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Protection policies and their implementation vary depending on the status of the area, national legislation, location, etc. also on the local people's activities and social identity. The last two points shall be developed in this paper. Why is an activity like pastoralism tacitly tolerated during the dry season in the national park of Nairobi, but not in Mumbai? Which identity (that proclaimed by the ethnic group itself, or that attributed by the Others) can cause a group to be expelled or tolerated in a park? What I call the "eco-ethnic identity" of the group is a key factor explaining the level of tolerance the group is shown. If the relationship between environment and the group (eco-identity) is deemed mostly protective and sustainable, and if the group image is endowed with striking, emblematic traits (ethnic identity) that make it attractive for tourism, the conservation policies will be more liberal and socially inclusive than if the group is not iconic.

Highlights: Protection policies vary depending on the local people's status. The "eco-ethnic identity" may explain the level of tolerance the group is shown. The case studies of Nairobi and Mumbai national parks illustrate these points.

"At stake [for the rights for the tribal inhabitants of the Mumbai forest], I would argue, was the problem of recognition. The invisibility that had so long defined the tribal condition was no longer a refuge; once the forest zone had been absorbed within the realm of polity, it became incumbent on resident Warlis to claim recognition as fellow subjects in whatever terms were practicable or be consigned to abjection. The opening move … was to enumerate the populations whose homes had been brought under threat. The next step was then to establish connections between those abstract representations and constructions of tribals already circulating in legal discourse and other privileged channels-images, ideas, and narratives that could frame the forest's inhabitants as a certain kind of community whose relation to a certain kind of space gave them legitimate rights of occupancy. " Elison, 2010, pp.194-5.

"'Tribal' is a term for foreign tourists used at Mayers [a private ranch near Nairobi that employed Maasai dancers], 'traditional' is a term for domestic tourists used at Bomas [a cultural centre in Nairobi], and 'ethnic' is a more neutral term used by some Kenyans and anthropologists to avoid the derogatory or misleading connotations of 'tribal' or 'traditional'". Bruner, 2005, p.80.

All national parks are not located in remote rural areas. Some are near or even right in large urban agglomerations as is the case with Mumbai, India and Nairobi, Kenya which both have national parks. Between the conflicting objectives of nature conservation and urban recreation, the sprawling city is often seen as a threat. Indeed, there is a heavy anthropogenic pressure on these protected areas. Note however that the city may consider the park a treasure to be protected (Trzyna, 2005): the value attributed by the urban dwellers to the park makes the city the "best enemy" of the park. While the spatial identity of these urban national parks is obviously complex, so is the identity of the people living near or in them, all the more since many of them are indigenous peoples such as the Maasai in Nairobi and the Adivasis ("tribals") in Mumbai. Since the 1990's many papers have credited the word "indigenous" of positive values in the field of environmental conservation (e.g. Beltrán, 2000) 1 . "Conservationists, including some park managers, are finally learning what indigenous and ethnic people… have known for a long time: categories, electric fences, fire trucks, and armed guards do not protect parks and the diversity of nature; people do" (Kemf, 1993, p.11). Yet other scholars have shown that indigeneity is a very debatable notion with definitions that are equally controversial [START_REF] Bellier | Les deux faces de la mondialisation, l'ONU et les peuples autochtones[END_REF], (about India, see [START_REF] Karlsson | Anthropology and the 'Indigenous Slot': Claims to and Debates about Indigenous Peoples' Status in India[END_REF][START_REF] Rousseleau | Entre folklore et isolat : la question tribale en Inde, de Mauss à Dumont[END_REF]. According to them, international environmentalist NGOs have mostly adopted a positive position towards indigenous peoples that is excessive or naive. "Whatever the political inspiration, the conventional lines of argument currently used to justify "indigenous" land claims rely on obsolete anthropological notions and on a romantic and false ethnographic vision. Fostering essentialist ideologies of culture and identity, they may have dangerous political consequences" (Kuper 2003, p.395). In my case studies the blurred identity of the indigenous peoples is even further complicated by the fact that they live in a space caught between nature and the city: an urban national park. And analysing their identity is not only a matter for academics. This paper argues that this analysis is also crucial for understanding the limited rights of access to the natural resources that are conceded to indigenous populations. Understanding their identities is essential, whether for the social activist trying to increase these rights, or the biocentric environmentalist attempting to push these populations away from the park 2 .

Why are there tribal hamlets in Sanjay Gandhi National Park in Mumbai, but no Maasai settlements allowed in Nairobi National Park? Why are herders neighbouring the Nairobi National Park paid for ecosystem services, while there is little if any support for agriculture around the Mumbai park? Population density (Nairobi 4509/sq.km as opposed to 22,937/sq.km in Mumbai) and the level and frequency of visitation to the parks by the local and international tourists are relevant factors that shall be briefly addressed in this paper. I shall rather focus, however, on another factor: local people's activities and social identity. Why is an activity like pastoralism tacitly tolerated during the dry season in the national park in Nairobi, but not in Mumbai? Which identity (that proclaimed by the ethnic group itself, or that attributed by the Others) can cause a group to be expelled from or tolerated in a park?

It is my contention that what I call the "eco-ethnic identity" of the group is a key factor explaining the level of tolerance the group is shown. If the group's relationship with the environment (eco-identity) is considered primarily protective and sustainable, and if the group's image (ethnic identity) is endowed with striking, iconic traits that make it attractive from a tourism perspective, the conservation policies will be more liberal and socially inclusive than if the group is not iconic in terms of "authentic alterity".

Nairobi and Mumbai have at least four points in common: (i) They are both large metropolises (3 million and 20 million inhabitants respectively), (ii) Each is endowed with a national park of similar size (104 sq. km in Mumbai, 117 sq. km in Nairobi);

(iii) Each park shelters significant wildlife: With the exception of elephants, all of the "Big 5"3 are found in Nairobi as well as giraffes, wildebeests and more; in Mumbai, the wildlife is less appealing to tourists (seeing tigers and lions behind fences in the so-called Lion/Tiger Safari is enough for many visitors), but the park is home to birds, deer, antelope, monkeys, and most important, leopards.

Wildlife is, of course, a boon for the parks. It attracts tourists and support from international conservationists; it also increases the parks' popularity, making declassification of the land very difficult. Yet wildlife is also a constraint. It can generate inconveniences in urban settings (leopards occasionally roam the Mumbai suburbs and Nairobi); and the official area designated as a national park is smaller than the ideal size necessary to accommodate such fauna. This is clear in Mumbai, where leopards were released resulting in 44 animals residing in the park in 2003 and a human death toll of 14 in 20024 . This is even more obvious in Nairobi, where the government was wise enough from the start to classify the Kitengela area south of the park as a "dispersal area". This 390km 2 area is crucial for preserving assess to the famous migratory route between Tanzania (Serengeti) and Kenya (Maasai Mara). The national park of Mumbai cruelly lacks this type of dispersal area, although the Tungareshwar Wildlife Sanctuary (in the north) or Aarey Colony (in the south) might provide some "strategic depth" if they were to be linked to the park by appropriate corridors some time in the future.

