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This thesis focuses on the role of community-based natural resource management 

for promoting sustainable resource use in Namibia The centrai role of benefits, denved 

fkom resource utilization is examined as welI as how changes in property rights regimes 

influence peoples' perceptions of costs and benefits, and what implications that carries for 

sustainable resource utilization at the local level. The aim of this work is to shed light on 

the role played by property rights and the embedded incentives structure, i.e. rights, 

benefits and responsibilities, in enhancing sustainable resource use. It also seeks to 

determine how these elements interact within cornmunity-based approaches to natural 

resource management. 

The research involved a review of the relevant literature as well as fieldwork in 

the Kunene region in northwestern Namibia fiom January to Apnl 1999. It was found 

that with the creation of a new policy and legislation, the Narnibian CBNRM program 

has introduced a new common property institution in communities - nature conservancies 

- that seem to be socially and culturally acceptable to the community members of the 

conservancies. The conservancy institutions enhance values of participation and equity in 

cornmon property resource management of wildlife. Essentially, people see this new 

management regime as potentially beneficiai to them. It is evident that the cornmon 

property regirne established in Namibia entails more than rights to receive the benefits 

fkom the resource. The rights devolved to the community level also entail non-hancial 

benefits which accrue to the resource user in the form of increasing community 

empowermenf the sense of ownership over the resources, and the strengthening of their 

management capacities. 

The Nami bian program represents an innovative attempt to devolve resource rights 

to local communities. With its distinctive characteristics. the case study in the Kunene 

region in Narnibia provides some suggestive, through tentative lessons for community- 

based approaches. 



ADMADE - Administrative design program for management of game areas 
CAS - Comrnunity Activators 
C A M P F N  - Communal Area Management Program for Indigenous Resources 
CBC - Community based conservation 
CB- - Community-based natural resource management 
CBT - Community based tourism 
CITES - Convention for International Trade in Endangered Species 
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CMC - Conservancy Management Cornmittee 
CPR - Common Property Resource 
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Conservation of biological resources is at the forefiont of the world agenda and 

various approaches to encourage conservation are king implemented. These measures 

range fÎom integrating environmental dimensions into economic policy to the 

establishment of protected areas. Protected areas are recognized to be important 

components for consexving the world's remaining biological diversity (Furze et al. 1996). 

However, experience has s h o w  that traditional approaches for establishing parks and 

other types of protected areas have, to a large extent, k e n  insensitive to the constraints 

facing local people in developing countnes. in fact, most approaches have used methods 

such as guards and penalties to exclude local people fiom the resources they have 

previously relied on (Wells et al. 1992, Kemf 1993, Brornely 1994, Adams and McShane 

1996). The conservation agenda has largely been set and designed by conservationists in 

the Westem world with littie knowledge or understanding of local circurnstances, and 

people's relations to the environmental resource they had formerly depended on. The 

traditional protected area approach has failed in two criticai and inter-linked areas: it 

excludes people fiom their livelihoods, and thereby jeopardizes the conservation of the 

resources. 

New paradigms responding to these failures have been developing in the last two 

decades, expanding the definition of conservation and the protected area concept. 

Concepts such as "Integrated Conservation and Development Projects" (ICDPs) (Wells 

and Brandon 1992, Larson et al. 1997), "Community-based conservation" (CBC) 

(Westem and Wright 1994) and "Community-based natural resource management" 

(CBNRM) (Steiner and Rihoy 1995) have been emerging at the forefiont of the resource 

management and sustainable development discussion. Although these approaches have to 

some extent been different in focus and their respective uitimate objectives, the common 

thread has been to link conservation of natural resources with rural development, based 

on local participation of some f o m  (Little 1994). These new approaches represent an 

important response to the conservation crisis and past failures. Instead of regarding local 

people who are the users of the resources as a hindrance to conservation, the focus has 



shifted towards regarding local people as the key to natural resource conservation (Larson 

et al. 1998). These new approaches have recognized rural people as meaningful and 

essential partners in c o n s e h g  the world's biological diversity (McNeely 1995). 

Furthemore, such approaches expand the concept of consewation, extending 

conservation fiom protected areas' onto nual lands in general, where the ultimate threats 

to biodiversity lie (Western and Wright 1994, Murphree 1994). 

The understanding of the concept of participation has varied in these approaches. 

with regards to the ways local people have been included in project design, management, 

and sharing of benefits. The fiindamental philosophy is simple enough: if local 

communities c m  benefit fiom nature conservation, then biodiversity is more likely to be 

conserved. If nature conservation policies do not allow for local development and 

comrnunity participation, the resource is more likely to be degraded (Furze et ai. 1996). 

However, the means by which people have participated and benefited varies from k ing  

silent beneficiaries of park proceeds on one extreme to taking active management control 

of natural resources on their land on the other. 

In recent years, an increasing understanding of the importance of social 

empowerment in rural development has led to the focus shifting M e r  towards an 

approach involving more active means for people to participate and benefit. Increasing 

numbers of scholars and practitioners have emphasized the need to devolve the actuai 

rights and responsibilities for the resources to local community, i.e. involving property 

rights and letting people take active charge of their management (Littie 1994, Murphree 

1994, Larson et al. 1998). Presently, there seems to be a general agreement that 

establishing secure property rights regirnes is an essentiai prerequisite for sustainable 

resource use (Panayotou 1993, Lynch and Alcorn 1994, Murphree 1994, Hanna and 

Munasinghe 1995). When people are given a vested interest in a resource, it changes their 

perceptions of costs, benefits and discount rates thereby encouraging sustainable foms of 

utilization. 

Under different foms of property rights regirnes, people face different kinds of 

incentives that motivate their resource use behavior. Essentially, property rights regimes 

' nie concept of protected area is hem used in a general sense refemng to areas where biological 
conservation in some form is an objective. These include various categories, ranging fiom strict 
preservation areas to multiple use zones (set McNeely 1984). 



can either provide people with skewed incentives to overexploit the resource, or 

encourage them to take w e  of it in the long tenn, managing it sustainably for present and 

future benefits. Many theorists previously maintained that private or public property 

rights where the only regimes that could steer resource users away from the "tragedy112 

(McCay and Acheson 1987, Ostrom 1990). However, experience has shown that in many 

cases common property right regimes are in fact the most sustainable form of property 

right regime with the greatest potentiai for resource conservation and sustainable 

development (Berkes 1989, Ostrom 1990). 

Mkïcan wildlife represents a natural resource that has in the past suffered from 

badly planned conservation efforts and management. During colonial tirnes wildlife 

became state property and strict preservation laws were implemented, disallowing any 

futher use of the resource by local people. In many cases, the lack of enforcement meant 

that the breakdown of traditional management structures turned the resource use into an 

open-access situation. People no longer saw wildlife as a resource but rather as a 

nuisance that destroyed theu crops and killed their livestock (Kiss 1990, Adams and 

McShane 1996). The incentive to conserve the resource was absent. in the last two 

decades new forms of wildlife management have k e n  evolving in various parts of f i c a  

where the links between rurai development and wildlife conservation have been 

emphasized. The focus has shifted from wildlife preservation to wildlife utilization as a 

key to re-establishing the previous management regimes that were equitable and 

beneficial for local people living with wildlife (Kiss 1990, Barbier 1992, IIED 1994, 

Steiner and Rihoy 1995). 

The success of these new approaches in integrating local development and 

enhancing resource conservation has k e n  mixed (Brandon and Wells 1992, Larson et al. 

1997). Many of the necessary ingredients for successfÙ1 community participation in 

resource management are well known, while the exact mix of ingredients needs to be 

experimented with; no recipe is an ovemight success. Most commentators presently 

maintain that integrated approaches to conservation and rural development represent the 

' Garret Hardin's (1968) "tragedy of the commons" is a well-known theory in resource management and 
will be further discussed in chapter 2. 



main hope for conserving the world's biological diversity (McNeely 1988, 1993, 1995, 

Brandon and WeIls 1992, Adams and McShane 1996, Lamon et al. 1998). 

1.1. RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY 

Namibia is a country where approaches to wildlife conservation have been shifiing in 

recent years, and provides the case study for this thesis. The country is rich in wildlife 

resources, which have corne under state control in the past. Presently, an extensive 

community-based natural resource management program is king implemented on 

communal lands in Namibia so that local rurai people can benefit nom wildlife and thus 

acquire a vested interest in its survival (Jones 1996, IRDNC 1997, Brown and Jones 

1998). 

In Namibia, as elsewhere in Aûica, local management systems have become 

weakened or broken down through state control of wildlife (Jones 1 996, Kiss 1 990). In 

the communal areas, the wildlife resources have been under state control and rural 

communities have had no ownership rights or control over wildIife in their areas. This 

has led to a conflict situation between wildlife and rural people (IRDNC 1997, Brown 

and Jones 1998, Jones 1998). Many species, most importantly elephants, cause damage to 

crops and water points, and large predators kill livestock and endanger the lives of rural 

people. At the same tirne tourists have been corning in large numbers to communal areas 

to view wildlife (Brown 1992). Those who have borne the costs of wildiife conservation 

have not been enabled to reap the benefits fiom this important resource. This has 

alienated people fiom the resource and encouraged poaching and competing land uses, 

resulting in the decline in game numbers in communal areas in the northem parts of the 

country (IRDNC 1997, Brown and Jones 1998). 

New legislation was passed in Namibia in 1996 to provide use rights to wildlife for 

legally constituted community groups in defined areas (Brown and Jones 1998). The 

underlying philosophy is that this can provide an oppomuiity to link conservation and 

development in the rural areas (Jones 1995, IRDNC 1997). These new approaches are 

based on thz concept of Conservancies which consist of an area of communal land on 

which neighboring communities have pooled natural resources for the purpose of 



conserving and using wildlife (Jones 1995, De Jager 19%). The conservancies have been 

established in areas adjacent to national parks, thus providing buffer zones, and in other 

communal areas nch with wildiife. The focus on expansion beyond the traditional 

protected areas approach is important in Namibia since only 10% of the larger game 

species are confined w i t b  the national parks (Brown 1992). This inevitably makes rural 

land and its population an important focal point for any conservation efforts. 

The Namibian approach to community-based natural resource management 

(CBNRM) is interesthg for several reasons. Firstly, it is generally regarded as going 

M e r  in devolving resource nghts to local communities than other African conservation 

programs (Hagen et al. 1998, Jones 1998). Secondly, much emphasis has k e n  placed on 

social empowement of rurai communities. Regaining the power and responsibilities of 

wildlife management is regarded to be an important form of benefit for local people. The 

focus, therefore, is not solely on an instant flow of financial dividends. Thirdly, instead of 

relying on previous structures of local govenunent or traditional authonties, the CBRNM 

approach in Namibia has set the aim of creating new, sustainable institutions for wildlife 

resource management, directly at the community level. 

For these reasons Namibia provides an ideal case study for those interested in the 

evolution and development of CBNRM as a tool for sustainable development. The belief 

is that the Namibian approach can provide important lessons for the hiture evolution of 

community-based approaches, not only with regards to wildlife, but that some of its basic 

principles are applicable to other resources. It is therefore hoped that this thesis will 

contribute to the knowledge base in CBNRM theory. Furthemore, that the achial 

practitioners of CBNRM in Namibia govemment, NGO's, and the mal communities will 

benefit fiom having an outside perspective on the successes and potential pitfdls of their 

approach as a tool for sustainable development in nual Namibia. 

1.2. RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The thesis focuses on the role of CBNRM promoting sustainable resource use, in 

general as well as more specifically in Namibia. The central role of benefits f?om 

resource utilization is examined as well as how changes in property rights regimes 



influence people's perceptions of costs and benefits and what implications that carries for 

sustainable resource utilization at the local level. For the purpose of this thesis, benefits 

and costs are defined in a broad way to include essentially al1 the positive and negative 

aspects people relate to a resource and its management regime. Benefits and costs are 

essentially motivationai factors and thus people's perceptions are of central importance 

and have implications for the resource sustainability. In much of the comrnunity-based 

consemation (CBC) and CBNRM literature, a basic assumption is that benefits of various 

kinds wilI establish a link to sustainable resource management. That is, however. not 

often elaborated upon in the literature and the aim here is to explore M e r  the link 

between various benefits and costs to peoples' attitudes towards a given resource, in this 

case wildlife. The two central research questions are: 

What role do property rights and the embedded incentives structure, Le. rights, 

benefits and responsibilities, play in enhancing sustainable resource use at the 

local level? 

How do these elements interact within community-based approaches to  natural 

resource management? 

To shed light on these questions four more specific research questions are put forward 

in the Namibian context: 

What is the role of CBNRM in Namibia in wildlife conservation and rurd 

development? 

How have property right regimes been developed in the Namibian mode1 and 

what are the proposed benefits of the CBNRM program? 

How are benefits perceived at the local level, with respect to ownership, 

responsibility, cultural benefits, financial dividends, employment etc? 

How does the perception of benefits influence resource use behavior? 

The broad aim of this thesis is thus to reveal how the creation and perception of 

benefits and ownership of a particular resource, i.e. wildlife, ties into the strengths and 

weaknesses of the overall design and implementation of the program and what 



implications these could have for enhancing sustainable resource use and local 

comrni tment. 

In light of the fact that the Namibian approach has gone further in devolving rights 

to local communities, defined benefits in a wider context than many such initiatives in the 

past and has an innovative method of institution-building at the local level, an important 

general research question to be answered in this thesis is: In what woy con the Namibia 

approach provide an increased understanding of the princ@les of CBNRM? 

1.3. STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS 

The thesis starts with this introductory chapter in which a broad overview is given 

of the subject at hand. The research questions and rationales for the research are 

explained and the methods for the research reviewed. The general approach is discussed 

and some of the major constraints and limitations of the research are explained. 

In the second chapter, the literature pertaining to cornmunity-based approaches to 

conservation and resource management is reviewed. Previous approaches to resource and 

biodiversity conservation are reviewed and the roots and emergence of new paradigms 

explored. The central role of resource utilization and the economic components of 

biodiversity conservation are examined. These will also be discussed in the second 

chapter. The role of property rights in sustainable resource use is explored as well as the 

expanding literature on common property resources and their relevance to CBNRM. 

The focus shifts in chapter three to a specific resource and continent, i.e. wildlife 

in Afiica. Previous paradigms in Afncan wildlife conservation are reviewed and 

discussed in ternis of failures and inequalities. The discussion sheds light on the potential 

of the wildlife utilization and management to provide an economicaily viable land me 

option by generating meaningful benefits, which enable them to compete with other 

forms of land uses. Finally a number of approaches to CBNRM in Africa are reviewed 

briefly and some of their major principles, shortcomings and successes summarized. 

In chapter four the focus is narrowed down to a case study in Namibia. The 

general background of Namibian wildlife conservation is provided and the context of the 

new policy formulations explained. The new emerging paradigms and policy changes are 



explored and the potentials and obstacles for wildlife utilization are examined. Overall 

the potential of the new CBNRM program to generate benefits is assessed as well as the 

role these benefits are meant to have in accomplishing sustainable resource use and rural 

development. 

The local level in the Kunene region of Namibia forms the focus in chapter five 

for consideration of a specific case of CBNRM. The background information about the 

area is given and the work of a local NGO in the region is reviewed. The field research 

carried out there is presented in light of previous discussions and fiameworks and 

findings presented. Finally, conclusions are presented in the last chapter of the thesis. 

1.4. METHODS 

1.4.1. Focus of sfudy und methodologicaf contexi 

For the purpose of this research qualitative social data were collected for analysis 

within a specific context, i.e. the roles of property rights, benefits and costs in 

CBNRM. The research involved an extensive review of the relevant literature as well as 

fieldwork in the Kunene region in northwestem Namibia fiom January to April 1999. The 

research was carried out in Namibia in consultation with an NGO working on 

implementing the CBNRM program in the field, Integrated Rural Development und 

Nature Conservation (IRDNC) as well as with the Directorate of Environmental Mairs  

within the Ministry of Environment and Tourism (MET) in Namibia. Liaisons were made 

with the Ministry during the design stages of the research, prior to arrival in Namibia. 

Contact with IRDNC, which was essential for doing comrnunity work on CBNRM, was 

made after arrival in Namibia. 

In light of the time constra.int and the proposed participatory approach of the field 

research, the method of study chosen was a combination of various participatory rural 

apprai sals (PRA) techniques. These entail the use of various social science research 

methods, which aim to maximize the development of key social knowledge and enhance 

the cost-effectiveness of the research as well as ensuring the participation of local people 

(Furze et al. 1996). The aim was also for to act as a facilitator in stimulating local 



discussion about the benefits and constraints of wildlife utilization, rather than just an 

extractor of information. The hope was that this would enable the community to benefit 

from the research process and gain some information (Chambers 1991 ). 

It was recognized in the beginning that the choice of research methods would 

have to be flexible and take account of the local culture and circurnstances, and to be 

flexible in developing details as the research evolved. Aithough the research design and 

questions were fomed before going to Namibia, care was taken to consult with people 

involved in the CBNRM program in Namibia as well as cornmunity members about the 

appropnateness of the research design and context. A concern was that the data gathered 

should provide information usefül to the Namibian CBNRM program, both for IRDNC as 

well as for the conservancy management cornmittees implementing the prograrn in k i r  

own comrnunities. The data gathered in the two conservancies will be used as input into 

the ongoing monitoring and evaluation carried out by IRDNC of the CBNRM program in 

the Kunene region. Furthermore, the preliminary data have been channeled back to the 

two conservancies for their own use in the planning processes. 

To make the best use of the time spent in Namibia, every avenue was used to 

obtain the data needed for analysis of the CBNRM prograrn and of the role of property 

nghts and benefits. This included fieldwork in two comrnunities. interviews with NGO 

staff and policy-makers, attendance at workshops and planning meetings, and. an 

extensive review of relevant secondary &ta. It was expected that the synthesis of these 

complementary data sources would make up for time constraints and provide the 

researcher with the necessary understanding of both the CBNRM program in Namibia 

and the attitudes and views of people in the focus area. 

The focus of the research did not change much throughout the study, but various 

suggestions and new ideas about data needs were incorporated into the mearch design 

during the research process. Because of limited t h e  in the field, more attention was paid 

to the national context of the CBNRM program and the potential of the program to 

generate benefits at the local level. A list of questions that guided the i n t e ~ e w s  and data 

gatheruig during the research is included in Appendix 1. This list was initiaily formulated 

during the research design process and later refined during the implementation phase in 

Narni bia. 



1.4.2. Subject and Sire Selection 

This study was initiated because of the researcher's interest in CBNRM activities 

in generd rather tban wildlife management issues per se. Namibia emerged as a choice 

for a study site through contacts Professor K. Scott Wood, at Dalhousie Univenity, had 

within the Directorate of Environmental Affairs in Namibia. It was evident that Narnibia 

was an ideal country in which to conduct such a study, given the recent changes in 

conservation legislation and a very progressive CBNRM progrm. 

The Kunene region in Namibia was selected as a study site for severai reasons. 

The CBNRM program in Kunene shows great potential and IRDNC bas been working 

with cornmunities there on conservation and rural development activities since the 

1 980's. Furthemore, the other main focus area of CBNRM, the Caprivi, was at the time 

expenencing some social and political unrest. Arrests were being made in the area and 

people were fleeing to neighbonng countries. It was, therefore, deemed infeasible at the 

time to carry out this research in the Caprivi area. 

The Kunene region is vat,  with comrnunities and villages scattered around a 

70,000 km2 area. Several communities are working towards establishing a conservancy 

and IRDNC is giving logistical support to six of them. The selection of the two 

conservancies for this research was done at the IRDNC's first quarterly planning meeting 

in Jan- 1999. The researcher got a chance to present the research to the communities 

and to get some feedback fiom community members and IRDNC staff. The meeting also 

presented a chance to approach and seek approval of the participating communities, the 

Ehirovipuka conservancy and the Torra Conservancy. The choice of these comrnunities 

was based on two criteria. First, both communities are relatively accessible in terms of 

distances between settlements and travel t h e .  Second, these conservancies were in 

different stages of their conservancy formation. Torra is one of two proclaimed 

conservancies in Kunene and already has a number of income-generating initiatives. n e  

Ehirovipuka conservancy, on the other hand, had just recently started working towards 

conservancy establishment. It was therefore believed that these two conservancies would 

provide some contrasts in terms of progress and views. 

It should be noted here that this thesis does not provide a detailed pictue of the 

social and political situation of the two study sites. This is mainly due to the fact that the 



focus of this research is on specific factors related to the CBNRM approach? i.e. property 

rights in relations to costs and benefits. Thus, detailed issues related to program 

implementation in a specific site are not central. It was deemed necessary, however, to 

gain a broad oveniew of the functioning of the program as well as acquiring some 

knowledge and insights into people's perceptions of these issues at the local level. 

1.4.3. Meîhods of data gathering 

Several methods were used to gather data fiom various sources during the research 

process. By using complementary data sources, a triangulation of information is made 

possible thus maximizing the understanding of the social context and issues at hand 

(McCracken et al. 1988 quoted in Furze et al. 1996). The methods used in the research 

included: a review of key literature; a review of available secondary data; focus group 

interviews; surveys; key informant interviews and participant observations. These are 

discussed below. Each section presents a summary of the data gathered by using the 

particular technique. 

Literature Review 

The relevant literature in the field was reviewed to establish the proper fiamework 

for analysis. This included the literature on CBC and CBNRM, property rights, common 

property resources, economics of biological resources and wildlife conservation in 

Afkica. This review was partly conducted prior to the field research in Namibia, but 

completed during the write up of this research. A list of research questions was 

formulated before going to Namibia, based on the literature reviewed. However, during 

the field research phase it was also realized that various new literature items needed to be 

incorporated into the work based on the research findings and the Narnibian CBNRM 

context. 

Secondaty data review 

While in Namibia, and during the write up, the research involveci a review of 

publis hed and unpublished data fiom Namibia. These include various relevant 

documents: policy-related documents; project proposais fiom donor agencies and NGOs; 

program evaluations; information sheets fkom various organizations; reports fiom 



workshops and meetings; and various economic, geographic and ethnographie studies 

and data sets. A considerable amount of time was spent in Windhoek, the capital, 

gathering these data both fiom MET and from various government agencies and NGOs. 

Semi-Structured Focus Croup Interviews 

At the fmt study site in the villages in the Ehirovipuka Conservancy. two groups. 

one of men and the other of women, were interviewed with the help of two 

assistants/translators, a male and a female. The settings were informal: the assistants 

collected people fiom the village who gathered around us. Idormal discussions were 

carried out about the benefits and costs of wildlife and the new CBNRM program. Al1 

responses were written down on sheets of paper, visible to al1 participants, and 

discussions generated on the different issues that arose. People were also asked to rank 

different costs and benefits related to wildlife and the CBNRM program. 

Altogether the study was carried out in five villages in the Ehirovipuka 

conservancy, where group interviews were conducted. The choice of villages was based 

on a number of factors; e-g. distance fiom core arealvillage, wildlife numbers around the 

village as well as the nurnber of occasions people had experienced damage fiom wildlife. 

For example, one of the villages had experienced fkequent darnage to its waterpoints fiom 

elephants and experienced livestock losses due to predator incursions. Another village 

had experienced little or no damage fiom wildlife and a third village was just beside the 

boundary the Etosha National Park. 

Preceding the interviews, the researcher showed people pictures nom his homeland 

(Iceland) and talked about the country, its culture and whatever people were interested in 

knowing. The hope was that this would function as an 'icebreaker', and a tool to introduce 

the researcher. It proved to be a good method to give participants the feeling of receiving 

as wel1 as giving information. The research assistants had a good rapport with the 

community and the different villages, which greatly facilitated access to respondents. 

Furthemore, the female research assistant was especially instrumental in generating 

participation of women in the villages. 



Quantitative Survey 

In T o m  Conservancy, the second study area, a household s w e y  was conducted. 

Although the use of surveys had not been included in the initiai research design it was 

decided that it could serve as a valuable source of data. The survey was designed and 

planned in cooperation with a resemcher fiom the Social Science Division at the 

University of Namibia who was aiready planning research in the same community. The 

community felt that it would be better if data needs would be combined and the research 

carried out as one. This provided, moreover, a good opportunity to liaise with an 

experienced researcher in Namibia and gain valuable uisight from him. 

Survey design and the questionnaire were jointly fomed. The other research 

partner s u p e ~ s e d  the gathering of the household data and several community members 

were bued and trained as enurnerators during the seven days of data gathering in the 

field. A random sample of households was taken based on social maps compiled by the 

Tom Conservancy Management Cornmittee. The households were divided by 

settIernents in the Conservancy and households selected fiom each settlement in 

proportion to the total nurnber of households. Head of households were interviewed in the 

cases where they were present; otherwise other household members were consulted. 

Altogether 60 households were surveyed out of the approximately 120 households in the 

Torra Conservancy. 

Distances in this part of Namibia are great and a 1-2 hour drive on rocky paths 

between households is not uncornmon. It was therefore necessary to show some 

flexibility when it came to sampling methods. The aim was not to conduct extensive 

statistical analysis with the survey results but rather to anaiyze qualitatively the main 

trends visible in the summarization of frequencies. 

Key Informants 

A number of key infamants were interviewed during the research process. These 

included policy-makea, NGO staff, people fiom donor organizations, tour operators, 

community management cornmittee members in the Torra and Ehirovipuka 

Consenrancies, older people in the communities, and community garne guards. The 

interviews were semi-stnictured. A set of guiding questions was used in the interviews 



but the option to probe into unexpected lines of thinking was kept o p .  Furthemore, at 

different venues, such as at workshops and meetings where the CBNRM program was the 

topic, informai discussions were carried out with various people. 

Altogether 16 key infotmants were interviewed at the policy/NGO level, and 10 

people at the community level. The key informants were chosen based on purposive 

sampling, Le. on the knowledge they were perceived to have and the data needed for the 

purpose of this research (Bernard 1995). In addition to that, a network, or snowbail 

sampling was used, where ùiformants suggested other people that might be helpfùl in 

giving relevant information. 

Participant Observations 

The research entailed personal visits, observation and participation in two 

workshops organized by IRDNC and two IRDNC Quarterly Planning Meetings in the 

Kunene region. The topic of the fïrst workshop was a proposal fiom a large tourism firm 

in South Afnca that had been presented to the conservancies for developing tourist 

operations in their areas. Members fiom different conservancies in Namibia were present 

and the proposal was discussed in detail and a counter-proposal formed. One of the main 

purposes of this workshop was community capaci ty-building for dealing with proposais 

and negotiations with pnvate tour operators, particularly relating to the distribution of 

benefits and management of tourism operations in their areas. 

The second workshop was on the development of Equitable Benefirs Distribution 

Plans for the Torra and Sesfontein Conservancies. The development of such a plan is one 

of the prerequisites to get a conservancy proclaimed. This workshop gave a very good 

insight into the local perceptions about the generation of benefits and their equitable 

distribution. 

Four tirnes a year IRDNC organizes a planning meeting at its base camp in 

Wereldsend in the Kunene region. These meetings bring together management cornmittee 

members fkom al1 the communities with which IRDNC is working in the Kunene region 

that are trying to establish a conservancy. The meetings last for 3-4 days each time, and 

the communities outline their progress towards establishing a conservancy in the last 

annual quarter and present a workplan for the next three months. These meetings were an 



excellent source of data and provided a good opportunity to paMke in discussions with 

members fiom various conservancies on the possibilities and obstacles facing their 

communities in fonning a conservancy . 
Furthemore, the researcher attended a number of cornrnunity meetings where the 

community management cornmittees from the conservancies gave feedback to their 

communities and participated in game patrols and area explorations with community 

game guards. A h ,  several tourist camps in different conservancies were visited. 

1.4.4. Data Anaiysîs 

This thesis makes use of a literature review about the CBNRM approach, property 

nghts and wildlife conservation in f i c a  to establish the proper framework for analysis 

of the field data. Bernard (1995) points out that the analysis of qualitative data actuaily 

starts before one goes into field and continues throughout the research process. Ideas are 

formed and checked against observations, leading to modifications in the research design 

and focus. This proved to be the case for the present research. Data were analyzed during 

the research process to identifjr gaps in information as well as to explore interesting 

points and to develop new ideas on which to elaborate in later stage of the research. 

The data in this thesis are analyzed in relation to a working hypothesis, narnely that 

property rights and distribution of benefits and costs are of central importance to the 

fûnctioning of CBNRM. This hypothesis has guided the overall design and 

implementation of the research. The aim, however, is not to test the working hypothesis 

statistically but rather to shed light on a set of research questions presented earlier in this 

chapter. The main working hypothesis embraces too many factors for the researcher to be 

able systematically to reject the nul1 hypothesis. The aim is rather to deduce several more 

specific hypotheses fkom the data at hand within the parameters of the more 

comprehensive working hypothesis. 

The analysis of the data in this thesis is first and foremost qualitative. The 

inteniews and other data were transcribed during the research process. The analysis 

focuses on specific patterns within the data and the search for reason or context for the 

emerging patterns (Bernard 1995). Although the statistical program SPSS has k e n  used 

to analyze data fiom the household survey, only basic statistical analyses were carried 



out, such as frepuencies, means and cross tabulations. The aim is not to explain, with 

statistical models or regression analysis, reasons for peoples' behavior but rather to shed 

some Iight on different aspects or patterns that emerge and are believed to influence how 

people view and use the specific resource. 

Social reality is complex and variable and it was not the researcher's aim to gain a 

final understanding of the factors that motivate peoples' behavior in the CBNRM program 

in Namibia As Fume et al. (1996) point out, it is impossible to reduce the complexity of 

human affairs to hard laws of cause and effect. They maintain that social understanding 

can be achieved at a level of 'optimal ignorance', which implies that our understanding 

has limitations that have to be kept in mind when using social science knowledge. 

1.4.5. Elh ical aspects 

This research involved human participants at the policy and at the community 

levels. The use of written informed consent fonns was not proposed in this research. 

After having consulted with people who had worked in this area, it was apparent that it 

would be cdturally inappropriate to make people sign such foms due to the obligation 

people might assume such a signature to include. The fear was that by asking people to 

sign such a fonn, it might create dis- of the researcher, thereby jeopardizing the study 

results. 

The participants were verbally briefed about who the researcher was, with whom he 

was working, what the project aims were, how it involved the community, and where the 

information collected would end up. in al1 cases where the researcher was in the role of 

an observer, or involved in-group activities, it was made clear to d l  present who he was 

and the nature of his role. Care was taken to ensure that no one was opposed to his 

presence. In the focus group interviews, participants could review the cornments, which 

were transcribed on a large piece of paper, visible to the whole group. 

Participants at the community level were assured of confidentiality since their 

names where not recorded. Most of the interviews at the comrnunity level were in the 

form of focus groups were people talked k l y  about their views with the researcher and 

with other cornmunity members. This infomiation was not regarded as sensitive, since the 

talk was mostly about the wildlife resource and the potential benefits, costs and the 



community development people anticipated. No names of key informants were recorded, 

only the gened circumstances of the interview. Al1 interviews and other forms of data 

will be kept in a secure place and will be destroyed by the researcher when the work bas 

corne to a conclusion. 

At the policy level, most intenlews were on the actual policy issues and NGO 

policies and work, not on personal matters regarding those interviewed. People were 

briefed about who the researcher was and his purpose. The individuais interviewed at this 

level were representing certain organizations and departments and the information given 

was not regarded as sensitive. 

The researcher was very carefd to design and implement the research process in a 

way that was culturally appropriate and sensitive to local concems. To ensure this, 

various people were consulted including community members and translators as the field 

research progressed. It is hoped that by keeping ethical issues in mind at al1 times, this 

has helped to ensure that the research process was culturally sensitive and that ethical 

issues were properly addressed at al1 stages. 

1.4.6 Limitations of the research 

This research had to deal with several limitations. Most important were language 

barriers, tirne limitations, remoteness and inaccessibility of study areas, high research 

costs, and the wrfamiliar circumstances and reality of rural Africa. 

The study area, Kunene, is one of the most remote areas in Namibia. It is about a 

seven-hour drive h m  the capital city and covers 70,000 km2. An dl-terrain vehicle 

(4x4) is needed for much of the travel within the area, since villages and settlements are 

scattered around a vast area. Due to these factors the tirne spent doing fieldwork turned 

out to be shorter than originally planned- Altogether six weeks were spent in the field and 

seven weeks in Windhoek where preparatory work, interviews and information collection 

were carried out. Furthemore, due to the short time in the field, the research proved to be 

less participatory than orighally planned. 

Language barriers were another limitation in this research. Although English is the 

officia1 language in Namibia, the people in the rural areas speak a variefy of local 

languages. Therefore the assistance of translators was needed. At meetings and 



workshops the researcher relied on the help of NGO staff to translate fiom ~frikaans to 

English. This was efficient, since they were fluent in both languages and furthemore 

very familiar with the subject matter and circumstances. In the fieldwork in Ehirovipuka 

Conservant y, two ïndividuals who acted as translators, assistants and guides were hired. 

They were young people involved in the CBNRM program, and the female assistant 

worked as a community activator and was, therefore, familiar with al1 the relevant issues. 

She spoke excellent English and had strong rapport with the community. It was difficult 

to estimate how much information was missed or distorted in translations, or if specific 

information such as  any negative views on the CBNRM program systematicalfy got lost 

during translation. However, afler interviews the information was discussed, which 

provided the researcher with an opportunity to probe specific points that were unclear. A 

further potential limitation was that the female assistant was actually working for IRDNC 

on the CBNRM program, therefore raising the possibility that some responses might have 

k e n  influenced by her position within the conservancy. 

Another limitation in this research is related to the household survey. Due to factors 

beyond the researcher's control, it proved logistically impossible for the researcher to 

accompany the Namibian research partner when carrying out the household surveys in 

T o m  Conservancy. Every other step of the process, i.e. the research design, planning and 

coding of the surveys, was carried out in cooperation. Despite this shortcoming it is 

believed that the information from the surveys provides valuable data for the purpose of 

this research. 

The reality of doing research in nual kfrica was very different from what the 

researcher had anticipated. Having done research in a Western context where research 

designs are neatiy forrned and canied out in circumstances one knows and can to some 

extent predict, an outsider implementing research in rural Afnca in a short period of tirne 

is a different experience ïndeed. It can ceriainly be said at this point that the research was 

not as stnictured as onginally plamed. This raises again the crucial point about the need 

for flexibility, which is a key component when doing research in unfamiliar 

circumstances. Despi te several shortcomings in conduc ting this researc h, it is believed 

that the work will generate interesting and useful information within the established 

fiamework. Finally, it proved to be a tremendous learning experience for the researcher 



and it is hoped that some of the people who participated in the research process will in 

one way or another feel that they have benefited. 



CHAPTER 2 
COMMUNITY-BASED APPROACHES TO CONSERVATION: 

PARTICIPATION, RIGHTs, RESPONSIBILiTIES AND BENEFITS 
A LITERATURE REVIEW 

How can conservation within protected areas be enhanced, and how can 

sustainable resourfe use be encouraged outside protected areas? Those are two basic 

questions that have corne to the forefront in the quest for conserving the world's 

biological diveaity and in achieving sustainable development. In the developing 

corntries where most of the world's biological diversity remains, there has been a shift in 

paradigms in nature conservation fMom a strict preservationist view towards a use and 

developrnent oriented approach that is based on increasing local participation. 

Community-based nanual resource management (CBNRM) is a mode1 that has emerged 

and is believed by many to yield promising results in addressing sustainable resource use 

and social equity with the empowerment of rural people. 

1t is difficult to give a complete overview of the vast variety of existing literature 

on comrnunity -based and participatory approaches. The issues involved are many and 

cornplex, ranging fiom household-level livelihood strategies to the international demand 

for biodiversity conservation. For the purpose of this thesis the literature review will 

focus on the roots of emerging approaches and the shift towards responsible utilization as 

an important component of conservation efforts. Furthemore, the economics of 

conservation are reviewed and the role property rights play in sustainable resource use. 

Finally, the following central role of cornmon property institutions in CBNRM 

approaches will be discussed. 

2.1. CONSERVATION - THE PAST AND THE PRESENT 

We didn'r even know the park existed until the authorities srarred sending us to 

prison for hunting. Thar was when we found ouf we could not h m  where we used to hunr 

and that we were not allowed to hunt the wild animais thor were kiliing our Iivestwk 

Why didn'r anyone as& us wha? we thoughr? Then we might not have these problem. 

(A local resident in Ghana, quoted in Njiforti and Tcharnba 1993; 173) 



2.1.1. Previous approaches to conservation 

The establishment of protected areas has been a basic component in conserving 

the world's biological diversity since the beginning of this century (Furze et ai. 1996). 

The roots of the protected area concept developed in the USA with the establishment of 

national parks at the end of the 1 9 ~  century. M e r  World War II, the number of national 

parks and protected areas around the world began to grow (Dixon and Sherman 1990). 

This mode1 of protected areas builds a syrnbolic, and in some cases real fence around 

parks, and removes protected areas fiom their ecological and social context ( F m  et al. 

1996). This approach, ofien termed finces andfines, has required a militaristic defense 

sîrategy and has often worked to heighten conflicts with local people in and around 

protected areas (Wells et al. 1992). To a large extent this approach is based on Western 

conceptions of wilderness areas which are then transplanted to developing countries that 

face entirely different social and ecological contexts (Matzke and Nabane 1996). It has 

disregarded the rural poverty, increasing population pressures, and intirnate relationship 

of local people to their land and resources. 

Protected areas were in this manner treated as islands and their planning and 

management carried out in isolation fiom the surrounding region (Garatt 1984). The 

creation of people-less parks ignored the historical relationship between people and their 

habitat and the role people have traditionally played in maintainhg biodiversity in any 

given area (McNeely 1993). Zt has been argued (Swanson and Barbier 1992' McNeely 

1993) that in the developing world, alrnost the entire habitat has in the p s t  been used by 

the indigenous communities for subsistence use. The traditional approaches to protected 

areas have thus worked to remove people fiom the resource they have in many cases 

depended on for swival. According to Murphree (1 996) these approaches represented a 

fiom of 'ecological apartheid'. 

The hardship that traditional approaches to protected areas have caused local 

people by excluding them fiom their resource base, and the concomitant confiicts have 

k e n  identified as one of the main threats facing parks existence today (Wells et al. 1992, 

McNeely 1995). Creation of such biological islands of abundance, while poor rurai 

people are on the margins of survival, creates incentives for local people to break the 

rules and abuse natural resources. Even if governments had more resources, enforcing 



preservation goals would be difficult when people bave a choice between breaking the 

d e s  and getting food, or obeying the d e s  and starving (Bromley 1994). 

This prevalent top-down approach to protected areas and conservation planning 

has in the past two decades received Uicreasing cnticism. First, it is inequitable to ignore 

local peoples' needs. Secondly, it often fails to achieve its conservation objectives, and it 

ignores the potential of natural resources to contribute to local development. At the root 

of the problem has k e n  the disregard of local people as meaningw partners in 

conservation. These approaches have been accused of being reductionist, élitist and 

supportive of the existing unequal power relationships in societies (Mazke and Nabane 

1996). Moreover, it has been argued that in some places conservation activities have 

threatened to start a new wave of colonialism that denies indigenous rights in the name of 

nature conservation and wilderness values (Corde11 1993, Adams and McShane 1996). 

