example, the Tohoku 
earthquake in Japan and the Fukushima nuclear plant disaster influenced 
other policy subsystems, including agriculture, fisheries and 
transportation; 

 
4. Changes in public opinion: Public opinion on any key issue can influence a 

policy decision. However, this applies more to the case of countries where 
there is a democratic participation in the electoral process. 

 
Sabatier recognises the importance of understanding two intervening variables 
influencing the policy subsystem, which is especially relevant within the 
context of cross-national policy research.  These two intervening variables are: 

Long-term coalition opportunity structure 
 
Both the relative stable parameters and the dynamic events affect the 
constraints and opportunities of subsystem actors and the way they form long-
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term coalitions. The three factors that define long-term coalition opportunities 
are: 
1. Degree of consensus needed for major policy change; For example, at 

CITES COP meeting’s, procedural matters relating to the conduct of the 
business of the meeting are decided either by consensus or by a simple 
majority of the Party representatives present and voting. In case of 
proposals related to trading of a species, decisions are taken by a two-
thirds majority of representatives present and voting.  

2. Openness of political system: The degree of openness depends on: a) 
number of decision-making venues; and b) the accessibility to those 
venues. Within CITES Convention, there are several venues where 
decisions are made, such as the Standing Committee, Animals and 
Plants Committee, etc. These multiple access points allow Party 
participation for influencing decisions. 

3. Overlapping societal cleavages: Here, cleavage is the division of voters 
into voting blocs based on personal or group priorities. Within CITES, 
voting is carried out in blocs by the European Union and by certain 
African states. Cleavages are also formed while voting on certain key 
species such as elephants and marine life.  

 
The above three factors are very much dependent on stable and dynamic 
factors, and can influence the way coalitions structure themselves.  
 
Short-term constraints and resources of subsystem actors 
 
The exogenous factors also influence the resources of the subsystem actors. A 
shortage of resources can constrain the activities of actors in influencing policy 
change. For this reason, coalitions opt to share resources which will then make 
them partners in a coalition. 

3.2.2 Policy subsystem: Internal Structure 
A policy subsystem is not just comprised of traditional policymakers but also 
includes journalists, analysts and researchers, who play important roles in the 
generation, dissemination and evaluation of policy ideas, as well as actors at 
other levels of government who are involved in policy formulation and 
implementation (Sabatier, 1988). The distinguishing features of a policy 
subsystem can be defined as follows: 
 
- Delimiting subsystem boundaries 

According to Sabatier, a policy subsystem is usually well defined, and the 
coalitions have clear mandates. However, within the policy subsystem, there 
are latent actors who will be active only if they are convinced. In other words, 
a well-defined coalition constantly seeks support from latent actors. 
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- Origins of new subsystems 

A new subsystem can be formed when a group is dissatisfied or if it discovers 
important issues within a policy subsystem that are being neglected. This 
dissatisfied group will then form a new subsystem in order to draw attention 
to these issues. 
 
- Subsystem actors: advocacy coalitions and policy brokers 

Whatever their origins, subsystems normally contain a large and diverse set of 
actors who form coalitions based on shared beliefs. In addition, there is a 
category of actors, the ‘policy brokers’, whose main concern is to keep the 
level of political conflict within acceptable limits and to assist in finding some 
‘reasonable’ solution to the policy problem. Some literature defines policy 
brokers as influential actors who play a significant role in defining the policy 
processes and outputs (Ingold and Varone, 2011). The role of policy brokers 
will be described more in the latter part of the thesis. 
 
Policy-oriented learning 
 
ACF also stresses policy-oriented learning where coalitions or members of 
coalitions alter their thoughts or behavioural intentions as a result of 
experience or due to new information (Sabatier 1998). Here, the members of 
various coalitions seek to better understand the world in order to further their 
policy objectives. 
 
Assessing policy-oriented learning however requires deep involvement within 
the policy process as such shifts cannot be captured easily without being a long 
term ‘insider’ within the policy subsystem. Hence, in this thesis, policy-oriented 
learning is outlined while describing the policymaking process on WEMS in Asia 
and Africa.  

3.3 Advocacy Coalition Framework– Application 
within the framework of the CITES Convention 

In the introductory section of this chapter, the application of ACF in 
understanding the policy process of MEAs was outlined. Within the context of 
an MEA, the application of ACF to CITES also remains significant. However, 
studies related to the understanding of CITES processes by using ACF are 
limited. Although Steinberg (2003) and Arnold (2003) use ACF within the 
CITES context, their focus has been primarily on the national policy subsystem. 
On the other hand, CITES decisions are not just based on national agendas, 
but also include a multitude of factors involving: natural resource distribution 
at a global level; consensus between different actors at the national and 
international level; and the inherent cultural contexts of the actors that shape 
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their beliefs and values on trade and conservation. For this same reason, 
studying the transnational policymaking process within CITES requires analysis 
of both the national and international wildlife policy subsystems. As a step 
towards this analysis, this section outlines the external (Subsection 3.3.1) and 
internal factors (Subsection 3.3.2) which influence the wildlife policy 
subsystem. 

3.3.1  External factors affecting policy change to the Wildlife-Trade 
Policy subsystem 

 
Relatively stable parameters  
 
According to ACF, relatively stable factors affect the beliefs and resources of 
the subsystem actors, and limit the range of alternatives available to them. 
They also structure the problem, establish the rules and procedures for 
changing policy and reaching collective decisions, and broadly frame the values 
that inform policymaking (Sabatier, 1988; Weible and Sabatier, 2009). Within 
the CITES context, the following factors can be considered to be relatively 
stable: 

i) Basic attributes of the problem area 
The crisis in the trade and management of wild flora and fauna has been a 
long-term one, primarily due to extensive deforestation, species depletion and 
illegal trade over time. There appears to have been a continuous struggle, 
triggered by ideological difficulties on the nature of management – whether 
public, private or mixed management. The trade on wildlife has also re-
emerged as an issue in the context of the debates on sustainable development 
and resource management. The exploitation of forests and wildlife had been 
rampant during the era of colonization when there were fewer restrictions on 
the unwarranted use and trade of natural resources (see Chapter 2, Section 
2.2). However, following decolonization and with the emergence of the 
environmental movement in the 1960s, a new form of global governance 
emerged. Garrett Hardin’s (Hardin, 1968) portrayal of the users of a common 
pool resource (CPR) later developed into the concept of a wiser use of 
resources through a hierarchical mechanism of control (Ostrom, 2009a). One 
important factor about CPRs such as wildlife and forests is that they yield 
benefits to both the primary (for example, forest dwellers and local 
communities) and the secondary dependants (people who use the resources 
for market or commercial purposes but who do not depend on them on a daily 
basis; for example, forest logging companies, professional hunters, etc.). This 
then leads to the problem where beneficiaries are hard to exclude19  and 

                                                 
19 Exclusion relates to the difficulty in restricting those who benefit from the provision of 
a good or a service (Ostrom, 2009). 
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consequently, each beneficiary’s use of a resource system subtracts20 units 
from that resource (Ostrom, 2009b, see Table 3.1). 
 

Table 3.1: Four basic types of goods (Ostrom, 2009) 
 
 
 

 
 

In Table 3.1, Ostrom (2009b) uses two attributes—exclusion and 
subtractability (that range from low-high) in order to distinguish among four 
basic types of goods: toll goods (sometimes referred to as club goods); 
private goods; public goods; and common pool resources (Ostrom, 2009b). 

 
The struggle to classify exclusion of beneficiary and subtractability of use from 
a common pool resource is high (see Table 3.1), and is clearly visible in the 
Bern and Fort Lauderdale Criteria (see also Section 2.3 of Chapter 2). While 
Parties to CITES adopted the Bern Criteria in 1976, providing more impetus to 
preservation values of wildlife (a common pool resource), the Fort Lauderdale 
Criteria (which replaced the Bern Criteria), adopted in 1994, promoted a more 
utilitarian approach (Sands, 2003). 

ii) Basic distribution of natural resources: 
A clear indication that the globally advocated control mechanism to manage 
nature was not working came from a UNEP study in 2007 (Siebenhüner, 2009) 
where it was estimated that about 23 per cent of mammals and 12 per cent of 
bird species were globally threatened and that populations of plants and 
animals had been declining since 1970. The Relative Global Index showed a 
decline of 14 per cent for tropical forests, 35 per cent for marine ecosystems 
and 50 per cent for freshwater ecosystems. Most of these losses occurred in 
developing countries, where species diversity is the highest (Siebenhüner, 
2009). This supports recent IUCN statistics (IUCN, 2014) which describe 
habitat loss and species extinction as amongst the biggest threats to large 
mammals, linking deforestation, urbanization and trade as the three main 
factors leading to extinction of species (see Figure 3.1). 
 

                                                 
20 Subtractability refers to the extent to which one individual’s use subtracts from the 
availability of a good or service for consumption by others (Ostrom, 2009). 

 Subtractability of use 
Difficulty of 
excluding 
potential 
beneficiaries 

 Low High 
Low Toll Goods  Private Goods 
High Public Goods Common Pool 

Resource 
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Figure 3.1 Major threats to mammals (Source: IUCN (2014)) 

 

The Red List Index (RLI) of IUCN (see Figure 3.2) shows similar trends. It 
indicates a rapid decline in corals and amphibian populations followed by those 
of birds and mammals (IUCN, 2014). These statistics cast a shadow on the 
effectiveness and relevance of the CITES Convention, the only convention with 
the ‘teeth’ to sanction states for non-compliance. 

 
Figure 3.2: Red List Index values (RLIs) for reef-forming corals, birds, 
mammals and amphibians (IUCN, 2014). 
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The figure indicates that coral species are moving towards an increased risk 
of extinction most rapidly, while amphibians are, on average, the most 
threatened group. An RLI value of 1.0 equates to all species qualifying as 
Least Concern (i.e., not expected to become extinct in the near future). An 
RLI value of 0 equates to the species group becoming extinct. A consistent 
RLI value over time indicates that the overall extinction risk for the group is 
constant. If the rate of biodiversity loss was reducing, the RLI would show an 
upward trend (Source: IUCN, 2014). 
 

iii) Fundamental cultural values and social structure: 
As mentioned in Chapter 2 (Section 2.4), conflicting perspectives on 
conservation have been in existence since the formation of multilateral 
environmental agreements. The three main beliefs involved in conservation 
debates are held by: the proponents of wildlife trade (Anthropocentrism); the 
opponents of wildlife trade (Ecocentrism,21 Partridge, 1984); and actors who 
believe in a middle path balancing trade and conservation (Hierarchism, see 
Thompson, et al., 1990). When the proponents of trade suggest that wildlife 
trade can bring additional income to resource-rich but economically poor 
nations, including local communities, the opposing camp refutes this argument 
by raising their concerns about the extinction of species. This debate has been 
ongoing for a considerable number of years and the CITES Convention (both 
the Conference of the Parties - COP - and the Standing Committees - SC) has 
become the locus of a virtual battleground between participants from these 
two camps of belief (Stoett, P., 2002); Danaher, 2008; Moore, 2010; 
Rosenzweig and Van Weering, 2004; Sukumar, 2003). At a theoretical level, 
the beliefs can be categorized as follows: 
 
- Ecocentrism: Ecocentrists opine that nature and wildlife should be 

preserved in as ‘pristine’ a condition as possible, and that the widespread 
utilization of (usually select) species should be abandoned in favour of a 
new code of environmental ethics; 

 
- Anthropocentrism: Anthropocentrics believe that the utilization of 

species brings income and wealth to local communities, which in turn 
encourages these communities to preserve or save nature; 

 
- Hierarchism: Hierarchists believe that a middle path between 

preservation and trade is possible. Hierarchies are the benign authorities 
who ensure that the various conditions for the playing of this trading 
game (a ‘level playing field’, for instance) are in place. The hierarchists 
do not oppose trade or calls for preservation, but rather propose a 

                                                 
21 Ecocentrism is also referred to as ‘biocentrism’ by some authors (see Partridge, 1984). 
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rationality on decisions which considers larger socio-economic conditions 
(which need not necessarily be science-based). This belief is mainly 
associated with power-oriented structures involved in governing CPRs. 

 
iv) Basic constitutional structure: 
Before describing the relevant constitutional rules within the wildlife policy 
subsystem, first it is important to outline how the rules were shaped or derived 
based on the significant influence on how natural resources were managed by 
the Range States.22 While framing the rule or control mechanism, governments 
had to look into the five property rights (see Ostrom, 2009b) that individuals 
use within a common pool resource: 
 
1. Access – the right to enter a specific property; 
2. Withdrawal – the right to harvest specific products from a resource; 
3. Management – the right to transform the resource and regulate internal 

use patterns; 
4. Exclusion – the right to decide who will have access, withdrawal, or 

management rights; and 
5. Alienation – the right to lease or sell any of the other four rights. 
 
A well-managed forest or wildlife resource at the national level effectively 
balances all the above criteria through institutional rules and regulations. As 
mentioned earlier, in most countries, forests and wildlife are a property of the 
government which controls or manages the resources. In some countries, 
management is left to responsible private entities, who, under the basic 
conservation rules of the state, carry out the task of the use and conservation 
of wildlife and forests. In all cases, forests and wildlife are the sovereign 
property of the state. No external actors can directly influence their 
management. Now, when it comes to the governance and management of 
forests and wildlife, there is a great variety in the level of effectiveness, 
efficiency and capacity within states. There is little doubt that forests and 
wildlife are mostly well regulated within developed countries. However, some 
developing countries, although they are resource-rich, find it difficult to design 
and implement good management practices. At an international level, the rules 
of trade on fauna and flora are universally prescribed. As mentioned in Chapter 
2, the main objective of the CITES Convention is to ensure that international 
trade in specimens of wild animals and plants does not threaten their survival. 
For this purpose, the Convention uses a permit mechanism that allows species 
to be listed in three appendices based on the level of their threat of extinction 
(see Chapter 2, Subsection 2.3.2). As CITES is a non-self-executing body, 

                                                 
22 Range State is a term generally used in zoogeography and conservation biology to 
refer to any nation that exercises jurisdiction over any part of a range which a particular 
species, taxon or biotope inhabits, or crosses or overflies at any time on its normal 
migration route. 
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Parties are obliged to prohibit trade that contravenes the Convention. Article 
II, Paragraph 4, requires that: ‘The Parties shall not allow trade in specimens 
of species included in Appendices I, II and III except in accordance with the 
provisions of the present Convention.’ Therefore, Parties have the obligation 
to prohibit trade in CITES specimens whenever the Convention’s conditions 
have not been complied with. Article VIII, Paragraph 1, supplements this 
general rule, requiring the State Parties to criminalize and enforce any violation 
of CITES prohibitions. The treaty states: ‘These shall include measures: (a) to 
penalise trade in, or possession of, such specimens, or both; and (b) to provide 
for the confiscation or return to the State of export of such specimens.’ 
However, the breach of this obligation does not itself constitute a criminal 
offence for the simple reason that, a decision made at CITES requires either 
the amendment of existing rules or the adoption of new rules by the respective 
national governments. Considering the fact that national laws may not change 
immediately after the amendments, the chances for discrepancies in the 
implementation of the Convention at a national level are quite high. Therefore, 
Article VIII, Paragraph 1, of CITES can be classified as a non-self-executing 
provision because it is difficult for Parties to implement it until they can adopt 
specific legislation for that purpose. 
 
Therefore, the universalization of rules is the biggest problem for CITES. It can 
only advocate and can never impose rules and regulations on a Party. In a 
world that is split by various levels of governance frameworks, universalization 
of the rules is difficult to implement. For instance, CITES functions well in 
countries where the control or rights over the use of natural resources is 
strongly centralized and efficiently managed, where citizens have legal rights 
to use the resources only as permitted by government agencies and where this 
central control is popularly accepted. In such systems, the national 
bureaucracy is well placed to implement CITES controls effectively, as CITES 
laws provide an impetus to the countries’ own law enforcement efforts in 
controlling illegal or excessive trade, thereby improving the implementation of 
its own policies. The CITES Convention presupposes a high degree of mutual 
respect for the sovereign rights of nations, and tolerance of a wide variation in 
approaches to conservation issues, and only interferes with matters regarding 
species that are listed within the Convention Appendices. On the other hand, 
CITES gets into trouble in situations where control over flora and fauna is 
neither centralized nor popularly accepted or where the state bureaucracy is 
weak and inefficient; here no amount of controls at the international level can 
effectively rectify the weaknesses of state agencies. These states are 
susceptible to influence from other factors, including economic interest groups. 
As it appears, a large majority of CITES Parties which are rich in flora and 
fauna have weak governance; while, at the same time, they are the primary 
source of wildlife products for rich countries (Figure 3.3). 
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Figure 3.3 Major exporting and importing countries of wildlife (Source: 

National Geographic Magazine, NGM, 2010) 
 
Another problem with CITES rules is that the obligations from the Convention 
cannot be enforced in the courts, and penalties cannot be applied for non-
compliance unless it is explicitly stated by the domestic legislation. This means 
that national laws should adhere to the primary rule system (see Chapter 2, 
Section 2.3.2) of the Convention. However, as it appears, the domestic 
governance framework in many countries is not sufficiently adequate to fulfil 
the requirements of CITES. The scope of this legal provision is quite broad and 
allows the Parties discretion on how to enforce the Convention. Some countries 
that are part of the Convention have still not enacted specific legislation to 
implement it. These countries, instead, rely on general wildlife and forest laws, 
and sometimes use their customs or foreign trade legislation to control trade 
in CITES species. These laws usually do not have the specific purpose of 
implementing CITES because they were enacted before CITES was signed. 
 
External (system) events 
 
As mentioned in Chapter 2, CITES processes have been affected by several 
external system events. The formation of the CITES Convention itself was due 
to an external-event wave (for example, the larger environmental movement 
itself) against the utilitarian approach which generated steam in the late 1960s 
and early 1970s. After the formation of CITES, compromise approaches 
between trade and conservation in the early 1980s promoted a new concept 
called ‘sustainable use’ where trade and conservation were directed to coexist. 
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These decisions had deep implications on the functioning of CITES. Some of 
the factors which influenced this phenomenon are briefly listed below: 
 
a) Changes in socio-economic conditions and technology: CITES came 

into existence during the peak period of the environmental movement, 
primarily due to the pressure exerted by IUCN on the world leaders by 
highlighting the concerns caused due to indiscriminate trade on wild 
flora and fauna (see also Chapter 2, Section 2.4).  Since then, a strong 
preservationist policy has prevailed within CITES which continued until 
the early ’80s. The preservationist era ended in the 1980s when Asian 
economies gathered force in CITES. In other words, social, ethical and 
economic factors have played a key role in altering positions and 
policies related to trade in wild flora and fauna within the CITES 
Convention.  

 
b) Changes in systemic governing coalitions resulting from the membership 

of countries: As mentioned in Chapter 2, the influence of Party 
membership within CITES is clearly visible in the results and outcomes 
generated from the Convention (see Section 2.3 of Chapter 2) and in 
the Bern and Fort Lauderdale Criteria. While Parties to CITES adopted 
the Bern Criteria in 1976, providing more impetus to preservation 
values, the Fort Lauderdale Criteria (which replaced the Bern Criteria), 
adopted in 1994, promoted a more utilitarian approach (Sands, 2003). 
This shift apparently happened after powerful Asian economies joined 
the Convention in the 1980s – a classic example of how new Party 
membership can influence coalition formation and decisions made by 
CITES. 

 
c) Changes resulting from the impact of other policy subsystems: Although 

CITES operates at an international level, the success of the Convention 
depends on how well it is implemented at the national level by the 
ministries concerned, including the ministries responsible for the 
protection of the environment and the ministries dealing with trade. In 
addition, the ministries dealing with law enforcement (police, customs 
and border police) also play a significant role in securing compliance 
with the CITES Convention at the national level. The ministries of 
foreign affairs act at the international level and are primarily involved 
in negotiations and bridging bilateral partnerships. Their primary role 
is in supporting their national positions at the international level 
through the negotiation process. In other words, the wildlife-trade 
policy subsystem in which CITES operates is influenced by four other 
overlapping policy subsystems – trade, law enforcement, environment 
and foreign affairs. Therefore, the beliefs within the wildlife policy 
subsystem carry the characteristics of the actors within these other 
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four subsystems, and any change in any of them can bring about 
changes in the wildlife-trade policy subsystem (see also Chapter 5, 
Section 5.2.1.2). 

 
d) Changes in public opinion: Though, in general, wildlife-related issues are 

not a major priority for the public in most parts of the world, issues 
influencing iconic species such as Elephant, Rhino, Tiger and Gorilla, 
often trigger public attention. The ivory ban in 1989 can be considered 
as one of the decisions that were influenced by a general public outcry. 

 
Long-term coalition opportunity structures 
 
What is clear from the previous section is that any change in CITES regulations 
requires a lengthy political and policy process.23 This is also the case with 
national legislation. In some countries, laws cannot be changed easily and 
require a lengthy legislative process that at times even requires constitutional 
changes in order to conform to the regulations of a UN convention.24 Hence, 
the need for consensus and openness among the coalitions is a key to 
implementing effective regulation. In other words, within the CITES policy 
context, it is difficult to achieve consensus because of an excess of veto 
options. Second, the system is not open, but rigid. Only states are allowed to 
vote and even though NGOs and business firms are now being listened to, they 
have no decision-making rights whatsoever. 
 
In preparation for CITES COP meetings, CITES Parties also form coalitions. The 
ivory issue is one area where a distinct Party coalition can be observed. Even 
though there is a high level of polarization among the various coalitions, not 
all decisions are put to a vote. Instead, certain decisions at CITES are based 
on consensus. The degree of consensus, of course, varies according to the 

                                                 
23  Article XVII - Amendment of the Convention (extracted from CITES website: 
http://www.cites.org/eng/disc/text.php#XVII) 
1. An extraordinary meeting of the Conference of the Parties shall be convened by the 
Secretariat on the written request of at least one-third of the Parties to consider and 
adopt amendments to the present Convention. Such amendments shall be adopted by a 
two-thirds majority of Parties present and voting. For these purposes "Parties present 
and voting" means Parties present and casting an affirmative or negative vote. Parties 
abstaining from voting shall not be counted among the two-thirds required for adopting 
an amendment. 
2. The text of any proposed amendment shall be communicated by the Secretariat to all 
Parties at least 90 days before the meeting. 
3. An amendment shall enter into force for the Parties which have accepted it 60 days 
after two-thirds of the Parties have deposited an instrument of acceptance of the 
amendment with the Depositary Government. Thereafter, the amendment shall enter 
into force for any other Party 60 days after that Party deposits its instrument of 
acceptance of the amendment. 
24 See United Nations Handbook for Parliamentarians – Convention on the Rights of 
Persons with Disabilities – Chapter 5 - National Legislation and the Convention. 
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openness of the political system of each country and the issue in context. One 
big challenge that arises during CITES COP meetings is that certain countries 
will fix their support/objection prior to the COP meetings, meaning that 
decisions are not based on debates and discussions within the COPs. Hence, in 
order to win a vote, long-term and temporary coalitions are formed. A classic 
case is that of China and Japan where they support each other (especially when 
voting on elephant at CITES) for mutual benefit at CITES and then oppose each 
other at other venues or policy subsystems where discussions on trade and 
foreign affairs are intense. The purpose of coalition formation is to advance a 
particular policy proposal. This can also happen in the case of capacity 
development efforts where NGOs and governments join forces to work on a 
certain project, exclusively defined for a particular purpose. These are called 
‘coalitions of convenience’ and, depending on the circumstances, may or may 
not lead to long-term coalitions (see Mintrom and Vergari, 1996). 
 
Short-term constraints and resources of subsystem actors 
 
A major factor that influenced CITES, and specifically decisions on enforcement 
matters, was the level of financial contributions from Parties and the state of 
affairs within the global financial markets. With Party membership in CITES 
increasing, the task of the Secretariat proportionately increased. This meant 
that the Secretariat had to outsource some of its work to trusted partners. 
Financial shortfalls within the Secretariat since the start of the Convention had 
been considerably hampering its efforts to build capacity (hiring new staff and 
filling vacant positions). The most notable example could be seen during the 
deliberations at CITES COP14, which took place soon after the financial crisis. 
During the plenary session of the meeting, the CITES Secretary-General 
pointed out that ‘anything less than a 15 per cent increase in its budget could 
entail: staff cuts; a severe decrease in activities including translation services; 
and limited documentation being available at meetings. Any fundraising efforts 
would be ineffective without a stable Secretariat.’ (CITES, 2007d) 

3.3.2 Internal factors affecting the policy subsystem – Coalitions of 
beliefs, actors and policy process 

The policy subsystem in which the CITES Convention operates is generally 
referred to as the Wildlife–Trade policy subsystem as it attends to both the 
protection of endangered species from unsustainable trade and at the same 
time promotes sustainable trading of species that are not endangered. For the 
same reason, the subsystem is composed of actors who are conservationists 
and those who are traders or actors who have a commercial interest. Apart 
from the core interest groups, there are government officials representing each 
ministry (trade, environment and foreign affairs) and several representatives 
from the academic community acting as knowledge brokers. At the 
international level, national governments or Parties to the CITES Convention 
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alone can participate in a decision-making process. The CITES Secretariat acts 
as the main policy broker and facilitates the decision-making process between 
the Parties. It publishes position papers on the status of species and brings its 
views on relevant decisions to the attention of the Parties. Decision-making at 
the CITES level is made either by consensus or through voting. In the case of 
voting on species listed in Appendix I and II, a two-thirds majority alone can 
finalize a key decision, especially on changing the rule on up-listing or down-
listing a species from its appendices. The role of NGOs at both national and 
international levels is that of a watchdog. NGOs alert CITES and national 
governments on the effects of policy decisions within a social or environmental 
context. Similar to any other MEA (Sewell, 2005), the actors involved in CITES 
function at both national and multilateral levels (see Figure 3.4).  
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Fig.3.4. Parallel international and national policy subsystems 
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Due to this same reason, the coalitions of actors within the subsystem are 
transnational advocacy networks which exist and operate beyond the 
framework of a state or a Party (in MEA terms), and carry within them certain 
core ideological perspectives or Core Beliefs (CB) on the constructions of 
‘nature’, ‘economy’ and ‘livelihood’ that apply to multiple policy domains. Policy 
beliefs (PB) translate these core beliefs into a position supporting either 
conservation or utilitarianism. Coalitions are then formed among the actors 
holding similar policy beliefs. Similar to other Multilateral Environmental 
Agreements, a linkage exists within CITES processes between advocacy 
networks within national and international policy subsystems (see Figure 3.4). 
The intention of this link is to influence the behaviour of states internationally 
in order to gain acceptance of the policies or beliefs of the network. For 
example, when the links between state and domestic actors are severed, 
domestic NGOs may directly seek international allies in order to apply pressure 
on their own states from outside (Keck and Sikkink, 1999) or at the CITES 
Conference of Parties itself. Keck and Sikkink (1999) refer to this as the 
‘boomerang’ pattern of influence–a characteristic of transnational networks 
where the target of their activity is to change a state’s behaviour. In policy 
science, this phenomenon is usually referred to as ‘venue shopping’ – this is 
where policy actors will prefer venues (policymaking or legislative or judicial 
procedures) where they have the best chance of getting a favourable decision 
on their cause. If this fails several times, they find – or create – other venues, 
and try again. 
 
In summary, it is now clear how CITES processes fit well within the ACF general 
framework. The section has also described the transnational nature of the 
actors influencing decisions on CITES. In the next section, an example is 
elaborated through a case study of big-leaf mahogany listing, to provide a 
more detailed picture of the interactions of actors within the wildlife trade 
policy subsystem. 

3.4 Case study – Big-leaf mahogany and 
transnational coalitions 

Big-leaf mahogany (Swietenia macrophylla) is considered to be one of the most 
valuable tropical timber species and is native to the Central and South 
American region. During the early 1990s it fetched up to $1,600 per cubic 
metre, representing big business in the United States, an importer of more 
than 60 per cent of all the mahogany exported from Latin America (Bohlen and 
Sandalow, 2002). Big-leaf mahogany is one of the most exploited species, with 
most of it originating from Peru and the Brazilian Amazon (Roozen, 1998). 
 
In the early 1990s, following alerts from investigative conservation NGOs, the 
Bush administration decided to control the import of unsustainable big-leaf 
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mahogany from South American countries to the United States and other 
regions. In 1992, the United States submitted a proposal along with Costa Rica 
at the eighth meeting of the Conference of the Parties (COP8, Kyoto) to include 
this species in CITES Appendix II (CITES, 2014). The argument of the 
proponents was that the extreme exploitation of the timber in the Range States 
should be controlled by regulating trade through quotas and export permits. 
However, their proposal was rejected by the CITES Parties, mainly producer 
and consumer countries backed by international timber traders and lobbyists. 
There were several reasons for this rejection. First, there was no scientific 
evidence to prove that big-leaf mahogany was threatened, nor that it was a 
factor in Amazonian deforestation (Roozen, 1998). Second, the timber 
lobbyists in the US and in big-leaf mahogany-producing countries were 
powerful enough to gain the confidence of several governments in supporting 
their position at both national and international levels. The ultimate outcome 
was that the US–Costa Rica proposal to list the species in Appendix II failed. 
 
After the first defeat, conservation NGOs, including Greenpeace, which had 
earlier worked with the US government to list the species, lobbied the UK and 
US governments to put pressure on ‘weak’ states to control illegal trade. At 
the same time, Dutch forestry scientists engaged with their government to 
raise the issue of the threat to South American big-leaf mahogany (Bonner, 
1994). As a result of all these actions, at CITES COP9 (Fort Lauderdale, 1994), 
the Netherlands government submitted a proposal similar to the one submitted 
at the previous conference by the United States and Costa Rica (CITES, 2014). 
This time the difference was that NGOs had already documented evidence of 
illegal timber trade. As the CITES COP meeting was based in the United States, 
conservation NGOs could use the advantage of proximity to bring the case 
before the highest authorities in the US. During the Fort Lauderdale meeting, 
all the circumstances favoured a listing of the Dutch proposal in Appendix II. 
However, it got defeated, being just six votes short of the two-thirds majority 
needed for adoption (CITES, 2003). The coalition of timber traders had won 
again despite the heavy pressure applied by conservation groups and 
scientists. 
 
By 1995, scientific evidence of the threat of big-leaf mahogany extinction 
became clearer (Roozen, 1998). Public awareness increased and small 
demonstrations calling for the protection of the species were organized in the 
South American Range States. In an attempt to save its species, in the same 
year, Costa Rica included big-leaf mahogany in Appendix III (Appendix III 
listing does not require a vote; countries can unilaterally decide on this option), 
restricting the listing to the species populations in the Americas. The impact of 
Costa Rica’s action was not confined to itself, indeed it was felt across major 
big-leaf mahogany-producer states ranging from the southernmost part of the 
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species range in Bolivia and Peru to its northern limits in Mexico, and by 
consumer states in North America and Europe. 
 
There was a third attempt to include big-leaf mahogany in Appendix II when a 
proposal was made by Bolivia and the United States at the CITES COP10 
meeting in Harare in 1997 (CITES, 2014). This attempt faced another defeat 
when it was put to the vote. However, on this occasion there was a slight 
change as the situation had raised some global concern regarding the future 
of the species. The scientific facts that NGOs and scientists revealed during the 
meeting led to a compromise deal where Brazil proposed the creation of a 
working group to study the status of the species under the auspices of the 
Amazon Pact Treaty, incorporating all Range States, importing countries and 
expert organisations (CITES, 2014). The intention of this Brazilian proposal 
was to develop recommendations within 18 months on conservation measures 
for big-leaf mahogany. The Conference of Parties agreed to Brazil’s proposal 
and decided at that meeting to establish a working group, comprising the 
Range States and importing countries, with the task of examining the 
conservation status of big-leaf mahogany and making recommendations to 
ensure sustainable international trade. After that meeting, Bolivia, Mexico and 
Brazil decided to include their mahogany populations in Appendix III in 1998. 
 
At the CITES COP11 meeting in 2000, the delegation of Brazil presented a 
report, summarizing the results of the working group from June 1998. Brazil 
outlined its actions in relation to big-leaf mahogany including: a decrease in 
exports since 1990; legal action aimed at reducing the exploitation of the 
species for the period 1996‒2000; adoption of a licensing procedure following 
Appendix III listing; adoption in 1999 of a National Forest Programme, 
incorporating sustainable forest development; and the finalization of a project 
for the sustainable production of big-leaf mahogany timber (CITES, 2000; 
CITES, 2000c). After CITES COP11, Colombia and Peru also listed the species 
in Appendix III. However, Appendix-III implementation remained problematic, 
undermining the effectiveness of this listing in reducing illegal trade (CITES, 
2003). Evidence of the problems in controlling illegal trade was provided in the 
national reports presented at the 2001 meeting of the CITES Mahogany 
Working Group in Bolivia, as well as in a TRAFFIC review of CITES 
implementation undertaken at the request of the CITES Secretariat (CITES, 
2003). Concerns regarding illegal harvests in Brazil prompted it to suspend all 
harvest authorizations. Reports also emerged from Peru of illegal logging in 
protected areas, including indigenous reserves. Intelligence that illegally 
logged timber was being exported prompted seizures of large quantities of big-
leaf mahogany in the United States and Europe in 2001 (CITES, 2003). The 
Appendix-III listing provided a basis for these seizures. In response to 
information received from Brazil’s CITES Management Authority, some 
importing Parties questioned whether the timber had been obtained in 
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accordance with Brazil’s laws for the protection of fauna and flora, as required 
under Appendix III. 
 