(iv) Last, but not least, a considerable number of agriculturists5 live near or even inside the parks. Although technically urban, these parks include some rural aspects in the form of primary sector activities.

In Mumbai, about 8,000 Adivasis (literally "aborigines", commonly called "tribals" in India) live in 43 hamlets6 scattered around the inner boundaries of the park. Most of them are Warlis, while others are Malhar (or Mahadev), Kolis, Thakurs, etc. Their housing within the protected area is tolerated, though in India officially no human settlement is allowed in a national park. A "resettlement" policy is in the planning stages for transplanting them to one large settlement at the northern side of the park, far from the city, but it is not implemented (unlike the destruction of many encroaching slums inhabited by thousands or urban dwellers, as we shall see) The Adivasis are accused of collecting firewood and medicinal plants for sale, distilling alcohol, making fires, and littering the forest with domestic solid waste. The Forest Department strategy is to provide better "modern " services such as education, healthcare, electricity, etc. in compensation for their loss of the previous location, but most Adivasis adamantly refuse to move. (Some Adivasis have accused the Forest Department of preventing the Government from setting up access to electricity or health facilities in the park in order to force them to leave) [START_REF] Mohanty | An exploratory study of the socio-politico-economic practices of contemporary tribal communities in Sanjay Gandhi National Park, the peri urban national park of India[END_REF]. No livestock is allowed in the park, and for the most part only hens can be found in the hamlets. Though farming is likewise banned, fields (1% of the park in 2000 7 ) are discreetly cultivated in the far north, or on the eastern side of the park where steep slopes prevent them from being seen, close to an urbanized enclave, Yeoor, located in the park 8 .

In Nairobi, with the exception of a lodge and some rangers' houses, there are no dwellings in the park. The agriculturists live in the Kitengela dispersal area and include Maasai herders, as well as farmers (either recent settlers or less often, former pastoralists) cultivating vegetables, cereals or eucalyptus. Herders and farmers both pose a threat to the park. Cultivation requires fencing and blocks the migration of wildlife, and pastoralism in the savannah is often said to compete with wild herbivores for grazing resources and to transmit diseases. In addition, there is increased fencing of rangeland as a result of dividing privatized land. While the migratory animals need 60,000 acres in the Athi-Kaputiei area, as early as December 2004, 18% of the area was already fenced (Said, n.d.).

Grazing is prohibited in the park. However, during the dry season when grazing is difficult elsewhere, herders in Kitengela often bring their cattle to the park at night. The park has rivers and small dams that make water available throughout the year. This means that from January to March, high concentrations of wildlife in the park may cohabit with herds that secretly enter after dusk.

In short, while there is no housing or cultivation in the Nairobi National Park, a blind eye is occasionally turned to some cattle grazing. In the Mumbai national park under the Wildlife (Protection) Act of 1972, there is some tribal housing and some cultivation -but no cattle (except occasionally near Yeoor and Chena). It is paradoxical that in Mumbai strict rules regarding activities are not supported by a total ban on housing; in Nairobi on the contrary, housing is strictly prohibited in the park while neighbouring farmers receive some financial support, as we shall see. These restrictions are justified by environmentalists, but remain somewhat shocking when compared to the permission granted to other actors who are undoubtedly more powerful than 7 According to remote sensing data [START_REF] Agarwal | Environmental Management Plan for Sanjay Gandhi National Park, report for the MMRDA[END_REF]. 8 Yeoor is a "revenue village", i.e. a rural locality, isolated in the park and not governed by the Forest Department. It has weekend resorts and restaurants as well as an Air Force base. Another characteristic is that tribals own much of the land. Although it is illegal to purchase land from Adivasis under the Maharashtra Land Revenue Code of 1966, many individuals or firms manage to do so by hiding the tribal identity of the owner. Hence many tribals having sold their land (often at a low price), move to the nearest place available -and settle in the park. 9 Non Timber Forest Products.

Activities indigenous peoples may engage in

the indigenous peoples. In Nairobi, commuters are allowed to drive through the park in order to avoid the city's traffic jams if their company has paid for an annual entry pass. Wedding parties and other events can be arranged at picnic sites within the park. In Mumbai, Doordarshan (public TV) and the Indian Air Force have installed electronic equipment in the park, which is also criss-crossed by power lines. Outsiders, (i.e., non-Adivasis), illegally fell trees in the Nagla block. Do 8,000 tribals constitute a greater nuisance than 2 million visitors per year? Does it make sense to release wild pigs and rabbits in the park as prey for leopards in order to compensate for the ban on cattle that deprives them of food? (Banning cattle reduces grazing pressure and allows more grass for wild herbivores like spotted deer. But leopards prefer smaller prey species, like goats). The Municipality has a residential complex for its employees on-site. The visitors and pilgrims attracted by the Hindo-Buddhist Kanheri caves create many disturbances. In Mumbai as well as in Nairobi, many environmentalists justify allowing these activities by the fact that at least the urban activities allowed are controlled and take place in restricted areas, unlike the straying cattle belonging to the Maasai or the Adivasis gathering firewood. But the discrepancy in how the two types of actors are treated is too great to be explained by ecological factors; instead, it is obviously based on socio-political reasons and governed by a highly-nuanced political ecology (Zérah, Landy, 2013).

Payment for ecosystem services in Nairobi, but not in Mumbai

"Is the park located in the city, or is the city on the savannah?" This question raised by Lézy (2012) regarding Nairobi does not pertain to the Mumbai park, which is a forest encircled by a concrete jungle, and clearly an island in the middle of the 7th largest agglomeration in the world.

The Nairobi National Park is not considered an enclave, since it is open to the south and has no formal fencing, whereas the Mumbai park is partially enclosed, with a wall surrounding it; its ecological links with the neighbouring Tungareshwar Wildlife Sanctuary and Aarey Milk Colony are as of yet not supported by adequate planning measures. (Note that there is the occasional release or capture of animals in the park, like in a zoo. The park is too closed an area to be able to reproduce itself on its own). Is this a legacy of the time prior to the 18 th century when the present-day Mumbai agglomeration consisted of seven islands? This "island mentality" seems to have survived in the minds of many of the managers of the park, which is beset with the slums that have invaded the southern sides of the park since the 1990s10 .