It c m  be said that previous approaches have been rooted in the traditional 

Westemized dualism of humans and nature as separate entities @escola and Palsson 

1996). The former preservationist approaches regarded humans as alien to nature, and 

nature conservation and human use as incompatible. In recent years there has k e n  a 

move fiom such a view in social and ecological theones, towards a more integrated 

paradigm. These include the emergence of concepts such as an 'ecosystem approach' and 

'socio-natural systems', of which humans are an integral part (Grima and Berkes 1989, 

Bennett 1993). Bennett (1 993) argues for example, that in a socio-natural system, human 

and physicd systems are treated as a whole, and the human factor in the environment is 

not an exotic force but rather the purpose and action of human beings in their social 

contexts. A findamental prerequisite for the relevance of any concept such as an 

ecosystem is that it must include humans who are trying to survive and realize their goals 

in a human society and culture (Bennett 1993). The most basic argument for bringing a 

human dimension into conservation is therefore that humans are a part of the very 

ecosystem in need of protection. 

The term conservation has been used in various contexts in the environmental 

literature. For some it means strict preservation of natural wonders, while for others a 



sunainable use of various resources (Adams 1987). Western and Wright (1994) poht out 

that conservation originated in prehistory as a practice that satisfied hurnan needs, not as 

an altruistic conceni for anirnals and plants. Conservation is essentially a human response 

to changes in their environment and natural resources to secure continuhg survival. 

Murphree (1 996) argues that the contemporary Western understanding of conservation as 

a discrete set of concems and actions is the product of urban interest groups, scholars and 

governments. Adams and McShane (1996) point out that this has essentially been a 

response to the rapid disappearance of wildemess in Europe and North America (Adams 

and McShane 19%). For the nual famer in M c a ,  Murphree (1996) points out that 

'conservation is not a discrete set of concems, but an investment in the sustainable use of 

their resources, with the objective of maintaining or improving their livelihoods, Le. 

development.' In this context, conservation can therefore not be regarded as an end in 

itself but means to an end, Le. improved livelihoods. 

Conservation is generally regarded as a critical element in sustainable development, 

i.e. sustaining the natural resource base. However, by definition sustainable development 

does not imply a no-use policy, but rather a wise use that contributes towards hurnan 

development (WCED 1987, Serageldin and Steer 1995). In developing countries, the 

rnost important context for this thesis, the main concern is about the current level of 

hurnan population growth, poverty aad land pressure, and protecting biodiversity. The 

option of preserving al1 or most of the remaining habitats as 'nature reserves' is in many 

cases not feasible, given the social and economic pressure for increased economic 

development and poverty alleviation (McNeely 1 988, Barbier 1992). Thus moving 

towards a definition of conservation as a use-centered policy with the aim of establishing 

the link between conservation and development has become a logical policy option. 

The World Conservation Strategy (IUCN 1980) has been an infîuential document 

for almost two decades, and has essentially established the current definition for the term 

conservation. The Strategy defines conservation as 'the management of human use of the 

biosphere so that it yields the greatest sustainable benefits to present generations while 

maintaining its potential to meet the needs and aspirations of future generations' (IUCN 

1980). Similarly, the IUCN's more recent strategy, Caring for the World (IUCN 1990) 

re-enforced the dennition dong that line. The cntical distinction is, therefore, not 



between 'use' and 'non-use' but between sustainable and unsustainable uses of diverse 

kïnds, either direct matenal, indirect matenal, or nonmaterial uses in various forms 

(Byers 1996). Thus, as used in this thesis, conservation encompasses preservation. 

resource maintenance, sustainable utilization, restoration and enhancement of the natural 

environment (IUCN 1980, Goodland and Ledec 1988). A more-detailed definition of the 

term will depend on the context at hand; i.e. what levels of use the resource in question 

can sustain, if any. Conservation can therefore essentiaily be seen as sustainable resource 

management and utilization. 

2.1.3. People, development und conservation 

The World Conservation Strategy (WCN 1980) proposes three major conservation 

goals: to maintain essential ecological processes and system. to preserve genetic 

diversity, and to ensure sustainable utilization of species and ecosystems, Conservation is 

thus expected to make important contributions to social and economic development by 

providing an alternative approach that stresses the long-term benefits to society rather 

than just short-term economic gains (IUCN 1980). The notion held among many 

conservationists in the past, that development was the enemy has largely been rejected. 

While the previous message was that conservation could succeed only by holding back 

the clock, the key issues for successfbl conservation are now understanding conservation 

and development as two parts of a single process. Conservation cannot ignore the needs 

of human beings, while development that eats up natural capital is unsustainable (World 

Bank 1 992, Barbier 1 992, Adams and McShane 1 996). 

At the 1984 World Congress on National Parks in Bali the idea integrated 

conservation was fiuther recognized (McNeely 1984, Larson et al. 1997, Brandon and 

Wells 1992). One conclusion was that national parks needed to be supplemented by a 

wide variety of protected areas that could help meet the social and economic needs of 

modem human society. Still the focus was largely on protected areas and areas buffering 

them. Ideas also emerged about ways to establish limited uses of resources for local 

people and how to allow them to continue traditional uses on a sustainable basis and 

thereby share in the benefits received from the parks. At this point, the move from a 

preservation perspective to a more multiple-use approach to conservation began to 



emerge (Western and Wright 1994). This iocluded the introduction of new categories of 

protected areas and the emergence of the concept of 'biosphere resemes' allowing for 

multiple uses (Batisse 1982). 

Because of the conflicts previous management approaches had evoked, and the 

social and political unrest leading to insecurity of governments to manage protected areas 

in many developing counûies, many believed that the best hope was to turn the rurai 

population that lived around protected areas into parmers in conservation (see further 

McNeely 1984, Lusigi 1984). A M e r  realization of the importance of this partnership 

grew out of a greater understanding of the relationship between poverty and 

environmental degradation (Larson et al. 1998). Thus the importance of conservation to 

economic development, both in t e m  of improving hurnan conditions and to secure the 

basis for sustainable resource use by reducing poverty, evoked new approaches to 

conservation in the early 1980's. These new approaches sought the cooperation of 

protected-area neighbors by making them a source of economic and developmental 

benefits to surroundhg communities (Murphree 1994). The necessity to include local 

people in protected-areas planning and benefits-sharïng Erom conservation and resource 

management was becomùig increasingly recognized. 

2.2. SHIFTING PARADIGMS - TOWARDS A HUMAN-CENTEmD APPROACH 

Less t h  a decade ago, the notion that a conservaiion organuation would be 

involved in so-called "quality of li$e issues - better heaZth cure, increused chifd survivaf, 

greater opportunifies for women, and assurance of resource ownership - would huve 

been inconceivable. Today, conservationists see that these me the preconditions for 

stabilizing the populution. which is necessory to diminish comperition over deteriorating 

reso races. 

(Adams and McShane 1996; 105) 

2.2.1. The concepl of participoion in rurai dcvclopmeni and conservation projects 

The rationales for local participation have become increasingly recognized in 

recent years in nual development projects. The arguments for a local approach in 

protected area management and natural resource conservation have their roots in the 



evolution of participatory approaches (Little 1994). This builds on four main rationales 

(Chambers 199 1, Oakley 199 1, Furze et al. 1996). First, experience has shown that the 

uitegration of local people into decision-making in conservation management and 

planning decreases codicts. Second, to ignore the local level is to ignore a source of 

valuable knowledge that bas accumuiated in the past. Third, individuals have an ethical 

right to determine their own fûture or at least to participate in a meaningfid way in the 

processes and decisions that affect them. Fourth, local participation in conservation or 

user-participation in resource management in general is regarded as having the potential 

to increase efficiency, equity and effectiveness (Hanna 1995). 

In participatory approaches to rural development and conservation, participation 

has rarely been seen as  a simple unitary concept, but rather a continuum from 'passive' to 

'active.' Participation can span fiom passive foms such as local people providing 

outsiders with information to assist in the design of projects, to increasingly more active 

forms such as CO-management of extemal community-initiated projects (Byers 1996, 

Oakley 1991). Some have viewed Iocal participation aç means to achieve conservation or 

specific development objectives while others have viewed local participation more as a 

part of social empowennent, enabling people to take control of their own resource and 

development, Le. participation as an end in itself (Little 1994). 

West and Brechin (1 992) point out that many projects have confwd participation 

with public relations, i.e. rather than serving as a vehicle for local participation and power 

sharing, these projects have tended to gain support for government or extemally designed 

plans. They concluded that real participation was best achieved by confidence building 

and conflict resolution measures that entail a genuine and realistic share of decision- 

making power. Participation by definition must therefore go beyond consultation and 

token inputs, to an actual shift in power relations. 

Local participation has been described by Cemea (1985; 10, quoted in Wells and 

Brandon 1 992) as: ' empowe~g people to mobilize their own capacities, be social actors 

rather than passive subjects, manage the resources, make decisions, and control activities 

that affect their lives.' What could be termed meaningfûi participation should therefore 

go beyond involving local people as project beneficiaries or as paid ernployees of 



protected areas, to being actual managers and decision-makea in their own matters and 

resource use. 

Many previous initiatives to involve local people have failed in Murphree's (1994) 

opinion, because participation turns out to mean CO-option of local élites and leadership, 

and decentralization tunis out to mean addition of another layer to an already obstructive 

bureaucracy. The reason for this is that participation usually is undertaken in ways that 

segregate responsibility from rights or proprietonhip, i.e. people get the responsibili ties 

to conserve the resource without any rights in decision-making and its allocation. With 

regards to natural resource management, Murpbree (1994) argues that what is required to 

make the concept of participation viable is proprietorship, which means sançtioned use 

rights, including the rights of access and exctusion, and the right to benefit Mly fiom the 

use and management. 

The literature generally agrees that for participation to be regarded as meaningfùl, it 

must involve a significant shif? in power relations in the management of the resource. 

Locd communities must become more active rather then passive in the process and 

increase their ability to make decisions and implement them. People should be involved 

at d l  stages in the project cycle, i-e. the planning as well as the implementation processes 

(Kiss 1990, Little 1994). If the conservation efforts are to build on the potential to link 

conservation and development, they must build on empowering people to care for and 

manage their own resources. 

The search for participation and the exact meanhg of CBNRM and CBC are 

complicated M e r  by arnbiguity surrounding the concept of community. An exact 

definition of comuni ty  has eluded most program planners, but what has k e n  clear is 

that community is not a homogenous entity. Moreover, a fûndamental question is who in 

the community is participating? 

The members of any cornrnunity doubtless have contlicting interests and different 

aims O(iss 1990, Murphree 1994). This has presented challenges for nahird resource and 

conservation managers. Behaviours that benefit some people in the community may hurt 

other individuals, the cornrnunity as a whoie or future generations of community 

members (Byers 1996). It is now widely assumed that conflict is inherent in most types of 

resource use and conservation, especially when stakes are high and when winners and 



losers are clearly present. Different interest groups in the community will have different 

stakes in the resource, e.g. men and women, rich and poor. The tendency to disregard the 

role of women in resource management projects is well documented and has often led to 

grave failures (Little 1994). Without seeking to answer the question of what constitutes a 

community in participatory approaches, it is important to note that projects should aim to 

identie al1 the stakeholders and their different use patterns and incorporate the 

differences into the design and participatory process of the project (Little 1994). 

2. 2.2. Integrated Devefopment und Conservation Ptojects 

New approaches to development and conservation that have been implemented in 

various contexts in different parts of the world over the last decade are cornrnonly termed 

Integrated Conservation und Development Projects (ICDPs). The essence of ICDPs is an 

attempt to address the needs of communities nearby protected areas with local 

participation and by linking conservation with development (Wells and Brandon 1 992). 

The focus was at first mostly on parks and protected areas and the adjacent land, with the 

a b  to stabilize land use and improve people's living standards, thus reducing the 

pressures protected on areas (Wells and Brandon 1992). Most projects aiming at 

reconciling people and parks began with a desire to encourage local communities to 

respect and support protected areas or species under protection. During the first 

generations of ICDPs in the early 1980's, most of the projects treated people as passive 

beneficiaries rather than active collaborators, often stressing short-term gains to generate 

benefits and credibility (Wells and Brandon 1992). As Larson et al. (1998) point out, 

experience has s h o w  that financial compensations do not necessarily change peoples' 

attitudes and behaviors. Such imrnediate gains are not a substitute for the the-consuming 

and intensive process of involving local communities in project design and 

implementation (Wells and Brandon 1992). 

A second generation of ICDPs emerged in the 1990's. focusing more on land 

outside protected areas (Larson et al. 1998). Drawing on the shoricomings of previous 

projects, these new-generation ICDPs stressed the role of local people as resource 

managers, and emphasized their rights and responsibilities for resource management, 

including sustainable use. Instead of seeing people as a problem to be overcome, these 



new approaches started to see people and their social and cultural institutions as the 

solution to the problem (Larson et ai. 1998). 

Many commentators put al1 ICDPs in one category, including CBC projects, natural 

resource management programs and rurai development projects specific to national parks. 

Murphree (1994) pointed out that few of the ICDPs have k e n  proprietary, i.e. seeking to 

develop propnetorship of the protected areas for local communities or to create 

proprietary units on the b e e r  zones. A hdarnental difference between projects airned 

at reconciling people and park relations on  the one hand, and CBC and CBNRM on the 

other, is the attempt to change property rights regimes, and devolve ownership and 

management nghts to cownunities. 

Attempts of integrating conservation and rural development represent a vital change 

in the approach to consewation. They offer means to rectim the conflicts that have arisen 

in previous years by improving social equity as a result of a better distribution of benefits 

fiom the resource at hand. More importantly they see the role of rural areas as essential in 

approaching and achieving biodiversity conservation. This fiuther stresses the need for 

involving local people. The problems these projects are attempting to address are 

difficult, diverse and variable, dealing with complex political and ecological contexts 

(Wells and Brandon 1992). Those approaches are regarded by most development and 

conservation theorists and practitioners to be essential to the conservation of biodiversity. 

Thus to achieve sustainable development, they must be reinforced simply because there 

are few other alternatives (Wells and Brandon 1992, McNeely 1993, Larson et al. 1998). 

2.2.3. The imporiance of rurd areas in come~atiun 

Western and Wright (1994) point out that the shift in conservation approaches 

recognized the fact that the fate of most of the earth's biological diversity lay in the hands 

of poor people in developing countries. Even if the number and extent of protected areas 

expands, they would be unlikely to alleviate biodiversity concems since most biodiversity 

lies beyond parks. Conservation organizations and agencies have therefore increasingly 

sought to work outside the boudaries of national parks in adjacent b s e r  zones, 

comrnunally managed land, indigenous temtones and coastal zones (Larson et ai. 1998). 

Not only does the conservation of naturai resources depend on the people inhabiting these 



areas, but peoples' ultimate well-king and potentials for secure livelihoods depends on 

the conservation of those resources. The idea of extending protected areas over vast areas 

of rural land inhabited by millions of people is not realizable in most developing 

coutries given the population pressure, existing pnvate land tenure, and the need for 

development (McNeely 1988). The means to develop these areas must be integrated with 

the resources upon which the potential development depends. 

Western and Wright ( 1994) maintain that community-based conservation efforts 

open up the rural areas of the world ofien written off as hopeless for conservation. If 

these efforts succeed, they argue thaî biological lusses will be minimized and protected 

areas will become less and less important. While that rnight be true, others have pointed 

out that protected areas will ceriainly continue to be of value to biodiversity conservation 

(Murphree 1994), in particular when combined with participatory approaches to park 

management and an extended concept of multiple use and access for local people. 

Furthemore, where strict preservation is needed, the protected area model with heavy 

enforcement might possibly yield the best results. This model will, however, not suffice 

aione and only a broad-scale integrated conservation strategy that takes account of 

peoples' needs will corne close to reaching the desired goals of conservation (Larson et al. 

1998) 

2.2.4. Commun&based nafural resource manageme~t 

In essence, CBNRM is about resource conservation, rural development, and rural 

empowerment. However, the different definitions of both community and conservation 

make it difficult to pin down its exact meaning (Westem and Wright 1994). Most 

important it is not a specific model for which a blueprint exists; rather, it is a set of design 

principles and an underlying philosophy. The conservation is focused on sustainable 

resource utilization. The development part is not geared towards increase in national 

GDP and large infrastructures, but rather a qualitative improvement in peoples' 

livelihoods, otherwise on the margin of survival, and empowerment in the sense of 

enhancing people's sense of control over their own lives and livelihoods (Little 1994). 

The views embedded in CBNRM are in line with contemporary thinking on the Iink 

between development and the envuonment in sustainable development as including 



environmental, social and ecological components (Munasuighe and McNeely 1 994, 

Serageldin and Steer 1995, ICED 1987), and increasing local participation in sustainable 

development as cailed for in recent conventions on the environment and development e.g. 

the Rio Declaration (UNCED 1992). 

CBNRM implies a shift in the locus of management decisions from the top to the 

bottom, i.e. to local communities' changes in property right regimes, and changes in the 

distribution of benefits fiom the resource. The empbasis of management, benefits. nghts 

and responsibilities has moved fiom the top to the bottom, fiom the center to the 

periphery, fkom the élite to the poor, and from the urban to the rural (Stnun 1994, 

Western and Wright 1994). In essence, this is in line with the changing approaches in 

rural development where the importance of a more human-centered development or 

"puîting the 1 s t  first" has become increasingly better recognized (Chambers 1983, 1 99 1. 

Oakley 199 1). 

The basic functional assumption behind CBNRM is simple enough but 

fundamentai: individuals will take care of those tiiings in which they have a long-tenn 

sustained interest. While traditional approaches to biological conservation - national 

parks, preserves and other forms of protected areas - have in the past relied to a large 

extent on compulsory elements, i.e. restraining certain behaviors, the essence of CBNRM 

is to replace compulsion with a mixture of facilitative and inducing approaches (Bromley 

1994). Facilitative policies build on existing conservation tendencies of individuais 

living among vaiuable biological resources and inducing approaches attempting to realign 

incentives so that individuals and groups will be more inclined to engage in conservation 

activities (Bromley 1994). The incentives influencing individual resource-use behavior 

are changed by assigning rights and duties to local communities assuming that they will 

behave in certain ways with respect to a particular biological resource. The rights are the 

expectation that sustainable resource use will be rewarded in some way and the duties or 

responsibilities corne in tems of the obligations that local groups agree to undertake in 

order to reap the benefits of biological conservation (Bromley 1994). A key element of 

any community-based approach is therefore a shift in power in tems of resource rights, 

and the amalgamation of resource rights and responsibilities. 



2.3. THE ECONOMICS OF CONSERVATION 

However important these diverse resozaces are intrinsically, t h q  are afso important 

b e c m e  we - the human species - ure them. And, whether we welcorne or deplore the fiet, 

it is the laner value thar will be the key to their confinuing survivul in the near term ... For 

all those who uppreciate and enjoy the wil& this is a very important lesson 10 Iearn. 

(Swanson 1992; 1) 

A more thorough understaadhg of the basic economic components of 

conservation has provided M e r  reaiization of the inefficiencies as weU and inequalities 

of previous conservation approaches, as well as bringing to light the importance of 

responsible utilhtion as a means of conservation. 

2.3.1. The economic problem 

By maintainhg that biological resources have important economic values, one is 

not implying that a direct market price or monetary value can or should be associated 

with ail resources and ecologicai services. It mereiy serves to signim that any resource 

use, including protected areas, creates a Stream of benefits, both for the global community 

and potentially for the local people, which should be weighed or considered somehow. 

McNeely (1988) argues that those interested in an effective management of biological 

resources cannot avoid addressing the issues of economic vaiue, even when realizing the 

ethical limitations of these approaches. The economic problem here is twofold: first. to 

realize that these resources have a value, and second to realign the benefits of resource 

conservation with the needs of the local cornrnunities to establish the proper incentive 

structures (Bromley 1994). 

When biological resources are not given an economic value, the risk is that they 

will be treated as having no price and be used up, not conserved. Furthemore, when it 

comes to competing land-uses, it is important to realize that a resource, such as a 

rainforest or wildlife, has economic vaiue other than direct use value. This is particularily 

important when it comes to making decisions on different uses for the resource, i.e. 

determining about competing land uses, for example whether to conserve a tropical 

rainforest or to clear it. 



Panayotou (1993) points out that people in the Western world are the main 

consumers of biological conservation. This is through scientific and recreational tourism 

and medicai research and advancement and the enjoyment of environmental amenities, 

including the value of biodivenity for its own sake. However, when considering the level 

of livelihoods in developing countries, the main benefits for local people there stem fiom 

the potential to convert biological resources into direct economic benefits such as the 

harvesting of non-timber goods, employment, tour guides, access fees for scientists and 

tourists, and secure water supply fiom watershed protection (Panayotou 1993). Thus. the 

interests of Westerners searching for biodiversity conservation and poor nuat people 

searching for liveiihoods may not always be the same. Bromley (1994) points out that 

people in the West are ofien able to enjoy the benefits of biodiversity conservation at 

scant costs, while restricting the choice domain of poor individuals in the developing 

countries (Bromley 1994; 429). 

2.3.2. The value of biological resources 

Some of the benefits fiom natural resources are the results of direct or indirect 

resource use and can be vaiued according to market prices and other economic valuation 

methods (see e.g. Dixon and Sherman 1990). Some of the most important benefits from 

biodiversity and protected areas, however, are hard to measure in monetary terms and 

accrue to society at large. Such benefits include the various ecological functions 

protected areas maintain and are in fact the primary justification for protected areas. In 

figure 2.1 the variety of potential benefits from biological resources is surnmarized. 

products, e.g. mat, Cmber, 
fish, plant etc. 
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Figure 2.1. The total potential: value of biological resources. (Source: Barbier 1992). 



Any given resource can potentially yield a variety of benefits. Moreover, there 

exists a wide range of sustainable management options that maintain nahual areas 

broadly in their natural state while allowing for a variety of human uses. These 

management regimes can, according to Barbier (1992), include such activities as 

commercial wildlife ranching and harvestuig, non-timber forest-products extraction, 

nature tourism and various types of recreation. 

Barbier and Swamon (1992) argue that it is extremely important to integrate these 

sources of value into the economic pmcess, rather than keeping them out of the equation. 

That is, the means by which incentives for the conservation of biodiversity can be 

implemented; is by objectifying their value that will ensure biodiversity swiva l  in the 

long run. Swanson (1992) argues that the role of utilization is to provide compensation 

for conserving biodiversity to the developing countries, and at a more local level, to 

provide compensation for the communities that bear the cost of conservation. 

Conservation policy should therefore focus on solving the shortcomings of resource 

utilization policy rather than reject it altogether. 

2.3.3. Distribution of cos& and benef- 

As well as creating a Stream of benefits, the establishment and management of 

resource regimes and conservation also includes costs. The costs are threefold: direct, 

indirect and opportunity. Direct costs are directly related to management of the resource, 

and include enforcing and monitoring regulations and coordinating users (Hanna and 

Munasinghe 1995). Indirect costs refer to adverse impacts caused by conservation of a 

resource. These can for exarnple include damage to property or people fiom wildlife. 

Opportunity costs represent the loss of potential benefits associated with using land or 

resources in a specific way rather than putting them to another use, e.g. protecting an area 

rather than harvesting its resources (Dixon and Sherman; 1990). 

The inequitable distribution of benefits and costs associated with biological 

conservation has been one of the factors triggering the move to involve local people in 

conservation initiatives, and for creating and sharing economic benefits fiom the resource 

use. Many of the benefits of protecting a resource or wildlife are not restricted to the local 

level, but occur at the national and global level. However, a large share of the costs, Le. 



the indirect corn and opprtunity costs, fdl on local people. A protected area for example 

represents benefits foregone in terms of resource uses, that is, an o p p o h t y  cost. 

Furthemore, damage fiom wildlife to crops and Iivestock ofien occur to people living 

adjacent protected areas, thus resulting in indirect costs. This analysis points to the 

uiequitable situation local people can find themselves in. The costs of consewing 

protected areas falls on them, while the benefits accrue to society as a whole at the 

national and global level. Local rurai people are furthemore often among the poorest and 

the most marginalized in society, with few alternatives for their livelihoods. If they 

overexploit the resource it is rarely because it is their intention per se, but because they 

desperately need food today, which weighs a lot more in their cost-benefit trade-off than 

the future value of genetic resources (Byers 1996). 

A M e r  consideration of the benefits has revealed that there are many direct 

benefits fiom conservation such as those related to tourism and potentially sustainable 

resource harvesting. These could be directed toward the local level but often accrue to 

extemai actors, such as foreign tourist operators. Depending on which level of protection 

is deemed necessary for the particular situation, the resource can be managed to meet 

different objectives, ranging fiom strict preservation of natural areas to sustainabte 

provisions of timber, wildlife, water or recreational uses (Dixon and Sherman 1990). If a 

certain level of activities would not damage the resource, banning the activities aitogether 

will result in forgone benefits gained fiom the limited use, which can also be regarded as 

costs for the local residents (Dixon and Sherman 1990). 

In areas that do not support any direct use, but are protected for their outstanding 

biodiversity or important ecosystem components, this represents benefits to the global 

community as a whole, since biodiversity is k ing  protected as are other globdly 

important ecological processes, such as carbon sinks (Ledec and Goodland 1988; 94). 

This suggests that in such cases the developed countries should compensate developing 

countries. Such mechanisms involve transfers of funds in fonns of development aid and 

nature-swaps (see M e r  McNeely 1988 and Dixon and Sherman 1990). Barbier (1992b) 

argues that there is a very important role for the conservation-minded population in the 

developed world. He maintains that the wildlands of developing countries cannot be 

rnaintained in their present conditions without substantial transfers of fünds on a 



continuing basis. Presently, many donor organizations and international conservation 

organizations have begun to finance integrated rural and development projects which in 

one way represents an important recognition of this fact. 

Thus, efforts towards integrating local needs and shifting the flow of benefits 

toward the local level work towards balancing the inequitable sharing of costs and 

benefits of protected areas and resource conservation. That furthemore establishes a 

fundamental principle in resource management, Le. that those that bear the costs should 

reap the benefits (McNeely 1988, Ostrom 1990, Larson et al. 1998). 

2.3.4. Benefm frum resource utilitrrtion as an etement of C B W  

The CBNRM approaches and other integrated conservation and development 

projects have had as their major aim to recti* the inequities in previous cost and benefit 

distribution. This involves transferring an increased share of benefits to local 

communities as well as some management responsibilities. Benefits can take many 

forms; among them are cash payments, social services, control of marketing, employment 

creation, and incornes sharing. Stnim (1994) argues that CBC projects to date have 

provided two main lessons about economic benefits. The first is that to be effective 

benefits need not be large, at least not by the standards of developed countries. The 

second is no matter how great the necessity for long-term planning, communities need to 

see acceptable short-terrn benefits in the interirn if CBC is to succeed. 

The benefits received by the local people must be clearly perceived as king 

generated from the conservation in order to create the necessary link between benefits 

and conservation (Kiss 1990, Furze et al. 1996). Thus the distribution of benefits in the 

community is of central importance when it comes to establishing that link. In many 

participatory initiatives in the pst ,  benefits have been distributed in such a manner that 

has failed to make this critical link. Building health care centers or new schools in 

communities as forms of compensation has not necessarily been seen by local people as a 

direct result of resource conservation. If the link between benefits and conservation is not 

established, sustainable use of the resource is not ensured (Kiss 1990). 

The reasoning above suggests that economic incentives or compensations are of 

fundamentai importance, but as the experience of many participatory projects has 



revealed, financial incentives alone do not change people's attitudes (Larson et al. 1998). 

They do, however, fom an essential part of any such approach, but need to be 

accompanied by a more holistic approach, i.e. devolution of property rights and 

management responsibilities, before people will actuaily link the benefits to the 

sustainable management of the resource. 

2.4. PROPERTY RIGHTS REGIMES AND SUSTAINABLE RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT 

Behiors, informed and driven by interests are mediated through various property 

regimes thar entail prospects of perceeived gains and losses for various agents in the 

system. 

(Bromiey 1994; 434) 

2.4.I. Property rights - a basic definition 

The role of property rights in resource management is the conceptional foundation 

upon which approaches to CBC and CBNRM rest. The role has corne particularly to the 

forefront in recent years in the design of strategies for sustainable resource. Property 

rights theorists argue that "property rights are a precondition for efficient use, trade. 

investment, conservation and management of resources" (Panayotou 1993). 

In essence, property-rights regimes consist of the rights and responsibilities in the 

use of naturai resources, and a set of operathg procedures, or the rules under which those 

rights and duties are exercised (Hanna and Munashinghe 1995, Bromiey 1991). 

Tietenberg (1996) refers to property rights as a bundle of entitlements defining the 

owner's rights, priviledges and limitations for the use of the resource. The fundamentai 

argument in property rights theory is simple enough in its basic form. By defining 

property right regimes and assigning well-defined rights and responsibilities to a specific 

group of people or individuals, they are given a robust and durable interest in the 

conservation of natural resources (Munasinghe 1995, Panayotou 1993). Poody defined, 

or non-existent, property rights, however, are a form of market failure that leads to 

distortions in the signals people receive regarding its use, i.e. in the fonn of perceived 

costs and benefits and a shortening of time horizons that encourages overexploitation of 



the resource (Barbier 1992, Panayotou 1993). insecurity of land ownership has been 

identified by Panayotou (1993) as the single most-severe policy failure in developing 

countries. 

2.4.2. Property rights a d  resource users' behavior 

Propem rights are instrumental in defining the interaction of people with their 

environment (Hanna and Munasinghe 1995), as well as defining social relationships 

between people. Those with tenurial rights have a certain social statu regarding natural 

resources in cornparison with those without tenurial rights to those resources, Le. owners 

have a right to exclude non-owners (Grima and Berkes !989, Lynch and Alcorn 1994). 

Brornley (1994) defines property rights as structures of entitlements, inciuding a 

constellation of incentives and sanctions. The entitlement structures are the resource 

management regimes, and the incentives and sanctions that they include constitute the 

working d e s  of the regimes. The working niles define the domains of choice for people 

in the search for sustainable management of biological resources (Brornley 1994). Under 

different kinds of property right regimes, people face different kinds of incentives that 

motivate particular kinds of behavior. Byers (1996) maintains that the behavior of 

individuals and social groups foms the interface between ecologicai and social systems 

and property right regimes define the incentives for this behavior. 

Ostrom (1990) suggests that the individuai choice is uifluenced by four main 

factors: expected benefits, expected costs, the discount rate of the individual, and social 

factors. In any decision-making regarding resource use, individuals are perceived as 

rationally weighing expected costs and benefits and the potential trade-off in a given 

culturai context (Bennet 1993). Using this explanatory concept of rational action, one 

predicts that individuals will choose those strategies whose expected benefits will exceed 

expected costs (Ostrom 1990, Bennet 1992). The incentives embedded in any property 

rights regime influence how individuals perceive benefits and costs, discount fiiture 

benefits and costs, and ultirnately make decisions and f o m  strategies regarding their 

behavior in resource use. 

The underlying tenet is that rational hurnan beings face disincentives to make 

long-term irnprovements and take short-term losses in order to manage their local 



resource base sustainably when they lack assurance that they and their successon will 

continue to profit from the investrnent. The argument is that only well-defined property 

rights can provide such an assurance (Lynch and Alcom 1994, Titenberg 1996). With no 

long-tenn security, people maximize their benefits by using as much as they can. The 

discount rate is high, therefore, since the choice is potentially between realizing benefits 

today, or not benefiting at ail. With their long-term interests k ing  secure, they have a 

M e r  incentive to utilize the tesource sustainably, thereby reaping benefits in the long 

m. In essence, having property rights and security lowers the discount rate of the 

individual and encourages a willingness to trade off present benefits for fbture gains. 

Property rights regirnes difTer by the nature of ownership, the nghts and duties of 

owners, the rules of use and the locus of control. 

Table 2.1. Different kinds of property right regimes. (Source: Hanna and Munasinghe 1995). 
. 

PRMATE PROPmfY 

Collective 

Hanna and Munasinghe (1 995) maintain that present theories underscore the idea 

that sustainable resource use is not dependent on any specific kind of propeny right 

regirne, rather that such regimes must be well designed and reflect the social and 

ecological context at each time and place. Many observers argue, finthemore, that 

S T A .  PRWmlY 
oPENACG€sS 

neither the state nor the market is uniformiy successful in enabling individuals to sustain 

long-tem productive use of natural resource systems. Many communities have in fact 

relied on institutions resembling neither the state nor the market to govem some resource 

systems with a degree of success over long period of tirne (Bromley and Cernea 1989, 

Ostrom 1990). 

OrmcR 
Individuai 

mbd of aceess 
exduskm of nonsuuners 

The three kinds of achial property rights - public, private and cornmon - al1 

involve a set of defined proprieton given rights and duties in relation to a specific 

unacceptabie uses. 
maintenance, constrain 

Citizens 
None 

~~ 
socially acceptabk uses, 

~~ 
avoidance of soa'ally 

determine niles 
capture 

rate of use 
maintain social owves 
none 



resource. However, when people are faced with an open-access situation, there are no 

d e s  goveming the resource use and no one carries the responsibility; in effect, there is 

no-property (res nullius), Le. "everybody's access is nobody's property" (Bromley and 

Cemea 1989). Panayotou (1993) points out that under open access there is no fiiture, and 

the resource is transforrned into private property through prompt capture and use 

(Panayotou 1993). Under open access the only incentive for individual behavior is to use 

as much as one can as fast as one can. Essentially it is the same as individuals using an 

infinite discount rate. Open access should not be confused, therefore, with common 

property where there are well-defhed groups of users and clear sets of rules. 

One of the major arguments for the increased importance of CBNRM, and local 

participation in conservation, is the inability of many govemments in developing 

countries to enforce the established public property regimes upon which the conservation 

efforts such as protected areas rest (Murphree 1994, Lynch and Alcom 1994, Bromley 

1994). Lynch and Alcom (1994) argue that conservation failures under strong public 

tenure are the results of factors such as govemment's tendency to support economic 

development, its lack of sensitivity to socioeconornic needs and conservation interests, 

and its lack of resources to monitor resource conditions and enforce rules. In effect, such 

unenforced state regimes become open-access systems. Furthemore, when states have 

appropriated what used to be common property systems, such systems have often broken 

down, and essentially k e n  turned into open-access regimes (Bromley and Cemea 1989). 

Thus, re-establishing previous common properiy regimes presents a hope for reviving 

workable management regimes and creating the concomitant incentives for sustainable 

resource use that people used to have. In many cases they can build on existing or 

dormant management institutions. 

Property right theories suggest that no one set of property nght regimes will solve 

al1 consemation problems and lead to sustainable development. However, any property 

rights regime must reflect certain basic principles to achieve sustainable development. At 

the most basic level, these regimes mut  perform certain fünctions such as limiting use, 

coordinating uxrs, and responding to changing environmental conditions (Hanna et ai. 



1 995). Panayotou (1 993) points out that property rights must be well defined, exclusive, 

secure, enforceable, indefinite and tramferable. Only when those basic pnnciples are met 

can it be said that property rights are well defined. Tietenberg (1996) points out that an 

effective property right structure has four main characteristics. 

- u m  
EXClIJmWV- 

+ -  

Finally, an important element of the design of property right regimes is that they be 

congruent with societal objectives for economic performance, equi ty , and ecological 

maintenance (Hanna et al. 1995). in a sense, the design of property nghts will reflect 

various societai values such as equity, reduction of poverty, and environmental protection 

(Acheson and McCay 1987). This implies that each country or region will define the 

system of property rights that will best serve it to reach these goals. Evennially the match 

between a property-rights regime and the contextual charactenstics of the affected 

hurnans and ecosystems will determine its success in terms of sustainability (Hanna and 

Munashinghe 1995). 

All resourœs are privately owned, and al1 entitlements completely 
1 

Ail beneh and cosk ##ued as result of owning a d  using the remrces should accrue to 
the owner. md mly to the omter, either directly or idirectly by sale to others. 
Ai1 property rights should be tramferaMe from one owner to another in a voluntary 

-- - 
-. 

2.4.5. Pruperty rigltts and local purticri,atiun 

exchange. 
Property rights stiould be secure from invduntary seizure or encroadiment by others. 

Some authors maintain that al1 participatory approaches to resource management 

are in effect community-based conservation. Westem and Wright (1994) maintain that 

CBC includes, at one extreme, bufEer-zone protection of parks and reserves and, at the 

other, natural resource use and biodiversity conservation in nual areas. In the broadest 

sense then, CBC can be seen to include natural resource or biodiversity protection by, for 

and with the local community (Western and Wright 1994). 

However, there is not a unity of opinion about such a broad definition. Many 

theorists see approaches that primarily involve local people as beneficiaries as 

fundarnentally different fkom approaches that devolve proprietary rights to local 

communities both with the respoosibilities as well as defied rights to the resource (Little 

1994, Murphree 1 994, Lynch and Aicom 1994, Jones 1 997). Murphree (1 994) maintains 

Figure 2.2. Four main characteristics of property right structures. (Source Tietenberg 1996). 



that if the objective is community-based conservation, proprietorship in some significaot 

form must be in place or projected to the community itself. In its absence, other forms of 

community involvement, or participation must be understood for what they are; CO- 

optive, cwperative and collaborative arrangements. Lynch and Alcom (1994) 

furthermore point out that the tenn "community-based" impiies that local communities 

are making management decisions. For that to happen, communities mud have or gain 

tenurial security in some form, either by themselves or as rnembers of decision-making 

boards that include other stakeholders. This implies that the design and devolution of 

rights of tenure to local communities is a fùndamental prerequisite for an approach to be 

termed community-based. 

The fundamental argument of CBNRM advocates is that when local cornmwiities 

are legally empowered to control the utilization of the natural resource to which they 

have access, and when they secure direct personal benefits fiom this empowerment, a 

culture of genuine propnetary interests in the environment will emerge (Murphree 1996). 

Thus, proprietaq rights, dong with the rights to derive benefits from the resource, are the 

underlying factors upon which CBNRM approaches rest. 

2.4.6. Property r i g k  and economic and social bene/irs 

With the shifi in property rights towards local communities, there follows a shift 

in the flow of benefits fiom the resource, since property rights that involve the proprietor 

to make decisions about the use, flow and distribution of benefits i?om the resource 

(Western 1994). The role of economic benefits as an incentive in CBNRM is well 

recognized (Littie 1 994). In essence, cornmunity-based approaches are striving to shi fi 

the flow of benefits toward the local communities. A major lesson fiom CBNRM 

approaches has k e n  that short-term economic benefits are often essential to establish 

credentials for the project (Stnim 1994). However, another major lesson is that financial 

benefits alone will not change people's behavior towards the resource (Larson et al. 

1997). 

The importance of social benefits has been stressed in CBNRM approaches. These 

can include such cognitive factors as a sense of ownership of the resource and the 

management responsibility, empowerment to take charge of one's own development 



(Little 1994, Rihoy 1995, Ashley 1998). Furthemore, in al1 CBNRM approaches, ski11 

development and capacity building are essential factors. Local cornmunities must acquire 

skills in resource management, organizational skills and business skills among others. In 

the past, local management institutions have become weakened or non-existent ( K s s  

1990). Thus re-building the institutional capacity is an essential part of devolving rights 

for the management of resources. 

Although it has become evident that financial or tangible benefits are an essentid 

part of the CBNRM approach, the importance of intangible benefits as a hdamental part 

of the approach has been stresseci in many cases, e.g. in Namibia (Ashiey 199%). The 

belief is that the social empowennent stemming fiom the devolution of property rights to 

local cornmunities can go a long way in reestablishing a sense of ownership and enhance 

people's conservation ethic towards a given resource. 