As the momentum was building up to protect big-leaf mahogany, the timber 
and furniture industry started lobbying the Bush administration against any 
actions that might limit their supply, while anti-trade groups were convincing 
Nicaragua and Guatemala to propose the listing of their species at the CITES 
meeting in 2002. As the CITES meeting was getting closer, the trade lobbyists 
had almost won the support of the US government, and the US position 
regarding the proposal on listing the species was not positive. Brazil and Peru, 
who had earlier flagged the issue of listing the species within Appendix III, 
dramatically reneged on up-listing it to Appendix II, calling instead for the Big-
leaf Mahogany Working Group to continue, supported by the International 
Wood Products Association. As this was a turnaround from all the earlier 
positions of the US and Brazil, the policy subsystem was becoming more 
complex. Both traders and conservation NGOs lobbied intensively to secure 
their positions. However, a scathing attack that was published worldwide in the 
International Herald Tribune on the morning of the CITES vote reversed the 
US position. The op-ed report (Bohlen and Sandalow, 2002), headlined ‘Bush 
Policy Sells Amazon Treasure Down the River’, was authored by Curtis Bohlen 
and David Sandalow, who had served as Assistant Secretaries of State for the 
Environment under (respectively) the George H.W. Bush and Clinton 
administrations. This article changed the voting game and in 2002, the Parties 
accepted the proposal from Nicaragua and Guatemala to list big-leaf mahogany 
in Appendix II, effective from 15 November 2003 – eight years after the 
Appendix-III listing first came into effect. The voting amongst the Parties was 
also quite tight, requiring a two-thirds majority excluding absentees (see 
Article XV(b) of the CITES Convention).25 The voting concluded with 68 ‘for’ 
and 30 ‘against’ with several ‘absentees’. There was another reason for the 
proposal to go through. During that time, the CITES position26 on listing the 
species was also favourable, with a recommendation for the Range States to 
seriously consider supporting an Appendix-II listing. 
 
For more than a decade, conservationists had sought to protect big-leaf 
mahogany under the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species 
(CITES). Each time, however, they were thwarted by the trade-supporting 

                                                 
25 Article XV(b) of the CITES Convention: Amendments shall be adopted by a two-thirds 
majority of Parties present and voting. For these purposes, ‘Parties present and voting’ 
means Parties present and casting an affirmative or negative vote. Parties abstaining 
from voting shall not be counted among the two-thirds required for adopting an 
amendment. 
26 CITES position: The Secretariat believes that the fundamental problems related to the 
conservation and management of, and trade in, this species cannot be resolved by its 
inclusion in Appendix III, and recommends that the Range States seriously consider 
supporting an Appendix-II listing. 
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coalitions. This example of the listing of mahogany highlights the effects of 
long-term coalitions and policy beliefs at an international level on reaching a 
decision within a policy subsystem. Here, two coalitions existed at the 
international level: one with a strong ecocentric approach (Coalition A) 
supporting the listing and protection of big-leaf mahogany; the other 
constituting timber and furniture traders (Coalition B) fighting against the 
listing. Since only governments can vote at CITES COP meetings, it was 
important for both coalitions to convince their governments to support their 
respective positions. For this reason, the lobbying efforts were more intense at 
the national level. At the international level, the interest was first generated 
by prominent international NGOs who had alerted their governments to the 
extent of the exploitation of the species. Therefore, constant interactions 
between national and global policy subsystems took place before a decision at 
the national and international level could take effect. 
 
Another important aspect in the process was the role of policy brokers within 
the international policy subsystem. As can be seen, CITES (the main policy 
broker) was not supportive of the listing of the species until 2002 as there was 
no scientific or other supportive evidence to show that the trade was 
detrimental to the survival of the species. But by 2000, and as scientific 
evidence emerged, the CITES Secretariat played a key role in favouring the 
big-leaf mahogany decision. First, it advised the Parties to form a working 
group on the species and provide scientific evidence concerning the status of 
the species and the relevant legislation. Second, CITES declared its own 
position, recommending that the Range States seriously consider supporting 
an Appendix-II listing. These factors finally led to the listing of mahogany 
during CITES COP12. 
 
While this was the state of affairs at the international level, actions at the 
national level had considerable influence on these international-level decisions. 
For example, lobbying within the Range States, especially in Brazil and Peru, 
was crucial for the timber traders. Within the US, there was a strong move by 
the conservation coalition to defeat the trade coalition. The article in the 
International Herald Tribune on the morning of the vote was a key factor which 
led to a change in position by the US, and shows how coalitions use media to 
influence decisions. The above case describes the roles and behaviour of 
coalitions within a policy subsystem. It also shows how actors use resources 
to advance their policy positions. One lesson that can be learnt from the above 
case is that CITES policy processes should not only be dealt with at an 
international level but at a national level as well, since most of its decisions are 
impacted by actions at the national level. 
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3.5 Conclusion 
In this chapter, the CITES policy process is illuminated through the lens of the 
Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF), where policy changes are outlined based 
on the beliefs and behaviours of actors or groups of actors working within the 
policy domain. As mentioned in the introduction, the analysis of beliefs within 
the wildlife policy subsystem is specifically important as no study has 
conceptualized the beliefs and policy process within CITES over the course of 
time (during a time span of more than a decade), and of the role that coalitions 
and other external factors play in influencing the wildlife-trade policy 
subsystem.  
 
The analysis also shows that ACF is a useful theoretical framework for 
uncovering many of the complexities in the wildlife-trade policy subsystem, as 
could be seen when it was applied to the CITES decision-making process in 
listing big-leaf mahogany. The case study shows that Parties will use scientific 
evidence to support their position but refute its validity when it does not. It is 
important to research this aspect further, especially as to whether such a 
process applies in the case of WEMS. Earlier studies (Li, 2007) have shown 
how international organizations, lacking democratic legitimation, have to rely 
on national member states for the implementation of their policies and on 
expertise and evidence to convince these member states to qualify, or 
sometimes go against, their national interests. In most cases, if evidence 
and/or expertise are lacking, they have no basis to work from. This means, a 
successful application of ACF requires significant knowledge of the stable and 
dynamic factors influencing a policy subsystem and a thorough knowledge of 
the advocacy coalitions at both national and international levels. It also 
requires significant understanding of the behavioural patterns of the policy 
broker during times of complex decision-making processes. 
 
As this thesis looks into the complexities involved in the development of WEMS, 
this chapter has indicated the importance of understanding the beliefs and 
interactions of coalitions within a policy subsystem and especially within the 
context of WEMS development. As a step towards the application of ACF within 
the WEMS context, in the next chapter, the stakeholder’s beliefs in the wildlife 
policy subsystem in Asia and Africa are first examined.  
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Chapter 4 
 
 

Stakeholder policy beliefs in the wildlife policy 
subsystem in Asia and Africa 
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4.1 Introduction 
In the previous chapter, the CITES policy process was examined through the 
theoretical lens of advocacy coalition framework. Further, using an example on 
decisions related to big-leaf mahogany at CITES COP meetings, the influence 
of external factors on the policy subsystem and the interaction of the various 
coalitions and the role of the policy broker in the decision-making process at 
CITES was outlined. In the same vein, in this Chapter, within the context of 
WEMS development, I empirically examine the various policy beliefs of the 
stakeholders involved in WEMS policy process in Asia and Africa. 
 
Before moving to the details of the empirical study, using a short narrative, I 
will first describe the relevance of the study and why it is important to 
understand the policy beliefs within the context of WEMS development and 
implementation.  
 
On the 3rd of June in 2005, a busy fifth series of International Conference on 
Environmental Crime was hosted by INTERPOL in its headquarters in Lyon. The 
aim of the conference was to enhance international efforts to fight 
environmental crimes – then considered as one of the fastest growing crime 
areas. Several senior law enforcement officials and experts from 46 countries 
met at the General Secretariat in Lyon to discuss a variety of issues, including 
links between environmental crimes and organised crime and bioterrorism, 
investigative techniques, regional and global trends, and capacity-building 
among international organisations. By the end of the conference, an INTERPOL 
specialised officer called out, ‘We expect everyone to walk away from this 
conference with a better understanding of the seriousness of environmental 
crimes and the absolute necessity of more global cooperation to fight it.’ 
 
There was nothing new about the officer’s message. He, like most of his fellow 
enforcement officials at CITES, WCO and INTERPOL, used the word 
‘cooperation’ in tandem with the efforts needed to combat a growing crime 
area. But there was something else special about the meeting – INTERPOL had 
decided to appoint its first-ever officer specialised in wildlife crimes following a 
donation of US$300,000 (spread over three years) from three non-
governmental organisations - the Bosack and Kruger Foundation, Safari Club 
International and the International Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW).  
 
A few months later, in October 2005, quite far away from Lyon UNU 
researchers and civil society members were applying the INTERPOL officer’s 
word - ‘cooperation’, - to bring in a mechanism for enhancing enforcement 
information-sharing on wildlife crime through the WEMS initiative (detailed in 
Chapter 2). Interestingly, both INTERPOL and UNU had IFAW as a common 
donor funding their respective wildlife crime projects. While UNU was 
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attempting to complement the efforts of INTERPOL and CITES, hardly did it 
know that its work would lead to controversy and inter-agency conflict.  
 
As mentioned earlier in Chapter 2, CITES objected to the role accorded to the 
NGOs as information collectors on the WEMS project, although it had no 
objection to the NGOs supporting the capacity development efforts of 
INTERPOL.       

4.2 Stakeholders’ beliefs and interaction within the 
Wildlife-Trade Policy subsystem 

The history of CITES convention reveals that this was not the first time CITES 
was expressing concerns about NGO (other than TRAFFIC and WWF) 
involvement in enforcement information-collection process. It should be noted 
that CITES had no objection in NGOs supporting funding to INTERPOL for 
capacity development. The concern arises when NGOs are in custody of 
enforcement-related information. One may ask, why should such an objection 
be raised when CITES itself is preaching to national governments in sharing 
data with its Secretariat?  
 
The empirical study of this research starts at this point. There are several 
literatures (see Duffy. R, 2000, 2013; Gomar & Stringer, 2011; Neumann, 
1995) that delineate NGOs as political actors. They are representatives of core 
beliefs which are not visible to naked eyes and naked minds. For a layman, 
they are activists fighting for a cause. But for a policymaker, they are subjects 
with ‘power’ and ‘knowledge’ that can change the policy dynamics.  
 
The history of CITES (see Chapter 2) describes the above dynamics in a more 
vivid manner where CITES has been accused by the various factions on the 
way it operates in terms of preventing and allowing small amounts of regulated 
international trade (Moore, 2010).  
 
As an international policy broker, the role of CITES Secretariat is to facilitate 
decision-making, primarily between the Parties. It at times takes the role of a 
‘soccer referee’, running around to see that the game of international wildlife 
trade is played fairly.  
 
But bringing fairness is always a tough job. The reason is: as it happens within 
any multilateral agreements, at CITES meetings, actors within the wildlife-
trade subsystem aggregate into a number of advocacy coalitions (Sabatier & 
Jenkins-Smith, 1993) that are composed of stakeholders from various 
organisations who share a set of policy beliefs (see Section 3.3) and who often 
act in concert. This means, coalitions (whoever they are) always look forward 
to winning their position rather than finding a solution to a problem. A solution 
emerges when the stronger coalition wins and then arrives at a decision. It 
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doesn’t matter if the decision is right or wrong, what matters is more about 
having a decision.  
 
If coalition politics is one of the reasons behind the objection of WEMS, it is 
first important to understand the nature of the coalitions and how they operate. 
Hence, the primary focus of this Chapter will be on the following research 
question: 
 
What are the policy beliefs within the Wildlife Policy Subsystem in Asia and 
Africa that influenced the policymaking regarding WEMS in Asia and Africa? 
 
To answer the above question, a detailed qualitative study using Q 
methodology was carried out in Asia and Africa involving all actors within the 
wildlife policy subsystem (including NGOs who had participated in the WEMS 
initiative). The detailed process of the empirical study, conceptualised using 
cultural theory, is described in the next section.  

4.3 Conceptual framework of the study 
The roles and behaviour of actors using (transboundary) decision-support 
systems like WEMS can be conceptualised by relying on social science theories 
of technology. Wildavsky (1987), for instance, mentions that adoption of a 
technology depends on the preferences of an actor’s normative choice. When 
individuals make important decisions, these choices are simultaneously choices 
of shared values within the limiting patterns of social practices (Wildavsky, 
1987). In other words, understanding the actors’ perceptions requires 
understanding their cultural bias and on how normative beliefs affect 
technology-relevant policymaking processes. Cultural theory (Douglas, 1978) 
has been put to use in understanding similar policy debates on environmental 
problems and risks through its four myths of nature (Douglas & Wildavsky, 
1983; Thompson, Ellis, & Wildavsky, 1990). Cultural theory outlines how 
people, despite severe time pressure and lack of in-depth expertise, quickly 
figure out which policy ideas and experts are the most credible ones (Gastil & 
Levine, 2011; Hoppe, 2009). 
 
The process of using cultural theory as a tool in policy analysis and how it can 
be applied in understanding the beliefs of actors within the wildlife policy 
system is outlined in the following section.  

4.3.1 Cultural theory as a tool to understand the social relationships 
in a policy system  

Cultural theory furnishes a map with four ideal types of social relationships or 
solidarities: individualism, hierarchism, egalitarianism and fatalism (Thompson 
et al., 1990).  Corresponding to these four types of social relationships are 
cultural biases, sets of shared values and beliefs (Thompson et al., 1990). 
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These are judgments of value which function as justifications for specific 
organisational structures. Each ideal type of social relationship is characterised 
by its own typical set of beliefs, a cognitive and moral bias that contributes to 
reflexivity in the social organisation. In cultural theory, knowledge about 
nature is not the exclusive preserve of any particular domain of society - 
science, bureaucracy, civil society or the market. Each domain engages in the 
production of its own knowledge, ideas, beliefs and meanings, and knowledge 
about nature and political order is ‘co-produced through a common social 
project that shores up the legitimacy of each’ (Jasanoff & Wynne, 1998). 

4.3.2  Cultural theory as a tool to understand the policy process 
Hoppe (2007) describes several ways of how cultural theory can be applied as 
a tool to enrich policy analysis. A first application is to map the belief systems 
(Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1993) of the protagonists and antagonists within a 
policy domain. According to Sabatier (2007), any policy domain, such as 
wildlife conservation, is made up of multiple actors who, motivated by their 
beliefs, structure their relationships into competing coalitions, and try to 
influence policy by utilising multiple resources and venues.  
 
The policy analyst can use cultural theory’s four ideal types of social 
relationships - hierarchism, individualism, egalitarianism, and fatalism - as a 
compass in finding his/her bearings in the ideals espoused in the belief 
systems. To develop the cultural theory-compass into a typology of discourses 
that also covers policy core beliefs and secondary beliefs, considerable 
substantive familiarity and interactional expertise (Collins & Evans, 2002) with 
the particulars of discourses in a particular policy domain is necessary. 
Especially policy core and secondary beliefs have to be based upon familiarity 
with the policy field and intensive interpretive analyses of the discourses within 
the policy domain in question. On this front, my familiarity with the policy 
domain stood as a distinct advantage in analysing policy beliefs within the 
wildlife policy subsystem.  
 
As the primary focus of this chapter is on identifying the various beliefs within 
the wildlife policy subsystem in Asia (where WEMS was proposed to be 
implemented) and in Africa (where WEMS was adopted), the following sections 
will outline the research design that was contemplated to extract the beliefs of 
the stakeholders in Asia and Africa.  

4.4 Research design – Using Q method to map 
policy belief systems  

In order to elicit the ways of thinking of wildlife conservation actors, the first 
step was to identify a suitable research design that can be used to analyse the 
variety of opinions, perceptions and attitudes that reflect the belief set of an 
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individual or group of individuals in a valid and reliable way. Q Methodology 
(Brown, 1996; Stephenson, 1954) was identified as the appropriate research 
tool as it is widely used in many subject areas, including environmental policy 
(see Table 4.1).  
 
Table 4.1: List of some applications of Q methodology relevant to nature policy  

Authors Aim of Study  

Cairns (2012) Understanding Science in Conservation: A Q-method 
approach on the Galapagos Islands.  

Rastogi, Hickey, Badola, 
and Hussain (2013) 

Diverging viewpoints on tiger conservation: A Q-method 
study and survey of conservation professionals in India.  

Mattson, Byrd, Rutherford, 
Brown, and Clark (2006) 

To identify perspectives in large carnivore conservation in 
northern United states. 

Sickler et al. (2006) To determine potential visitor's social perspectives about 
dolphin intelligence, and how these beliefs might influence 
acceptance of scientific information. 

Salazar and Alper (2002) To understand the perspectives on democracy and social 
justice in British Columbia's environmental movement. 

Clarke (2002) To understand sustainable development in the context of 
other emergent environmental perspectives. 

R. Hoppe (2009) To analyse expert advice and discourses of policy workers 
on their jobs. 

Wolsink (2004) To understand policy beliefs in spatial decisions. 

Neff (2011) To assess what ecologists see as important research in 
their discipline and how they arrive at their priorities. 

 
Q methodology comprises four steps: (1) a selection of statements relevant to 
the topic; (2) administering the Q survey to participants; (3) multivariate 
statistical analysis to identify groups with similar belief patterns evidenced in 
similar statement rankings; and, finally, (4) qualitative analysis of the findings 
resulting in a systematic overview of the perspectives prevalent among the 
participants. It is important to stress that the Q methodology does not result 
in a statistically representative description of the prevalence of belief sets. Its 
sole aim is to uncover the variety of beliefs among a group of participants.  

4.4.1 Q method design 
The Q method design used in this study is followed from Neff (2011). The 
various steps carried out is described in Figure 4.1 and further enumerated 
below: 
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Figure 4.1: Flowchart representing the steps and concomitant research 
methods used in Q method design for this research project (cf. Neff, 2011). 
 
The first step for conducting the empirical study was to derive a large 
population of statements from reputable academic journals and grey literature 
that captured the various discourses and perspectives in wildlife conservation 
(‘the concourse’). From the long list of statements of this concourse, a sub-
concourse was created which captured the core beliefs (CB), policy beliefs (PB) 
and the secondary beliefs (SB) of the policy actors. In a further step, these 
were grouped according to cultural theory’s ideal-typical biases and the major 
stakeholder groups in the policy domain. The final set of Q statements, or the 
Q-sample, is a selection from the sub-concourse which contains only clearly 
defined statements that systematically capture (Q samples can be small as 
long as it covers a broad range of opinions within a policy subsystem; see 
Brown, 1996) all the existing perspectives used by the wildlife policy system’s 
major stakeholders. All statements used in the survey were extracted from the 
discourses of real-life policy actors. 



84 

From the literatures, a set of statements (n=296) that were deemed rich 
enough to cover the entire concourse27 on wildlife conservation was selected. 
Statements that were specific to the regions in Asia and East Africa were 
prioritised during the selection process. The original compilation ran an entire 
spectrum of perspectives from the local or community level defining the rights 
of the local community (Guha, 1999; MOEF, 2005; Sato, 2003; Vandergeest, 
1996) to the perspectives of government officials, traders and researchers in 
Asia and East Africa, including their views on international trade and global 
conservation issues (Danaher, 2008; Hutton & Dickson, 2000; Moore, 2010; 
Nijman, 2010; Swinbanks, 1987). A second source of statements was obtained 
from the news archives of the BBC, Reuters and the Guardian. The third source 
was the set of documents generated in several CITES meetings of the 
Conference of Parties. From the three sources, statements were selected that 
describe a sub-concourse of possible stakeholder types in the wildlife 
conservation policy subsystem. A chart (Table 4.2) was then developed in 
accordance with cultural theory to bring out the patterns of statements that 
capture the perspectives of major stakeholders in the policy system, including 
the academic community (a subset was added on the basis of empirical 
knowledge and familiarity of the field).  
 
Table 4.2: Chart describing the Core Beliefs, Policy Beliefs and Secondary 
Beliefs of each stakeholder within a wildlife-trade policy subsystem 

Groups Core Belief Policy Belief Secondary Belief 

Government Hierarchical Rule Based Legal Structures and 
‘Cleared’ (approved) 
information in vertical 
accountability 
structures 

NGOs Egalitarian Rights Based Transparency and 
Public Records in 
horizontal 
accountability 
structures 

Traders Individualist Profit Based Financial Instruments 

Local Community Fatalist Fate Based Animism, Mysticism 

Academics Hybrid Science Based Theory relevant 
information and facts 

 
 

                                                 
27 We used similar statements for Asia and Africa, different only in their relevance to the 
geographic context. 
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By selecting two statements for each category, a total of thirty (2 x 5 x 3) Q 
statements were derived. Additionally, nine more statements on general policy 
issues were added to identify any other beliefs not described by the literature 
but based on the characteristics of the policy domain. The final Q-sample 
comprises 39 statements, randomly numbered in Table 4.3. As can be 
observed from Table 4.3, the only variation in the Q statements for Asia and 
Africa was in #28, #29 and # 31. 
 
Table 4.3: Statements used in the Q samples in Asia and Africa 

 Statements for Asia  Statements for Africa 

1  Poachers should be shot when spotted 
within a protected forest area  

Poachers should be shot when 
spotted within a protected forest area 

2 Wildlife should be protected as any kind of 
its use will lead to species extinction 

Wildlife should be protected as any 
kind of its use will lead to species 
extinction 

3 Wildlife is nature’s gift which should not be 
substituted for economic subsistence 

Wildlife is nature’s gift which should 
not be substituted for economic 
subsistence 

4 Wildlife trade and hunting should be 
banned 

Wildlife trade and hunting should be 
banned 

5 Conservation NGOs should be provided 
legal rights to stop wildlife crime 

Conservation NGOs should be 
provided legal rights to stop wildlife 
crime 

6 Conservation NGOs should be the 
custodian of wildlife crime database 

Conservation NGOs should be the 
custodian of wildlife crime database 

7 Wildlife policies should NOT allow options 
to cull endangered species when it causes 
crop and human damage 

Wildlife policies should NOT allow 
options to cull endangered species 
when it causes crop and human 
damage 

8 Government prioritize wildlife 
conservation over wildlife Trade 

Government prioritize wildlife 
conservation over wildlife trade 

9 Local communities should be provided 
legal rights to hunt and sell wildlife for 
sustenance 

Local communities should be 
provided legal rights to hunt and sell 
wildlife for sustenance 

10 Wildlife policies should provide options to 
cull endangered species when it causes 
crop and human damage 

Wildlife policies should provide 
options to cull endangered species 
when it causes crop and human 
damage 
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11 Policies supporting sustainable use of 
wildlife is good to maintain a healthy 
wildlife population 

Policies supporting sustainable use of 
wildlife is good to maintain a healthy 
wildlife population 

12 Protection of wildlife can only be in zoos 
and museums 

Protection of wildlife can only be in 
zoos and museums 

13 Bush meat should be allowed as food for 
poor 

Bush meat should be allowed as food 
for poor 

14 Wildlife is an economic commodity and 
should be utilized 

Wildlife is an economic commodity 
and should be utilized 

15 Wildlife population can naturally revive 
and hence does not need significant 
restrictions on its consumption 

Wildlife population can naturally 
revive and hence does not need 
significant restrictions on its 
consumption 

16 Wildlife commodity should be listed in 
financial stock markets so it fetches 
uniform and better values 

Wildlife commodity should be listed in 
financial stock markets so it fetches 
uniform and better values 

17 Science should determine the core policy 
on whether wildlife should be traded or not 

Science should determine the core 
policy on whether wildlife should be 
traded or not 

18 Scientific information should determine 
whether hunting should be allowed or not 

Scientific information should 
determine whether hunting should be 
allowed or not 

19 Science should determine how nature 
should be managed 

Science should determine how nature 
should be managed 

20 Wildlife cannot be conserved without 
addressing the rights of the forest 
community 

Wildlife cannot be conserved without 
addressing the rights of the forest 
community 

21 Species listing of CITES Appendices should 
be based on scientific information and not 
voting by member states 

Species listing of CITES Appendices 
should be based on scientific 
information and not voting by 
member states 

22 As long as utilization of wildlife is 
regulated, wildlife remains protected 

As long as utilization of wildlife is 
regulated, wildlife remains protected 

23 Reputed academic institutions should 
manage wildlife crime databases 

Reputed academic institutions should 
manage wildlife crime databases 

24 Only key wildlife species need to be 
protected as some can be traded 

Only key wildlife species need to be 
protected as some can be traded 
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25 Marine species are losing out as protection 
of terrestrial mammals is getting 
precedence. 

Marine species are losing out as 
protection of terrestrial mammals are 
getting precedence. 

26 At certain point of CITES negotiation, 
trade-off of certain key marine species is 
considered better than allowing Tiger 
farms and Ivory trade 

At certain point of CITES negotiation, 
trade off of certain key marine 
species are considered better than 
allowing Tiger farms and Ivory trade 

27 Bird species are losing out as protection of 
terrestrial mammals are getting 
precedence 

Bird species are losing out as 
protection of terrestrial mammals are 
getting precedence 

#28 Tuna should not be listed in CITES 
appendix as it is used as a major food 
product 

African fish species should not be 
listed in CITES appendix as it is used 
as a major food product 

#29 Tiger conservation need more financial 
support than any other endangered 
species 

Elephant conservation need more 
financial support than any other 
endangered species 

30 Species specific databases are most 
important than a general illegal trade 
database 

Species specific databases are most 
important than a general illegal trade 
database 

#31 Tiger and Elephant crime databases will be 
enough for monitoring effective 
compliance of traded species 

Elephant databases managed by 
CITES are the most trusted 
databases 

32 Good funding for enforcement activities 
brings effective compliance of CITES 

Good funding for enforcement 
activities brings effective compliance 
of CITES 

33 The national wildlife crime information 
systems should be managed by a private 
IT company 

The national wildlife crime 
information systems should be 
managed by a private IT company 

34 Professional IT consultants alone can bring 
out a good wildlife crime database 

Professional IT consultants alone can 
bring out a good wildlife crime 
database 

35 Governments should take the lead in 
addressing all issues with regard to 
enforcement and compliance of CITES 

Governments should take the lead in 
addressing all issues with regard to 
enforcement and compliance of 
CITES 

36 Governments alone are the custodian of 
illegal wildlife trade information 

Governments alone are the custodian 
of illegal wildlife trade information 
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37 The UNEP- CITES Secretariat should 
emphasize stricter sanctions against non-
complying states 

The UNEP- CITES Secretariat should 
emphasize stricter sanctions against 
non-complying states 

38 Harvest-related measures and trade-
related measures should be used in 
tandem, to ensure the successful 
management of natural resources 

Harvest-related measures and trade-
related measures should be used in 
tandem, to ensure the successful 
management of natural resources 

39 Conservation practices should also focus 
on income generation so as to achieve 
sustainability of such practices 

Conservation practices should also 
focus on income generation so as to 
achieve sustainability of such 
practices 

 
According to Brown (1996), an important notion behind the Q methodology is 
that, only a limited number of distinct viewpoints exist on any topic. Any well-
structured Q-sample, containing the wide range of existing opinions on the 
topic, will reveal these perspectives.  
 
The second step was to administer the Q-sample to a set of participants (P-
sample). In Q methodology any sample of a little over n=20 is usually 
sufficient. The participants (anonymous but for their function) who make up 
the list were all involved in wildlife management issues at the national and 
global levels. Their professional functionality is listed in the first column of 
Table 4.6 (for Asia) and Table 4.9 (for Africa). 
 
Jointly, they can be considered as the community of policy experts in wildlife 
conservation within their own countries. All the participants were asked to rank 
the 39 statements of the Q-sample in terms of how much they agreed or 
disagreed with them. The Q-sort table was designed as a forced Gaussian 
distribution with seven categories, running from ‘most disagree’ (-3), neutral 
(0) to ‘most agree’ (+3). The number of statements per category was - 2, 5, 
8, 9, 8, 5, and 2. Upon completion of ranking the Q-statements, participants 
were qualitatively interviewed. These were semi-structured interviews focused 
on uncovering the participants’ reasoning and logic in sorting the Q-
statements. The participants were also interviewed on their familiarity, 
knowledge and their concept of WEMS design. The interview summaries were 
manually coded (Miles & Huberman, 1999) and related to the results of the 
statistical analysis and the belief classification matrix given in Table 4.2.   
 
In a third step (Step 3 in Figure 4.1), Q-sorts were statistically analysed using 
the PQ-Method Software (Schmolck, 2014). Principal Component Analysis 
(PCA), with persons as variables, was used to discover clusters (or groups) of 
participants with the most similar statement rankings. The statistical procedure 
derived 8 factors, classified based on the eigenvalues. Using Scree test (Cattell, 
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1966), four factors (optimal factors) were chosen for performing a VARIMAX 
rotation.  
 
As Brown (1996) advises, weighted averaging of the scores was used to 
calculate each factor’s (group’s) average rating for each statement (see Table 
4.5 for Asia and Table 4.8 for Africa). Based on these premises, it was made 
clear that there were statements from all three levels of belief systems: core 
beliefs (CB), policy core beliefs (PCB) and secondary beliefs (SB). In addition, 
each participant’s ranking was transformed into a factor loading, signalling the 
degree to which an individual’s ranking corresponds to the averaged rankings 
of the four principal factors (see Table 4.6 for Asia, and 4.9 for Africa). 
 
The fourth and final step was a comparison of different clusters (groups) 
involving teasing out of underlying rationales per factor and their differences. 
The comparison was done by looking at the (statistically) defining statement 
per factor and the ‘most agree’ and ‘most disagree’ statements of the high-
loaders on each of the four factors.28 By an extensive iterative process of 
triangulation between the ranking data of individual but ‘typical’ participants, 
averaged cluster rankings, and the qualitative interview data, ‘narratives’ 
(M.D. Jones & McBeth, 2010) were prepared that correspond to the views of 
each cluster on wildlife management and policy. These findings are reported in 
the results section. 

4.5 Results  
The presentation of the results is based on the Webler (2009) and M.D. Jones 
and McBeth (2010) method, who present the belief clusters by a descriptive 
label followed by an accompanying narrative. Each narrative describes the 
policy beliefs of a coalition (as the factors bringing together views of the actors 
representing a particular belief system) with respect to conservation, 
enforcement, compliance and information-sharing. The analysed data gave 
clear evidence on the existence of four different policy belief systems which 
remained similar (if not the same) in Asia and Africa. In the next section, 
separate analyses of the beliefs are carried out for Asia and Africa and, in the 
following section, comparative analyses of the beliefs are done.  

4.5.1 Analysing policy beliefs in Wildlife Management in Asia  
For the purpose of identifying the beliefs within the wildlife policy subsystem 
in Asia, Q-sort was carried out in India, Thailand and Japan. The reasons for 
selecting these 3 countries were these: 
 

                                                 
28 # represents the statement and the +/‐ value represents ranking of the particular statement in 
the factor. 



90 

a) The civil society network which participated in the design process of 
WEMS was from these three countries. 
b) WEMS was also planned to be implemented in these countries after its 
development. 
 
In interpreting the results, the evolution of policies in wildlife conservation in 
these countries were also taken into account. One limitation of the study is 
that the participant sub-sample from Japan clearly deviates from the research 
design. The Q-sample (Figure 4.2) was administered, unfortunately, during the 
time of the Tohoku Earthquake in Japan. Partly due to this emergency, it was 
not possible, as originally planned, to interview participants from the Ministry 
of Trade and Industry (METI) and Ministry of Environment (MoE). As mentioned 
in the sections on the government-oriented and local NGO-dominated belief 
clusters, it was decided to keep the Japanese participants in the P-sample 
primarily because they were key participants in the WEMS system design.  
 

 
Figure 4.2: Category of participants in the Asia study 
 
The results of the analysis show low correlation between the factors or belief 
clusters (Table 4.4). Factor 1 (Belief Cluster 1) has a lower correlation with 
belief clusters 3 and 2; there is considerable overlap between factors 2 and the 
other factors 3 and 4, while factor 4 overlaps with factor 2 and moderately with 
factor 1. This implies that the factors represent fairly independent and 
authentically different views.  
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Table 4.4: Correlations between the Belief Clusters in Asia 

  Belief Cluster 
1  

Belief Cluster 
2  

Belief Cluster 
3 

Belief Cluster 
4 

Belief Cluster 1 1 0.2554 0.1785 0.3789 

Belief Cluster 2  1 0.3390 0.4155 

Belief Cluster 3   1 0.2914 

Belief Cluster 4    1 

 
Grouping the ranking statements in these four factors gives a total explained 
variation of 65%. The factor ranking for each statement is provided in Table 
4.5 and the individual’s ranking represented in Table 4.6 corresponds to the 
averaged rankings of the four principal factors.  
 
