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.immer bleibt die Natur. ... wenn ein Léwe im rotlichen Morgenlicht aus dem Gebusch
tritt und drohend brillt, dann wird auch Menschen in flinfzig Jahren das Herz weit
werden. Ganz gleich, ob sie englisch oder russisch, suahadier deutsch sprechen. Und
sie werden stumm da stehen und ihren Nachbarn an der Hanfassen, wenn sie zum
ersten Male zwanzigtausend Zebras Uber die endlose Steppe ziehehes.

(Grzimek, 1959)

Only nature is eternal. ...but when, fifty years from now, a lion \alks into the red dawn
and roars resoundingly, it will mean something to people and qoken their hearts
whether they speak English, German, Russian or Swabhili. Thewill stand in quiet awe
as, for the first time in their lives, they watch twenty tlousand zebras wander across the
endless plains.

(Grzimek, 1959)
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Abstract

This study investigates the attitudes of landowners and landuservate gommercial
farmland at the south-western border of the Etosha National Phi&niibia towards a
buffer zone according to the UNESCO Biosphere Concept and the cowoc
potential for its implementation within the landowner and landusemuonty. The
study was done in cooperation with the “Etosha Buffer Zone Prapédtie Humboldt

Universitat zu Berlin.

Research methods were qualitative interviews with landowners landusers.
Furthermore participant observation and expert interviews. Feddarch was done
from September until October 2008 in the study area south-west Bfdhlea National
Park.

The farmland at the south-western border of the Etosha Natia@mkl i® used for
different purposes, ranging from classical livestock farmingame farming in the

form of eco-tourism or trophy hunting.

The results of the study vary from very positive attitudes to wegative attitudes,
mainly depending on the land use (livestock farming, combined livestatlkgame

farming, pure game farming). Among other reasons, financial dae to the close
proximity of the Etosha National Park leads to positive attitgasie farming), while
financial loss due to the negative influence (predators) from thel@ads to negative
attitudes (livestock farming, partly game farming).

Furthermore, research has shown that commercial livestock fammthg study area is
not compatible with the Buffer Zone Concept. Therefore consistedtis® strategies in
the form of some sort of wildlife farming and management arededk for the

implementation of a buffer zone.

Given the negative economic development of livestock farming initNajespecially
at the border of the Etosha National Park and the increasintppment of the tourism
sector in the Namibian economy, which is furthermore favoured due taldse

proximity of the study area to the Etosha National Park, thesatiah of a buffer zone

in the study area seems to be possible. Examples for that can be found all ozer Afric



Zusammenfassung

Die vorliegende Diplomarbeit untersucht, in Zusammenarbeit deih ,Etoscha
Pufferzonenprojekt® der Humboldt Universitat zu Berlin, die Einstellangker
Bewohner des privaten kommerziellen Farmlandes am SudwestrandEtoesha
Nationalparks in Namibia zur Einrichtung einer Pufferzone nach UNESC
Biospahernreservat-Konzept und versucht daraus das sozio6konomische Potenzial

innerhalb der Bevolkerung fir die Einrichtung einer Pufferzone abzuleiten.

Zur Datenerhebung wurde auf Methoden der empirischen Sozialforschung
zuruckgegriffen. In erster Linie wurden qualitative Interviews$ baindbesitzern bzw.
Landnutzern durchgefuhrt. Weitere Methoden waren die teilnehmende dBaaig
sowie Interviews mit verschiedenen ausgewahlten Experten. Den&aebung fand

im September und Oktober 2008 im Untersuchungsgebiet an der sidwesHrenze

des Etoscha Nationalparks in Namibia statt.

Das Farmland an der siudwestlichen Grenze des Etoscha Nationapatkset sich
durch verschiedene Landnutzungsarten aus, die von der klassischen kortenerziel
Rinderhaltung bis hin zur touristischen Nutzung in Form von Fototourismus oder

Trophaenjagd reichen.

Je nach Landnutzungsart (Rinderwirtschaft, kombinierte  Rinder- und
Wildtierbewirtschaftung, reine Wildtierbewirtschaftung) sind diegebnisse sehr
unterschiedlich. Neben anderen Faktoren zeigte sich, dass positivell&@ngen mit
personlichen Vorteilen, in der Regel finanziellem Gewinn aus ddre Nind der
Existenz des Etoscha Nationalparks zusammenhangen. Negativdllgigste werden
durch finanzielle Verluste (vor allem durch Pradatoren) und andegative
Auswirkungen der Existenz des Parks bewirkt. So finden sich unteBetezibern von
Wildtierbewirtschaftungsbetrieben fast durchweg positive Assoniati in Bezug auf
den Etoscha Nationalpark, wahrend unter traditionellen Rinderwirtsbeé&ieben

negative Assoziationen vorherrschen.

Desweiteren zeigte sich, dass kommerzielle Rinderwirtschadht mit einem

Pufferzonenkonzept auf dem privaten Farmland an der Grenze des aEtosch



Nationalparks vereinbar ist und dass fir die Einrichtung einer r2affe auf privatem
Farmland ein einheitlicher Landnutzungs und —bewirtschaftungsplan @i Ban

Wildtierbewirtschaftung benétigt wird.

Angesichts der negativen wirtschaftlichen Entwicklung der Rindesefiaft in Namibia
und speziell an der Grenze des Etoscha Nationalparks und der sehvepositi
wirtschaftlichen Entwicklung des touristischen WirtschaftssekiarsNamibia, im
Untersuchungsgebiet noch beginstigt durch die Nahe zum Etoschand\adrk,
scheint aber die Einrichtung einer Pufferzone nach Vorbild andexgordlparks in

Afrika als méglich.
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Glossary

Apartheid

Biltong

Bush

encroachment

Camp

Conservancy

Ethical hunting

Game

Game proof fence

Karakul sheep

Lick

Meaning separatenesdn Afrikaans, was a system of legal racial
segregation enforced by the National Party government in SouttaAfri
and South-West Africa between 1948 and 1994

Kind of cured meat that originated in South Africa, mostly madmn f

wild animals

The change in vegetation from open savanna to shrubland. Bush

encroachment is a major threat to agricultural productivity in Namibia.

Separated farm unit for the maintenance of good quality grazing
throughout the year, each camp has got a waterpoint

A Conservancy is a legally protected area of a group of bonsafide

occupiers practising co-operative management

Hunting in a manner that does not give the hunter an improper or unfair
advantage over the hunted animal (it is for example forbidden to shoot

from a driving car)

Huntable wildlife species, hunted for either food or sport

Fence that restricts the movement and the migration of cevilgliife
species, 2.6 metre high with 21 strands

Breed of domestic sheep which originated in Central Asia, Karakul
sheep are a multi-purpose breed, kept for milking, meat, pelts, and

wool.

An artificial place where domestic and wild animals can ihgkerals,

for example salt lick



Livestock fence

Red line

Currencies

Fence that restricts the movement of livestock, but not the moverihent

most wildlife species, 1.2 metre high with 5 strands

Veterinary cordon fence, built to stop the spread of Foot-and-Mouth-
Disease (FMD) and other animal diseases from wild animals to

livestock

1€ = 12.85 N$
IN$ = 0.08 €
1€ = 1.33 US$
1US$ = 0.75 €

(exchange rate 31.03.2009, www.finance.yahoo.com)



Introduction 1

1 Introduction

This paper investigates the attitudes within the landowner and lanclusenunity on the
private farmland at the south-western border of the Etosha NaRarnka(Namibia) towards a
buffer zone and the chances for its implementation. The study arb& douth-western
border of the Etosha National Park is characterised as sehieaarid savannah. It was
separated about 50 years ago into private farm units. The tradiaodalise of these farms
was extensive karakul sheep or cattle farming. For seweaabns the farmland is nowadays
used for different land uses. While some farms are still ifarsextensive livestock farming,
others are solely operated for consumptive (trophy hunting) or nomhogtse (tourism)

willife use.

This study is part of the “Etosha Buffer Zone Project”, a sifieresearch project of the
Humboldt Universitat zu Berlin, which aims to support current conservafforts that aim
at connecting the Etosha National Park with the transboundary netwprktetted areas in
Southern Africa by re-opening traditional migration routes. The prgpeoposes the
development of an effective buffer zone according to the criterianecoUNESCO Biosphere

Concept on land that is adjacent to the park.

As a result of this study it was expected that personalddst derived through the economic
situation, expected losses or financial gain, and the perception ofatimmal park and its
management are the cornerstones for measuring the potentih wWie landowner and
landuser community for establishing a buffer zone according toritleeas of the UNESCO
Biosphere Concept. The research aim was not to quantify thedestibut to find out where
positive or negative attitudes come from. The landowners and landusegstherefore
divided into four groups, namely pure livestock farmers, game and livefodlers, pure

game farmers and blocks of farms with multiple land uses.

With a view to answering these questions, the first part of shudy gives background
information on Namibia, the Etosha National Park, the study are&itisphere Reserve
Concept of the UNESCO and the Etosha Buffer Zone Project (ch2ptéfter that, the

research methodology is discribed in chapter 3, which includes aticabframework on
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“Attitudes to nature conservation”, the purpose of this study, aflikey questions and the
research methodology itself.

The landowners in the study area were divided into livestock farmgamnse and livestock
farmers, game farmers and blocks of farms with multiple land Uibesresults (chapter 4) of
the landowner and landuser interviews were divided into (1) the ecoamehisocioeconomic
situation on the farms, (2) the general attitudes to wildlifaifig predators), (3) the
perception of the Etosha National Park and its management ande(4}titades towards
nature conservation and a buffer zone.