2.5. COMMON PROPERTY RESOURCES AND CBNRM 

The theoreticai underpinnings of CBNRM lie in the recent evolution of theories 

on common property resources. While previous property right theonsts maintained that 

private property or state property were the only ways towards sustainable resource 

management, there has been an increasing recognition of the role played by common 

property institutions (McCay and Acheson 1 987, Berkes 1 989, Ostrom 1 990). There has 

been an increasing recognition that native and rurai peoples have developed systems that 

restrict access to and use of marine and terrestrial resources. This has led to renewed 

interest in the use of these traditional systems as the fiamework for ecologically sound 

economic development and socially acceptable resource management (McCay and 

Acheson 1987). Many theorists maintain that common property systems have played 

crucial roles in sustainable resource use in various parts of the world. In fact their most 

significant application in the contemporary world context is to sustainable development. 

Berkes and Farvar (1989) have poïnted out that common property systems can fom the 

long-term grass-roots institutions that faciiitate a community's participation in 

development and conservation. 



2.5.1. The ~ O ~ M U P I I S  wirhout the îragedy 

The importance of common property systems and management regimes has become 

increasingly recognized in approaches to resource conservation and development. Recent 

theoretical trends in the literature on common property resources constitute the 

foundations on which comrnunity-based approaches to natural resource maaagement rest 

(McCay and Acheson 1987, Bromley and Cemea 1989, Ostrom 1 990). 

Most common property theorists have today rejected Hardin's (1968) well known 

theory about the "tragedy of the commons". Hardin's model has to a large extent 

dominated thinking about common property resources in previous years. Hardin (1968) 

suggested that the very nature of common property resources would eventually lead to 

overexploitation since it was in nobody's individual interest to conserve, only to consume. 

Hardiin's (1968) theory has dominated the world of property theories as well as resource 

management since its publication. Moreover, it has had unfortunate policy implications, 

leading to the idea that only state or private property could solve the "tragedy" (McCay 

and Acheson 1987, Bromley and Cemea 1989, Ostrom 1990). 

Cornmon property theorists have criticized Hardin's (1968) model as flawed in 

predicting behavior when it cornes to common property resources. They point out that it 

essentially confuses two different types of property right regimes, namely common 

property situation and open-access systems (Berkes 1995, Ostrom 1 990). Furthemore, 

the model assumes an individual actor unbound by any social or cultural constraints. 

purely acting on individual choice, and helpless to change the incentives faced. 

In common property regimes a specific system is in place, complete with a 

domain of incentives and constraints within which individuals can make their choices 

about alternative resource use. Thus an individual in a common property regime no 

longer defines personal benefits and costs in terms of the resource only, but also in terms 

of the social noms, e.g. punishment for breaking the user d e s  for the specific resource. 

Hardin's (1968) theory will only hold if there are no d e s  goveming access to the 

resource, i.e. it is of open-access nature. This has not been the case in most common 

property resources, and it is argued that in fonning his theory Hardin (1968) disregarded 

important histoncal data (McCay and Acheson 1987). Berkes (1989) maintains that quite 

the contrary, when given a resource management problem, people will organize 



themselves in a speçific way, and various social and cultural factors work to control 

people's access to resources. 

A major problem of previous paradigrns in common property resource 

management is the fact that the 'tragedy of the commons' has been confùsed with what is 

actually the tragedy of an open-access resource system. Such a situation is promoted 

when CBNRM systems have been disrupted and states fail to manage the resources 

properly and enforce an effective management regime (Lynch and Alcom 1994, McCay 

and Acheson 1987). In particda., it has been pointed out that the colonial period in 

developing corntries led to the rapid decline of community-based systems, which 

deteriorated even M e r  under subsequent govermneats following independence 

(Bromley and Cernea 1989, Kiss 1990). This has happened widely in the developing 

world and with particularly disastrous effects arising from the nationalization of former 

communal forests in various parts of the world (Ostrom 1990). A similar situation has 

also arisen in many protected areas, where the state has uprwted traditional management 

systems in favor of "presemation", leading to rapid decline since there were no 

enforcement mechanisms to enforce rules that local people came to see as inequitable. 

The consequence of such nationalization has thus created open-access resources, where 

limited-access cornmon-property resource regimes had previously existed (Ostrom 1990). 

The increased understanding of common property regimes has made clear that in 

some conte=, collective, decentralized resource management regimes are an appropnate 

structure for environmental and resource management (Bromtey and Cemea 1989, Hama 

et al. 1995). The recognition that people in various parts of the world have developed 

systems that restrict access to and use of marine and terrestrial resources has led to 

renewed interest in these traditional systems as the fiameworks for ecologically sound 

development and socidly acceptable resource management (McCay and Acheson 1987). 

The aim of most CBNRM approaches today is to revitalize these systems or to modify 

them in the context of new and changed social and political contexts, building on the 

positive conservation ethics and knowledge that already exists. 



2.5.2. Rationaies for cornmuni@ partîè@arion in resource management 

Reestablishing or designing community institutions for resource management can 

be seen as a logical approach within a more general participatory hmework to rural 

development in general. Byers (1996) points out that poor rural people ofien have the 

most direct interest in the local natural resource base and are often the most politically 

and economically disadvaataged of any stakeholder group. Thus their active participation 

becomes especially important. Moreover, as Bromley and Cemea (1989) argue. if local 

people have no influence over how conservation projects affect their lives. then it follows 

that the projects will have no influence on the way individuais at the locd level interact 

with the resources. 

It has become evident that when rules goveming resource regimes are crafted by 

the participants themselves, they are more efficient, and the costs of enforcement and 

monitoring are decreased and d e s  are perceived as more effective and equitable (Ostrom 

1990). A fundamental rationale for local participation and the encouragement for 

revitalking cornmon property regimes can be seen as purely economic. Berkes and 

Farvar (1989) argue that a practicai reason for governments to encourage common 

property systems is that it makes sense both fiom administrative and economic 

viewpoints to involve user groups in management, especially in cases where these groups 

have proven their ability for self-management. CBNRM approaches should have the 

potential to become bot.  an equitable as well as a cost-effective means for govemments 

to conserve and manage resources. 

Incorporating traditional knowledge into rural development projects as well as 

conservation projects has become recognized as a fundamental principle of a more 

holistic approach. It is quite evident that where people rely directly on their natural 

surroundings for their livelihOOdS, they develop an intirnate knowledge of those 

surroundings, which in turn inforrns their actions (The Ecologist 1995). Tapping into this 

knowledge, therefore, becomes crucial for project success. It M e r  ensures that 

solutions are culhirally sensitive and enhance the distribution or social equity aspects of 

projects. 

Of fundamental importance for the feasibility of irnplementing property rights is 

their consistency with social goals for equity, efficiency and sustainability and the 



enforceability of resource use d e s  (Hama et al. 1995). Common property regimes are 

generally thought to have the capacity to manage nual resources in ways that meet 

multiple criteria of importance to rurai people. CBNRM approaches are important in this 

context since in theory they aim to incorporate these factors. Efficiency, equity, and 

sustainabiiity appear to be optimued by resource - poor rural comrnunities themselves 

when they are dependent on collectively managed natural resources (Gibbs and Bromely 

1989). Thus, participation through comrnunity-based management institutions can 

potentially provide foundations to prornote these fundamentai principles. 

2.5.3. Towarâs successful common property regimes 

Community-based systems are not operated by "ecologically noble savages" living in 

harmony with nature, nor by individuals whose best interest is aiways to seek short term 

gain, but by inàividuals responding to tentuial rights and incentives to act in rheir own best 

interest and maintain the collective resource bme. 

(Lynch and Alcom 1994; 3 75) 

The decisions and actions of common property resource appropriators to use and 

maintain the resource are those of rational individuals who find themselves in complex 

and uncertain situations (Ostrom 1990). Like in any other property regime, individuals 

under comrnon property regimes are responding to incentives. These incentives and their 

social context represent the choice domain for the individual when it cornes to weighing 

the costs and benefits of certain behaviors. Bromley and Cernea (1989) point out that 

there are both economic and non-economic incentives that encourage compliance with 

certain conventions and institutions. These incentives can also be regarded as essential 

operating d e s ,  and they are accordingly laid out in various forms: social noms, 

financial incentives and others. How the d e s  are spelled out will depend on design in a 

specific cultural and ecological context. The set of d e s  governing each common 

property institution has been s h o w  therefore. to Vary widely. However, general 

principles can be detected. Ostrom (1995) identifies eight general design principles in 

robust common property management institutions that experience has proven to be 

successfül (Table 2.2). 



Table 23.  Eight principles for successfÙl common property resource institutions. (Source: 
Ostrom 1995). 
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Ostrom's (1 995) design principles provide fundamental guidance for including the 

necessary ingredients in successfid cornmon-propeny resource management systems. It is 

important to note that any common property system is essentially a social institution, and 

as such the success of its development is dependent on how well it reflects the social and 

ecological context of each particular resource (Hanna and Munasinghe 1995). It follows 

that no single blueprint can be applied of every CBNRM approach. Its design and 

implementation must be based on general principles, but must be flexible enough to allow 

for the vast amount of variation in cultural and economic circumstances to be found 

around the world. 



CBNRM approaches presently provide the working fiamework for extended 

partnership in conservation. The partnerships needed to achieve new goals in 

conservation and development include various stakeholders: local communities, 

govemment, NGOS donors and academic institutions (McNeel y 1 995). Successful 

conservation requires integrating the values and interests of a range of human 

stakeholders and actors (Byers 1996). CBNRM is an approach attempting to achieve this 

integration through broad partnerships, between govemments, international conservation 

organizations, donors and, most importantly, rural communities. 

CBC is about sustainable community institutions aimed at rnanaging common 

property resources. The emergence of such institutions, in light of the long period during 

which the importance of the communal context was ignored, is, as Murphree (1994) 

points out, a long and dynamic process. Rebuilding and revitalising these common 

property instutions requires in many cases extensive capacity building, which often lies 

outside the capabilities or role of govemment to provide. Thus the role of NGOs in 

irnplementing CBNRM systems and facilitating work at the local level has become 

increasingly apparent. Building management capacity at the local level as well as 

facilitating local-government relations is an important and essential task of NGOs in the 

process. 

It is important to note that CBNRM approaches are not a panacea for ail 

conservation problems, but they are presently showing promising results in specific 

circurnstances. Furthermore, the devolution of property rights fiom govemment to 

common property institutions is not the appropriate course of action in al1 circumstances. 

Western and Wright (1994) point out that in some cases it might prove detrimental to 

good resource management. Moreover, devolution of property rights is never total. Lynch 

and Alcom (1994) point out that the recognition of private rights does not rule out 

governments taking steps to ensure that conservation objectives are king met by the 

holders of these rights and fiom intervening when they are not. Govenunent as an actor, 

therefore, will not cease to play an important role in resource management and 

conservation, aithough to some extent CBNRM does represent a shiA in power regimes. 

Local people will have the rights, but they can be recalled if those rigths are not being 



excersized with due attention to agreed-upon responsibilities. in an important sense, 

present common property resource management is thus a partnership between 

governments and communities. 

CBNRM approaches do not autornatically assume that people made better off by a 

development project will r e h i n  fiom illegal resource activities and use the resource 

sustainably. Givùig people control over the resource does not automatically mean that 

they will conserve them (Wells et ai. 1992, Western and Wright 1994). The argument is 

by no means that al1 local people are by definition conservationists or "noble savages" 

(Lynch and Alcorn 1994). Rather, given the right incentives in the fonn of cornmon 

property institutions, accompanied by capacity building and comrnunity empowerment, 

local people can becorne meaningfbl partners in conservation of natural resources. With 

clearly defined ecological objectives and varying use strategies, local participation cm 

contribute to reconciling local people and the resource they rely on for their livelihoods 

(Wells et al. 1992). 

2.5. 5. CBNRM a ~ d  sustainable development 

Devolution of property rights to cornmon property institutions is not a panacea for 

al1 contemporary conservation and resource management challenges, it has, however, the 

potential to address objectives of fùndamental importance on the path to sustainable 

development. Ostrom (1995) argues that while small-scale institutions are not the only 

solution there is a need for institutional diversity among the local institutions in 

sustaining biological diversity over the long run, since they are a necessary part of the 

rnultilevel govemance system needed for the ftture. 

Within a basic fiamework of sustainable development, the CBNRM approach 

builds upon three basic components: economic, social and ecological. The economic 

aspects address the changing incentive structures in benefits and property rights while 

stimulating development and increasing income. The social components address equity 

issues, social empowerment and capacity-building with local participation in nual 

communities. Finally, the ecological components address the maintenance of the 

collective resource base and biodiversity protection. Each objective is closel y related to 



the other two, as al1 objectives have to be recognized and met in a truly successful 

CBNRM program. 

Figure 23. CBNRM and fiindamental objectives of sustainable development. 

In theory, CBNRM does in essence address al1 key elements of sustainable 

development as illustrated in figure 2.3. The key is applying a general framework and 

philosophy to real and cornplex social and ecological circurnstances. 

2.6. CONCLUSIONS 

One of the most important factors in the shift of paradigrns in resource 

conservation has been recognition of the inequities as well as conservation failures of 

previous approaches. The need to involve local people, i-e. the traditional users of the 

resources, for whom conservation is meant is now widely recognized. Which approaches 

b v e  been taken varies, as does the level of participation. CBNRM approaches seek to 

rnaximize that participation by devolving proprietorship, i .e. responsi bili ties as well as 

rights to comrnunities, as opposed to other approaches which have primarily seen people 

as silent beneficiaries. 



In =cent years there has k e n  an increasing recognition that devolution of 

property rights is an important prerequisite for successful resource management at the 

commiiaity level. That reaiization bas been largely driven by a theoretical appreciation 

for the importance of common property resources and the role communal management 

systems have traditionally played in restricting access to resources and ensured theu 

sustainable management. Essentially four main sets of principles or workhg can be 

drawn fiom the previous discussions: 

People interact within their environment. That link should not be broken with 

consenration policies that exclude local people fiom the use of natural 

resources. Local people need to be involved in decicison-making for the 

consenation of natural resources that affect them and are afEected by them. 

Where the resource does not require strict preservation, measures should be 

taken to use the resource efficientiy and maxirnize the flow of benefits fiom the 

resource on sustainable basis. Those benefits must accrue to the people that 

bear the cost of managing the resource, i-e. rural communities. 

Property rights regimes need to be clearly defined within a given social and 

ecological context and allow for people's decisions on how to use and benefit 

from the resource, in order to establish the link between its conservation and 

benefits generated. 

Cornrnon property resource institutions in many cases represent viable means 

of revitaiizing local control of resources. 

While few of the projects that have attempted to incorporate these principles can 

to date claim total success, there is a sign that such projects can remain important in 

linking conservation and development. Larson et al. (1998) maintain that when the goal 

of biodiversity conservation must be balanced with the social and economic needs of 

residents, an integrated conservation and development approach will be an essential and a 

pnmary conservation tool. 

Presently, CBNRM represents a promising paradigrn to expand conservation 

approaches, building on potentiaily sustainable community institutions. These not only 

include protected areas per se, but also extend conservation initiatives ont0 rurai land in 



general. By attempting to link local participation, conservation and development, it is 

hoped that projects will lead to long-tem horizons on resource use and empowerment in 

communities. 



CHAPTER 3 
WILDLIFE UTILIWTION, CONSERVATION AND DEYELOPMENT M AFRICA: 

A LITERATURE REVIEW 

Conservation will either contribute to solving the problem of the mual 

poor who live dqy to day with wild animals. or those mimals will diSappar- 

(Adams and McShane 1996; six) 

The history of human coexistence with wildlife reaches back to the dam of 

humankind in Anica. The last hundred years have, however, seen deteriorating 

conditions for both hurnans and wildlife in the continent. The problems arising fiom past 

conservation policies and increasing economic pressures on wildlife resources have led to 

a rethinking of wildlife' management strategies in Afiica. Increasing poverty, population 

pressures and subsequent environmental degradation in Sub-Saharan AfÎica have called 

for approaches that integrate rural development and enhance human livelihoods as well as 

conserve wildlife and other natural resources. 

This chapter explores the history of wildlife conservation in Afiica, and the need 

for new alternative approaches. The new approaches have focused on community 

participation and the potentials of linking wildlife utiIization with local development 

(Barbier 1992). The economic rationales for wildlife utilization that provide the 

foundations upon which CBNRM approaches in Afnca are based will be explored and 

finally some examples of and lessons from CBNRM approaches in Af'rica be examined 

briefly. 

3.1. OVERVIEW OF WILDLiFE CONSERVATION IN AFRICA 

Could it be t h -  the root cause of our dilemma lies not with the continent and her 

people. &W with us cunservationists and our policies? Swely. ifthese policies were jwt 

and rational we should be achieving berter success. 

(Owen-Smith 1993; 5 7) 

' Wildlife in this thesis is defined as including al1 non-domesticated terrestrial animals and birds. 
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3.1.1. Wildlife conservtition und the colonial times 

The colonial govemments established the continent's first game reserves in their 

Afiican colonies. The earliest reserves were established in South Afiica in 1895, and in 

Kenya in 1896, and set the stage for others to be set up across the continent. The national 

govemments replacing the colonial powers in the 1960's and later continued to be 

supportive of the reserves and M e r  expanded the systems of protected areas. Presently 

there are 426 protected areas in Afiica, covering about 4.4% of the continent's surface 

area. Furthemore there are 31 biosphere reserves and 18 world herïtage sites (Kiss 

1990)- 

Europeans settiing in M i c a  became fascinated with what Adams and McShane 

(1996) cal1 "mythical Africa", a continent where wildemess prevded. Extensive 

wildemess and abundant numbers of wild animals captured the hearts of European 

discoverers, but the fact that people actually lived within this wildemess was of little 

relevance (Anderson and Grove 1987, Adams and McShane 1996). The European settlers 

regarded the A£iican hunters as cruel barbarians, and their hunting was deemed 

unnecessary for the African way of life (Adams and McShane 1996). As the colonial 

period proceeded, the hunting of wild animais became a sport for etitist Westerners who 

blamed Miican "poachers" for the declinhg game numbers. 

It has k e n  pointed out that it was not the niral Afirican people who were primarily 

responsible for the degradation of Afiican wildlife, but rather the farrning practices of the 

new European settlers that proved to be most devastating. Many species proved 

incompatible with the irnported European farrning practices and were eradicated as their 

prime habitat was converted to agriculturai uses (Owen-Smith 1993). Moreover, the 

slaughter of wild animals by European hunters was devastating for many species, a 

phenornenon which has been well documented (see. e.g. Adams 1987). 

During the colonial period, local rural people were gradually excluded from al1 use 

of wild animals. On the fams of the white settlers, wildlife becarne the property of the 

landowners. Moreover, even on the margind lands where tribal reserves were allocated, 

the authority over wildlife was in the hands of the white colonial govemments (Owen- 

Smith 1993). 



'Ihe exclusion of rural Aficans continued with the establishment of nationai parks 

and game reserves in the colonies (Anderson and Grove 1987). These areas were usually 

on margùial land, where climatic conditions or endemic livestofk diseases made modem 

agriculture and ranching bard or impossible (Owen-Smith 1993). The establishment of 

these reserves was the resuit of the decline in game numbers in the colonies. Some of the 

more threatened species were declared "royal game" and could not be killed at dl. In 

these new game reserves and national parks, the existence of people was regarded as 

incompatible with nature conservation and people were moved to new lands (Owen- 

Smith 1993). These ideas were in line with the prevailing ideas of nature conservation 

emerging in the West. 

However, the mode1 used to establish national parks and game reserves in Afnca 

was not designed for the social and ecological context in Afnca. Afiican wildlife is 

highiy mobile and moves in and out of parks and reserves ont0 other rurai land. In fact, 

much of f i c m  wildlife exists outside formerly established protected areas (Kiss 1990). 

This carries important implications, both for the conservation efficiency of game reserves 

as well as for the people on rurai lands living with wildlife. 

Examples of wildlife consewation in Afnca are remarkably similar fiorn across the 

continent (see e.g. Yeager and Miller 1986, Anderson and Grove 1987, Kiss 1990, 

Njiforti and Tchamba 1993, Wright 1994, Matzke and Nabane 1996, Brown and Jones 

1998). The literature suggests that conflicts arising between wildlife and people in Africa 

were the nom, during and following the colonial penod. While wildlife was once a 

valuable resourçe for rural people, managed under common property institutions, the new 

conservation policies and legislation made wildlife a threat or a nuisance to people and 

their livelihoods. The balance of living with wildlife had k e n  shifted in the rural lands of 

Afiica. 

This situation has worsened in recent years, as a result of increased population 

pressures, poverty and the growing scarcity of arable land in Anica. According to Barbier 

(1992b), direct land-use confiicts over protected areas are now the n o m  in many parts of 

Africa, since poaching and encroachment in the protected areas are O Aen the oniy means 

of providing a livelihood for rural people. 



The increased poaching and the conversion of land to agicultural practices has led 

to a massive decline in game numbers in Africa, both for bigger mammal species as well 

as smaller game (Kiss 1990, IFAD 1995). In the 19801s, governments and conservation 

organizations were faced with a cnsis situation, as it became evident that new measures 

had to be sought (Steiner and Rihoy 1995, Gibbs and Marks 1995). It was time for 

conservationists to ask whether their wildlife policies had any relevance for modem 

AErica (Owen-Smith 1993). Adam and McShane (1996) point out that 'as long as 

conservation operates on the notion that swing wild animals means keeping them as far 

away as possible h m  humans, it will becorne less and less relevant in Africa.' 

3.1.2. Alienation from the resource 

Rural people in Afnca have traditionally seen wildiife as a gifi of nature, which was 

theirs to use, and which had in many cases played an important role in local culhues and 

economies, e.g. providing an important source of protein for many people (Kiss 1990, 

F A 0  1997). The establishment of national parks and game reserves during the colonial 

period often directly displaced rural communities fiom land and resources they had 

traditionally considered theirs (Anderson and Grove 1 987, Kiss 1990). 

The present literature on Afiican conservation emphasizes the alienation of rurai 

Afncans from wildlife resources (see e.g. Kiss 1990, Barbier 1992b, Adams and 

McShane 1996, Brown and Jones 1 998). This implies that in the past, people of Afica 

have indeed made use of the resource and coexisted with wild animals on the land. Many 

African societies CO-existed successfully with wild animals, but throughout the Iast two 

centuries this situation has changed as dixussed previously. The protection of wildlife 

and wildlands resources meant that many communities no longer had access to a resource 

they had traditionally utilized. In recent decades, the prevailing conservation policies 

have prohibited or restricted the utilization of wildlife resources and the marketing of 

most products, e.g. ivory. At the same time nual people have been made to bear 

significant cost involved in living with wildlife (Kiss 1990, Barbier 1992b). People have 

thus had littie incentive to participate in the conservation initiatives. 

One way to understand the alienation of Afncan people fiom wildlife is to look at 

the changing framework for choice faced by local people in terms of the expected cos& 



and benefits of their actions. Participating in resource conservation often gives them little 

benefit white increasing the costs they will likely incur in the future. Furthemore, given 

the widespread poverty, the 'illicit' benefits fiom the meat of wild animals, or the money 

obtained fiom selling animal parts, weighed heavily against the unlikely event of king 

caught. Thus, the actual systems of incentives people faced in ternis of the real costs and 

benefits of their actions skewed their relationship to the wildlife resource. Faced with 

such incentives, it does not seem strange that poaching became an honorable occupation 

among black subsistence famers throughout rnost of the continent (Owen-Smith 1993). 

Owen-Smith (1993) argues that the greatest threat to the survïvd of wild animais in 

Africa is the fact that rural people have been alienated fiom wildlife by Eurocentric 

legislation put in place during the colonial era. The white man could kill and waste as 

much garne as he wished but a black man would be put in jail for simply trying to feed 

his family (Owen-Smith 1 993). Wildlife essentially became the rich white personn's 

resource and poor rural black person's burden. 

The present focus on CBNRM airns to reverse the effects of this alienation, or 

distorted incentives, and build again upon the previous positive incentives people had for 

conserving wild animals. It is quite clear that the legacy of colonial d e  and Westemized 

conservation will not be eradicated ovemight. The problems in many countries have 

become deeply rooted in the current administrative and political systems. For 

development in rural Africa, where livelihoods depend primarily on natural resources, 

wildlife represents a valuable resource that has to be sustainably utilized to enhance 

livelihoods and to diversifjr the rural economies. 

3. I.3. Western paradigms and Afrhn real@ 

The history of wildlife conservation in M c a  has thus been characterized by 

Westem paradigms of nature conservation. The conservation agenda has reflected this in 

the priorities, first set out by coionial governments and later pursued by international 

conservation organizations (Anderson and Grove 1987). Saving species such as elephants 

and rhinoceros has been seen as an important goal for human-kind for an uicreasing 

number of organizations. Many commentators remain critical on the role of Westem 

conservation organizatiow, particularly in Africa. Adams and McShane (1996) point out 



that hdraising is ofien based on the emotional values of Westerners using the appeal of 

baby elephants and gorillas while ignoring the complex realities of Anican conservation. 

There are many stakeholders in m c a n  wildlife conservation. They range fiom the 

people living with wildlife in rural areas to tourism operators, Afiican national 

govemments and international conservationists, to name only a few (Byers 1996, Hasler 

1996). International conservationists have corne to see wildlife as a world heritage and 

call for their presemation. Afiican govemments in urban settings regard wildlife as a 

resource and a source of national income, while rural people have regarded these 

resources as their own in view of the important role they traditionally play in their local 

culture, diet and economy (Adams and McShane 1996). Successfùl wildlife conservation 

in f i c a  must attempt to integrate these cornpeting perspectives, and devise compatible 

policies and incentives. 

Rural people in Afnca have typically not entered the conservation negotiation 

process as an infiuential or powerful stakeholder (Gibson and Marks 1 995). An important 

question ofien raised in many of the integrated conservation and development projects is 

the extent of a community's voice as to whether to participate in the conservation of a 

specific resource. To a large extent, it is argued, the agenda has already k e n  set by donor 

organizations and conservation groups. While participation of local people has become 

the ''right way" to go about conservation, it is often not carried through in reality 

(Murphree 1996). Along the same lines of thought, Gibbs and Marks (1995) point out 

that present conservation policies are not unlike their colonial predecessors, in the top- 

down way that objectives are formed. Many call for an increased role in agenda-setting 

by the rural AWcan communities thernselves, i.e. conservation %y' rural communities as 

opposed to 'with' them (Murphree 1996, Adams and McShane 1996). 

Adams and McShane point out (1996) that people in rural Africa often see wild 

animals fiom a different perspective than do people not living amongst them. They argue 

that it is easy to cd1 for a halt to killing elephants fiom the comfort of an office setting in 

the developed world. Reality lwks very different, however, when elephants raid your 

fields, kill your livestock and threaten your livelihood. lncreased understanding of this 

fact has in recent years led to more sensitivity in setting the agenda but the extent to 

which rural Afncans are presently iduential in this process is questionable. 



Many authoa have pohted to the differences between Westem and Afncan 
environmental perspectives (Anderson and Grove 1987, Murphree 1 996). A g o d  

example is the different ways the two groups understand the term 'wildemess'. Adams 

and McShane (1996) point out that in Westem thoughts, 'wildemess' lies 'out there', 

distinct from daily life. In Afnca, people are living among wild animals and the 

wildemess exists just outside their house (Murphree 1996). Thus, they argue that the 

Western notion of wilderness does not hold in Afiica, because hurnans and animals have 

CO-evolved through the centuries in the context of the continent's diverse ecosystem. 

A fùrther distinction about altemative paradigms can be made regarding the ethics 

pertaining to the human and wildiife relationship. Western conservationists maintain that 

wildlife has an ethical right to survive. What about the ethical right of humam to retain 

their livelihoods? The ethical standards supportive of the Western argument for animal 

rights do not apply in Afnca (Adams and McShane 1996). Imperialism takes many 

forms; it can, for exarnple, appear in the guise of an ethical concern for animals. 

Murphree (1996) points out that Afncan ethics towards animals are essentially 

anthropocentric. While wildlife is accorded cultural respect, wild animals pnmarily have 

the status of a resource for human use under culturaily defïned rules. From this notion 

there emerges a different understanding of the concept of conservation. It is considered to 

be an end in itself in the Westem paradigms, while k ing  a means to an end for the rural 

Afiican farmer (Murphree 1 996). 

The differences in perspectives have been reflected in local approaches to 

conservation as well as in international conservation agreements. Nowhere has this clash 

in ideology been more evident than with the Convention for /niernational Trade in 

Endangered Species (CITES). The called-for ban on ivory trade heated confrontations 

among Açican nations and Westem conservationists. Southern African countries, 

particularly Zimbabwe, Narnibia and Botswana, have argued the elephant populations 

were not only well managed, but were relied upon for income (trade of ivory and skin). 

This income was used to manage both parks and reserves (Barbier 1992b, Hasler 1996, 

Adams and McShane 1996). This view, however, was not well received by the 

international community until recently, when a limited trade in ivory was again permitted 

for these nations. The CITES debate underlines that international environmentai policies 



should not be implemented without taking into account the implications for national and 

community-based development in Afiica (Barbier l99Sb). 

The ethical standpoints of Western conservationists have shified in recent years, as 

discussed in the previous chapter. There has k e n  a realization that new approaches are 

needed in Afiican conservation that take into account the Afiican reality. 

Conservationists have increasingly accepted that they cannot expect the poor people of 

Afiica to pay the costs of conserving biodiversity and pristine wilderness that are largely 

for the recreational and inspirational benefits of foreignea (Owen-Smith 1993). Owen- 

Smith (1993) calls for recognition among conservationists that wild animals in f i c a  do 

not belong to the affluent in Europe, North America, or Japan, but to the people of Afica 

He furthermore holds that the primary value of wildlife should not be seen as a use value 

for foreign tourists or as an existence value for wealthy Westerners. From Afnca's 

perspective, wildlife and other natural resources must first and foremost be considered as 

sources of economic development and w d  to improve the livelihoods in human 

cornrnunities in and around the areas where wildlife still exists (Owen-Smith 1993, du 

Toit et al. 1996). 

3.2. ECONOMICS OF WILDLIFE UTILIZATION 

The potential econornic benefits of wildlife utilization have provided a strong 

rationale for the shift from previous paradigms of preservation towards one llliking 

wildlife conservation with local as well as national economic development. Wildlife 

offers a variety of consurnptive and non-consumptive uses, which can increase the overall 

economic value of the resource (Eltringharn 1984, Kiss 1990, Barbier and Swanson 

1992). The emergence of wildlife utilization programs in Afiica builds on the notion that 

sustainable use of wildlife can both provide the fùnds necessary to sustain and conserve 

wildlands and add substantiaily to livelihoods of communities by generating 

ernployment, and a variety of other tangible and intangible benefits. The underlying idea 

is that linking the conservation of wildlife to income generated in local communities will 

provide the means to reconcile communities and wildlife, thus creating incentives for 

local participation in conservation efforts. 



3.2.1. Economii value of wiIdf~&ie 

Wildlife management schemes in recent years have k e n  s h o w  to have 

considerable income potential that can benefit both national govemments and local 

people. One of the advantages of wildlife as a natural resource is its wide range of values. 

These can include recreational and aesthetic values, culture and scientific values in direct 

nutritional value. Thus the important economic potential of wildlife resource utilization 

cm support a variety of uses, including (Cummings 1990 quoted in Barbier 1992b): 

tourism, game viewing and photographic safaris; 

safari and hophy hunting of wild populations; 

cropping wild populations for meat, skins and other products; 

game ranching; and 

game farming. 

In many cases wildlife can be put to several different uses simultaneously because 

some uses do not depend on increased depletion of the wildlife biomass. They are, in 

other words, non-consumptive uses, e-g. photographic tourism (Kiss 1990). Within 

Afi=icays rurai resource systems there is a potential for diversification and compatible land 

uses. Wildlife management may not dernand exclusive land use and, therefore, can be 

compatible to a significant degree with other land uses such as grazing livestock or crop 

farming (Steiner and Rihoy 1995). 

Presently, non-consumptive tourïsm and trophy hunting offer the greatest financial 

r e m s  to wildlife utilization, more than harvesting animais for meat or skins (Kiss 1990). 

By shifting the focus of utilization to d a r i  hunting and non-consumptive tourism, this 

utilization pattern presents greater potentials for efficiency and higher income fiom the 

resource without an increase in the biomass depletion. Furthemore, these balanced uses 

represent an opportunity to conserve many wildlife non-use values such as ecosystem 

fiinctions and option values for fiiture generations. 

3.2.2. Wildlife utilization and management as a Iand-use option 

The economic viability of wildlife utilization and management in ternis of land use 

is of central importance to the CBNRM projects in Afiica that are based on wildlife. It is 



clear that in some cases conservation projects linked with protected areas may need 

extemal financial input, due to costs of conserving vital elements of biodiversity (Kss 

1990). At the same tirne, it has become increashgly well recog-d that in other cases, 

wildlife use and management must 'pay its way' as a land use option in order to survive in 

nual Atnca (Murphree quoted in Adams and McShane 1996). 

Wildlife utilization and management is an emerging land use option, which is 

widely considered as a sustainable and economically viable activity for the development 

of some areas in Afiica (Kiss 1990, Barbier l992a, Muir and Boj6 1994). Raymond 

Dashman and Archie Mossman, two American Fuibright Scholars working in Zimbabwe 

in the 1970's, are often credited with providing the groundwork for these new paradigms. 

They showed that, at least theoretically, Afnca's indigenous herbivores had the 

productive potential to compte economically with domestic livestock in many situations 

(Owen-Smith 1993). 

In fact, research has shown that in many circumstances wildlife use and 

management can be a betier land use option than agriculture, both in terms of total 

economic benefits and financial returns (Muir and Bojo 1994, Barnes 1998). Resent 

research indicates that in many areas currently facing extensive logging or conversion to 

agricultural use, wildlife utilization may represent a more productive and sustainable 

form of development (Kiss 1 990, Barbier 1 992b). 

Much research on the economic viability of wildlife-related development as a fom 

of land use has been carried out in southem parts of Afirica. This research generally has 

demonstrated that in remote and arid parts of countries such as Namibia, Zimbabwe and 

Botswana, utilizing wildlife can yield greater economic and fmancial benefits than, for 

exarnple, cattle ranching (Muir and Bojo 1994, Steiner and Rihoy 1995, Barnes 1998). In 

fact, commercial wildlife farming is now regarded a financially viable activity in these 

eountries. The viability of wildlife will depend largely on prevailing conditions, such as 

the proxirni~ to protected areas, settiement patterns and wildlife population density. 

Where these conditions are favorable, wildlife cm be a financially viable, cornpetitive 

and potentially sustainable land-use option (Muir and Bojo 1994, Bond 1995, Barnes 

1998). 



The fact that wildlife use and management can be a viable land use option in ternis 

of total economic benefits to society, but not fiom a financial standpoint, is because 

some societal values are not reflected in the financial returns. These benefits, however, 

are reflected to a significant extent in assessments of the total economic value of a land- 

use option. For community-based wildlife schemes, social benefits could, for example, 

include retaining biodiversity and various ecosystem functions, leveling out income 

distribution and enhancing capacity in nual areas. Ail these have a great value from a 

national development perspective while not reflected directly in market financial retums 

fKiss 1990). 

Due to distortions fiom subsidies and high social costs of environmental 

degradation, agriculture can actually have negative economic returns, while showing 

positive financial returns. The subsidies and disregards for externalities have created a 

divergence between pnvate and social costs and made cattle ranching and agriculture 

seem more fmancially and economically viable then they actually are in Afiica. 

An important factor in the attraction of wildlife use and management as a land use 

is that it can be compatible with other land uses. Barnes (1998) points out that the total 

economic value of land uses can be maximized if development takes place within a 

spectxum of land use zones in which economic use values are optiniized and loss of non- 

use values are minimized. Steiner and Rihoy (1995) point out that in CBNRM. wildlife 

can be one of the elements in the process of optimizing the productivity of a lirnited 

resource base under the jurisdiction of a communal management regime. Wildlife has 

therefore a d e f i t e  complementary role in southem Anica, and can play an important 

role in diversiQing the economy and land-use strategies (Barnes 1998). 

The viability of wildlife projects in Afnca depends on the extent of global valuation 

of wildlife resources for intrinsic and aesthetic values. If the international comrnunity 

shows a clear demand for these values, mechanisms may be found to translate the 

expressed values into appropnate revenue streams to the local communities and national 

governments, thereby influencing policy decisions (du Toit et al. 1996). Muir and Bojo 

(1994) point out that in certain areas, the international cornrnunity clearly benefits fiom 

land allocation to wildlife. International institutions that link costs and benefits at the 

international level, therefore, will have an important part to play in expressing these 



values so that they become a factor in the overall analysis of the costs and benefits of 

wildlife utilization and management as a land use. 

In general, it can be concluded that the current literature regards wildlife as 

potentially representing a fkancially and economically viable land-use option. when 

subsidies and distortions have been removed. However, many researchers cal1 for a more 

extensive econornic analysis and point out that few of the current commuaity-based 

wiidlife management schemes have actuaily been subject to extensive cost-benefit 

analysis (Kiss 1990). However, such cost-benefit analysis should incorporate the total 

economic benefits, including assesment of social benefits and costs for society of a 

given wildlife scheme as well as analyzing the financial retums. 

3.2.3. Co~~sunrptive uses of wifdlwe 

In the past, the major uses of wildlife were in the form of direct consumptive uses, 

i.e. the utilization of meat, skins and other animal products. Today, few people in Afîica 

rely on hunting as their main occupation. For those who continue to hunt, it is 

supplernentary to their main occupations, e.g. farmers, or Iaborers (FA0 1997). The 

importance of hunting as a direct means of subsistence has accordingly decreased during 

this century (Adams and McShane 1996). There has k e n  a shifi to more profitable uses, 

rather than being primaril y for subsistence; trophy hunting and live animal trade have 

proved to be a good source of income (FA0 1997). 

In recent years, the most lucrative consumptive uses of wildlife have become safari 

hunting or trophy hunting. Hunters from outside Afnca are prepared to pay large arnounts 

of money to shoot certain trophy anirnals. These payments represent a very high use 

value of the wildlife resource. Most of the CBNRM prograrns in Africa have been able to 

retain the greatest part of the value generated through such mechanisms. The Communal 

Area Management Program for Indiginous Resources (CAMPFIRE) in Zimbabwe and 

the Administrative Design Program for Management of Game Ares ( A D  MADE) in 

Zarnbia, for example, have captured over 90% of their revenues from trophy hunting 

(Steiner and Rihoy 1995). Furthemore, the by-products of trophy hunting, such as meat 

and skins, are often distributed back to the communities. 



The importance of safari hunting in the present CBNRM initiatives can potentially 

present problems, considering the different views and ethical considerations of what is 

acceptable wildlife utilization. Adams and McShane (1996) point out that the 

acceptability of well-managed safari hunting as a means to achieve conservation will 

largely depend on how it is perceived in the West. The growing animal rights movements 

in Europe and the United States could potentially force international organizations and 

NGOs to drop safari hunting from the conservation twlbox, arguing that such form of 

utilization is unacceptable from a Western ethical standpoint (Adams and McShane 

1996). This potentiai barrier for consumptive uses of Afncan wildlife. as well as 

enormous growth in the non-consumptive tourism industry in the world, has led people to 

look increasingly towards non-consumptive foms of wildlife utilization. 