Table 4.5: Q Sort statements and their factor rankings in Asia 

 Statement  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

1  Poachers should be shot when 
spotted within a protected forest 
area  

2 -3 -2 -2 

2 Wildlife should be protected as any 
kind of its use will lead to species 
extinction 

0 2 0 -1 

3 Wildlife is nature’s gift which should 
not be substituted for economic 
subsistence 

3 0 0 -1 

4 Wildlife trade and hunting should be 
banned 

3 1 -1 1 

5 Conservation NGOs should be 
provided legal rights to stop wildlife 
crime 

2 0 -3 -2 

6 Conservation NGOs should be the 
custodian of wildlife crime database 

1 -1 1 1 

7 Wildlife policies should NOT allow 
options to cull endangered species 
when it causes crop and human 
damage 

2 -2 1 1 
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8 Government prioritize wildlife 
conservation over wildlife Trade 

1 2 2 1 

9 Local communities should be 
provided legal rights to hunt and sell 
wildlife for sustenance 

-2 1 -3 -1 

10 Wildlife policies should provide 
options to cull endangered species 
when it causes crop and human 
damage 

-1 -1 -1 -1 

11 Policies supporting sustainable use of 
wildlife is good to maintain a healthy 
wildlife population 

-1 1 3 2 

12 Protection of wildlife can only be in 
zoos and museums 

-3 -3 -2 -3 

13 Bush meat should be allowed as food 
for poor 

-2 0 0 0 

14 Wildlife is an economic commodity 
and should be utilized 

-3 1 2 -3 

15 Wildlife population can naturally 
revive and hence does not need 
significant restrictions on its 
consumption 

-2 -2 -1 -2 

16 Wildlife commodity should be listed 
in financial stock markets so it 
fetches uniform and better values 

-1 -2 -2 -2 

17 Science should determine the core 
policy on whether wildlife should be 
traded or not 

0 -1 1 1 

18 Scientific information should 
determine whether hunting should 
be allowed or not 

0 1 1 2  

19 Science should determine how 
nature should be managed 

0 1 1 2 

20 Wildlife cannot be conserved without 
addressing the rights of the forest 
community 

1 2 0 2 
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21 Species listing of CITES Appendices 
should be based on scientific 
information and not voting by 
member states 

1 2 1 1 

22 As long as utilization of wildlife is 
regulated, wildlife remains protected 

-1 0 2 0 

23 Reputed academic institutions 
should manage wildlife crime 
databases 

0 0 0 0 

24 Only key wildlife species need to be 
protected as some can be traded 

-2 -2 -1 -1 

25 Marine species are losing out as 
protection of terrestrial mammals is 
getting precedence. 

1 0 0 1 

26 At certain point of CITES negotiation, 
trade-off of certain key marine 
species are considered better than 
allowing Tiger farms and Ivory trade 

0 0 1 0 

27 Bird species are losing out as 
protection of terrestrial mammals 
are getting precedence 

0 1 -1 0 

28 Tuna should not be listed in CITES 
appendix as it is used as a major food 
product 

-2 0 -1 0 

29 Tiger conservation need more 
financial support than any other 
endangered species 

1 -2 2 -2 

30 Species specific databases are most 
important than a general illegal trade 
database 

0 -1 0 3 

31 Tiger and Elephant crime databases 
will be enough for monitoring 
effective compliance of traded 
species 

-1 -1 -1 0 

32 Good funding for enforcement 
activities brings effective compliance 
of CITES 

2 2 3 -2 
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33 The national wildlife crime 
information systems should be 
managed by a private IT company 

0 -1 -2 -1 

34 Professional IT consultants alone can 
bring out a good wildlife crime 
database 

-1 -1 -1 -1 

35 Governments should take the lead in 
addressing all issues with regard to 
enforcement and compliance of 
CITES 

1 3 0 0 

36 Governments alone are the 
custodian of illegal wildlife trade 
information 

-1 -1 0 0 

37 The UNEP- CITES Secretariat should 
emphasize stricter sanctions against 
non-complying states 

2 1 2 1 

38 Harvest-related measures and trade-
related measures should be used in 
tandem, to ensure the successful 
management of natural resources 

-1 0 1 2 

39 Conservation practices should also 
focus on income generation so as to 
achieve sustainability of such 
practices 

1 3 -2 3 

 
Table 4.6:  Factor scores for each sort (ranking corresponds to the averaged 
rankings of the four principal factors) in the Asia Study 
(X represents highly loaded sorts within each factor; participants generating such sorts 
are called ‘high-loaders’, most ‘typical’ for a cluster/group.) 

Participant  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

#1 NGO (Director)Japan 0.6712 0.3194 -0.105 0.0766 

#2 NGO (President)Japan 0.8972X 0.0526 0.0245 0.0379 

#3 NGO (Volunteer) Japan 0.9151X -0.0319 0.0622 0.1278 

#4 Retired Government official 
(Japan) 

0.5052 -0.1021 0.5047 0.0194 
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#5 CITES management 
Authority (Thailand) 

-0.0199 0.2359 0.7031X 0.2721 

#6 CITES management 
Authority (Thailand) 

-0.1458 0.5157 0.5161 0.4484 

#7 Enforcement authority (law) 
(Thailand) 

0.214 0.8346X 0.1116 0.1337 

#8 Ministry of Natural Resources 
(Thailand) 

0.1132 0.1195 0.8097X 0.0518 

#9Crocodile farm owner & 
Breeder (Thailand) 

-0.3036 0.4823 0.2997 -0.0356 

#10 International NGO 
(Thailand) 

0.4805 0.2795 0.5780 0.0599 

#11 International NGO 
(Thailand) 

0.1138 0.7025X 0.3097 0.3404 

#12 Environmental Lawyer 
(India) 

0.4662 0.5434 0.0926 0.1685 

#13 Trustee (NGO) India 0.7444X 0.0376 0.1438 -0.2342 

#14 CITES management 
Authority (India) 

0.0298 0.3073 0.0495 0.6618 

#15 Researcher MOEF (India) 0.6729 0.2680 0.3067 0.0507 

#16 Researcher MOEF (India) 0.6622 0.1229 0.4667 0.149 

#17 Researcher MOEF (India) 0.6047 0.2338 0.3306 0.24 

#18 Executive Secretary (NGO) 
India 

0.5932 0.3860 0.0753 0.4184 

#19 Wildlife Journalist (India) 0.4088 0.1080 0.2315 0.7050X 
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#20 Enforcement Worker (India) 0.7355X -0.0922 0.1265 0.3103 

#21 Enforcement Worker (India) 0.6323X -0.0799 -0.0695 0.1246 

#22 Technician Wildlife mapping 
(India) 

0.6439 0.4001 0.0331 0.4141 

#23 Forest Community Worker 
(India) 

0.2635 0.7871X -0.0035 0.2165 

#24 NGO Worker (India) 0.7157X 0.1201 0.0623 0.2413 

#25 Wildlife Trader -India -0.4962 0.5929 0.3601 0.1782 

#26 Scientist (India) 0.1581 0.1424 0.1296 0.7286X 

 
The four factors or belief systems can be named following the respective roles 
in their narrative structure as: 
 
1. Strict conservation: ‘Bring in the local NGOs’. 
2. Sustainable use: ‘Rely on bottom-up conservation by enforcement and 

compliance workers’. 
3. State regulation: ‘Sustainable wildlife management means national 

regulatory policy’.  
4. Expert-based wildlife management: ‘In science we trust’. 

Belief Cluster 1: Strict conservation: ‘Bring in the local NGOs’ 
This belief cluster is embraced by Indian and Japanese local NGOs (see Table 
4.6). It is the best covered factor with a population of 11 out of 26 participants. 
Excluded from sitting at the policy table due to their strongly ecocentric views, 
these NGOs are critical of government and rather sceptical about the role of 
science in wildlife policy. In an Asian setting, this is logical as science is 
frequently co-opted by governments; and science as a separate, independent 
sphere of life is a typical western idea, far less accepted, let alone practised in 
countries like India, Thailand and Japan (Danaher, 2008; Niraj, Krausman, & 
Dayal, 2012; Zurcher, 2005). This group’s ecocentric views, combined with 
anti-government sentiments, set its policy beliefs clearly apart from belief 
clusters 2 and 3, but with a moderate correlation with belief cluster 4 (see 
Table 4.4 on correlations between belief clusters). 
 
In the policy narrative of this group of actors, wildlife is nature’s gift, so 
precious as not to be degraded as a means for economic subsistence 
(statement #3, +3), even for feeding the poor. (Statement #13, -2, interview 
data [P#3]): My basic understanding is, wildlife is a member of ecological 
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community of this earth. All species, including human beings, are members of 
the economic community of earth and hence utilisation of wildlife is against my 
idea. The idea that wildlife could be treated as a usable and marketable 
commodity horrifies them (#14, -3); hence, they strongly reject any form of 
sustainable use (#11, -2), any conservation practice focussing on income 
generation (#39, -2) even for funding of conservation enforcement (#32, -1). 
Self-evidently, wildlife trade and hunting should be completely banned (#4, 
+3), and harvest or trade-regulation-related policy measures are anathema 
(#38, -1). Their ecocentric views strongly manifest themselves within their 
core beliefs where they consider wildlife policies should not allow culling of 
endangered species even if they cause crop or human damage (#7, +2), and 
that poachers caught in the act may be stopped even by shooting at them (#1, 
2). Sceptical sentiments against national governments - reflecting the 
observation that government is not doing enough (in India), or may be 
exclusionary and captured by big business (in Japan) - are evident from the 
conviction that NGOs should be provided a role in enforcement matters. 
(Statement #5, +2, (interview data [P#1]): If we talk about general 
conservation, I do not agree that Government should take the lead in all 
enforcement matters. But if we take enforcement and compliance, the 
government alone can do the procedure. Collecting data and analysis can be 
done by NGOs. Sceptical sentiments regarding the role of science among this 
group of policy actors are visible in the opinion, supported by this group only, 
that any national enforcement-monitoring system should be managed by a 
non-biased entity - not by governments nor scientific institutions (#33, 0, all 
others reject this statement) (Interview data [P #2]): The conflict within 
wildlife policy issues has risen to an extent that governments do not even listen 
to local NGOs. Government just needs organizations or scientists which support 
their views and not the reality. 
 
In terms of a policy narrative, it is clear why local NGOs are ascribed the role 
of heroes in protecting the victim (endangered species of wildlife flora and 
fauna). India experiences grave problems in enforcement of wildlife policies. 
The drivers of the problematic situation are, first, poaching by illegal traders 
and local communities banned from utilizing wildlife in their own habitats; 
second, the conflict this has created between park managers (as 
representatives of the state) and local communities, and, third, between those 
who would allow use of the forest as a resource for the poor (utilization) and 
those who give priority to protecting wildlife and declare its habitat as 
‘protected areas’ (preservation). With so many ‘villains’, the local NGOs cast 
themselves as the only hope for effectively protecting endangered species; but 
this role as ‘hero’ in bringing about the moral of the policy story can only be 
played if they become more powerful policy players through legal rights, and 
with a more pronounced role in information collection and management (vis-
à-vis science).   
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Belief Cluster 2: Sustainable use: ‘Rely on bottom-up conservation’ 
This group of policy actors is the second best covered in the P-sample, 
comprising 7 out of 26 participants. They mostly work in the ‘down-to-earth’ 
implementation levels of wildlife conservation in India and Thailand, and 
include ‘bona fide’ wildlife traders/breeders, community workers and 
enforcement officials. As a group, people adhering to this belief cluster are 
clearly different from the ecocentric actors described in belief cluster 1. 
However, belief clusters 2, 3 and 4 show considerable overlap in the sense that 
they embrace anthropocentric values and beliefs. 
 
The core beliefs of the sustainable users are that conservation practices should 
not ignore wildlife as generator of income (#39, +3), and that wildlife cannot 
be conserved without, simultaneously, addressing the rights of local 
communities (#20, +2). This aligns well with related anthropocentric views. 
They strongly resist poachers being shot as it is a violation of the rule of law. 
(Interview data [P#23]): ‘I work with forest communities and fully understand 
that poaching has a social background. We are protecting animals and then we 
are shooting human beings? (#1, -3); they support culling endangered species 
that cause crop and human damage (#10, -2), and fearing the displacement 
of the local community, they strongly reject putting more money into tiger 
conservation (#29, -2); they also believe that the revival capacity of wildlife is 
strong enough not to necessitate consumption restrictions (on local 
communities) (#15, -2). Working on the compliance and implementation or 
output side of wildlife policymaking, they believe in the national government’s 
responsibility to take the lead in wildlife management (#35, +3), and good 
funding as an indispensable condition for ascertaining CITES compliance (#32, 
+2). For this reason, they advocate that conservation should fund itself 
through sustainable use (Wildlife is an economic commodity and should be 
utilized [#14, +1]) and bring in protectionism at a time of unrestrained 
exploitation (#2 +2). The traders believing in sustainable-use policy are 
concerned about wildlife losing its value if not traded (Interview data [P#9]): 
‘Wildlife trade should not be banned because people will then lose interest in 
animals and their value will be lost’. This is similar to the views studied by 
Moore (2010) on elephant conservation: traders argue that conservation 
practices should also focus on income generation so as to achieve sustainability 
of such practices (#39). 
 
Here, the heroes are the supporters of sustainable use with the motive of 
saving the local community and traders from fortress conservation. The victims 
in the story are the local traders and local community who depend on wildlife 
as a source of livelihood. The moral behind the story is that anthropocentric 
approaches alone bring income and livelihood for the poor local community, 
and this, in turn, will help conservation of forests and wildlife. For this reason, 
they reject participation of grass- root NGOs in information collection as they 
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consider the information may be manipulated for ascertaining ecocentric 
beliefs. They agree with the CITES decision on barring NGOs in their 
involvement in WEMS (Interview data [P#11]): Among NGOs, certain 
international NGOs alone are qualified in enforcement information collection 
and dissemination, but this should also be well monitored. 

Belief Cluster 3: State regulation: ‘Sustainable wildlife management is a matter 
of national regulatory policy’ 

 
This belief cluster is comprised of 5 out of 26 in the P-sample (four from 
Thailand and one from Japan). Four are high-level government officials. The 
fifth represents an international NGO. As will become clearer later on, this 
group of policy actors differentiates itself from local NGO representatives, the 
implementation and compliance workers, and the scientific experts who, 
respectively, dominate the other three belief clusters. Their views clearly 
derive from official government policies on wildlife management, including 
being signatories to the CITES Convention. Their beliefs are also shaped by the 
traditional role of their governments in the overall political structure of power.  
While the Indian government, operating in a fairly pluralist and democratic 
political system,29 maintains a strong legal and policy framework to regulate 
and restrict wildlife trade, the line of semi-authoritarian (Chang, Chu, & Huang, 
2006) Thailand is to maintain an open market policy towards wildlife trade 
matters. With the growing number of exotic animal breeders and safari parks, 
national agencies struggle to keep a balance between overexploitation of 
wildlife and its sustainable use. According to CITES National Legislation Project, 
Thailand, unlike India, has been rated as generally meeting the legislative 
requirements for the implementation of CITES and is considered in Category 1 
(CITES, 2012a). However, some authors provide a different view because of 
booming illegal wildlife trade across the borders with neighbouring Myanmar, 
Laos and Cambodia, with several illegal wildlife markets within Thailand and 
just across the border (Nijman & Shepherd, 2011). 
 
The Japanese government, operating in an open and democratic system, is 
nevertheless characterized as a ‘managed democracy’ (Estévez-Abe., 2003) 
where government and public policymaking is restricted to an ‘iron triangle’: a 
highly intertwined governance network of one political party in power (the 
                                                 
29 Freedom house ranking of India, Thailand and Japan 
Country Status  Freedom Score Civil Liberties Political rights 
India Free  2.5         3          2 
Thailand Partially Free 4.5         4          4 
Japan Free  1.5         2          1 

(Scores are based on a scale of 0 to 7, with 0 representing Strongest and 7 
representing Weakest performance.) 

Freedom House (2012). ‘Freedom in the World 2012: The Arab Uprisings and 
Their Global Repercussions’. Retrieved 17 March 2012, from 
http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world/freedom-world-2012.	
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Liberal-Democratic Party, during most of the post-war period), big business 
and a strong bureaucracy. This ‘iron triangle’ of political, business and 
bureaucratic elites completely dominates public policymaking (Estévez-Abe., 
2003; Muramatsu & Krauss, 1984). 
The policy core belief of this government-oriented belief cluster is that 
regulation is key in wildlife protection (#22, +2), as without it protection of 
wildlife population would not naturally revive or survive (#15, -1). However, 
this is interpreted to mean a right mix of preservation, conservation and trade. 
They realistically state that wildlife is an economic commodity that should be 
utilized (#14, +2). Sustainable use of wildlife is their policy goal for 
maintaining a healthy wildlife population (#11, +2), using a well-balanced 
combination of harvest- and trade-related measures (#38, +1) that (at 
present) give priority to conservation over trade (#8, +2). (Interview data 
[P#5]): ‘In Thailand, a lot of people including traders believe in sustainable 
trade – why should we not think sustainably?’. 
 
There is also a mild preference among them that regulatory effort should be 
directed centrally through the national governments. Local communities should 
not have hunting and selling rights (#9, -3); local NGOs should not have legal 
rights to stop wildlife crime (#5, -3, see also #20, 0) as upholding the rule of 
law is a traditional task of the government (#1, -2); and although governments 
are not the only custodians of illegal wildlife trade information (#36, -2), they 
clearly reject the idea that wildlife crime information could be outsourced to 
private sources (#33, -2, also #34, -1). (Interview data [P#8]): ‘NGOs do not 
understand why we are taking certain decisions. We have to work according to 
the law and not emotions. I am also not sure whether science can solve the 
existing conflicts in wildlife trade policy as science is seen invalid when it comes 
to political decision process - at least at an international level.’ 
 
In order to keep their central role, governments are willing to subject 
themselves to stricter international CITES regulation (#37, +2) and, probably 
in this international framework, are strongly aware of budget constraints in 
wildlife management. They stress the necessity of good funding for 
enforcement and compliance (#32, +3). Although formally rejecting policies 
that focus on ‘iconic’ wildlife species alone (#24, -1, #30, 0, #31, -1), they 
clearly endorse more financial resources for tiger conservation (#29, +2).  
 
This government-oriented policy narrative is fairly anthropocentric: wildlife is 
a natural resource to be exploited for human purpose. It is government’s heroic 
task to guard these boundaries by ingenious management strategies that 
consist of expertly determined mixes of preservation, conservation and trade. 
Only in this way the policy story’s moral—sufficient wildlife protection—can be 
brought about. This is not a task to be shared lightly with, or outsourced to 
non-governmental players (as potential villains). Government’s most urgent 
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problem in wildlife management is funding for sufficient implementation, 
enforcement and compliance. On enforcement information-sharing, they 
strongly object to local civil society participation and having access to wildlife 
enforcement information.  

Belief cluster 4: Expert-based wildlife management: ‘In science we trust’ 
This belief cluster relies on the views of three scientists’/ information managers 
from India (see Table 4.6). All of them work outside government organisations. 
Yet, they operate at a national level, aiming to influence national and 
international policies on wildlife management. These actors base their beliefs 
on strong rational views30  which emphasize that science is the basis for 
formulating pragmatic and optimal solutions for any policy problem. (Interview 
data [P #14]): I entrusted former poachers who were part of the local 
community to be the custodian of forests. It worked and is now considered by 
FAO as a model in forest management… So Science-based solutions work.’ 
There is no principal preference for any solution which favours either wildlife 
protection or economic benefit. The solutions are deemed objective and value-
free. Scientific institutions are capable of collecting sufficient and appropriate 
information to monitor and manage wildlife and wildlife trade. This is brought 
out clearly in the Q-analysis which identifies statements #2, #30 and #18 as 
the three statistically distinguishing statements for this belief cluster. The 
rationalist argument starts from the denial (#2, -1) that wildlife should be 
protected, as any kind of use will lead to species extinction. The protection of 
wildlife in danger of extinction is not an a priori fundamental concern, neither 
is the protection of specific species (#29, -2). Rationally, such preferences 
could only be validly stated if one had perfect information on all species. Hence, 
generation of species-specific databases is the key to scientific wildlife 
management; which, therefore, is more important than having a general illegal 
trade database (#30, 3). By having more and better information on specific 
species, scientific information could determine how nature should be managed 
(#19, +2) by (dis)allowing trade (#17, +1) or hunting (#18, +2).  
 
In the policy narrative of the scientific group of actors, aggregated scientific 
information should be the basis for the wildlife trading policy (#30, +3). Such 
a policy should be the result of combining conservation benefits (#11, +2) with 
income-generation opportunities (statement # 39, +3), including for the forest 
communities (#20, +2). There is also no specific a priori preference for cost-
based policies (#14, -3), as the value of wildlife protection is not assessed in 
monetary terms (#16, -2). There is a strong belief that rational reasoning 
provides a more solid ground to convince governments on the relevance of 

                                                 
30 On the assumption that only humans can be rational. Other clear indicators of scientific 
experts’ anthropocentric views are that, in their opinion, poachers should not be shot at 
the spot (#1, -2), and in wildlife conservation, the rights of the forest community should 
be taken into account (#20, +2). 
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CITES (# 19, +2) than market forces (#32, -1) or drastic compliance measures 
(#1, -2). This group sees a limited role for NGOs in wildlife conservation (#5, 
-1) or in generating scientific information. However, they do not object to NGOs 
collecting enforcement information, though they do question the scientific 
rationality of an NGO-based information system.   
 
The heroes in this policy narrative are the scientific experts and institutions. 
The villains are the governments which are currently incapable of rational 
decisions without the support of reputable academic institutions (#23, +1); 
they are ill-equipped and bureaucratic. The moral is that the policy-science 
interface needs significant improvement. With proper scientific information, 
the policies on wildlife protection will improve.  
 
Looking at all statements pertaining to information and information 
management (i.e. statements ## 17, 18, 19, 21, 33, and 36), scientific experts 
cannot expect unwavering support from the other groups for their views. None 
of the groups shares the scientists’ enthusiasm for giving priority in developing 
species-specific databases instead of a general illegal trade database (#30, 0, 
-1, 0, +3). Here is a clear example of a clash between scientific and practical 
research priorities. Local NGOs are outright sceptical about scientific expertise 
(esp. #17, 0; #19, 0). Implementation and compliance workers believe 
scientific expertise and information to be vital, but certainly not decisive (#17, 
-1), and governmental actors see a close alliance with science as 
instrumentally inevitable, but they are unwilling to hand over discretion and 
authority to science. They want science to be ‘on tap, not on top’.31  
 
Based on the above study, beliefs within the wildlife policy subsystem in India, 
Thailand and Japan can be summarised as follows: 
 
a) Belief Cluster 1 is ecocentric and represents the views of conservation 

NGOs. 
b) Belief Cluster 2 is a mix of neoliberals and pure anthropocentrics, 

representing the perspectives of the proponents of sustainable use. 
c) Belief Cluster 3 is authoritarian and represents the perspectives of 

government agencies. 
d) Belief Cluster 4 expresses scientific rationalism and represents the 

perspective of scientists. 
 
It should be noted that in Asia, the science belief cluster (belief cluster 4) 
overlaps with both ecocentric (Belief Cluster 1) and sustainable use (belief 

                                                 
31Mark Jones, director of a UK conservation NGO, says: ‘The process of decision making 
has become intensely political. Parties choose to use scientific evidence to support their 
positions when it suits them, and refute the validity of the science when it doesn’t.’ (M. 
Jones, 2012) 
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cluster 2) clusters. The reasons for this overlap are described in more detail in 
Section 4.4.3 (on the comparative similarity and difference in the beliefs in 
Asia and Africa) and in Chapter 5 while showing the interaction of the 
coalitions.  

4.5.2 Analysing policy beliefs in wildlife management in Africa  
After analysing the beliefs in Asia, a similar study was carried out in East Africa, 
where the three countries (Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania) involved in the 
implementation of WEMS were considered as the study area. Due to limitation 
of funding, Congo-Brazzaville could not be included. The research methodology 
used in Asia was repeated in the countries with the exception that certain Q-
statements were ‘slightly’ modified to adapt to fit the specific East African 
wildlife policy context (see Table 4.3, #28, #29 and #31). The participants 
were identified based on their roles and responsibilities within the wildlife policy 
subsystem in the three countries of the study. The selected P-sample included 
31 participants belonging to various stakeholder categories. The detailed 
configurations of the participants are provided in Figure 4.3 and Table 4.9. 

 
The Q-sort was administered with 39 statements to the participants in Kenya, 
Uganda and Tanzania. This was followed by an analysis using the PQ method. 
The details of the analysis are provided in the section.  

 

 
Figure 4.3: Category of participants in the Africa study 
 
An analysis of the Q-sort identified four belief clusters, or perspectives on 
wildlife management in East Africa. The study showed very low correlation 
between the beliefs. Belief cluster 2 had the least correlation with the rest of 
the factors.  There were considerable overlaps between Belief Cluster 4 and 
Belief Cluster 1 (Table 4.7).   
 
The results of the factor analysis were presented by creating a descriptive label 
for each belief cluster (factor) accompanied by a narrative. In this instance, 
the narratives relate descriptions on various perspectives on wildlife 
management. The four perspectives are described in the following sections. 
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Numbers in parentheses relate to the ranking of the statements listed in Table 
4.8, and Table 4.9 provides the factor scores for each individual. While 
developing the narratives, the interview data was cross-checked by revisiting 
the interviews of people who loaded highly on each factor. Based on the Q-sort 
analysis and the interview data, the factor analysis results are described as 
follows: 
 
1. Belief Cluster -1:  Science Based: ‘Science should take the lead’ 
2. Belief Cluster -2:  Ecocentric: ‘Local NGOs should manage the commons’ 
3. Belief Cluster -3:  Sustainable traders: ‘Sustainable trade - the only way 
forward’ 
4. Belief Cluster -4:  Hierarchists: ‘We are the custodians and we decide’ 
 
Table 4.7 shows very less correlation between the belief clusters, an indication 
of fewer consensuses between the perspectives of each coalition (<0.5).   
 
Table 4.7: Correlations between the Belief Clusters (factors) in Africa 

 Belief 
Cluster 1 

Belief 
Cluster 2 

Belief 
Cluster 3 

Belief 
Cluster 4 

Belief Cluster 1 1 0.0889 0.2886 0.4469 

Belief Cluster 2  1 0.0002 0.2463 

Belief Cluster 3   1 0.3552 

Belief Cluster 4    1 

 
 
Weighted averaging (Brown, 1996) of the scores was used to calculate each 
factor’s (group’s) average rating for each statement (Table 4.8). 
 
Table 4.8: Q Sort statements and their factor rankings in Africa  

 Statement Ranking Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

1 Poachers should be shot when 
spotted within a protected forest 
area 

-1 -2 0 -3 

2 Wildlife should be protected as 
any kind of its use will lead to 
species extinction 

-1 3 0 1 

3 Wildlife is nature’s gift which 
should not be substituted for 
economic subsistence 

0 1 -2 -2 
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4 Wildlife trade and hunting should 
be banned 

-2 3 -3 -2 

5 Conservation NGOs should be 
provided legal rights to stop 
wildlife crime 

-1 1 0 -1 

6 Conservation NGOs should be the 
custodian of wildlife crime 
database 

-1 0 -1 -2 

7 Wildlife policies should NOT allow 
options to cull endangered 
species when it causes crop and 
human damage 

-2 1 0 2 

8 Government prioritize wildlife 
conservation over wildlife trade 

0 2 0 0 

9 Local communities should be 
provided legal rights to hunt and 
sell wildlife for sustenance 

1 -3 0 -1 

10 Wildlife policies should provide 
options to cull endangered 
species when it causes crop and 
human damage 

2 0 1 -2 

11 Policies supporting sustainable 
use of wildlife is good to maintain 
a healthy wildlife population 

3 -1 1 0 

12 Protection of wildlife can only be 
in zoos and museums 

-3 -2 -1 -3 

13 Bush meat should be allowed as 
food for poor 

0 -3 -1 -1 

14 Wildlife is an economic 
commodity and should be utilized 

1 -1 3 2 

15 Wildlife population can naturally 
revive and hence does not need 
significant restrictions on its 
consumption 

-1 -1 -2 -1 

16 Wildlife commodity should be 
listed in financial stock markets 
so it fetches uniform and better 
values 

-3 -2 2 -1 
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17 Science should determine the 
core policy on whether wildlife 
should be traded or not 

2 1 -1 3 

18 Scientific information should 
determine whether hunting 
should be allowed or not 

2 0 0 1 

19 Science should determine how 
nature should be managed 

1 2 1 1 

20 Wildlife cannot be conserved 
without addressing the rights of 
the forest community 

2 1 3 2 

21 Species listing of CITES 
Appendices should be based on 
scientific information and not 
voting by member states 

1 2 -1 1 

22 As long as utilization of wildlife is 
regulated, wildlife remains 
protected 

3 -2 2 1 

23 Reputed academic institutions 
should manage wildlife crime 
databases 

0 -1 -1 0 

24 Only key wildlife species need to 
be protected as some can be 
traded 

-2 -2 2 0 

25 Marine species are losing out as 
protection of terrestrial 
mammals are getting 
precedence. 

1 0 -1 0 

26 At certain point of CITES 
negotiation, trade off of certain 
key marine species are 
considered better than allowing 
Tiger farms and Ivory trade 

0 0 1 0 

27 Bird species are losing out as 
protection of terrestrial 
mammals are getting precedence 

-1 1 -2 0 

28 African fish species should not be 
listed in CITES appendix as it is 
used as a major food product 

0 0 -2 -1 
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29 Elephant conservation need more 
financial support than any other 
endangered species 

0 0 1 -1 

30 Species specific databases are 
most important than a general 
illegal trade database 

0 0 0 3 

31 Elephant databases managed by 
CITES are the most trusted 
databases 

-1 0 0 0 

32 Good funding for enforcement 
activities brings effective 
compliance of CITES 

0 2 1 1 

33 The national wildlife crime 
information systems should be 
managed by a private IT 
company 

-2 -1 -2 -2 

34 Professional IT consultants alone 
can bring out a good wildlife 
crime database 

-2 -1 -1 -1 

35 Governments should take the 
lead in addressing all issues with 
regard to enforcement and 
compliance of CITES 

1 2 2 0 

36 Governments alone are the 
custodian of illegal wildlife trade 
information 

1 -1 -3 1 

37 The UNEP- CITES Secretariat 
should emphasize stricter 
sanctions against non-complying 
states 

-1 1 1 0 

38 Harvest-related measures and 
trade-related measures should 
be used in tandem, to ensure the 
successful management of 
natural resources 

1 -1 1 1 

39 Conservation practices should 
also focus on income generation 
so as to achieve sustainability of 
such practices 

2 1 2 1 
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To identify the individual participant’s belief or perspective, each participant’s 
ranking was transformed into a factor loading, signalling the degree to which 
an individual’s ranking corresponds to the averaged rankings of the four 
principal factors (see Table 4.9).  
  
Table 4.9:  Factor scores for each sort (ranking corresponds to the averaged 
rankings of the four principal factors) in the Africa study 

Participant  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

1 Scientist, Kenya 0.7634X 0.0659 -0.0955 0.1287 

2 Government, Kenya 0.1078 0.7226X -0.1642 -0.0958 

3 Education, Kenya 0.2055 0.1643 0.7352X 0.0935 

4 Journalist, Nation media, Kenya 0.2782 -0.1879 0.0357 0.5623 

5 Government, Kenya 0.318 0.1055 0.7000X 0.2322 

6 NGO, Kenya -0.0672 0.8539X 0.0546 -0.0388 

7 Government (CITES officer), 
Kenya 

0.4059 0.5625 0.1571 0.1558 

8 Journalist and communications 
Director 

0.4078 0.3152 0.1887 0.5867 

9 Trader, Kenya 0.0293 0.1775 0.4837 0.5508 

10 (Wildlife Conservations society 
of Tanzania (NGO) 

0.6337 -0.0139 0.3332 0.3567 

11 Scientist, Univ. of Darussalam 0.6192 0.2348 0.1575 0.3961 

12 Trader, Tanzania 0.6071 -0.164 0.5474 0.3239 

13 Government, Tanzania 0.5058 0.4715 0.303 0.3457 

14 Government, Tanzania 0.0688 0.0606 0.1402 0.7705X 

15 Trader, Tanzania 0.8088X -0.0273 0.242 0.2833 

16 Journalist, Tanzania 0.2324 0.2095 0.5582 0.1654 

17 Scientist TAWIRI, Tanzania 0.2821 0.5103 0.1198 0.595 

18 NGO, Tanzania 0.2735 0.0684 0.3713 0.5801 

19 Local Community, Tanzania 0.2781 -0.462 -0.5014 -0.293 

20 Government, Uganda 0.3529 0.0926 0.3533 0.6506 
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21 Trader, Uganda 0.3887 -0.2825 0.6706 0.0396 

22 Scientist, Uganda 0.2243 0.4331 0.1888 0.562 

23 New vision, Uganda 0.6930X 0.2473 0.3489 0.2355 

24 Journalist, Daily Monitor, 
Uganda 

0.4402 0.6073 0.3249 0.2625 

25 Local Community, Uganda 0.071 0.6622 0.0244 0.3334 

26 Local Community, Uganda 0.551 0.242 0.0966 0.3143 

27 Local Community, Kenya 0.4783 0.4052 0.1155 0.4446 

28 Government, Uganda 0.2768 0.2965 0.1611 0.7494X 

29 Trader, Uganda -0.152 -0.184 0.7704X 0.1971 

30 NGO, Uganda 0.0881 0.7566X -0.0309 0.2615 

31 NGO, Uganda 0.66 0.5743 0.0739 -0.103 

% expl. Var 18 16 13 16 

(X represents highly loaded sorts within each factor; participants generating 
such sorts are the ‘high-loaders’, most ‘typical’ for a cluster/group.) 
 