In chapter 5 two best practice examples from the KrugeiohatPark in South Africa and
the Selous Game Reserve in Tanzania are given to demonstedtthevipotential of a buffer
zone in the study area can be. In chapter 6 the results will@essléexd in regard to the expert
interviews and the findings from other studies all over Africachapter 7 a conclusion is
given, summarizing the attitudes and giving an overview of the chafmesthe
implementation of a buffer zone at the south-western border of the Etosha Nati@nal Par
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2 Background

2.1 Namibia

Namibia is located on the south-western coast of Africa. It iddved by Angola to the north,
Zambia to the northeast, Botswana to the east, South Africa teotlith and the Atlantic
Ocean to the west (Fig. 1). The capital is Windhoek The estinpatpulation of Namibia is
roughly 2 million and with 824,116 square kilometre it is more than tmegithe size of
Germany. Namibia is the second least populated country in the &8 inhabitants per
square kilometre). After 106 years of German and South Africantrbcame independent
in March 1990 (Schoeman, 1997).

About 85 percent of the population are black, five percent of European rgneest ten
percent, in South African terminology, coloured. Of the black majaalput two thirds are
Ovambo, with the Kavango, the Herero, the Damara, and the Capriaptepdollowing in
population size. The white minority is mainly of South Africanr{idaners) and German
origin. English is the national language, with Ovambo, Afrikeamd German as recognised
regional languages (Schoeman, 1997). Due to decades of apartheyd thel arable land is
still quite unequal distributed, with 30,5 million hectares owned byesha#nd only 2,2
million hectares owned by blacks in the private sector. Most blampigdive either on state
owned or communal land (Ohnmacht, 2005). The annual rate of population growth in
Namibia is approximately three percent. In almost all humafareeindicators the black and
white disparity is very high — a legacy, in large part, of thetls African occupation regime’s
practice of apartheid. Even after more than 18 years of indepenihenaeemployment rate

in the black population is between 30-40 percent (Schoeman, 1997).

Namibia is divided into three main topographic zones: the coastaibNdesert, the central
plateau, and the Kalahari semi-desert in the east. The celatiedu, which varies in altitude

from 975 metres to 1,980 metres is the core of the agriculliteain Namibia. Largely
savanna and scrub, it is somewhat more wooded in parts of the north and is broken throughout
by hills, mountains, ravines and salt pans (notably the Etosha pan)th@rdprder rivers of
Namibia are permanent, the only larger inland rivers, the Swakoharitlinene only reach

the coast in good rain years. Namibia’s soils range from baemt and rock to low quality
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sand-dominated to relatively fertile soils. But water, not sdiilifg, is the primary constraint
on agriculture (Schoeman, 1997).

Especially in the commercial farming areas, overuse of landeldased tree and bush cover,
compacted soils, led to serious erosion and lowered the watebiabkemuch as 30 metres
in the 20" century.

Namibia is located on the southern margin of the tropics and hasts#asons. The central
plateau has wide diurnal temperature ranges, more than 30°C on sdayse&nd less than
10°C in winter. Rainfall on the central plateau is low (between 25amir600mm per year),
highly variable and multiyear droughts are common. Use of groundfeategriculture is
important. A measurable amount of land in these areas, which ig/raostithat receives low
raifall and is marginal for livestock production, has been converbed fivestock production

to commercial wildlife use in recent years (Barnes and Jones, 2009).

Namibia’s economy strongly depends on the export of natural resourainly diamonds
and uranium, while the farming sector is Namibia’s most imporeanployer. The fastest
growing industry in Namibia is the tourism sector. The governmenmtifibel the tourism
sector as one that “offers the medium and long-term opportunilyuv® economic expansion
and boost job creation and to involve local communities to improve theityqoéllife”
(National Planning Commision, 2001). The authors of Namibia’s nationaktoysolicy
identify tourism to constitute “potentially Namibia's greatesbnomic driver and the most
economically and socially sustainable industry for Namibia’s &ufiRepublic of Namibia,
2004). Due to “the arid nature of much of Namibia, land use opportuniesirdimited”
and tourism “ offers the least invasive and most productive land usetappd in many
parts of the country whereas there seem not to be many otberadles for economic
development (Republic of Namibia, 2004). The tourism industry in Namibiaitmdergone
rapid growth since the late 1980’s, with an average increase inatiteral arrivals of 16
percent per year. The most recent estimate (2004) suggestd tinover of N$ 1,5 billion
and total value added of N$ 1,2 billion, equivalent to about four percent of GO
turnover supports 2,200 tourism-related businesses, of which two-thirdsnartbei
accomodation sector. Some 60 percent of accomodation establishmehtsiing farms,

guest farms or lodges, these beeing found away from the urban centers. (Talp2084).
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Commercial livestock farming (undertaken predominately by wéetlers) is concentrated
on the production of karakul sheep and cattle for export. The agrid¢idaatar is by far the
most important employer in the Namibian economy. And while onlyeelgercent of the
GDP is produced by the agricultural sector, about 35 percent oibidas depend on it for
employment. Besides the commercial farming sector theaehisge proportion of land used
for subsistence farming in the so-called communal lands. Thefdsing standard between
the inhabitants of the commercial farming land (mostly wlatenérs) and the inhabitants of
the communal farming lands (black farmers) is mainly due teentttan hundred years of

either German colonial rule or South African apartheid policy, which lasted until 1990.

The country has a high level of endemism and is an evolutionary hubofgrsgof organisms
including melons, succulent plants, geckos and tortoises. Namibia'sreatisn efforts have
also made the country a stronghold for populations of large animals suglack rhino
(Diceros bicorni$ and cheetahAcinonyx jubatus Namibia is home to almost a third of the
world’s black rhino(Diceros bicorni population and to more than 20 percent of the world’s
cheetah Acinonyx jubatuspopulation (www.undp.org).

Namibia has established an impressive system of state-mamageztted areas as a
cornerstone of its conservation programme. The system comprises 20 nationalgpereagte
covering more than 14 percent of the country’s terrestrial. Buethermore one of the fastest
growing areas of economic development in Namibia is the growttildlife conservancies

on communal land and the game farming sector on commercial farmland.

Legislative changes, which bestowed custodial user rights owdifeviio private landholders
have been put in place in South Africa, Zimbabwe and Namibia in H@sland resulted in
investment in wildlife based land use and increases in wildiifeks Namibia is the only
country in the world to specifically address conservation and protection of natanataes in
its constitution. Article 95 states: "The state shall agfiygomote and maintain the welfare
of the people by adopting international policies aimed at the followimgintenance of
ecosystems, essential ecological processes, and biological itglivefs Namibia, and
utilization of living natural resources on a sustainable basithébeénefit of all Namibians,
both present and future.”(www.fao.org). Due to these changes wilddgetrandformed from

a burden to an asset for landowners (Lindsey et al., 2009). Since that a lot of farmsdiaNam
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were game-proof fenced to restrict the movement of valuable gpawges. In Namibia most
wildlife species can be bought on an open market or on so-called “game auctions”.
It the following decades it was recognised that wildifiearid land tends to have high
mobility and some individual landholders have grouped together to shaddifewil
management activities. In recent years commercial faragergell as communal farmers are
encouraged by the government to organise in so-called conservancies.
A Conservancy is a “legally protected area of a group of bonadikdccupiers practicing
co-operative management based on:

(1) a sustainable utilization strategy,

(2) promoting conservation of natural resources and wildlife,

(3) striving to re-instate the original bio-diversity with the ibagoal of sharing

resources amongst all members®. (www.canam.iway.na ).

Especially throughout the commercial farming zone, wildlife cstexwith cattle and sheep.
Populations of wildlife on private and communal land have increased tirallyasince new
property rights were put in place. Today 88 percent of NamibidHifeilive on commercial
farms and a further eight percent on communal land. This likéligcte the importance of
appropriate property rights in encouraging investment in wildtidéeks (Barnes et al., 2004).
About 75 percent of Namibia’'s farmers hunt wildlife, 15 to 25 percemimercially, and
there are about 400 registered commercial hunting farms in the wolihe importance of
the wildlife industry in Southern Africa can also be seen in nusnbm South Africa.
Patterson and Khosa (2005) estimated that 9,000 game farms in Soitth @dvering
approximately 20.5 million hectares (16,8 percent of the total landbuthSAfrica), and
another 15,000 landowners are involved in both livestock and game farming. héste
numbers are lower in Namibia, this likely reflects the futafethe Namibian farming

industry.

In the face of the threats nature is facing especialligendeveloping world, conservationists
now recognise that the preservation of many species dependtabimsksg their economic
value and providing incentives for sustainable use (Baker, 1997). Naridnig'serm goal for
conservation is a cohesive and effective network of protected areas, matieral parks, as

well as private or communal protected areas, to provide actiefebuffer against threats to
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biodiversity (www.undp.org). The Etosha National Park in the north is Dlai®imajor

wildlife area and tourist attraction and the core of its protected areasyste

2.2 The Etosha National Park

The Etosha National Park lies in the northern part of Namibia, appatedy 500 kilometres
north of the capital Windhoek. With 22,270 square kilometres (2,227,000 hectares, thien
size of the German state of Hesse) it is one of the bigg#isinal parks in Africa (Fig. 3).
The core of the Etosha National Park is the Etosha salt pank®8gka2007). The park was
drastically reduced in size since its proclamation in 1907. Wheasitfinst proclaimed as so-
called “Wildschutzgebiet Nr. 2" (Game Reserve No. 2) it covered an area otimar80,000
square kilometres (9,000,000 hectares) and was at that time hg faiggest game reserve in
the world (Fig. 2). As well as protecting large mammals fraverhunting, theis reserve
formed a buffer between the then-exclusively white commerciadefiss in the central and
southern regions of Namibia and black subsistence farmers in the north (Schoeman, 1996).
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Fig. 2: The development of the Etosha National R&®7-2009 (modified according to Nulding, 1997)

After several major and minor changes in size, the park iwitfta legacy of boundaries that

are ecologically unsound and management problems that wilspessilong as the park’s
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present shape is maintained. Initially, the definition of Etosbausdaries made little impact
on the movements of wild animals. Since the radical excision g kandemics-rich parts of
Game Reserve No. 2, there has never been a protected arailvid\(including the Etosha
National Park in its current boundaries) which could realistidadycalled “viable” for all
taxa (Barnard et al., 1998).