The vast majority of tourists interested in nature originate in the industrialized 

countries (Whelan 1991). Thus, the growing demand for wildlife conservation in the 

West is of direct relevance to tourism, since it represents potential for building on the 

non-consumptive use of unspoiled nature and wildlife as a resource (Pigram 1992). By 

giving ecosystems a socio-economic value in their original state, nature tourisrn presents 

an excellent opportunity as a tool for linking conservation and development (Filion et al. 

1994, Furze et al. 1996). For many countries in Afnca wildlife and nature-related 

tourism can offer viable means for rurai as well as national development. 

W ildlife-based tourism is essentidl y a non-consumptive means of using the 

resource to benefit human population (Bames et al. 1 992). Tourism based on wildlife as a 

resource is well developed in eastern and southem Afnca where the industry contributes 

significantly to national incomes and is a key foreign currency eamer in a number of 

countries (FA0 1997). Although it is well recognized that tourism with a 'nature' or 'eco' 

label attached to it can also contribute to environmental degradation, it has become clear 

that sensitively managed wildlife tourism in many Atncan nations does offer a chance to 

develop an environrnentally responsible and high-value-added industry. Concomitantly, 

wildlife is protected by removing or reducing the incentive to develop land for agriculture 

and to exploit wildlife in foms of destructive consumptive uses (Barnes et al. 1992). 



As a non-consumptive fom of utilization, wildlife tourism can protect other foms 

of resource values such as its existence values and ecosystem functions. It has become 

evident in some countries that non-consumptive forms of tourism can generate more 

revenues dian other foms of conslwnptive wildlife utilization such as safhri hunting 

(Steiner and Rihoy 1995). Bames et al. (1 992) also point out that a well-managed wildlife 

tourism industry can produce relatively high rehims, ofien rivaling other major sources of 

national income, in particular in the developing countries. This is particularly important 

since international tourism eams much-needed foreign exchange. Swanson (1992) 

estirnates that 1 1% of the export earniogs of Sub-Saharan Afiica is denved fiom tourism 

(Bames et al. 1992). Tourism is, for example, the third highest foreign exchange earner in 

Zimbabwe, afier mining and agriculture, with wildlife king the backbone of the tourism 

industry (FA0 1997). Kenya eams US$ 350 million in tourisrn receipts annually, almost 

entirely due to wildiife tourism (Whelan 1991). It has been estimated that ecotourism or 

nature-related tourism accounts for some 40-60% of international tourism and that 

wildlife-related tourism accounts for 2040% depending on the region (Filion et al. 1994). 

The simpIe fact that wildlife-related tourism has such great potential for income 

generation does not provide a sufficient analytical context. Tour operators and national 

governments in M c a  have in the past benefited from wildlife-related tourism while Little 

income has k e n  generated in the communities living with wildlife (Owen-Smith 1993). 

A shift in the distribution of benefits fiom tourism will have to accompany the 

development of wildlife-based tourism to ensure its sustainability. A new concept, 

gaining attention ody  in recent years, is community-based tourism (CBT). It represents a 

form of tourism in which communities gain more control over the management and 

benefits of the tourism ventures in their localities (Ashley 1997). CBT is a promising 

development in the process of e m p o w e ~ g  rural communities. But as Steiner and Rihoy 

point out (1 999, while a simple community-run rest camp operation may break even, the 

comrnunities themselves will rarely succeed in generating significant financial r e m s  

without extemal partners fiom the private sector in tourism marketing and development. 

This has led to the emergence of the concept of joint ventures in tourism development in 

M c a .  They represent a shifi in power relations and benefits distribution. Joint ventures 

are a new form of CO-operation in which communities and private operators join forces in 



tourism development. This concept will be addressed M e r  in the Namibian case 

studies. 

3.2.5. Bafancing the cos2 of wildfife in A frica 

nie importance of r ec t iwg  unequal distribution of benefits and costs for local 

communities has now been well recognized. It is of cntical importance for wildlife to 

provide tangible economic benefits to the local communities since these economic 

benefits serve as an effective incentive for conservation of wiidlife. Thus, the incentives 

m u t  be tied to the continued presence of the wildlife and its habitat, both in reafify and in 

local perceptions (Kiss 1990). The question of how to link benefits effectively to the 

perceptions of locai comrnunities about wildlife resources remains when in many cases 

local people have themselves ceased to see wildlife as a resource. Two issues are of 

central importance when it comes to atternpting to balance the benefits and costs of 

wildlife. First, any revenues fiom wildlife ventures must be steered towards the local 

community, and second, the distribution within the community is of utmost importance. 

The variety of benefits fkom wildlife utilization that can be focused to the local level can 

be put into three categories (Table 3.1) (Gibson and Marks 1995). 

Table 3.1. Three main forms of benefits h m  wildlife projects. (Adapted fiorn: Gibson and 
Marks 1995). 

1 M a t  fiom culiing operations, and household financial 
..., .. dividerids from revenue sharing. 

~ . ~ V ~ ~ . i n p C R  Community development projects, such as the 
estaMishmemt of hedth centers. schools and the 

. . .P.. . - -  mstniction of new water wdls. 
~ m ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~  Empowerment of the community by management 

- .  training. a sense of resource o&enhip, increased 
, . .  , - . . 

. . - . .  capacity and miroi ove? local development, and 
. 1 . .  . . d i  v d k a t b n  of the rurd eccwiomy. 

The perceptions of people in the comrnunities are of bdamental importance in 

assessing the overall value that is assigned to wildlife. When it comes to analyze the local 

perceptions of benefits and costs of wildlife and its utilization, three central questions can 

be asked (Kiss 1990, IIED 1994, Feldman 1994, Steiner and Rihoy 1995): 



Do people regard the benefits as significant enough to outweigh the costs they 

incur? 

Do people conceive of the benefits as directly related to conservation of the 

wil dlife resource? 

Do people feel that the distribution of benefits from wildlife utilization within 

the community is fair and equitable? 

People might perceive wildlife benefits as less significant than agricultural benefits 

for two reasons. Fust, many of the benefits of wilciiife reside in the community as a 

whole but not in the individual households. Second, they provide additional income 

rather than providing for substantial or essentiai needs (Steiner and Rihoy 1995). Also, of 

significance is whether benefits are weighed against the perceived costs of wildlife, or if 

communities treat them as windfall profits, i.e. welcorne when they corne but do not see 

them in any way related to other resoutce management decisions (Steiner and Rihoy 

1995). People's perceptions of benefits and costs, therefore, carry central implications for 

long-term resource planning and land use in communities. The perceptions are not only 

influenced by the direct benefits and costs of wildlife, but also by internai and extemal 

social and political factors, including access to markets for livestock and agricultural 

products, the overall level of development in the community, and the cultural or religious 

importance wildlife might represent for various communities. 

The manner in which benefits fiom wildlife schernes are distributed to the 

participant communities is of great importance in establishg the link between benefits 

on one hand and the conservation of resource, on the other hand. People's time is scarce, 

and participation without any visible benefits is unredistic. However, in the long term, it 

is of centrai significance whether people perceive these benefits as coming fiom the 

responsible management of the wildlife or in the forms of government handouts. In many 

recent projects in Afiica, there has been a failure to establish the link between resource 

conservation and individual benefits (Kiss 1990). Marks and Gibbs (1 995) point out that 

when benefits have the characteristics of a public good, or comrnon good, such as 

community development projects, people may fail to establish this connection. 



Communities are not homogenous entities and maintainhg that communities 

receive benefits fiom a particular wildlife project is rather a vague statement and ofien 

misleading. There are varying stakeholders and power relations in every community. An 

important question is who is participating in and benefiting nom the project in the 

cornmunity? In some cases, such as in the ADMADE program in Zambia, it has been 

shown that the chiefs, i.e. the traditional authorities, have been the ones benefiting the 

most (Marks and Gibbs 1995). In otber cases local government officiais have been 

making al1 the decisions about distribution of benefits and ofien such decisions can seem 

inequitable to people (Kiss 1990). Ofien management institutions and distribution 

mechanisms have proved to be far fiom democratic, and projects have failed because 

benefits were not distributed equitably (IIED 1994). Thus, equitable distribution within 

communities is of central importance for successful CBNRM and other integrated 

conservation and development projects. 

Steiner and Rihoy (1995) point out that CBNRM programs are built around the 

assumed link between costs and benefits as the key to changing resource management 

behavior. It is very important that the link be established between wildlife conservation 

and tangible benefits to individual members of the comrnuaity. To offset the costs 

associated with wildlife, local people must perceive the benefits as both a meaningful 

component in their livelihood strategies and as significant in relation to the incurred costs 

of wildlife damage. It is important that benefits are distributed equally in the community 

with a wide range of participation in such decisions. If projects fail to attain these 

objectives, sustainability and success of the project are far from ensured. 

3.3. COMMUNITY-BASED APPROACHES TO WLDLIFE MANAGEMENT IN 

AFRICA 

Many conservationists and internationai organizations have corne to comprehend 

that previous Afncan wildlife conservation approaches have been unjust and inefficient 

(Anderson and Grove 1987, Owen-Smith 1993, Gibson and Marks 1995). A number of 

e c a n  c o d e s  have responded to the new view in their own way, with prograrns that 

entail the concepts and elements of conservation with local participation (see e.g. Kiss 



1 990). Their approaches have arisen out of various factors, including: realization of the 

potential economic benefits fiom wildlife; problems with current wildlife management 

schemes which have resulted in dwindling wildlife numben; and a recognition that the 

people who live in close proximity with the wildlife are the bea stewards, given the nght 

incentives (Gibson and Marks 1995, du Toit et al. 1996). Furthennore, conservationists 

have corne to recognize both the legitimate rights of rural residents to utilize their natural 

resources and that any wildlife conservation schemes must have the cooperation and 

support of local comunities to succeed (Kiss 1990). 

Steiner and Rihoy (1 995) idenifi four main factors that have triggered the common 

agenda for reform in the conservation of Afncan wildlife (Table 3.2). 

Table 3.2. Factors that triggered a search for new participatory approaches to wildlife 
conservation in Africa. (Source: Steiner and Rihoy 1995). 
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The nature of wildlife as a resource, as well as the Anican context itself, present a 

number of challenges for common property management regirnes. One challenge arises 

due to the mobility of wildlife. While many natural resources, such as tracts of land, 

water reservoirs or forest products can be geographically defined, the mobile nature of 

wildlife rnakes it more difficult to define the relevant geographic space (Kiss 1990, IFAD 
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Partiapatory f m s  of planning and management had proven 
success in developmént, thus suggesting replication for 
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1995). Wildlife moves over vast areas, and thus it is challenging to devise a meam to 

give communities a sense of ownership over a resource that does not stay put. and to 

manage it under the communal land tenures prevalent in much of a c a  (Steiner and 

Rihoy 1995). Furthemore, as Kiss points out (1990), people fiom outside a defined 

management area can easily hunt and trap wildlife, and leave the area before they are 

caught. In this way its management c m  becorne quite problematic in terms of excluding 

others fiom using the resource. 

Another challenge in the Afncan context is the varying extent to which local 

common property institutions are sti11 functioning and relevant. In Afnca, as in many 

other parts of the world, the wildlife resource, once managed effectively under a 

communal system, has reverted to an open access system as a resdt of the breakdown of 

traditional management institutions (Kiss 1990). Moreover, the drain on the resource was 

much lower in the past due to lower population levels in communities. Today, with 

increasing population pressures, many opponents of devolution of management rights 

question the relevance and eficiency of traditional management institutions to govem 

naturd resources. Owen-Smith (1993) points out that not al1 previous tribal regdations 

are adequate in today's situation. He maintaios, however, that they c m  potentially provide 

a locally acceptable baseline on which to build new conservation policies that are in tune 

with the African communities. 

The community-based approaches to wildlife management currently implemented 

in communai areas in various African nations cal1 for the resurrection of common 

property resource management systems (IFAD 1995). It is essential that local institutions 

rnust be in place to perform the fùnctions necessary under common property systems. 

These have ofien included traditional authonties, or some forms of local or regional 

governments. This, however, has proved problematic in times when many traditional 

authority systems have broken down and local governments are not well developed 

(Murphree 1994). Littie (1994) points out that the management structures should ideally 

be built on existing local institutions, but in cases where this is not feasible, new 

institutions shouid be created. This can potentially create problems with shifting power 

structures and interests (Steiner and Rihoy1995). 



At their core, CBNRM models require a change in the form of administrative 

authority and definition of rights to wildlife to the local level. Berkes (1989) points out 

that natural resources cm be handled by many different types of property righe- For 

wildlife as a resource, it may be helpful to examine the diversity of relationships 

involving property rights and access conditions, instead of solely emphasizing the 

owneahip status of the resource. Many CBNRM initiatives in f i c a  stress community- 

based common property regines, but it can be argued that they really advocate co- 

management or multi-jurisdictional wildlife management, in as  much as private and 

community interests are addressed simultaneously (Hasler 1996). 

The CO-management mode1 is in fact a helpfbl context for many African CBNRM 

programs. At some levels in government there has been resistance to assign rights to local 

people, because it is believed that local institutions are incapable of managing wildlife. 

Thus, CO-management can potentially provide a compromise for those who remain 

skeptical about resource management at the local level. 

Several countries in Afnca have developed wildlife management prograrns or 

adapted resource management techniques which build on assumptions in cornmon 

property theory and elements of CO-management models (Hasler 1996). in fact in most of 

the CBNRM programs in southem Afnca de facto ownership lies with the community, 

but the de jure ownership still lies with the governrnent. The process has so far focused 

on decentralizing the management and use nghts rather than addressing the actual 

ownership status per se (Steiner and Rihoy 1995). 

The main question, however, in this context is whether such forms of co- 

management or joint jurisdictions are sufficient for creating a sense of community 

ownership of the resource. Another question is whether the decentralization must 

eventually evolve Uito a de jure ownership by community-based institutions. At the 

practical level, the question of whether the nature of the ownership is de facto or de jure 

might not be of critical importance, if in any case comrnunities perceive it as a legitimate 

fom of ownership of the resource and alter their behavior accordingly. 



3.3.2. Coinniuni@-based approaches in A frica 

A distinction can be made between wildlife-related development projects in Afnca, 

based on whether their main objective is conservation of a protected area, or rural 

development through the utilization of the wildlife resources on nual land. These 

objectives may be to varying degrees integrated (IFAD 1995). The focus to date has been 

mostly on established garne reserves and other forms of protected areas. increasing 

attention is now king paid to the development of management institutions on communal 

land. Kiss (1 990) identifies three main reasons for the initiation of wildlife management 

schemes in Afnca, as outlined in table 3 -3. 

Table 33. Three main reasons for the initiative of wildlife management schernes in Afnca. 
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Wildlife management initiatives in f i c a  have the participatory approach in 

common with other rural development initiatives in Africa, especially natural resource 

projects in the water and forest sectoa. The most important early attempt to integrate 

local people's needs with modem conservation began in the Amboseli NationaI Park in 

Kenya in 1960. The Amboseli initiative remains one of the most interesting cases of 

community participation in protected area management in Afnca, although its successes 

and progress have been rnixed (Kiss 1990, Western 1 994). 

toufist and safari hunti ng markets. 
To generate food and incorne in fragile or marginal areas, which cannot sustain 

A number of integrated development and conservation projects have been initiated 

in Afiica over the last two decades. Brandon and Wells (1992) and Hannah (1991) have 

evaluated many of these projects. Wildlife-related projects were evaluated by Kiss for the 

World Bank in 1990. These projects include the Amboseli Park in Kenya, the Serangeti 

National Park in Tanzania, in the Volcanoes National Park in Rwanda and a variety of 

other protected areas in Zambia, Botswana, and Niger to name oniy a few. The World 

Bank study concluded that wildlife-related projects had the potential to promote rural 

development. These projects could lead to an increase in local incomes and irnproved 



standards of living, thereby strengthening the local community structures and human 

resources and generally e m p o w e ~ g  local communities to manage theù own natural 

resource with litile extemal input or control (Kiss 1990, Barbier l992b). However, the 

success of individual projects in terms of reachuig theu overall objectives hm k e n  

mixed. The progress of the projects to date can be said to have k e n  moderate although 

many important lessons have k e n  learned regarding levels of participation, donor 

support, distribution of bene fits and institutional sustainability . 
The successes of these programs can be measured only partly in terms of whether 

they reached their overail objectives in increasing wildlife numbers and nual incorne. 

Kiss (1 990) points out that many of them are still in their infancy and should be regarded 

as pilot projects with unrealized potential. Of importance is the extent to which they have 

generated usefiil knowledge for the fùrther development of the CBNRM approach both in 

terms of their successes as well as failures. 

In the last 15 years a number of interesting projects have emerged in southem 

Afnca, notably in Zambia, Botswana, Zimbabwe, and Namibia. These projects have been 

interesting for various aspects of their approaches, and in particular for their success in 

devolving user and management rights over the resources to the community level. 

Moreover, it is noteworthy that their main target areas have been communal rural lands. 

The most influentid of those projects is the CAMPFIRE project in Zimbabwe. The 

design of the Namibian mode1 has in many ways been infiuenced by the Zimbabwe 

program. A bnef review its main elements will be useful in highiighting some of the main 

issues discussed earlier and is important for the contextuaiization of the Narnibian case 

study that follows. 

3.3.3. CAMPFIRE 

The Zimbabwe CAMPFlRE program (Communal Area Management Program for 

Indigenous Resources) has k e n  a landmark in community-based wildlife management in 

Afnca. The program has introduced elements of ownership and access nghts to local 

natural resources for communities in nual areas. In so doing the government has 

expanded the community participation in their management and enabled residents to 

derive economic benefits fiom their wildlife resources (Matzke and Nabane 1996). 



The history of wildlife management in Zimbabwe largely reflects the expenence 

throughout Afïica. Under colonial d e  al1 wildlife was state property and legd utilization 

of wildlife was restricted to the whites. At the same time, Africau settlernent in the 

country was pushed to the most marginal lands under a system of 'Native Reserves' now 

referred to as 'Communal lands' (Matzke and Nabane 1996). This resulted in changed 

cultural perspectives, alienating people fiom wildlife resources and denying them access 

to land they previously used on a sustainable basis. Wildlife becarne a liability and 

nuisance, atthough for some it was an illegal source of meat (Hill 1 99 1 ). 

The CAMPFIRE program was officiaily established with the appropriate 

legislation in 1986, and is run by the Department of National Parks and Wildlife 

Management within the Ministry of Natural Resource and Tourism. It is indirectly 

designed to take pressure off Zimbabwe's national parks by changing the way villagers on 

communal land view wildlife in non-protected areas (Mbanefo and Boerr 1993). The 

project, therefore, has the appropriate policy-level cornmitment and necessary legislation 

to allow local management of communal land. Moreover, the project is incorporated into 

the National Development Plan (Matzke and Nabane 1996). 

CAMPFIRE evolved as a response to numerous problems in the centralized 

wildlife management system. Previous community-based wildlife initiatives had failed 

because nual people were not really involved in the decision-making process and did not 

receive the benefits necessary to encourage them to participate meaningfblly (Barbier 

1992, Matzke and Nabane 1996). In the mid 1970's, CAMPFIRE's predecessor, the 

WINDFALL project, started up in Zimbabwe, but largely failed. Littie meat from wildlife 

harvesting found its way back to the villagers who shared their land with wildlife. 

Moreover, the small arnounts of money that filtered through the bureaucracy were mainly 

viewed as government handouts. Although the WINDFALL project failed to establish a 

link berneen the benefits of wildlife management and conservation, it provided valuable 

lessons for m e r  continuation of the development of a community-based approach in 

Zimbabwe. 

A central purpose of CAMPFiRE is to empower local people and ensure that the 

benefits of good resource management reach the communities (Matzke and Nabane 

1996). Simply channeling the econornic benefits fiom wildlife to communities is not the 



sole aim of the project. It also aims to enhance local decision-making on significant 

matters such as decisions about the allocation of the wildlife resources (Matzke and 

Nabane 1996). To what extent CAMPFIRE has reached that objective is debated. Taylor 

(1995) argues, for example, that for many districts, local cornmunities remain mere 

recipients of an annual handout fiom wildlife utilization. Furthemore, it has been pointed 

out that the main focus of the CAMPFIRE program has been creating economic 

incentives rather than enhancing social empowerment (Steiner and Rihoy 1995). 

A component of CAMPFRE is the formation of appropriate institutions under 

which resources can be legitimateiy managed and u t i f i d  by the communities. The 

management authonty is devolved fkom the central government to the Regional District 

Councils, i.e. the local level of govemment, but not to the comrnunity per se. Many 

maintain that this has proved quite problernatic (Hasler 1996). The official aim of 

CAMPFIRE is to devolve resource rights to the lowest possible level. Thus, having the 

locus of power at the district level may contradict the aims of CAMPFIRE. Hasler (1996) 

maintains that this is at the heart of many of the problems related to the distribution of 

benefits and resource management. For example, in the first years of CAMPFIRE, 

Thomas concluded that little of the income generated had been returned directly to the 

village people (Thomas 199 1 quoted in IFAD 1995). 

CAMPFIRE's approach is built on the understanding that a long-term strategy for 

biodiversity conservation mut include the sustainable use of wild species as a key 

component (Adams and McShane 1996). Much of the success of CAMPFIRE is directly 

h k e d  to the hi@ monetary value of the wildlife in safari or trophy hunting (du Toit et al. 

1996). In the period fiom 1989 to 1993, 92% of project revenues were generated fiorn 

safari hunting, of which a full 64% came fiom elephant hunting (Steiner and Rihoy 

1995). The potential to generate fun& fiom trophy hunting has k e n  a centrai element in 

the CAMPFIRE approach. 

The profits generated fiom wildlife utilization can be used for general communal 

benefits or be distributed to individual households. CAMPFIRE requires that a minimum 

of 50% of totai revenues must be distributed back to the producer community, i.e. to the 

community on whose land the wildlife dwell. In the past there have been some problems 

with funneling benefits to the cornmunities i.e. fiom the district councils to the villages, 



and it has been noted that oAen little money found its way back to the villages or the 

individual households. These problems have to some extent k e n  overcome in the 

program (Steiner and Riboy 1995). 

CAMPFIRE represents a great improvement in wildlife resource management 

fiom the colonial era practices of disenfianchising nual people fiom the use of wildlife 

resources. Furthemore, CAMPFIRE can be seen as an attempt to create an integrated 

conservation system aimed at abolishg the colonial legacy of hostility among farmen 

towards wildlife conservation (Hill 199 1). However, the project has highlighted some of 

the problems in gewrating local participation in wildlife projects in Afiica. Adams and 

McShane (1996) point out that few people below the District Councils take part in the 

debates over how money should be spent and as a result people in villages still do not feel 

that wildlife belongs to them. As mentioned before, there have been various problems 

with the redistribution of funds from the district councils to the villages, and some wards 

have received nothing at dl. 

The results fiom the CAMPFIRE vary from district to district in terms of differing 

in implementation approaches and level of benefits reaching the communities. However, 

experience has shown that the areas where benefits have reached local people, there is a 

marked improvement in the exercise of responsible wildlife management and the nurnber 

of poaching incidents has declined (Mbanefo and Boerr 1 993). 

3.4. CONCLUSIONS 

Owen-Smith (1993) argues that many well-intentioned wildlife conservation 

projects have failed in the past because the project initiators have sought people's passive 

support and left conservation action to govemment or NGO outsiders. Similarly, Bell 

(1987) criticized many of the past revenue-sharing schemes in conservation projects for 

degrading people by treating them as  a nuisance k i n g  bribed to keep quiet. 

Previous wildlife projects in Afnca emphasized the need for compensation, e.g. 

for crop damage and livestock predation, often in the form of cornmunity development 

projects (Steiner and Rihoy 1995). Over the last 10-1 5 years various initiatives have 

emphasized more-active efforts to devolve power and responsibility for resource 



management to the community and give local people a larger role in the generation and 

distribution of benefits (IIED 1994). To eestablish the crucial link between wildlife 

conservation and benefits, an element of proprietorship has k e n  introduced with the 

basic assumption that a sense of ownenhip will strengthen the link between benefits and 

the resource. 

A central element in wildlife management schemes in southem a c a  has k e n  

the search for appropriate f o m  of institutions. The ADMADE program in Zambia uses 

the traditional authorities, i.e. the local chiefs, as the institutional link between the local 

level and govenunent wildlife departments. Gibson and Marks (1995) point out that such 

solutions have proved highly problematic and that the chiefs used these initiatives to 

secure more power and resources for themselves rather than to facilitate local 

participation and wildlife conservation. Similarly, the approach used in the Zimbabwe 

CAMPFIRE project is likely to remain contentious as the project designs opt for reliance 

on the Rural District Councils as the appropriate authority over the local communities 

(Steiner and Rihoy 1995). Gibson and Marks (1995) remain skeptical of the southem 

African participatory wildlife projects and maintain that these projects have some flawed 

assumptions regarding people's perceptions and that inappropriate management 

institutions have been established, failing to create the link between conservation and 

individual behavior. 

An important question in this regard is how to define the community level and 

consequently what represents a local resource management institution. 1s it the traditional 

authorities, the local or regional government, the villages or the communes? Essentially, 

Zimbabwe, Zarnbia and Narnibia have al1 used different approaches to develop local 

institutions for wildli fe management. To what extent the di fferent approaches will 

provide the appropnate form of decentraiization over wildlife nghts and establish a 

feeling of ownership in the communities and the individuals within them is open for 

debate. The Namibian approach to local institutional building will be M e r  explored in 

the case study presented in chapters 4 and 5. 

It can be concluded that the citical factor in CBNRM programs is that rights, 

responsibilities and benefits flowing from the wildiife resource are clearly linked in 

people's behavior. How exactly to establish those links remains elusive. Steiner and 



Rihoy (1995) point out that in fact the greatest challenge to CBMZM programs is the 

establishment of a management framework that ensures communities have regained 

control over their resource. 

In general, one c m  conclude that in areas where wildlife is an appropnate land use 

option, a real new contribution to participatory sustainable development c m  be made 

(IFAD 1995). The basis of sustainable development in the Afncan context is to fulfill 

human needs while reconciling and integrating conservation and national economic 

development as well as local human development. Adams and McShane (1 996) point out 

that in ternis of M c a ' s  wildlife, the ethic of sustainable development means that 

conservation organizations that once focused solely on anirnals must now fit people into 

their equations. With its increasing human poverty and extensive wildlife resources. 

Afnca presents the world's greatest challenge for integrating these objectives. CBNRM 

projects represent, however, an opportunity to empower niral people in Afnca to take 

charge of their own development and management of their own resources, for their own 

benefit. 



CHAPTER 4 
CASE STUDY: THE NAMIBIAN CBNRM CONTEXT 

The aim of this chapter is to provide the general background and context of the 

CBNRM approach in Namibia. The evolution of a new policy and legislation is 

examined, including the factors that influenced theù formation. The key concept of a 

'conservancy' is explored as well as the possibilities its establishment opens up for nual 

communities. The main sources of the benefits fiom cornmunity-based wildlife 

management will be reviewed and their importance examined in the overall structure and 

functions of the program. 

This chapter is based mainiy on a review of secondary documents from Namibia, 

e.g. various articles, policy documents and policy discussion papers as well as project 

proposais and evaluation reports. In addition, this section incorporates insights gained by 

the author fiom interviews conducted with govemment officiais at the policy level and 

with senior NGO s a .  

4.1. BACKGROUND TO THE COUNTRY 

Namibia's landbase covers 824,269 km2 in the southwest tip of the Afincan 

continent. The country shares borders with South Açica to the south, Botswana to the 

west and Angola, Zambia and Zimbabwe to the north. The population is small, with only 

1.6 million inhabitants. This makes it one of the most sparsely populated countries in the 

world with about two inhabitants per square kilometer (UNDP 1998). 

Namibia is  a country with vast open spaces, great natural beauty and a nch variety 

of wildlife. Wildli fe occurs in vary ing density throughout Namibia. The diversity of 

vertebrate species includes al1 of the 'big five', i.e. lions, leopards, elephants, rhinos and 

buffaloes, as well as many other species e-g. various antelope species, zebras, ostriches, 

hippos, and a great number of bird species. There are three major vegetation zones: desert 

dong the western coastal plain and in the south; savannas in the central and the north 

central plateau, and woodlmds in the wetter northeast region of the country. The latter is 

also the area with greatest diversity of fauna (Ashley and Barnes 1996). 

Namibia is the dnest country in Sub-Saharan Afnca, and, thus, much of its terrain 

is desert or semi-desert with fiequently occurting droughts (Barnes and Ashley 1996). 



W a l l  varies fiom virtually none in the desert strip dong coastal areas, up to a 

maximum of 600 mm/yr in the northeast, but overall the precipitation in Namibia 

averages 100-250 mm/yr (Ashley 1995). The rainfall season in concentrated in two to 

four montbs per year, during the period January-Apnl but this is also the hottest season, 

resulting in high evaporation of water ( W P  1998). This makes water one of the 

scarcest resources in Namibia. 

4.1.1. Peaple and settfements 

Formerly known as South-West Africa, Namibia became a German colony at the 

end of the 1 9 ~  century, but during the First World War, German occupation ended and 

the country came under South African rule. The country gained its independence from 

South Africa in March 1990 and is today a democratic republic. The government is 

presently run by the SWAPO party (South West Africa People's Organization). Prior to 

becorning a political Party, SWAPO was the rebel group fighting for Namibian 

independence. 

The country is  inhabited by at least 1 1 indigenous ethnic groups. The biggest ethnic 

group and almost haif of the total population are the Owambos. Other ethnic groups 

include Kavango, Herero, Darnara and the San people, better known to some as 

Bushmen. Around 85,000 or about 5.3% of the total population are whites of European 

descent. 

The allocation of land and the settlement pattern in Namibia is a major legacy of 

the apartheid system. The rnajority of the population, or 70%, lives on the communal 

lands, covering about 41% of the country (Figure 4.1). The communal areas are the 

legacy of the homeland system of the South Afncan government. Essentially, black 

people were moved fiom prime agriculhiral areas to marginal lands in the north of the 

country, while white f m e r s  took over the land best suited for agriculture. Today 44% of 

the country belongs to white commercial fanners, who in tuin make up only one percent 

of the population (Ashley and Barnes 1996). Presently, communal land rernains state 

property but rural residents have user nghts to the natural resource such as grazing. This 

has created highly skewed income generation and land management opportunities as well 

as tremendous stress on naturai resources in the communal lands. 



4.1.2. The Narnibian economy 

Most of the population in Namibia lives in the communal rural areas and depends heavily 

on natural resources for subsistence, particularly agriculture and livestock, which are the 

main sources of employment and livelihoods ( W P  1998). However, the GDP per 

capita is relatively hi& amounting to 1,984 US$ in 1997, and results in Namibia ranking 

among the world's 'middle income countries' (UNDP 1998). This high average per capita 

income sheds little Iight on the actual situation in Namibia. A century of colonial d e  and 

apartheid has created a dual economy which still prevails. The United National Human 

Development Report (LMDP 1998) notes that Namibia is a country of extreme 

inequalities and low human development for the majority of its people. When the GDP 

per capita is M e r  analyzed, it also reveals that the nchest 10% of the society receives 

65% of the income (UNDP 1998). Moreover, the top one per cent of the population has a 

total annual household income that exceeds the total income of the bottom 50% (Ashley 

and Batnes 1996). 

Besides agriculture, the main sectors contributing to the Namibian economy are 

muiing, fisheries and tourism. Mining of various Stones, metals and minerals is the largest 

contributor to both GDP and the greatest source of foreign exchange earnings, 

contributing 16.7% to the GDP in 1996 (UNDP 1996). Tourism is presently the third 

largest foreign exchange earner, after mining and manufacturing, contributing about 5% 

to GDP and 12% to foreign exchange earnings. Tourism receipts were valued at almost 

~ ~ ' 8 0 0  million in 1996 and created over 10,000 direct jobs (Ashley 1995). About 

500,000 thousand tourists visit Namibia a ~ u a l l y  and the nurnber is increasing at around 

15% per year (MET 1998). Recent development strategies for the country, therefore, put 

great emphasis on tourism development. The recently published poverty strategy for the 

country emphasized, for exarnple, that the main sectors which are Iikely to create 

significant employment in the next tcn years are the fishing industry and tourism (UNDP 

1998). 

- - - 

1 Mid-year 1999, CADS 1 = NS 4 
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Figure 4.1. Different types land uses in Namibia. 

The most important natural assets for developing the tourism industry in Namibia, 

i.e. wildlife and wildemess, are to be found mainly on the communal lands in the north of 

the country. This is important, since few other opporhmities for employrnent creation 

exist in these areas besides subsistence famiing. The living standard on these communal 

lands is low and a population growth of 3% /yr is creating increasing pressure on the 

natural resources (Jones 1998). The UNDP Human Development Report for Namibia 

1998 concludes that there is an urgent need to alleviate poverty and improve welfare in 

these areas. With few alternative development opportunities, the presence of wildlife and 

the opportunity for nature-related tourism represents perhaps the one viable means to 

diversify the rural economies (Brown and Jones 1998). Tourism is the only international 



industry where the customer travels to the product and lack of modem development can 

be an asset (UNDP 1998). Thus, in recent years, the focus of nuai development in 

Namibia has increasingly shified toward strategies intended to integrate wildlife-based 

rural development with nature conservation in communal areas. 

4.2. WLDLIFE CONSERVATION 

Protected areas in Namibia cover about 13.5% of the country's surface area (Brown 

and Jones 1998). These include the well-known Etosha National Park in Northern 

Namibia and the Soussuvlei Sand Dunes Park on the southwest coast. Protected areas 

only partially address the need for conservation of wild animals in Namibia Presently, 

most of the wildlife exists on commercial game ranches and on communal lands (Jones 

1995). For example, about 75% of the country's elephant population spends most of the 

year on the communal areas, outside game reserves (MET 1995). Due to the arid climate 

and environmental condition prevailing in Namibia, wildlife moves over large tracts of 

land in search of water and fodder (Jones 1995). This fact has had major implications for 

the development of wildlife conservation strategies. 

A similar pattern of conservation initiatives emerged in Namibia during coionial 

times. First under German colonial control and later under South Afiican's system of 

apartheid, the govermnent established game reserves without consulting local people or 

giving any recognition to their needs (MET 1995). This resulted in the imposition of 

unjust and restrictive laws and a centralized control of wildlife as a resource (Brown and 

Jones 1 998). By the 1 960ts, al1 wildlife had become state property and could only be used 

under strict government supervision (Jones 1995). This policy resulted in the alienation 

of the black rural farmers fiom wildlife and kindled conflicts between rural people and 

conservation authorities (Brown and Jones 1 998). 

A landmark policy decision was made in 1967 when the South African 

government gave conditional use nghts over wildlife to white commercial farmers (MET 

1995). Pnor to that the commercial farmers had Little incentive to have wildlife on their 

land since it p r i m d y  represented cornpetition with their livestock for grazing, and 

therefore not a source of benefits. The new policy, and subsequent legislation in 1975 



gave commercial famiers rights to use the game on theu farms to derive an income, so 

long as they met certain conditions, mainiy related to fencing of their lands. The 

commerciai farmers could now undertake various economic activities such as the capture 

and sale of game to trophy and sport huntea, use of cul1 game for meat, or use their f m s  

for non-consumptive tourism (MET 1995). 

The new poiicy regarding wildlife on commercial f m s  in Namibia yielded several 

important results. First, it resulted in a major growth in the game-farrning industry such 

that it now contributes large amounts to the national economy. Second, wildlife numbers 

increased on commercial lands. The nurnber of game species uicreased by 44% over a 

twenty-year penod according to a s w e y  conducted in 1972 and 1992 (Barnes and de 

Jager 1995). Some game b e r s  are reintroducing species such as elephants, rhinos, and 

lions to the commercial farrning areas after decades of absence (Jones 1995). 

Furthemore this development has required little financial and technical support fiom the 

state (MET 1995). The new policy provided farmers with incentives that shifted their 

choice domains, and made wildlife utilization and management a realistic and profitable 

land use option. 

The opposite development occurred on communal lands. During the apartheid 

penod, no positive changes were made in wildlife Iegislation for the inhabitants of the 

communal areas. Essentially, most communal areas experienced a major decline in 

wildlife numbers, sometime to the brink of extinction (MET 1995, Ashley and Barnes 

1996). The decline in wildlife numbers was mainly been due to poaching, both by local 

inhabitants and outsiders as well as conversion of habitat to agricultural use. Jones (1995) 

maintains that in the past, wildlife has been viewed by rurd residents as state property, 

creating an open-access situation that promoted illegal use of wildlife. Jones (1995) 

points out that this attitude and other key factors such as poverty and population pressure 

with an increasing need for land have in most cases appeared to outweigh any 

conservation ethic arnong nval people. 

When Namibia gained its independence, there were ample reasons for developing 

new policies. First, there was an urgent need for nual development in communal areas. 

Second, new approaches to wildlife conservation were needed, given the overall decline 



in wildlife numbers. The search for a way to integrate these objectives has brought 

wildlife utilization to the center of Namibian conservation and development strategies. 

4.2.1. The emergence of integrated deveIopment arid conservation in Nami'bia 

The Namibian approach to CBNRM has been developed over the 1st  fifieen years. 

The design, planning and implementation of the approach have been influenced by a 

nurnber of extemal and intemal factors. First, the experience of a number of pilot projects 

in Namibia has generated valuable lessons. Second, experience of neighboring countries 

with sirnilar pmgrams such as CAMPFIRE in Zimbabwe has providod valuable input. 

Third, the lessons of common property resource management reviewed in the last chapter 

provided the theoretical Eramework upon which the Namibian CBNRM approach is based 

(Jones 1998). These sources have contributed to the formation of a CBNRM program that 

is uniquely Namibian. 

The Narnibian NGO Integrated Rural Develupment und Nalure Conservation 

(IRDNC) has played a central role in the development of the CBNRM approach in 

Namibia. IRDNC has as its central objective to link conservation and sustainable wildlife 

and other natural resource use to the social and economic development of rural 

communities (IRDNC 1995). The emergence of community-based approaches to wildlife 

conservation in Namibia started with IRDNC's initiatives in the Kunene region in 1983. 

These initiatives onginally started with the involvement of the traditionai authorities and 

other community members in the establishment of a system of Community Game Guards 

(CGG) and the establishment of revenue-sharing mechanisms for tour operators in certain 

areas. These initiatives will be discussed in more detail in the next chapter. Such pilot 

projects yielded positive resuits and game numbers in the Kunene region started to rise 

(IRDNC 1995). Although highly contentious within a country ruled by apartheid, these 

initiatives later triggered expansions of the concept of community participation in 

conservation. 

When Namibia gained its independence in 1990, the field was open to the 

introduction of new ideas about conservation and natural resource management (Jones 

1998). The new democratically elected government strongly emphasized abolition of the 

discriminatory policies of the apartheid era, poverty alleviation in rural areas and political 



decentrakation. Moreover, the new ernphasis in conservation that was emerging in other 

paits in Southem Afkica, and elsewhere, resonated with these priorities of the new 

government. The introduction of CBNRM as a strategy could be seen as a rural 

development program that addressed the importance of wildlife conservation and 

emphasized increased local participation (Jones 1998). Furthemore, the lack of resources 

for conservation authonties adequately to patml vast and inhospitable tracts of land and 

enforce conservation measures was a strong practical incentive to try alternative 

approaches to conservation (Jones 1998). 