However, urban sprawl is far from being the only culprit responsible for the isolation of the Mumbai park. The expansion of the park itself, whose area has multiplied into 4 in thirty years, has brought the protected area closer to the city. In Nairobi, the park acts as an umbrella for the Maasai, somewhat protecting the Kitengela dispersal area from urban sprawl. In Mumbai, on the contrary, the park has swallowed up the Adivasis' lands in the course of its expansion. This "conservation sprawl" made the tribals into "encroachers" despite the fact that most of them had not moved at all.

The somewhat inclusive model of Nairobi

Apart from these differences, powerful institutions with British colonial legacies manage both parks, making them "a state within the state" in many ways. Eastern Africa and India were two core areas of the "radical paradigm" of conservation (Laslaz et al., 2012). At the main gate of the Nairobi park, the monument "to the memory of Kenya's conservation heroes", the rangers of the Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS) killed in the line of duty, has something of the paramilitary that can also be found in the behaviours of many Indian Forest Department rangers and officials. In both Kenya and India, wildlife is government property, even if it is found on private lands. In Kenya, 70% of wildlife is found outside protected areas11 , while that figure is 60% in India. This greatly extends the power of the wildlife services beyond the protected areas.

In the early 2000s, however, the results of the brutal paramilitary conservation policy enforced by the Kenya Wildlife Service were met with rather mixed reviews with regard to the Nairobi park and its surroundings [START_REF] Nkedianye | Assessing returns to land and changing livelihood strategies in Kitengela[END_REF]. The colonial treaties of 1904 and 1911 had deprived the Maasai of their northern territory, pushing them to the south of Nairobi, and then expelling them from the national park that was created in 1946 (the first one in East Africa). Management of the common land left to the Maasai led to many problems and the Kenyan government encouraged the creation of group ranches (the one in the south of the park was the first in the country). Since the ranches frequently ended up being mismanaged, subdivision soon took place for satisfying individual wants, making credit available to households and making better use of the opportunities afforded by modernity and nearby urbanisation. After the Kajiado district was subdivided into 50 group ranches in 1968, in 1986 the Kitengela group ranch was further subdivided into private parcels, many of which were sold to non-Maasai.

"While the number of people in the Kitengela plains has increased tremendously in the last 25 years, … the number of domesticated animals (livestock) per adult has declined sharply…. Maasai may have no choice but to abandon pastoralism. … Wildlife populations on the Kitengela plains plunged by 72% between 1977 and 2002" (Said,n.d.,p.3). Only 3 adult lions could be seen in 2003, the number of wildebeests had dropped from 30,000 to 8,000 in 20 years, the fencing of plots was eating up more and more of the Kitengela area, and the Maasai herders were complaining of wildlife attacks. Reacting to this situation, since 2000 the Friends of Nairobi National Park (a civil society association) and the Wild Life Trust from the USA, later backed by an NGO, The Wildlife Foundation, and the KWS itself, offered KSh.300 (almost US$4) a year per acre to the herders if they would make a commitment to not fence their land, not to poach, and to let wildlife migrate through it. For the pastoralists who have an average of 200 acres, it means doubling their usual annual income, regardless of drought and any hazards12 . The acreage currently covered by this Wildlife Conservation Lease Programme roughly corresponds to the area needed by the migratory wildlife, and almost all the plots adjacent to the park come under it, but the other plots are scattered and are far from forming a real corridor large enough for the animals' passage.

Due to the delay in the release of funds, together with poor livestock enclosures and ongoing fencing, all problems are far from being resolved. While carnivore-human conflicts had notably decreased, 3 lions were killed in Dec. 2011 by Maasai in retaliation for the killing of 18 cows, 85 goats and 14 donkeys. Baboons and herbivores continue to threaten crops. Moreover, as both a cause and consequence of "elite capture", non-members of the programme without land may lose both payment and access to grazing land, as seen in the neighbouring Maasai Mara reserve [START_REF] Bedelian | Payments for biodiversity conservation in the Masai Mara: What impacts on pastoral livelihoods?[END_REF].

Another recently implemented scheme is the Consolation Programme that gives owners about two-thirds of the value of their cattle killed by wildlife. As of 2012, about 220 families had received Ksh3 million, which is a significant amount even though indemnities are both partial and slow in coming. Once again, funds are in short supply, as are means for checking the facts reported by the herders. Of course, the scheme does not apply to cattle killed within the park. Interestingly, the new Wildlife Bill plans to implement this consolation scheme throughout the entire country -despite the possible cash crunch.

The government and NGOs implement these two schemes, which are based on the concepts of public good and common interest. The reasoning is that there must be public payment for ecosystem services in compensation for costs the pastoralists incur for maintaining a resource (landscape, wildlife, etc.) that is of benefit to the whole nation given the importance of tourism in Kenya's GDP). Other policies encourage private initiatives and entrepreneurial intereststhough these also require collective action with the government favouring the creation of "conservancies" on subdivided land. At this time, there are just two conservancies in the earliest stages of development in the Kitengela area. The forms of ecotourism the conservancies are launching, with a lodge, locally-produced food, etc. may turn out to be as successful as the private game ranch model so popular in southern Africa, where large mammals are penned on vast properties accessible to cars; however, for the moment, conservancies seem very fragile as they have to contend with powerful counter-forces, such as: rising real estate costs (which stimulate further subdivision of the land), lack of credit, limited tourist demand due to the number of public wildlife reserves nearby, and lack of infrastructure (roads).

Despite these limitations, this dual path (combined government/NGOs and entrepreneurial initiative), which could be called the "Nairobi model", would appear to hold promise for the future in that it attempts to develop the ecosystem services provided by the national park and its surroundings in as many ways possible. In the recent dry seasons, about 35 adult lions could be seen in the Nairobi National Park, testimony to the improved management of the protected area, more participation by local stakeholders and a better understanding of the spatial interactions with areas neighbouring the park.

The rather exclusive Mumbai model

The Nairobi model is not a specific case. It is embedded in a global view that now takes into account environmental externalities and highlights the economic value of nature [START_REF] Teeb | The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity: Mainstreaming the Economics of Nature[END_REF]. Yet this approach is a far cry from being followed in Mumbai. Neither public nor private stakeholders pay for ecosystem services. As for the Adivasis, with the exception of the few who are employed in the park performing menial tasks, they are far from benefitting from the protected status, since this does nothing for them but create restrictions and bans13 . There are several reasons for this strictness.