The first farm fences to be erected by white farmers orsdiéhern boundary of the Etosha
National Park during the period 1950 to 1960 were of minor consequence, (B286). An
epidemic of Foot-and-Mouth-Disease (FMD) during 1961 sparked the ceresftia game-
proof fence as a veterinary measure along the eastern and sduatttennof Etosha. The park
was completely enclosed by 850 kilometres of mostly game-peocing in 1973 (Nulding,
1997).

These changes, along with the erection of several boreholesealithe park had serious
impacts on the ecology of the park, especially on the populatiorssgef herbivore species
that were now limited in their seasonal migrations (Berry, 1980 populations of
Burchell’'s zebraKEquus quagga burchelligrashed from 22,000 in 1969 to 5,000 today and
the population of blue wildebees€gnnochaetes taurinisfrom 25,000 in 1954 to an
estimated 2,600 today. Several other species experienced similartipoprdductions. Few
other species were favoured by the changes, for examplie d@araffa camelopardalisand
elephanti(oxodonta africanpa(Olivier and Olivier 1993).

Nevertheless the park is still very rich in wildlife, itheme to 114 mammal species, 340 bird
species, 110 reptile species, 16 amphibian species and one fiss gpedding, 1997). The
world’s most important population of the black-faced impakepyceros melampus
peterscan) can be found in the Etosha National Park. The population of black Ehagvds
bicornis) is also one of the most important in the world for the survivalhef species.
Furthermore the Etosha National Park is world-renowned for its [@anthera led, which
numbers are fluctuating between 250 and 500 over the years dependiegawaitability of
prey (e4). Which is means that half of all Namibian lion populatim loe found in the
Etosha National Park (Hanssen and Stander, 2004). But as Frank et al.s{a08®) "even
populations as large as 500 animals may become unsustainable mceheffstochastic
environmental variation if persecuted by people and completely adofedm more robust
sources (> 1,000 animals) as its the case with the Etosha lion papulEtis isolation is

another reason of concern regarding the current situation of the Etosha Natrknal Pa
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The vegetation of the Etosha National Park can be devided into threedutodéypes — tree
savannah in the east, shrub and thornbush savannah in the west and the gandwdah
shrub savannah fringe. The most dominant tree species in the Btasbaal Park is the
Mopane tree@olophospermum mopane&onstituting more than 80 percent of the trees in the
park (Olivier and Olivier, 1993).
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Fig. 3: The Etosha National Park in its currentdeos (Www.transafrika.org)

The Etosha National Park attracts by far the highest numbeisitdrs to Namibia, some
156,000 in 2003 (Turpie et al., 2004). The park is divided into the eastern qant ahe
southern and eastern fringe of the Etosha pan which is open to tandstasily accesible for
self-drive tourists (12-15 percent of the park area) and the wegser (37 percent of the park
area) which is only open for registred tour operators (only disiiea small fraction of the
tourists). The rest is either part of the Etosha pan itselbbaccessible due to other reasons.
There are three main tourists camps within the park and sevimatkepones outside the park,
within the vicinity of the two main gates to the park. CurrentlyNheistry of Environment
and Tourism (MET) is working on a connection of the Etosha Nationkldpal the Skeleton
Coast National Park ( 300 kilometres west of the Etosha Natiosmd) Rs part of its
programme SPAN (Strengthening the Protected Area Network)Kilihene People’s Park
will link both national parks, it will be co-managed with the involvamef local
communities and conservancies in between the two parks. It isshstép to re-establish old
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migration routes and distribution ranges of larger ungulates in nortiNamibia

(www.undp.org).

2.3 The study area

The study area lies at the south-western border of the Etosivamd&ark. It covers an area
of approximately 1,820 square kilometres (182,000 hectares, more thantheisize of
Berlin), with about 100 kilometre from east to west and about 20 kitenfieim north to
south. It is about 450 kilometres afar from the capital Windhoek andthrerstudy area it is
about 150 kilometres to the closest town Outjo (Fig. 4).

Due to the Namibian history, the arable land in Namibia is dividedcotnmercial farmland
(mostly white owned) and communal subsistence farmland (genbklatly owned). The land
south and east of the Etosha National Park was divided into comneattial and karakul
farms in the early 1950’s. An average land unit at that time iratée was between 5,000
hectares to 6,000 hectares in size. Farms were normally ownethitey farmers and their

families which employed several black labourers and their families.

\‘:S!nrkb%!;g

Oy

i

-
. N
g

ey =

= Eens- o e Safar]
Seringetti; 7

— Y Léﬁbie v

gesind, A

et ok £
el S Sonderwater
-5 —, T

o

. ‘? Renosterkom
! SR Elandslaagte ©2,

h "] Study area Etosha
_| Buffer Zone Project

Study area of this
study

S Cows
Beulah'\, Kalkrand. s Hirabi
v ,»‘ﬁ{n:'ﬂ‘.\\ | Okawa

10 km

Fig. 4: The study area at the south-western bafitre Etosha National Park (modified according to

Jaesckke, s.a.)



Background 11

The area south of the Etosha National Park is very marginal daritvéstock farming and
due to low rainfall years, unpredictable world market prices fof hed rising costs for
petrol, labour and licks a lot of farmers sold their land to eitheofean investors or black
uprising farmers. The latter were favoured by the governmentadit® land reform policy.
Today, the farmland south of the Etosha National Park is intedsittetraditional livestock
farms, game farms and blocks of several farms which are ownemldrgeas investors,
operating either with game or mixed game and livestock farmiegnentioned before, the
wildlife industry is the most important part of the tourism induslir is one of Namibia’s
fastest growing industries and is either operated as non-consungd/eise, for example
photo tourism or consumptive use as trophy or biltong hunting for overggas or hunters

from other African states, predominately from South Africa.

Today, the greatest diversity of mammal species on private laNamibia is found in and
around the study area south-west of the Etosha National Park (Barnes and d8@ger

2.3.1 The natural environment

Almost all of the Etosha National Park and its surroundings maysbelgkd as arid to semi-
arid savannah with 250-500 mm average annual rainfall and a highly eaandl erratic
rainfall pattern. Most of the rainfall occurs as convectional semthunderstorms. The
wettest period is from January to March when nearly 70 percegheafrea’s rainfall occurs.

In contrast, the period July to September is extremely dry, alitiost no rainfall. The main
vegetation in the study area is made of shrub and thornbush savannahtignidypapen
grasslands. The most dominant tree in the area is like all logdftbsha National Park the
Mopane tre€Colophospermum mopanepue to the fact that there is absolutely no naturally
occurring surface water in the area, historically thereevoaty seasonal migrations of larger

herbivores depending on rainfall in the area (Bigalke, 1947).

Since the erection of artificial water points a lot of herbivorgpecies, namely kudu
(Tragelaphus strepsicergsyvarthog(Phacochoerus africanusgnd oryx(Oryx gazella)are
favoured and their numbers on Namibian farmland are higher than libéommesence of
livestock farming. In the study area they are associated withr jgsgelations of species such
as red hardebeedlfelaphus buselaphysland Tragelaphus ory)x springbock Antidorcas

marsupialig, mountain zebraHguus zebra hatmanngaand blue wildebeesCpnnochaetes



Background 12

taurinug, so that nowadays livestock and wildlife coexist around the vicofitavailable
water. All over the private Namibian farmland populations of sontleeolarger predators, for
example cheetahA¢inonyx jubatus leopard Panthera pardusand brown hyenaHyaena
brunneg persists fairly widely, but lionRanthera lep and spotted hyen&focuta crocuta
have been largely exterminated by farmers. Private farmlacmhsdered to have the largest
cheetah population in Africa (Marker, 2003). In contrast to most of dmailNan farmland,
almost all Namibian predators, including lioRafthera lep and spotted hyenaCfocuta
crocutg, occur regular or periodically on the farmland at the border oEtbsha National
Park. This is a major drawback for the livestock farming industryhe area, but a big
advantage for the wildlife industry. Some species not natural t@réee have also been
introduced, such as common impakepyceros melamp)ssable antelopeHjppotragus
niger), waterbuck Kobus ellipsiprymnys blesbok Damaliscus dorcas phillipsi black
wildebeest Connochaetes gndu roan antelope Hippotragus equinys and tsessebe
(Damaliscus lunatys These introductions of non-indigenous species onto private lands were

aimed at enhancing the tourism income potential of wildlife on game farms.

2.3.2 Land distribution and land use

Historically the arable land in Namibia is very unequally thsted. Most of the arable land
in the central part of nowadays Namibia was already segghnato farm units in the German
colonial era and distributed to white settler families. Namsbe@mmercial farming area was
separated from the communal lands by the “red line”, the bounddhe @o called “Polizei
Zone” (police zone), from the Ovambo and Kavango communal areas nmotne The “red
line” nowadays serves as a veterinary boundary for the Foot-and-NMsghse free zone
(FMD-free zone) in central and southern Namibia from the Foot-andhividigease zone
(FMD-zone) in the northern communal lands of Namibia.