In the search for appropriate solutions and policy designs to promote conservation 

on communal lands, the Ministxy of Environment and Tourism (MET) and IRDNC 

conducted a series of survey studies in Northern Namibia in 1992-94 (Jones 1992. Brown 

and Jones 1994). The surveys indicated that rural people had a deep-rooted conservation 

ethic with respect to wildlife, an ethic that IRDNC had earlier built upon in its 

community game guards program. People were concerned that their children and 

grandchildren would not be able to enjoy wildlife and expressed a concem about the 

disappearance of wildlife in their areas (MET 1995). An important fmding in the studies 

was the fact that rural people were not opposed to the conservation of wild animals, but 

did oppose the application of conservation practices of the past (Jones 1995). People 

viewed the old practices as 'colonial conservation' (MET 1995). 

The results of these surveys as well as a number of ongoing IRDNC pilot projects 

in the Kunene area helped to bring such lessons back into the development of the policy 

and legislation taking place at the national level. It is stressed by the designers of the 

Namibian CBNRM policy that the development of the policy and legislation was 

grounded in grass-roots participatory experience and not the mere product of theorists 

and planners who were removed fiom practicd implementation issues, or imposed by 

donors or international conservation agencies (Brown and Jones 1998). 

It was realized that to carry the community-based initiatives M e r  as a meaningfùl 

approach to conservation and development in rural areas, local cornmunities would have 

to have sufficient incentives to manage their resources sustainably. This could only corne 

about with policy and legislative changes thus ensuring political support for the initiatives 

(Hagen et al. 1998). In 1995, a new policy framework on wildlife utilization and tourism 



on communal land was introduced, thereby laying the ground for future development of 

the CBNRM approach in Namibia. 

4.3. THE PRESENT POLICY ENVIRONMENT 

The new policy framework was the outcome of a series of developments, and 

cooperation arnong key NGO people and officiais within government. While the policy 

provided a fiamework to work within, it was recognized that on its own, the framework 

couid not bring about sufacient change and the relevant legislation had to be changed as 

well (Jones 1995). After some delays, changes were made to the legislative framework, 

including in 1 996 the Nature Conservation Ordinance (4 of 1 975) which was amended to 

extend rights of wildlife utilization and benefits to people living on communal land (MET 

1995). 

4.3.1. The new poiicy and legislative framework 

The new policy and legislation provided a legal h e w o r k  to enable rural residents 

to sustainably utilize wildlife in their areas and attain the benefits fiom that use. Several 

difficult questions had to be addressed during the design phase of the program. These 

retated to how ownership of mobile wildlife resources should be defined, and how the 

state could regulate the use of game while devolving maximum mponsibilities to local 

communities (MET 1995). ï h e  answer to these questions was generated by the 

introduction of the concept of 'conservancies' on communal lands. The idea of 

conservancies was fust introduced in 1992 in relation to wildlife utilization by 

commercial f m e n .  This allowed them to pool their land for the purpose of wildlife 

management. With the 1996 legislative amendment to the Nature Conservation Act, this 

system was extended to include famiers on communal land. ?le process Iding up to the 

establishment of conservancies is outlined in figure 4.2. 

A 'conservancy' in the communal areas context consists of a self-defhed 

community, or a group of communities, within a defined geographical area that jointly 

manage, conserve and utilize wildlife and other natural resources (MET 1995). The 

conservancy is thus a concept that includes both a spatial and social dimension. The 



defined membership is the social unit and the defined geographical area is the spatial 

ecological management unit (Brown and Jones 1998). 
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Figure 4 1 .  The Evolution of the CBNRM program in Namibia. 

The main policy objectives, as stated in The Ministry Policy on Wildlife 

Management, Utilkation and Tourism in Communal Areas (MET 1995), are to: 

8 establish an econornically viable system of wildlife utilization in communal 

areas; 

remove discriminatory provisions of the Nature Conservation Ordinance (No. 4 

of 1979, by giving conditional and limited rights over wildlife to communal 

area fannen that were previously only enjoyed by commercial farmers; 

Iink conservation with rural development by enabling communal farmers to 

derive a direct financial income from the sustainable use of wildlife and from 

tourism; 



provide an incentive to rural people to conserve wildlife and other natural 

resources through s h e d  decision-making and fuianciai benefit; and 

ailow ruraI communities on state land to undertake tourism ventures, and enter 

into cooperative agreements with commercial tourism organizations to develop 

tourism activities of state land. 

The above objectives are onented toward soiving many of the past problems and 

inequalities by consideration of the goals of development and conservation 

simultaneously. The new policy is rneant to benefit the communities but at the same time 

the government is relieved of many of its management and enforcement burdens. The aim 

is that the conservancies are operated and managed by the conservancy members with 

minimal input or interference by the state. As time passes the role of the state should 

become less and less important. As the conservancies get fûlly developed and operational 

the role of government is meant to be limited to the provision of technical support and 

enforcement services. The govemment, however, will always have the right to revoke the 

user rights of the community if it deems the rate of use to be unsustainable and the 

management irresponsible (MET 1995). 

The new policy does not automatically give rights over wildlife to communities in 

communal areas (MET 1995). The requirements by the MET for communities to 

establish a conservancy include that they: 

have a defined mernbership; 

do not exclude anyone on the basis of race, gender or age; 

have a legal constitution with the working d e s  for sustainable management; 

and 

have defined boundaries. 

The conservancy's constitution m u  provide for sustainable management of the 

wildlife, and the management cornmittee must demonstrate the ability to manage funds. 

Furdiemore, there m u t  be no boundary disputes with adjacent communities, i.e. the 

spatial resource management units must be clearly defined (GRN 1996). The government 

does not lay down any niles for how the benefits are to be spent or distributed, but the 



management committees must present the MET with an equitable distribution plan that is 

based on input fiom their communities. Essentially, the comrnunities must demonstrate 

their sense of responsibility and a will to take on the task of wildlife management before 

user rights are devolved to them by the government. 

At the core of the conservancy concept is the conservancy management committee 

(CMC). The legislation requires a representative management committee for the 

conservancy to be elected by coxnmunity members. The role of the conservancy 

management cornmittee is laid out in the legislation as follows: "a conservancy 

committee shall on behalf of the community in a consewancy or in respect of which a 

conservancy has k e n  declared have rights and duties with regard to the consumptive and 

non-consumptive use and sustainable management of garne in such conservancy, in order 

to enable the members of such community to derive benefits fiom such use and 

management" (GRN 1996). 

Given the wide diversity of ethnicity, social organizations and spatial settlements 

of rural communities in Narnibia, it was recognized in the beginning that the new 

conservancy system had to be flexible. The policy, therefore, does not lay down a 

blueprint for establishing a conservancy, but rather establishes some basic d e s  and 

principles that communities must follow in forming a conservancy. Thus, a conservancy 

could be a large group of people on large tracts of land or small group of people on small 

tracts of land and anything in between (Jones 1995). It is important to note that the 

conservancies are not protected areas per se, but rather areas where wildlife management 

is integrated with other land uses. 

Jones (1998) points out that the conservancy approach provides a fhnework and 

incentives to which communities can voluntarily respond and thereby actually have a 

choice about whether to participate (Jones 1998). The incentives come in the f o m  of 

conditional rights to manage and benefit fkom the resource. The rights relate to the 

various uses of wildlife in the defined areas (Figure 4.3). For example, the comrnunities 

get t o h s m  and trophy-hunting concession rights that they can ailocate at will. 

Communities dso have the rights to engage in other wildlife uses, such as buying and 

selling live game and conducting community hunts of wild species (MET 1995). 
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Although a second management institution, the Wildlife Council, was provided for 

in the policy and legislation, to date none has been formed. The provision of the Wildlife 

Councils was an effort to aprease interests of parties who did not believe in the ability of 

communities to manage wildlife sustainabiy. The Wildlife Councils were to be 

government bodies which could CO-opt community leaders and make decisions on behalf 

of residents without double-sided accountability systems (Jones 1998). Thus, the Wildlife 

Councils would not represent CBNRM as defined and discussed in previous chapters, 

since they would essentially seek the passive participation of the community. 

Nevertheless Wildlife Councils might in some cases present a useful avenue for 

communities which do not find themselves in circumstances enabling the establishment 

of a conservancy. 

To date, four communal area conservancies have been gazetted The Torra and 

#Khoadi //Hoas conservancies in Kunene, The Salambala conservancy in Caprivi, and the 

Nyae Nyae conservancy in Bushrnanland. Together these new areas cover about 1.7 

million hectares (Brown and Jones 1 998). As of mid-year 1 999, twenty communities are 

working towards establishing conservancies. These areas cover more than 6,000,000 

hectares with about 70,000 inhabitants (WWF 1998). The mornentum for CBNRM is 

high in Namibia, both arnong program implementers as well as communities, and there is 

great optimism for the future of sustainable CBNRM in rural Namibia. 

4.3.2. Introduction of a new cornnion property munagement institution 

The CBNRM approach in Namibia entails the introduction of a new social 

institution within the communities. The conservancies are essentially a cornmon property 



uistitution with vested rights and duties for the sustainable management of wildlife in a 

particular area 

In the past, the traditionai authorities in communities, namely the headmen, were 

responsible for wildlife 'management' in their areas. This involved decisiom about when, 

where, what and whether to hunt. M e r  decades of colonial d e  and apartheid policies, 

the systems of traditionai authorities in many rural areas in Namibia have become 

weakened, with respect both to wildlife and other spheres of the community. When the 

South African government hposed the homeland system in Namibia (or as it was then, 

Southwest Africa), they in many cases appointed headmen through whom they ruled. 

This led to decline in community acceptance of their authority. Also, the relocation of 

people by the govenunent to new areas Ied to conflicts between headmen. as two or more 

headmen claimed authority over the same area. However, in some areas the headrnan 

system is still strong, but still lacks many of the structures that are needed for modem 

natural resource management, e.g. financial management and accountability. 

Because Namibia was only recently granted independence, regional and local 

government structures are relatively undeveloped. This situation is exacerbated by the 

vast distances and inaccessibility of many communities. The CBNRM approach and 

participatory development theory emphasizes the need for planners to work directly with 

the affected communities and for the unit of resource management to be the same as the 

one which receives the benefits. To reach the desired poiicy goals of linking conservation 

and development, and empowering communities in Namibia, it was deemed impractical 

to rely on existing community or local govemment structures. As Jones (1 998) points out, 

the conservancy approach works directly with the communities and not through existing 

levels of government and bureaucracy. 

The concept of the conservancy as an institution, and the general guidelines for its 

establishment, are laid out in the policy. However, the specifics of the implementation are 

up to the communities to decide upon. Most ïmportantly, the policy does not define the 

concept of 'community', but leaves it up to any group of peopie to define the comrnunity. 

It is based on a mutually recognized ability and desire to cooperate towards a community 

goal of benefiting nom wildlife management. This is important in ensuring participation, 



acceptance and capacity-building in the communities, although it has created a number of 

problems. 

For example, as a result of establishing a conservancy, there is a change in power 

relations, md new people within the communities gain considerable power in tenns of 

decision-making and financial maners. This can lead the traditional authorities to 

perceive the changes as a threat to their power. Confiicts between individual community 

members have also occurred, and the introduction of a new institutional player in the 

rural development process has met with opposition fiom some regional governments, 

which had k e n  opposed to the establishment of a coaservancy. In the process of 

establishing a conservancy, great care needs to be taken to integrate these different 

interests so that the various stakeholders do not feel left out of the process, thereby 

jeopardizing the integrity of the management unit and opening the way for fiinire 

conflicts. 

By neither pre-defining the community nor relying on existing management 

structures, decision-makers slowed the process of implementing the CBNRM program in 

nuai areas. However, by using an open, flexible approach to institution-building, it is 

easier to attain a maximum level of comtnunity participation and cornmunity 

empowerment, which is at the heart of an effective CBNRM approach. As pointed out in 

the last chapter, working through traditional authonties or local governent structures 

has created a number of problems in Zambia and Zimbabwe, particularly with regard to 

distribution of benefits and participation in the communities. Furthemore, by redefining 

the boundaries of communities and bringing people together who have a desire to 

cooperate, a number of problems inherent in the past are king overcome. It is boped that 

in the course of t h e  the conservancies will become credible institutions upon which 

fùrther development cooperation in these areas can be built. 

For example it is hoped that as a management institution, the conservancies can in 

the h e  be utilized for the management of other natural resources such as forests and 

plants, water resources, inland fish and garne birds (Hagen et al. 1998, Corbett and 

Daniels 1996). This would allow for a tnily integrated community resource management 

on communal land. Wildlife was in many ways the ideal resource with which to start to 

build the CBNRM approach in Namibia It was a resource people had become largely 



alienated fkom, but also one shown to have great economic value. A M e r  advantage 

was that wildlife utilization can provide quick economic retums, thus creating the 

necessary cornmitment in the communities and at the policy level for the philosophy 

underlying the CBNRM approach. 

4.3.3. Devolution of property rights 

A central element in the Narnibian conservancy approach is the systematic 

devolution of property rights over wildlife to rural farmers. When communities have 

defined their membership, negotiated boudaries and met the other necessary 

requirements for being legally gazetted as a conservancy, the government assigns 

conditional property rights, or use rights over the wildlife resource to the new 

management units. These property rights involve a bundle of rights and responsibilities as 

summarized in table 4.1. The idea is that by devolving property rights to a defined group 

of people with clearly defined use rights and the rights to benefits, people's attitudes with 

respect to resource stewardship will change. 

In the Namibian approach, communities should be enabled to make their own 

decisions about how revenues are distributed and spent. It was feared that if this were not 

the case, then the consemancies would be seen as a disguised form of state control and 

consequently there would be Iimited empowerment for the communities (Jones 1995). 

Giving conditional ownership of wildlife to communities through the conservancy 

constitutes an important means for community rnernbers to see themseives as holders of 

rights and the bearers of responsibiiities (Corbett and Daniels 1996). Thus, a new 

property nght regime is meant to play a central role in the Namibian approach, and 

provide the link between the benefits fiom the resource and the responsibility for their 

management and conservation. 

The conservancy system is fundamentally a partnership venture between the MET 

and rural people on communal state land. They share responsibilities for protecting and 

managing naturai resources and share the resulting benefits. Although the MET devolves 

user and management rights to the communities, it still holds the power to withdraw al1 

nghts to game utilization fiom a conservancy if the conservancy shows itself to be 

hesponsible in the use of wildlife (MET 1995). Furthemore, the Ministry reviews 



hunting quota decisions before issuing permits. The final decision on concession rights 

also rests with the Ministry and the comrnunity must apply to the MET for a 'permission 

to occupy' (PTO). However, afler a conservancy is proclaimed, the Ministry can no 

longer assign PTO's or concession nghts without the community's agreement. The 

devolution of property rights, therefore, is not complete. A CO-management regime is 

being created where the state and rural cornmunities manage the mources. to achieve 

community goals, as well as broder national policy goals. 

There are several unanswered questions regarding the actual land tenure in 

Namibia. Communal land is essentidly state land and the communities have the nghts to 

utilize the n a d  resources. In the case of wildlife, only the rights over the wildlife 

resource are king devolved to the conservancy. The conservancy will not hold other 

forms of property rights or make land claims on the defined temtory. This is deemed by 

many to be problematic and to hinder fùrther development of sustainable use of natural 

resources. In particular, it is argued that the conservancies should get the right to exclude 

non-members fiom using the land, something which is currently not the case. Presently, a 

new Communal Land Bill is k ing  fomulated, and much will depend upon whether it 

includes provisions to allow for communal ownership of land. 

4.3.4. The implementa fion of the new program 

A program like the CBNRM approach in Namibia does not turn into action solely 

by stating noble objectives in policy documents and govemment legislation. As Ashley 

points out (1996), the creation of proper policy incentives for advancing user rights and 

benefits fiom resources are insufficient without the skills and institutional capacity for 

resource management at the community level. After years of having little control over 

their own flairs, many community institutions are weak, and the necessary skills and 

knowledge for resource management and tourism development are absent. 

Addressing the need for capacity-building and training in the rural communities has 

been an element of central importance in the CBNRM program. This includes, for 

example, training in wildlife management, accounting for benefits and management of 

their distribution, ski11 development for negotiating with private tour operators. and 

developing and ninning tourism ventures. 



IRDNC has been working with communities in the Kunene since 1982. The work 

has in recent years corne to focus mostly on assisting the comrnunities in working toward 

establishing a conservancy. The role played by the IRDNC is mainly facilitative, and the 

communities steer their own course and set their own agendas. IRDNC provides 

assistance in facilitation training and institutional capacity-strengthening as well some 

direct hancial assistance to the communi ties. 

Lack of appropriate NGOs and institutional capacity in Namibia to implement 

CBNRM has k e n  identified as one of the weaknesses of the prograrn. At the beginning 

the IRDNC was the ody  appropriate NGO (Hagen et ai. 1998), but recently an increasing 

nurnber of Namibian NGOs have been getting involved with the CBNRM program by 

taking part in mobilipng and training in rural communities. This has mainly been made 

possible through funding fiom USAID and the World Wildlife Fund (WWF). 

The WWF, through the USAID-fimded Living in a Finite Environment Project. 

(LIFE) has provided extensive levels of training and financiai and technical support to the 

Namibian CBNRM prograrn over the past five years. Moreover, the LIFE prograrn has 

bctioned as an umbrella organization for the CBNRM program at the national level. 

coordinating activities among the various stakeholders. The national prograrn is a blend 

of broad partnerships between government, donors, NGOs, and rurai communities. 

Recently the CBNRM Association of Namibia (CAN) was established to take over this 

role and build up M e r  institutional capacity for implementing and coordinating the 

CBNRM program in the future. 

The main donors in the CBNRM program have to date k e n  USAID and WWF 

International. Aitogether over US$ 15 million over a period of 7 years have been injected 

into the CBNRM program at various levels (WWF 1998). IRDNC has received fûnding 

from various donors but most importantly WWF International. Both organizations are 

taking great care to ensure that the levels of h d i n g  communities receive is sustainable, 

Le. that when the conservancies are established and hctional,  they should be able to 

cover their own operating costs. 

Despite high levels of extemal funding, care bas k e n  taken to ensure that the 

ownership of the C B W  process and program remains Namibian, and reflects 

Namibian goals and objectives. When donors were brought into the program, the policy 



already fonned and the agenda set (Brown and Jones 1998). The process is not dnven by 

government, donors or foreign conservation NGOs, although extemal assistance has been 

very important (Jones 1998). However, it remains clear that donors have their own 

agendas and want to see progress in relation to the fûnding provided. They often force 

things to happen at a greater speed than might be desirable. 

4.3. S. Major chdenges in policy irnplementotion 

Despite successes, the Narnibian program has met with many challenges and 

obstacles both in getting the poiicy framework approved as well as in implementation of 

the prograrn at the Local level. CBNRM represents a change in power relations between 

the state and the communities, and therefore this change met with some resistance fiom 

within government. Even though the new policy was king pushed by government, the 

govemrnent is not a monolithic entity. Many government officiais responsible for wildlife 

management in the Directorate of Resource Management within the MET were opposed 

to the new policy. Many of them had a hard time coming to terms with the idea that 

communities could actually manage wildlife as a resource and advance its conservation, 

especiall y those who believed that rural people saw wildlife rnainiy as a source of meat. It 

is evident that this extreme has largely disappeared, and today there is a strong support 

for the prograrn within the various ministries, although some skepticism still remains. 

In the beginning there was also skepticism in the communities about the new 

program. Many community mernbers had a hard time believing that the planned changes 

and proposed benefits would be implemented. Some saw it as yet another schexne to take 

their land away. This was further exacerbated by a considerable delay between pilot 

projects king launched and the actual legislation king passed. This made some 

communities question whether there was sincerity behind the assurance that rights and 

benefits were to follow. Presently, however, with a number of conservancies being 

proclaimed, the word is spreading in the nuai communities about the positive things a 

conservancy c m  bring and the interest for the new program is expanding. 

A major challenge at the cornmunity level has been the definition of spatial 

boundaries between conservancies. As laid out in the policy, this must be settled and 

boundary disputes solved before conservancies can be proclaimed. Ofien the boundary 



issues between communities are highiy volatile. This is due to the dimptive homeland 

policy of the South Afiican govemment that relocated people to new areas, usually 

already inhabited by other people. This reaction has created some delays in the progress 

of establishing consemancies, pariicularly in getting them fully operational and getting 

benefits flowing. ln some cases the govemment has made allowances for a conservancy 

to register without boundary disputes king fully resolved. 

4.4 THE PROPOSED BENEFITS OF THE CONSERVANCIES 

The Namibian CBNRM program has approached the issue of linking wildlife 

conservation to community benefits in a different manner than other programs in 

southem Afnca. While the Zimbabwe CAMPFIRE program. for example, has focused to 

a large extent on economic benefits to communities, a major emphasis in Narnibia has 

been placed on various non-financial benefits for communities. The non-financial 

benefits include a number of social and cultural benefits such as empowerment of 

communities, as they take charge of their own development, and increased capacity and 

skills as well as enhancernent of the cultural values of wildlife. 

An essential long-run component of the Namibian conservancy program is also its 

potential to create a Stream of economic benefits. This is important since improved 

livelihoods are much needed in the communal areas. Moreover, the process of 

conservancy formation and the responsibilities undertaken with regard to wildlife 

management do involve costs for communities and, therefore, need to be balanced with 

financial benefits in the long run. 

4.4.1. Economic benefits of wiidlve utiIization in Namibia 

The economic potential of wildlife utilization in Namibia has provided a strong 

rationale for the country to extend wildlife utilization to communal areas, thus iacreasing 

opportunities for rural development and linking it with wildlife conservation. One of the 

key aspects of the conservancy program is its s m n g  potential for job creation in rural 

areas, as well as collective income generation (IRDNC 1995). 

The use of wildlife in Namibia has to date involved non-consurnptive tourism such 

as photographie safaris, consurnptive tourkm such as hunting, and various direct 



consumer uses of meat, skins and other wild products. Overall, non-consumptive tourkm 

based on viewing wildlife, the Namibian landscape and areas of wildemess are the 

dominating means of wildlife utilization, although that varies between regions (Ashley 

and Barnes 1996). Much work has been done in resource economics in Namibia in recent 

years. Research has revealed that there is considerable rmm for optimipng the economic 

benefits of wildlife in the country, with regard to both enhancing its use value as well 

increasing the equitable distribution of those benefits (Ashley and Barnes 1996, Ashley et 

al 1994). 

It has been estimated that Namibia could more than double the economic vahe 

attained fkom wildlife over the next 20 years (Ashiey and Bames 1996). Ashley (1995) 

maintains that total local e-gs fiom tourism could triple even without an increase in 

the wildlife base. She points out that these potential earnings could easily outweigh the 

direct costs of wildlife damage incurred to fanners in the communal areas. 

Wildlife densities Vary within the country, and so does the potential to engage in 

wildlife-retated development. Thus, not al1 areas will have as a viable option developing 

a conservancy based on the wildlife resource. Namibia's most valuable wildlife resources 

are found in or around the communal lands in the north, which are consequently the 

prime areas for the development of up-market eco-tourism (Ashley and Barnes 1996). 

The conservancies program can be instrumental in providing the appropriate channels to 

make the potential values of wildlife tangible for the local communities. The bulk of 

financial benefits made tangible to individuals and households through the new 

conservancy framework will likely be in the form of employment and revenue-sharing as 

part of tourism projects. Various other opportunities for developing income-generating 

activities have also emerged. This potential income, for example. can be derived from 

selling crafts and various tourism-related services as well as harvesting of other naturd 

resources, such as tatching grass in the Caprivi and Devil's claw in Bushmanland. 

Research has shown that wildlife utilization could potentiaily contribute significant 

amounts of money to rural households, although the significance will ultimately be based 

on people's perceptions rather than the actual amounts. It has k e n  estimated that in areas 

with medium wildlife potential such as the Caprivi region, wildlife-related enterprises 

could increase average income for households from 25-50 CAD$ per year to around 120- 



240 CADS per year, and up to around 240-500 CADS per year in the more spmely 

populated Kunene region. Furthemore, in areas with high potential, e.g. those that are 

adjacent to protected areas, the benefits could reach 2200 CAD$ per household, thus 

making wildlife and tourism an important development strategy (Ashley and B m e s  

1996). On this basis, Ashiey and Bames (1996) maintain that wildlife enterprises could 

make substantial contributions to household incornes, aithough they wodd not 

revolutionize them. Even though the income generated would not amount to much on a 

western standard, in places where households are strapped for cash this could prove vital. 

One of the aims of the new couservancy policy is to lay the groundwork for an 

integrated use of wildlife with livestock and other agrïcultural activities. The aim is that 

the conservancies can praçtice land-use zoning and integrate different land uses. The 

question is not whether wildIife cm provide enough benefits to become the only land-use 

option, but rather whether it can become a major addition to rural livelihoods and, 

thereby a viable component in the overall land-use strategies of mal f m e r s  (Ashley and 

Bmes 1996). Ashley (1996) points out that agriculture in Namibia, including both 

livestock raising and crop cultivation, is the main activity displacing wildlife habitat. The 

conservancies emphasize the integration of wildlife with other land uses, and are thus an 

important strategy to develop wildlife as a complementary land use. This provides 

incentives to conserve habitat while maintainhg livestock production, which is likely to 

remain the main source of livelihoods for nuaI households. Overall, it can be concluded 

that wildlife utilization can become a key strategy for biodiversity and habitat protection 

in Namibia. As Ashley points out (1996), once wildlife pays its way, conversion to other 

land uses is less likely. 

At present, financial assistance fiom donor organizations is king provided to the 

communities that are working towards the establishment of conservancies as well as to 

the four conservancies that are already in operation. However, the underlying basis for 

the conservancy approach is that they will prove to be econornically viable ventures in 

the future. Thus, when extemal financial support ceases, the conservancies must be able 

to pay for their operating costs, including the salaries for the cornmunity game guards, 

vehicles and other administrative costs, as well as eam benefits to be distributed in the 

communities. There is strong belief among program Mplementers that this can be 



achieved and that the consentancies c m  fuaction as sustainable and independent 

management enterprises. 

4.4.2. The imporfance oftourism 

Tourism, both non-consumptive and consumptive, is at the center of potential 

incorne-generating activities of the CBNRM program in Namibia. Most of the income- 

generatuig potentials and development oppominities in communal areas rest on tourism 

development in one way or amther. Barnes and Ashley (1996) point out that in the arid 

northwestern part of the country, i.e. the Kunene, where there is low land productivity but 

beautifùl scenery, non-consumptive forms of tourism dominate the current as well as 

potential economic use value. In other areas such as Caprivi and Bushmanland where 

land productivity is higher but with less scenic beauty, consumptive uses such as safari 

hunting will prove more viable (Ashley and Barnes 1996). 

An important parallel development dong with the CBNRM approach has been the 

emergence of the concept of cornrnunity-based tourism (CBT) (MET 1995b). The new 

policy on Community-based Tourism Development aims at providing a framework for 

ensuring that local communities have access to opportunities in tourism development and 

will be able to share in the benefits of tourism activities that take place on their land. The 

CBT policy, as well as the overall tourism strategy for Namibia, recognizes that the 

involvement of rurai communities in tourism enterprises is important (MET 1995b. MET 

1998, W P  1998). 

Ashley and Garland (1994) reviewed different strategies in tourism development in 

Namibia. Their study found that the development of tourism in communal areas and the 

involvement of local people in tourism enterprises could promote several important 

national objectives. These include faster economic growth in the regions, improved 

welfare and equity, empowerment of local people, improved resource conservation by 

local people and fïnally diversification of the Namibian tourism product, in particular by 

appealing to the new expanding market of higher paying ecotourism. 
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Table 4.1. The main kinds of possible towism development in the conservancies (adapted fiom 
Ashlev and Garland 1994). 

Community provides the land and 
the natural attraction i.e. wildfii and 
the private sector finances the deal. 

TOURR#1 
Comrnmi&M 
@nmtf- 

Community campgiounds and rest 
camps, cultural villages, and aaft 
œnters. 

quotas to a professional hunter wtio 
brings in people from outside wiling 
to pay for the hunts. 

Privata vmtum8 
with wmut  
MW 
riHthuikm 

Usudly generate litüe income for communities 
= Some employment creation (2-10 jobs per 

Privately run lodges that share their 
revenues in some way, e.g. bed 
night ievies, with the community but 
not with any other fm of 

on the wmmunit)/s 
behalf. 

campsite) 
= Much empowerment for communities when 

organiang own ventures 
Training and skill development in operating 
tourism senrices 
Hiih incorne creation for ammunities when 
sharing in profits 
A number of jobs created (appmx. 10-15 per 
iodge) 

m Provision of skill development and tourism 
training for the communiîy usudly induded in 
the joint agreement 
Empowemient for communities when standing 
on equal footing with the private sector and 
participation in 6e manager& t of the kdge 
Some income from bed night levies (usually 
less then Joint Ventures) 
Employrnent creatiori (similar as Joint 
Ventures) 
Lirnited training and capacity building in the 
communities 
Liffle empowermerit, the private operator 
remains in conbd 
Incorne from selling hunting quotas 
Few employment opportunities 
Some opportunities for training, such as 
hunting guides and backers 
Li& empowennent 

Essentially, the new commdty-based tourism policy recognizes that greater 

benefits must be retained by the communities where tourism activities occur. Moreover, it 

recognizes that such revenue-sharing contributes to Namibia's national development 

objectives of improved equity, poverty alleviation, and sustainable growth (MET 199Sb). 

In light of this, the new policy framework transfers concession rights for tourism 

activities in communal lands to the communities that have established conservancies. The 

communities that establish conservancies can either run tourist operation themselves or 

enter into partnerships with the pnvate sector (MET 1995b) (See Table 4.1). 

The different types of tourism ventures will evidently generate different forms of 

benefits to the communities. In the past some tour operators have entered into revenue- 



sharing with the communities, usually in the fom of bed-night levies. Even though they 

have not been obliged to do so, this has made good sense for many, fiom both a business 

as welf as ethical perspective. The revenue-sharing schemes have, however. included 

little or no other participation on the cornmunity's behalf. With the emergence of the 

concept of joint venture, this àas changed. The factor leading to this is that now, tour 

operators m u t  negotiate direçtly with the conservancies, not the govement, about 

ninning tourism ventures in their area. It involves negotiation whereby the community 

agrees to let the tour operator establish a business on locally and the comrnunity becomes 

a partner in the management of the enterprise through a joint management cornmittee. 

The concept and operation of joint ventures will be M e r  explored in the next chapter. 

Ashley and Garland (1994) concluded that joint ventures had the highest potentiai 

to achieve greater increases in community income, skills and empowerment as well as 

being financially viable for the private operator. Community-based initiatives such as 

carnpgrounds could generate the sarne social benefits but much less in terms of revenues 

for the community (Ashley and Gariand 1994). An enterprise run by a community or a 

joint venture is fktherrnore more likely to diversify the tourism product through its 

emphasis on cultural and ethical considerations (Ashley and Garland 1994). Presently, 

the market for hi@-paying nature tourism is increasing and many travelen regard 

community involvement as essential. having seen many communities over the world 

king deprived of benefits in the past. 

4.4.3. The imporfance of non-frnancicll beneflts 

It is evident that the Namibian CBNRM program has various other dimensions than 

the utilization and conservation of wildlife. Intangible benefits, such as social 

empowerment of rural communities, play an integral role in the process, both as an end in 

itseif as well as the means to improved management of natural resources in rural areas. 

Intangible benefits of the CBNRM program can be defined in terms the various social 

and cultwal benefits that result in one way or another from the conservancy formation, 

but do not accrue in direct monetary terms to the communities. These benefits are harder 

to mesure than direct monetary benefits fiom tourism ventures or employment creation, 



but are nevertheless important and accrue to individuals, the cornrnunity and Narnibian 

society as a whole. 

In a country where a century of colonialism and apartheid have to a large extent 

disempowered rurai people to manage their own affairs. this focus on intangible benefits 

is of great importance. Ashley (1998) points out that the CBNRM program is providing 

opportunities for residents to identifi a common purpose and strive collectively to realize 

it, e.g. establishing a conservancy and developing tourism in their area while creating a 

shared belief that improvement in livelihoods is possible. 

In her review of the intangible benefits fiom the CBNRM program, Ashley (1998) 

identifies five main categories of intangible benefits inherent in the CBNRM program: 

Capacity-building and empowerment. Capacity-building in the communities to 

undertake wildlife management and tourism development is of central importance in the 

Namibian CBNRM. This emphasis works to build up knowledge, accountable 

community institutions and self-confidence among nual-area residents. This can be 

broadly defined as social empowerment. Aiso, rights and responsibilities are king  

devolved to the local level. Potentially this will provide rural residents with a sense of 

ownership over the resource and consequently can be seen as an important aspect of 

empowerment for the local community. 

More secure livelihoods. By diversieing the local economies, the CBNRM 

program contributes toward more secure livelihoods in rural areas and increases their 

resistance to any threats to their livelihoods such as droughts. With additional cash 

income, people can secure food and other basic necessities in drought periods and afTord 

to send their children to school. This is especially important for the lower income 

households that ofien have little or no cash at their disposal. 

Cultural and aesthetic values of wildlife and local traditions. Wildlife has a 

strong cultural significance for many rurai residents. The fact that wildlife numbers will 

most likely increase in the conservancies is seen as a positive aspect by many residents. 

Furthemore, older people want their children to be able to see wildlife in the future. 

Various other cultural traditions and skills such as wildlife tracking are also king 

revitalized. 



Enhancement of the natuml resource base. Wildlife nurnbers have increased in 

both the Kunene and the Caprivi regions after the estabiishrnent of the CBNRM program. 

This represents a social benefit for the Namibian Society as well as the global comrnunity 

that is concerned about wildlife conservation. Furthemore the conservancy structures 

could likely lead to improved and more-integrated management of other natural resources 

in the areas. 

Political, social, ecoaomic and environmental benefits at the national level. 

Essentially, al1 of the benefits above contribute to important Namibian national 

objectives, i-e. increased democratization, sustainable management of natural resources, 

rural development, and improved equity. 

The central importance of women is well recognized when it cornes to the 

management of naturai resources and the empowerment and participation of women is an 

important factor in the CBNRM program (IRDNC 1995, Ashley 1998). Women's 

participation has been addressed by appointhg women as community resource monitors 

in the project areas in Caprivi and as commUIljty activators in the project areas in 

Kunene. IRDNC emphasizes the enhancement of women's participation within culturally 

accepted h e w o r k ,  without imposing western conceptions of gender equality. This has 

to date proved successfid and women's voices have become heard to an increasing extent 

in communities where women have traditionally been marginalized nom a western 

standpoint. 

The devolution of rights and responsibilities to communities to manage wildlife and 

its potential to increase community empowerment has k e n  a central focus as a benefit in 

the Namibian CBNRM prograrn. Ashley (1998) maintains that it could be argued that the 

opportunity to take responsibility and control over the resource and development in one's 

own area is in fact the most important benefit from the CBNRM program for many 

community memben (Ashley 1998). This could mean that even in the absence of any 

economic benefits, communities would still regard the conservancy prograrn as 

benefiting them and would participate in the conservation of wildlife and other resources 

on that basis. This idea deserves more attention and will be explored in some detail in the 

next chapter. 



It can be concluded that the intangible benefits inherent in the Namibian CBNRM 

prograrn are of great importance when it comes to assessing the overall benefits fiom the 

program. They are wide-ranging although hard to quantim. The overail importance of 

intangible benefits in relations to the financial benefits and the interrelatedness of these 

benefits in people's perceptions in the conservancies will be examined in more detail in 

the next chapter. 

4.4.4. Disîribution of Benef- and cos& 

As well as creating a Stream of financial and non-financial benefits for the 

participating communities, the formation of a conservancy and wildlife management will 

also include a number of costs for the communities. These costs can be defined for the 

purpose of this discussion bot. in terms of indirect and direct costs to the comrnunities as 

well as any potential negative externdities of the conservancy formation and the increase 

of wildlife numbers in the areas. 

The costs incuned by the communities can include oppomuiity costs for 

community members. In the last few years a number of community members in many of 

the conservancies have spent considerable time in meetings and work on establishing the 

conservancies. This is particularly true in the case in Kunene where distances are great 

and transportation problematic (Brown and Jones 1998). Also, the conservancies will 

practice land-use planning and zoning in one form or another and most of them will set 

land aside as Core WildIijie Areas (CWA), or prime tourkm sites where grazing and other 

activities will be restricted to some extent. This can potentiaily generate costs in ternis of 

lost access to those resources. Furthemore, increasing wildlife numbers in the areas are 

likely to increase the costs of wildlife damage, although masures are king taken to 

reduce those damages as will be discussed in the next chapter. How the various potential 

benefits get distributed and perceived in relation to these costs is of central importance. 

The distribution of benefits, not only between the national and the community level, 

but aiso intra-community distribution of benefits is of central importance when it comes 

to establishing the link between those benefits (Table 4.2) and conservation of wildlife or 

other natural resources. People perceive the benefits in relation to the costs they incur and 

determine their behavior based on those perceptions within the particular social context. 



109 

Important questions are thus raised about the manner in which the variety of benefits will 

be distributed within the conservancies. 

Table 4.2. Benefits and costs of  the conservancv and their distribution within the community. 

Employment from various tourism ventures and 
the conservancy. Examples indude CGG, tour 
and hunting guides, jobs in toufism lodges etc. 
Collective community income from revenue 
sharing in tourism and wildiii ventures. 

Potetitial incorne from selling mafis and services 
to tourists. 

I 
Community devekpfmt projeds, such as a 
new school or a health dinic. 

I lncreased empowerment of the oommunity e.g. 
more control over the resources such as wildlife, 
in the area, thus establishing a sense of 
ownershio. 

I lncreased nurnbers of wild animals in the area. 

rn 
Better management of natural resources. 

1 Training. skiil development and impmved 
capaaty in the community. 
Cuitural values of wildlife, e.g. children will see 
wildlife in the future. 

1 Wldlife dmaqe to ~aierpoin;~~- 
lncreased wildlife threats b 
lnvestrnent of time in setting up the consenrancy 
and relateâ entemises. 
Cornpetition between wildlife and livestock for 
water and grazing. 
Closure of prime wildlife areas for grazing as 
well as restricüng the collection of veldfood and 
firewood. 
lncreased community confikt over access to 

1 opporbnitks and finanœs as well as power. 
1 T m  mny twrists m i n g  to the area. 

Disturbance of traditionai wavs of Iife. 

Benelils go to individuals and m i r  households. OistdwtKHi of 
empbyment is likeiy to depend on skilis. Tt,& benefit 13 dimüy 
mlated to ~MI i fe  tourism in the area. 
Al1 househoüs in the community eiîher disfrbuted emnly or 
bssed on çerfarn aiteria, such as number of people in 
househoMs, wiidliîè damage incumrd, etc. fhese benefits are 
âimcüy k'nked wiat WIiîb fourXsm or oümr such enterprises in 
tlre area. 
Benelils indhduak. Likely to depend on ski113 and 
entrepmneunêl taknfs. 
Acctues to commundy as a &Ce or certain secfors within it, 
8.9. people who have chiMtwn or OH people. Runs the risk of 
not establishing the link between ~iMIifb and the benefit, since ii 
cwM be seen as a pubiic good, and not nslated to individual 
&&a* or wiMIih conseMian. 

-L#iMkrdCPlr 
ûenefils the communify as a * l e  but is Iikely to vary in 
importance behwen inûividuals. 

Benefis the commun@ as a whole, but some mght emn see 
th& as a cost or a disadvantage, depending on cicumstances 
and pemptbns. 
Benefits the commun@ as a whok as well as society in 

dembpment and pet empbyment and training. 

Community as a whole. 