Based on the above results, the characteristic feature of each belief cluster is 
defined as follows:  

Belief Cluster 1: Science based: ‘Science should take the lead’ 
 
This factor explains 18% of the variance in responses (Table 4.9). Among 
them, 6 participants are significantly associated with this factor (6/31). They 
include two traders, an NGO and a university professor from Tanzania, along 
with a Ugandan journalist and a Kenyan scientist. The most common feature 
of this belief cluster is their belief in science as an answer to maintain 
sustainability of wildlife. They strongly agree to policies supporting sustainable 
use (where science determines what can be traded or not) of wildlife as a good 
mechanism to maintain a healthy wildlife population (#11, +3); they also 
agree that policies related to wildlife trade should be dealt through science 
(#19, +2) and that scientific information should determine whether hunting 
should be allowed or not (#18, +2). This belief cluster reaffirms the 
characteristic feature of the perspective of the actors who consider scientific 
rationalism paves way to good decisions on hunting and wildlife trade. 
However, for some, the concept of science is utopian. As one participant (P 
#15, trader) asserted: 
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‘When I say science it should be a perfect study. Science goes by proof. You 
start by theory, you put your hypothesis and you prove it beyond reasonable 
doubt, you have the facts and evidence. And if you come with this evidence, I 
(trader) cannot say anything about it. I am talking about science which is not 
manipulated. I am talking about an ideal situation. If you are interpreting of 
what I did not tell you, then it is not science.’  
 
Another participant (P#11) also agrees to science within the same terms: 
‘Science means perfect science…because in science also there is politics! 
 
This cluster defines a coalition of traders and scientists. Pro-trade governments 
and traders also consider an endorsement from science or scientists as crucial 
to deal with policies that are difficult to get accepted through conventional 
mechanism. For some, the term ‘sustainable trade’ is a backing of science-
based trading process. According to one of the scientists (P#11): ‘If you don’t 
have scientific backing, how do you allocate quota (quota for hunting and 
trading)? The involvement of scientists with governments is an inclusive 
process. In some instances, there is not enough data for scientists to come to 
a conclusion but then somehow a decision has to be made. On the other hand, 
governments are also hesitant in including scientists in data collection and 
scientific research on wildlife trade. This is because, some governments (e.g. 
Tanzania) are interested in trading in wildlife, but science may provide a 
different picture. So, all these processes remain complicated.’  
 
Though participants of this belief cluster are sceptical on how governments use 
science or scientist, they still consider quantitative outputs as a tool for 
decision support. For instance, their reasons for disagreement to statements: 
“Wildlife policies should NOT allow options to cull endangered species when it 
causes crop and human damage” (#7, -2) and “Wildlife trade and hunting 
should be banned” (#4, -2), arise from the argument that numerical evidence 
should determine policies and not cultural or ethical values. This is clearly 
evident from one of the scientists’ assertion: ‘In some parts of Kenya, the 
problem of human deaths due to elephant attacks are also increasing. So it’s 
like when the population builds up and when we close trade there is also a 
problem. When it comes to culling I may not be clear on that. There are some 
other ways. That’s why I said science should be used to find out the numbers 
and then recommend the actions.’   
 
In spite of their belief in science, participants of this belief cluster admit that 
governments are the ultimate power groups which can overturn scientific 
reality. For this reason, they do not believe that stricter sanctions by 
international bodies like CITES can help bring this process under control (#37, 
-1). As one of the participants mentioned (P #15, trader): 



 

111 

‘How can they (CITES) do this (on compliance)? They don’t have any 
mechanism. How can they use sanctions without using governments? See, for 
example, if a person is found with rhino horn in Tanzania, he is arrested, but 
the same person can sell in Yemen. So how can stricter sanctions bring 
compliance?’ 
 
From this policy narrative, science believers consider themselves as the heroes 
protecting human values through scientific truth.  

Belief Cluster 2: Ecocentric – ‘Local NGOs should manage the commons’ 
This factor explains 16% of the responses variance (Table 4.9). Four Q 
participants are significantly associated with this factor (4/31). They include 
two NGOs, one Kenyan Government official and a Ugandan journalist. The most 
common feature of this belief cluster is their belief in the intrinsic value of 
nature and wildlife. According to this belief cluster, wildlife trade and hunting 
should be banned (#4, +3), and Wildlife should be protected, as any kind of 
its use will lead to species extinction (#2, +3). These core values determine 
the ecocentric approach of the belief cluster. Within the wildlife policy 
subsystem, they ask for conservation NGOs to be provided legal rights to stop 
wildlife crime (#5, +1), as they are the most reliable agents in information 
collection on poachers (P#2). Another participant (P #6) observes: ‘Yes, they 
should be given legal rights to stop wildlife crime. We do not have enough 
sniffer dogs in this part of the world to check on consignments. So the only 
option will be to provide legal rights to NGOs.’ 
 
In policy terms, they want Government to prioritize wildlife conservation over 
wildlife trade (#8, +2) and that decisions should not be left to scientific facts 
alone but also to the cultural values of the society. Striking evidence to this 
belief is asserted by a Kenyan enforcement official (P#2):  
‘We should not leave to science alone to determine on whether trade should 
be opened or not. It should be complemented with the cultural value of the 
society.’  
 
They are also not in favour of providing legal rights to local communities to 
hunt and sell wildlife for sustenance (#9, -3), as they feel, if the rights are 
provided to the locals, then that will be the end of wildlife (P# 6). They totally 
reject consumptive utilization of wildlife even when they are regulated (#22, -
2); for them, all species should be protected and there should be no trade in 
them (#24, -2). They even do not agree to harvest-related measures and 
trade-related measures being used in tandem, to ensure the successful 
management of natural resources (#38, -1).  
 
This belief cluster represents strict ecocentrics who opt for zero trade and zero 
consumption of wildlife.  
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The participants within this belief cluster indeed see a crucial role for NGOs as 
custodian of a wildlife crime database but do not deny the role for the 
Government (#8, +2) in maintaining it.  

Belief Cluster 3:  Utilitarian – ‘Sustainable utilization- the only way forward’ 
 
This belief cluster explains 13% of the response variance (Table 4.9) to which 
4 participants are significantly associated (4/31). They include two Kenyan 
Government officials and two Ugandan Traders. 
 
Unlike the other two beliefs, here they consider wildlife as an economic 
commodity which should be utilized (#14, +3). According to one participant 
(P#5):  
 
‘The basic policy on wildlife trade has not changed in East Africa since 1975 
when wildlife was seen as a land use - something that should pay for its own 
(Kenya banned hunting and trading of wildlife in 1975).’  
 
Two other participants also echoed the same and according to a Ugandan 
Trader (P21), who loaded highly on this belief cluster,  
‘Ugandan laws will change and there will be soon wildlife ranches in here as we 
see in South Africa.’   
 
For all the above reasons, their views are strictly against the ecocentric belief 
cluster and strongly disagree on conservation NGOs being the custodian of 
wildlife crime database (#6, -1) or providing them legal rights to stop wildlife 
crime (#5, -1). This is the only belief cluster which recommends wildlife 
commodity to be listed in financial stock markets so that it fetches uniform and 
better values (#16, +2). A trader (P#21) who loaded high on this belief cluster 
justified his support to the statement as follows: 
‘I agree to this so we can benefit if the prices are controlled. While we export 
an animal, we do not know the exact market cost abroad.’  
 
Similar views were expressed by (P#29) and (P#5) where they strongly 
emphasize that wildlife cannot be conserved without addressing the rights of 
the forest community (#20, +3). According to a trader:  
My forefathers never lived on livestock; they lived on consuming wildlife, so 
how can you address conservation without addressing their issues?’ (P#21)  
‘Though East African countries have policies that provide rights to local 
community, it is rarely practised (P#5).’ 
 
They also consider themselves as the sole supporters of communities:  
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‘When we capture these animals, and we provide incentive to community, they 
become friendly to animals.’(P#29) 
 
According to this belief cluster, only key wildlife species need to be protected 
and some can be traded (#24, +2). They strongly oppose banning of wildlife 
trade and hunting (#4, -3) and governments being the custodian of illegal 
wildlife trade information (#36, -3). According to them, South Africa and 
Botswana are good examples of wildlife management where they promote 
trading and hunting (P#5, P#21 and P# 29).  
 
An interesting aspect of this belief cluster is that they do not clearly oppose 
Governments. But when it comes to information, they want the Government 
to outsource some work to private entities: 
‘Government has all the facility, but it should offer 25-30% of their work to 
private Parties. For example, when you grow food, you have to leave some for 
the children and some for financial benefit!’ (P#29)  
 
On all other terms, they are supportive of government policies, though some 
of the local traders feel marginalised by Governments when it comes to wildlife 
trade.  
Talking about science, they prefer political voting over science- based decision-
making (#21, -1). There are two reasons for their support of politics: a) they 
do not consider scientific information to be true (P#29); and b) they consider 
that state sovereignty may be questioned if decisions are only science based. 
 
‘These infringe on the sovereignty of nations and you cannot surrender the 
sovereignty of a nation. We can use scientific information but the decision 
should be based on the best interest of the country.’ (P#5)   
 
For this belief cluster, science is not perfect nor entirely reliable but is useful 
as a supportive tool for the decision-making process. So it should not be 
science alone, it should also include cultural and ethical perspectives.  
 
In terms of policy narrative, this cluster clearly veers towards the 
anthropocentric perspective where human well-being should be considered 
prior to nature conservation. For this reason, they are strongly against any 
involvement of conservation NGOs in the wildlife management process. They 
do not prefer to rely purely on science as they think science at times 
undermines their objectives, and hence they prefer voting by member states 
on defining an outcome of policy. They also consider local culture as an 
instrument in supporting their arguments.  
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Belief Cluster 4: Hierarchists – ‘Government is the custodian of the wildlife on 
their territory’ 

 
This belief cluster explains 16% of the study variance (Table 4.9). Three 
participants are significantly associated with this belief cluster (3/31) which 
includes one Tanzanian and two Ugandan Government officials.  
 
This group considers government as the single supreme authority to manage 
wildlife-related matters. They accept science as an instrument in the 
policymaking process (#17, +3), strictly to justify their arguments. As one 
participant noted:  
‘Science can determine what has to be done, like, for example, the size of the 
land and the population of species. So I agree to science-based decision 
process.’ (P#28). They also don’t agree to a comprehensive database as they 
think a ‘species-specific’ database would suffice the purpose of CITES 
compliance (#30, +3).  
 
They also strongly oppose the fact that poachers should be shot when spotted 
within a protected forest area (#1, -3). Here the reason is not anthropocentric 
alone, but more instrumental, where they fear losing information once a 
poacher is shot. According to (P#28): ‘If you kill a poacher, you will lose 
information about his network. To plan better in future, we need to know the 
information about the weapon and his network. The main thing - we will lose 
out on information…’  
 
This belief cluster also rejects involvement of NGOs, and considers local NGOs 
as a threat to democratic processes. However, some support the views of 
‘certain’ international NGOs, and consider them as doing a good job (P#14).  
On a policy narrative, the stakeholders within this cluster considers 
government as superior and righteous, and as the only entity that can balance 
interests and manage all the actors within the wildlife policy subsystem. They 
do not object to science or scientist, but do not want to assign authority to 
them.  
 
Based on the Q study, policy beliefs within the wildlife policy subsystem in 
Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania can be summarised as follows: 
a) Belief Cluster 1 expresses scientific rationalism. 
b) Belief Cluster 2 is ecocentrism. 
c) Belief Cluster 3 is anthropocentric, representing the perspectives of 

proponents of sustainable use. 
d) Belief Cluster 4 expresses authoritarian beliefs and represents a 

hierarchist perspective. 
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Similar to the Q study carried out in Asia, the ‘hierarchist’ belief cluster (belief 
cluster 4) overlaps with both scientific belief cluster and sustainable trade belief 
cluster. The reasons for this overlap are described in the next section.  

4.5.3  Comparative similarity and differences in the beliefs in Asia 
and Africa  

An analysis of the results of the study in Asia and Africa reveals the following 
important features within the belief clusters:  
 
Ecocentrism: Among the core beliefs, ecocentrism remains distinct in both Asia 
and Africa. Though the belief is primarily associated with conservation NGOs, 
it also doesn’t mean that all NGOs are ecocentric. The belief cluster in Asia and 
Africa has clearly exhibited variation among NGO beliefs regarding 
conservation and trade. Ecocentric actors operating in the field of wildlife 
conservation (including different aspects of harm to animals) primarily develop 
their policies from an ideological point of view of and condemn activities that 
adversely affect wildlife. In order to resist such actions, they then seek venues 
to access higher profile audience in public policy for raising their concerns. 
Gaining attention from the public audience is a key, and for this reason, mass 
media and communication becomes an integral part of the campaign process. 
By doing so, they are also resisting trade decisions from being implemented. 
This causes isolation of the ecocentric belief cluster by the rest of the groups 
(a key finding which emerged out of the study). This distinction was quite clear 
in the studies carried out in Asia as well as Africa (see correlation between 
factors in Asia and Africa, in Table 4.4 and 4.7).  
 
The difference between the beliefs in Asia and Africa is that international NGOs 
in Africa are more resource rich and influential. This makes them a powerful 
resource base for influencing decisions within the wildlife policy subsystem. 
Earlier studies by Brockington and Scholfield (2010), as well as Garland (2008) 
confirm this case where transnational NGOs exert a certain power that can 
change the scenario. The influence of international NGOs within the policy 
process will be discussed later in Chapter 5. An important point to note here is 
that the prominence of ecocentric belief within a policy subsystem leads to 
disagreement among the rest of the belief clusters, especially on trading of 
wildlife or using it as a commodity. The two key statements used in the study 
clearly highlights the conflicts between the ecocentrics and the rest of the 
actors: Policies supporting sustainable use of wildlife is good to maintain a 
healthy wildlife population; and a more direct statement by CITES - Harvest-
related measures and trade-related measures should be used in tandem, to 
ensure the successful management of natural resources32 (which is one of the 

                                                 
32 This is a statement by John Scanlon, Secretary-General of CITES, during the 17th 
Special Meeting of the International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas. 
http://cites.org/eng/news/sg/2010/20101119_sg_statement_ICCAT.php  
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objectives of the CITES Convention itself). This is one area where the conflict 
between the ecocentric actors and the CITES convention becomes apparent. It 
should be noted that CITES does not advocate restriction on trade, whereas 
the ecocentric actors are against any form of wildlife trade.  
 
Sustainable use: Another important finding from the study is the presence of 
hybrid groups within the wildlife policy subsystem. The empirical study clearly 
revealed overlapping policy beliefs among the hierarchists, the scientific 
rationalists and utilitarians (see Table 4.4 and Table 4.6); together, they 
contribute to a consensus belief cluster focusing on ‘sustainability’ of trade, 
use and conservation. One of the core characteristics of this belief is in their 
support for sustainable use and sustainable trade (common both in Asia and 
Africa). However, there remain some nuances which are different. For 
example, while the sustainable-use community commonly agree on the need 
for science in managing nature, some participants in Asia and Africa have 
different views on whether species listing of CITES Appendices should be based 
on scientific information or on voting by member states. The empirical study 
revealed that in Asia there is a strong support for science and data in the 
decision-making process which is also substantiated in debates at CITES 
meetings (decisions on ETIS and MIKE was supported by both Japan and 
China). In Africa, on the other hand, they do not believe that listing of species 
should be based on scientific information alone (Mark Jones, writing for BBC in 
2012, clearly noted this point as well (M. Jones, 2012).33 This shows that 
traders in Africa see an opportunity through voting to influence the trade 
decision process.  
 
Since sustainable use and trade is a belief which is promoted by neoliberal 
NGOs, Governments, Scientists as well as Traders, it is not surprising that the 
actors within this belief cluster have different views on the use of science. It 
can be argued that, as Africa is a range state of several wildlife products and 
that it is one of the sources of national income, it is quite obvious that pro-
trade groups would prefer less involvement of science. They are also of the 
opinion that harvest-related measures and trade-related measures should be 
used in tandem (support to CITES) and conservation practices should also 
focus on income generation so as to achieve sustainability of such practices.  
In short, sustainable use is one belief cluster which is a mix of scientific 
rationalism and utilitarianism. For this reason, it is difficult to ontologically 
‘separate’ or categorize the core belief. The concept of ‘sustainable use’ is 

                                                 
33  According to Mark Jones (M. Jones, 2012), ‘…the Zambian delegation rolled out 
Chieftainess Chiawa, head of a prominent indigenous group, to play the "poverty card" 
in support of their efforts to secure permission from the conference to down list their 
elephant population and sell off their stockpiled ivory; her pleas not to let her people 
starve when considering the fate of Zambia's valuable ivory stocks were impassioned, if 
somewhat lacking in logic.’ 
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advocated by Governments, traders and scientists, all from their own 
standpoint, and this is common in both Asia and Africa. However, when we 
examine the international negotiation process, it is clear that the concept of 
sustainable use is more a neoliberal or utilitarian policy, where trade is at times 
justified through a process of scientification. This could be one reason why 
neoliberal NGOs find a place in the policy decision process on wildlife 
management while their ecocentric counterparts are not favoured. The role 
and prominence of this belief cluster will be clearer when we examine the 
interaction between the various coalitions within the policy subsystem in 
Chapter 5.  
 
State Regulation: The third form of belief that emerged from the study was 
that of power, rule-bound or the hierarchist approach towards wildlife 
management. The study featured orderly rules of behaviour and authority 
structures among the hierarchists, created in order to avoid chaos, but with 
little faith in immanent self-organizing or self-steering processes. This 
hierarchist belief is primarily (though not exclusively) associated with 
Government representatives, where an authority defines how wildlife should 
be managed. Though the hierarchists emphasize on a rule-bound and a power-
oriented structure, studies (Hood, 2000) indicate that the hierarchist belief can 
also at times work against them. According to Hood (2000), in many ways, 
top-level leadership is often quite weak in a hierarchist organization where 
rules prevent every transaction from needing to be negotiated from a blank 
slate, for instance, in specifying what is to be worn or eaten in what 
circumstances, how people are to be addressed, how communications and 
meetings are to be handled. The rules also provide a basis for whom to blame 
when things go wrong –whoever didn’t follow the rules (Hood, 2000).  
 
Improvising Hood’s argument and contextualising it with the hierarchist 
scenario within the case study, it can be said that, in Asia, the hierarchist 
approach is more about going by the rule, and become inflexible in bending 
the rules to engage external actors on wildlife enforcement-related matters. 
According to them, information on wildlife crime should be managed by 
governments and enforcement agencies alone, and they are of the strong 
opinion that NGOs should be kept away from handling enforcement information 
(see Section 4.5.1). On the other hand, though the African Governments 
consider themselves as the most supreme authority on wildlife management, 
the rules are often flexed to engage external partners for funding needs. In 
the research it was clear that they strongly support the work of international 
NGOs and consider them to be doing a better job than their local counterparts. 
This demonstrates that hierarchism is strongly emphasized in Asia (at times 
authoritarian, as we see in Japan and Thailand) and severely weakened in 
Africa due to several economic and historical factors. Works of Garland (2008), 



118 

Brockington and Scholfield (2010) clearly support these findings where they 
trace the reasons for weaker hierarchism to the roots of colonialism in Africa.  
 
Scientific Rationalism: Another feature that reflects from the study is in the 
way various belief clusters interpret the use of science. In spite of the fact that 
all the beliefs have a faith in science, they do not fully agree on the way science 
functions. For this reason, the science belief has emerged as an independent 
cluster where very few participants in the study agreed to a positivistic science-
based solution (See Figure 4.4). Similar findings were observed by Andresen 
et al (2005) while examining the role of precautionary principles in selected 
environmental regimes. According to them, scientists do have a legitimising 
role within environmental and resources regimes, however, their actual 
impacts are modest. Scientists are often listened to, but decisions are not 
entirely based on science instead more on other multiple decision criteria 
(Andresen et al (2005))  

 
Figure 4.4: The three beliefs within the wildlife-trade debate and their 
interpretation of science 
 
One should note that the science cluster is not a core belief and is more a 
representation of a secondary belief. It is also clear from the study that there 
is a strong similarity between the science beliefs in Asia and Africa. 
 
As a summary, and as an explanation for the overlapping of belief clusters (see 
Table 4.4 and Table 4.7), it can be interpreted that ecocentrism is one core 
belief that can be easily distinguished from the study. The rest of the beliefs 
are hybrids of utilitarian values and science (sustainable use); as well as an 
association of hierarchical beliefs and science (State regulation). The scientific 
cluster is a representation of a secondary belief and is used by the ecocentrics, 
utilitarians and hierarchists to strengthen their position.  
One of the advantages of using Q methodology is that one can isolate the 
various beliefs within the wildlife policy subsystem. It is also clear from the 
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study that the ontologically separated beliefs are not part of any particular 
sector – NGOs, scientists, traders or Government officials; rather, they are 
inherent constituents of core beliefs of actors within each sector. This clearly 
shows that professionals are not created solely based on their beliefs, but also 
based on their institutional rules or mission statements (cultural/structural) 
which then define their functioning. This applies to professional working in all 
the sectors, including NGOs. Hence, one can see divided positions even among 
NGOs addressing the same cause. The empirical study clearly outlines one 
important point - purely ecocentric (preservationist) approaches or purely 
utilitarian approaches will find it difficult to get involved in a policy decision 
process due to isolation by the other belief sectors. On the other hand, actors 
with hybrid beliefs can be more influential as policy interlocutors and play a 
significant role in the decision-making process. Other external factors affecting 
the policy system (for example, financial resources) then define which policy 
belief get prominence within the policy system.  

4.6 Conclusion  
In an attempt to address the research question posited in the beginning of this 
chapter, the empirical study in Asia and Africa analyses and maps-out the 
various policy beliefs within the wildlife policy subsystem in Asia and Africa, 
and explains their influence over the decision-making processes within the 
policy subsystem.  The empirical case partially shows why certain core beliefs 
have difficulty in getting accepted within a policy subsystem and why there 
remain distinct gaps in official information-sharing between the stakeholders 
within the policy subsystem. This, in a way, outlines the reasons for the 
objection of WEMS-Asia by CITES when it involved ecocentric actors in 
enforcement information collection. Having said that, from an empirical point 
of view, it is also clear that the objection on WEMS cannot be exclusively 
attributed to one single cause, i.e. beliefs, and several interplaying external 
factors do have a role.  
 
The study also indicates that Science belief has the potential in finding a 
common ground or congruence among several conflicting beliefs. It should 
however be noted that science does not change core beliefs. Which means, in 
many instances, actors (strongly positioned in their beliefs) choose the science 
that is convenient for them and reject that which is not, while coming up with 
scientific evidence favouring their position. In other words, though science is 
an important co-factor which is essential for a decision-making process (which 
could also be one reason for the adoption of WEMS in Africa), science alone 
cannot form a decision. It will need powerful political backing at every stage of 
its acceptance. But when an issue in context gets more polarised, scientists 
also get co-opted with powerful alliances for funding and personal benefits, 
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which then leads to questions being asked about the validity of science in the 
decision-making process.  
As a summary, it can be concluded that core and secondary beliefs do have a 
role or influence in decision outcomes. However, beliefs alone do not contribute 
to a particular decision. There are several factors external and internal to a 
policy chamber that influence coalition formation and thus the decision 
outcome. A more detailed explanation on how these advocacy coalitions 
function is provided in the next chapter.  
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Chapter 5 
 
 

Explaining Policymaking on WEMS in Asia 
and Africa  
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5.1 Introduction 
In this chapter, the research focus is on understanding the policy process that 
led to the development and objection of WEMS in Asia and how such a system 
gained acceptance in East Africa. The core question that the chapter attempts 
to answer is: 
 
What are the underpinning policy factors that led to the objection of WEMS in 
Asia by CITES and what processes led to its subsequent adoption in Africa? 
 
To answer the above question, ACF (the theoretical underpinning outlined in 
Chapter 3) is used to show how the coalitions of beliefs interacted within the 
policy subsystem and how the policy processes generated from these 
interactions led to such different decisions on the adoption, or not, of WEMS. 
 
Before embarking on an explanation of the policy process on WEMS in Asia and 
Africa, it is important to understand the various types of policy subsystems 
that are classified according to each coalition’s behaviour. Weible and Sabatier 
(2009) distinguish three types of subsystems: first, a unitary subsystem, 
formed by a united and homogenous coalition in which there are almost no 
opponents. Here the decision-making process is unanimous. Second, there is 
the collaborative subsystem, where at least two coalitions exist; they have 
different opinions, but want to overcome them. This requires the need for inter-
coalition cooperation. In a collaborative subsystem, the decision-making 
process will be based on certain consensus factors. Finally, there is the 
adversarial subsystem, where coalitions do not trust each other, rarely 
cooperate and are, therefore, in competition with one another. It is difficult for 
a decision to be made in such a subsystem. It should be noted that even though 
a collaborative coalition may show a certain degree of policy core belief 
compatibility (Weible et al., 2010), a shift in policy approach among the 
coalitions can happen when external factors do not remain favourable for their 
core beliefs. 
 
The objection on WEMS in Asia and its acceptance in Africa can be described 
by the type of policy subsystem in which WEMS was developed and redesigned. 
As the two events took place at different times, the question posed at the start 
of the chapter is addressed in two steps. First, the reasons for the objection 
and redesign of WEMS in Asia are clarified (Section 5.2). This is followed by an 
explanation of the process of acceptance in Africa (Section 5.3). 

5.2 Explanation of objection and redesign of WEMS 
in Asia (2005‒2007)  

The historical overview on CITES compliance information-sharing (Chapter 2) 
and the empirical case highlighted (Chapter 4) provides a clear picture on why 
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certain non-governmental bodies are not preferred by certain CITES Parties. 
Those chapters also outline the implications this had for the Convention, where 
CITES Parties objected to civil society involvement in enforcement information 
collection and its subsequent sharing with the Secretariat, eventually leading 
to a lack of information-sharing on wildlife crime. The interviews with East 
Asian NGOs (ACA members) who were partners in the WEMS initiative also 
indicated similar approaches by their governments. For example, some CITES 
Parties were concerned about NGO participation in enforcement information 
collection and sharing because it might jeopardise their national and 
international policy agenda on trade related to CITES-listed species. This meant 
that there was a general scepticism about NGO involvement in enforcement 
data collection and which was well conveyed (detailed later in this chapter as 
well) by both CITES and national governments. To summarize, the objections 
from certain Parties and the CITES Secretariat to the NGOs involved in WEMS 
categorize the development of WEMS-Asia within an adversarial policy 
subsystem. In the particular case of WEMS-Asia, the coalitions were in conflict 
with each other where each entity was trying to influence decisions on the 
‘domestic-foreign’ frontier. 

In addition, and as mentioned earlier, CITES, the main policy broker in this 
game of negotiations, was going through serious resource shortages (see 
Chapter 2 and Chapter 3, Section 3.3.1), leaving them caught between making 
tough decisions but being well aware of the impact of these decisions on the 
Secretariat when it required Party contributions. How these external factors, 
outside of the policy subsystem, influenced the objection of WEMS by CITES is 
described in the next section through the lens of Advocacy Coalition 
Framework. 

5.2.1 Advocacy Coalition Framework and interactions within the 
wildlife policy subsystem in Asia 

The interactions within the wildlife policy subsystem in Asia in the context of 
WEMS development is highlighted using ACF and as shown in Figure 5.1. The 
figure presents an overview of the processes within the framework. On the left 
side are the two exogenous variables – one fairly stable and the other more 
dynamic. The stable factors influence the long-term coalition opportunity 
among the actors. And the dynamic factor influences the constraints and 
resources of the subsystem actors. The right side of the figure describes the 
actions within the policy subsystem.  
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Figure 5.1: Advocacy Coalition Framework and interactions within the wildlife 
policy subsystem in Asia 

5.2.1.1 Relatively stable parameters 
From the empirical case described in Chapter 4 and the historical analysis of 
CITES enforcement provided in Chapter 2, it is clear that the discourses 
surrounding wildlife and forests in Asia and Africa are related to a struggle to 
classify its use,34 management and ownership. 
 
Within the context of the case study and in ACF terms, the basic attribute of 
biodiversity in Asia can be considered as vulnerable (Sodhi, Koh et al. 2004, 
Sodhi, Posa et al. 2009) which has then led to a stricter control in its 
management, thereby bringing them under the direct regulation of the state. 
The basic distribution of natural resources is also declining in Asia with 
consumers seeking resources in Africa for meeting their demands. The 
extraction and trade of certain wildlife resources such as elephant ivory, rhino 
horn and tiger products; that are part of fundamental cultural values and 

                                                 
34  The use of wildlife and forests are defined based on non-consumptive use, 
consumptive use and sustainable use. Non-consumptive use refers to preserving wildlife 
in their natural state, and income is generated either from watching, feeding or 
photographing them. Consumptive use refers to using the wildlife for economic gain. 
Sustainable use is about creating a balance between the utilization and preservation of 
wildlife.  
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traditional practices in some Asian countries, are also regulated by national 
laws and internationally through the framework of CITES Convention. This 
stricter regulation has then led to flourishing of illegal-trade. As more countries 
joined CITES, the struggle to impose limitation on the producer-consumer 
trading mechanism often turned CITES COP’s into a battleground for winning 
positions on preservation- and utilization-oriented policies. As per CITES 
regulation, for wildlife-trade to take place between producer and consumer 
countries, both the parties should undertake appropriate compliance measures 
so that trade does not undermine the existence of the species. In other words, 
for trade to be approved by CITES, national wildlife law enforcement and 
compliance efforts should be adequate in both importing and exporting 
countries. It is often difficult to meet the complete requirement of CITES 
compliance process as the basic constitutional structure on the regulation of 
trade and conservation is often in the hands of an environmental or trade 
agency, whereas the role of on-ground enforcement is usually the responsibility 
of an enforcement agency. But while proposing trade, governments often 
report of complete compliance to the convention, ignoring non-compliance to 
the convention. NGOs, on the other hand, flag these issues prompting tensions 
and conflicts between the governments and NGOs. For example, NGO reports 
on the lax of domestic legislation on internal ivory trade in Japan and China 
has forced CITES to carry out verification missions in these countries to 
investigate whether the internal control mechanism in these countries are 
adequate. 
 
Within the circumstance of WEMS development, it can be concluded that for 
decades the policy subsystem in Japan and China has been more ‘pro-trade’. 
A primarily reason for this trend has been the close-knitted relationship 
between business and bureaucracy in these countries in protecting traditional 
industries which depended on wildlife products. The empirical studies 
conducted in Asia also confirmed this pattern and explains why bureaucrats 
from China and Japan seek to promote wildlife trade during international 
conventions. The role of civil society in China (Ho, 2001) and Japan (Schwartz, 
2002) is considered weak and environmental NGOs, especially in China, have 
the space to manoeuvre as long as they do not interfere with national policies 
(Ho,2001). Schwartz and Pharr (2003), though confirms the historic neglect of 
civil society in Japan, they argue that there is a new wave of modernisation 
taking place in Japan which is slowly changing the way NGOs are considered 
by the society. However, the empirical study carried out in Japan (see section 
4.5.1 – Belief cluster-1) revealed that the conflicts within wildlife policy issues 
has risen to such an extent that governments do not listen to local NGOs. 
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5.2.1.2 External [System]Events  
Changes in Socio-economic conditions and technology 
From the previous section, it is clear why the policy subsystem was not 
conducive to the needs of the ACA-UNU coalition. Apart from the non-conducive 
environment for a NGO based coalition, there were other factors which were 
influencing the development of WEMS. Among them, the one that had a direct 
influence on WEMS development was the socio-economic situation within the 
wildlife-trade policy subsystem. WEMS was developed during the time of the 
financial crisis and when governments, businesses and civil society, all in 
parallel, were looking for funding resources to meet their own functional 
requirements. Shortage of funds also affected the functioning of UN agencies 
including UNU and CITES secretariat. By 2005, Japan reduced its contribution 
to UNU and CITES quoting its weak fiscal condition. This meant that there were 
fewer resources within the subsystem and the respective coalitions were 
seeking external funds to carry out their activities. ACA, UNU and CITES all 
depended on external funding to operationalize their activities. 
 