Firstly, some national factors are specific to India. Of course, the approach in terms of valuation of biodiversity and payment of ecosystem services is not specifically criticized in this country for the large place it provides to the market in spite of the risk for environmental values to be reduced to monetary values [START_REF] Spash | Terrible economics, ecosystems and banking[END_REF][START_REF] Attac | La nature n'a pas de prix[END_REF]. That approach is more unknown than refused. The Forest Department remains by and large faithful to old conceptual models of nature/culture dichotomy, being little influenced by post-modern, "Western" models of conservation policies. Kenya is much more under direct international influence, being a smaller country, hosting the headquarters of many international institutions, with a sizeable white influential population and a huge proportion of foreign tourists. Now, the second national factor is the relative economic niche of tourism and wildlife in the country's and city's economy. Quantitatively and qualitatively, tourism in the two countries plays different roles. Its importance in the national economy is much higher in Kenya than in India: in 2011 travel and tourism contributed 14% of Kenya's and 6% of India's GDP. Their respective share in the urban economies similarly differ, all the more so since Nairobi is the major entry gate of international tourism whereas Mumbai has to compete with Delhi and others. Furthermore, the types of tourism differ: wildlife viewing and safaris play a key role in the Kenyan tourism economy, while more cultural attractions and urban landscapes and monuments are the main draw in India. True, national tourists may have attractions differing from international tourists: in India, protected areas are visited mostly by domestic visitors -and this is the case of the Mumbai park. But this is one more reason for the relative neglect of protected areas in India compared with the Kenyan case, since the price of tickets is lower for nationals and the income generated from domestic tourism is comparatively low.

Thirdly, local factors: unlike the Maasai herders, the Adivasis are living inside the park; therefore, the need for control is imperative 14 . The ban on cattle and agriculture, liquor distillation, and the sale of wood and non-timber forest products creates an ever-growing dependence on urban incomes 15 , even though in interviews the Adivasis contend that reliance on urban income is solely out of necessity. Their traditional way of life is still preferred and the city holds few attractions, even for youngsters. With the Adivasis, the regulations backfired and had the paradoxical negative effect of pushing them to an unsustainable use of forest resources. Limited sales of firewood or medicinal plants do occur. And some Adivasis are still cultivating hidden fields, arguing that this is an historical legacy. The park has indeed engulfed some agricultural lands during its gradual expansion, and some of the present-day farmers are the sons of tenants of former seigneurial landlords. Some recently cleared lands are allegedly cultivated under the Forest Rights Act, 2006, that allows a grant of up to 4 hectares of land, even in protected areas, to any tribal household that is cultivating it. However, rather than providing more rights to the Adivasis of Mumbai, this new legislation makes the Forest Department less flexible, since there is a suspected land grab on the part of real estate entrepreneurs, politicians and local NGOs defending tribal rights (Adivasi sangathnas), taking it away from the national park 16 . Local politicians have little interest in the Adivasis -unlike the slum dwellers in Mumbai, or the Maasai in Nairobi -as there are too few of them to constitute a vote bank. Some politicians do approach them, but often less for getting votes than for trying to get land. There are few associations (such as the NGO Jaag) without hidden political or financial agendas that are dedicated to the sheer welfare of the tribals.

Fourthly, the landscape to be protected in Mumbai is less suited, in a manner of speaking, to urban influences and primary activities than the landscape of the Nairobi National Park. In Mumbai, forest (mostly moist deciduous) is considered the ideal, indeed a climax vegetation 17 , to be strived for and maintained on most of the protected area. In Nairobi, the ideal landscape is savannah, an open space where grazing by cattle only marginally competes with wildlife.

According to many conservationists, the cattle along with fires managed by herders, could even be of great benefit to the park, since in the present situation grass is often too long.

Fifthly, the apparent siege mentality of India's Forest Department is also the result of what could objectively be called a siege situation. For the last two decades the entire conservation policy has been challenged by various sectors of Mumbai civil society. This has placed the management 14 Several legal and illegal entrances were eventually created in the wall forming most of the southern boundaries of the park. Prior to this, the Adivasis were prisoners. Those with a job in the city, or children going to school, had to walk long distances or scale the wall. On the other hand, many local visitors enter the park through these gates without paying the entry fee. 15 More than half of the adults living in the 20 tribal households surveyed by Edelblutte (2012) had a job in town -and half of those commuters had a casual daily work. 16 Edelblutte (2012) notes that there is no provision in the Act for forests in urban districts, since land should be attributed through village councils (panchayats). Therefore, the Act is said to be non applicable to the park. An exception is the northern Nagla block, which is not within the Mumbai or Thane municipal boundaries. Since 2006, no fewer than 211 tribal families, likely including many outsiders, have demanded 297 hectares of land there (Management plan 2011). 17 For a critique of the notion of "climax" and the postulate of stable equilibrium, see [START_REF] Gunnell | Ecologie et société[END_REF]. In this paper I use the adjective "ideal" without assuming that the landscape is "climacic" or not: I am just considering that this is the type of landscape the park managers deem should be maintained, an objective shared by the large majority of the local, national and global public opinion.

staff on the defensive and paradoxically, made them harsher on many points 18 . Admittedly, the main danger for the Mumbai park does not come from the tribals. In 1995, more than 500,000 people were living in slums within the national park, primarily on the southwestern and southeastern sides, at the boundaries with the city. Given this threat, it is understandable that park staff are not inclined to be more open-minded. The challenge of managing a national park in a 20 million agglomeration is bigger than in the smaller Nairobi. But it is not only a matter of figures, rather of political ecology. (Slums encroaching protected areas exist in many other parts of India with less population). How had so many slums succeeded in invading the park without any action for preventing nor removing them? Which types of lobby, which forms of corruption, which political strategies had supported such huge encroachments? In 1995, a local NGO involved in environmental protection brought a case (Public Interest Litigation, PIL) to the High Court requesting assurance that the park would be protected. Years of debate and struggle between conservationists, advocates of the poor, politicians and administration, led to decisions to protect the park while evicting slum dwellers and rehabilitating the slums (Zérah, 2007). But to date there are still more than 100,000 slum dwellers in the park (Saglio-Yatzimirsky, Landy, 2013 ;Zérah, Landy, 2013). In addition to the slum issue, there are also the problems of stone quarries in the park (although most of them have been closed), distilleries, poaching, pollution from industry and urban transportation, not to mention various types of encroachment by formal housing -including politicians' villas -right in the park.

Hence, the urban threat is from a variety of sources and ubiquitous. It has also "contaminated" the Adivasis with some renting out rooms or even selling land or houses to newcomers. This is a risky strategy since it tends to destroy their "forest identity", making them ordinary urban dwellers profiting from population growth and real estate. Furthermore, most young Adivasis have an urban income, which tends to dilute their tribal identity in the eyes of many policy makers. Many women work as maids in the high-rise buildings nearby the park, while their husbands are engaged at the daily job market. This changing identity weakens their demands for staying in the park and using forest products.