Individuals, f8femismousehoùis or commundy as wf~ole. Depends 
on pemptkms snd sume might emn see th& as a beneîif. 
Commun@ es a whok, but wiU depend on pempüons. 



It is important to note here that communities decide themselves on how to distribute 

the benefits, but must provide the governrnent with an equitable distribution plan. This 

distribution plan is of central importance and could eventually determine the success of 

the conservancy. Ashley and Barnes (1996) point out that a big part of the potential 

overall financial income fiom wildlife will never be shared equally across households 

because it will occur in the form of employment. However there will be considerable 

collective income that can be locally controlled and more widely distributed (Ashley and 

Bames 1996). The benefits and costs ml1 thus oçcur to different members of the 

cornrnunity and the strategies in deciding upon the manner of this distribution will be 

important, since eventually that will establish any link between benefits received and the 

conservation of wildlife. 

The importance people will assign to the potential financial and intangible benefits 

is largely based upon their perceptions and positions within the community. The 

significance of benefits may thus Vary among stakeholders. For exarnple, Ashley (1998) 

suggests that cultural benefits seem to be most important to the elderly and employment 

opportunities to the youth. For poorer households, support in terms of food security and 

drought tolerance may be critical, while the more secure might pnoritize enhanced 

community statu and power, or the integration of wildlife with livestock management. 

Essentially the overall success of the approach will be based on whether people perceive 

the benefits fiom wildlife and their participation as members of the conservancy as 

outweighing the costs incurred to them. If that is not the case, then the overall program 

success in endangered. Jones (1 998) notes fiom his observations that, to date, a relatively 

large nurnber of communities appear to believe that the benefits of conservancy 

formation outweigh the costs. A m e r  exploration of these issues is a central focus point 

of next chapter. 

4.5. CONCLUSIONS 

Namibia has employed a number of innovative masures toward designing its 

CBNRM program in terms of carving a new common property regime, with inherent 

rights and duties for the communities. This has worked to move beyond a passive 



participation of local commwiities since it directly empowers them with decision-making 

and management authority. Ashiey (1998) maintains the aim is not to force people into 

sustainable management through imposition of d e s ,  or to bribe them with economic 

incentives, but to empower them to manage the resource by enhancing their rights. 

responsibilities, institutions, and capacity and by revitalizing their conservation ethics 

(Ashley 1998). 

The roles that different sets of benefits have played can be seen in relation with 

Jones' (1 998) identification of three main phases in the CBNRM approach. Furthemore 

it identified that responsibilities, rights and benefits have played different roles wiihin 

each phase, developing fiom project participation emphasizing cultural benefits to the 

establishment of self-sustaining comrnunity institutions. 

1980-1992 - from poachers to gamekeepers. Communities develop responsibility 

for wildlife through a community game guard prograrn and other local initiatives, mainly 

in the Kunene region. The benefits are mainly social empowerment and enhanced cultural 

values of wildlife. 

1992-1998 - from gamekeepers to proprietors. Communities undertake the 

responsibilities required by govemment as they prepare for conservancy formation and 

start local enterprises. The first financial and livelihod benefits emerge, helping to 

sustain cornmitment, while social benefits fiom capacity-building continue to grow. 

1998 onwards - seif-sustaining community institutions. Once conservancies are 

operational and actively managing their natural resources, they start to form partnerships, 

al1 types of benefits will be enhanced, and conservancies are poised to become 

sustainable cornmon property enterprise units with the benefits fiom the resource use 

ensuring the responsible management of the resource. 

While various intangible benefits were of central important in the first two stages, 

the importance of economic benefits as incentives is Iikely to grow in the present phase, 

as the communities need to see a flow of financial income to sustain their interest (Durbin 

et al. 1998). Much emphasis is therefore put presently on enterprise development and 

means of maximizing the financial benefits retained by the local comrnunities fiom the 

resource use and the conservancy prograrn. 



Important questions arise about local perceptions of these responsibilities and rights 

and how they relate to achial and perceived benefits. Are people generally wgative 

towards this new regime and feel that it wiil only benefit a few people in local élites, or 

do people generally have a more positive outlook, seeing the benefits fiom the 

conservancies as outweighing the costs fiom wildiife and the responsibilities they have 

vowed to undertake? Of M e r  interest is how these perceptions relate to changes in 

peoples' attitudes and resource-use strategies. 

The incentives facing local residents and their perceptions most strongly determine 

land use, since residents are the de facto decision-makers on land use (Ashley 1996). 

Answers to the above questions are therefore of central importance when assessing 

whether the present level of property rights devolution has in fact positively changed 

people's attitudes towards wildlife and its use. 



Photo 5.1. Elephants represent a valuable species for wildlife utilization in Narnibia, both 
in tenns of consumptive and non-consurnptive uses. In 1982 elephant numbers were down 
to 250 in the Kunene region, but have since then increased to about 400. 

Photo 5.2. Representatives h m  some consewancies in the Kunene at a planning meeting in 
Wereldsend, IRDNC's base camp. 



Photo 5.3. The Springbok is the most cornmon game specie in the Kunene region. 

P hot0 5.4. The Giraffe population has recovered in the Kunene region since reaching a low point 
in the 1980's. 



C~APTER 5 
CASE STUDY: THE CBNRM PROGRAM IN THE KUNENE REGION, LOCAL 

PERCEPTIONS OF BENEFITS, COSTS AND OWNERSEUP 

This chapter explores people's perceptions towards wildlife and the conservancy 

program at the community Ievel. Particular attention is paid to the attitudes towards 

rights, responsibilities. benefits and costs of the CBNRM program. This is of central 

importance since it is the attitudes and subsequent behavior of local people that will 

eventually determine the program's success. Insight into local perceptions is helpfûl when 

it cornes to shedding light on the research questions presented in chapter one as well as 

providing a practical application in exarnining the role of property rights and benefits and 

costs in determining resource behavior. 

The two main focus areas of the CBNRM program in Namibia are the Caprivi 

region in the northeastern part of the country and the Kunene in the northwestem part. 

The study sites of this research are located in the Kunene region. This chapter provides 

background idormation on the Kunene region and wildlife management in the area. 

Next, case studies tiom two conservancies are presented. The first study site was the 

Ehirovipuka, which is an emerging conservancy in the former Kaokoland. on the western 

boundaries of the Etosha National Park. The second conservancy case study is the Tom 

Conservancy in northem Damaraland. 

This chapter is mainly based on fieldwork carried out in the Kunene region, both in 

the two conservancies and at planning workshops for al1 the conservancies in the Kunene 

region. Moreover, secondary documents were consulted and contributed to this chapter. 

These were mostly various project documents and evaiuation reports fiom the Kunene 

project area. 

5.1. THE KUNENE REGION 

The Kunene region is situated in the northwestem corner of Namibia (see figure 

5.1). The region is comprised of former Kaokoland in the north and the northem part of 

the former Damaraland to the south. The region borders Angola in the no&, 



Owamboland and the Etosha National Park in the east and the Skeleton Coast National 

Park in the West (IRDNC 1997). It is the home of some. 70,000 people covering an area 

of 70,000 km2, with a population density of one person per km2 (Durbin et al. 1997). The 

region is comprised of stateswned communal land (IRDNC 1997). 

A large part of the Kunene region was formerly a part of the Etosha National Park 

but was deproclaimed in 1970 when the South Afncan govemment established the 

system of homelands in the area and divided the region into administrative Wards. As a 

part of the apartheid policies, a number of people fiom other areas were relocated to these 

marginal lands (TRDNC 1997, Jones 1999). Five main ethnic groups - Herero, Hllnba. 

Damara, Nama and Riemavsmaker - presently inhabit the area. The Riemvasmaker 

people were for example removed fiom the Orange River in South Afiica and resettled in 

the Kunene. The people of the area live in dispersed groups as a result of these forced 

removais which has also led to tensions between groups over land and resources as well 

as tenurial insecurity. Inter-group tensions and rivalries, the dispersed household 

settlements and rugged terrain are factors that d l  contributed to reduced social cohesion 

in the area and have created logistical problems for collective decision-making (Durbin et 

al. 1997). Lack of institutions for cohesive decision-making in the area is a problem that 

the curent conservancy system is striving to overcome. 

The area is mountainous with altitudes ranging from 100 m. a.s.1. along the coastal 

plain to 2000 m. as.1. in the intenor highlands which are divided by rugged escarpments 

(IRDNC 1997). The area is severely dry, which places various constraints on livelihoods 

and possibilities for development. The climate is semi-arid to hyper-arid with 

precipitation varying fiom 350 mm to less than 50 mm per year, the average generally 

being below 200 mm per annum (IRDNC 1997). The arid conditions in the region along 

with the rugged terrain and infertile soils make it generally unsuited for arable 

agriculture. The economy of the region is therefore largely confined to semi- nomadic 

pastoralism, mainly cattle, goats and sheep, and lirnited sedentary livestock fanning 

(Durbin et al. 1997). Natural resource use is mainly comprised of rangeland use for 

livestock p z h g ,  collection of fiewood, and veldfood to a minor extent. Crops and 

gardens provide people with small inputs to their livelihoods in some areas. 



Figure 5.1. The Kunene region in northwestern Namibia. The approximate location of the two 
study sites are marked with squares. 

n i e  Kunene region is fiequently plagued by droughts. By the end of December 

1998, most of the Kunene region was expenencing problems due to drought game was 

thin and cattle had started to die in some areas (Jacobsohn 1999). The drought came up 

fiequently in many interviews carried out with people, in particular in the Ehirovipuka 

conservancy that had suffered considerably fiom the drought. 

Wildlife represents a valuabie resource for the area and the greatest potential for 

development based on sustainable nanval resource use. Wildlife in the region consists of 

a variety of arid savannas and desert-adapted species including the desert elephant, black 

rhino, giraffe, mountain zebra, greater kudu, oryx, black faced impala, springbok, ostrich 

and warthog as well as a diversity of bird species. Predators include lions, leopards, 

cheetahs and spotted and brown hyenas (Jones 1999). Due to the low productivity of the 

land, wildlife densities are not as high as in many other areas in Namibia. 

Along with wildlife, unspoiled wildemess, scenic landscapes and traditional 

cultures represent a valuable resource for tourism development in the area. Sustainable 

use of wildlife and scenic attraction for tourism thus provide the greatest potential for 

economic and social development of the Kunene region, particuiarly when the scarcity of 

other alternatives is taken into account (Durbin et al. 1997). Estimates of the total 



potential value of wildlife as a resource for the region are difficult to make. Ashley and 

Barnes (1996) have suggested that 1994 values for wildlife utilization in the form of 

tourism for the region were approx. NS 3,376 thousand and that the potential use value 

codd be as high as NS 8,486 thousand. The central focus of development in the 

conservancy development in the Kunene has thus corne to test on tourism-related 

enterprise development. 

5.1.1. Conservation background to the Kunene region 

Two decades ago the Kunene region suffered high levels of poaching and ciramatic 

decreases in wildlife numben. By 1982 the elephant population in the region had been 

reduced to about 250 fiom an estimated number of 1200 in 1970. The black rhino, 

another species in great danger of extinction, had been reduced fiom a nurnber estimated 

of 300 in 1970 to about 65. Ail other large-marnmal populations declined by 60% to 90% 

(Jones 1999). The heavy poaching can be attributed to a nurnber of factors that resulted in 

this great decline in wildlife numbers. The main factors have been identified as (WWF 

1995): 

the increased availability of fireamis during the liberation war in Namibia; 

commercial demand for ivory and rhino horn as well as leopard, cheetah and 

zebra skins; and 

subsistence meat and cash requirements after the loss of up to 85% of 

residents' cattle during the severe drought of 1980-8 1. 

Also, the poachea themselves came fiom different groups and diflerent 

background. Some of the main groups of poachers have been identified as the following 

(WWF 1995): 

governrnent officiais stationed in the region; 

South Ai ican  defense force personnel stationed in the region; 

Portuegees refbgees fiorn Angola afler 1975; and 

iocal residents on communal land. 



For the local people, poaching was mostly for subsistence, due to the lack of food 

during the severe droughts in the beginning of the 19801s, although some hunted to sel1 

tusks and horns to dealers. However, Jones (1999) points out that the biggest negative 

impact on wildlife stemrned fiorn the extensive hunting by government officials and 

Defense Force personnel. Conservation agencies became concerned over the 

development in the Kunene and in 1982, Garth Owen-Smith, who later founded IRDNC, 

was placed in the region as a conservator by an NGO, the Namibian Wildlife Trust (Jones 

1999). While working in the communities in the former Kaokoland, Owen-Smith 

discovered that the headmen and other people in the communities were concemed about 

the situation but felt that they were helpless to halt the decline as they had no authority 

over wildlife as the game belonged to the govermnent (Jones 1999). With little support 

fiom the pre-independence conservation authonties, Owen-Smith dong with Chris Eyre 

established the system of Community Game Guards (CGG) in a number of communities 

in Kaokoland. The CGG program proved in the years to corne to be important for the 

efforts to reduce poaching, dong with increased action on behalf of the conservation 

authorities. As the area started to recover fiom the drought after 1982, wildlife numbers 

started to revitaiire (Jones 1999). Durbin et al. (1997) point out that the significance of 

the CGG program can arnong others be attributed to the following factors: 

restore to rural communities some of the responsibility over wildlife which 

had been taken over by the state during the colonial period; 

involve rural people in conservation under existing legislation; 

benefit local people through game guards' wages and rations; and 

provide local communities with a mechanism for expressing the sense of 

ownership they felt over wildlife. 

In the beginning of the 1990's, wildlife numbers had recovered to relatively high 

counts. Wildlife is now recolonizing in many areas (Table 5.1) and the Kunene is the 

only area in f i c a  where the numbers of black rhinos are increasing on communal lands 

outside game reserves (Brown and Jones 1998). 



Table 5.1. WildIife statistics for large game species in the Kunene region (Source: Brown and 
Jones 1998). 

According to wildlife authorities, poaching incidents have decreased substantially, 

and are presently down to only a few cases a year (MET field officer in the Kunene, 

personal communication). To what extent this development can be attributed to the 

community-based consemation initiatives in the Kunene is hard to estimate but they have 

without doubt had substantial influence in halting the decline and starting to rebuild the 

natural resource base. Presently, wildlife nurnbers in the Kunene present potentials to 

start a sustainable use of the resource for tourism as well as other consumptive uses. 

5.1.2. The co~~~ewancies in the Kunene 
It is evident that communities in Kunene are gening increasingly interested in 

undertaking the responsibilities of wildiife management to gain access to the potential 

rights and benefits embedded in the establishment of a conservancy. Emerging and 

potential conservancies in the Kunene region are illustrated in figure 5.2. To date. two 

conservancies in the Kunene have been legally registered and received the rights over 

wildlife resources as laid out in the new policy. These are the T o m  conservancy and the 

#Khoadi //Hoas conservancy. While around ten communities are currently working 

towards establishing a conservancy in the Kunene region, the field work and this research 

focused mainiy on the conservancies that are supported by IRDNC. These are currently 

six conservancies: Tom, Sesfontein, Ornuramba, Ehirovipuka, Marienfluss and Purros. 

While many communities have sought support to get a conservancy off the ground, 

IRDNC's capacity and funding is limited and the organization can not support al1 the 

communities that seek assistance. Each of the proto-conservancies with which IRDNC is 

presently working were selected as target areas for the program because of their wealth of 

wildlife and their subsequently high potential to eam income fiom a variety of sources. 



though tourism perhaps present the greatest potential (IRDNC 1997). Thus the potential 

viability of each conservancy to become self-sustaining is an important criterion, and as 

mentioned earlier, an important prerequisite when selecting sites for any CBNRM 

project. 

Figure 5.2. Emerging and potential conservancies in the Kunene region, (north Damaraland and 
Kaokoland). The study areas are shaded in gray. (Source: IRDNC 1997) 

S.l.3. The CBNWpmgram U, the Runene - opprouch andphilosophy 
As facilitators in the implementation process of the CBNRM program in the 

Kunene region, IRDNC emphasises a d e f i t e  development goal: "to contribute to the 

enhancement of the quality of life and alleviation of poverty for rurai Namibians through 

improved natural resource management." This requires establishment of linkages between 

social and economic development, conservation and sustainable utilization of naturai 

resources (IRDNC 1997). To reach this goal it is important that Kunene residents 

recognize wildlife as a valuable component of their rurai socio-economies and accept that 



rights to benefit fiom wildlife and other natural resources are inextricably linked to 

responsible conservation and management practices (IR- 1997). 

Jones (1 999) distinguishes between instrumentai incentives, i.e. financial 

incentives, and intrinsic incentives. The intrinsic incentives are based on cultural and 

religious values, which affect the way rural AWcaos regard wildlife. Jones points out that 

the activities initiated by IRDNC in the 1980's were based on the understanding that local 

communities had an ethic of conservation and sustainable use, which could be built upon 

to halt poaching at the tirne. When the program was first started in the region, there was 

neither a national program nor any legislation enabling communities to derive financiai 

rewards for their conservation efforts. Essentially there were no immediate financial 

benefits to offer in return, only the satisfaction for the community that members were 

doing something themeselves to halt the decline of wildlife in their areas (Jones 1999). 

The approach of IRDNC is stili largely based upon this recognition, and it can be 

said that the principle of communities taking responsibility for the wildlife resource 

before financial benefits flow has been fiuidamental to the CBNRM approach in Kunene 

(Durbin et al. 1997). The project approach has thus focused on the link between 

responsibility for natutal resource management on one hand, and rights and benefits from 

that resource use on the other. 

5.1.4. Past and present lieneJi& from wiidlve 
Some communities in the Kunene region have received bed-night levies from tour 

operators in the area. This has benefited the communities in two ways. First, they have 

acquired some financial income and secondly they have established some informal 

mechanisms to distribute this income in the community. Comrnunity cornmittees were 

formed to serve this purpose and surveys conducted. This process and experience have 

proved helpful in the current CBNRM program (Durbin et al. 1997). Also, a number of 

cornmunities have received meat fiom community hunts of wildlife and nom trophy- 

hunting animais. This has, however, happened o d y  on rare occasions. Some communities 

received Iimited hunting permits in 1993 and 1995, and benefited fiom meat and sales of 

skins. Also, local people received some meat fiom government hunting operations in 

1987, 1988, and 199 1 (Durbin et al. 1997). In light of the lirnited income fiom bed-night 



levies and huntiag, it can be concluded that to date the tangible benefits for the 

communities in the Kunene have been insubstantial. 

Presently it can be said that the program is at the stage where many cornmunities 

have undertaken the responsibilities. The rights are attainable through the new legislation 

and what remains is for the communities to start seeing the tangible benefits flowing to 

sustain the commitment among community members. 

As noted earlier the new legislation does not result in any automatic flow of 

benefits to the communities. Comrnunities f k t  need to organize and mobilize themselves 

and establish a credible management institution at the comrnunity level. With the new 

legislation, two objectives have corne to the forefiont of the approach in the Kunene. The 

first one is community institutional capacity-building and the second is community 

natural resource enterprise developrnent and benefit enhancement. Thus, the IRDNC 

project has since the legislation and new policy been able to focus its efforts on assisting 

communities to set up the conservancies as responsible institutions which is essential for 

the communities to get the rights and benefits implied in the new policy. 

5.1 S. The role of IRDNC in the CBNRM in the Kunene 

IRDNCfs role in irnplementing the CBNRM pogram in the field has k e n  

summarized as follows by Dutbin et al. (1997): 

providing information 

facilitation 

training and capacity-building 

assisting with communication and access to others (e.g . legal assistance, tour 

operators) 

human resource support (community staff) 

financial and logistical support 

Jones (1 999) has identified IRDNC's approach as a 'light touch', based on bottom- 

up and flexible philosophy aimed at assisting communities in establishing conservancies. 

IRDNC does not set the agenda, but rather aims to facilitate and provide the necessary 

information needed for the communities to proceed and effectively work towards 



establishg a conservancy, as well as assisting communities in disseminating the 

necessary information out to its members. The communities themselves must k t  decide 

that tfiey have the interest in establishing a conservancy and starting to rnobilize the 

community. After the community has indicated interest, IRDNC can provide assistance 

with the logistics and financial matters. 

Capacity-building and training play a crucial role in getting the CBNRM pogram 

off the ground. The communities are provided with training and workshops in financial 

management, tourism operations and various other issues such as the distribution of 

benefits and support for small-enterpise development in the communities. This training 

essentially provides the building block for the fùture of the conservancies as self- 

sustaining management institutions that do not need outside assistance. 

An important role played by ZRDNC is that of liaison between the various 

stakeholders. They facilitate liaisons between the communities and private tour operaton 

and assist with negotiations. They also liaise with the MET and the communities with 

regard to wildlife monitoring and problem animal control. This has included setting up a 

database for wildlife and building electric fences around gardens to ward off elephants as 

well as concrete walls around waterpoints to reduce the costs of elephant damage. 

The problem of boundary disputes has k e n  prevalent in the Kunene region. These 

disputes mainly &se between traditional leadership parties and are M e r  fuelled by 

party politics. These disputes have slowed progress in Herero-speaking areas (Jacobsohn 

1999). Although it has been strongly emphasized that the communities resolve such 

disputes themselves, IRDNC as well as the MET have played a role in facilitating 

negotiations between the communities. 

The development of human resowces in the conservancies is an essential 

foundation for the CBNRM project in Kunene. Besides the IRDNC staff which works in 

the field on outreach programs, environmental education and other logistical support, 

there are also community field staff. They are jointly appointed by IRDNC and the 

community. Their work in the communities uicludes mobiliPng the comrnunity 

members, finalizing registration of members, and working with the conservancy 

cornmittees on the various matters that need attention. The main positions are field 



officers, community activators and community game guards. Theu saiaries are provided 

fiom donor fûnding by IRDNC. 

= Field offlicers 

The field officers or conservancy managers coordinate and liaise with IRDNC. 

ïhey are provided with a 4x4 vehicle and radios to ease commuting in the conservancy as 

well as elsewhere. They are accountable for the budget IRDNC provides to the 

conservancy, until the conservancy becomes a registered entity. They also oversee the 

roles of the CGG's and CA'S and pay out salaries. Overall their work resembles one of a 

manager in a small enterprise. 

Community Game Guards 

The system of comrnunity game guards has been a central element in CBNRM in 

Kunene ever since 1983, and IRDNC has in its approach continued to place a strong 

emphasis on their role. The cornmunity game guards are hired fiom the local community 

and conduct patrol on foot or on donkeys in wildlife areas, 1 1 - 12 days a month. Their 

role is both to monitor wildlife as well as to report and prevent poaching. The community 

game guards cooperate with the MET and presently an elaborated monitoring system is 

k i n g  put in place using Global Positionhg System (GPS) technology. Also, CGG reports 

are king recorded into a searchable database, by location, dates, nurnbers, etc. Presently. 

a Iarge proportion of the poaching cases investigated by the MET result fiom information 

given by CGGs (Durbin et al. 1997). W l e  in the past the CGG were sometimes given 

the evil eye in the cornmunity for spying on fellow community members, today the 

attitude is that the poachers are stealing fiom the community and the CGG thus hold 

positive social positions in the communities. 

Community Activators 

As an element in activating women in the CBNRM program in the Kunene, local 

women have been appointed as cornmunit., activators in each of the emerging 

conservancies. The role of the CAS is to inform women about the conservancy, the 

opportmities and benefits, and to get them involved in the process. The community 



activaton have proven to be an important strategy for activating the women in the 

Kunene region. Cornmunity activators Sonneci the researcher that the attitudes of 

women have changed considerably since they started their jobs. First the women were 

skeptical and did not participate much, but today they have become rather active and 

interested in the benefits that can be gained fiom the conservancy formation. 

IRDNC's role is instrumental in the CBNRM program in the Kunene. The path 

fiom policy to actuai implementation, enabling the communities to attain the rights and 

benefits of the new policy, is cornplex and a variety of factors corne into play. Outside 

assistance as well as financial support have proved to be of fundamentai importance in 

this formation phase of the conservancy process. 

5.2. THE EHIROVIPUKA CONSERVANCY 

The Ehirovipuka Conservancy is an emerging consewancies in the Kunene region. 

In English the name of the conservancy translates into 'the land of wild animais'. It is 

situated on the western borders of Etosha National Park (see Figure 5.3). The population 

of the area is dominantly Herero and the conservancy consists of the several cornxnunities 

under two headmen, the headman in Otjikavares village and the headman in Otjetekua 

village. The area covers some 2.500 km2, (DEA 1999) and there are approximately 200 

households and around 2400 inhabitants in the area. The registration of conservancy 

members is ongoing and accurate numbers are still not available. 

The community started working towards establishing a conservancy in 1998 and 

shortly after, IRDNC begun to support their conservancy formation. The Ehirovipuka 

conservancy has good opportunities for tourism development based on wildlife. There is 

considerable wildlife in the area, including elephants, and there is some beautifid 

wilderness in the area. Also, its situation on the boundaries of the Etosha National Park 

presents many possibilities, although at present the westem gate to Etosha is not open up 

to tourists. 

However, its proximity to the national park has also caused many problems and 

fnistrations in the cornmunity in the past. As one older man put it: "The Etosha Park is 



where we were born, and it is our ancestral l a d  We grew up there together with 

tvildIife, but this was taken away by the park and now we do not have enough land fo 

grore our cattie." Furthemore, there have been many problems with predators and 

elephants comuig out of the park as well as from an adjacent tourism concession area 

causing damage to livestock and waterpoints. This has in the past led to feelings of 

resentment in the comunity. Due to the drought this year, the cornmunity applied to the 

Ministry for a permission to grme their livestock inside the national park. Their request 

was denied on the basis of the precedent this would set. The Ministry, however, advised 

them to get statu as a registered consewancy which wouid allow for the possibility of 

the cornmunity benefiting fiom the park. 

One of the main obstacles for the Ehirovipuka conservancy to get its application 

ready for the registration has been a nurnber of boundary disputes, in particular with the 

Omurarnba and Sesfotein conservancies. These disputes are complex in nature with roots 

lying far back. They are mostly based on power conflicts among traditional authorities, 

which are still strong in this area among the Hereros. Political affiliations have also 

contributed to these disputes. This has led to considerable delays in the process for al1 the 

conservancies involved as well as some heated debates. However, at the tirne of the 

research, it looked like these matters were on the right track, and that the Ehirovipuka and 

Omurarnba conservancies were reaching an agreement about their boundaries. 

The Ehirovipuka conservancy has presently a task force of 27 people fiom the 

diEerent villages in the area working on the conservancy formation. This task force 

presently fûnctions as a conservancy cornmittee but once registered, an actual 

management cornmittee will be formed &er fomal elections. The comrnunity field staff 

currently consists of one field officer and one comrnunity activator as well as four 

cornmuni ty garne guards. 



Figure 5.3. Map o f  the Ehirovipuka Conservancy. The map is d m  after an illustration by the 
chairman of the conservancy committee and the field oficer, since no official maps exist o f  the 
conservancy. 

5.2.1. Current and potentia f benefm 

The direct benefits received by people in the cornxnunities have to date k e n  lirnited 

to distribution of game meat two years back. Also, some financial benefits were received 

by a nearby tourist camp that paid out bed-night levies to the Otjikavares community. 

However, it seems that the committee responsible for the distribution of that money fell 

short of its responsibilities and the benefits failed to reach the community. As this 

research was conducted in the conservancy, this matter was king investigated. 



Therefore, the community members have to date not received any fùiancial benefits fiom 

tourism or other wildlife ventures. 

Some work has been done in a number of villages aiming at reducing costs from 

wildlife damage. This work has mostly focused on the building of concrete walls around 

waterpoints to prevent elephant damage as well as building new water points meant to 

divert elephants from comrnunity water holes. 

The area has good potential for various foms of enterprise development based on 

tourism. As mentioned before, they are located on the boundaries of the Etosha Park and 

the road going to Opuwa and Epupa Falls in the north, runs h o u @  the community. 

Location-wise, the area thus has the potential to attract considerable traffic of tourists. 

During the field visit, the proposed Core Wildlife Area of the conservancy in the 

Ombonde river was visited (see Figure 5.3.). The Ombonde River bas great scenic beauty 

and high wildlife numbers, including elephants. This area represents a great location to 

build up a tourism lodge enterprise which could be either community run as a joint 

venture with a private operator. 

Other potential incorne-generating activities in the conservancy include 

establishment of a traditional village, a community campsite close to Otjikavares village, 

and trophy hunting. 

5.2.2. Description of viMages and data gathered 

The following section describes data gathered during eighteen days of fieldwork in 

the Ehirovipuka conservancy. Separate group interviews were conducted with men and 

women in four villages in the conservancy. The central topic of the group interviews was 

the benefits (positive) and costs (negative) aspects of wildlife and the conservancy 

formation. People talked fieely about their opinions and shared their hopes for the future 

with the researcher and the tramlators as well as amongst themselves. Al1 the people 

intemiewed had registered as members of the conservancy. 

Seven key infonnants were dso  interviewed in the different villages, where the 

topics depended on each respondent's special area of knowledge or experience. Also, the 

researcher got an opportunity to attend several cornmunity meetings where issues 



regarding the conservancy formation were discussed. Following is a bnef description of 

the villages (see Figure 5.3) and the main activities carried out. 

Arizona 

The village of Anzona is in fact a cattiepost and not a permanent settlement and 

many people who are fiom Otjikavares live there. People are only supposed to live there 

during drought since it is meant as an emergency grazing area. But people were still 

living there now during the rainy season because it was dificuit for them to move back. 

They are in fact not very mobile as they have little access to transport. It is a beautifid 

place between mountains, about two hours drive fiom the main road on a rough path. 

The residents of Arizona have had a number of problems with elephants using their 

community water points. Elephants have n h e d  the wind pump that was used to pump 

water fkom the well and they broke down the fence around the water point. The elephants 

ofien deplete the water supplies. Raleigh International1 built an elephant dam aiming at 

diverting elephants £iom the community waterhole, just outside the village. It has, 

however, never served its purpose due to an unfortunate location, as the water gets dirty 

and sandy, so that the elephants continue to go to the community water hole. The people 

in Arizona have also had a nwnber of problems with predators injuring and killing and 

their livestock. 

In Arizona a community game guard was interviewed about wildlife nurnbers in the 

area and numbers of wildlife damage as well as his function in the community. Also, 

interviews were conducted with groups of men and women. 

Onguta 

Onguta is a village located about two hours drive from the main road on a rocky 

path, but a beautifid drive. The villagers have had sorne problems with elephants coming 

to the waterpoint and drinking fkom the community water supplies. IRDNC has donated 

cernent and the community is working on building a concrete wall amund the pump and 

the well. It has also had some problems with predators and a cow was just kiiled by a 

1 Raleigh international is an UK-based organization, which aims to develop young people througb 
challenging community and environmental work on projects and expeditions around the worfd. 



hyena the day before the visit to the village. Onguta is the site for a potential traditional 

village that the comrnunity is interested in establishg although some feel that the 

location is t m  far fiom the main road to attract sufficient tourists. In Onguta two groups 

of men and women were interviewed, as well as the village representative of the 

Headman's Council in Otjikavares. 

Otjetekua 

The village of Otjetekua is located near the main road on the northem boundaries of 

the conservancy and close to the Etosha National Park fence. The community decided to 

join the Ehirovipuka conservancy, despite having another headman than in Otjikavares. 

The community has had little wildlife damage although predators roarn in the area- 

Interviews were conducted with a group of men and a group of women in the villages, as 

well as with the headrnan. 

Otjikavares 

Otjikavares is the main village in the Ehirovipuka conservancy and is centraily 

located on the main road through the area. The main school for the cornrnunity is located 

in the village. It will also serve as the center for the conservancy with the recently built 

conservancy office located there. In Otjikavares a group of women, many of whom were 

in the conservancy cornmittee, were interviewed as well as a group of men who were 

members of the management cornmittee. A group of youth members were also 

interviewed to shed light on the attitudes of the youth towards the conservancy formation, 

as some discussions fiom other areas had indicated that the youth were feeling left out of 

the process. Also, several key informants were interviewed in Otjikavares. Those 

included the field officer and the chairman for the conservancy, the representative of the 

heaàman who was not present at the time and teachers fiom the school. Finally an elder 

man was interviewed about the history of the impacts of the park and wildlife in the area. 

The main issues emerging in the group inteniews conceming benefits and costsof 

wildlife and the negative and positive aspects of the conservancy as well as their ranking 

of importance among the participants are surnmarized in tables 5.2 - 5.5. The costs are 



not ranked with numbers as people generally saw the costs as king of similar degree. 

Their order in the tables, however, reflects a loose ranking of their significance. People's 

responses in the interviews are to a large extent based on their perceptions of anticipated 

benefits rather than actual benefits. The Ehirovipuka conservancy has not yet been 

registered and the community has thus not attained any rights over the wildlife resource. 

nor benefits therefiom. The discussion about the benefits and positive aspects of the 

conservancy thus reflects people's expectations of the conservancy. However, most of the 

costs discussed are indeed very real to people as most of the villages experience confiicts 

with wildlife. 

5.2.3 Perceptions of benefiis undpositive aspects of the comewuncy 
Tables 5.2 and 5.3. below summarize people's perceptions of benefits fiom 

wildlife and positive aspects of the conservancy, grouped by villages and gender. When 

the data are reviewed, it is apparent that people do see the new conservancy system as 

being potentially beneficial for their livelihoods. A variety of benefits were mentioned 

and ranked differently among the different groups. The factors most prominent in the 

discussions included comrnunity development projects and improved livelihoods, 

employment creation, drought resistance strategies, culturai values of wildlife and 

increased tourism. 

Community Development Projects 

Community development projects potentially leading to irnproved livelihoods in the 

comrnunities were prominent in groupdiscussions, particularly among women. People 

mentioned general development projects such as schools and clinics, which are greatly 

needed in the area. A h ,  projects were mentioned that couid potentially encourage 

employment creation and M e r  income for the community. Ideas for such projects 

included sewing projects for women, cornmunity food gardens and craft centers. It is 

evident that people see such collectively beneficial projects as important as they are 

mentioned much more fiequently than individual gains. The Kunene region is very 

remote and has not k e n  a high development priority with the government. Therefore 

people feel a need for new development strategies to improve their livelihoods and the 

fùture of their children. 
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Table 5.2. Perceptions of benefits fmm wildlife and positive aspects of the conservancy - men in 
Ehirovipuka Conservancy. 

L 

VklmEl -'CARI#WiU)' 
1. Dmuaht ReiW new bonçides can be drilled: these 

2. They are dready tdririg cae of wiidlife in îhis area. Havirig 
recognhed~htsweritdhsplhemld!ebetkrcaeof wildlife. 

1 3. Camuni(y dwdopnent pmicb initiated. such as 
schwts and dinic. fhey reaQ need a dinic around this area; 
people have to travel vast dis&nces to the nearest dmic. 
4 .The~vr i l lber ie f i t fn>maie f immmmtddtnr~  
resoukes, such as trees nd @%S. They w i l  have mam 
control over them and by that lhey cari strive to keep them 
dean and unspoiled. 
5. It is good their childm will be rbk to me wildiïfe in the 

Tourists coming into the area dso bring other 
benefii; give the people rnedicines and other kinds of 
goods. 
Job  ftom touiism. 
The conservaicy could bring in projects that aie 
govemment would not do in the ubc 
Jobs from tounsm would not be the oniy jobs aeated; 
there would dso be ssme jobs crutod uound the 
other projeds such rr r new dinic and the schook. 

V k u a r 3 ' ( O r ,  .- .' 

1 .Once the corisenraney is resisiered thev will have the 

they feel al1 the other benefits will fdbw -m. 
, In the past they got m u t  from wildlie just Iike lilvestock 

and they were taking Gare of nnldlife like-livestodr. WRh 
the conservancy this will be reesbblished. 
Wildlife will be 8 source of income thmugh îhe 
conservancy. 
Wildlife is important to them. The previous govemment 
took it away from thein, and they mnt wildlife to bo 
brck in the am.  
Trough consemcy bonholm CM be drilkâ for 
wildlife and Iivesbck also to mdre gardens for foodaops 
They have been aQQlying for pbs but Wre are no jobs. 
Through the conservaicy there is hapo for job, such 
as wrking in kdges, CGG. and wo&ing in gardcns. 
They refer to wildlife as îhe yeHow hwers. Even if they 
do not eat it they f d  utirfkd whon t h y  me wildlUa. 
More w i i l i i  in the area wül meai that they will gel mon 
min. 

-Mi2 - (OWlKA) 
1. ûwnemhipldghb ovœ wildlife means hat they wiU get 
jobs. This III m&n they will get benefits from wildlii. The 
govemment took the ounersh@ away fmm them aid now 
their omiœ8hip ir ntumad. 
2. The prwkkri djoûs, such as CGG, tour guides, hunting 
guides for ûophy hunting. They bel that jobs are sbongly 
hked to gettinq-the riqhk ow& wiidlife badc 
3. Tourkm will bring knef&s, mkamps and other tourism 

5. Community devdopni«it will be initiated. They 
need a pump engine for the watemole and a dinic. 

They lave d n g  wiMlife and ütey do take are of it 
dready. Wild l i  is like l i i o c k  for them. 

rn Yorr wildlife in the &ru is a benefit Ali wildli is good, 
even predators. P r e d m  are one of the rn* 
attnctbs for tourists, so ttiey c a i Y  exclude them. 
Consenmcy can praviôe m h  louis to people. 
They am pcesentfy sufFefing from drought and they really 
n e d  r bonhoh. 

8 Housohoid i n m e  from the consemcy is importait 
since their househoids ae sbaQped for cash. 

~ I - O T J i M A ~ .  
1. Getting the rightr mu wildlUe md othw natuml 
resouit+r. Once you get that the rest of the bemfits will 
m w .  
2. Onni community restcampa utd trmpsitm established by 
the community. 
3. Job opportunith will be created for members of the 

- -- 

4 . ~ r d n i 6  and rkill dovdopmant, in partiailar for ttie youth. 
8 Rights ta seII wildlifa and gane meat to places outside 

the area. 
8 M d  for the community 
8 Cavering m g  cosb and hbhu pays for CGG, 

ard conservalcy cornmittee. 
i L o d  community pro)rcb, sewing and craft centers 

Atbrding mon tourkSr wiîl mean more beneiits. 
8 Wling the tulhin such as in the fomi of a whrd 

village. 
8 Enjoy seeing more wiîdlifa. 
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Table 53. Perceptions of knefits h m  wildlife and positive aspects of the conservancy - wornen 
in Ehirovipuka Conservancy. 

water is life 
2. ûwekgmrnt projKb such as provisions d a  n e d y  

I clink. 

34. Part-time employment from adling lkrwood and 
providing lrundry smkas to lodges and w#kip crrcb 
5. Provisions of aduR and û8ining to have better 
access to the o9pominities. 

6. Having mon contiiol over wlldüh. 
They waited to have mon contml av# the ünd. 
They need Mer rordr and ùdîw infmtniehin so that 
more tourists cm visil mis area. 
Overdl their atbjtudes to tourists were very positive, and 
theysawtourktlrr 8 m m o f  mociywith I i i o r n o  
negative aspecis. 
They said that they are rlndy Wng wt of d#Hh 
and ccwiservancy will erraMe îhem to do thaî better. 
Get morr gamo mmt They said that îhey are noî used to 
game mat, îhey only get some every two years or so. 
They need gamml training. 
Educrtkri for thrk kldr is irnporlait. 
Need imwvoâ tnnamrWb in aie area. 