The location of the “red line” is still a very emotional issmeéNamibian politics, it is been
seen as a remainder of apartheid policy because it limitstessof the northern communal
farming area to the open market. Parts of the “red line” run dlmgouthern border of the
Etosha National Park. In the South African colonial time the goverhmwieSouth-West-
Africa implemented the policy of apartheid and restricted mostteblack population to so
called homelands and townships, where the standard of living wasndwe@nomical
development very limited.
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After almost 19 years of independence from South Africa, most ofdhemercial farming
area is for large parts still in the hands of white fasmefr South African or German
derivation. The government of Namibia developed two policies to edtabliore black
farmers on commercial farmland. The first is the resettiempeogramme in which the state is
buying farms and distributes the land to up to five landlessitaniThe second programme
allows black uprising farmers to buy farms with cheap loans prowgede agricultural bank
(Namibia Africultural Union, 2003). Both types of these “new farthee be found in the
study area. Some farms in the study area are still in theéshaf the descendants of those
farmers that were first given the land by the South-Westafrigovernment in the 1950’s,
these farms are mainly still farming with livestock. Funthere a lot of farms were bought by
overseas investors, mainly from Europe to establish game or livestock businesbesantern

scale.

The traditional land use of the area since the 1950’s is catkarakul sheep farming. The
economic success of these enterprises is heavily dependent olh Raifdall patterns in the
area are, as mentioned above, highly unpredictable and multiyear droaghtsot
uncommon, despite the fact that the last ten years were quite googears. Besides
traditional land use in the form of livestock farming, land can laésased for game farming.
Ecotourism in this case is the most obvious use of wildilife resgutnon-consumptive
wildlife use). But another important development in wildlife use owape land in Namibia
was the development of recreational hunting tourism (consumptiveifevildde). Private
landholders could register to guide hunts for plains game on their awehdr on other
properties with the permission of the landholder. Farmers requiredtpdor these activities
unless they fenced their properties game-proof and registetaehtisg farms (Barnes and
Humavindu, 2006). In the study area both types of game businesses can be found
(consumptive and non-consumptive wildlife use), sometimes on the sametyrdpee
reason for the shifting of the farming business for most offahmers is, that all wildlife
utilization strategies potentially yield significantly highemonomic rates of return compared
to traditional land uses (Richardson 1998). Besides that, game faisningre sustainable

than livestock farming and wildlife species are better adapted to the envitonme

The main argument for wildlife businesses for the economic ofilNans the number of jobs

they potentially create. In a study in the Madikwe Game ReserSeuth Africa, it has been
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found that the area is now providing jobs for 1,200 people, whereas previcisignte land
had provided jobs for only 80 farm workers. Similarly, in ad¢amultiple-ownership wildlife
area in Zimbabwe (Save Conservancy) there are 1,200 people workimegviridlife/tourism
industry, whereas, when farmed for cattle, only 300 people were employed in tharsamit
is also estimated that the changed land use here has incileassbnomic yield per hectare
tenfold (Tarboton, 2007).

The average traditional farm unit in the study area is betve@P0 hectares and 6,000
hectares, while most of the economic farming units are now maderefthan one farm. The
smallest property in the study area is only 3,287 hectares (one half ofji@aldarming unit)

while the biggest is about 50,000 hectares (8 farm units joined in one company).

The farmland is divided by either livestock fences on tradititimastock farms, which are
1.2 metre high and do not restrict the movement of game (Fig. 10)nhw@-gaof fences
which are 2.6 metre high and serves as a border for the movement of almost all widdesng
(Fig. 11). The study area is separated from the Etosha Natiarkabl a game-proof fence
which was erected in the 1970’s to stop the spread of diseasestli® north to the
commercial livestock farms in the south. This fence, together watinaler livestock fence
two metres apart, serves as the veterinary border (“red Ithat)allows the commercial
livestock farmers of Namibia the access to the European madrket.fence was never
maintained since its erection, which means that it is no longgmgeas a barrier for

predators between the park and the adjoining farmland.

2.4 Protected Areas and the UNESCO Biosphere Reserve
Concept

The cornerstones of the Namibian protected area network wewdaltaid during the
German colonial era around the turn from th8 idthe 28 century. Few protected areas are
large enough to guarantee long-term survival of wide-ranging herbiamr@ carnivores, as
most areas are widely separated (Frank et al., 2005). Namitatéspsotected area network
covers more than 14 percent of the country’s surface area, butogsseinadequate as a
basis for effective biodiversity conservation. The early parktesy was not designed with
biological diversity in mind, and reflects instead a history oblogical, economic and

veterinary considerations (Barnard et al., 1998), so are the bordt#rs &tosha National



Background 15

Park. The protected areas lie to more than 90 percent in vegyalaareas, mostly deserts,
and the remaining area is highly fragmented and scattered all Neibia. Habitat
fragmentation and edge effect leads to serious consequences fonghéme viability of

several species, both plants and animals.

Modern nature conservation strategies promote the connectivity ofcépeds for the
movement of species and gene flow. The urgent need for more coiipean be seen in the
immense crash of large ungulate populations of the Etosha NatiorlalaRer it was
completely fenced and animal movements were cut off. Typidalktef of constricted
geneflow can be seen all over Namibia in smaller body sizkEsge ungulates compared to

former times (pers. comm. f8).
To face the threats of habite —The three functions of biosphere reserves__

: : COMNSERVATION DEVELOPMENT
fragmentation and on the other side of biodiversity i
[ecosystems, of envinnnme nt

promote ways of sustainable developme B8 with development
for rural communities around protecte
areas the Biosphere Reserve Concept
the UNESCO was developed. The Unit
Nations Educational, Scientific, an

LﬂGTST!.C SUPPORT
Cultural Organization (UNESCO) ha Inte reational netwark

for meeanch
and monitoring

pioneered this approach with its Man at
the Biosphere (MAB) program. This

. Fig. 5: The three functions of a Biosphere Reserve
program has designated hundreds

Biosphere Reserves worldwide in ¢ (www.calderaenvironmentcentre.org)
attempt to integrate human activities, research, and protectibie ofatural environment at a
single location (Batisse 1997) (Fig.5). The concept involves a ceeeiarwhich biological
communities and ecosystems are strictly protected, with awuting buffer zone in which
non-destructive research is carried out and traditional human activitiesraf@lyg monitored
for their impact on biodiversity. Then there is a transitional zanehich greater human
impacts are allowed, including sustainable development (Primacig) 188). 6). Buffer
zones create a transition between highly protected core cotiseraad human dominated
areas, which may facilitate animal movement. Without a buffer,Zbee=ffective area of the
park may be greatly reduced by human activity (Lamprey, 1974). Inmib&t positive

scenario of the Biosphere Concept, local people become involved in padgemsent and
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planning. They are trained and employed by the park authority, and tbéwoefi the
protection of biodiversity and regulation of activity within the parkitl#e other extreme, if
there is a history of bad relations and mistrust between localgpanglthe government, or if
the purpose of the park is not explained adequately, the local peopleejaetlythe park
concept and ignore park regulations (Brandon et al., 1998). In this cass;ahpeople will
come into conflict with park personnel, to the detriment of the park.eTiearow increasing
recognition that the involvement of local people is the cruciakingselement in many
conservation management strategies. “Top-down” strategies, in \gbMdrnments try to
impose conservation plans, need to be integrated with “bottom-up” prggmanghich
villages and other local groups are able to formulate and rbachoivn development goals
(Clay 1991).

Structure of a model biosphere reserve.

B CoreArea

Buffer Area
Transition Area
Human Settlement
Research

Education / Training

CIGION 4

Tourism / Recreation

Fig. 6: Biosphere Reserve (www.unesco.or.id)

2.5 The Etosha Buffer Zone Project

In 1996 the UNESCO stated that there is an apparent lack qgftiices Reserves in some of
the most biologically important regions of the world, for exampleSouthern Africa

(Primack, 2000). Despite the fact that in the meantime SouttcaAfstablished some
Biosphere Reserves in biologically so important regions like irCyge floral province and
in the Drakensberg (www.kruger2canyons.com), there is still raspBere Reserve in

Namibia. Thats is astonishing, given the immense potential and gseuanvironments. The
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Etosha Buffer Zone Project of the “Humboldt-Universitat zu Berdimis to fill this gap and
promote the first scientific data for a Biosphere Reserve arddanhibias flagship
conservation area, the Etosha National Park. The authors of the EtatiaZ®ne project
stated (2008):
“The Etosha Buffer Zone Project is a scientific researcheptopy the Humboldt
Universitat zu Berlin. The overall aim of the Etosha buffer zoneeptdpg to support
current conservation efforts that aim at connecting the EtoshandhtPark with the
transboundary network of protected areas in Southern Africa by rergpéaditional
migration routes. The project proposes the development of an effduiifer zone
according to the criteria of the UNESCO Biosphere Reserve @bmee land that is
adjacent to the park. The project should provide an ecologicalsassgisof potentially
suitable land around the park. For that reason an inventory of specetgection of

bioindicators and the development of specific management strategies is needed.”

Fig.7: There is an indefinite pressure of the {aekl) on the surrounding area (yellow) throughférees,
which is in desolate condition for large parts. Hira of the Etosha buffer zone project is to uniders these
processes and develop management strategies tisdlendifferent land use practises (1 = privatel & =
communal land, 3 = communal conservancies) (Gaettet Zeller, 2008)

The adjoining land of the Etosha National Park is used in multipys whland use (Fig.7).
While it is enclosed by commercial farming land at its sautlad eastern border, in the
north it borders to communal livestock farming areas and in thetaastcalled communal

conservancies (communal managed wildlife habitat) with sustainable liveataakd).
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All areas surrounding the Etosha National Park still host sulstantmbers of free ranging
game (Barnes, 1995).