"Tell me your eco-ethnic identity, and I'll tell you how you can use the park"

Since the ruling that followed the PIL, the slum dwellers' fate seems clear. Interestingly, however, the tribal resettlement programme still only exists on paper. Numbers are one issue: the sheer quantity of slum dwellers was a cause for the legal action. But identity is another issue: while the Adivasis may be considered "forest people", slum dwellers are not. The Adivasis are "more indigenous" than the slum dwellers, so to say -but less than the Maasai. Why are the Maasai Kenya's iconic ethnic group, while the Adivasis are more often than not despised and considered "backward" by India's population?

In protected areas, ethnicization is a key element in the empowerment process for local populations [START_REF] Guyot | The Instrumentalization of Participatory Management in Protected Areas: The ethnicization of participation in the Kolla-Atacameña Region of the Central Andes of Argentina and Chile[END_REF][START_REF] Héritier | Parcs nationaux et populations locales dans l'ouest canadien : de l'exclusion à la participation[END_REF]. Both the Maasai in Kenya and the Adivasis in India are called "tribes" in English. But the word has not the same meaning in both countries. In Kenya, tribes form the vast majority of the national population. In India, "Scheduled Tribes" made up only 8.6% of the population in 2011. The Maasai are a small minority (2% in 2009) in a country inhabited by other minorities. The Adivasis are a minority in a country inhabited by a Hindu majority (the so-called mainstream).

Both peoples enjoy a claimed and generally accepted status as first settlers 19 , and both groups suffer from their demographic, socio-economic and low political status [START_REF] Bellier | Les deux faces de la mondialisation, l'ONU et les peuples autochtones[END_REF]. This last 18 Note, however, that the personalities of the park directors and Chief Conservators of Forest are important factors. During the 1990s and 2000s the directors were mostly conservative. Conservators since then are more open and prepared to enter into discussion with urban stakeholders and academics. 19 The Adivasis are said to be the first settlers in India, considerably pre-dating the Aryan migrations and criterion of marginality, however, could be challenged in the case of the Maasai. They have been central in African conservation history for half a century, partly due to the role of international institutions [START_REF] Rodary | Les parcs nationaux africains, une crise durable[END_REF]. Despite being a smaller percentage of the national population than the Adivasis, the Maasai have prestigious status 20 . Their shield and spears are in the centre of Kenya's national flag. Advertising for international and local tourism often contains the image of Maasai men, the traditional red cloth wrapped around their bodies, proudly looking after their cattle on a savannah, enabling the tourist to imagine that a lioness or leopard could suddenly appear at any moment. On the other hand, it is difficult to imagine the Adivasis in India in a similar setting. They do not enter the imaginings of either locals or foreign tourists. While the Maasai have succeeded in getting their existence attached to protected areas in the international psyche, the Adivasis have failed to achieve full-fledged status as "forest people", other than in some ethnographic accounts; as far as most other Indians are concerned, the Adivasis are seen as having environmentally harmful agricultural systems (slash and burn cultivation) and as lacking environmental awareness due to their low literacy rate and "backward" state.

Rightly or wrongly, the Maasai have a positive image in the area of environmental protection, or at least sustainable development. The Maasai allegedly do not eat wildlife. They respect the predators even if they may kill them in order to protect their cattle or for initiation rites. Even though the Maasai are not allowed to let their cattle graze in national parks, many people argue that there is little difference whether zebras or cattle graze in the grass. True, this statement is debatable: it is not only a matter of competition for the same resource. "Pastoralists and wildlife compete (or damage) each other by passing diseases or killing or injuring each other.

[But] in Tanzania, the herbivory impact of cattle is similar to that of zebras; they stimulate fresh growth that gazelles and other small mammals can selectively eat. The population of gazelles in Nairobi National Park fell after cattle were excluded, but rebounded when zebras were introduced. (…) Competition and compatibility at the species level is complex and case dependent. However, there is increasingly evidence-based research that shows more examples of compatibility than previously thought" (Niamir-Fuller et al., 2012, pp.1-5).

Hence, I argue that Maasai's "eco-ethnic identity" is much stronger than that of the Adivasis. By "eco-ethnic identity" I mean a dual-component identity. The first component is that of ecological identity, i.e. the type of interrelationships between an ethnic group and its environment, not only as conceived of by the group but by the Other as well. These interrelationships may be "sustainable" in actual terms but not be generally recognized as such in the country itself or abroad; or conversely, some communities may have a mythical image of "ecological wisdom" while the reality is very different. The indigenous ontologies analysed by anthropologists through intensive fieldwork and research [START_REF] Descola | Beyond Nature and Culture[END_REF]) may be far from the clichés attributed by the lay person. Like any other identity, the eco-identity is formed by self-ascriptions (the "cultural stuff" that ethnic "boundaries" enclose), as well as relational processes and interface with other groups [START_REF] Barth | Ethnic groups and boundaries. The social organization of culture difference[END_REF].

even the Dravidian peoples. (For a deconstruction of these essentialist theories, see [START_REF] Rousseleau | Entre folklore et isolat : la question tribale en Inde, de Mauss à Dumont[END_REF]. The Maasai did not arrive in Kenya until the 17th century, however. Note also that the Adivasis in Mumbai probably did not settle here until the 20th century, though on the eastern side in Vannipada, people contend that they have been there "for ten generations", "for 100 years". Hamlets near the tourism zone and the Kanheri caves are post-1950s. Hence the Maasai and the Adivasis are probably more "indigenous" (etym. "born here") than "aboriginal" ("here from the origin"). Their cases differ historically from other autochthonous people, more "clearly native" so to speak, such as the Australian aborigines or the Amerindians who live in countries with a dominant white, recently settled, population [START_REF] Fritz | La nouvelle question indigène: Peuples autochtones et ordre mondial[END_REF]). Yet the point by Barnard (2004, p.19) fits with their situation: "The acceptable point about the classification of peoples as indigenous is not that they pre-date other peoples, but that they pre-date state formations established to protect such other peoples". 20 This might also be because of their small percentage, given the ethnic tensions prevailing in Kenya.

Rather than endangering the fragile equilibrium between the larger communities, highlighting such a small ethnic group strengthens it.