-- r 1. Have the rights ow vulIdliht ia as thev have over 
livestock, m i s - m  l)H cohmunity. . 
2-3. Trough m'ldlife we qet i m p m d  rhnduid of Uvinp. 
23. Conservancy cm aa8te hmmet Wch an k uuâ to 
pay, lchool hrj for chüdren aid mer needs for Meir 
children. A h ,  they need transport so W r  chiWen would no4 
have to walk to &. 
4 - 5 . ~ o u ~ v i i i ~ k h i g v u k u r ~ . ~ c n l b ~  
will mate jobs but dsapreserit their Culture. 

- 

4-5. Empbym«it, selling senkes swh as laundry and 

67. Good for their chiidmn do m *Rh. 
67 .  T h q  anjoy rriirig W d k  and want to see mom WdUh 

, in the aria. $in& they grew up they never sw ai ehphait. 
Mon gamr moat when coriservancy is established, thqr 
don? get a lot of wild mat at the present. 

1 -2. They tdre c a 6 f  wildliie and the community has the 
mponsibilii Io M e  care of wildlife. Coiimvmcy viiill bring 
mon powr to blu #n of wiHdli(P. This is Iinked to mat 
wildlife will brings lourists. 
3. Communiîy drvdopmrrit w, such as dinic, sdiods - - 

and m- 
4. Hopr kbb, such as rest camps, deaning, reception jobs. 
fhecefhece is gr& ne& for jobs in this &a. 
5. SdYig cnlb md dur eulaid m. They feel mis wilt 

Overail an improvrd rtMdud of lhhg 
W r u l # H f r a n d g e t m y  
WWfa wiUI kkig tourkb thaî will king vaïous benas 
lhey mjoy amhg riul#M. They see more W a n t s  
than other animds and feei that eiephants should be 
d e c m d  in the area and othw kinds of wildlife h g h t  
in. 
lmproved housing standards 
T b  amservancy could Mng bdîw iordr in ttie area. 
Traditimd village will be built here. 

tourim âevelopment wiil mate empioyrnent 
1-2. Hnn conbol over dulin and other naturai resources. 
3. Sdling of life wildlife will cre8ta intoriw. 

4.Community dmbpmmt and irnpcoved standards of life. 

5. hîqntioci of uulUUn and ihstock management skills. 
-- - - - 

S.  C-nüy 
7. CuiIunl kmntr, the cuiture will stmgfhen a d  other 
people will corne here and leam about th&r culture. 
8. Coriservmcy can heip to dwdop r mft mwlwt, u h g  

9. They redly onjoy mehg wl#IHi and they wouM like to see 
other animds that used to be in this aea but are no mare. 
They enjoy wildliie like they do enjoy cattle. 

Meeting peoQle from other countries is good. We could 
dso have a chance to see other antr ies and areas in 
Nmibia. 
Recognition of the mnmunÿ as 8 kgll body. 
Coriservaicy can raise fun& for the mmunity. 



DroughtRelief 

Drought relief was mentioned hquently as important by a number of participants. 

As discussed before, there had been droughts in the area and livestock was dying; 

considerable emphasis was therefore given to the possibilities of the benefits fkom the 

conservancy to provide means of alleviahg or reducing the effects when droughu occur. 

Thus the drillhg of more boreholes in the area seems to be an important pnority among 

people, for both wildlife and their livestock. The potential income fiom the conservancy 

was also seen as an important strategy to reduce vulnerability and dependency on famiing 

when drought occurs. 

Employment and skiU development 

Employment creation also ranked prorninently in the discussions. There is high 

unemployment in this area, and in fact Little employment besides subsistence fanning. 

People mostly relate new potential job opportunities to increased tourism in the area such 

as in tourism lodges and as guides for tourists. Some mentioned that other development 

projects, as discussed above, would also generate employment opportunities, such as crafi 

centers and community gardens. Job creation fiom selling crafts was mentioned a number 

of times and people feel that this can be developed. Both men and women in this area 

engage in the making and selling of crafts. 

Overall, people seemed to place more importance on collective projects where the 

community benefits as a whole rather a individual households as is the case with 

employment. People did not feel that access to jobs would create conflicts in the 

community, and the women were confident that these oppomuiities would not only 

benefit the men; 'we would never let the men get uway with thal, as one respondent 

cornmented. 

Lack of training and skills were mentioned by some as an obstacle to having access 

to jobs, as well as king tied to the home to take care of children and livestock. A number 

of people mentioned training and ski11 development subsequent to the community 

formation as a benefit. The women also saw some of the less permanent jobs as 

important since they would not require a full time cornmitment on their behalf. An 



example of such jobs is to provide services such as  laundry or firewood to tourism 

lodges. 

Cuitural value of wildlife 

Although the Herem people are predominantly pastoralists, wildlife has an 

important statu in their culture. This was evident as many of the people mentioned it as 

an important benefit to be able to see wildlife more ofien in the area, as well as for 

children to be able to see wildlife now and in the firture. People furthemore saw 

opportunities to enhance various cultural practices. People in Onguta mentioned that 

when tourists would corne to the area they would have opportunities to set up a 

traditional village and display their culture to the tourists, thus strengthenîng their 

traditions. That people perceive this as a benefit is noteworthy as the cultural benefit 

accrues to society as a whole as well as to specific individuais. 

Tourism 

It was observed that people clearly establish the comection between increased 

fuiancial income and wildlife conservation and tourism. Most people were Mly aware 

that wildlife was the main attraction for tourists coming to the area Generally people felt 

that more wildlife in the area meant more tourists, which would eventually lead to more 

income. Al1 the respondents were positive towards increased tourism development in 

their area and saw it as an important source of opportunities. They felt that increased 

tourism would not cause disruption to their traditional ways of life, although some 

mentioned that negative impacts fiom tourism on the environment and wildlife would 

have to be controlled. 

Distribution of benefits 

When the discussion turned to how the benefits fiom the conservancy could be 

distributeci, people generaily felt that a pnority was to address needs in the community 

and initiate much-needed comrnunity development projects. This would include 

boreholes, hostels for the school and clinics, as rnentioned above. People felt that this 



could make up for the inadequacies of the govemment to provide for development in the 

area. 

Maoy people also mentioned that compensation is important for people who 

experience livestock and other damage from wildlife. When asked about compensations 

for livestock killed by predators, one woman said: 'if is obvious that we should receive 

compensation for these fosses fiom the Park and the concession area; we can reaffy feef 

this dumage.' Regarding access to jobs and distribution, some mentioned that preference 

should be given to people who experience such loss and dso people that are in dire need 

of income. Distribution wouid thus be based on the faimess principle rather than equd 

distribution for dl .  

Others mentioned that they felt that jobs were important, but they only benefited 

few people or households. They felt that it was important to distribute the employment 

opportunities evenly behveen men and women as well as arnong the villages in the 

conservancy . 
It seemed that the elders were a bit more skeptical and reserved when it came to 

tafking about the potential benefits. One mentioned that he had heard good things about 

it, but he wouid believe it when he would see the benefits flowing; so far there had not 

been any. However, he expressed positive attitudes and a belief that this was a positive 

development. Overall people hope to see benefits flowing fiom the conservancy and 

wildlife in the fuhue and see it as raising their income levels and hproving their 

livelihoods. In general people are strongly positive towards the proposed formation of the 

conservancy. 

S. 2.4. Perceptions of cos& of wildlijîe and negatives mpects of the consentancy 

The people in Ehirovipuka conservancy have through the years experienced a 

variety of direct and indirect costs fiom living with wildlife (Tables 5.4 and 5.5). Most 

important these include lost access to grazing areas and damage fiom elephants and 

predators. 

Compatibility of land uses 

An important aspect of wildlife conservation in nual areas is whether people see it 

as compatible with their current land uses. in the case of Ehirovipuka, the grazing of 



livestock such as cattle, goats, and sheep is the primary land use as well as meam of 

earning livelihoods. It was evident that people in general did not see a problem in 

combining the management of livestock and wildlife on the land. Furthemore, few saw 

the competition of wildlife and livestock for grazing and water as a negative aspect or a 

potential cost, except in severe droughts. People mentioned severai times that wildlife 

and livestock had coexisted on the land in the past and this would not be a problem even 

though wildlife numbers wodd increase. 

In general it seemed that feelings of incurred costs or negative impacts fiom the 

Etosha National Park and loss of access to grazing in that area were felt more by the older 

generation of people, who had lived through the changes in land uses. One mentioned 

that he felt that the fence should be removed so that wildlife and livestock could gaze in 

the park together. This hardly seems like a realistic suggestion. But it remains to be seen 

whether the conservancy will get some benefits fiom the park; they would be in the form 

of access rights for tourism from the conservancy rather than grazing for livestock. 

= Damage from predators 

Although people's attitudes were overall positive toward wildlife, there was a 

definite tendency for people to differentiate between predators and elephants on one hand 

and other wildlife on the other hand. Most showed negative feelings towards the former 

and predators in particular. Cattle play an erninent role in the Herero culture and have a 

high cultural value, so when canle are killed by predators, it is hard to forgive and forget. 

This also indicates that the actual value of the loss would be hard to mesure in monetary 

terms since the loss of cattle represents more loss for the owner than would be reflected 

in the achial market price. Many people expresseci strong resentment towards more 

predators c o h g  into the area and felt that predators should be kept within secure fences, 

away fiom their livestock. 



Table 5.4. Perceptions o f  CON h m  wildlife and negative aspects of the conservancy -men in 

iivestock and gdng. They did howmr h thd 
they did not thinlc that this WOU# be a big problem- 
They do not want bans- of gndrt~cs, Ehey 
already have eriaugh problems mth thefn. 
They don? think that inaeased wi ld l i  in the area is 
going to lead to overgrazing with lnrestock. Wildlife rnd 
livestock r l m d y  w i s t  and g m e  t m w .  
They mentioned mat a good solution wouki be to drill a 
borehole at the Ombonde River. for Jidlife. 
They also have probkm8 with dephants shrring 
m t e r w i t h I h r ~ I t m n i l d b e g o U d ~ h ~ a  
bomde in wikkmess areas. 

w - 3 - m -  - -  

There is not emw~h water and Bat couid be a mbkm 
if borehdes are r6t drilled, i.e. kck of w8ter. - 

No n e g a e  aspects d toutim, it is a source of 
income. 
Preârton a n  k a probkm, hyenas and lions may 
kill cattle, and they also hm people. 

= Am might k too und1 for wildlife and livmtock to 
gram togd~er because of Etosha Nationd Park 
fencing. Gov't shouid move fence or let them gr= 
their caMe inside Be p h .  
Put a camp or fence around predrtom so they cari not 
kill their liestock. 
Closure of areas for wiidlife and tourism might nat 
have ta affect nyone. It will be a source of i n m  for 
al1 conseruancy mëmben. 

Table 5.5. Perceptions o f  costs from wildlife an 
Ehirovipuka Conservancy. 

Prsdrton a n  r probkm. They do not need m e  
problem predators in the area. A hyena has kilîed a 
caif, and injured a cow. 
Elephants destroyed the wïnd pump. They do not wânt 
any more elephants there is already enough prabkms 
with them. 
Ovedl they saw predators and elephants as neg- 
but other wildlii as m y  positive. 

vaue3-Or- . 

There will not be a proMem with overgrazing, 
liveatock and wildlife cm k intsgntrd. 
Predaton a n  cruse r probJm, both as threatç to 
people (not so often) and killing liivmtock, th& k big 
problm. 
Touristi a n  good, will not cruw my piobkms. 
Confiid in the community over jobs or bene& will not 
be a problem. 
It is fine to dose ofi areas for wildlife and tourism, but 
these things mu8î k wi#i ?ha tommuni&. 

wildlife b @ng to k pouibk aid not bring any 
problem- 
Wildlife wiii not bring uiy nqaüve îhings. 
Livestock md wiidlife have emted together for a bng 
tirne, it is not going to be a pmblem. 
Touriitt will na4 be a pmbkm. They uçed to corn 
here. Maybe need some supervision to reduœ 
envimmental damage. 
All wildliie b good, dço predaton and elephants 

They have k e n  having a b t  of dii l t iar with 

8 Putb'ng up a axe niildlife area will be a negation 
behneen Headmai council, the mservancy cornmittee 
plus the mmuni ly in the neighbomood. Shwld not 
Mng tonflkt8. 
tourirtr a n  r source d income so they are just fine 
and no nqaüve 8apact~. 

negative aspects of the conservancy -women in 

- U Z - F n i i r r  
Eiephémts kiiled 7 cattle and 2 donkeys in the ma. 
Tourktr maice eiephrntr aggnuhre 
PWatom 8hould na4 be tnnrlocrtad (there dready 
have proMems wiîh predators coming from the tourisrn 
concession area and the National P a .  
Pndrton are no4 positive and they should be lirnited to 
krads so they can not ham livestock. Mer wildlife ir 
god, e m  elephants though they ae sometime naughty 
they ae qood animds. 

W l - a t u ( ~ v =  
Communiîy mflid over the management of the naturd 
resourceç.~lt CM cause confikt whon m e  pmpk get 
atmsa and ottierr don't 
It can cause bankniptcy if the mrnrgwnent and 
diikitioir is nol fair. 
When there is drought there cwld be proMem with 
wergrrting, maybe need to feed the wildlife like catüe. 
Pndnm kill thdr Iivestoek. 
Ekphuit dm- to gardens and trees. 



People are allowed to kill the predators that cause damage. Such animais are 

fiequently referred to as 'problem animals'. However, these animals ofien move back into 

the Park or the concession areas out of reach fiom the famiers. People in communal areas 

do not get compensation nom the government, as do commercial fanners. This point 

brings up a question on the distribution of benefits and the fact that people suffering fiom 

wildlife damage might not see a community development project as a fair compensation 

for their loss and they might fail to link individual costs to common benefits. Thus, it 

seems likely fiom conversations with people, in particular those who have been 

negatively affected by predators, that direct compensation might need to be provided to 

ensure these peoples' cornmitment to the conservancy. However, such a system of direct 

fuiancial compensation has proven to invite misuse in the past in many south Afncan 

countries. 

Damage from elephants 

Overall it seemed that elephant damage was a bit more accepting. As one woman 

commented: 'even if elephants are sometime naughîy they are still good and sensible 

animals'. Perhaps this is because damage fkom elephants is to some extent easier to 

control and because it usually occurs to the community as a whole rather than to 

individuals and is thus easier to mend by collective action. Water is, however, a scarce 

resource in this area, even during the rainy season, so confiicts with elephants over water 

resources are serious. Lack of access to water can pose senous threats to people's 

livelihoods. As Owen-Smith (personal communication) pointed out 'as long as you huve 

elephants and people living together you will always have problems'. As many people 

mentioned, this conflict c m  be mitigated by drilling boreholes in wildemess areas to 

prevent the elephants fiom roaming into the villages in search of water. 

A few people realized that elephants and predators are central species in tourism 

attractions for the area. An elderly man mentioned, as he revealed his scars fiom an 

attack by a lion, that he still loved lions as well as al1 other wildlife in the area. The 

majority, however, remained rather negative towards predators and a question is how 



those perceptions are going to evolve, given the centrality of predators as an attraction for 

tourists. 

5.2.5. Perceptions of youth towards wildlife, CBNRM und living i~ the area 

A group of youth was i n t e ~ e w e d  in the Otjikavares village. It had previously k e n  

indicated in various conservancies that youth deserved special attention in the process 

and ofien had different perceptions with regard to conservancy establishment (Table 5.6). 

Furthemore, in some areas youth tiad felt left out in the conservancy process. 

Table 5.6. Positive and negative aspects of living in the area and benefits and costs of the 
conservancy - youth h m  Otjikavares village, Ehirovipuka Conservancy. 

Aîlracîive Area 
W i l d l i  present in the area 
Springs 
They h m  an opportun@ to establa a conseruancy 
Have an opportunity to paticipab in Rakigh 
Intemationai Excursions 
They have a puth group mat is recagnized by the 
gowmmemt 
There is a schod in the Otjikavares vilfage ( d l b g h  
they have some major proMems mth youth failhg grade 
10 and not having opportunities b take it again.) 
IRONC has oqanaed youth trips and has helped youth 

2. Job, induding tourist guides, game guads, jobs at 
. festcamps and campsites. 
3. A r a  will k devoiopad 
4. Equal bve for both wüâlife ard iivestock 
5. Better Gare for wiiâli 

1 6. Cons&&cy will prov ide mon y for adutdion in ma 1 

7. Opportunity to sw wiiâlife ihey have newr seen before. , 

8. Consenrancy will suppad thei spot? d v i î b  and provide 
improved f ac i i i i  for spoRs 

~nampl&nantirabigpmb*m 
8 Ladc of institubjon to help thm impmve thdr mrrkr 

and glu the th6 should be aMilable 
çomeuitiere dose b the m a ,  k a s e  lack of 
finaices to go anay for these se vices is a big 
cons$ant 

1. Cbsure of mas for tourists will effect live8tock 
g d n g  md might resuit in îhat they have to take aie 
ristock ta faraivay places. 
2. Prodaton killing liva8tock 

3. Rhino and &phanta thmata paoph. 

Job creation and ski11 training ranked particularly high among the youth as it saw 

lack of employment and training oppomviities as the most negative aspects of living in 

the area. Young people overall wanted the community to be developed and they did not 



want to move away to the city where there is poverty. Their wish is to remain in this area 

where their farnily is, and they believe that the conservancy formation will provide the 

necessary opportunities for them to do so. Overail the youth were very positive and bad 

hi& expectations for the conservancy. The youth also indicated interest in workhg in the 

tourism industry and felt that tourism development in the area would be positive for 

them. 

The youth have already received some benefits as a result of the conservancy 

formation process. Several youth rnembers have through IRDNC had opportunity to 

participate in Raleigh International excursions as well as wildlife excursions in the areas. 

One of the foundea of the Youth Group in the village of Otjikavares is also the vice- 

chairman of the conservancy cornmittee and helps to keep the youth informed about 

activities ongoing in the area. 

S.Z.6. Perceptionr of ownership, righîs and responsibüities 

The importance that devolution of property rights play in the new CBNRM 

program was clearly indicated in people's attitudes. As can be seen in tables 5.2 and 5.3. 

al1 groups mentioned increased rights over wildlife or ownership of the resource as an 

important benefit. In many cases people saw this as the most important aspect of the 

proposed conservancy. People also saw increased rïghts as closely linlced to their ability 

to have more responsibility to oversee the management of wildlife in the area- A number 

of people mentioned the recognition of their rights over wildlife as creating a sense of 

empowerment in the community. The importance of ownership and rights for the wildlife 

resource was overall more evident among the men. The women seemed to place more 

emphasis on the more tangible benefits such as access to schooling for their children as 

well as the notion that their children wouid see wildlife in the future. 

It was evident that people felt that wildlife was a resource that had belonged to 

them in the past but had k e n  taken away by the previous govemment. The feeling that 

the conservancy was a means to return to the community a resource that was rightfidly its 

was apparent. Many people mentioned that they had in the past taken care of  wildlife and 

that their rights to do so and to manage it dong with their livestock would now be 

recognized. One older man said that wildlife was one the community's belongings. just 



like livestock and that people are going to take care of it like they did in the past. This 

attitude can be seen as an indication of a feeling of responsibility over the wildlife 

resource in the area. 

People also saw the conservancy as potentiaily bringing increased rights over the 

management of other natural resources in the area. For example, the women collect 

mopani worms which they sel1 to nearby communities, and sometimes they have trouble 

with people comiag fiom other communities harvesting the wons.  Potentially the 

conservancy could in the fiinite provide the mechanisms to manage the various natural 

resources in the area under a cornmon property system embedded in the consenmncy 

institution. 

Many people clearly indicated that they felt that increased rights to use and manage 

wildlife was the basis on which al1 other benefits rested. Once they would have rights 

over wildlife, benefits fiom wildlife and tourism would follow. This can be interpreted as 

indicating that people seemed to make a strong link between rights over wildlife and the 

responsibility for it, and the benefits they would attain from that use. 

It  thetefore seems that the potential devolution of property rights to the cornmunity 

through the conservancy institution has the potential to establish a sense of ownership 

m o n g  the community members. Even though this new property regime does not provide 

the conservancy with absolute ownership over the wildlife, people conceive of the rights 

this regime entails as hdamental to the whole process, providing them with a sense of 

ownership. It could be speculated that without the anticipation of these rights, people 

would view the program differently and perhaps see it more as a government-run 

development program absent of any sense of empowennent by the community. It 

furthemore seems that not only a specific group of people see the ownership of wildlife 

as important, as this was mentioned by al1 people to varying degrees. 

All the groups intewiewed maintained that they saw the potentid benefits of 

wildlife and the positive aspects of the conservancy as outweighing the costs and other 

negative aspects. This indicates a strong sense of community support for conservancy 

formation and furthemore that these positive perceptions of benefits rnight play an 



important role in suring people's cornmitment to sustainable management of wildlife in 

the future. But this also brings up another crucial issue, namely expectations of benefits. 

At this point in the coaservancy process, the discussions reflect people's anticipation 

toward the benefits rather than acnial benefits, tangible or intangible. When the 

communities are M e r  dong in the conservancy process, they might find that the acnial 

cosiknefit ratio is not the same as originally anticipated and perceptions towards the 

conservancy and wildlife might change. 

Without a doubt, expectations are king raised among members of the community 

in regards to the proposed benefits as the conservancy concept is king introduced to 

them and they sign up as members. As one respondent commented, 'we do not have so 

much experience wifh the conservancy but we have heurd the good things thar can 

happen and we are trying to get the goodies ofher communities are gefting.' However 

strong peoples' sense of ownership and responsibility is, it seems evident that the people 

in Ehriovipuka also expect the new conservancy to increase their income and lead to 

improved livelihoods. Questions thus arise, e.g. when the reality of benefits in the hiture 

does not meet peoples' expectations, what will be the resulting response among people 

and will jeopardize the community support? 



Photo 5.5. Villagen in Arizona, show a cow badly injured from a hyena attack. 

P boto 5.6. Cattle grazing on the boundaries of the Etosha National Park in the Ehirovipuka 
COnSeNâilCy. 



Photo 5.7. The Ombonde River area is an example of  a proposed Core Wildlife Area in the 
Ehirovipuka conservancy. 

Photo 5.8. A group interview with youth in the Ehirovipuka conservancy. 



5.3. THE TORRA CONSERVANCY 

The Torra Conservancy is one of wo legally registered conservancies in the 

Kunene region, officially gazetted in mid-year 1998. Its name is drawn fiom the cone- 

shaped mountains that characterizje the landscape of the area. It is situated in southem 

part of the Kunene region, in the former Damaraland, sharing borders with the Sesfontein 

conservancy, #Koadi / / ' a s  conservancy, Doro !Nawas conservancy, and the Skeleton 

Coast National Park to the west (see figure 5.2). The Torra conservancy has in many 

ways corne to symbolize the success of the conservancy approach in Narnibia, and has 

gained much attention for the progress it has made in CBNRM. Particular attention has 

k e n  given to the operation of the Damafaland Camp joint venture ( for location see 

Figure 5.4), which has been seen as successfùl benefit-sharing venture between a 

comrnunity and the private sector. 

The population of the Torra conservancy mainly consists of Damara people and 

Rievsmaker people, who reloçated in the area from Southem Africa in the 1970s. The 

area covers some 8,000 km2 DEA 1999), with approximately 120 households and around 

350 individuais registered as members of the conservancy. This is, according to the 

CMC, almost everybody who has permanent residence in the area. The settlement pattern 

consists of widely scattered individual famis, each with a few households. 

The formation of the Torra conservancy begun when a Residents Trust was fonned 

for the former Ward 11, to negotiate the establishment and operation of the Damarland 

Camp joint venture in 1996. When the conservancy legislation came into place later that 

year the next logicai step for the cornmunity was to extend the Residents Trust and start 

working towards forming a conservancy. At fust there were problems with convincing 

people in the area about the advantages of the new system and some were skeptical about 

signing up as members. Today, however. almost everybody has signed up and the generai 

feeling is that the conservancy is a positive development for the area. 



Figure S A .  Map of the Torra Conxrvancy. (Source: T o m  Conservancy) 

Torra has had its share of boundary disputes and some remain unresolved. A 

dispute over farms in an adjacent area with the Doro !Nawas conservancy is currently a 

serious hindrance to M e r  development of the Torra conservancy. Most important, it 

hinders the distribution of benefits. The Torra conservancy was gazetted even though 

boundary negotiations were not finalized. Only the areas where negotiations had been 

finalized were registered as a part of the conservancy. The farms in the disputed area 

were part of the Ward 1 1 Residents Trust, and are thus entitied to benefit-sharing fiom 

the joint venture. However, the Doro !Nawas conservancy is currently claiming that this 

area belongs to it, thus causing confusion over which conservancy these farms should 



joh. In theory people can join the conservancy they wish, and the researcher was 

informed that these people have opted to go with T o m  However, for reasons that mainly 

seem to be bureaucratie, this matter was still not resolved at the point of departure fiom 

Namibia. 

Some ethnic tensions have also been noticeable in the Torra Conservancy between 

the Riemvasmakers and the Damara people. These tensions were at the time based on 

accusations that the process was run by Riemvasmakers people and they were the only 

ones benefiting from the joint venture (Jones 1999). To address this situation new 

elections were held, resuiting in a Damara person becorning the president of the 

conservancy management committee. Thus presently the comrnittee consists of four 

Damara people and four Riemvasmaker, although during the research one Damara 

cornmittee member resigned fiom the management committee as a result of ongoïng 

conflicts with other members. 

Another potential problem in Torra has been that some people living in peripheral 

areas and people recentIy moved to the area have felt left out of the conservancy process 

and felt badly informed (Jacobsohn 1999). The a in~  is to mend this by increasing numbers 

of visits fiom CGG and the conservancy comrnittee to these groups to uiform people. 

Also, people moving into the area for emergency grazing have caused some problems by 

not recognizing the land-use planning by the conservancy, thus grazing in core wildlife 

areas. This could become a problem in Torra as well as in other areas, as the conservancy 

does not have the iegal right to exclude people fiom grazing within the conservancy. 

Given the lack of excludability, the importance of infomiing and generating cooperation 

with the neighbors has corne to be important to make people realize the benefits of the 

conservancy and the aims of its land-use planning. 

The Torra conservancy has great natural resources, with scenic landscapes and 

wildemess areas. Two areas have aiready been zoned as exclusive tourïsm areas (Figure 

5.4). Most importantly, the area is rich with wildlife, including both black rhinos and 

elephants. The tieid officers informed the researcher that wildlife numbers have 

increased in the area in recent years. For example, some years ago there were only seven 

black rhinos in Tom; while today they are seventeen. Extensive rhino monitoring is 

carried out in the conservancy and every month each black rhino in the area is located. 



The rhuio monitoring is carried out in cooperation with Save the Rhino T ~ s r  (SRT), 

which is a NGO working on black rhino co~lservation in the Kunene. 

The field officer informed the researcher that poaching used to be a problem in 

Tom but had decreased in recent years. He noted that people fiom the community report 

poaching and that the community members realize that this is their resource and that they 

must protect it in order to benefit. The current cases indicate that most of the poaching is 

done by people nom outside the area. Four cases of illegal hunting in Torra involving a 

kudu, a springbok, a zebra and a gemsbok have k e n  reported recently. Al1 of these 

poaching incidents resulted in convictions which is largely accredited to cooperation 

between game guards, conservancy members and the MET (Jacobsohn 1999). 

Torra reflects a different aspect of the conservancy formation process than the 

Ehirovipuka conservancy. Since Torra has finalized its registration, constitution, and 

most of its boundary matters, the focus of the Tom conservancy cornmittee has now 

corne to rest with the development of the conservancy as  an enterprise, generating 

benefits and seeking means for their distribution within the community. T o m  has thus 

taken steps towards being a self-sustaining institution and in August 1998, it took over 

40% of the operating costs, allowing IRDNC to reduce donor fûnding. The total 

operating cost of the T o m  conservancy is an estimated N$ 150,000 per year and the 

conservancy now pays salaries for its five game guards and the Field Officer as well as 

vehicle ninning costs (Jacobsohn 1999). 

With the Tom conservancy already operating as a common property resource 

institution, allocating the resources and retaining benefits from that allocation. the 

conservancy represents an interesthg case study for the purpose of this thesis. There is 

potential to bring to light the importance people assign to the different elements of 

benefits and costs in an already operating conservancy. At the tirne of the research, the 

conservancy had not distributed any financial benefits to the community, which might 

underrnine its suitability in providing a contrast to the Ehirovipuka conservancy. 

However, a number of people have k e n  employed as a result of the conservancy 

formation and wildlife-related enterprises and meat has been distributed and people have 

participated to varying degrees in the management of wildlife in the area. 



5.3.1. Description of methods used and data gathered 

The following section describes data gathered during fieldwork in the T o m  

conservancy as well as results f5om a s w e y  conducted jointly with a researcher fiom the 

University of Namibia. The data needs of both researchen were combined in the survey. 

The aim of the survey was to measure peoples' perceptions towards the benefits and costs 

of wildlife and to explore whether the formation of the conservancy had established a 

sense of ownership and control over the wildlife resource among people in the area. The 

aim was fùrther to establish an indication of the level of participation and involvement of 

the community members in wildlife and conservancy management. 

The survey was a household survey. Although it was aimed at heads of households, 

it may have been answered by more than one person. Other people in the household were 

fiee to participate and the final answers could indicate a decision reached after discussion 

among household members. Thus to some degree each response represents the particular 

household's stand on the matter. The definition of a household in this survey refiects an 

understanding of the household unit as one or two generations of relatives living together. 

One farm settlement can include two or more households, although d l  are a part of the 

same extended family . 

The aim of this survey was not to gather data for eiaborate statistical analysis such 

as regression analysis. For such, the sampling methods were not accurate enough and the 

sample size is too small to establish statistical validity to be able to form generalizations 

about the population. However, this survey can be used to establish patterns and an 

indication of the attitudes of the households in the area and the community members. The 

survey results are therefore used for qualitative analysis and cornparison with other 

information gathered during the research process. 

The total number of surveys conducted in the Tom conservancy was 60. Males 

were the majority of the respondents or 38, and women numbered 22. The respondent 

was the head of the household in 52 surveys. The average age of the respondent was 5 1, 

the youngest was 24 years old and the oldest 84 years old. Most of the people 

interviewed, 44.8%, were subsistence fmers ,  23.3% were pensioners and 21.7% were 

government employees. The average number of yean spent in school was 7 years, 

although 12 respondents had not attended school at dl .  



Several key informants were also interviewed in the T o m  conservancy. These 

included the Field Officer for the conservancy and the secretary as well as the managers 

of the Damaraland Camp. Also, the researcher got an opportunity to attend a whole-day 

comrnunity meeting at the Bergsig cornmunity where people from the whole conservancy 

were present. At the meeting the management comrnittee infonned the conservancy 

members about progress and cunent plans and a platforni was provided for input and 

participation for the members on the issues facing the conservancy. The researcher also 

attended a two-day workshop with the Torra conservancy management committee on the 

equitable distribution of conservancy benefits, organized by IRDNC. The insights gained 

by the researcher into the operations of the Torra conservancy also benefited fiom the 

views of NGO staff and other CBNRM staff working in the area. 

5.3.2. Current and potenth1 beneflrs 

At the workshop on the equitable distribution of benefits in the conservancies, the 

Tom management committee identified the main present and potential cash and non- 

cash benefits for the conservancy, summarized in table 5.7. 

Table 5.7. Current and potential cash and non-cash benefits for the Tom conservancy. (Source: 
Tom CMC at a workshoo on eauitable distribution benefits. 

- 

I CASH I 

l 
- 

Trophy hunting 
Sport hunting 
Bird hunting 
Joint Ventures (Damaraland Camp and others) 
Venison (sales of mat)  
Community campsites 
Sales of live animals 
Cuno sales 
Infrastructure rentals 
PTOrentals 

-- 

-wASHBailEFITs 
Progress in development 
Meat 
Employmen t 
Skills 
c m  
Training 
Cultural activiües (e.g. traditional dances) 
Area monitoring 
Cultural values 
improved management 
Community ernpowerrnen11responsibility 

As can be seen in table 5.7, the T o m  management committee envisages a variety of 

activities ta create potential benefits for the conservancy. The cash benefits are seen as 

creating financial income for the conservancy and thus as opportunities for collective 

income while the non-cash benefits accrue to individual members of the conservancy or 

groups, rather than to the conservancy as an institution. Most of these benefits have k e n  



discussed previously, and as cm be cbserved they include both tangible and intangible 

benefits. For the relevance of this chapter, two elements require elaboration as they are at 

the kart of income generation of the T o m  conservancy and will likely provide the bulk 

of the income generated in other conse~ancies. Those are joint ventures and trophy 

hunting . 

Joint Ventures - The Dumaraiand Camp 

Private tour operators have in recent years become increasingly aware of the 

potentials of the Kunene region as a prime site for eco-tourism. It was only in 1986 that 

the first tourism lodge in the Kunene began operating, since then many more have 

followed. Up until present times, revenues fiom these tourism ventures have not been 

distributed equally between the private sector and the communities (Durbin et al. 1997). 

The conservancy formation however represents a major shifi in this regard. When a 

conservancy gets gazetted, essentially no one can set up a tourism operation in the area 

without the conservancy's hl1 permission and cooperation. 

As mentioned in the previous chapter, the new concept of joint ventures has corne 

to the forefiont of tourism developrnent in the Narnibian CBNRM program, as they allow 

for meaningful community participation in lucrative tourism ventures. A key example of 

such a venture is the Damaraland Camp in the Torra Conservancy. In the Damaraland 

Camp, a private Company, WiZderness Safaris. provides the financing, marketing and 

development expertise, while the community provides access to the land and the natural 

resources upon which the operation of the camp rests, i.e. wildlife and scenery. The camp 

operates in an area with exclusive use rights and it stretches over five famis. The famiers 

still graze their livestock in the area except closest to the camp and in theu CWA. Those 

who lost access to grazing were provided with employment opportunities at the camp. 

The Damaraland camp is an up-market lodge, charging over NS 1000 per person per 

night. There seems to be a growing market for such up-market 'ethical ecotowism' and 

the manager of the lodge noted that 'there s eem to be a trend in the world tod' that 

most tourists want to stay at community-bused lodges, or at Zeast that there is sorne 

communiîy participation happening. Other lodges are on the defernive and are losing 

custorners.' Joint ventures thus do not only make sense fiom an ethical standpoint but 

fiom a pure business standpoint as well. In 1998 the Damaraland Camp was voted one of 



three top eco-tourism destinations in the world by the British Guild of Travel Writers 

(IRDNC 1998). 

The agreement provides the comrnunity with 10Yo of ai 1 income, irrespective of 

other factors. M e r  5 years there are provisions in the contract to negotiate new terms and 

d e r  15 years the community has the option to start buying Wildemess Safiiris out of the 

operation if it so chooses. From June to December 1998, Torra's income as shareholden 

in the camp amounted to NS 103,274 (Jacobsohn 1999). Tbe conaaft fiuthermore obliges 

the company to spend certain amounts on training and ski11 development for the 

comrnunity members ernployed at the loàge. Currentiy there are 12 people employed at 

the lodge with wages for the penod June to December 1998 totaling N$ 11 1,673, with 

local women eaming NS 2,749 for laundry services in the same period (Jacobsohn 1999). 

A joint management cornmittee (MC) nins the camp. Although the community 

has littie Say in the day-to-day management of the lodge, it oversees hiring of staff and 

has a general input into the management, There have been some problems noticeable in 

the cooperation between the comrnunity and the company, in particular 6 t h  regards to 

management issues. A few bumps are, however, to be expected as the perspectives are 

likely to be quite different. At present, many issues that have arisen have been overcome 

and today the manager of the camp feels that the cooperation with the community is 

gohg well and the comrnunity is getting happier about its overall involvement in the 

operation. 

An interesting issue brought up by the camp managers was a concem about the 

proposed trophy hunting activities in the consewancy and to what extent it would prove 

to be compatible with the operation. Most of the visitoa are opposed to any kind of 

killing of anïmals and this could potentially jeopardize the camp's reputation as founded 

upon ethical ecotourism. As long as the hunting is, however, carried out outside the 

exclusive tourism areas, this arrangement should work and people understand the need 

for Torra to generate benefits from different means of wildlife use. This, however, brings 

to light that the conservation of wildlife and potential enterprises to benefit the local 

community are heavily dependent upon external forces, such as the conxrvation ethics of 

Westerners. 



It is evident that the joint venture mode1 provides an avenue to reach several 

important goals in the Namibian CBNRM program. It has the potential to generate 

substantial amounts of income for the conservaxy, as the experience in T o m  has shown 

and it provides employment and training to a number of community members. It 

furihermore empowers the community by shifting power relations, making the 

community an active participant in the process rather then king a silent receiver of 

benefits or handouts fiom the tour operator. There are, however, many issues that need to 

be negotiated such as the Length of the contract, benefits-sharing, minimum performance 

provisions and the exclusivity of land use for the tour operator. An agreement is not 

reached in al1 proposed joint ventures. 

Another potential joint venture was behg negotiated in the Tom conservancy last 

year. In an area called Poachers Camp, a private tour operator had shown interest in 

operating a camp and started negotiations with the CMC. These negotiations fell through 

because the community found the terms the private operator was offering unacceptable. 

One of the major snimbling btocks was that the Company was asking for a 30-yr contract. 

This can be taken as an indication of improved confidence in the comrnunity in 

negotiating with the pnvate sector. 

Trophy Huntïng 

With the legal registration of the Torra conservancy, it attained the rights for 

consumptive uses of wildlife within the conservancy. As mentioned earlier, in other 

CBNRM programs such as in Zambia and in Zimbabwe, trophy hunting operations have 

proved to be the ventures that optirnize the use value of wiidlife. In the Kunene, however, 

non-consurnptive tourisrn is likely to provide greater income. Pady this is due to the 

marketing of the area as an eco-tourism site but also to the fact that wildlife densities of 

key trophy hunting species, such as elephants, are low while others are absent, such as 

buffaloes. Trophy hunting ventures can nevertheless provide an important source of 

benefits for the conservancy, as has become evident in Torra. 

Last year the Torra conservancy got allocated a hunting quota (see Table 5.8). 

However, due to insufficient tirne to halize the logistics to carry out hunting, only a part 

of the quota got used last year. Presently T o m  is negotiating with the MET to get the 



quota for last year transferred to this year. An indication of the conditionality implied in 

the new management regime is that Torra needs to get the quota allocations approved by 

the Ministry, even though it has becorne a legally registered conservancy. 

Last year, T o m  started negotiating with a professional hunter who nios a trophy 

hunting operation, about utilization of the trophy animal quota, and last year the hunter 

utilized part of that quota. Presently the CMC is finalizing a more extensive agreement 

with this professional hunter, for this year's trophy hunting. The trophy hunting part of 

the quota is worth NS101,OOO when sold to the professional hunter. Thereof, only the 

right to hunt the one elephant in the quota is worth N$ 60,000. included in the contract 

with the hunter is also the training of local people as hunting guides. The contract is for 

one year to begin with, as the management cornmittee wanted to see how the hunter 

would cary out his obligations before entering into a long-term contract. Trophy hunting 

therefore represents a high use value of wildlife in the area. As mentioned above. it is 

important that the trophy hunting be carried out with sensitivity to enhance the 

compatibility of the consumptive and non-consumptive uses of wildlife in the area. 