The core study area of the Etosha Buffer Zone Project, whereesearch station is located,
lies at the south-western border of the Etosha National Park omatmeNfoesomerop, which

Is part of a bigger farm unit, called Etosha Heights GamariSaf his block of farms is made
out of eight former livestock farms, all directly bordering Etesha National Park, now used

for consumptive and non-consumptive use of its wildlife resources.

While in the past the research of the Etosha Buffer Zone Pregecconcentrated on mainly
biological and ecological questions it was obvious that for an integrative appesearch on

socioeconomic questions was needed.

This study serves as the first socioeconomic rese:

project within the broader scale of the Etosha Bulf]
Zone Project and should serve as the first approac
value the potential for buffer zone efforts around t

Etosha National Park. With the involvement of|
socioeconomic approach the Etosha Buffer ZgEuis
Project recognises the fact that the use of parks o
their surroundings by local people and outside visit
must be a central part of any management p
(MacKinnon et al., 1992). The lack of participation |
african conservation strategies was already see
Lewis (1990):

“If any lesson can be learned from past failure<

o ) o . Fig. 8: The fence of the Etosha National
of conservation in Africa, it is that conservatic park is in desolate condition over large

implemented solely by government for tf parts (A. J.)

presumed benefit of its people will probably have limited sucesggcially in countries
with weakened economies. Instead, conservation for the people and bypple yih a
largely service and supervisory role delegated to the governmermt fomtiér a more
cooperative relationship between the government and the residemig Viwih the

resource”.
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3 Attitudes towards nature conservation

An attitude is a hypothetical construct that represents awidiodi's degree of like or dislike
for an item. Attitudes are generally positive or negative viefva person, place, thing, or
event this is often referred to as the attitude object. Peoplealsanbe conflicted or
ambivalent towards an object, meaning that they simultaneouslyspossth positive and
negative attitudes towards the item in question (www.wikipedia.dngjhe words of the
Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences an attitude can be definéa @atively enduring
organization of beliefs around an object or situation predisposing orespond in some

preferential manner” (Rokeach, 1962).

Various projects have focused on the attitudes towards nature cdimmse(Zammermann et
al., 2005; Gadd, 2005; Walpole et al., 2001), the general findings arthéisa attitudes are
strongly dependent on the economic gain or loss connected with matservation or
protected areas. Besides that, emotion, culture and education arey piatical roles in

attitudes towards nature conservation.

According to the IUCN (The World Conservation Union), protected asapport the well
being of societies, through:
“maintaining those essential ecological processes that depenatwalrecosystems,
preserving the diversity of species and the genetic variatithirvthem, safeguarding
habitats critical for the sustainable use of species, securing lpedsmad wildlife that
enrich human experience through their beauty and providing opportunities for
community development, scientific research, education, trainicggagon, tourism
and mitigation of the forces of natural hazards” (Stoll-Kleemann 2001).
The involvement of people is more and more seen as crucial foorigagdrm survival of
protected areas, therefore it has to be carried out what peopleatidriieel about protected
areas, especially those who live in their surroundings andoarer®w affected by them. In
the last years several studies (Newmark et al., 1993; Mkanda atithiM1994) all over
Africa have focused on the attitudes of local communities adjacemrotected areas.
Protected areas are the cornerstones of biological consendltioough they have usually
been set aside from human exploitation, it is now increasinghgnesed that protected areas

should play a role in sustaining local communities adjacent to {iéapole and Goodwin
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2001). The key argument in securing support for protected areas is desetojpmough
sustainable use of natural resources. The paradigm of “conservatiodevelopment” has
attracted increasing support from conservation organizations amdaitib@al development

agencies in recent years (Primack, 1998).

On the other hand there is an ongoing conflict between those who uaadHer agriculture

and the natural wildlife populations. In this century, only in Africa alesgantial numbers of
people and livestock live alongside sizeable populations of largévass (Frank et al.,

2005), which is causing immense conflict. This wildlife-human confscta widespread
conservation issue of increasing concern to conservationists. ddkest often killed by

predators living close to farmland. Livelihoods can be severelytaeffdry such depredation,
generating negative attitudes and persecution of the culphts.ektent to which people
tolerate wildlife damage may be influenced by various socioecandeactors, including

relative wealth, levels of education, the extent to which peopleedenonetary or other
benefit from wildlife, and the magnitude of wildlife associateds¢gimmermann, Walpole
and Leaser-Williams 2005). Research undertaken across the teygigssts that wildlife-
associated costs reduce tolerance and support for conservation andrgggg€Newmark et
al., 1993).

The reasons for positive or negative attitudes toward wildlifenatelways easy to identify.
A survey in Botswana found that rural people held negative consenattitudes despite
receiving substantial benefits from the licensed hunting of Waldh lack of participation in
decision-making for resource management was identified as an ampdurther factor
shaping conservation attitudes (Gillingham and Lee 1999). Furthefarggeogrammes to be
successful both in providing benefits to communities and protecting fejldiot only must
the benefit be received and valued by the local people, but the linkage between thamhanef
the wildlife resource must be made clear (Gadd, 2005). Ensugaydapport for protected
areas is also increasingly viewed as an important elemémdif/ersity conservation. This is
often predicated on the provision of benefits from protected améhsa common means of
providing such benefits is tourism development (Walpole and Goodwin 2001). But the

valuing of nature’s resources can also be dangerous for long term conserffatien e



Attitudes towards nature conservation 21

- Financial values can alter people’s behaviour towards the resadvegsely if, for
example, it is so desirable that it is unsustainably exploitédloe resource suddenly
losses value.

- People may fail or may undervalue benefits.

- Unrealistic expectations may result in hostility towardsphek or body that failed to
deliver the anticipated goods.

- People may come to expect financial proceeds or services, ami species that do
not provide them with a direct profit.

- The commercialization of wildlife may displace or override txgs cultural values
(Gadd 2005).

Nature conservation can not only be based on its monetary value rilgidntalue of nature
and its conservation must also kept in mind. As Gadd (2005) noticdthuldsbe avoided
that motivation for conservation becomes purely financial. If thelvaitain to conserve
wildlife becomes purely financial and aestetic benefits ateoloforgotten, the effects could
be disastrous when financial incentives are interrupted or disconfjiidedrism declines or
donors withdraw). Acknowledging and building upon local aesthetic vahedraditional

beliefs would be advantageous for future conservation efforts.rgeisrimind the volatility

of the world’s tourism industry and the number of wildlife-basedisoudestinations arising
throughout Africa, preserving or encouraging non-financial conservaiives among local

people is also essential.

3.1 Purpose of this study

Various projects that link conservation and development have been impldmenaad
around protected areas around the world in an effort to generate tbefwefilocal
communities (Walpole and Goodwin 2001) and preserve nature. The Etoslea Boiffe
Project is one of these projects. While most parts of the prajeciinked to questions
regarding the ecology of the region and the biology of certainiespethis study should

examine what the attitudes of the local population in the study area are.

Hence the implementation of the Etosha National Park and the corahiarming area at its
border, there is a conflict between wild animals in and outside tiheapd cattle and small
stock on farmland. Predation of livestock is the most serious probleralsouthe spread of

diseases. The development of the wildlife sector and with it thglementation of
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commercial game farms is a fairly new process, the advest@gdisadvantages for this type
of business caused by the national park are fairly new for Namsbigell. Protected areas
with hard-edges, as it is the case with the fenced border &ttisha National Park always
suffer from conflicts about resources at its boundaries. The effiget limits the viable
protected area of the park enormously. Soft-edge concepts aimitdHese conflicts and
supposes to deliver benefits for example through tourism development.e@émeples from
Africa have shown that through the establishment of buffer zones around pretexzie there
was substantial benefit for the people and development around the pat#as(BL995).
Furthermore the Biosphere Reserve Concept is better adapted itanAtulture than
conservation efforts in the past. National parks and game reseevefien unpopular within
Africa, largely because protected areas are an alien condssted on the Western ideal of

national parks - that has been uncritically transplanted to the African contertdHl, 1987).

This study aims to evaluate the human wildlife conflict atgiesent hard-edge boundary of
the Etosha National Park and the attitudes towards a softeedgelary and the involvement
of farmland into a broader Etosha buffer zone. The attitudes towadda general acceptance
for nature conservation and free ranging game in the studperearnerstones in evaluating
the potential for further development in the wildlife sector ariffer zone in the study area.
Conflicts between wildlife and people can erode local support for oaism. Wildlife-
based benefits are intended to offset costs and encourage toleratewardship. Based on
examples from other African countries it is expected thatdesraround protected areas can
substantially benefit from tourism development and that the parkgearent can benefit
from reduced conflicts about natural resources at its borders.

3.2 Key Questions

The main research questions for this study were the attitodesds a buffer zone within the
landowner and landuser community at the south-western border of thea Btasonal Park.
Currently there are no plans by the government or its MinistriEnvironment and Tourism
(MET) to establish a buffer zone in the area south of the Etosi@nbllaPark. Therefore the
whole study must be seen as a first approach to establish gagiédr future policies and as
a part of a broader research project.

Based on earlier research projects around protected areas dreumdrid (Newmark et al.,
1993; Mkhanda and Munthali, 1994) it was expected that the individual attitofdes
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landowners regarding questions about nature conservation is the most minporta
socioeconomic factor to determine the potential for conservation «ffbot get a broader
picture of where different attitudes about a buffer zone come, faonmtensive inventory of

the infrastructural, economic and socioeconomic situation was undertBigthermore
through questions about the relation and the problems with wildlife l@figepredators) it

was expected to find out where positive or negative attitudesdewaldlife in general come
from. The third topic was the relation towards the “big neighbdwe”HEtosha National Park,
questions about the relation to the management and about problems admotdengational
park were asked. The fourth part, and also the most important oneguwestons about
nature conservation in general and the pesonal attitudes towardeahef ia buffer zone on

the farmland adjoining the Etosha National Park.