Though the financial crisis was a major impeding factor in the development of 
WEMS, it was fortunate to receive in-kind grants (GIS software) from ESRI 
Corporation and monetary aid from International Fund for Animal Welfare 
(IFAW). These grants helped to create the WEMS prototype.  However, 
information system designers barely looked into the political events that 
influenced the scaling up of WEMS-Asia.  
 
Changes in public opinion 
A key issue which influenced government decisions in Asia and a reason for 
them to move away from prioritizing wildlife crime was due to less public 
concern and the prioritisation of mainstream crime by bureaucratic elites (see 
also Elliott, 2007; Zhang, et al., 2008). Though WEMS was developed as tool 
for monitoring wildlife crime in Asia, the response to such a tool from 
governments were also weak. 
 
Changes in systemic governing coalitions  
In Japan, for most of the year, the Liberal Democratic Party has been in power 
and supportive to pro-trade policies. The Chinese government has also been a 
strong supporter of wildlife trade. In spite of the change in political factions in 
Japan, the policy of the government towards wildlife issues has remained 
consistent for decades. For instance, Japan continued its cordial partnership 
with China during the CITES meetings, though the two countries disagree on 
several other trade-related issues discussed within the World Trade 
Organisation.35 A shift from the Bern Criteria in 1976 to the Fort Lauderdale 

                                                 
35 A WTO report indicates the conflict between China and Japan within the WTO 
agreement.  
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Criteria, adopted in 1994, clearly defines the role and strength of the pro-trade 
Asian coalition in bringing out this change from a preservationist approach at 
CITES to a more utilitarian one.  
 
Policy decisions and impacts from other policy subsystems 
In addition to the earlier mentioned constraints, impacts from other policy 
subsystems also influenced the way decisions were made regarding trade and 
conservation of wildlife. For example, in many countries, agricultural and 
fisheries policies interlink with environmental policies. Lobbyist within the 
agricultural and fisheries sectors also play a significant role in influencing 
decisions at CITES COP meetings. Sometimes, a decision by a CITES Party to 
support the proposal of another during a COP meeting can be for maintaining 
diplomatic relationship in order to foster a larger goal within another policy 
subsystem. 36  Such exogenous factors did have an impact (directly or 
indirectly) on the coalition formation and thus on the policy development of 
WEMS, as can be seen when the interactions within the policy subsystem are 
explained.  

5.2.1.3 Long-term coalition opportunity structure 
It was mentioned earlier (section 5.2.1.1; Relative stable parameters) about 
the pro- wildlife trade policies of China and Japan and its dependence on the 
resources from other regions including Africa. This common approach has 
created a long-term partnership between China and Japan in promoting wildlife 
trade globally. In addition, the traders (primarily trading associations) in these 
countries, holding strong political influence, acted as channels to their 
counterparts in several wildlife Range States and wildlife exporting nations. 
The traders (and their associations) also had substantial influence on their 
national governments in bringing out decisions favouring trade. This has in fact 
helped create a long-term coalition opportunity between the two countries 
thereby building a powerful trading bloc in Asia, influencing decisions at CITES 
COP meetings by lobbying wildlife range states and forming alliances with 
similar pro-trade nations in other regions.  

                                                 
China — Measures Imposing Anti-Dumping Duties on High-Performance Stainless Steel 
Seamless Tubes (“HP-SSST”) from Japan 
https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds454_e.htm 
36 The breakout of mad cow disease in 2003 had caused critical problems for the US beef 
industry, and US diplomats in Tokyo were in intense negotiations with the Japanese 
Government to lift the ban on US beef. For this a softer stand on bilateral relations was 
important to restore the beef market (see Tōgō, 2010; Hanson, 2004). It is difficult to 
judge the influence of the diplomatic impasse on ‘mad cow’ disease and its relation with 
decisions on global wildlife trade. However, considering the timing, it should be noted 
that both UK and US governments did not object to the one-off trade of ivory into Japan 
and China despite strong opposition from UK- and US-based conservation NGOs.  
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5.2.1.4 Short-term constraints and resources of subsystem actors 
While the coalition of pro-trade factions in Asia was stronger, the coalition 
between conservation NGOs in Asia remained weak. ACA was a loose network 
of NGOs which had come together to address a common cause. They lacked 
the strong institutional arrangement which western NGO networks such as SSN 
and IUCN has, and, also was weak in both coordination and financial terms. 
The partnership between UNU and ACA was also new and WEMS was its first 
joint project. Both the institutions required mutual support in funding, data 
compilation and research. Hence, both UNU and ACA had to address these 
constraints through a joint partnership. 
 
The relationship between CITES and UNU was also weak. UNU had never 
previously worked on a CITES enforcement-related project and its 
communication with the Secretariat remained at a minimal level. There was 
also no consultation between UNU and CITES concerning the development of 
WEMS.  

5.2.2 Policy subsystem 

5.2.2.1 Coalitions, policy beliefs and resource availability 
One point that is clear from the earlier sections is that, in 2005, the year when 
WEMS was being developed, there were several factors influencing the policy 
subsystem. In addition, the elephant ivory issue did have a significant influence 
on the decisions on enforcement monitoring systems. With the ban on ivory 
trade, there was a move towards approving a ‘one-off sale’ of ivory from 
African countries which had shown relatively good national law enforcement on 
controlling illegal trade of ivory. The export of the ivory was supposed to be 
designated to China and Japan. The procedure towards approving such a trade 
started in 2002 (see Chapter 2). One of the preconditions for approving the 
trade was a verification exercise in China and Japan by the CITES Secretariat 
to check whether their internal laws on enforcement and compliance met the 
prescribed standards of the Secretariat (CITES, 2005). This meant that both 
China and Japan had to demonstrate that they had taken internal measures 
and counter measures to control the illegal trade of ivory. Understanding that 
ivory sale will be on the agenda for CITES COP 14, conservation NGOs were 
protesting against the trade of ivory into Japan and China, cautioning that a 
one-off trade would trigger widespread illegal trade.  
 
The funding allocated for CITES activities was also considerably reduced due 
to economic meltdown in US, EU and UK. This weakened the CITES 
Secretariat’s position on robustly standing up against Party non-compliance as 
it also had to seek the support of member states in order to increase its 
operational budget and funding for its trust fund.  
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The scientific experts from UNU, on the other hand, allied with ACA where they 
worked as a single coalition in developing WEMS as a transparency tool to 
address the decision-making process of CITES. One point that should be noted 
here is: though ACA NGOs belonged to the preservationist camp, the 
information they collected were from government agencies. There was also a 
verification process defined within the information collection process where 
credible evidence alone goes into the system. Which means, irrespective of 
their position, the intention of ACA members was not to disrupt a policy process 
but it was more about bringing out grass-root information to the policy table 
as they considered Asian governments are not opening up the information on 
illegal wildlife trade. This move, especially within the context of ivory trade, 
went against the interest of the UNU-NGO coalition.  
 
Strategy 
As mentioned earlier, the development of WEMS was caught up between the 
needs of two coalitions: 
i) Pro-trade nations in East Asia who were particularly concerned about the 

effect of a ban on certain wildlife products (for example, ivory) and its 
subsequent impact on their traditional industries.  

ii) NGO coalitions who were concerned about the rise in illegal trade and 
thereby wanted to bring out the reality of the extent of illegal trade, 
especially in key species such as elephant and rhino.  

 
On the other hand, a shortage of financial and staff resources at the CITES 
Secretariat (Policy Broker) meant that it needed to gain the support of its 
Parties (more than the NGOs) for proposing a nominal increase in its budget 
(CITES, 2007d). The strategy they used to influence decisions is outlined in 
the next Section (see also Figure 5.1). 
 
Decision 
Gupta (2010) empirically clarifies on how, in spite of the recurrent ideology of 
promoting transparency in the global environmental domain, the embrace of 
transparency is often used to promote or serve the often-conflicting interests 
of multiple actors. CITES’s fear of the UNU–ACA coalition can be explained in 
a similar way where it was concerned that ecocentric actors may use the 
transparency channel to influence policy decisions at an international level. By 
objecting to WEMS, CITES effectively denied them the rhetorical materials that 
could have been used to craft a rebuttal to CITES decisions. A discussion during 
the fifty-fifth Standing Committee meeting of (CITES, 2007c) clearly outlines 
this concern:  
 
The Secretariat introduced document SC55 Doc. 10.1 (Rev. 1), reporting on 
the progress with assessing Japan’s ivory trade controls and pointing out that 
some information provided by non-governmental organizations (NGOs) 
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regarding Japan’s ivory trade controls was misleading and inaccurate. The 
Secretariat stated that Japan’s situation was satisfactory, as it had been at the 
time of SC54, and noted the impracticability of a database or a system that 
would allow to trace ivory products back to an original tusk in range States, 
which some Parties and NGOs asserted as necessary. 
 
The objection of WEMS by the CITES Secretariat reinforces how MEA 
Secretariats can influence decision-making processes on global environmental 
governance. Although UN regulations define MEA Secretariats as neutral 
actors, they, at times, have to deviate from their neutral interlocutor role 
towards being an intermediary which favours one Party over the other. Studies 
by Sabatier (1988) also support this particular characteristic feature of national 
and international policy brokers. A more recent work by Jinnah (2014) further 
confirms this ‘policy bend’ by CITES in her book, Post-treaty Politics, where she 
explains the influence of the CITES Secretariat due to the ‘historical privilege’ 
that it had on making recommendations on proposals of trade, conservation 
and enforcement. Jinnah (2014) further explains that CITES influences mainly 
through knowledge brokering and negotiation facilitation within CITES politics. 
The influence of CITES as a policy broker becomes clearly evident when an 
issue in context becomes highly political or polarized as can be seen in the case 
of ivory trade or enforcement information-sharing. 
 
From the above analysis, it can be concluded that the objection by CITES to 
WEMS-Asia could have been prompted by a fear of preservationist NGOs 
holding on to (or empowering themselves with) a set of information which could 
create an imbalance in the process of decision-making during CITES COP 
meetings (for example, the ivory decision which CITES had already approved). 
Stone (2002), expounds this phenomenon as a character of ‘Polis’, where 
information is interpretive, incomplete and strategically (at times, deliberately) 
withheld, and interpretations are more powerful than facts. Comparing this 
with the recent studies on the impact of crowd-sourced information (Shirky, 
2011),37 one can infer that the reasoning behind the objection by CITES could 
be due to fears of information bias by NGOs that could pose immense 
challenges to a planned or structured process of policymaking.  
 
Policy-oriented Learning 
In the wake of the objection, UNU disassociated themselves from ACA and 
sought a new process of data-input mechanism involving government 

                                                 
37 According to Shirky, ‘Social media have become coordinating tools for nearly all of the world's 
political movements, just as most of the world's authoritarian governments (and, alarmingly, an 
increasing number of democratic ones) are trying to limit access to it.’ (Extracted from the article 
by Clay Shirky, ‘The Political Power of Social Media ‐ Technology, the Public Sphere, and Political 
Change’; published by Foreign Affairs magazine, Jan/Feb 2011 issue.) 
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agencies. There are two reasons for this shift. Firstly, for WEMS to move 
forward, the NGO coalition may need to adhere to the needs of their 
governments. However, ecocentric NGOs would not prefer to change their core 
position or mission statement (core belief) especially on critical wildlife trade 
issues. Secondly, the shift in approach by UNU proves that scientific values are 
not based solely on ideology but also seek collaborative forums in order to 
progress their science forward. The shift by scientists can be considered as a 
process of policy-oriented learning, where they realised that it is almost 
impossible to have an enforcement monitoring system involving NGOs as 
information-gathering agents.  

5.2.3 Analysis of the objection and redesign of WEMS-Asia 
From the objection and redesign of WEMS-Asia, one can conclude that the use 
of data or information within the wildlife policy subsystem has been more 
concerned with convenience than with finding a solution. Rather than 
identifying what the information tells them, respective coalitions are more 
concerned with how this information will affect or define their power or position. 
This particular view has been the main reason for the failure of WEMS when it 
worked in partnership with civil society networks. A second reason for the 
objection can be attributed to funding – a major external factor which continues 
to influence decisions within the wildlife policy subsystem. As mentioned in 
Chapter 4, the 2006‒7 financial crisis, and the subsequent complications 
brought about by the shifts in global financial markets, led to challenges for 
major conservation efforts. The fact that the CITES Secretariat was proposing 
a nominal increase in its budget (CITES, 2007c), meant co-opting certain needs 
(if not all) of major donor countries, including China and Japan. It is therefore 
quite understandable that data on enforcement matters from an ecocentric 
group of actors, legitimized through a UN body, was the last thing that CITES 
would have wanted. Having said that, the extent of the influence exerted by 
financial instability within CITES and its relationship to CITES decisions, 
remains difficult to judge and would require a separate investigation of its own. 
 
The role of science and rationality in decision-making is worth noting. From the 
empirical study carried out, it appears that the role of science and rationality 
becomes a priori for decision-making only during a time of uncertainty and at 
a time when information is lacking (see also Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3 – 
scientific rationalism). Even during times of uncertainty in decision-making, 
science cuts across all the various belief systems, with each coalition using 
scientific information as an authority to substantiate or gain support for their 
respective policies (see Chapter 4, Figure 4.4). Clear examples of such an 
approach can be seen in the interactions during the complex decision-making 
processes on elephant ivory, whaling and wildlife crime. In these situations, 
each set of coalitions engages with reputed scientific institutions, formulating 
their own means of information collection, analysis and communication. Major 
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news media, including The Economist, Reuters, The Guardian and The New 
York Times, were all used as science-communication channels of respective 
positions,38 particularly at a time when clear scientific evidence was missing.  
 
A lesson that can be learnt from the WEMS-Asia experience is: scientific 
information alone cannot bring about a shift in policy approach when the policy 
subsystem itself remains highly polarized. A process of depolarization can only 
happen when the issue in question (illegal trade) affects both the coalitions. 
Even though coalitions will still maintain certain positions that they never want 
to compromise (core beliefs are difficult to change; see Sabatier, 1988), a 
solution can emerge when coalitions identify a narrow common ground which 
provides them with scope for consensus and collaboration. In other words, for 
WEMS to be adopted in Asia, there should be a certain level of depolarization 
within the policy subsystem to create room to identify common ground or – in 
policy terms – a boundary arrangement that would transform an adversarial 
policy subsystem into a more collaborative one (see Chapter 6).  
 
In the next section, the adoption of WEMS in East Africa is outlined. 

5.3 The collaborative subsystem in East-Africa and 
the adoption of WEMS (2010‒2014) 

In contrast to the situation with WEMS-Asia, the adoption of WEMS in East-
Africa came with a welcoming gesture. To understand the reasons on why 
Lusaka Agreement Task Force (LATF) sought the support of an extended 
international research community, it is important to analyse the exogenous 
factors that influenced the decision of the Lusaka Agreement Governing Council 
and, the interactions within the policy subsystem that later led to the 
acceptance of WEMS in East-Africa. These interactions are explained in the 
next section using ACF as a theoretical framework.   
 

                                                 
38 Examples of NGO positions conveyed through the media: 
1. Trade in Wildlife – ‘Just let them get on with it’, based on the report, ‘Trading nature’, 
by Dilys Roe, TRAFFIC, 2008; http://www.economist.com/node/11458275 (Access date 
March 2014) 
2. ‘Conservation-Trade Protection’, The Economist, 5 March 2013; 
http://www.economist.com/blogs/babbage/2013/03/conservation (Access date March 
2014) 
3. ‘The Price of Ivory’, The New York Times, 31 December 2012; 
http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/world/africa/the-price-of-ivory.html (Access date 
March 2014) 
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5.3.1 Advocacy Coalition Framework and interactions within the 
wildlife policy subsystem in Africa 

 
Figure 5.2: Advocacy Coalition Framework and interactions within the wildlife 
policy subsystem in Africa 
 
The interactions within the wildlife policy subsystem in East-Africa, particularly 
in the context of WEMS, are highlighted in Figure 5.2. The description of the 
parameters of the figure is similar to that described for WEMS-Asia in Figure 
5.1.  

5.3.1.1 Relatively stable parameters 
The basic attribute of African biodiversity, though vulnerable, is better when 
compared with Asia in terms of genetic variation within populations; the 
number, relative abundance and uniqueness of species; and the variety, extent 
and condition of ecosystems. However, the policy problems influencing the 
management of wildlife and forests in Africa are similar to the ones in Asia 
where there remains a struggle to classify exclusion and subtractability of 
natural resources. The Asian and African wildlife policy subsystem does get 
‘nested’ whenever the demand for wildlife products from Asia influences its 
supply from Africa. One challenge in having a common decision strategy 
regarding a transboundary African wildlife policy has been related to the 
differences in the distribution and management of wildlife resources in different 
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African countries. For example, while the African elephant population in the 
Southern African countries are well managed, the East, West and Central 
African countries are facing serious problems related to poaching, deforestation 
and habitat loss. The constitutional structure so as the rules and regulations, 
also varies from country to country, and this has often led the CITES 
Convention to favour African countries that has better governance in managing 
trade of wildlife and impose restriction on countries whose resources are ill 
managed.  
 
Wildlife conservation policies are also influenced by the fundamental cultural 
values in Africa. For example, among certain native communities, wildlife is a 
food or an income resource which then questions preservationist approaches 
to conservation. The Communal Areas Management Program for Indigenous 
Resources (CAMPFIRE) programme initiated in Zimbabwe for instance seeks to 
empower rural communities for conservation and sustainable development 
through harvesting of natural resources (Child 1996). The majority of 
CAMPFIRE profits come from leasing trophy hunting concessions to foreign 
hunters. In the same vein, decolonisation and the demand for wildlife products 
from wealthy East Asian markets (see Zhang et al., 2008) is another factor 
that has to be taken into account. This marks a shift in the approach in wildlife 
trade from a ‘European’ and ‘American’-centric approach to one that’s more 
Asia-centric.  
 
All these issues have made conservation and trade of wildlife in Africa highly 
contestable. The long-standing debate on African elephant conservation is a 
reflection of this complexity. 

5.3.1.2 External (System) events  
Changes in socio-economic conditions and technology 
Contextualising wildlife policy making in East-Africa during the time of 
development of WEMS, it can be observed that several dynamic events (see 
Figure 5.2) influenced decisions on wildlife conservation and trade in Africa. 
These events are described as follows;  
 
a) Financial Crisis: The 2007 financial Crisis, in general, had a major impact 

on conservation efforts all over Africa. Though wildlife remains as a major 
economic resource for East-African countries, Central governments hardly 
allocate significant funds for wildlife management, given the many other 
competing demands for governmental resources (see Newmark W.& 
Hough J. (2000)). Recognizing this problem, and as a practice, several of 
the wildlife agencies functioning under the direct portfolio of the central 
government, including Kenya wildlife service, Uganda Wildlife Authority, 
etc., resort to external grants and aid for carrying out some of their 
activities. A point to be noted here is that, most of the foreign-aid provided 
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to Africa is not for wildlife conservation efforts but more for development-
related work. With the 2007 financial crisis, the flow of aid resources from 
US and Europe into East- Africa decreased and so did the income for 
conservation efforts. Several of the East-African governments resorted to 
Chinese-Aid for development assistance which marked a shift from 
‘Western’ dependence to a more ‘Eastern’ support. As the aid from China 
was primarily for infrastructural development (see Dreher & Fuchs 
(2015)), meeting conservation demand required wildlife agencies to think 
of new ways of managing their resources. The path they took in addressing 
this crisis is explained later in section 5.3.2. 

 
b) Illegal Wildlife Trade: The shortage of resources for conservation efforts 

further led to poor management of national parks, especially within the 
sub-Saharan region. Poaching and illegal trade of elephant and rhinos for 
their tusk and horns increased to an extend that it was threatening the 
survival of the species. In the wake of the seriousness of the issue, global 
bodies called for African countries to put their Parks in order. 39  For 
avoiding to be sanctioned, East African countries needed to demonstrate 
to the international community that their ground enforcement activities 
are in place. The news of the rampant illegal trade spread fast through 
social media where several NGO and media investigative reports exposed 
the level poaching in Africa. Thus it became apparent to both the pro-
trade and anti-trade groups (countries) that for ‘trade’ or ‘conservation’ 
to be sustainable, illegal wildlife trade should be managed. The 
transboundary migratory nature of wildlife also led to complications in its 
management and thus a transboundary cooperation arrangement in 
enforcement activities seemed to be the only way forward in addressing 
poaching and illegal trade in Africa.  

 
c) Illegal-trade and link to organized crime: As the level of poaching 

increased in Africa, so did its link with other major organized crime 
network. There were newspaper reports on how warlords in DRC was 
benefitting out of the trade. A series of recent UN reports (UNEP-
MONUSCO-OSESG (2015)) provides some validity to this claim. 

 
d) Technological Development: When anti-poaching efforts took dominance 

in Africa, poachers and illegal traders resorted to the use of advanced 
technology (GPS based tracking systems, drones, helicopters and 
automatic weapons) either to increase their effective ‘catch’ or to evade 
being caught. The global conservation efforts then took a new turn, where 

                                                 
39 News report on the threat of sanctions to Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania over illegal 
ivory trade. http://www.theeastafrican.co.ke/news/East-Africa-joins-the-infamous-
Gang-of-Eight-over-poaching/-/2558/1943130/-/26u3yf/-/index.html 
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several technological innovations were called upon to address the problem 
(Force, (2014); Marks (2014)). As a counter measure, African countries 
also required map-based technologies to identify the hotspots of poaching 
and trafficking and, similar technologies to capture the poachers. The use 
of technology though, has become a clear stand point for addressing 
wildlife crime in Africa, its use and application (especially the use of 
drones) has so far been limited due to its social and political implications 
(Sands, (2003)).  

 
Public opinion 
A notable shift in global public opinion also took place soon after CITES COP 
15 in 2010 when it was noted that elephant and rhino poaching in Africa was 
related to the needs of the markets in key Asian countries. There was a wide 
range of media coverage on elephant poaching and its links to terrorism and 
arms trade. Stories about elephant and rhino poaching became headlines in 
newspapers and television media around the world. Illegal wildlife trade was 
also considered as a security problem; just not that it would deplete the wildlife 
population, but also because of fears about on how it could finance armed 
groups in Africa. The widespread public opinion also led to pro-trade countries 
in Asia, especially China, to raise concerns about illegal trade in Africa.   
 
All the above-mentioned factors brought significant changes in the governing 
coalition; these changes are described in the next section.  
 
Changes in systemic governing coalitions 
Although soon after CITES COP 15 in 2010, there was a wide range of publicity 
and willingness to address wildlife crime, the high level of poaching in Africa 
also led to serious mistrust among major bilateral donors towards East-African 
Governments. This prompted western donors to channel their funding through 
international agencies and NGOs. Some argue that NGOs received substantial 
financial benefit from the crisis (Edge, J. (2015)). But for NGOs, gaining funds 
was not sufficient for operationalizing their pledges. They also required the 
governmental support to accomplish their goals. On the other hand, despite 
the fact that African Governments were not favourable to NGO involvement, 
they were aware that it would be difficult to move forward without the financial 
and technical support of NGOs. This particular ‘interdependent’ characteristic 
or ‘marriage of convenience’ is also clear from the empirical study carried out 
in East-Africa where the governments themselves expressed their preference 
to work with ‘certain’ international NGOs (see Chapter 4, Section 4.5.2) whom 
they considerable more ‘knowledgeable’. Such a phenomenon seems to be 
common in Africa as can be observed from previous studies. For example, 
Feldman (2012) recognized that channelling funds through NGOs has, in fact, 
reduced the conventional powers of African bureaucrats, especially regarding 
their role in managing natural resources, information flows and other 
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processes. In some cases, bilateral donor funds were used to put government 
officials on to the payroll of international NGOs. This ‘New Age’ of 
environmental governance, and as mentioned by Mol (2006), has thus 
transformed information generation, processing, transmission and use into the 
fundamental (re)sources of power factions and transformation. Therefore, in 
contrast to the Asia case, for funding purposes, African countries had to co-opt 
with NGO visions as they remained the channel through which financial 
resources flowed into East-African countries for issues related to wildlife 
conservation.  
 
The involvement of NGO’s in national enforcement related activities and the 
reports they generated, at times caused concern for CITES secretariat, where 
CITES decisions were blamed, partly, for the rise in illegal ivory trade in Africa. 
Noting this trend, in 2010, CITES cautioned parties on involving NGOs in 
enforcement-related matters (see comments40 by CITES).  
 
As a consequence of the above-mentioned factors, a shift in approach emerged 
that later led to a consensus between some of the pro- and anti-trade East-
African countries for tackling illegal wildlife trade. The influence of this 
consensus on coalition formation is further highlighted in section 5.3.1.3. 
 
Policy decisions and impacts from other policy subsystems  
Though the wide scale public opinion elicited commitment to save African 
wildlife, combating wildlife crime required large scale investment. The financial 
crisis affected contribution to African governments by US and European 
Governments - both in terms of the amount and the way it was channelled. 
This meant - high commitment but less financial resources for the subsystem 
actors to advance their goals. All these led African countries to seek new ways 
to address the challenges in transboundary illegal wildlife crime. 

                                                 
40 In recent years, non-governmental organizations (NGOs) have begun to play an 
increasingly significant role in the delivery of enforcement-related training and in 
developing enforcement strategies at national and sub-regional levels. However, the 
Secretariat has noted examples where government agencies appear to have almost 
abdicated their statutory and constitutional role to NGOs. In some parts of the world, 
NGOs appear to gain access to enforcement-related information in a manner that may 
be legally questionable. Several NGOs have attempted to establish themselves as 
communication channels between national enforcement agencies and international 
bodies. The Secretariat recognizes that the NGO community has a vital role to play in 
supporting wildlife law enforcement efforts. It is conscious that Resolution Conf. 11.3 
(Rev. CoP14) specifically encourages Parties to work with NGOs with regard to 
enforcement matters. However, the Secretariat also believes that, in an increasing 
number of instances, the correct balance is not being struck. It is aware that other 
international organizations share its concerns (CITES, 2010a). 
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5.3.1.3 Long-term coalition opportunity structure 
Earlier it was mentioned that Africa remains as one of the major supplier of 
wildlife products to Asia, Europe and North America. This had also created a 
long term partnership between governments and businesses in Africa and the 
rest of the world. The monopoly on the trade of certain species, in fact, divided 
the African continent into pro-trade and anti-trade nations which then led to 
cleavages or voting blocs on decisions related to those species (detailed further 
in section 5.3.1.5).   

5.3.1.4 Short-term constraints and resources of subsystem actors  
The global financial crisis did constrain the resources and activity of the various 
actors involved in addressing conservation and trade issues and, a primary 
reason why African countries had to co-opt with NGO visions. Resource 
shortages also triggered temporary partnerships among the East African 
countries on joint operations (where resources are shared) in addressing 
wildlife crime.   

5.3.1.5 Coalitions, policy beliefs and resource availability 
In Chapter 4, I mentioned that conflicting beliefs in the wildlife–trade policy-
subsystem are primarily based on prioritizing aspects of nature conservation 
and trade. The study that was carried out in Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania (all 
member states of LATF) revealed these distinct core beliefs on: conservation 
issues, which reflected ecocentrism and protectionism; utilitarian issues, 
sometimes taking the pretext of sustainable use; and the core regulatory or 
hierarchical approach, often reflected by government authorities. For a long 
time, these conflicting policy beliefs influenced the sharing of information 
between LATF member states on the key polarizing issues, including ivory 
trade. As a result, and similar to what was happening with the databases of 
INTERPOL and CITES, LATF member states were selective in sending complete 
information details on wildlife crime to an MS Access database41 managed by 
LATF. Pro-trade nations within LATF were wary of sharing their information on 
wildlife crime with LATF headquarters as it was based in Kenya, a country that 
was seeking a total ban on ivory trade. In 2005, when LATF appeared to be 
falling apart, LATF Parties undertook an evaluation and assessment of the 
implementation and impact of the agreement during its first decade of 

                                                 
41 The first database developed by LATF was in the format of Microsoft Access, which 
generated reports on: recovered and confiscated weapons; poaching statistics; wildlife 
product statistics/seizures (animal trophies); live wildlife specimen 
statistics/reports/seizures; and live wild flora product statistics reports/seizures. The 
format for these five reporting forms was designed in-house by LATF with the assistance 
of a database specialist from the Kenya Wildlife Service. The reports were submitted via 
email, fax and post by the member states and then incorporated into the MS Access 
database (UNEP, 2005). However, mistrust between member states, a shortage of the 
relevant staff and skills required to develop and maintain the database remained a big 
challenge to the fulfilment of this operation. 
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existence (1994‒2004). As a result of this evaluation, a set of key 
recommendations was outlined for its improvement (UNEP, 2005). The 
evaluation report and the recommendations made were later adopted at a 
meeting of the Lusaka Agreement Governing Council (UNEP, 2005). Based on 
the decision of the Governing Council, the Parties in collaboration with UNEP 
and other partners developed a long-term strategic plan of action for the 
implementation of the agreement on a short-, medium- and long-term basis. 
The strategic plan was reviewed in a regional workshop in July 2005 where 
three major recommendations42 were made as indicated below: 
 
i) Develop a transboundary database to share wildlife crime information 

between the member states; 
ii) Undertake strategic assessment of the Lusaka Agreement activities; 
iii) Promote international cooperation with donors and international 

agencies. 
 
However, a true consensus between the opposing coalitions emerged only after 
CITES COP 15, in 2010.  
 
Strategy  
Soon after CITES COP 15, LATF initiated its preparation for the development 
of a transboundary enforcement information system. The timing of this 
preparation coincided with the development of two transboundary databases - 
WEMS and EU-TWIX. WEMS and EU-TWIX have a lot of commonalities. They 
monitor transboundary illegal wildlife trade and have the potential to highlight 
trends and threats on enforcement matters. WEMS and EU-TWIX were 
conceptualized by recognized international institutions and their purpose 
remained the same. However, the major difference was in the design structure 
which apparently depended on the coalition of partners who had framed it. 
While the coalition supporting EU-TWIX comprised of CITES and the European 
Union, was supported by international NGOs such as TRAFFIC, WEMS was 
driven entirely by a group of researchers at UNU (by this time, UNU had ended 
its formal collaboration with ACA). Even though CITES had approved EU-TWIX 
as a potential transboundary enforcement system (CITES, 2009), with the plan 
for it to be expanded as a worldwide system called ‘Global-Twix’, the 
Secretariat later admitted that it had no capacity to take on such work and 
none of the organizations were ready to do it for free (see Chapter 2, Section 
2.4).  
 
Decision outcome 

Now, returning to the reasons for the adoption of WEMS in Africa, it is clear 
that the main reason for the adoption was due to the existence of a favourable 

                                                 
42  Extracted from the UNEP evaluation report: A Decade of Regional Wildlife Law 
Enforcement: The Case of the Lusaka Agreement (UNEP, 2005). 
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or collaborative policy subsystem at the regional level in East Africa, where the 
Governing Council of LATF had already approved a decision to implement a 
suitable transboundary information system before WEMS was even presented 
to it. The specific aspects within the policy subsystem that favoured WEMS are 
detailed as follows: 
 
1. Members who supported WEMS were in positions of formal authority: The 

will to undertake WEMS came from the Director of LATF and was supported 
by the Governing Council which was composed of Ministers as 
representatives from the member States. Since the LATF Governing 
Council had already decided to implement a transboundary information 
system, it was just a matter of choosing the appropriate one. As WEMS 
was designed and managed by a UN organization, it gained the trust of 
the Governing Council to approve the implementation of WEMS in Africa. 

 
2. Favourable multi-stakeholder (UN, Governments and NGOs) opinion: 

Another important reason for the adoption was due to favourable multi-
stakeholder consensus on addressing wildlife crime. The decision to host 
a transboundary enforcement monitoring system had been on the agenda 
of CITES meetings (CITES (CITES, 2004, 2007b, 2011a, 2011b) for a 
while, and several regional bodies, including ASEAN and LATF, had earlier 
shown interest in developing one. Several media articles had been critical, 
especially on China and African countries, for not doing enough to curb 
wildlife crime. Therefore, there was a general consensus on having a 
system that could monitor illegal trade across borders. 