The second component of the eco-ethnic identity is the "ethnic" aspect21 . Both in terms of notoriety and soft power, the Adivasi image comes up short -their identity is not "ethnic" enough and lacks visibility. Every foreign tourist coming to Kenya knows about the Maasai, but very few foreigners coming to India are aware of the Adivasis -even though they account for more than one-fifth of all the indigenous peoples in the world. This is partly due to the strategy followed by most defenders of the Adivasi cause: till recently they played the "national card", supporting the policy of affirmative action in favour of "tribals" (and ex-"Untouchables"), instead of playing the "global card" of the indigenous identity demands in international fora.

The Adivasis of Mumbai face specific difficulties due to the local context. There, Warli tribals form the majority of the population, with smaller numbers of Mahadev Kolis, Malhar Kolis and Thakurs. Though Megasthenes is said to have described Warlis' area, North Konkan, as early as the third century BC, though that area was ruled by a Koli chief at the time of the first Muslim invasion of the Deccan in 1294, the Warlis had the fate of most Adivasis in India. The "lazyness" of these "wild tribes" is highlighted in most of the colonial British writings. "The colonial period thus witnessed a progressive and aggressive monetisation of the economy of the region for revenue generation, making tribal dependence on the forest ever more precarious and thus destroying their self-reliance. Moreover, as the forests were taken over, the tribals were forced more and more to live from farming the land, where they were progressively forced into bonded labour by exploitative (often Parsi) landlords, money lenders, government officials and other outsiders" (Heredia, Dandekar, 2000, p.4433). After Independence outsiders continued to strongly influence the life trajectories of the Warlis, be they the communists or the Naxalites (maoists), the missionaries or the Hindu nationalists, governmental or non-government agencies [START_REF] Munshi | Adivasi Life Stories: Context, Constraints and Choices[END_REF]. Now, Mumbai is located far from the heartland of the Adivasi identity in India, Jharkhand where the name "adivasi" appeared in the 1930s. "Whereas the definition of the 'tribes' was a negative identity assignation marked by the denial of Script, State and History", adivasi is a "reflexive term linked with self-designation, not assignation" (Chavinier, 2008, p.27).

In Mumbai the Warlis and Kohlis still lack "visibility" in terms of assertive indigeneity, and many remain "tribals" rather than Adivasis. They often support the regionalist xenophic Shiv Sena party, but more on behalf of the "sons of the soil" motto than the indigenous identity itself.

With the exception of some elderly women, all Adivasis in the park dress like any other poor urban Mumbaikar and speak Marathi (the regional official language) or Hindi. They live in traditional brick houses when they have the financial means and permission; otherwise they live in houses of mud and plant matter (sometimes completed with plastic sheeting). Could that attract foreign tourists? The Adivasis do not have the trappings of exoticism, such as the paintings and vivid colours that are considered typical of "bonafide tribals", or "people… who look like what other people think they should look like " (Elison, 2010, p.195). While Warli paintings are now for sale in trendy art galleries and shops in Mumbai, Delhi and abroad, their iconic power remains very weak compared with, say, the aboriginal Australian art that sells at much higher prices. In what is probably too little too late, the defenders of the Adivasis are struggling to disseminate "Brand Tribal" [START_REF] Elison | Bonafide Tribals': Religion and Recognition among Denizens of Mumbai's Forest Frontier[END_REF], similar to the effort that can be seen in the history of the recognition of aboriginal rights and the definition of "aboriginality" in Australia or Canada [START_REF] Mawani | Genealogies of the Land: Aboriginality, Law, and Territory in Vancouver's Stanley Park[END_REF]. But one cannot yet imagine Adivasis pictured in an advertisement for visiting the Mumbai park and "Warli cultural villages" like the "Maasai cultural villages" that exist near the Maasai Mara National Reserve, southwest of Nairobi. "Enjoy the Maasai life experience" is a common slogan in Kenya's tourist industry. There is a long way to go before "Enjoy the Warli life experience" becomes a popular slogan in India22 .

A group's cultural label is not only produced by the group itself but also by the Other. An ecoethnic identity may be reinforced by the actions of outsiders for providing a more ecological image of the group. The Maasai are fortunate enough to have pastoralist practices that are considered more or less sustainable by public opinion and to have these practices recognized by most ecologists as able to maintain the savannah -in particular, the surroundings of the Nairobi National Park. Adivasis' eco-ethnic identity remains weak despite their advocates in India (Vandana Shiva, Madhav Gadgil, etc.), although many Adivasi tribes are probably as "environmentally aware" as most of the Maasai, and even though it is said that because they know how to live with wildlife no tribal has ever been killed by a leopard (which is wrong) 23 .

Hence, that the slum dwellers began to be expelled from the Mumbai park before the Adivasis is not only due to the obvious fact that the huge numbers of the former and their political connections made them a greater threat to the park than the tribals. Another factor was that the eco-ethnic identity of the slum dwellers was weaker. Not only did they have no "environmental knowledge" connected to the forest, but being urban dwellers they had no interest in maintaining the park, since apart from the land they used for housing, they did not use its resources; in fact, they did not even use firewood since many of them use gas or subsidized kerosene 24 . The Adivasis, in turn, are threatened with expulsion because they are accused of unsustainable practices, and also because in the eyes of the Other, they are not "environmental" enough and cannot be used for attracting tourists to a national park that is already "over visited" anyway, according to its staff. This is not to say that the Maasai situation is completely rosy. Far from it, as we have seen. In Kenya (and Tanzania) tour operators exploit their exotic image but Maasai incomes from tourism and wildlife remain low despite the instrumentalization of their eco-ethnic identity [START_REF] Homewood | Pastoralist livelihoods and wildlife revenues in East Africa: a case for coexistence[END_REF][START_REF] Kristjanson | Valuing alternative land-use options in the Kitengela wildlife dispersal area of Kenya[END_REF].

Comparisons and suggestions

Though the results of urban national park policies include success stories, it is probably impossible to satisfy all stakeholders given the complexity of the setting. As [START_REF] Wollenberg | Pluralism and the less powerful: accommodating multiple interests in local forest management[END_REF] argue, pluralism and syncretism do not always make it possible to accommodate all the multiple interests involved in or around forest management, all the more in urban forests. A multidimensional process that [START_REF] Guyot | Hybridisation and contest around the frontline between the park and the city: the example of the Table Mountain National Park in Cape Town[END_REF] called "hybridization" has to be created, that involves both the park and the city and includes elements as diverse as the greening of the urban contact area and environmental education. While there is not room to elaborate here, suffice it to say that in our two case studies, some steps seem more appropriate than others. Generally speaking, the path chosen by the KWS in Nairobi looks more effective in both environmental and social terms than the one chosen in Mumbai. In Nairobi, many Maasai herders are losing their land and becoming marginalized, but this is due more to urban growth per se than to the park. On the contrary, that park works as an umbrella, albeit poorly, protecting the grasslands from urban sprawl, and provides the opportunity for some Maasai to receive payment for the ecosystem services they provide by maintaining grazing land -and occasionally by providing prey for carnivores. The cattle are ideally considered full-fledged components of the wildlife ecosystem, so to say (Said et al., n.d.). Although the KWS, like the Indian Forest Department, takes a defensive stand vis-à-vis the local NGOs and urban institutions, and although the Nairobi municipality and the metropolitan region hardly have more interest in the national park than their Mumbai counterparts [START_REF] Hyman | Les parcs nationaux urbains des pays émergents, entre logo métropolitain, environnement et enjeux sociaux : les cas d'Abidjan, Bombay et Nairobi[END_REF], some participatory management has been allowed through cooperation with NGOs and inclusion of the herders through payments. The outcome is that wildlife inside the park is no longer decreasing as quickly as before.