A list of the key questions danduser and landowners interviewsfor this study is given

below:

Economic and Socioeconomic situation
What is the economic and socioeconomic situation of the different lasdims¢he study
area?

What is the impact of emotions, culture, communication and perception on the attitudes?

Attitudes towards wildlife

What are the general attitudes towards wildlife, especially pre@ators

Perception about the Etosha National Park
What do the landowners and landusers think about the neighboring protected area?
What do they think about the management of the Etosha National Ravk?vould they

discribe their relation to the park and its management?

Attitudes towards nature conservation and a buffer zone

Are there more positive attitudes towards nature conservation Wweenis a personal profit,
for example through tourism?

What are the attitudes towards a buffer zone on private farmland?

Is there potential for a buffer zone on private farmland adjoining the Etosha N&&#wka
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The expert interviews were intended to complement the farmers interviews and the key

question laid on the question where different attitudes arise fjoastions about the history
of the region, current private buffer zone efforts, solution stratdgrethe problems between
the Etosha National Park and the adjoining farms and the potent&lbigifer zone on the

private farmland.

3.3 Methods

The study area is located at the south-western border of the Htesiomal Park, in the
Kunene region of Namibia. The core of the study area of the Etosha BufelPZoject is the
Farm Moesomerop, where the research station is located. TimeM@esomerop is part of a
block of eight farms which are used for consumptive and non-consumptdidenise. All
eight farms are immediate on the verge of the Etosha Natiortal Fam this core area the
study area was extended to the east, west and to the southtndl daectly bordering the
park between the 14,4° and the 15,4° longitude were sampled, as well alasom& the
second row of farms seen from the Etosha National Park (efareppbse farms where it was
not possible to conduct an interview). All sampled farms are belgngirthe so called
“Gagarus Block” which was cut off the Etosha National Park in 194i8gaven to farmers in
the early 1950’s. The study area is very sparely inhabited, evéafaibian circumstances.
While, based on a rough estimate, about 200 people are living amethgthere is only a very
small number of landowners who stay on in the area. In most othertbasgeople normally
just work in the area and are not involved in any decision making processes, themfae
of no benefit for this study. Furthermore there is a high fldinaespecially on farm

workers.

For this study the case study approach was chosen. The caseagudgch is useful when
investigating a phenomenon within its real-life context, and providath dad quality of data
(Cousins et al.,, 2008). Semi structured interviews were used taa@sceentiments. As
Fontana and Frey stated (2005): interviewing “is one of the most oarand powerful ways
in which we try to understand our fellow humans” and enables therckeedo get large
amounts of data quickly (Marshall and Rossman 1995). Semi-structuredewte ensure
that a consistent range of topics is covered, and allows a #exqipiroach to questioning and

gathering opinions and behaviours in the “informants” own words (2095). The overall
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question for the survey was not, how many people do have which kinditafiattthe
guestion was, why do have people positive or negative attitudes. And ddénese attitudes

come from.

The methods for the case study consisted of different techniqueseddar the situation in
the study area.

Qualatitave interviews with landowners and landusers:

The main part were qualitative interviews with the farm owrers owners or managers of
tourism and hunting companies (see App. 1, 2). The advantage of this methdzbtier
understanding of the feelings, hopes and thoughts of the people, cortparedantitative
approach (Delker 2001). The interviews were mostly done in Englisheamdh, if the
interviewee was solely speaking Afrikaans, the interview twaasslated by a family member.
Each interview took the form of a conversation, structured around temwguestionnaire
consisting of general and specific questions. Each questionnairexigied of 30 to 40
questions. Following a series of socio-economic questions concerninggtheof the
respondents, the origin, education and some numbers about the size ohtlieddristory of
the farm, the main land use practice and the number of workers, respondentkectbast
their relationship to the Etosha National Park, their feelings atb@urt current situation,
problems with predators, their plans for the future and their attitbolards nature
conservation and the implementation of a buffer zone (see App. 2). Alliojue were open
ended and if necessary the questionnaire was adjusted to the garsituation. The
interviews lasted between 1,5 and 5 hours. Interview based approachdsbavaiticized
for several reasons, including the researcher leading the respovatétion in the delivery
of the questionnaire, respondent anticipation or desire to please ¢aeches, (Mitchel and
Slim, 1991), or discrepancies between what people report and whadiually feel or do.
Nonetheless, research on the attitudes is necessary to comparactioss regions, or within
the same region over time or in response to changed policy, whicthea contribute to
planning or improving relations between parks and people (Harcourt £986). Interviews
were the most effective way to obtain detailed individual opinionseapthnations from a
representative sample of residents.

The interviews were sorted and analysed with the computergonoge for qualitative social
research MaxQDA 2007 (Verbi Softaware, 2007).
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Direct observation:

Through direct observation while taking part in everyday life andifes it was possible to
get a better understanding of the situation in the study acetodind out where a positive or
a negative attitude toward the actual situation and the situatidimei future comes from.
These activities included hunting trips with trophy hunting clientstsvat livestock auctions
and other activities on livestock farms and tourist camps in the study area.

The interviews as well as the observation of every day lédeevdone during a seven week
stay in the study area. A special focus laid on the involvememiedbtal people in tourism

projects.

Qualatitave expert interviews:

The third part were qualitative interviews with experts frorfiedent institutions that are
either located in the study area or are involved in the problenstutlg area is facing (see
App. 3). Furthermore a workshop was held on the 4. of October 2008 on the farm
Sonderwater within the study area, where the current situatithe dénce and the research
aim of the Etosha Buffer Zone Project were discussed with fajreeperts and the authors of
the project. The interviews were sorted and analysed with the campatgramme for
qualitative social research MaxQDA 2007 (Verbi Software, 2007).

Literature research:

The fourth part of this study was a literature research iniblamand European publications,
libraries and museums. This research was done on topics of land uge ahaNamibia,
commercial wildlife utilization, nature conservation in Africa dndfer zone efforts around

protected areas in Africa.

The interviews and the research in the study area were dong dusgven week stay in the
study area in September and October 2008. The interviews wererittadsand analysed in

November 2008 and the paper was written between December 2008 and March 2009.

Results presented rely partly on the researcher’'s observaiggement and experiences.
Therefore, this paper offers an evaluation of the situatiorhenstudy area but does not

attempt generalisation of any kind.
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4 Results

The aim of this study was to identify what the attitudes towartsffer zone at the south-
western border of the Etosha National Park are and where ttiésgea come from. Based
on previous studies around protected areas all over the world (&&weh al., 1993;
Mkhanda and Munthali, 1994) it was expected that besides persongrdiauk (formal
education, upbringing etc.) and experiences with wildlife in the phsse attitudes are
stongly dependend on the land use technique and how wildlife affects indipiddi& or

financial loss.

Therefore the interviewees of the study area where sepanatedifferent categories for the
results chapter, namely:

- purelivestock farmers,

- livestock and game farmers

- puregame farmersand

- managers or owners bfocks of farms

Each of these categories was further categorized into four subcategories:
- Economic and socioeconomic situation
- Attitudes to wildlife
- Perceptions about the Etosha National Park

- Attitudes towards nature conservation and a buffer zone

Each questionnaire was existed of 30 to 40 questions regarding evgityidt has to do with
economics, wildlife, relations to neighbours and the park and a bufferazoned the park.
From these questions the four subcategories were made to hemtiby attitudes and the

reasons for these attitudes.

An important factor for shaping perceptions and attitudes about sometHingricial loss or
gain, so a special focus was therefore laid on the individual ecorstomtion of each farm
or other business in the study area (Subcategory 1). Although grougesl aategory is the

socioeconomic effect of each business (employment numbers, payment of wirers e



Results 28

In the second subcategory questions about predators and other animalscavhicause

damage to local farm businesses were grouped.
The third subcategory focuses on the relation to the Etosha National Park anthigemeant.

In the fourth subcategory all questions were grouped regarding ypesiemces with nature
conservation, present attitudes to nature conservation and the percepiibratitides

towards a buffer zone on the commercial farmland.

Most parts of the following text are statements quoted fronmteeviews. Some of them are
slightly edited or condensetl to f 12 refers to the different intervieweesFor details see
App. 1

Section 4.1. gives an overview of the land use options in termsoobeucs, ethics and
sustainability. Especially consumptive wildlife use is a contsigeand often misunderstood
activity, especially in the Western world. While especiailAirica it is sometimes the most
important source of income and considering certain rules and liegslagenerally regarded

as sustainable.

4.1 Land use options in terms of economics, ethics and
sustainability

There is huge opposition within the conservation organisations towardmdamd the
commercial use of wildlife resources, especially in the Wfastvorld. This section gives an
overview of land use options within the study area in terms of ecosprathics and
sustainability and gives a definition for what is regarded asuompiive or non-consumptive
wildlife use and whether it is sustainable or not. As all ovenie, the environment in the
study area is highly unpredictable and land use options areditoitextensive farming with

livestock or game.

The traditional way of using the farmland is either karakul sli&eping or cattle farming.
Products of these industries are either exported to the SouthrAfnidhe European market.
While livestock farming can only be done in an extensive wayamildia, it is nevertheless

destructive to the environment. Overgrazing has caused immensenoosaciment all over
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the Namibian commercial farmland. The implementation of fencesdiidial waterpoints
has furthermore modified the landscape. Furthermore predators arallgepersecuted on
commercial farmland. Other possibilities to generate incomeeacetourism or trophy
hunting. These land uses (especially eco-tourism) are generalbidered to be more
sustainable. In general, the potential of generating incomegirtese industries is higher
than in livestock farming, because the value of wildlife is higimel running costs are lower.
Unfortunately, the initial investments are much higher (infrasirecbreeding stock etc.) and
therefore not an profitable option for local livestock farmers. Besidalition within the
livestock farming industry, that is the reason why most gkamas are owned by European
investors. The wildlife business is either concentrated on maitfigreee tourists or all

inclusive” trophy hunters.