 
3. Financial resources: WEMS was provided for free to LATF. International 

Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW, an NGO) and UNEP were also supportive 
and provided the resources to carry out the training programme and 
workshop required for implementing WEMS. So there was no shortage of 
resources in getting the implementation process working. 

 
4. Brokerage: The Director of the Lusaka Agreement showed leadership in 

bridging consensus among the various parties in adopting WEMS. This won 
the trust of the Lusaka Agreement Governing Council to implement his 
decision. LATF had also partnered with other reputed research institutions, 
including University of Washington, on DNA analysis, and peer-reviewed 
scientific articles (Wasser et al., 2008; Wasser et al., 2007) emerged from 
their cooperation. In 2013, the Lusaka Agreement later won the CITES 
commendation award (CITES, 2013e) for their work in addressing wildlife 
crime. 

 
5. Timing: The financial crisis in Europe and in North America had reduced 

donor funding for conservation and enforcement matters (until 2011). On 
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the other hand, increased demand for wildlife products in China and other 
Asian countries had resulted in an aggravated situation of wildlife crime, 
especially with regard to high-value products such as rhino horn and 
elephant ivory from Africa. In the absence of a comprehensive database 
for monitoring such crimes, it was difficult to provide conclusive evidence 
on the perpetrators and on issues related to non-compliance to the CITES 
Agreement by both the ‘producing’ and ‘consuming’ countries. The 
analytical capability within WEMS could help map out the producer and 
consumer countries (Chandran et al., 2013). 

 
Policy-oriented learning 
One key factor which enabled the adoption and implementation of WEMS in 
East Africa was the alteration of thoughts with regard to enforcement 
information-sharing between pro-trade and anti-trade East-African countries. 
For instance, Sub-Saharan African countries have never been allowed to 
participate in the one-off sale of ivory since the trade ban on ivory. In 2010, 
when South Africa, Botswana and Namibia were given permission to trade their 
stockpiles of ivory, CITES put on hold the trade from rest of the elephant range 
states, citing poor enforcement efforts. Such a decision has prompted the pro 
and anti-trade countries in East Africa to join hands to work on enhancing 
enforcement and compliance with CITES through transboundary cooperation. 
It should be noted that the decision to implement WEMS came after the CITES 
COP15 meeting, where a consensus agreement to continue the ivory ban was 
already in place. Meaning - sharing information with a regional body was not 
going to affect international decisions on ivory trade. This triggered a general 
agreement among the pro-trade and anti-trade factions in East Africa in 
addressing illegal wildlife crime through cross-border information-sharing. It 
should however be noted that a decision to share enforcement information 
doesn’t mean a position change by the countries on key wildlife issues; rather, 
it is more a mechanism to increase the knowledge of the patterns of illegal 
trade and the factors influencing it. By doing so, they can make revisions in 
the policy problem and thereby influence decisions at CITES meetings.  
 
A second aspect of policy learning among the Lusaka Agreement coalitions can 
be considered in their shift to work with scientific institutions instead of NGOs 
in order to enhance the data collection and sharing mechanism. Such an 
approach also reduced their dependence on NGOs in information collection and 
analysis process.  

5.3.2 Analysis of adoption of WEMS-Africa 
When analysing the reasons for the adoption of WEMS in Africa, it can be 
concluded that, during the time of implementing of WEMS in the pilot countries, 
the regional policy subsystem was relatively stable. The evaluation report 
(UNEP, 2005) on the Lusaka Agreement had already stressed the need for a 
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cross-border information system and, most importantly, the Governing Council 
of the Lusaka Agreement (even though Parties constituted different policy 
beliefs on wildlife trade) had approved the decision. By the time LATF 
approached UNU, it was simply a choice between the different information 
systems (secondary beliefs) that they had to adopt for implementation. The 
institutional rules, resource allocation and selection of the database all 
favoured WEMS due to the following reasons: 
 
 It was free of cost which required minimum resource allocation; 
 Funding was assured by the International Fund for Animal Welfare 

(IFAW).43 
 
Now here is the distinction between the policy subsystem at the global level 
and at the regional level: 
 
 At the global level, the initial discussions were to have a global database 

but this failed to materialize as there was no consensus among CITES and 
other relevant agencies to take the responsibility for developing and 
hosting a system (see Section 2.4 and Section 5.3.2). 

 
 While this discussion was going on at CITES, the WEMS system was already 

being implemented in some LATF countries. When WEMS was presented at 
the CITES COP16 meeting in Bangkok, it had recorded a total of 164 cases 
of wildlife crime from the four pilot countries participating in the initiative 
(Chandran et al., 2013). At the time of finalising this thesis, WEMS has 
recorded nearly 534 cases (LATF, 2015) and is considered as working 
model for transboundary enforcement information-sharing on wildlife 
crime between Lusaka Agreement member states (LATF, 2014, 2015). 

 
This indicates that at the regional level, the policy actor has a greater 
opportunity to develop change within the policy subsystem and can be seen as 
a reason why a regional system may be more appropriate than a global one. 
Another reason is that the regional policy actors have more opportunity to 
understand the technical aspects of the topic (enforcement information-
sharing), its context (sharing information) and its geographical application. 
However, it should be noted that regional policy subsystems are not immune 
to the effects of the larger political environment in which they operate. They 
are also affected by changes at the global level. 

                                                 
43 It should be noted that IFAW had an interest in the continuation of WEMS, primarily 
because they considered WEMS as a tool that could support enforcement efforts in Africa.  
IFAW also funds INTERPOL activities. Please see IFAW press release, New and improved 
system to combat illegal wildlife trade unveiled http://www.ifaw.org/united-
states/node/30721 
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5.4 Conclusion 
From the case studies of the objection of WEMS in Asia and its acceptance in 
Africa, it is clear that the dynamic features of the acceptance of transboundary 
information systems are not only based on technological brilliance but also on 
the interactions between the actors within the policy subsystem and the 
resources of the actors.  

In an attempt to understand the underpinning policy factors that led to the 
objection to WEMS in Asia by CITES and the processes that led to its 
subsequent adoption in Africa, the study revealed a major difference between 
the policy subsystems in Asia and Africa. WEMS-Asia was developed within an 
adversarial policy subsystem where the coalitions were in conflict due to their 
conflictive policy beliefs, whereas in the case of WEMS Africa, even though the 
coalitions were in disagreement over their core policy beliefs, each coalition did 
have their own reasons for forming a collaborative decision on having a 
transboundary information system. Also, during the time of WEMS-Africa 
implementation, wildlife crime was high on the agenda.  

Apart from the interactions within the policy subsystem, a common factor 
which influenced both the Asia and Africa cases was the dynamic influence 
caused by external factors. As wildlife–trade policy subsystems are complex 
systems which remain nested and interdependent on other subsystems like 
trade policy, law enforcement and finance, the factors causing changes within 
these systems also have an effect on the decisions made within the wildlife 
policy subsystem. These dynamic changes are unpredictable and can cause 
shifts in the policy approach.  
 
Several literatures define the role of a policy broker as that of a consensus 
builder among the conflicting coalitions. However, in this study, the CITES 
Secretariat, the key policy broker, was weakened by a shortage of resources 
needed to maintain its functions, and therefore had to resort to a ‘policy bent’ 
(this policy bent has also been observed in similar cases by Sabatier (1998) 
and Smith (2000) to get the support of the resource-rich factions. 
 
A notable feature of the study is the alteration of thoughts or behavioural 
intentions of the coalitions resulting from experience. UNU scientists 
disassociated themselves from ACA to form a new alliance with government 
coalitions and, in East- Africa, the opposition coalitions joined hands to share 
transboundary enforcement information in spite of disagreement on core 
values. Hence, policy-oriented learning is an important feature within this 
study which enabled the different sets of actors to understand the situation 
and further enhance their policy objectives. Although broad participation is 
considered a key necessity in political systems (as seen during CITES COP 
meetings) where expertise is diffused among government and non-
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government actors as well as scientists and consultants; in addressing a 
complex problem, this broad participation also produces disagreement and 
raises legitimacy issues (see Dryzek, 2001). This means that the addressing of 
complex problems requires closed-door and frank communications between 
adversarial groups where the groups can then define a moderate path for 
solving the problem. A practical experiment on achieving a consensus on WEMS 
is outlined in the next Chapter.  
 
Finally, it should be noted that WEMS is showcased as a scientific tool in many 
literatures (Chandran et al., 2011; Estevez and Janowski, 2013; Kretser et al., 
2014). However, social scientists would interpret it as an artefact which was 
developed to endorse the beliefs of certain factions. The true value of WEMS 
can be achieved only if it acts as a consensus object (boundary object) between 
the conflicting policy beliefs while at the same time, provide the necessary 
technical input that addresses the shared values of the coalitions. In other 
words, for WEMS to be successful, it should be of use to the coalitions within 
the policy subsystem, acting as a channel for peaceful communication. 
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Chapter 6 
 
 

Bridging Multiple Social Worlds-Boundary 
work in the adoption of WEMS 
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6.1 Introduction 
From the previous chapter, it is clear that the complexities in the adoption and 
implementation of a transboundary information system are influenced by 
several factors, including the disparities in policy beliefs and resources of 
multiple institutions operating at different scales. Though WEMS was 
successfully implemented as a regional database in East Africa, it was still not 
recognised by global enforcement bodies. From the next paragraph onwards, 
this chapter explains on ‘how WEMS was made acceptable among the various 
global stakeholders within the wildlife policy subsystems’.  
 
After CITES COP 16 in Bangkok, it was clear that the technical value and the 
successful implementation of WEMS were not a criterion for the adoption of 
WEMS at a global level. What is required for WEMS to be functional at a global 
level is a new framework that can fit both the global and regional contexts. The 
question for UNU scientists and project managers of WEMS therefore was not 
on ‘whether’ to move ahead with the initiative but rather on ‘how’ to modify its 
programme design and practices in ways that will help to realize its acceptance 
and implementation. 
 
But this task was not so easy. The very reason that a lead institution like CITES 
had not endorsed the ‘solution for enforcement and compliance’ (as mentioned 
by Chandran, Krishnan, and Nguyen, 2011), made the task of a rather 
irrelevant institution (in the context of the wildlife policy process) like UNU 
more difficult. Secondly, at the CITES COP 16 meeting held in March 2014, the 
convention had already decided that the enforcement information collection 
will be done through INTERPOL and the World Customs Organization (WCO). 
It decried WEMS on the grounds that WEMS may duplicate the efforts of 
existing global enforcement bodies that are already entitled to collect, compile 
and share information.  
 
We already know that this is not the first time such a decision has been made 
by the CITES Secretariat. In 1994, when sharing enforcement information was 
not effective, CITES recommended that the existing global enforcement 
agencies take the lead (see Chapter 2, Section 2.4). The only difference 
between now and 1994 is that there was no full-time officer dealing with wildlife 
crime at INTERPOL’s Lyon office. Now, with dedicated personnel, a full-fledged 
programme (which apparently had started from an NGO contribution) on 
environmental crime had been established at Lyon (INTERPOL, 2014). In 
addition, the ICCWC consortium (CITES, 2010b) to which CITES, INTERPOL 
and WCO belong, has become a powerful decision-making body directing and 
implementing global wildlife enforcement policies.  
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So, what did all this mean for WEMS? It meant that if WEMS desired to be 
considered or endorsed by the global supranational institutions mentioned 
earlier, it needed to discipline itself to the structures and norms of the global 
enforcement agencies. Such a move would provide a ‘global’ brand for WEMS. 
However, this does not mean that a global endorsement will make WEMS 
functional at all levels; rather, it will still depend on the regional and national 
agencies to comply with the requirement of information input into the 
database. On the other hand, an objection on WEMS by the supranational 
institutions can lead to a slowing down or even objection of the system at 
regional and national levels, just because national governments may not want 
to waste their time and resources on a tool which is not recognized or licensed 
as a compliance monitoring tool.  
 
In other words, for WEMS to be functional, it will have to meet the 
requirements of both the global and regional wildlife law enforcement agencies. 
It also means, WEMS cannot work in isolation as a science-based decision tool 
with its functionality solely dependent on what it can bring to scientific research 
rather than what form it will take in addressing the concerns of law 
enforcement. 
 
The other challenge for accepting WEMS by the global enforcement agencies 
was that INTERPOL and WCO had already developed databases on monitoring 
wildlife crime and other forms of environmental crime. For instance, the 
information for WCO comes through a structured process of information 
collection channelled via its Regional Intelligence Liaison Office, or RILOS.44 In 
addition, it operates the National Customs Enforcement Network (nCEN) – a 
system developed by WCO to assist customs administrations with the collection 
and storage of law-enforcement information at the national level, with the 
additional capability to exchange this information with regional and 
international levels. Similarly, INTERPOL has a secure information-sharing 
protocol which allows National Central Bureaus (NCB)45 to provide crime (all 
forms of crime) information to its headquarters in Lyon. The formation of 
INTERPOL’s Environmental Crime Programme has helped facilitate NCBs to 
send ecomessages to INTERPOL office - something that is mandated by the 
CITES Convention and is part of its global compliance procedure (CITES, 
2007a).  

                                                 
44 WCO’s role in combating environmental crime:  
http://www.wcoomd.org/en/topics/enforcement‐and‐compliance/activities‐and‐
programmes/ep_environmental_crime/wco_and_envrionmental_crime.aspx 
45 All INTERPOL  member countries have a National Central Bureau (NCB), which links the national 
police with  INTERPOL’s global network.  It  is typically a division of the national police agency or 
investigation service, and serves as the contact point for all INTERPOL activities in the field.  
http://www.interpol.int/About‐INTERPOL/Structure‐and‐governance/National‐Central‐Bureaus 
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However, it should be noted that the formation of powerful institutions at the 
global level will not guarantee a smooth flow of information from a national or 
a regional level to a global level. The bad news is that countries do not supply 
complete and often relevant information on wildlife crime into a global system 
– an indication of how non-disclosure is used as a tool of power at the global, 
regional and national levels.   
 
Although the proclivity of individual countries for non-disclosure remains bad 
news to global enforcement agencies, the sharing of information across borders 
using WEMS turned out to be the raison d'être for WEMS. If WEMS can create 
some form of working arrangement between regional enforcement networks 
and the global enforcement agencies, then it will be the chief selling point for 
its functioning/existence.  
 
In policy terms, the acceptance of WEMS was solely determined by its capacity 
to act as a ‘boundary object’ where it should first qualify as a string that links 
multiple organizations set up in different geographical and political contexts 
(described later in the Chapter through the concept of social worlds). It does 
not matter whether WEMS could come close to doing justice to what it was 
earlier designed for in 2005 - i.e. open-access information. What mattered 
more was the role WEMS could play in increasing the linkage and trust between 
the multiple social worlds. To analyse the process of turning WEMS into a 
‘boundary object’, it is important to shift from a long-term, meso-level policy 
dynamics (like in WEMS-Asia and WEMS-Africa) to a short-term micro-
management analysis of WEMS as a boundary object. The next section 
enlightens on the theoretical concepts that were applied practically in turning 
WEMS into a potentially successful boundary object. 

6.2 Pivotal theoretical concepts  
Linking multiple social worlds is complex and needs thorough investigation of 
the interactions that take place, and of the objects that people create and use 
when crossing the boundaries of different social worlds and communities 
(Worrall, 2012). This requires some historical understanding of the problem 
and how much consensus has been achieved in addressing the problem. There 
are two theoretical concepts that can be applied in this context – Problem 
Structuring and Boundary Object theory.  

6.2.1 Problem (Re)structuring  
Hoppe (2011), in his book, The Governance of Problems, describes the process 
of problem structuring (or solving) as a mechanism to bring a relative 
consensus on addressing the issue in question. He uses problem structure as 
a core variable and defines a structured problem as one where actors are close 
to agreement on the norms and values at stake, and the required knowledge 
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is available and certain (see Figure 6.1). A structured problem can be solved 
by outsourcing it to an expert community or technocrats. Whereas in an 
unstructured problem, there is a deadlock in the decision-making process due 
to agonistic politics. Defining the theoretical underpinnings within the context 
of WEMS, one can argue that in the initial stages (WEMS-Asia), UNU considered 
transboundary enforcement information-sharing as a structured problem 
where they opted for a technical solution. However, later they realized that the 
issue in context was complex or an unstructured problem.  
 

 
Figure 6.1 Simple typology of problem structures (Hoppe, 2011) 
 
While solving a complex policy problem, it is first important to create a 
structure for the problem prior to subsequent evaluation of the different action 
options. The dynamic process of structuring a decision problem involves the 
specification of options, attributes for evaluating options, and states of nature 
that may occur, with repeated circling back in the process to revise or augment 
the structure. However, in many policy problems, where tasks are usually ill 
defined, i.e. the options, attributes, outcomes and states of nature are not yet 
specified, the process of structuring is complex. One reason for this complexity 
is that, policy forums are used as an arena for conflict over the concepts used 
in framing political judgements on social problems (Hoppe, 2011). In other 
words, a venue (for example, COP meetings) which is designed for problem 
solution or ‘structuring’ becomes a battleground of views of beliefs, resource 
allocation and power.  
 
As a process to identify a solution, Hisschemöller and Hoppe (1995) classify 
problem structuring by emphasizing two important intermediary processes 
based on ‘means’ and ‘ends’ - considered as steps in the problem-solving 
processes from an unstructured to a structured problem. Referring to these 
intermediary processes as moderately structured problems, the first one is 
mainly characterized by the cost-benefit bias (see Figure 6.1). The policy 



150 

strategy linked to this problem - where there is a general consensus about the 
main thrust of policy, even though policy goals may not be as clearly defined 
as in the structured problem situation - is referred to as negotiation 
(Hisschemöller & Hoppe, 1995). As conflict revolves around the ‘means’ to 
reach the policy goal more effectively and efficiently, negotiations are regarded 
as institutionalized short-term mechanisms for resolving conflict 
(Hisschemöller & Hoppe, 1995). In the longer run, applied research focusing 
on effectiveness and/or efficiency of alternative means is also an appropriate 
strategy.  
 
In the second scenario of a moderately structured problem, the dispute is about 
discordant values or ‘rights’. This conflict is mitigated by incorporating into a 
compromise the values most relevant to the conflicting Parties (Figure 6.1). 
Hisschemöller and Hoppe refer to the policy strategy that belongs to this type 
of problem as ‘accommodation’. 
 
Returning to the context of WEMS, one can easily observe the patterns of 
problem structuring during the 10-year course of its development and 
implementation (for details, see Table 6.1, in Section 6.3). Though there were 
several cost consequences to the delay in the adoption of WEMS, the multiple 
stages the project went through was helpful in identifying certain patterns of 
facts and values, especially between the boundaries of institutions of science 
and institutions of politics, and between politics and administration.  
 
It should be noted that, ‘values’, ‘means and ‘ends’ remain the core 
characteristic of any organisation – inscribed within them when they were 
created. Changing them will be difficult and is not the way to go ahead in 
finding a consensus. The way to move forward is to identify mechanisms that 
can bring consensus or congruence among values, means and ends. In other 
words, while means and ends have been considered ways of structuring an ill-
defined problem, structuring can never be complete until it is constituted of 
one or several ‘boundary objects’ that can help in facilitating interactions, 
translations, and coherence across different conflicting means and values. In 
practical boundary work, the fact–value distinction is continuously appealed to 
and sometimes re-negotiated as a basis for demarcation and coordination of 
activities of organizations (Hoppe, 2011).   
 
The key elements of the boundary object theory are outlined in the next 
section.  

6.2.2 Key elements of boundary object theory 
Boundary object theory was originally developed by Star and Griesemer 
(1989), and has been applied (Levina & Vaast, 2005) and used (Bechky, 2003) 
to study the interactions that take place within different policy conflicting 
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scenarios and the objects that people create and use in the context of crossing 
and relating the boundaries of different social worlds (shown later in the 
section) and communities. The theory uses and adapts concepts that were 
originally conceived by other researchers, including Akrich, Latour, Callon 
(Akrich, Callon, Latour, & Monaghan, 2002) and Law (Callon & Law, 1982), 
while introducing its own concepts - most notably that of the boundary objects 
themselves. The theory then relates these concepts to the role of boundary 
objects in facilitating interactions, translations, and coherence across social 
worlds.  
 
There are four core concepts used in boundary object theory, namely: social 
worlds (as mentioned by Strauss & Fagerhaugh, 1997; Star & Griesemer, 
1989), interessement and translation, boundary objects, and 
coherence/convergence (which are given separate names but should be 
considered essentially the same concept). These concepts are outlined in detail 
as follows;  
 
Strauss and Fagerhaugh (1997) defined the theoretical concept of social worlds 
as featuring: (a) one or more primary activities; and (b) locations where 
activities occur. They further describe how it is constituted of secondary 
concepts or features which include a technology that allows activities to be 
carried out that helps the establishment of social worlds and organizations that 
further that social worlds activities. Strauss and Fagerhaugh (1997) also 
believed the study of such worlds, at any scale, should not be confined to their 
discourses but also consider their activities, memberships, sites, technologies 
and organizations. Taking an ecological approach to social worlds’, Star and 
Griesemer (1989) reflected further on the concept and describes how social 
worlds represent the views of a group or a culture. They show how people enter 
an association or a network with their given identities and perspectives, and 
why it is difficult (also unnecessary) to expect them to throw away their original 
identities and perspectives simply to embrace the newly emerging, collective 
ones. According to them, people’s newly emerging collective identity and 
perspective may build on the fact that social actors understand that their given 
identities, and perspectives are included, considered, and respected. This 
places social worlds’ in the framework of national and regional ideologies and 
how organizations (at global, regional and national levels) are identities that 
reflect the constellation of beliefs and ideologies of actors administering the 
organization.  
 
Boundary object theory is also based on the derived concepts of translation, 
which is adapted for use in the theory (Worrall, 2012). Translation itself is 
defined in the context of multiple social worlds’ as the task of reconciling the 
meanings of objects, methods, and concepts across these worlds so that people 
can work together. As mentioned earlier, in practical boundary work (which 
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partially gives a different account of translation), the fact–value distinction is 
renegotiated through demarcation and coordination (described in detail in 
Section 6.5.1) of activities of organizations (Hoppe, 2011).   
 
Boundary objects are entities that allow heterogeneous actors to develop trust 
and form stable (if perhaps, transitory) working relationships (Worrall, 2012). 
Boundary objects can exist between a single pair of actors or among multiple 
Parties, each with their own opinions and perspectives. Boundary objects are 
‘plastic’ enough to adapt to changing needs (Star & Griesemer, 1989). For 
example, in the case of WEMS, the information system itself or its derivatives 
like maps and data should be able to connect and be useful to all the 
stakeholders (belonging to different social worlds’) in some way or other. In 
practical terms, Boundary objects can also be classified as ‘working 
arrangements’, adjusted as needed. They are not imposed by one community 
or by appeal to outside standards (Bowker & Star, 1999). Boundary objects 
should also satisfy different concerns simultaneously (Clark et al., 2011). In 
other words, Boundary objects allow different groups to work together without 
consensus (Worrall, 2012). The interpretation flexibility, the dynamics between 
ill-structured and more tailored local uses, and the satisfying of information 
and work requirements elucidate Boundary objects’ crucial role (even if only 
temporarily) in solving a complex or unstructured problem by encapsulating 
needs at both local and collective levels (Worrall, 2012). In the case of WEMS, 
the Boundary object should overlap boundaries between multiple social worlds’ 
(CITES, INTERPOL, WCO) and levels (local, regional, global) for it to be 
practically functional.   
 
Coherence and Convergence is another important concept of boundary object 
theory. According to Star and Griesemer (1989), Coherence is the degree of 
consistency between different Translations and Social Worlds. For example, 
conveying or translating the work of scientists to non- scientists (or the other 
way around) requires practical commonality or ‘meaning capturing’ among the 
two actors. Boundary objects play a critical role in developing and maintaining 
coherence across intersecting social worlds’. Convergence, on the other hand, 
considers how well the tools, systems, interfaces, and devices for storing, 
tracking, displaying, and retrieving information conceptualized as information 
artefacts are fitted to communities of users that create and work with them 
(Worrall, 2012). 

6.2.3 Practical application of Boundary object theory 
The original application of Boundary object theory was primarily restricted to 
scholars mainly in the field of science and technology studies. Recently, 
Boundary object theory has arguably become a grand theory through its wide 
application in other disciplines, as can be seen in the work of practitioners as 
well as scientists (Clark et al., 2011; Emad & Roth, 2009; Levine & Vaast, 
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2005; Mcknight, 2007). Of the recent works, Clark et al. (2011) apply 
Boundary work for sustainable development studies, and Mcknight (2007) uses 
the Boundary theory to enlighten the role of multiple boundary objects in 
finding a solution in a high-conflict arena. The works of Clark et al. and 
Mcknight were specifically relevant in bringing out WEMS as a successful 
Boundary object.  
 
The next sections will analyse in detail how WEMS was repositioned from an 
unwelcome duplication of existing wildlife monitoring and information systems 
to a Boundary object enabling their convergence for global policy purposes.  

6.3 Unearthing the differences 
Realizing the need for getting WEMS functional at both ends (national and 
global), in 2013, UNU scientists further carried out semi-structured interviews 
with the various stakeholders from enforcement agencies, including INTERPOL, 
World Customs Organization (WCO) and United Nations Office for Drugs and 
Crime (UNODC) - the three main actors who were engaged in wildlife crime 
enforcement information-sharing and analysis, and also part of the newly 
formed ICCWC consortium.   
The interviews revealed certain gaps in inter-agency coordination among 
enforcement agencies at national and international levels, which are described 
below: 

6.3.1 Conflicting mandates 
First, the mandates of enforcement agencies like the United Nations Office for 
Drugs and Crime (UNODC), World Customs Organisation (WCO) and INTERPOL 
are not exclusively for monitoring wildlife crime. It is one part of their job 
among the myriad other more important matters that need to be looked into, 
like drugs, weapons and terrorism. Though INTERPOL had established the 
environmental crime programme, the fund for the programme had to be 
resourced externally.  
 
Secondly, and probably the most important concern is that, there remain ‘stove 
pipes’ in inter-agency information-sharing at the national level originating from 
the specific mandate each organization (Police, Customs and Wildlife Divisions) 
has in carrying out its work independently. For example, at Customs, the main 
purpose of information is not just to identify repeat perpetrators or offenders, 
but to examine how the concealment of contrabands is carried out and to 
identify the origin, transit and destination of the contrabands. For this reason, 
World Customs Agency does not usually hold nominal information (names of 
people) on wildlife crime. This task is left to the national customs agency where 
they compile nominal information into the National Customs Enforcement 
Network (nCEN). In other words, a national customs agency has no mandate 
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to share nominal information with international agencies, while nominal 
information is one of the key information types that police the agencies’ need 
for their investigation.  
 
INTERPOL requires the names and details of identity send to their headquarters 
in Lyon to make sure the perpetrator is labelled as an international criminal. 
The National Central Bureau (NCB), which holds nominal information, on the 
other hand, decides which information to send to INTERPOL. This decision is 
apparently a State prerogative and cannot be interfered with by INTERPOL. 
Most countries have reservations in labelling a convicted perpetrator as an 
international criminal and this leads to gaps in information exchange and data 
within the global information systems.  
 
Another revealing finding from the interviews was that agencies belonging to 
the same grid (international agencies, including UN) can come into conflict or 
turf war when it comes to the action of one agency influencing the functioning 
of the other, either in donor competition or duplication of work. A UN survey 
explains in broader terms how agencies compete for resources and power 
(UNDESA, 2012). 
 
The other problem that was a cause of conflict between national and 
international enforcement agencies was about the purpose of information at 
the international level and the needs at the local level. Government agencies 
operating at national and local levels are more concerned about how national 
decisions can affect the local stakeholders – for instance, how a decision will 
influence the action of a business group or a local community. Hence, actions 
taken at a global scale with ramifications for the national stakeholders of a 
country can cause conflict. To prevent freeriding by States on enforcement 
matters, international organizations at times behave as autonomous sites of 
authority. As international organizations are independent from the 
State ’principles’ who may have created them and, because of power owing to 
their legitimacy as a rational-legal authority, they can be in control over 
technical expertise and information (Barnett & Finnemore, 1999).  
 
Other issues that emerged from the interviews were the different approaches 
institutions take based on their disciplinary expertise. For instance, 
enforcement agencies frame the problem of wildlife crime as a security issue, 
and enforcement information as a sacred tool, not to be shared lightly with 
academic or civil society partners. On the other hand, academic institutions 
need information on wildlife crime for recognizing the importance, relevance 
and the scale of the problem at a global level and an approach in finding a 
scientific solution.  
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Some of these findings are not new. Gaps in inter-agency coordination on 
enforcement information-sharing in general are well documented by several 
authors (Chandran et al., 2011; Dawes, Cresswell, & Pardo, 2009). A recent 
example46 comes from the Boston bombing incident in April 2013 where the 
failure in detection has been attributed to non-coordination between the 
enforcement agencies. As wildlife crime remains outside ‘mainstream’ crime, 
and is a victimless crime (Wellsmith, 2011), it is quite obvious why its record-
keeping may not be in the way that drug-trafficking, murder, rape or burglaries 
are. This partially shows why national governments do not have a systematic 
report on wildlife crime information. But this does not mean they are not 
bothered as can be seen in the next section. 

6.3.2 Sovereignty  
State sovereignty denotes the competence, independence, and legal equality 
of states. The concept is normally used to encompass all matters in which each 
state is permitted by international law to decide and act without intrusions from 
other sovereign states. These matters include the choice of political, economic, 
social and cultural systems, and the formulation of foreign policy. The scope of 
the freedom of choice of States in these matters is not unlimited; it depends 
on developments in international law (including agreements made voluntarily) 
and international relations. 
 
Within the Charter of the UN, there is an explicit prohibition on the world 
organization from interfering in the domestic affairs of member states. The 
Charter’s most frequently cited provision, Article 2 (7), provides that ‘[n]othing 
contained in the present Charter shall authorize the United Nations to intervene 
in matters that are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any State or 
shall require the members to submit such matters to settlement under the 
present Charter’ (UN, 1945). 
 
In other words, sovereignty is a constitutional safeguard which allows States 
to challenge intervention by external actors in State matters. According to the 
sovereignty principle, the State remains the fundamental guarantor of 
information locally, as well as the building block for collectively ensuring 
international order.  
 

                                                 
46 ‘I’m very concerned that there still seem to be serious problems with sharing information, including 

critical investigative information,’ Senator Susan Collins, Republican of Maine, told reporters. ‘That is 
troubling to me that this many years after the attacks on our country in 2001, that we still seem to 
have stovepipes that prevent information from being shared effectively, not only among agencies but 
also within the same agency, in one case.’ 
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/04/24/us/politics/senators-say-case-indicates-that-problems-
persist-in-agencies-data-sharing.html?_r=0 
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The sovereignty card is often used by national enforcement agencies in Asia 
and Africa as a reason for not disclosing information to international agencies. 
For instance, national enforcement agencies are reluctant to share nominal 
data with international agencies unless the perpetrator is a transnational 
criminal. In the case of wildlife crime, and in most instances, poaching is done 
with the involvement of locals, and the transit of the contraband to the entrepôt 
(or port of export) is operated by notorious criminals (middlemen) holding 
State nationality. In either of the cases, both the poacher’s and the 
middleman’s operation remain within the jurisdiction of the State. For this 
reason, national enforcement agencies do not see the need for informing an 
international enforcement agency regarding crimes reported within its 
jurisdiction and prefer to deal with them themselves until the international 
context of the crime is proven. This justifies why reporting to an international 
body remains skewed or most often does not occur at all.  
 
But international law enforcement agencies do not always attribute the skewed 
or missing reporting to claims of State sovereignty. In fact, at times, this leads 
to apprehension, suspicion and accusation from global enforcement bodies. A 
former CITES enforcement officer asserts the reason as follows: ‘they (national 
enforcement agencies) don’t supply it (information) because they can’t be 
bothered to. They don’t take wildlife crime seriously enough. Shameful, isn’t 
it?’ (Sellar, 2013) 
 
It cannot be denied that purposeful non-disclosure of information happens 
when the issue in context compromises the political bargaining power of the 
State as can be seen in the debates on ivory and rhino-horn trade (See Chapter 
2, Section 2.2). One reason for this is the conflicting beliefs among different 
stakeholders within the wildlife policy subsystem. This is further described in 
detail in the next section. 