In Mumbai, NGOs are much less visible, and so is intervention by international donors. The Forest Department still manages the park on its own. It has even less room to manoeuvre since "the enemy" has already entered the place: hundreds of thousands of slum dwellers, and thousands of Adivasis live within the park. How can they be given more rights without threatening the national park's raison d'être? Rather simple steps, such as capturing some of the surplus leopards and stopping the reintroduction of too many of them, were enough to stop the human killings. In addition, an awareness campaign was jointly led with the Bombay Natural History Society. The fact remains, nevertheless, that the absence of dialogue among the stakeholders resulted in the disastrous invasion by slums, and the new park managers are aware that the old management model is no longer adequate (if it ever was) in the present context. Management that was too rigid had paradoxically invited many actors (including corrupt forest officials) to enter the fray through the loopholes in inflexible rules.

Yet improper management alone cannot be blamed for all the problems. Let us recall that the situation in Mumbai is more difficult than that in Nairobi for reasons that also include the ecological. In Mumbai is a forest, with high densities of people and animals around. In Nairobi, mostly grasslands, with lower densities. There, many different local actors have the same interest in the park remaining an open landscape: herders, conservationists, the near-by airport, etc., not to mention the obvious wildlife. This is in major contrast to Mumbai, where stakes diverge among the various actors: conservationists want a forested landscape, like most (though not all) Adivasis, while slum dwellers, builders and other Adivasis tend to more or less openly advocate a deforested landscape [START_REF] Landy | Local and trans-local systems of actors[END_REF].

Still, there are steps that could be taken in Mumbai that would satisfy conservation goals and social needs, the Forest Department and the Adivasis (I will not discuss the case of slum dwellers here). What follows is of course debatable. The possibility of "lessons" taken from one continent to be transferred to another continent is far from being obvious given the very different contexts. Even more so since the result of the Kenyan programmes is far from being totally successful. Yet I argue that some new ideas could be taken from the Nairobi experience for launching innovative steps in Mumbai after due adaptation to the Indian situation. In the Mumbai park, two areas could be focussed on (see table below). Near the recreational zone (Tiger Safari, 6 km 2 ), hamlets could be opened to tourists for a "tribal tour" that could include sightseeing of painted tribal houses near the toy train. Here "ethnic tourism" would bring added value to "ecotourism", reinforcing both components of the "eco-ethnic identity", even if making it a totally politically-constructed, reinvented identity. As Bruner (2005, p.5) put it, "authenticity is a red herring anyway". It is also doubtful that these steps are sufficient for the adivasis to be raised to an iconic status at the Maharashtra, even less at the Indian level: a historical legacy of quasi invisibility to tourists' eyes, added to the limited impact of these measures restricted to Mumbai, may prevent their eco-ethnic identity to be dramatically improved.

The second area is at the eastern side of the park, where agriculture is discreetly practised. Strictly limited farming could be accepted, along with some cattle, resulting in increased biodiversity where wild ungulates graze on fallow land and the leopards would find new prey (either the cattle themselves or wild herbivores that thrive in open spaces). In short, all these measures would help to create a buffer zone that could protect a core zone reserved for ecologists and limited tourists with special permission. 

Maintaining buffer zones and ecological corridors

Proposed purchase of land to extend the park [START_REF] Hyman | Nairobi National Park. Living on the edge[END_REF] 

Proposed corridor with Aarey Colony and Tungareshwar Sanctuary

To add some room to manoeuvre and "strategic depth" GreenLine project25 (tree plantation): education +fencing = increasing the ecosystem service value of the park (recreation), Closing the park is by Forest Department initiative only Participatory treeplanting in the southern side of the park. Stabilise the boundary through a buffer zone.

Conclusion:

In Nairobi the local population making a living from the primary sector is allowed to be more involved in the management of the national park than in Mumbai. This is due to the fact that a greater number of activities are possible in Nairobi's savannah landscape than in the dense forest landscape ideally sought for the Sanjay Gandhi National Park. This also due to the recognition of ecosystem services that the nature conservationists are prepared to pay the Maasai herders for. Lastly, this is due to the Maasai community's strong positive "eco-ethnic identity", unlike that of the Mumbai Adivasis. The Adivasis have much less prestige, their ethnicity lacks "otherness" in the eyes of most people, and their practices and ecological knowledge are not recognized as useful for maintaining the national park. All these factors have to be combined to fully understand the differences in the treatment the two indigenous peoples are facing (table below).

Adivasis

Maasais Ideal landscape

Forest Savannah Eco-ethnic identity + +++ "Traditional" activities Agriculture and other Cattle farming  Level of inclusion in park management

_ +

Taking an example from Nairobi, solutions for the Mumbai park could include accepting some agriculture and even cattle in limited areas inside the park in order to increase biodiversity and benefit the wildlife. Some "ethno-tourism" could also be introduced around the tribal hamlets in order to use human presence in the park as an asset rather than a nuisance. Yet, whether these steps might eventually dramatically improve the "eco-ethnic identity" of the Adivasis is anybody's guess. Improving the local situation of the Maasai and Adivasis is possible without negatively impacting on the national parks; improving their general situation at the national level is another matter. Actions implemented in Mumbai alone shall hardly consolidate the ecoethnicity of the Adivasis in India, not even in Maharashtra.