While the number of tourists in Namibia is much higher, thepossibly much more money
in the hunting business (low volume and high value). And while the tourismesgsis seen
as ecologically sustainable from most conservation foundations ihdruge opposition in
conservation foundations against hunting. Nevertheless there areo& aoguments pro
hunting. As Baker (1997) stated: ,Preserving wildlife in a prissitagée on a large scale is no
longer feasible in view of continued human population increases, ecouevetopment,
habitat fragmentation and degradation, the introduction of non-native speuiés,
commercialisation of wildlife products. The wise use of the planetmaining wildlife
resources will depend on management practises which recognisediganous people are
integral parts of ecosystems®. One option for local people tdfibé&noen wildlife resources is
through trophy hunting. There are some arguments that favour trophyshoatepared to
normal tourists:

- Hunters are not nearly as ecologically destructive as teukinters require fewer
services and accommodations and less infrastructure, thus keefdhfe habitats
more pristine (Butler, 1995)

- The cost of a hunting safari in Africa is easily double ordrijhle cost of a regular
safari of the same length, and more of that money is spent ineamains in the
country of hunt (Morill, 1993)

- Areas hosting the most wildlife (in number and variety) arenofhaccessible to
regular tourists, or practically inaccessible because of paosgortation services and
infrastructure (Baldus, 1995)
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- Overpopulation of certain species can damage if not destroy thealnhabitat,
thereby threatening the existence of other species. Theisel&dting of certain
species can solve that problem (Baskin, 1994)

Sport and Trophy hunters have therefore claimed that their actizitybe identified as a
consumptive form of ecotourism, which in many cases has proved morécia¢néow
volume and high value) for the host environment than non-consumptive actisitas.as
photographic tourism (Novelli and Humavindu, 2005). But there is also a tag®irin the
conservation community, animal movements and NGOs that argues aarishunting for
conservation purposes. Hofer (2002) makes the point that “trophy huntingpigraversial
and misunderstood activity for several reasons. Firstly trophy riguigi controversial on
ethical, social and cultural levels. The practice of trophy hungewgerates contradictory
positions towards hunting in general. While some believe that the cptisanuse of
individual animals for the sake of the population, the species, @cth®ystem, is ethically
acceptable, others vehemently oppose the killing of animals for personalcietist

On the question of sustainability in trophy hunting Morill (1993) statedtamable
consumptive wildlife use is only possible when hunting is limited tte raaimals, with an
emphasis on the quality of the trophy (lenght of horns etc.). Be¢hasspecimens taken are
usually older males who contirbute little to breeding, and because hunting qeatasaty a
fraction of natural population growth rates. When this is the fact controlled thaystiing has
a negligible impact on overall population sizes.

Therefore consumptive use of wildlife is treated in this staslya sustaibanble form of land
use. Besides the consumptive use of wildlife, there is also the dptiase game on a non-
consumptive basis, through tourism. Under certain circumstances (Wigithje animals,
easy access of the area) tourism can be the most profitableis® in marginal areas. For
example, the total revenue from Amboseli National Park (Kewgas) estimated by Western
and Henry (1979) to be about 40 times the potential income from farh@rgaime area. Each
lion in the park was estimated to be worth US$ 27,000 per year in tewéstue. Similarly,
Brown (1989) estimated that the wildlife viewing value of elephasais worth between US$
22 and 30 million to Kenya’s economy. The major drawback of tousdimat its not worthy
in very remote areas or if highly visible wildlife populations are missiradd{ig, 1995).

In this case the area at the south-western border of the Easloaal Park can not compete
with the prime wildlife viewing areas around the Etosha Pan. Tdwisting is therefore the

most economically viable form of wildlife utilisation in the study area.
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4.2 Categories of farms

The commercial farm area south of the Etosha National Parlsepasated into farmland in
1948 and distributed to white settlers in the early 1950’s. An average farm unit imtgsairt

the study area was between 5,000 hectares and 6,000 hectares. Sorse eétlyesettlers
came from Angola, others from other parts of Namibia or SoutltaAfMost of the farms in
the study area changed ownership in the last decades. Nevertheless soraecfatith®wned

by the descendants of the first owners.

Differentland use techniquesiominate the region (Fig. 9), which can broadly separated into
four types (For details of the sampled farms see App. 1.)

1.) The classical livestock farm with predominantly breed of cattle as well as some
small stock like karakul sheep and goats. Hunting of wildlife is ololye for self
consumption. These farms are generally owned by descendantsfioéttiogvners or
by black farm owners that bought the farms through the Land Refargnamme or
were settled on the farm by the government of Namibia throughR#settlement
Programme. The livestock farms in the study area are bet®;@87 hectares and
9,500 hectares. Most farms in this categoy are only livestock-proof fenced Qfi

2.) Mixed land use with livestock farming and game farming.These farms combine
farming with livestock with the tourism and/or hunting business witfeedomestic
or overseas visitors. These farms are generally owned by destemdahe first
owners or investors from South Africa or from overseas. Tlaskuse is said to be
the most productive in terms of generating income in Namibia (eynds al., 2009).
These farms are about 7,000 hectares in size. All farms ircakegory are game-

proof fenced (Fig. 11).

3.) Game farms. These farms are generating income solely through consumptive or non-
consumptive use of wildlife. They either operate with hunting camptuism
lodges or a mix of both. Most of these farms are owned by oveirsesstors, who
discribe themselves as conservationists. These farms are beiy@®® hectares and
10,000 hectares in size. All farms in this categry are game-proof fenged 1
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4.) Blocks of farms. The blocks of farms differ from other farms not in terms ofllase,
but in their sheer size and based on that, potential turnover. Thetwoacé these
blocks within the study area, both owned by overseas investors and edamag
Namibians. One of these cooperations is used only for the consumptiveoand
consumptive use of wildlife (50,000 hectares), the other is combimmegtdck
farming with the consumptive use of wildlife (29,000 hectares). Both blocks me ga
proof fenced, the fences are partly electrified (Fig. 11).

Game can either be used consumptive or non-consumptive. Consumptive useiliaNam
includes mammal trophy and sport hunting, culling, live game deahdgshooting for own

consumption. Non-consumptive use includes ecotourism, photographic safaris and education.
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Fig. 9: Land use in the study area (modified adogytb Jaeschke, s.a.)

The whole study area comprises a surface area of about 182,00@$héctare than twice the
size of Berlin), with about 100 kilometre from east to west and @ibutiometre from north

to south. 30 farms fall into the study area, from which 12 aretéigkdarms (altogether ca.
65,000 hectares). Two farms are operating with both livestock and fgaming (together ca.

13,000 hectares), three are doing only game farming (altogether cad P@f@res) and 13



Results 33

farms are part of a farm block (one block with five farms and 2%@@@ares, the other with
eight farms and about 50,000 hectares). Five livestock farms wapesh(42 percent), both
mixed use farms (100 percent), all three game farms (100 peacehioth cooperations (100
percent). There are some reasons why only 42 percent of atbbiefarms in the study area
were sampled. The first is the type of the study, doing qualitedsearch, sampling data is
completed when there is no further information anticipated and/oratiaturis reached

(Marshall and Rossmann, 1995), which was the case in this studgetbed reason is that

not all farm owners stay on their farms on a regular basis or denied to taketparsurvey.
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Fig. 10: Livestock farms are divided by livestoekées which are 1.2 metres high (A.J.)

Fig. 11: Game farms are enclosed by game-prootfendich are 2.6 metres high
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4.2.1 Livestock farms

Five of the twelve livestock farms in th
study area are sampled. Three of the

farms are in the same shape like wh

they were established almost 60 yesé

ago, these farms are between 5,0k .

hectares and 6,000 hectares. One of | ‘
livestock farms is bigger (9,500 hectare
and one was splitted and is now 3,2(
hectares. All of the sampled livestog
farms are owned by Namibians, four tmFig. 12 Livestock farming in the study area (A.

the descendants of the first white settlers

in the area and one by a black farmer who bought the farmiadigpendence. An average
livestock farm in the area is supplying one family plus thaipleyees which number usually
between two and four. Normally these employees stay on the faitmsheir families. All
five farms are operating with cattle and small stock, gelyecaktle as main business and
sheep and goats as a second business. The number of cattle ommeadriés between 120
and 500 and the stocking rates for cattle are between 12,5 hguameswv and 19 hectares
per cow. All livestock farmers suffer from unpredictable ralpf@aerutilization in previous
times, unpredictable world market prices and from predators. Mad$ie farmers say they
just operate from year to year and do not have long term plans for the future.

f1 to f5 refers to the different livestock farmer interviewees For details of the farms see
App. 1.