6.3.3 Conflicting beliefs 
As mentioned earlier, one main reason for purposeful non-disclosure of 
information that constrains information-sharing is the polarization based on 
differing wildlife policy beliefs among stakeholders at the national, regional and 
global levels. This polarization also has a significant influence on how 
information is used and on how decisions are shaped during CITES meetings.  
Polarization in beliefs is already outlined in detail in earlier Chapters. The effect 
of polarized beliefs on information-sharing is also well documented by several 
researchers working on wildlife conservation and enforcement matters (Duffy, 
2000; Gibson, 1999; Gockeritz et al., 2010; Reeve, 2014; Sukumar, 2003). 
WEMS itself has been a victim of conflicting beliefs and the mandates of 
different agencies (see Chandran, Hoppe, de Vries, & Georgiadou, 2015). 
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6.3.4 Resource crunch 
The other important factor which stood against the adoption of WEMS after its 
implementation in Africa was the fear of shifting attention and resources away 
from global enforcement institutions. As mentioned earlier, the INTERPOL 
environmental crime programme functions exclusively on external grants and 
does not get support from member states. Same with CITES - though it 
receives contributions from member states and has a trust fund for the 
supporting staff, it also relies on external funding to enhance enforcement 
capacity development. Till 2010, a single enforcement officer mandated the 
matters of CITES enforcement and compliance process. But with more 
contributions coming in after the formation of ICCWC, CITES enhanced its staff 
capacity.  None of the enforcement agencies would prefer a fund diversion, 
especially at a time when the need for their own activity is equally important 
to the need for information-sharing. Barnett and Coleman (2005) mentions 
how, on one occasion, INTERPOL shifted its design to a set of strategies in 
order to pursue their goals in response to changing environmental pressures 
and constraints that potentially threaten their relevance and resource base. 
 
Based on all the above reasons, it seems that so far the global- regional 
enforcement information-sharing process has been all about ‘muddling 
through’ rather than a scientific or systematic process of information 
verification, input and transfer. National authorities will hold on to information 
either due to data sovereignty or out of fear that they may lose a key 
negotiation position during multilateral meetings. In other words, when the 
decision in question is complex, for example, as in the case of ivory and rhino 
trade, information flow into an international agency will not take place 
smoothly as may be the case with the collection of weather data or other less 
complex environmental issues.  
 
From all the above inferences, it can be concluded that, while actors within the 
wildlife policy subsystem perceive wildlife crime enforcement as a common 
good and have good intentions, they are unknowingly creating a mess. Within 
this mess, they all have a common objective of averting a problem - wildlife 
crime. But at the same time, their views differ, especially when it comes to the 
four distinct factors mentioned earlier (conflicting mandates, sovereignty, 
conflicting beliefs and the resource crunch). Technocratic scientists (including 
UNU researchers) often fail to realize this trend and generalize the problem as 
‘political’. Such naive assumptions can be seen in several scientific literatures 
which promote the use of open-data solutions in policymaking or conceptualise 
the relationship between science and politics as a linear process of knowledge 
transfer, research use or impact (Nutley, Walter, & Davies, 2007). From our 
study, it is clear that such positivist approaches do not work in the case of 
enforcement information-sharing. The mess within the policy subsystem puts 
policymakers ‘on top’ (Hoppe, Wesselink, & Cairns, 2013) who then can call on 
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the services of ‘convenient’ scientists who are ‘on tap’. It is also naive to 
assume that all scientists are neutral, objective and independent experts, 
speaking ‘truth to power’. Supporting the views of Jasanoff and Martello (2004) 
as well as Swedlow (2012), the neutrality of scientists can be questioned when 
they become aligned with different camps of beliefs, depending on their 
respective national or cultural perspectives or their countries’ bargaining 
positions. In such a scenario, each stakeholder (including heads of UN agencies 
or enforcement bodies) will have their own different assumptions characterized 
by their own view or vision of addressing a problem.   
 
Relating the above-mentioned factors with the case of adoption and 
implementation of WEMS, one can consider the case of transboundary 
enforcement-sharing as a complex problem where there is no true or false 
justification to why certain information systems are accepted at certain levels 
and objected at a different level. Universal acceptance of a system remains an 
open-ended problem (see Chandran et al., 2015). 
 
In other words, for WEMS to act as a ‘boundary object’, it is important for the 
system to place itself in a suitable configuration where it can bind the four 
factors in different scales (Global, Regional and Local). 

6.4 In search of a solution 
After identifying the core reasons for conflicts in the adoption of WEMS, the 
UNU scientists and project managers of WEMS, expanded to include a political 
scientist from the University of Twente, and got together in identifying a 
suitable mechanism to carry out boundary work. The discussions aligned 
around terms like ‘Persuasion’, ‘Rhetoric’, ‘Powering’, ‘Puzzling’, ‘Problem 
Structuring’ and ‘Problem Framing’. However, Persuasion and Rhetoric cannot 
bring long-standing solutions which WEMS initiative was seeking. Powering, 
Puzzling and Problem Framing, on the other hand, are part of the larger process 
of Problem Structuring. The team recognized that all methodological choices 
are problematic, unless mapping or abstraction of complex social processes are 
done based on real events related to the problem. Meaning, problem 
abstraction should be done by understanding the various phenomena that have 
taken place during problem structuring within the WEMS context since it 
conception.  
 
Bringing in the concept of problem structuring (see Table 6.1) into the 
processes that has taken place in the development and implementation of 
WEMS, it can be seen that there was a constant process of renegotiations or 
‘structuring’, as part of the larger political process where various stakeholders 
were considering how to react to objections from the opponents of such 
systems. With each objection, the WEMS system was undergoing 
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transformations within the information design process based on the type of 
objections it received. The system design also changed because of conflicting 
scenarios with various actors.  
 
Table 6.1 Problem structuring in WEMS - Sequence of Events 

Organizations 
Conflicts within WEMS 

Type of 
Conflict 

Problem Type of solution 
(Moderately 
structured – MS1-
Negotiation or MS2-
Accommodation) 

Stage 1 – 2005-07    

Type of 
organization
-1 

Type of 
organiz
ation-2 

   

CITES –UN 
policy 
making 
body (A) 

UNU –  
Researc
h Arm 
(B) 

Activities of 
(B) causes 
conflicts in 
the decisions 
of (A) 

Organization B 
believes in openness, 
fairness and 
transparency - NGOs 
should be involved in 
bringing out the truth 
on wildlife crime. 
Organization A 
believes in a closed-
door policy on 
enforcement 
information-sharing – 
NGOs should be 
limited only to 
capacity development 
activities  

B adopts A’s idea – 
WEMS proceeds to 
stage 2 –  
 
Process: 
Negotiation  

Stage 2 – 2007 -10    

CITES –
UN 
policymaki
ng body 
(A) 

UNU –  
Research 
Arm (B) 

CITES COP 15 
fails to 
endorse 
WEMS as it 
was not 
tested in the 
pilot phase 

CITES recommends 
EU TWIX as a model 
for global 
implementation. While 
WEMS had to be 
tested at a regional 
and national level 

B tests WEMS as a 
pilot phase in Africa 
and brings the 
results back to A in 
2013.  
EU-TWIX fails to be 
adopted globally 
 
Process: Applied 
Research 

Stage 3 – 2010-13    
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CITES –
UN 
policy 
making 
body (A) 

UNU –  
Research 
Arm (B) 

CITES 
Secretariat 
suggested 
that WEMS 
should not be 
promoted as 
it might 
overlap with, 
duplicate, or 
divert 
attention and 
resources 
from, efforts 
to improve 
the 
submission of 
enforcement 
information 
through the 
INTERPOL 
and WCO 
information 
systems.  

CITES Secretariat and 
its ICCWC partners, 
INTERPOL and WCO, 
are committed to 
encourage wider and 
better use of the 
existing global 
information systems 
which have been 
operated by INTERPOL 
and WCO for many 
years and which are 
supported by a 
network of dedicated 
national and regional 
centres. 

Process: 
Negotiation 

 
The scenarios of structuring can be described as follows: 
 
- Stage 1 - UNU had to give up their initial preferred policy solution in 

addressing wildlife crime through a civil society network for negotiating a 
larger acceptance of WEMS within the policy subsystem. Though this 
changed the initial objective or purpose of WEMS, it helped to get the 
problem transformed into a moderately structured one where there was 
considerable normative consensus among CITES Parties and the CITES 
Secretariat.  
 

- Stage 2 – By requesting UNU to pilot test WEMS in Africa, WEMS got its first 
test implementation at the national and regional levels. Though there was 
no endorsement for WEMS, the test implementation can be considered as a 
stage of applied research where WEMS got an opportunity to showcase itself 
as a potential tool for regional enforcement monitoring.  
 

- Stage 3 – In the third stage, the focus of attention was drawn back in 
providing the onus of information collection to international enforcement 
agencies where CITES decided to use existing enforcement channels as a 
means of enforcement information-sharing. This led to the objection of 
WEMS at the global level. However, the regional implementation of WEMS 
in Africa continued. This shift brought back WEMS to Stage 1 where it had 
to renegotiate or restructure itself for an acceptance at a global level.  
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As mentioned earlier, the mismatch in the case of WEMS is that even during 
the time of value conflicts, international enforcement agencies, scientists and 
NGOs never denied the underlying advantage of the WEMS initiative and 
thought it had good potential in addressing the current challenges in 
enforcement information-sharing. Though global enforcement bodies were 
entrusted with the task of garnering information from national governments, 
such a mechanism was not working, as national agencies never provided 
complete information to a global body.  
 
Hence, the only way to structure the problem in WEMS was to frame it as a 
tool that could bridge national-level information with regional and global levels.  

6.5 Reframing WEMS as a Global Boundary Object 
After identifying the core problems in the adoption of WEMS, UNU decided to 
host a forum to discuss the challenges and to identify a relative solution by 
using WEMS as a boundary object.  
 
The first step was to invite the relevant global and national enforcement 
agencies, researchers working on WEMS, NGOs and government agencies 
implementing the system, to a common negotiation process. The initial idea 
was to have a workshop and prepare its agenda in consultation with all the 
relevant agencies, including CITES, INTERPOL, WCO and Lusaka Agreement. 
This was to ensure that the workshop followed certain criteria: 
 
a) Meaningful participation in agenda setting and knowledge production by 

stakeholders at the regional and global level. 
 

b) Governance arrangements that assure accountability.  
 

c) Production of collaborative products (boundary objects) such as a 
workshop recommendation which is both adaptable to different 
viewpoints and robust enough to maintain identity across them. 

 
The overall purpose of the workshop was to identify an interface (see Hoppe, 
2009; Jasanoff & Martello, 2004; Star and Griesemer, 1989) between 
organizations, disciplines, methods, culture and ideas, where knowledge is co-
produced and a shared view is expressed between the actors, irrespective of 
the inclusive view of each entity. And, specifically to construct and manage 
effectively the interfaces among the four conflicting factors (listed in Section 
6.3) that was constraining the adoption of WEMS.  
 
It was for the first time in 10 years that UNU had initiated a workshop for 
addressing the challenges in enforcement information-sharing with such 
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criteria and with all the relevant agencies being present, including CITES, 
INTERPOL, WCO and Lusaka Agreement. Until then, an impermeable boundary 
(Clark et al., 2011) had been blocking the interface between UNU and the 
CITES Secretariat, and no meaningful communication was taking place.  

6.5.1   Participant selection  
In a situation of conflict between values, a process of mediation can only occur 
when there is a room for negotiation. Several literatures (Clark et al., 2011; 
Gieryn, 1983; Robinson & Wallington, 2012) on boundary work have used the 
term demarcation as a mechanism to build consensus. Demarcation is a 
process of protection from unwanted participants and interference, thereby 
prescribing proper ways of behaviour for participants and non-participants 
(Robinson & Wallington, 2012). Unlike large meetings such as Conference of 
Parties or Standing Committees, a demarcation process can best unfold in 
user-defined workshops where invited conflicting Parties are brought to the 
table for negotiation.  
 
In this regard, the workshop participants were carefully selected. The criteria 
for inviting the participants were as follows: 
 
a) Should be familiar with wildlife law enforcement, has either engaged in 

high-level discussion or has contributed significantly to the process 
through scientific or political processes.  

b) The participant is familiar with wildlife enforcement monitoring tools and 
databases, including WEMS, I24/7, CEN database and EU-TWIX. 

c) They should have the skills and technique to bring out a technical or 
policy solution in addressing information- sharing.  

d)  The participants come from international enforcement agencies (CITES, 
INTERPOL, WCO and UNODC), regional bodies (Lusaka Agreement) and 
Governments (Asia and Africa) who are the lead decision-makers on 
wildlife enforcement and compliance matters or on matters related to 
the CITES Convention itself.  

e) Representatives of the NGOs who were part of Asian Conservation 
Alliance and who were involved in the initial stages of the development 
of WEMS. 

6.5.2 Problem framing and agenda setting  
Having confirmed the need for a workshop, the overall theme of the workshop 
was discussed. However, it was almost impossible to even imagine a bridging 
consensus on the beliefs, sovereignty, conflicting mandates and resource 
allocation, in one stretch. Especially in the context of a polarized policy 
subsystem, how can one event bring consensus on the beliefs of the various 
stakeholders?  
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The idea was then to avoid using the term ‘conservation’ from the concept of 
the workshop, and to frame the problem as an ‘enforcement’, or security issue. 
By doing so, the attention on trade and conservation was diluted in the overall 
objective of the workshop. 
 
After framing the problem, an advance communication was sent to CITES 
regarding the plan for the workshop. The UNU team of researchers and project 
managers then engaged with the ICCWC officer, and sought advice on how to 
move ahead with the workshop. Similarly, discussions were held with other 
international enforcement agencies, including INTERPOL and World Customs 
Organisation, and based on their advice, the agenda for the workshop was 
finalized.  
 
Once the agenda was set and the participants identified (UNU, 2014b) or 
demarcated, the next step was to build coordination between the agencies. 
The coordination process involved pre-negotiations and extensive 
communication, especially between 3 agencies - INTERPOL, WCO and CITES. 
Coordination also helped in defining proper ways for interaction between 
practices.  
 
A few months prior to the workshop, United Nations had proclaimed the 3rd of 
March as the World Wildlife Day (UN, 2013). This coincidence helped to bring 
a larger attention to the event. The dilemma was on whether the event should 
be called a workshop or a conference. Maintaining the concept of having a 
closed working group to discuss matters related to WEMS was important and 
the fear was that a larger conference would take attention away from the 
defined purpose. Keeping this in mind, the UNU team decided for a hybrid 
solution. The team formulated a three-day conference with the second and 
third days reserved exclusively for discussions on WEMS and enforcement 
information-sharing. The conference title was ‘The Tokyo Conference on 
Combating Wildlife Crime’, and was confirmed for March 3-5, 2014, in Tokyo.  
 
The first day of the conference was planned to raise awareness on the 
importance of transboundary enforcement information. This included a panel 
discussion on: 
a) Evidence-based policymaking in combating wildlife crime 
b) Role of the UN in combating wildlife crime 
c) Learning lessons from Japan in combating wildlife crime. 
 
The specific panels were also forums for extracting specific knowledge from 
scientists, the public and policymakers in the course of the discussions and 
deliberations on the second day.  
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The second-day working group sessions was planned as open only to the 
invited participants, who were then divided into three working groups to 
discuss: 
- Secure information-sharing, data analysis and data mining 
- Science to policy linkages through WEMS initiative 
- Capacity building in developing countries to address information gaps 
 
A plenary session would then bring out the outcomes of the three working 
groups (linking the outcomes of each working group into one coherent 
document). The final output of the workshop was to be called the ‘Tokyo 
Declaration on transboundary enforcement information-sharing on wildlife 
crime’. 
 
The UNU team of researchers and project managers also planned to use the 
conference to negotiate with key actors sequentially and iteratively (rather 
than simultaneously) on identifying the key areas of concern in bringing 
consensus between the partners.  

6.6 Tackling the problem through boundary work  
By January 2014, the momentum was picking up on addressing wildlife crime 
with several incidences of poaching taking place in Africa, and seizures 
happening in Asia. The British government hosted the London Conference on 
Illegal Wildlife Trade in February 12-13, 2014, where 46 countries agreed on a 
declaration containing a series of commitments, including addressing 
corruption and adopting legislation for tougher penalties against poachers (UK, 
2014). 
 
On March 3rd 2014, the Tokyo conference on combating wildlife crime (UNU, 
2014a) was held at UNU Headquarters, and it was chaired by Ms. Maria 
Mutagamba, Minister of Tourism, Wildlife and Heritage of Uganda. The 
conference was presided over by the Secretary General of World Customs 
Organisation (WCO), senior enforcement officers from INTERPOL, WCO, the 
CITES Secretariat and Lusaka Agreement. Senior officials from the WEMS 
partnering countries also participated in the event.  
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Figure: 6.2 The World Wildlife Day held on March 3 at UNU in Tokyo  
Ms. Maria Mutagamba, Minister of Tourism, Wildlife and Heritage of Uganda, along with 
the Director of World Customs Organisation, Director of Division of Environmental law 
and Conventions, Director of UNU Campus computing, Professor of Policy and Knowledge 
from University of Twente and the Executive Director of an NGO (Which was part of Asian 
Conservation Alliance), participating on the session titled, Evidence-based Policymaking 
in Addressing Wildlife Crime. 
 
The Tokyo Conference focused exclusively on enforcement information-sharing 
and bringing good governance. The participants attending the open-day 
session (day 1) unanimously recognised that there is a growing urgency to 
combat organised wildlife crime and that the need for a comprehensive 
information system is of utmost importance. They also acknowledged the 
importance of the existing information-sharing systems such as INTERPOL 
I24/7 and WCO CEN on a global scale, as well as more regional systems, such 
as WEMS in Sub-Saharan Africa. The Tokyo Conference also acknowledged that 
WEMS has been a success and supported its further expansion to other 
interested States in the future (see UNU, 2014a & Recommendations of Tokyo 
Conference attached as Annex). 

6.6.1  The process of boundary work 
As Mcknight (2007) mentions, successful boundary objects are the products of 
multi-stakeholder development processes. In this regard, it was important to 
consider equal participation from all the invited members and to engage them 
in discussions relating to the use of the WEMS system.  
 
During the working group meeting on the second day, officials from Lusaka 
Agreement presented scenarios on how WEMS was used by them and how 
specific enforcement activities were carried out based on the information. 
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During the time of the conference, 598 wildlife crime cases were recorded in 
the database from four African countries. Officials from World Customs 
Organisation and CITES agreed that the recordings indicate good progress on 
the initiative. The next steps were to identify how to link up the policy aspects 
of information-sharing between the regional database and the existing global 
databases (or linking up two social worlds). The working group would have 
been meaningless had they not discussed the issues of sovereignty, conflicting 
mandates of agencies and, most importantly, the issue of resource allocation.  

6.6.2 Tackling sovereignty concerns 
National enforcement agencies and officers from Wildlife divisions from Lusaka 
member state countries agreed that there was no problem in sending non-
nominal information to global enforcement agencies and they can make 
immediate arrangements for the same. However, for providing nominal 
information to INTERPOL from the WEMS system they had reservations. The 
reason was that information to INTERPOL had to be shared by the National 
Central Bureau (NCB) of each country and the decision was made by NCB. Even 
if wildlife divisions from each country decides to send the details of a case to 
NCBs, the final call on information-sharing lies solely with the authority at NCB.  
 
In policy terms, even if some functional flexibility can be obtained in sharing 
the data between all agencies, the lack of political flexibility causes a failure in 
the information flow. On the other hand, if both functional and political 
flexibility can be achieved through such workshops, then there is hope for 
successful adoption of WEMS by both regional and global bodies. 
 
The way forward in solving this problem was to ask INTERPOL headquarters to 
convince the national authorities by highlighting the importance of getting 
nominal data to INTERPOL office. Finally, the workshop participants agreed 
that enforcement agencies and Lusaka Agreement should work closely to 
garner political will and flexibility to achieve this objective.  

6.6.3 Addressing conflicting mandates 
After achieving consensus on addressing the problems of sovereignty, the 
groups then discussed how to avoid duplication of work by different agencies. 
A need for more coordination was expressed by the representative from 
INTERPOL. If agencies are operating in isolation, then they may overlap with 
the task of another. CITES and World Customs Organisation agreed to 
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strengthen the global coordination47 system through the ICCWC forum which 
is a consortium of all global enforcement agencies working on wildlife crime. 
 
At the national level, the concern was on being part of several systems, 
including INTERPOL I 24/7, CEN initiative, and now WEMS. Most of these 
systems have similar mandates but not identical.  
Two major decisions were made to address the problem:  
i) The WEMS system should not be operated in isolation and it should feed 

into the existing systems used by the global enforcement agencies. 
ii)  Cases which are not relevant at the international level and without 

names of individuals, need not be sent to INTERPOL.  
As can be seen later, this decision was a key factor in the adoption of WEMS. 
 
The final outcome of the meeting was to exclude NGOs in enforcement 
information-collection, as transboundary information-sharing by NGOs could 
question the sovereignty of States. However, their role was defined well in the 
capacity development and awareness initiatives on strengthening enforcement 
information-sharing.  

6.6.4 Agreement on resource-sharing  
After an agreement was reached on handling data sovereignty and conflicting 
mandates, the subject of resource allocation to regional enforcement bodies 
was an easy task. CITES mentioned that an endorsement letter from ICCWC 
can be provided to the Lusaka Agreement to raise funds provided they meet 
the requirement on sharing data. Other donors, including representatives from 
the Government of Japan, also promised to help and support national 
governments in building a datacentre in Africa to ensure sustainability of the 
WEMS initiative.  
 
In conclusion, all the enforcement agencies agreed to the potential of WEMS 
but reminded that it should not be confined within regional agencies like the 
Lusaka Agreement. For it to gain its full potential, it should systematically feed 
to global systems like the WCO database and the INTERPOL system.  
 
In the case of civil society, the most important issue was not just about data 
but more about the information on the hotspots of crime and how Parties were 
addressing compliance. They wanted to know how Parties were addressing the 
problems on poaching and illegal trade, and how much of it would be 

                                                 
47 INTERPOL and the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) continue to 
establish inter-agency committees at the national level to enhance coordination and 
information-sharing among the relevant law enforcement authorities; for example, a 
National Environmental Security Task Force (NEST), Transnational Organized Crime 
Units (TOCUs), or other appropriate structures (extracted from the Recommendations 
that emerged from The Tokyo Conference on Combating Wildlife Crime).  
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communicated to them. To bring in awareness, the Lusaka Agreement member 
states decided to make the seizure map produced by the WEMS system public 
so that civil society is aware about the work carried out by the national 
enforcement agencies.  
Finally, a recommendation (owing to the fact that a declaration is usually 
signed by State heads) was drawn out of the findings from the working group 
which provided the first official endorsement of WEMS by the global 
enforcement bodies.  

6.7 Conclusion  
It is now 10 years since the birth of WEMS. It has taken different courses during 
which it has constantly evolved and reshaped. One thing is quite clear - though 
the objection has been literally attributed to the WEMS system, the real 
objection is against a purely science-based solution which is not what CITES 
and other agencies are seeking. For them, it should be a mix of science and 
political convenience with the boundaries of engagement between various 
entities (NGOs, Government, international agencies and scientists) vaguely 
defined, allowing the actors to refute or support decisions when and where 
convenient. In this context, all the stakeholders involved in the functional and 
political context of an enforcement information system agreed that the best 
way to implement WEMS will be to interconnect with the existing global 
systems and not to work in isolation.  

6.7.1 Boundary arrangement at the national level 

By implementing the project at the national and regional levels in Africa, WEMS 
had been able to bridge several silos of information into one common 
information platform (Figure 6.3). This indicates that WEMS has been 
successful as a multi-stakeholder boundary object where it brought some form 
of congruence in the trust, beliefs and rules of various agencies at the national 
level.  
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Figure 6.3: WEMS as a multiple stakeholder boundary object Level -1: National 
Context - WEMS as a national database 
 
The boundary arrangement at the national level was achieved through 
demarcation and coordination, as listed below:  

- National Governments will be the custodian of enforcement data - 
Demarcation  

- Data sharing is the right of the Government -Demarcation 
- Non-nominal information will be shared with the public - Coordination 
- Civil Society participation in capacity building – Coordination 

 

6.7.2  Boundary arrangement at the regional level 

One of the main reasons for the adoption of WEMS by Lusaka Agreement was 
due to a favourable policy subsystem at the regional level, where the Governing 
Council of Lusaka Agreement had already approved the decision to implement 
a suitable transboundary information system before WEMS was even presented 
at the Governing Council. This led to more coordination and less demarcation 
in defining WEMS as a multiple stakeholder boundary object.  
 
The boundary arrangement at the regional level can be described as follows:  

- National Governments decided to share wildlife crime data to LATF - 
Coordination 

- UNU and its associated partners carried out research on the data after 
consultation with the countries - Coordination 

- Research findings were provided back to countries for verification/ 
approval – Demarcation. 

- Civil Society was involved in capacity building efforts – Coordination.   
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Figure 6.4: WEMS as a multiple stakeholder boundary object Level-2:  Regional 
Context - WEMS as a regional database 
 
By implementing WEMS in Africa, it was building coherence in translating the 
work of scientists to the policymakers belonging to two social worlds - national 
and regional levels (Figure 6.4). The map (see Figure 6.5) generated through 
the WEMS system on the other hand was the convergence tool that bridged 
the different stakeholders together. 
 

 
Figure 6.5: Output Map (screen display) generated from WEMS-Africa 
 
The above map provides an overview of illegal wildlife trade seizure records from national 
enforcement agencies. The various coalitions within WEMS-Africa worked together to 
provide comprehensive information on illegal wildlife crime in East Africa. The red 
diamond labels highlight the seizure locations (data entered by national wildlife divisions) 
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and the distributed dots shows locations of ethnic conflict (data extracted from Harvard 
World Map). 

6.7.3 Boundary arrangement at the global level 

In an international context, one of the challenges for global acceptance of 
WEMS was the difference in the regional and global policies. It was also 
observed that there were four factors, namely conflicting beliefs, conflicting 
mandates, data sovereignty and competition for financial resources, which 
were hindering the acceptance of WEMS. The Tokyo conference in a way was 
the boundary arrangement for the stakeholders at the national and 
international levels to come together and thereby find a way forward in 
addressing their concerns. It was clear that global agencies, including CITES, 
INTERPOL and World Customs Organisation, never wanted WEMS to remain in 
isolation from the existing systems. At the same time, national governments 
were a bit reluctant to provide all the nominal data to international agencies. 
During the workshop on Transboundary Information-sharing (day 2), the 
agencies sat together on an intensive discussion, and finally the following 
recommendations were made on using WEMS and on information-sharing:  

- Governments hold the right to disclose nominal information. 
- Eco-messages developed through the WEMS system will be 

provided to NCBs which will then transfer it to INTERPOL. 
- Reports of non-nominal information will be provided to World 

Customs Organisation in a quarterly manner. 
- Support CITES management authorities in providing enforcement 

information to the CITES Secretariat. 
- Map as an information-sharing platform for the public and civil 

society. 
 
However, one should take into consideration that boundary objects are fragile 
and several externalities can bring changes to the existing arrangement in 
WEMS. The focus of the study has been until March 2014, and the externalities 
that can influence the wildlife policy subsystem in the future are however 
excluded from this thesis. A continuous and iterative process that could 
influence enforcement information-sharing within the wildlife policy subsystem 
is required to find out how the transboundary enforcement information systems 
shape and reshape in the future. 
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Chapter 7 
 
 

Summary and Conclusion 
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7.1 Introduction 
In the beginning of this thesis, it was mentioned that the problems or 
complexities encountered in the adoption and implementation of the Wildlife 
Enforcement Monitoring System (WEMS) are not entirely technical, but more 
policy oriented.  Secondly, the need to empirically examine the policy-oriented 
challenges related to enforcement information-sharing on wildlife crime, was 
also highlighted as there exists very limited studies which have examined the 
various processes and challenges in transboundary enforcement information-
sharing. Finally, wildlife crime is a pressing global problem and the UN has 
been requesting countries to share enforcement information with global 
enforcement bodies such as ICPO-Interpol, World Customs Organisation 
(WCO), United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC), and the CITES 
Secretariat. However, challenges in sharing information still persists.  
 
The purpose of this thesis is, largely, to examine the above-mentioned 
problems in a more in-depth manner where the key stakeholders working on 
wildlife enforcement are interviewed and various policy processes are 
empirically examined. The steps towards examining the process included: 
understanding the failure of enforcement information-sharing within the 
context of the CITES Convention; the development of WEMS; its objection by 
CITES and subsequent adoption in Africa; and finally, the acceptance of WEMS 
by a moderate consensus as a transboundary enforcement monitoring system 
at a global level.  
 
The study also examines the various policy processes and beliefs of the 
stakeholders within the wildlife policy subsystem. The uniqueness of this study 
is in the close examination of the administrative and political processes that 
shaped and reshaped the WEMS design during its 10 years of development and 
implementation. 
 
As mentioned in Chapter 1, information systems are usually considered to be 
instruments designed primarily for the facilitation of information collection, 
flow, analysis and its usage. The focus of most researchers working on the 
development of an ICT technology (Engineering or Technical faculties) has 
been primarily on addressing the technical issues rather than understanding 
the problems within the policy context in which the information technology is 
embedded. By examining the policy subsystem, this study provides a broader 
approach for looking at policy-related problems associated with information 
system implementation and, within a multilateral context. In Chapter 1, it was 
also mentioned that short-term approaches to policy analysis can only provide 
a superficial view of the problem (see Chapter 1, Figure 1.2), and that an 
intense empirical examination is required to bring the ‘hidden’ factors causing 
the problem, to the surface so that they can be addressed. The ‘hidden’ and 
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contextual factors, such as beliefs within the policy subsystem, the stable 
factors and the external factors causing the perturbations were then examined 
empirically. 
 
A detailed historical analysis of the CITES Convention brought to light several 
factors causing policy problems. Further empirical analysis of the policy 
problems highlighted the role of conflicting policy beliefs and shortages of 
resources within the policy subsystem as primary obstacles in the process of 
policy formulation. This led to drastic policy shifts and compliance problems 
within an international regulatory system. Second, Parties to CITES use 
sovereignty as a proviso to restrict information flow (classified and unclassified 
information) to an international enforcement system (INTERPOL and WCO 
databases). Clinging to the sovereignty principle leads to overwhelming 
compliance problems. Third, there is the existence of inter-agency conflict 
among the various enforcement units which then classifies information into 
different entities (police, customs and forests). The flow of information, both 
horizontally, between the enforcement agencies at the national level, and 
vertically, between the national and international agencies, gets clogged up 
within this rivalry. 
 
Even though WEMS was initiated to counter these challenges, both the timing 
of the project development and beliefs among the various coalitions had a 
negative influence on its development. For instance, in 2005 (the year WEMS 
was initiated), financial problems (weak US financial support then leading into 
the 2007‒8 financial crisis) had made the UN system (in general) more 
dependent on ‘charity’ from large multinational business corporations, 
financially well-endowed international organizations outside of the UN 
framework (IMF, WB) and international non-governmental agencies. Although 
it is often difficult to record all the processes by which the earlier mentioned 
factors have influenced the development of other transboundary information 
systems, from the case of WEMS (which was closely examined) it can be 
inferred  that the success or failure of an information system depends on the 
policy dynamics and interactions between the various coalitions (based on their 
beliefs), their resources and, finally, the ‘push–pull’ factors that are external to 
the core policy dynamics (for example, financial crises, national economic 
scenarios and changes in the national leadership or political parties of major 
economies). 
 
Clearly, the research would not have been possible without having access to 
the key organizations who were involved in the development and decision-
making on WEMS. This has helped to more vividly understand the policy 
dynamics within these organizations (primarily CITES, the LATF and the UNU) 
and how the various changes within these organizations had an influence on 
the policymaking process regarding WEMS. 
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Excluding the introduction, the contributions of this study are structured into 
three sections within this Chapter. The first section highlights the empirical 
findings, specifically relating to the challenges in transboundary information-
sharing and the implementation of a transboundary geo-spatial decision-
support tool. The second section deals with the theoretical and practical 
contributions, including suggestions for further research. The Chapter ends by 
outlining the limitations of the research design and research methods.  
 
The next section summarizes the empirical and practical aspects in addressing 
the overarching research question: 
 
What were the political and policy problems that were hindering the adoption 
of WEMS as a geo-information tool for monitoring enforcement and compliance 
of the CITES Convention, and what recommendation or rectification should be 
made to successfully implement it? 

7.2 Empirical Findings 
In this section, the specific empirical findings of the study are summarized by 
answering six sub-questions posed in the beginning of the thesis: 
 
1) What were the causes and factors for the failure of enforcement 

information-sharing in CITES? 
Capturing nearly 40 years of background information on CITES, the thesis 
begins by examining the functioning of the compliance and enforcement 
structure of the CITES framework. From the analysis that was focused primarily 
on enforcement matters related to the Convention, it is clear that the 
complexities of enforcement information collection and sharing had been 
prevalent since the formation of the Convention. The specific causes and 
factors for the failure of enforcement information-sharing within the context of 
the CITES Convention are as follows: 
 
a) Open discussions at CITES COP and Standing Committee meetings on 

enforcement information had led to the shaming of one country while 
lauding another, thereby creating objections among the Parties and 
resulting in a reluctance to provide information to a central system 
based at the CITES Secretariat. 

b) Information systems developed for monitoring the enforcement and 
compliances activity of CITES were not for the purpose of compliance 
monitoring alone; rather, it was also to facilitate a trade decision-making 
process at CITES meetings. One can argue that the sustainability of the 
MIKE and ETIS databases is because they originated as preconditions to 
trade ivory. The reports and analyses from these databases are 
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mandatory for countries to agree upon a decision on trade. Therefore, 
Parties provided generous contributions to keep MIKE and ETIS 
functioning, although both have often been criticized for not providing 
an adequate analysis (Christy, 2012). On the contrary, the T.I.G.E.R.S. 
database at CITES was not tied to any criteria on decision-making, and 
this led to its failure. 