The purpose of this paper is not to fall into essentialism by asserting that the Maasai and the Adivasis are the kind of "ecosystem people" whom [START_REF] Gadgil | Ecology and Equity: The Use and Abuse in Contemporary India[END_REF] imagined as having harmonious relationships with nature and never desiring modern lifestyles. And we have seen that the practices of some (e.g. selling land to outsiders) are harmful to the landscape. True, their struggles may be seen as "a defence of the locality and the local community against the nation" (Guha, Martinez-Alier, 1997, p.18), but conceiving the indigenous peoples as the only environmentalists in the Global South is nothing but pernicious "social and geographical restrictions" (Williams, Mawdsley, 2006, p.267). Environmentalists with the "post-materialist agendas of the middle classes" (ibid., p.265) exist not only in developed countries, but also in large cities of the Global South, particularly in emerging countries where the middle classes with some westernized ideas of "nature" are presently flourishing. As for the "empty-belly" environmentalists in the South, they neighbour other "empty-belly" actors who are not "environmentalists" at all, e.g. those in Mumbai who settle in slums located in the Sanjay Gandhi National Park or who rent out rooms in tribal hamlets to immigrants from other Indian states. In other words, there is no relation between social class and environmental awareness. Yet it is in the interest of many actors (park managers, indigenous peoples, tourists, etc.) that steps be taken from an empirical perspective, as far from ideological prejudices as possible, to the benefit of these unique spaces that are urban national parks.

Within the park Around the park

  

	Cultivation	Nairobi: prohibited	N: allowed
		Mumbai: prohibited but	M: allowed but lack of space
		tacitly tolerated somewhat	
	Cattle grazing	N: prohibited but tacitly	N: allowed and encouraged
		tolerated somewhat	M: allowed but lack of space
		M: prohibited	
	NTFP 9 for own consumption	N: prohibited	N: allowed
		M: allowed	M: allowed
	Housing	N: prohibited	N: soon will be restricted
		M: allowed but resettlement is	(land use plan)
		planned	M: allowed

Table 1 .

 1 Agriculturists and nature conservation in the two national parks: New ideas from Nairobi for Mumbai

		Nairobi	Mumbai	Solutions for
				Mumbai
	Type of "ideal"	Open (mostly	Closed (mostly forest) More patches of
	landscape in the park	grassland)		grassland should
				be accepted.
	Compatibility of this	Good for cattle farming Very poor for	Forget the
	landscape with the		cultivation or even	"climax" notion
	primary sector		cattle	and accept more
				grassland in the
				park
	Present location of	Outside the park (in	Within the park (and	Continue to accept
	human beings	the dispersal area)	at the edges)	a few settlements
				in a national park,
				for tourism and
				for looking after
				the forest (fire,
				poaching).
	Present attitude of the	Cattle are not allowed	Cattle are banned,	Legalize cattle
	park managers	in the park (but a blind	some cultivation is	(and some
		eye is turned at night)	tacitly tolerated.	cultivation if no
			Planned displacement	fencing?) with
			of Adivasi settlements	appropriate
				restrictions.
	Solutions:			
	Payment for ecosystem	Land lease/consolation	Cattle to be considered	Adivasis' cattle
	services	programmes: public	components of the	and fields help
		payment.	wildlife ecosystem	sustain wildlife
			(prey)	
		Private initiatives:	Opening an Adivasi	Adivasi hamlets
		conservancies,	hamlet to tourists	could be accepted
		ecotourism, ethnic	(painting a house with	if payment for
		tourism, etc.	Warli designs, etc).	ecosystem
				services
				compensates for
				abandonment of
				distillery, fire
				wood, NTFP
				collection, etc.

"Governments and protected area managers should incorporate customary and indigenous tenure and resource use, and control systems, as a means of enhancing biodiversity conservation" (Beltrán,

2000, p.4) 2 This paper was written under the UNPEC research project (Urban National Parks in Emerging Countries and Cities) (upa-network.org) funded by the French Agence Nationale de la Recherche. During my mission trips to Mumbai (about 12 weeks since 2007) and Nairobi (3 weeks in 2012), my mixed methodology was based on semi-structured interviews with Adivasi and Maasai households, decision makers and various stakeholders, added to the other materials collected or written by the UNPEC collaborators, in particular[START_REF] Tiwari | City Forest Report 2006-07[END_REF],Mohanty (2001) and[START_REF] Edelblutte | Les populations tribales du Parc National Sanjay Gandhi à Mumbai[END_REF].

Lions, buffaloes, hippos, and especially white and black rhinos (in July 2012 some elephants were brought in).

[START_REF] Tiwari | City Forest Report 2006-07[END_REF]. Due to the capture and transfer of surplus panthers (24 of which still remained in 2008) in addition to an awareness campaign in the settlements along the park, no human deaths occurred between 2007 and 2012. Deaths occurred again in 2012-13.

My use of "agriculturists" is intended in a broad sense and refers to those working in the "primary sector", including farming, animal husbandry, fishing, etc.

Figures according to the latest (2011) unpublished park management plan. At any rate, an exact assessment is impossible since many hamlets sit just over the park boundaries and are said to be inside the park by some people and documents, and outside the park by others. Is it in the Adivasis' interest to remain invisible and have their numbers underestimated? Or is there strength in numbers? At present, the second hypothesis is more likely right, unlike in the past. On the "conversion of tribal subjects into numerals" and the importance of statistics as a symbol for asserting rights, seeElison (2010, p.199).

This author had been told that the Sanjay Gandhi National Park had to be managed "like any other national park in India, in the Himalayas or elsewhere" (discussion with the then-Park Director, 4.2.2009).

On the intricate land situation in Kenya and its consequences on wildlife management, see[START_REF] Kameri-Mbote | Land Tenure, Land Use and Sustainability in Kenya[END_REF] 

 12 One hazard remains: the lack of funds, which is a recurrent problem for the programme.

Some fruits and vegetables are sold by tribals. Since no shops are allowed in the park, tourists provide a small income.

I am aware that using "ethnic" for addressing Maasai or Adivasi identities creates a risk of falling into essentialist clichés reifying these groups as specific. Yet the notion of "ethnicity" seems appropriate, to analyse the way these groups are imagined by most of the Others (and by many of themselves), without addressing the issue of how much their identity is actually blurred and mixed.

Though the Mumbai Park's new director's open and encompassing vision, has recently ordered Warli designs to be painted on some of the park's official buildings, the main gate remains decorated with pictures of The Jungle Book by Walt Disney.

« We know the forest better than any forest official », a Warli said(interview, May 2013). "If a person is eaten by a leopard the Forest Department tries to catch that particular leopard and if they can catch it then the Forest Department keeps it inside a cage for two days. Thereafter it is left in the forest again. So, according to the Forest Department it sounds like the leopards get imprisonment of just two days for taking away a life ». Many Adivasis accuse the Department to have released too numerous leopards into the park so that life for human beings becomes impossible.

The use of firewood remains common for slum dwellers that have no official documents giving access to subsidized fuel. They scarcely enter the forest for collecting it, however (they are often afraid of wooded areas), preferring to buy it from Adivasis.
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