The quota allocated in the 'other' category can be used by the community as it sees 

best fit. This can be in the fom of community hum, which do not present good use value 

as the hunts are expensive to carry out and hardly break even after costs of vehicles and 

ammunition has b a n  paid for. The community can also sel1 this part of the quota to sport 

hunten, or sel1 as live game to other areas. How the quota is allocated each time will thus 

depend on how the conservancy decides its interests are best served or according to the 

preferences of the community. 

Table. 5.8. Hunting quota for the T o m  Conservancy 1998 (Source: Tom Consewancy 
Secretary). 

SPEClES . 
,'BluwKm- 
,;:-, - 

:- - 

~Kmu 

-Osriam - 
8Pwroeoic 
STEEUmK 

TROPHYA#YALS.. 
10 
1 
1 O 
5 
5 
5 
20 
5 

UMRUSE 1 ToTAL 
O 
O 
30 
5 

1 O 
1 

40 
1 O 

5 f 10 
5 

310 
O 

10 
330 

5 



Other benetït Wsues 

Torra also has several other benefits-generating activities lined up. Another tour 

operator has k e n  operating in the area for severai years under goveniment permission. 

The Torra conservancy cornmittee has been negotiating with this operator to start benefit- 

sharing with it in exchange for the resources he has access to in the conservancy. This has 

yielded positive results and the camp operator has responded positively about going into 

a venture with the community. The bid is also open for operations in the Poachers Camp 

area. Other potentials include, as mentioned above, community campsite operations and 

making and selling handicrafts. 

An additionai issue mentioned in the list is the PT0 rentals. The allocations of 

PTOs has caused some confusion in many of the conservancies. This has been the case in 

Torra, as some confiicts have arisen. Torra bas decided that al1 PTOs for the area will be 

issued in the name of the conservancy, which can then extend them or rent them to 

people who want to cary out operations in the area. This way the CMC feels that it is 

ensured that PTOs for prime areas are not issued to people who will not develop the site 

properly and optirnize the land use. This has, however, caused some conflicts within the 

community as  some local entrepreneurs feel that they should have rights to get PTOs. 

The members of the Torra Conservancy are starting to ask what happened to the 

money fiom the joint venture, since to date no financial benefits have k e n  distributed 

back to the cornmunity, but the money has instead been sitting in a bank account (Jones 

1998). Due to the ongoing boundary dispute, an equitable distribution plan has not been 

finaiized. However, employment has been created in the community and meat fiom 

community hunts and trophy animals has reached most of the households. The 

conservancy also bought a photocopier for the school. Even though people perceive of 

the meat and employment as benefits, there has been some noticeable restlessness, as the 

people know that a considerable arnount of money is waiting in the bank account. Thus, a 

top prionty with the Tom CMC is presentiy to fïnalize the benefit distribution plan and 

close the issue of the disputed farms to enable the community members to s*in receiving 

financial bene fits. 



5.3.3. Local Perceptions of Beneflts and Positive aspects ofthe consewancy 

A number of questions in the T o m  conservancy household survey were directed to 

people's attitudes towards curent and potential benefits of the conservancy. The main 

results to be drawn from these questions are presented below. As a starting point, 

participants seerned to think that in general wildlife is of some benefit to them. 

Table 5.9. Results for the question: Is wildlife of my benefit to people? 

People were given a list of benefits that had k e n  identified as important in the 

conservancy formation in Namibia and asked to assign a number of 1- 10 to each of these 

benefits, depending on the level of importance they assigned to them (Table 5.10). 

Table 5.10. Perceptions of benefits from wildlife-related opportunities. 

m Cdledve chmunity income from tourism 
and wildlife ventures 

= lnaeased community empowemient 7,333 
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The greatest emphasis is on an intangible benefit, i.e. that children will be able to 

see wildlife in the fiahire. It ranks with a 9.5 average and a low standard deviation, 

indicating that this view was prevalent among respondents. Also seen as important 

benefits are jobs, training and irnproved capacity and better management of natural 

resources, and shortly below that collective income for the community. It is also 
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interesthg to see that increased nurnbers of wild anirnals does not seem to be a benefit of 

particular importance among respondents, despite the fact that people feel it is very 

important for the children to see wildlife in the future. 

To measwe M e r  the benefits of indirect use value of wildlife to people. e.g. the 

aesthetic values, people were asked about whether they liked to see wildlife and if they 

felt it was important to conserve wildlife for future generations. 

As can be seen, an ovenvhelming majority of people responded to this in a positive 

manner. This indicates that people draw a significant with of utility Erom living among 

wildlife and that the opportunity for them and their children to see wildlife represents an 

important intangible benefit although whether it would supersede direct material benefits 

is debatable. 

Table 5.11. Survey results related to cultural values of wildlife. 
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Tangible benefits from wildlife 

When it came to asking about the tangible benefits people felt they had received. 

the attitudes were quite different. When people were asked if they felt that the formation 

of the conservancy in the area had increased their income, 70% felt that it had not 

increased their income (Table 5.12). When asked if the respondents felt that they had nof 

had any opportunities to benefit fiom wildlife-related opportunities such as tourism, more 

people thought this was the case than not. So far, people seem not to have had a lot of 

opportunities to attain direct fuuucial benefits fiom the conservancy. 

Table 5.12 Survey results related to conservancy fonnation and Dresent income. 



The survey exarnined the benefits the households have received fiom conservancy- 

related activities in the fom of employment. No single category or type of employment 

provided the households in the T o m  conservancy with substantial benefits. However, a 

variety of jobs has been created and provided some households with income. The 

employment people mentioned as beneficial to their household included employment in a 

tourism lodge, jobs as hunting guides or wildlife/safari guides, making and selling 

fiandicrafts and other items to tourists, or selling goods such as frrewood to a lodge. 

Also, some provided services to a lodge such as laundry, and finally some were employed 

as cornmunity game guards. These benefits included both full-time jobs and income fiom 

part-time employrnent. Although oniy a few households mention each of the categones, it 

is nevertheless important when considering the scarcity of other job opportunities in the 

area. 

Generally, people seem to be interested in and have the time for more employment 

than they already have. However, the actuai number of job oppomuiities is limited and 

many regarded that as a great obstacle for having access to employment related to the 

conservancy. Other obstacles to job opportunities were lack of information and 

preference king  given to outsiders2. Lack of skills and the fact that people lived too far 

away fiom where job opportunities are offered were also factors, but were less important 

to people. 

Anticipated Benefits 

Even though people seem slightly negative towatds wildlife-related benefits 

received so far, they seem to be optimistic about the fuhue. 76.7% of participants 

believed that they would in the fûture have income fiom wildlife-related developrnent 

such as tourism. Only 8.4% of respondents were skeptical that they would receive any 

such income in the fùture. Here, one has to take into account that the benefits that have 

already reached the comrnunities are income fiom employment, which only benefits a 

few households. People are hopefùl that household dividends or collective income will be 

distributed in the nearest future. 

* Since al1 who are employed in the area by either the conservancy or IRDNC in relation to the CBNRM 
program are fiom the Torra conservancy, it is possible that people define "outsiders" as ïndividuals fiom 
other communities then their own, but within the conservancy. 



Table 5.13. Survey results related to present access to benefits and fùture anticipation. 

These positive attitudes towards hture income were also evident in other questions 

of the survey. When asked directly if they believed that the formation of the conservancy 

is likely to increase their incorne in the future, 63.3% believed it wodd (see Table 5.14). 

On average people hoped that the conservancy would increase their income by N$1500- 

2000 per year. 

Table 5. M. Survey results related to conservancy formation and anticipated friture income. 

Table 5.15. Survey resuits reiated to expectations for friture benefits from the conservancv. 

People were also presented with an open-ended question asking in what way they 

thought the conservancy would benefit them in the fiiture. As can be seen in table 5.15, 
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40% mentioned jobs, and over 26% mentioned community development. This indicates 

that the anticipation of such tangible benefits is quite high and rnight cause 

disappointment if hopes are not met. Other mentioned that the conservancy could help 

with money and water points, while more than 18% mentioned better management of 

wildlife and increased wildlife in the area as a future expected benefit. 

5.3.4. Local perceptions of cos& of wildf~e a ~ d  negative aspects of the conservancy 

Occurrence of wildlife damage to people and infiastructure ùi the Tom 

conservancy has decreased in recent years according to the field officer. Elephant damage 

used to be more fiequent than it is today. The MET has assisted in controllhg the 

elephant problem and to build protection walls to prevent water point damage (see photo 

5.9 ,  and an elephant dam at one location. However, the story goes that elephants get 

suspicious when humans do not drink fiom the dam, and therefore they continue to drink 

fiom the community boreholes. Elephant damage to gardens also occurs as the elephants 

tear up the food plants people are growing. One thing mentioned by the field officer was 

that people who are used to these problems do not seem to rnind and accept this as part of 

life when living with elephants. 

Problems fiom predators have also been decreasing in recent years. Lions used to 

be a problem but they have almost moved entirely out of this area. The greatest problem 

they have in Toiia is with the spotted hyenas killing livestock. Another problem is the 

compatibility of livestock and wildlife grazing, and there have k e n  some problems with 

people failhg to recognize areas that have been set aside for wildlife, thus undennining 

the management efforts. 

In the survey people were asked to rank the costs of wildlife-related opportunities, 

in the same manner as with the benefits. It is evident fiom this that overall, people seem 

to assign reIatively little relevance to the costs of wildlife. However, as can be seen the 

standard deviation is rather high in al1 categones, indicating a high variation in 

perceptions of costs. Thus many people rank certain costs as high while others do not. 



Photo 5.9. A cornmunity game guard and the Tom conservancy Field Officer on patrol in their 
area. 

Photo 5.10. The Damaraland Camp, a joint venture in Torra conservancy. The camp is an 
up-market luxary lodge. 



Photo 5.11. A concrete wall built around a water point to prevent damage fiom elephants, 
at a farm in the Tom conservancy. 

Photo 5.12. Waiting in line for game meat at a community meeting in Bergsig in the 
Torra conservancy. 



Table 5.16. Survey results related to costs of wildlife-related opportunities. 

Tw many tourists coming to the area 
Investment of your own lime in setüng up 
communrty enterprises 
üishrrbaice of tradiid ways of livinq 
Cornpetition betweeri livestock and wildiiie 
foi water art  grazing 
lnaeased community crmfficts 

= lnaeased wildlife threats to human lives 
= Destabil i  existing land use practices 

G&ng land iost Io wiiife conservation 
WiMlife danage to watff points 
WiWi damage/predaîjtm of livestock . Wildriie damage to mpdfood gaderis 
Closure d prime aeas, restricting the 
colkdkm of fiiewood 

High value assigned to too many tourists coming to the area is interesting, in 

particular in light of the fact that most people are likely to benefit fiom tourism-related 

activities. This indicates that sensitivity in tourism development in the area should be 

practiced so as to reduce impacts of tourism on traditional ways of life. If tables 5.10 and 

5.16 are compared, it becomes evident that people give the benefits higher overall values 

than the costs, indicating a rather positive overall attitude. 

Table 5.17. Survey results related to perspectives on costs of wildlife 

It is interesting that a rather high number of people, 5 1.7%. feel that wildlife affects 

them in negative way. This could be due to a number of factors. As noticed in table 5.16, 

the standard deviation is high in the perception of cos6 while the mean is low. Not 

everybody loses livestock to predators, and elephant damage to gardens and water points 



occurs mostly in certain areas. This could indicate that people accept the costs of living 

with wildlife but are negatively affected in different ways. It is also interesting that at this 

point in the conservancy, people are divided on whether the benefits outweigh the costs 

as the distribution is quite even (see Table 5.17). This might change in the near future as 

people receive M e r  benefits and their benefitkost relationships change. 

Table 5.18. Survey results related to wildlife and livestock cornpetition for grazing. 
7 
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Table 5.19. Survey results related to grazing if wildlife in CWA. 

Access to grazing and compatibility of wildlife and livestock as a land use have 

been issues in Torra Conservancy, in particular since Tom has started to practice land 

use zoning, thus closing off areas. It is therefore interesting to note that a high number of 

people believe that wildlife and Iivestock compete for grazing. Furthemore 3 1,7% 

disagree with the statement that those two Iand uses can be combined in the area. This 

can also be examined in the light of the fact that relatively few saw increasing wildlife 

nurnbers as an important benefit. However, only 12 said that they would actually graze 

their livestock in an area set aside for livestock and of these 8 mentioned that they would 

do so only in circurnstances where no other grazing areas were available. It shouid be 

noted here that the a h  of the conservancy is not to replace livestock with wildLife as an 

existing land use but rather to integrate the two. 

5.3.5. Perceptions of ownership, righ fs  and responsibilities 

Several variables were meant to mesure people's attitudes towards ownership of 

the wildlife resource and rights and responsibilities of management as well as people's 

participation in the conservancy process. People were rather positive about having been 



welt informed about the conservancy and wilcilife-related opportunities in the 

community. 55% of respondents strongly agreed to this, while 33% either disagreed, or 

disagreed strongly. Overall, people were positive towards the performance of the 

conservancy cornmittee as 61,7% felt that it had represented their interests in the 

development and management of the conservancy white 25% disagreed, potentially 

indicating a frustration over the delay in distributing financial benefits to the community. 

People seem to have faith in the influence the conservancy has over the 

management of the wildlife resource in the are* as illustrated in table 5.20, where 63,3% 

feel that the conservancy has the most say over the wildlife resource in the area. When 

asked if they had any difTerent preferences for wildlife management, it was generaily 

belived that government deserve less power, and some pointed to the traditional 

authorities (see Table 5.2 1). 

Table 5.20. Perce~tions of ownershi~. 

Table 5.21. Perce~tions of ~referred ownershh 

Table 5.22. Survey results related to responsibilities and rights over man; gement. 



It is evident that people also realize the importance of the community's role in 

conserving wildlife in the area Altogether 78,3% of participants agreed when asked if 

they felt that the community members were responsible for the conservation of wildlife in 

the area. Furthemore, people seem to have a sense of power over wildlife and were on 

the whole rather positive towards their sense of control over the management of wildlife. 

When asked if they felt that they had some control over the management of wildlife in the 

area, almost 62% either agreed or strongly agreed, 18% were neutral towards the question 

and 20% disagreed. 

It can be concluded that both intangible and tangible benefits seem important for 

the people of Tom- While some households have benefited fiom employment related to 

wildlife activities or tourism, most have not. However, until now. cultural values seem to 

have played a strong part in the perceived benefits derived nom the conservancy, such as 

seeing wildlife and conserving wildlife for future generations. The survey indicates, 

however, a strong anticipation in the conservancy that it will in the future provide people 

with more tangible benefits such as increased employment, community development and 

increased household income. Even though T o m  is M e r  ahead in its process than 

Ehirovipuka, the strongest perceptions gathered are still conceming anticipated benefits. 

Overall people assign relatively little importance to the costs and negative aspects 

of wildlife and related opportunities, although a number of people see wildlife damage as 

very important. This indicates that compensation mechanisms in the distribution of 

benefits are likely to be important. 

Torra is presently working on finaiking its benefit distribution plan and will shortly 

take a drafi back to the people for their comments and inputs. The emphasis will be on 

dividing the income between households and community development projects, as well 

as aiming to address the needs of those that have been negatively affected. It might in 

some cases be difficult to meet everyboày's demands. It is, however, crucial that the 

equitable distribution plan reflect real needs and perceptions in the community to ensure 

and sustain support by the community. 



5.4. CONCLUSIONS - RESPONSIBILITIES, EXPECTATIONS AND REALITY 

With the new policy and legislation the Namibian CBNRM program has introduced 

a new common property institution in communities that seems to be socially and 

culturally acceptable to the community members of the conservancies. The conservancy 

institutions enhance values of participation and equity in common property resource 

management of wildlife. Essentially, people see this new management regirne as 

potentially beneficial for them. It is evident that the common property regime established 

in Namibia entails more than rights to receive the benefits fiom the resource. The rights 

devolved to the community level entail another category of non-financial benefits 

accruing to the resource user in forms of increasing comrnunity empowerment, the sense 

of ownership over the resource, and strengthening capacities to take on k e  

development in the areas. These benefits seem to be perceived by the cownunity 

members and remain an important element in the approach. 

Origindly the IRDNC program gave local people responsibility for protecting 

wildlife. This recognition of responsibility, which Durbin et al. (1997) point out can be 

interpreted as ownership on a cultwal rather than an economic level, was effective in 

promoting game conservation despite the absence of direct benefits. Although the 

fundamental basis for the conservancy program is taking responsibility for the wildlife 

and its management, it can be concluded from the data at hand that people have quite 

strong expectations for a variety of more tangible benefits to flow in the future, i.e. that 

the responsibilities they have undertaken will benefit them in the long nui. Durbin et al. 

(1997) identified a number of factors as reasons behind increased expectations for more 

tangible benefits, and these factors have to a large extent been confirmed in this research. 

Those are: 

While the motivation of a conservation ethic was an appropriate starting point, 

there is a time fiame over which there is an expectation that conservation 

investments should produce economic retums. 

A new generation of youth is now emerging which demands economic 

development and job creation to enable young people to remain in the areas. If 

the program is to maintain its support, it would have to shift into a mode that 

would reflect that emphasis. 



Increasing population pressure in the areas and the resuitant land pressure and 

plans for other land uses means that there is increasing cornpetition for land 

and there is a need to make wildlife and tourisrn more econornically 

cornpetitive with other land uses. 

The program has led to increased wildlife numbers leading to increasing 

wildlife darnage and exacerbating conflicts between wildlife, livestock and 

people. These confiicts bring into sharp relief a costhenefit accounting in 

people's mincis and it becomes clear that delivering wildlife values to those 

who bear the costs of the wiidife pmence is an essential component for the 

program in the future. 

The interplay of rights and responsibilities and the actual tangible benefits is 

important and deserves close attention. As a community develops its conservancy. it is 

likely that the expectations will shifi towards increasing ernphasis on receiving actual 

tangible benefits, as a high anticipation for jobs and community development prevails to 

some extent in Torra and was also emphasized in Ehrovipuka. Jones (1999) points out 

that the prospect of improved livelihoods and diversification in rural economies has 

sustained community cornmitment to wildlife conservation, particularly in the face of a 

dire need for jobs and cash income. 

It has been estirnated that the overall impacts will not be massive for each 

househoid in the conservancies in Namibia, although the impacts on households that will 

hold jobs could be substantial (Bames and Ashley 1996). What level of benefits will be 

sufficient to sustain peoples' participation and interest in the long terrn in the conservancy 

is hard to speculate. It seems clear that people regard ownership and responsibility of 

wildlife management as important benefits in this context. However people seem to place 

high emphasis on job creation and development in the cornmunity alongside the culturai 

and intangible benefits. It can be concluded that in the future people will likely want to 

see development projects and get access to ernployment opportunities as rewards for their 

participation. 

However, with regards to the anticipated economic benefits, it seems clear that 

people in both the Torra conservancy and Ehirovipuka conservancy have to a large extent 



established the link between the use of  the wildlife resource, increased tourism, and the 

future potential of tangible benefits. It seems therefore that the foundations of the 

CBNRM approach, i.e. to establish the links between sustainable use and conservation of 

wildtife and social and economic development. have been firmly established in these two 

study areas in the Kunene. 



The aim of this final chapter is to summarize the main conclusions fiom the 

discussion presented in this thesis. The two main research questions were the following: 

What role do property rights and the embedded incentives structure. i.e. rights, 

benefits and responsibilities, play in enhancing sustainable resource use at the 

local level? 

How do these elements interact within community-based approaches to natural 

resource management? 

In order to shed light on these general research questions, four more specific 

research questions were posed within a specific ecological and social context, i.e. wildlife 

in Namibia. 

What is the role of CBNRM in Namibia in wildlife conservation and rural 

development? 

How have property rights regirnes ken developed in the Namibian mode1 and 

what are the proposed benefits of the CBNRM program? 

How are benefits perceived at the local level, including ownership, 

responsibility, and cultural benefits, financial dividends, ernployment, etc.? 

How do the perceptions of benefits influence resource use behavior? 

These research questions were addressed in two ways: reviewing the relevant 

literature, and conducting two case studies fiom the Kunene region in Namibia. The 

following section presents a brief overview of this discussion. First, an oveniew is given 

fiom the literature review in the second and third chapter of the thesis and similarly, an 

overview of the Namibian case study follows. Based on the analysis fiom the Namibian 

case study, the relationship between, and the role of the key elements of responsibilities, 

rights and benefits, in the CBNRM context are explored. 

One of the objectives of this thesis was to draw more specific conclusions fiom the 

more general working hypothesis, Le. that property nghts, benefits and costs play an 



important role in determinhg resource use behavior. These conclusions can be seen as 

lessons fiom the Namibian case study and are presented in this chapter. Finally, some 

reflections on CBNRM as an approach to development and conservation and the 

importance of property rights are provided in the last section. 

6.1. SEARCHING FOR SOLUTIONS - TOWARDS COMMON PROPERTY 
REGIMES 

Past approaches to conservation essentially relied on the separation of humans fiom 

their natural environment. The inadequacies of previous models for the circumstances in 

developing countries are today widely recognized (McNeely 1988, 1993, 1995, Brandon 

& Wells 1992, Kemf 1993, Adams & McShane 1996, Furze et al. 1996). Presently, the 

need for more integrated approaches where people interact with their environment and 

natural resources has become evident. Instead of alienating people fiom the resources by 

conservation policies, steps should be taken to incorporate thek existence and needs 

within a larger sacio-natuml systern. In the past 15 years various approaches have been 

initiated to address these issues. CBNRM and CBC have emerged within these 

h e w o r k s  and emphasize enhancing local participation and empowerment with the 

devolution of management rights and responsibilities to local cornmunities to establish 

the link between responsible management and resource benefits. 

It has been recognized in modem conservation strategies that where the resource 

does not require strict preservation, measures should be taken to utilize the resource 

efficiently to maximize the flow of benefits fiom the resource on sustainable basis. A 

general principle is that the benefits h m  resource conservation or utilization must accrue 

to the people who bear the cost of rnanaging the resource, i.e. the rurai cornmunities on 

whose land resources exist. Peo ples' perceptions of the resource bene fits are important 

since they will detennine how people regard the benefit-cost ratios of their actions, and 

subsequently affect their behavioral patterns. Essentially, the benefits should create an 

incentive structure that encourages sustainable resource use. 

CBNRM as a distinctive approach involves a shift in power and management 

regimes. To establish the Iink between the conservation or sustainable use of a resource 



and the benefits generated at the local level, properiy nght r e m e s  ~ ~ e d  to be clearly 

defined. The underlying tenet is that this will enhance people's sense of ownership over 

the resource and encourage them to undertake certain responsibilities for resource 

management and conservation. This entails recognition of theu nghts to decide how to 

use and benefit fiom the particdar resource. 

The conceptuai basis of CBNRM lies within the expanding theories on cornmon 

property resources. Common property resource institutions represent in many cases a 

viable mean of revitalizing local control over resources. The creation or revitalization of 

such social institutions must reflect certain fundamental principles, such as defined 

boundaries and membership, clearly defined d e s  including sanctions and mechanisms 

for distributhg the benefits obtained fiom the resource. Cornmon property institutions 

may have to be reintroduced as their fhctioning may have broken down in past decades. 

It has been clearly demonstrated that well-defined comrnon property resource regimes 

can provide a means for sustainable resource use that is socially and culturally acceptable 

among the members of a community. 

Previous Afiican wildlife conservation policies were centrally controlled and 

inequitable and disregarded the interests of nual people. Recent initiatives have shifted 

the focus to the potential to integrate conservation of wildlife and rural development. 

Research has show that in many areas, wildlife utilization and management can 

represent an econornically efficient land use. Thus, an increasing number of Afncan 

countries have adhered to the principles of CBNRM. These projects have emphasized the 

importance of socially acceptable institutions that allow for local participation and 

empowerment emphasizing the importance of equitable distribution of benefits. This new 

paradigm represents a fundamental step towards a more equitable and efficient 

management regimes where local participation and equity are enhanced. 

6.2. CBNRM OF WILDLIF'E IN NAMlBIA - INCENTIVES AND BEHAVIOR 

With the passing of the new legislation in 1996, the CBNRM approach in Namibia 

has corne to play an erninent role in integrating rural development and wildlife 

conservation in the communal areas of the country. The approach addresses the past 



inequalities inherent in colonial and apartheid patterns of past govemance and aims for 

enhancing rural development and empowerment through improved na- resource 

management. 

In several important ways, Namibia has ventured M e r  than earlier CBNRM 

approaches in devolving property rights for wildlife to local communities. A new co- 

management regime has been created, allowing for partnership between the governent 

and local communities in enhancing the conservation status of wildlife. Allowance has 

been made for conditional use ri&& over the wildlife resource to be devolved to new 

institutions at the wmmunity level, i.e. the conservancies, which represent the 

community in the management of the wildife. 

The benefits for the comrnunities embedded in the new management regirne can be 

seen as both tangible and intangible. There is great potential to generate financial benefits 

f?om wildlife utilization in the communal areas in Namibia fiorn various fonns of 

tourism. It is expected that these benefits, and the rights of the communities to manage 

hem, will sustain peoplesf interests in participahg in and undertaking the responsibilities 

of sustainable resource management. 

Social empowerment embedded in the devolution of property rights has k e n  

greatly emphasized in the Namibian CBNRM program. The underlying thought is that an 

important benefit for comrnunities is simply the re-establishment of a form of ownership 

over wildlife resource and community empowerment to partake in its management. 

Furthemore, training and ski11 development in the comrnunities related to the CBNRM 

program provides various intangible benefits such as increased capacity and knowledge. 

A number of interesthg conclusions about the perceptions of the current and 

proposed benefits of the program c m  be drawn form the thesis fieldwork in the Kunene. 

First of al1 it was evident that people perceived of the new management regime in 

positive terms and envisaged a number of hitue benefits. It was also evident tbat people 

saw their responsibilities for wildlife management as important and linked their efforts to 

hiture benefits. Culturai values surrounding wildlife are also important and seem to 

provide people with important benefits, such as the potential for friture generations to 

enjoy wildlife. 



More tangible benefits, such as job creation and increased community 

development. are important for community members. 'This brings to light that while 

intangible benefits are perceived as real and important, there is strong anticipation that 

the conservancy will distribute some hancial income generated fiom wildlife to its 

members. It can be speculated that this anticipation M e r  encourages people to 

undertake the respoasibilities inherent in the new system. However what level of tangible 

benefits will sufice at this level is difficult to speculate. 

It is important that the distribution of any such tangible benefits is perceived of as 

fair by the community. Lessons fiom Zimbabwe and Zambia have shown that the 

distribution of benefits is of central importance, and that a perception of equitable 

distribution is often not achieved through decisions made by local levels of govemment 

or traditionai authorities. The Namibian CBNRM approach attempts to address these 

problems by having the conservancy itself making those decisions with input fiom its 

members. Although it is too early to say whether these arrangements will suficiently 

address the social reality and stratification within a given community it can be noted that 

the likelihood of such a perceptions of faimess are likely to increase with such direct 

participation in the decision making on the cornmunity's behalf. Of course, under no 

circumstances is an outcome reached where everybody will regard the distribution of 

benefits as fair, however, the challenge is to minimize the numbers of "losers", and leave 

no major concems unaddressed. 

People's perceptions of the rights regained by the new conservancy system and the 

subsequent benefits have affected their attitudes and behavior towards the wildlife 

resource in a positive manner. Essentially most people seem to perceive wildlife as a 

valuable resource and link its continuing existence on their land to the benefits received. 

The program is still in its early stages and to draw conclusions about the program's 

success in achieving its overall objectives are premature. However, by allowing for an 

element of property rights to be directly comected to a community institution, the 

Namibian policy has created a promising CO-management regime in which people's sense 

of ownership and responsibility for the wiIdlife is king established. 



6.3. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONSlBILffES, RIGHTS AND 
SENEFITS 

The three concepts that underlie al1 previous discussions, and are of central 

importance in the Namibian CBNRM program are nghts, responsibilities and benefits. 

These three factors provide the basis for the pro- and in fact any CBNRM approach. 

The case study brings to light the interplay of these factors in people's perceptions and 

practice (Figure 6.1 ). 

f.< REsPonslsilmES 
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1% When the bendits start iiowing is is likiey mat that sense d responsibility will further be enhanœd 

-p 

Figure 6.1. The interplay of responsibilities rights and benefits in the CBNRM program. 

Figure 6.1. illustrates how defining the responsibilities has provided the basis for 

the development of the program. The unbroken lines illustrate causal relations, e.g. the 

undertaking of management responsibility leads to rights to manage and to a flow of 

benefits from the resource. The research indicates that the people in the two 

conservancies in Kunene have in important ways established that benefits and righis ore 

in fuct Zinked to  responsible conservation and management practices. The flow of 

benefits also m e r  enhances and sustains the communities' responsibilities in the long 



run. The dotted line stands for expectations, such as the h o p  for future benefits, which 

leads individuais to undertake the required responsibilities. 

If the interplay between these three factors in Kunene is examined, there is reason 

to believe that the CBNRM prograrn will lead to irnproved naturd resource management 

in the long nui. The communities have already assumed the responsibilities, and the 

rights have in some cases been devolved. The management of nanual resources, in this 

case wildlife, has already improved in Kunene, as well as k ing more socially acceptable 

in the communities. The actual benefits do not yet play the same role as they will in the 

long run, as community members so far only enjoy limited tangible benefits h m  the 

program. However, their cornmitment to the management regime is ptesently firmly 

based on intangible benefits and anticipation of funue benefits. 

6.4 LESSONS FOR COMMUMTY-BASED APPROACHES 

The Namibian prograrn represents an innovative attempt to devolve resource rights 

to local communities. Instead of relying on previous structures of local governent or 

traditional authorities, the CBNRM approach in Narnibia has set the aim of creating new 

self-defined, sustainable institutions for wildlife resource management at the cornmunit. 

level. Furthemore, instead of focusing solely on the creation of economic benefits to 

'bribe' local communities, the Namibian approach has placed great emphasis on social 

empowerment of rural communities. Regaining the power and responsibilities of wildlife 

management is regarded to be an important f o m  of benefit for local people. With these 

distinctive characteristics, the case study in the Kunene region in Namibia provides some 

suggestive, through tentative lessons for community-based approaches to natural resource 

management. 

When property rights over natuml resources are devolved to socially and 

culturally acceptable community institutions, peoples' sense of responsibility and 

ownership over the resource is enhanced. 



It is through some fonn of institutions that communities define d e s  for the use of 

the resource, decide on sanctions for offenders, exclude outsiders and decide on how to 

use and distribute accrued benefits and income (Durbin et al. 1997). An important 

question in this regard is how to d e k e  the community level and, consequentiy. what 

represents a local resource management institution. In Namibia, a new common property 

institution was introduced to bring the rights and responsibilities as close to the local 

level as possible. 

The CBNRM approach in Namibia has resulted in a sense of ownership over the 

new conservancy institution among local people and they feel involved in the process. 

This can be juxtaposed to other approaches that have relied on local govemment or 

traditional authorities as institutions for the new management regimes. The Namibian 

case indicates that by devolving conditional rights over the resource to a local institution. 

a sense of ownership and responsibility for wildlife management is enhanced among locaI 

people. While there are some inherent problems in establishing such a new community 

institution, it is believed that in the context of CBNRM. it enhances the important 

principles of social empowexment. 

Devolution of property rights directfy to the community level enhances the 

distribution of benefits and participation in the community and wüi more Iüreiy 

create a sense of equitable distribution of benefits and establish the link between 

the resource use and the benefits received. 

The exact meaning of the concept of participation in comrnunity-based programs 

has to some extent been elusive. Durbin et al. (1997) point out that the Namibian policy 

moves CBNRM beyond participation and benefits-sharing to the devolution of authority 

and the establishment of local natural resource rights regimes. 

People in the conservancies feel both a part of the conservancy program and a 

sense that the wildlife in the conservancy is theirs. Decisions are taken by people at 

community meetings, and this gives people a sense of meaningful participation. An 

important factor deteminhg people's perceptions of the benefits and costs of a certain 

regime is related to whether people feel that the distribution of benefits h m  wildlife 



utilization within the community is fair. Thus, whether the benefits are in the fom of 

development projects or household dividends is not of central importance. It is rather that 

the community members are fiee to decide in what foms the benefits are allocated. In the 

conservancy system, distribution of benefits is not detemined by central or lower levels 

of government, but by the communities themselves. The condition for an equitable 

distribution plan in the conservancies are that they be formed with input fiom community 

members. This is likely to reflect actual and perceived needs in the cornmunity and 

enhances a sense of equity. 

The benefits f?om wildlif'e utilization in Narnibia accrue âirectly to the people that 

bear the cost of managing the resource, i.e. the niral cornmunities on whose land the 

wildlife is found. Essentially the comrnunity decides upon its allocation. This seems to 

have k e n  vital as it was evident that people generally relate wildlife in their area with the 

potential to derive benefits fiom tourism and other means of wildlife uses. 

Devolving mource rights and responsibüitia dimtly to the community level 

enhances important social and cultuml benefîts. 

Intangible benefits are M e r  enhanced when people are enabled to participate in a 

meaningful way in resource nianagement through a common property institution. By 

devolving rights and responsibilities to the local level, the Namibian CBNRM program 

empowers communities to take active charge of management and at a more geneml level 

in developing in their own communities. The Namibian case brings to light that while 

anticipation of tangible benefits is quite evident, people also strongly recognize and value 

intangible benefits such as the sense of ownership and empowerment as well as increased 

training and capacity in the communities. A sense of ownership can essentially be seen as 

an important intangible benefit of the program that encourages participation, and at the 

same tirne provides an essential component of the overall approach. 

The Namibian case study indicrtes that a CBNRM appmach, with resource 

rights and responsibilities as essential components, can provide a viable means 

for integrnting sustainable resource use and rural development. 



It should be noted that one of the main characteristics of CBNRM as an approach is 

the need for flexibility and that each program has to be designed to serve within a specific 

ecological and social context Therefore. the Namibian design as such can not simply be 

transferred to other circumstances or resources. However, the case study suggests that 

CBNRM approaches that built upon comrnon property institutions can provide the 

mechanism upon which to build successfid approaches to integrated rural development 

and conservation. In the case of Namibia, the prograrn has applied the three basic factors, 

responsibilities rights and benefits in such a way that sustainable resource use is Iikely to 

be enhanced almg with the social empowerment of nnal comunities. 

6.5. FINAL REFLECTIONS 

The use of any natural resource is an outcome o f  social interactions. People interact 

with others and their environment according to social noms and rules. Property rights 

theory provides an effective tool for understanding these interactions in the context of 

natural resource behavior and a link to developing usehl policy tools. The case study 

fiom Namibia brings to light the crucial role that clearly defined property rights play in 

CBNRM. Essentiaily, the devolution of property rights enabtes meaningfùl participation 

and community empowement, and at the same time establishes the link between 

responsible management, rights and benefits. Without some fom of property rights in 

relation to natural resources and the process of their utilization, there is risk of failure to 

establish this central objective. 

As CBNRM approaches proceed to be evolved around the world, there continues to 

be need for research in the field. A necessary prerequisite for the development and 

implementation of effective approaches is that the expenence and Iessons fiom the 

pioneering groundwork are documented in the context of the social and ecological 

circumstances under which CBNRM programs are carried out. The Namibian CBNRM 

prograrn provides many lessons for CBNRM practitioners and theorists, and a number of 

areas could be addressed in friture research. For exarnple, the role of outside agencies in 

program implementation, the institutionai structure of the CBNRM program and 

consideration of which factors are of greatest importance for long-term program 



sustainability are al1 worihy of M e r  attention. Moreover, as financial benefits s t a n  

accruing to the communities, it will be intereshg to examine how benefits are affecthg 

people's participation and resource use behavior. 

The Namibian case study and lessons fiom other countnes have demonstrated that 

CBNRM can be a very usefûi tool for addressing sustainable resource use and rural 

development under certain cucumstances. The case for CBNRM is fa fiom proven, but it 

and similar approaches offer the most promising mechanism by which to address 

complex situations in which conflicts have arisen between resource conservation and 

human needs. Like any other tool for sustainable developrnent, CBNRM has to deal with 

increasing population pressures and poverty, inherent inequalities and social stratification 

in societies. When we are faced with such complex issues the solutions to address them 

will need to be comprehensive and wide ranging. Finally, it can be said that CBNRM is 

indeed a part of such a solution and an important step in bringing together the necessary 

factors for modem conservation and development efforts in the new millennium. 



Guidinn Ouestions 

1. National Policy Level 

Answers to the following questions will be sought at the policy level. both with reviews of 
policy documents as well as with interviews with p o l e  makers, and project managers. 

1. What opportunities exist for wildlife utilization in Namibia? 
2. How has the policy development been with regards to policy issues related to 

wildlife? 
3. What are the objectives of the recently established conmancies? 
4. What are the main proposed benefits of wildlife related projects and how do they 

involve community participation? 
5. What institutions dealing with wildiife management work to link the local and policy 

level? 

ïI. Community Level 

A m e r s  to the following questions will be sought ut the community level. They may dwer 
to some extent Rom person tu person, depending on the situation. Additional questions 
will be posed to communiîy leaders. m e  methoh of infirmation gathering will be a 
combination of semi-structured interviews, conducted with di fferent members of the 
society, using 'knowball sampling" and various participatory methoh and observations. 
Background variables will include: gender, age, income level and occupation. 

1. What role does wildlife play in your life? (In what way is wildlife important to 
you?) 

2. Do you presently have any economic income from wildlife as a resource? 

I f  so, in what way? 
Can you quantifi this income? 

3. Do you regard wildlife as a source of food for you and your farnily? 

if yes, which species? 
Approx. how much of your diet consists of wild game? 

4. Can you explain some of the other values you assign to wildlife, beside fiom 
economic values. 

5 .  How has your use of  wildlife changed from the past to present days? (Events 
Caiendar) 

6. How do you use other natural resources in this area, e.g. for fanning, gathering 
etc.? (Resource mapping, transact walks) 



0 Do you feel that wildlife has an impact on the way you use other natural 
resources? 

Do you s d e r  any economic losses fkom wildlife, e.g. crop damage? 

It has been suggested that wildlife can generate income fÎom tourism, safârî hunting 
etc. Do you think that such activities can be carried out here? 

Do you think such activities could benefit you? 
How do you think you could participate in these opportunities? 

Have you participated in any wildlife related projects? 

Would you Wre to participate ( M e r )  in wildlife related development projects? 

If yes, how would you like to be involved in future projects? 

What do you think are the main obstacles for utilizing wildife in your community, 
e.g. govemment policy, consemtion, community perceptions etc.? 

Do you feel that conservation efforts in the past have had negative or positive 
effects on your use of the wildlife resource? 

Do you feel that wildlife is obundant in your area? 

Who do you feel has the control and ownership of wildlife in the area, e.g. the 
people in the community, govemment or conservation groups? 

Do you think that the community could be more involved in the resource 
management? 

Do you feel you should have more control over the management of wildlife 
in this area? 
What kind of management would you suggest could be implemented for 
wifdlife? 
Which of the local institutions do you think could be beneficial for such 
community management? 

1s there anything else you feel that is important in relations to your use and views 
towards wildli fe? 

Additionai questions for community leaderdeiders 

1. What roles have traditional systems of wildlife management played in the past, and 
to what extent are they still functional? 

2. How do you think that the benefits fiom wildlife utilization would be distributed in 
the community? 

3. Are there any specific institutions that wodd serve such distribution purposes? 

4. As a community leader (elder), how do you see the fuhw development of wildlife 
projects benefit the community in the long nui? 
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