 
The above cases substantiate the fact that enforcement monitoring tools will 
not be sustainable if they exist as independent or untied mechanisms within 
the context of monitoring enforcement and compliance to an MEA. WEMS faced 
similar challenges because it was not embedded within the policy context of 
the CITES Convention or global enforcement bodies. The future success of 
WEMS will depend on how much it can inform the Convention and the 
enforcement community about the sustainability or unsustainability of trade in 
a particular species or about how the tool can act in assisting enforcement 
efforts. 
 
Another finding was that, resources within the policy subsystem define or 
influence the development and implementation of an information system. For 
example, shortage of resources had led CITES to move away from a decision 
to create a global database on wildlife crime or establish any new, separate 
(enforcement information) system within their organization. They recognized 
that the exploitation of existing intergovernmental enforcement mechanisms 
(INTERPOL, WCO and UNODC) offered a more productive way forward (in a 
way, reverting to an earlier decision they made in 1995; see Chapter 2).  
 
Exploring beyond the empirical study, a point to note here is that ICPO-
INTERPOL, World Customs Organisation and United Nations Office for Drugs 
and Crime (UNODC) - all part of a new ICCWC consortium - are agencies having 
independent functions of their own, and so cooperation with CITES depends on 
the organizational leadership and commitment to address wildlife crime (see 
Chapter 6). On the other hand, if the ICCWC consortium becomes an 
independent data provider or compliance monitoring agency on CITES 
enforcement matters, it will weaken the role of some of the traditional partners 
of CITES, including IUCN, WWF and TRAFFIC. Although such a mechanism will 
make the Convention more transparent, the decision-making processes at 
CITES COPs will be rendered difficult as Parties’ votes are, to put it mildly, not 
only based on scientific information but also on political and commercial 
interests. Future studies related to enforcement matters need to examine these 
processes in more detail. 
 
2) How does the historical overview of CITES enforcement and compliance 

matters relate to the development of WEMS in Asia, its objection by 
CITES, and its later adoption by the Lusaka Agreement Task Force? 
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One of the purposes of this study was to provide a historical insight into the 
formation of MEAs, CITES enforcement processes and the causes and factors 
that led to the development of WEMS by UNU; identifying the puzzle behind 
the original objection by CITES to civil society participation; and its subsequent 
adoption by LATF in Africa. Chapter 2 provides a general analysis of the above 
and outlines the challenges faced by CITES in compiling data regarding 
transboundary illegal trade of flora and fauna. 
 
In an attempt to identify the true reasons for the objection of WEMS, a 
thorough empirical study was carried out in Asia involving all stakeholders who 
were part of the decision-making process in WEMS-Asia. From the Q method-
based study and subsequent interviews, it became clear that the complexities 
were mainly due to the conflicting beliefs among the various coalitions within 
the adversarial Asian wildlife policy subsystem. The views or beliefs of grass-
root NGO stakeholders involved in the design and development of WEMS stood 
against the views of the Convention Secretariat. The participation of NGOs in 
the development of WEMS was also due to the apparent mistrust at that time 
(early 2000) among members in the grass-root coalition on the CITES 
policymaking process. 
 
In the case of WEMS implementation in East Africa, the decision to implement 
WEMS primarily came from the Lusaka Agreement. The Governing Council of 
the Lusaka Agreement had already approved the development of a similar 
system and it was just a matter of choosing an appropriate tool. The reason 
why WEMS was chosen over other enforcement monitoring tools is described 
later when the answers to the fifth research question are summarized. 
 
Within the context of designing transboundary information systems, the CITES 
objection on WEMS-Asia indicates how enforcement information collection and 
sharing can become complex when negotiating to involve all the stakeholders, 
and why a system designer cannot capture the entire range of user needs by 
means of user-requirement consultations alone. Although science and 
technocratic solutions have been identified in many literatures as a problem-
solving mechanism, in the absence of clear information and evidence, the 
evaluation standards are so ambiguous and/or contested that it is impossible 
to justify in terms of an assumed shared or general interest (see Hoppe, 2011). 
 
One lesson to be learnt from the whole process is that information systems are 
not just representations of (numerical) facts but can carry with them intrinsic 
values or positions embedded by the designers; and one should always be wary 
of conclusions and consequences that depend too much on streamlining 
assumptions based on these models. 
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3) What are the policy beliefs within the Wildlife Policy Subsystems in Asia 
and Africa that influenced policymaking regarding WEMS in Asia and 
Africa? 

 
The study on policy beliefs in Asia and East Africa revealed four categories of 
belief clusters: Ecocentrism; Sustainable Use; State Regulation; and Scientific 
Rationalism. The study also identified ecocentrism as a core belief and the rest 
as forming hybrid beliefs - overlapping policy beliefs among Hierarchists, 
Scientific Rationalists and Utilitarians. It also became clear that the Science 
Belief Cluster was not part of any core or policy belief but was part of secondary 
beliefs which are used to implement the ideologies of the core and policy 
beliefs. The four types of belief clusters remain similar in Asia and Africa, but 
the interaction of beliefs seemed to be rather different due to cultural, social, 
historical and resource-related factors. This shows that policy beliefs are 
influenced by external factors, and changes in the core aspects of a policy can 
be caused by fears concerning non-cognitive factors external to the subsystem, 
such as economic factors (see also Sabatier, 1988). 
 
The NGO coalitions who were involved in the development of WEMS-Asia were 
primarily ecocentric and their policy beliefs stood against the views of the 
CITES Secretariat. The financial resources of the coalitions involved in the 
development of WEMS were weak and the NGOs had relatively little support 
from their governments. However, in the case of WEMS-Africa, the coalitions 
were primarily African member states who were Party to the Lusaka 
Agreement; they had different positions on trade and conservation. But even 
though their core beliefs differed, their policy beliefs were shaped by financial 
needs. 
 
Within the context of the CITES Convention, the study has shown why it is 
difficult for CITES to include purely ecocentric or purely utilitarian actors in the 
policy decision-making process or involve them in the scientific decision-
making process of the Convention (literature reviews indicate both factions to 
be critical of CITES decisions – see Section 4.2 and Moore, 2010). CITES does 
not advocate the restriction of trade or promote free trade, rather it tends to 
make a balanced approach where harvest-related measures and trade-related 
measures are used in tandem. The conflict between the various factions arises 
where there is no clear-cut information on how much can be traded and 
whether trade would trigger unsustainable harvesting. In other words, purely 
ecocentric (preservationist) approaches or purely utilitarian approaches will 
find it difficult to get involved in a policy decision (either NGOs or traders). 
 
Another finding that emerged from the study is that these beliefs need not 
necessarily be related to any particular actor – NGOs, scientists, traders or 
Government officials – rather, they are an inherent constituent of core or 
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secondary beliefs of actors within each sector. This means that professionals 
are not defined solely by their beliefs but also based on their functional position 
within an organization where the cultural and structural characteristics of the 
organization define their role.  
 
4) What are the underpinning policy factors that led to the objection of 

WEMS in Asia by CITES, and what processes led to its subsequent 
adoption in Africa?  

 
The reasons for the objection to WEMS in Asia and its acceptance in Africa are 
illuminated through the lens of Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) theory. 
Using ACF, the respective types of policy subsystem in which WEMS was 
developed and redesigned was first outlined. Through the empirical study, it 
became clear that WEMS-Asia and WEMS-Africa were developed in two 
different types of policy subsystem – an adversarial policy subsystem in Asia 
(see Section 5.2) and a collaborative subsystem in Africa (see Section 5.3). 
The two events (objection of WEMS in Asia and its acceptance in Africa) took 
place in different time periods and this is significant in understanding the 
adoption of WEMS in Africa.  
 
In the adversarial subsystem in Asia, CITES feared that the scientific and 
technical expertise for WEMS-Asia came primarily from non-governmental 
agencies that supported wildlife preservation or the ecocentric actors. Although 
the purpose of ACA NGOs was not to disrupt the policy process but to introduce 
fairness into decision-making, for CITES, the dominant role that ecocentric 
actors had in the designing of WEMS – in information collection, fundraising 
and communication, as well as in the proposed plan for capacity building and 
training activities – remained a concern for any form of pro-trade decision. This 
is the primary reason for the objection of WEMS in Asia. Within the adversarial 
subsystem, the scientific experts from UNU were at first the principal allies of 
the ecocentric coalition. But with the objection on WEMS, UNU scientists 
changed their position and worked directly with Governments. During this 
process, two aspects became clear: 
 
a) MEA Convention Secretariats or Policy Brokers do have a significant role 

in favouring or rejecting a policy decision. 
 
b) The shift of UNU scientists to work in parallel to the advice of the CITES 

Convention shows the opportunistic approach that scientists (who are 
not bound by any wildlife policy beliefs) take in order to advance their 
science. After the objection on the NGO information-based WEMS by the 
CITES Secretariat, scientists involved in WEMS realised that it is almost 
impossible to have an enforcement monitoring system involving NGOs 
as information-gathering agents. Within the context of ACF, such a 
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process can be considered as policy-oriented learning where there is an 
alteration of thought or behavioural intention as a result from experience 
or new information (see Sabatier, 1998).  

 
On the contrary, in Africa, the adoption of WEMS by the Lusaka Agreement 
was due to a favourable or collaborative wildlife management policy subsystem 
at the regional level, where the Governing Council of the Lusaka Agreement 
had already approved a decision to implement a suitable transboundary 
information system before WEMS was even presented to it. Other factors which 
led to the collaborative initiative were: 
 
a) Members were formal authorities; 
b) Favourable public opinion on addressing wildlife crime in Africa; 
c) The shift of UNU scientists to the role of neutral observer helped to 

develop confidence among East African countries on engaging with 
WEMS; 

d) Both UNEP and the International Fund for Animal Welfare supported 
WEMS-Africa financially; 

e) A general consensus among the countries to share transboundary 
information even though ideological differences remained on key issues 
such as ivory trade. 

 
In Chapter 4, it was mentioned that policy beliefs are influenced by external 
factors, and changes in the core aspects of a policy can be caused by fears of 
non-cognitive factors which are external to the subsystem (see also Sabatier, 
1988). In the case of the Lusaka Agreement, this aspect is clearly visible where 
the coalitions, although bound by certain wildlife policy beliefs (for example, 
utilitarian approaches in Tanzania and ecocentric approaches in Kenya), shared 
a common goal in addressing a problem - wildlife crime - which was affecting 
both of them. Tanzania was not allowed to trade in ivory due to its 
ineffectiveness in managing wildlife crime whereas Kenya was losing its 
elephant population in its national parks in an alarming manner due to 
transboundary illegal trade. For both Kenya and Tanzania, there was an 
immediate requirement to halt wildlife crime for which transboundary 
cooperation and enforcement information-sharing is a prerequisite. Such a 
decision has prompted the pro- and anti-trade countries in East Africa to join 
hands to work on enhancing enforcement and compliance with CITES through 
transboundary cooperation. This shift in approach among the pro-trade and 
anti-trade countries in East Africa can also be considered as an example of 
policy-oriented learning where WEMS stood as a favourable conjunction or a 
‘boundary object’ between the needs of two different coalitions. 
 
Even though WEMS was successful within the framework of the Lusaka 
Agreement, its global implementation remained a challenge, as CITES, by this 
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time, had transferred the onus of information collection to regulatory 
enforcement bodies such as INTERPOL and the World Customs Organization, 
and generally to the International Consortium for Combating Wildlife Crime 
(ICCWC). 
 
5) How was WEMS made acceptable among the various global stakeholders 

within the wildlife policy subsystem? 
 
In Chapter 6, a prescriptive solution and the practicalities of turning WEMS into 
a global boundary object is outlined. By doing so, the study runs parallel to 
previous works (Clark et al., 2011; Schut et al., 2013; Star and Griesemer, 
1989) where the use of boundary objects and boundary theory has been 
applied. Being originally cast in the role as an unwelcome contender within the 
wildlife policy subsystem by CITES, WEMS was recast by UNU as a practical 
boundary object that could connect multiple social worlds – global, national 
and regional enforcement information-sharing. All the enforcement agencies, 
including CITES, INTERPOL and the World Customs Organization, agreed on 
the potential of WEMS but reiterated that it should not stand alone as a regional 
enforcement monitoring system. For WEMS to gain its full potential, it should 
systematically feed into global systems like the WCO database and the 
INTERPOL system. 
 
By means of its adoption and implementation at national and regional levels in 
Lusaka Agreement member states in East Africa, WEMS had been able to 
collate several sources of information into one common information platform. 
Therefore, WEMS proved to be a successful multi-stakeholder boundary object 
as it provided some form of congruence to the trust, beliefs and rules of various 
agencies at the national level.  
 
In the case of NGOs, the most important issue was not about data but about 
information. NGOs wanted to know how the Parties are addressing the problem 
and how much of the detail will be relayed to them. To develop awareness, 
Lusaka Agreement member states decided to make the Seizure Map within the 
WEMS system public so that civil society was aware of the work being carried 
out by national enforcement agencies. 
 
Interestingly, these maps are not a solution, but more a representative display 
of activities performed by the enforcement agency. Open maps (see Figure 2.7 
and 6.5) allows informal participation (viewing the map through a browser) of 
users who are otherwise not participants in political, scientific or decision 
making process of wildlife crime. This creates a sort of cognitive consensus of 
not being excluded from getting involved in a mainstream issue which is 
otherwise restricted to a selected group of privileged actors. The data from 
world-map also linked up the importance of two other issues – ethnic conflict 
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and its link to biodiversity loss, including loss of wildlife through poaching. Such 
visual representations, though, do not represent a solution, arguing within the 
terms of Bateson’s theory on information (see Bale, (2003), the viewer 
responds only to the differences in its environment that it is able to distinguish 
and in this process, he frames the map as a transparency tool or a participatory 
map which has engaged him. Bale, (2003), makes similar observations where 
he argues that mind systems are influenced by maps, never territory. 
 
At the time of finalizing this thesis, WEMS was not yet positioned as a global 
database for enforcement information sharing even though all the stakeholders 
have approved its validity and potential in principle. Although the problem that 
was unstructured in the beginning has been moderately structured on a 
consensual basis, there still needs to be closer collaboration in order to 
stimulate effective action. As mentioned earlier, the key aspect for the future 
success of WEMS remains in its ability to act as a feeder database to the major 
databases of INTERPOL and the World Customs Organization. 

7.3 Theoretical and practical contributions, 
including suggestions for further research 

In Chapter 1, it was stated that this thesis aims to identify a possible solution 
in addressing the problems in the implementation of WEMS. However, while 
doing so, it was also addressing a common problem faced by all the major 
enforcement models where information-sharing across borders have been a 
major challenge. One specific point that emerges out of this study and one that 
has not been researched before was the importance of identifying the role of 
beliefs within the wildlife policy subsystem and how it can influence 
information-sharing on wildlife crime between several scales or levels of 
governance. The findings from this research support the central assumption of 
the Advocacy Coalition Framework where beliefs count most in developing 
policy inertia and change. On a theoretical level, the thesis first reconfirms the 
contribution of the Advocacy Coalition Framework as a descriptive and 
explanatory conceptual framework in a multilevel governance situation and 
especially within the setting of an international or a transboundary policy 
domain. The novelty of the research is in the application of ACF in the policy 
domain of information-sharing in combating wildlife crime and in wildlife 
management.  
 
Given this contribution, future research could focus on how the technological 
adoptions of similar systems (for example, Measurement, Verification and 
Reporting - MRV - systems) are shaped (or reshaped) by external and internal 
factors influencing a policy subsystem.  
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Second, from a normative and practical point of view, the application of 
boundary object/work theory looks promising and can be used as a prescriptive 
addition to finding a solution to complex problems. As we have seen in the 
study, development of a decision-making support tool for monitoring 
enforcement information-sharing within a multilateral context, and particularly 
in the case of CITES, is a complex task and requires several considerations 
before its development and its implementation. It was also clear that the 
adoption of WEMS as a regional model in Africa was far easier as it was 
operating within a collaborative policy subsystem.  
 
Since policy subsystems are prone to changes caused by both external and 
internal factors, future research should focus on conditions for turning 
adversarial positions into more collaborative policy subsystems, including 
researching in other regions where issues related to wildlife management is 
equally contested.   
 
Further, more elaborative research is required to identify whether WEMS would 
work as a boundary object for a longer period in Africa. 
 
This thesis also finds a suitable governance framework for information-sharing 
and shows that a single-global or a single-actor approach cannot solve the 
impending crisis in information-sharing and that it has to work at three levels 
– national, regional and international. Another aspect of the research calls for 
the empowerment of regional enforcement bodies and Wildlife Enforcement 
Networks (WENs) so that they can be the regional repositories of wildlife law 
enforcement information. The regional repository can then act as a feeder 
database to global systems managed by WCO and INTERPOL. 
 
Also, offering WEMS as a global enforcement monitoring system requires it to 
be tested in other regions as well. In this regard, a research study in the ASEAN 
region will also be of considerable importance as the need for transcontinental 
information-sharing is pivotal to appropriate policy actions at a global level. 
 
Finally, even though this study has partially unravelled the complexities in 
information-sharing within the WEMS context and CITES, future research 
should also investigate other similar systems and see if similar patterns exist 
within the same convention (CITES) or other MEAs such as CBD, IPBES, 
UNFCCC, and WTO. Understanding information sharing within the context of 
meeting the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) is also important, where 
the UN has called for a collaborative annual multi-stakeholder forum on 
science, technology and innovation (STI) and an online platform as a gateway 
for information on existing science and technology initiatives, mechanisms and 
programmes. For example, the SDGs proclaimed by the United Nations in 2015 
calls for partnerships between governments, the private sector and civil society 
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to enhance the availability of high-quality, timely and reliable data at a national 
level, and to be shared internationally with UN agencies. Similar studies should 
be replicated in identifying the policy-level challenges in compiling and sharing 
information on SDGs.  
 
In the same vein, future study should also examine processes in integrating 
Information Science perspective (IS) and Political Policy Science (PAPPS) 
perspective within the context of SDGs and other MEAs such as the United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) where the use 
and sharing of information is equally contested.  An indication that such a 
process is already underway comes from the work initiated by IIASA - the 
World in 2050 project (TWI2050) 48  which was launched in March 2015. 
TWI2050 is a joint science–policy initiative, coordinated by IIASA and 
international partners involving scientists and policy makers around the world.  

7.4 Limitations of the Research Design and 
Research Methods 

The core part of this thesis uses qualitative (semi-structured interviews) and 
semi-quantitative methods such as the Q methodology. One major limitation 
to such a qualitative research design is in sampling a large variety of 
participants from different spheres of profession and from different 
geographical regions. This is a difficult task, both on a logistical and cost level, 
considering the wide geographical region a similar study has to cover for 
meeting and interviewing a wide scale of Q participants. In this study, the 
researcher had access to the key persons due to his privileged position of being 
an insider within the wildlife policymaking process. However, any researcher 
who is new to the policy arena may find it difficult to get access to the high-
level officials and carry out long interviews. Also, as it happens in most cases 
with Government officials and international diplomats, a frank opinion through 
emails, telephone or skype is hardly conveyed. Hence studies using the Q 
methodology covering policy participants, should carry out interviews face to 
face.  
 
Another problem with the study was in acquiring a wide range of samples for 
the Q study from different countries in Asia and Africa. In such scenarios, 
choosing participants based on focus group method remains a challenge. 
Though the study has covered significant samples of participants, it still had to 

                                                 
48 The World in 2050 
 
The World in 2050 (TWI 2050) project bridges science and policy and fosters to develop equitable 
pathways  to  sustainable  development.  The  project  involves  information  scientists, modelers, 
political scientists and bureaucrats from UN and National Governments.  
http://www.iiasa.ac.at/web/home/research/researchProjects/TWI2050.html 
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depend on an extensive literature review to cover the whole breadth of 
perspectives on conservation and wildlife trade in Asia and Africa. Another 
limitation is the time-consuming factor of carrying out a study using the Q 
methodology. This limitation with the Q methodology was earlier pointed out 
by McKeown & Thomas (1988:34). 
 
Similarly, cross-language barriers can also be challenging considering the fact 
that all participants may not be fluent in one particular language. In this 
particular study, as some of the participants were not proficient in English, the 
interviews were carried out using the support of translators. Hence, it 
sometimes caused difficulties in interpretation. Though the thesis has cross-
checked the transcripts, the originality of the participant’s words may still be 
missing.  
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Summary 
In 2005, the United Nations University initiated the Wildlife Enforcement 
Monitoring System (WEMS) project. The idea of the project was to compile 
wildlife-seizure information through a crowd-sourced network and feed it into 
a geo-spatial infrastructure called WEMS with the support of the Asian 
Conservation Alliance, an NGO network. The move was criticised by CITES as 
the project accorded significant role to conservation NGOs in Asia. Though the 
project was redesigned, its acceptance was hindered by several policy-related 
factors until WEMS finally got implemented in Africa.  
 
In a quest to identify the reasons for the objection of WEMS by CITES 
secretariat and its related implementation and adoption challenges, this study 
enquires into the political and policy problems that were hindering the adoption 
of WEMS as a geo-information tool for monitoring enforcement and compliance 
with the CITES Convention. The study traces the long trajectory of WEMS from 
its development to the implementation in Africa. As the problems in WEMS 
were primarily policy related and not technological, the focus of the thesis has 
been largely on the policy aspect of its adoption.  
 
Using policy theories including Advocacy Coalition Framework and Boundary 
Object Theory, the thesis first identifies the problems within the wildlife policy 
subsystem. Using Grid Group Cultural Theory and Q methodology, the study 
recognises four conflicting policy beliefs of coalitions involved in wildlife 
enforcement issues. Through the study, it was understood that one of the 
hurdles WEMS was facing was the polarization of coalition beliefs within the 
wildlife policy subsystem. The other problems that stood in the way of WEMS 
implementation were conflicting mandates of enforcement agencies, 
sovereignty of States on national enforcement information and resource crunch 
triggering competition for financial resources between various coalitions 
working on wildlife enforcement issues.  
 
Finally, in March 2014, through a practical application of the Boundary Object 
Theory, the study identifies a solution to the problem by bridging the 
stakeholders through a common framework, where WEMS acts a ‘boundary 
object’, thereby serving the need of the major coalitions working on 
enforcement and compliance with CITES issues. Though the stakeholders 
agreed on the potential use of WEMS, the criteria for its final acceptance 
depended on how WEMS can serve as a feeder database to the existing global 
systems managed by WCO and INTERPOL.  
 
The thesis concludes by observing that boundary objects are fragile, and 
factors influencing the wildlife policy subsystem can have some form of effect 



206 

on the congruence achieved in the case of enforcement information-sharing 
through WEMS.  
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Samenvatting 
In 2005 heeft de Universiteit van de Verenigde Naties het Wildlfe Enforcement 
Monitoring (WEMS) project opgezet. De gedachte achter het project was om 
informatie te verzamelen over de handel in exotische diersoorten via 
crowdsourcing, en deze informatie via een geo-informatie infrastructuur te 
ontsluiten met de hulp van de Asian Conservation Alliance, een NGO netwerk. 
Het idee werd echter hevig bekritiseerd door CITES omdat daarbij 
dierenbeschermingsorganisaties een grotere invloed zouden krijgen in de 
informatievoorziening. Alhoewel het projectidee werd gewijzigd bleef het 
WEMS project slechts deels aanvaardbaar voor beleidsmakers toen het 
uiteindelijk werd geïmplementeerd in Afrika. 
 
In de zoektocht naar de redenen waarom het CITES secretariaat zoveel 
bezwaren had tegen het WEMS project en de daarbij behorende uitvoering, 
richt dit onderzoek zich op de politieke en beleidsproblemen die de inbedding 
van het WEMS systeem, een geoinformatie system uiteindelijk toch bedoeld 
om de handhaving en de naleving van de CITES conventie te ondersteunen, 
met zich meebracht. Het onderzoek beschouwt het ontwikkelingstraject van 
het WEMS system vanaf het begin tot aan de implementatie. Omdat de 
problemen met WEMS meer beleidsmatig dan technisch waren, richt deze 
dissertatie zich vooral op het beleid rondom de inpassing van WEMS.  
 
De dissertatie maakt gebruik van beleidstheorieën zoals ‘Advocacy coalition 
framework’ en ‘Boundary object theory’ om de problemen van het 
dierenbeschermingsbeleid te identificeren. Met behulp van cultuurtheorie en Q 
methodologie zijn 4 tegenstrijdige beleidsovertuigingen met betrekking tot de 
handhaving van dierenbescherming gevonden. Het onderzoek heeft verder 
duidelijk gemaakt dat deze overtuigingen zo sterk gepolariseerd waren dat het 
de uitvoering van WEMS verhinderde. Andere problemen die in de weg stonden 
van de implementatie van het WEMS system waren de tegenstrijdige 
mandaten van de handhavingsorganisaties, de macht over de informatie die 
op nationaal niveau was verzameld, en de strijd tussen verschillende 
dierenbescherming coalities om financiële middelen. 
 
Tot slot kon door de praktische toepassing van ‘Boundary Object’ theorie een 
oplossing worden geïdentificeerd, namelijk het dichter bij elkaar brengen van 
verschillende belanghebbenden via een gezamenlijk raamwerk. Hierbij kan 
WEMS als een gezamenlijk ‘boundary object’ worden gebruikt waarbij aan de 
behoeften van de voornaamste handhavings- en nalevingscoalities met 
betrekking tot CITES kan worden voldaan. Alhoewel de belanghebbenden zich 
kunnen vinden in het mogelijk gebruik van het WEMS system, is de 
aanvaardbaarheid afhankelijk van hoe WEMS data kan toevoegen aan de 
globale databanken van WCO en INTERPOL. Het onderzoek concludeert dat 
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‘boundary objects’ fragiel zijn, en dat de factoren die het beleid over de 
bescherming van exotische diersoorten beïnvloeden van invloed zijn op de 
mate waarin het delen van informatie via WEMS kan worden afgedwongen. 
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Annex 
 
Tokyo Conference on Combating Transboundary Wildlife Crime, United 
Nations University 
Tokyo, Japan, 3-5 March 2014 
 
Recommendations on Transboundary Enforcement Information 
Sharing on Wildlife Crime 
 
The Tokyo Conference on Combating Transboundary Wildlife Crime was 
convened and hosted by the United Nations University in Tokyo, Japan, from 
3 to 5 March 2014. Delegates from Congo, Japan, Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda 
and Zambia, representatives from United Nations University (UNU), United 
Nations Environment Program (UNEP), Convention on International Trade of 
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), World Customs 
Organization (WCO), International Criminal Police Organization (ICPO-
INTERPOL), Lusaka Agreement Governing Council and Lusaka Agreement Task 
Force (LATF), national ministries of Uganda and of Japan, Kenya Wildlife 
Service (KWS), Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA), Wildlife Division (WD)-
Tanzania, Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA), Ngorongoro Conservation Area 
Authority (NCAA), Congo National Bureau to the Lusaka Agreement (BNAL), 
Zambia Wildlife Authority (ZAWA), Japan International Cooperation Agency 
(JICA), Remote Sensing Technology Center (RESTEC) of Japan, International 
Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW), Japan Tiger and Elephant Fund (JTEF), 
TRAFFIC Japan and other relevant experts and organizations met with the 
objective to identify and promote good practices to enhance the fight against 
wildlife crime through effective sharing of transboundary enforcement 
information on wildlife crime. 
Considering that: 
 
• Wildlife crime continues to be a growing problem worldwide, with strong 

evidence of increased involvement of organized crime groups that operate 
through well-developed criminal networks; 

 
• As a result of the involvement of organized crime groups, law enforcement 

authorities around the world are facing increasingly difficult and complex 
situations in the investigation of wildlife crime;  

 
• Wildlife crime is posing a significant challenge to the conservation and 

protection of wild fauna and flora, and that it has become a serious threat 
to the economy, natural resources and cultural heritage of many 
countries, and deserves to be treated as a serious crime; 
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• There is a lack of reliable data on the nature and scale of illegal wildlife 
trade; 

 
• There is a need to harmonize data standards to facilitate increased 

gathering and sharing of data and information among the national, 
regional and international levels; 

• The United Nations University, located in Tokyo, Japan, developed WEMS 
as a tool to provide a common platform through which data on wildlife 
crime can be gathered, analysed and shared to assist governments by 
enhancing their enforcement efforts to combat wildlife crime; 

• The Lusaka Agreement Task Force (LATF) has successfully piloted the 
Wildlife Enforcement Monitoring System (WEMS) in four Lusaka 
Agreement Member States, and that the system will be expanded to all 
Lusaka Agreement Members States as well as to other interested States; 

• Systems such as WEMS should adhere to information exchange protocols 
and standards used or recommended by INTERPOL and the World 
Customs Organization (WCO), and that they serve to complement the 
existing databases maintained by these organizations;  

• Sustainable funding is critical to effective transboundary enforcement 
information-sharing on wildlife crime;   

 
We, the participants in the Tokyo Conference on Combating Wildlife Crime 
recommend that:  
 
Secure Information-Sharing  
 
 INTERPOL and the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) 

continue to establish inter-agency committees at the national level to 
enhance coordination and information-sharing among relevant law 
enforcement authorities, for example a National Environmental Security 
Task Force (NEST), Transnational Organized Crime Units (TOCUs), or 
other appropriate structures; 

 Law enforcement agencies continue to use secure global communication 
systems and databases such as the INTERPOL- I-24/7 and the WCO 
Customs Enforcement Network (WCO CEN) to gather, analyse and share 
information on wildlife crime at international level, and as appropriate, 
consider the use of other information systems such as the Wildlife 
Enforcement Monitoring System (WEMS), to gather, analyse and share 
information on wildlife crime, as appropriate, at national or regional level; 

 LATF, its partners and Lusaka Agreement member states continue to 
implement WEMS through the WEMS Africa initiative and that they update 
CITES, INTERPOL, WCO and UNEP on their progress; 

 Law enforcement agencies use secure and international protocols and 
standards to facilitate interoperability of data among different systems. 



 

213 

Data Analysis 
 Agencies responsible for wildlife law enforcement, and as appropriate, 

other role players, promote the submission of data to appropriate 
databases for analysis, to improve the current understanding of the scale 
and nature of wildlife crime, to enable the formulation of appropriate law 
enforcement responses and to promote the allocation of adequate 
resources to suppress it; 

 Agencies responsible for wildlife law enforcement draw upon existing tools 
(e.g. INTERPOL Notices, WCO CENcomm and WCO ENVIRONET) to share 
information and intelligence on, for example, wanted criminals, modus 
operandi, illegal trade routes, etc.; 

 Agencies responsible for wildlife law enforcement, as appropriate, 
continue to engage with universities, academia, non-governmental 
organizations (NGO’s) and the private sector to examine the role of new 
technologies to enhance effective mining of big data from all available 
sources to combat wildlife crime. 

 
Science-Policy Interface 
 Agencies responsible for wildlife law enforcement to increasingly explore 

opportunities to engage with NGOs, local and rural communities, academic 
institutions and the private sector, recognizing that they can play more 
important roles in buttressing efforts and actions against illegal wildlife 
trade; 

 Agencies responsible for wildlife law enforcement, other experts and 
organizations increasingly draw upon databases such as the Monitoring of 
Illegal killing of Elephants (MIKE) and the Elephant Trade Information 
System (ETIS) to promote scientific research and analysis and to 
encourage the highest political support to combat illegal wildlife trade; 

 Agencies responsible for wildlife law enforcement and conservation 
establish effective working relationships with leading national and 
international research institutions to support long-term policymaking. 

 
Capacity Development  
 Countries, if appropriate, make use of technical resources such as the 

ICCWC Wildlife and Forest Crime Analytic Toolkit to conduct an 
assessment of national capacity to respond to wildlife crime and to act 
upon its outcomes; 

 The International Consortium on Combating Wildlife Crime (ICCWC), and, 
as appropriate, other experts and organizations, increasingly conduct 
Training of Trainers initiatives on data and information management with 
a reference to use open and distance education resources such as those 
provided by the CITES Virtual College;  

 ICCWC, and, as appropriate, other relevant experts and organizations, 
support regional and national wildlife enforcement agencies to acquire 
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appropriate Information and Communication Technology infrastructure to 
include standardized hardware and software as well as develop training 
programs on the use of new information and communication technologies 
and on analysis and modelling of data. 

 
Funding for information management in wildlife law enforcement  
The international community and governments provide financial support for 
the implementation of the above recommendations, as may be required. 
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