4.2.1.1 Economic and socioeconomic situation of livestock farms

.Cattle farming is like prostitution, you know it is wrong, but you keep on with it* (f1)

,Cattle farming is like gambling”“ (f4)

.In the last years you just can live from your income, there is notleiftgi the end of the

year* (f2)
These are just some of the statements of livestock farmetsrimarize their overall situation
and which illustrate the difficult situation of livestock farmimgthe study area. Farming in
an arid environment like in northern Namibia is not comparable to ncotegecal favoured

environments as in the temperate zones. All farmers stat¢hthatdo not do it just for the
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money, for most of the farmers it is not just a job, it is Réffiment and most of them define
themselves most or less by farming and by competing with thrsh environment. The
climate in Namibia tends to be unpredictable and long time droughtsewveral years, when
farming is even harder, are not uncommon. When the livestock farme siudy area were
given to the farmers in the late 1940'’s, early 1950’s an economic¢aufatm that is able to
support one family plus their employees) was between 5,000 heatdré60Q0 hectares. Due
to lower world market prices for beef products and higher costgetrol, labour etc. a truly
profitable economic unit today is at least 10,000 hectares (pers. .cofdifferent farm
owners and experts). So most of the livestock farmers in the atedyare forced to rent
further land for grazing on other farms, sometimes far away fhmin home farm. Another
way of generating income, done on one sampled farm, is the cuttingesfand bushes for
charcoal production, which is very destructive to the environment andescamssh
encroachment. Compared to the subsistence farmers in the communaifl&adsibia, the
farmers on the private land in the study area have a quite hagllast of living. As
mentioned above, relatively higher incomes may help to decouple theailloatitudes
towards their losses. As a result, attitudes become shaped allynclyy individual
perceptions, beliefs and values, influenced by education, upbringingjotmadnd culture.
The main problem that is characterizing the area close to tllerbior the Etosha National
Park is the influence of predators from the park, which isstilated in the following
statements:

»The negative thing here are the predators that come through the fence*(f4)

~>ometimes theythe conservationistanisunderstood us, they think we just want to

kill the lions, but we just protect our business*” (f5)
For livestock farmers who always work just on the brink, a lédiwestock to predators can
be the last step to make livestock farming unprofitable. Becalisleat no one tolerates
predators on their properties. What makes it even more difficulb&on is that it is often not
clear for them who is responsible for the lions and who they caaatamt who they have to
contact if there is a lion or a spotted hyena on their propentyhé& easiest, but also a very
cost and time intensive, way for them is to hunt and destroy #uaatar. The following

statement reflects this problem:
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-What happened here is that the lions came out here, killed some cattlehamd
Etosha Heightssaid, “no it's not our lion, it is Etosha’s lion” that's frustrating for
us, they need some sort of agreement for that in the near future...thethevdions
but they don’t want to take responsibility for them* (f5)
Most respondents have suffered cattle losses and most of them khblxvattacks are
becoming more common since the wildlife businesses were estabirshiked region and
especially since the biggest of the wildlife businesses tolerate lions opribeérty.
Aside from the actual loss of cattle killed, farmers complhat the stress causes loss of
weight, and hence, profit.
Besides the predators, the biggest problem for livestockefarm, as already mentioned, the
size of their farms, which are in their original size too $moanake enough income in bad or
even in medium years, which is illustrated in the following statements:
» 1 he situation in Namibia is just like you have to go bigger and bigger, you can’t say |
am just farming with 300 cattle, because the prices are fluctuatingnk tt®,000
hectares is an economic unit, so with 500 to 600 cows"(f4)
.Before independence there was a future for us in cattle farming, btieainbment
we don’t see a future, we are basically farming from year to year apé for the
best. Some or the other day the whole system will collapse...the Hieefafm is the
most important thing, if it would be possible to get affordable land, thevddvwe no
problem, for example the guys with the 29,000 hectares they don’t have @oblem
(5)
When confronted with the question why they did not already changed twreaprofitable
wildlife business, the most frequent given answer was that efteecosts for the investment
in infrastructure and game species were to high. Other arguareritsat their properties are
too small for viable game populations or that they do not see a ilmegfaiture for the
tourism business in Namibia. Typical statements about the costs for a wildliiessuare:
,It IS @ good idea, and I'd been thinking about it, because it is much easikr game
farming than cattle farming, but the problem is, if you want to do trophy hunting it will
take you at least five years to get into that stage that your animaa&s got good
trophys, and there is no way for me to survive for five years without income* (f4)
~,Game farming is more profitable, but in this area 90 percent of the gameefarare

from overseas, you need money to start that business....I don’t think thajdrena

! Etosha Heights is the biggest block of farms, Igalsed for game farming
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change completely. | think all types of farming are quite risky,ishahy we diversify,
we do cattle, small stock and game, and some others do charcoal burning as well“(f1)
Regarding the question about changing the business to game, sonoekivasners are also
concerned that there might be no income for them during certain segdonsng is quite
seasonal, there is no income in summer, the income of cattle farmiagbis more
predictable“(f1), and that they do not want to have people around them all the tintasas i
the case in the tourism business. An old farmer even predicatetiethabuld definetely
change his farm to a wildlife business if he would be younger aygllgs son should change
the business when he took over.
For some of the farmers, the already existing game fatrttseaborder are perceived as a
buffer to the Etosha National Park. They see the chance ttiet game farmers keep their
fences proper this could be a way to stop the influx of predators from the park:
.Etosha Heights is a really good buffer, if they just look for ttiefrces, it could be a
good idea, | think the new fence is very good” (f2).
This argument shows that the farmers might easier trugpribigte owners of the wildlife
businesses, than the conservationists from the park, which alsasréfledivestock farmers
perception about the MET and the management of the Etosha National Park
An often given argument in literature (Barnes et al., 2004) ipdis@éive economic effect of
wildlife businesses compared to livestock businesses, which is besm lgy the sampled
experts as well:
»Say you have 500 cows on 10,000 hectares (as it is the case in the studyadea),
there are 4 people working for you, if this farmer would switch tdlfglbusiness, he
would have kitchen staff, skinners, slaughteres, professional hunters amdsdii
think there could be more people benefit from the wildlife busiaessfurthermore
on a cattle farm you hire people at minimum wages, while in game farhenghis
are more technical and better paigel)
At the moment the average turnover per year on the sampled livdéatots is N$ 447,600,
the net income on average N$ 141,357. Which the farmers state éngugth to sustain the
business. On the five sampled livestock farms in the study areseaage of three people
work on the farms, which means an average of 2,000 hectaresapergblemployment. The
average monthly salary of the farm workers is around N$ 560 lghggstlike milk, meat and
firewood (which is just over the minimum wages given by the Namilftarm Workers

Union, www.namibiaplus.com). In general the farm workers live on timsféogether with
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their families in houses close to the main farm building. Even &oniNian circumstances the
standard of living of the farm workers is very low and they cetep} depends on the farm
owners. Employment rights are very weak and there is no healtiearployment insurance.
Compared to the sampled wildlife businesses in the study areapagnd general situation
of the farm workers on livestock farms is quite bad. But asrg@ea: ,it should not be

forgotten that the livestock farming sector is still the biggegployer for the huge number of
low skilled people in Namibia”. Most employees on livestock farrad@w skilled or do not

have any education. Most farm workers were born on the farms or in the area.

4.2.1.2 The attitudes of livestock farmers to wildlife

When confronted with questions regarding problems or attitudes ablollifenit is mostly
predators that the livestock farmers talk about. All experts rworthat if a lion leaves the
park for the first time and hunt on livestock it will always @back, and the only solution to
get rid of it is to shoot it. Despite their classificationpastected species in Namibia, killing
cheetahs and lions is permitted to protect life or property (No®@96), and many farmers
use this exemption to practice “preventative management” to reldyredation of livestock
or wildlife by eliminating them indiscrimately (Marker dt,&#003), this is also the case in the
study area. The livestock farmers at the border of the Etosfiandl Park were always
confronted with these lions, but since more and more farms around thehesismo game
farming the pressure is even higher. Furthermore the park expstignde good rain years
in the last decade so that the lion population in the park is far bélyerwrrying capacity of
the park. That means that even more lions are leaving the park in search fabitets.hT his
process is reflected in the following statements:
~Sometimes we kill some more lions, but in other years we ddhadrki lion. But |
think the problem got worse in the last three years because beforéhénatwere
more cattle farms in the area, now the lions only come to us* (f4)
»The predator problem is becoming bigger and bigger, in 2007 | lost 24 cattle, in
eight months of 2008 it were already 26, the pressure is getting higherhand t
problem with predators are not only the direct losses, there is a weghtas well,
because they are chased around and they don’t come to the water than* (f1)
For the farms directly bordering the national park the biggesblgm are the bigger
predators, namely lions (Panthera leo) and spotted hyenas (Ccocotda), that normally

only exist in protected areas in Namibia. The farms further soltihe fence are more
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affected by the medium-size predators, namely cheetahBiofAx jubatus), leopards
(Panthera pardus) and black-backed jackals (Canis mesomelas)d\Ain the second row of
farms behind the fence the problem with lions and spotted hyenaktisialler and the
farmers complain about comparable problems like farmers all daetibia (Marker et al.,
2003). Typical statements about smaller predators are the following:
»1here are some cheetah around us as well, and they also killed sotine cdlves,
but thats not so much and so its not a big issue” (f4)
»The cheetah must be totally overpopulated in Namibia, offical numbers ainetddy
underestimated, the cheetah numbers in the park are very low, so thesyomestrom
the farmland” (f1)
The two following statements are from farmers whose farem$oaated in the second row of
farms seen from the park, whose perception about predators diffetfose farmers directly
bordering the park:
»In a normal year | lose about 100 sheep and goats to predators, mostly to jackals,
cheetahs and hyenas, but the loss is less than a few years ago*” (f2)
,Our biggest problems here in the area are the smaller predatorgditeals, we are
losing a lot of small stock to them, the lion problem is not that big“ (f3)
Another reason for higher pressure is seen by the livestoolerfa in the establishment of the
game farms which allows predators on their properties but do nbtrésgonsible for
damages caused by these animals on the properties around them:
»With their 50,000 hectares they have income from the predators, butefatsronly
losses*(f2)
.Predators took the food of many poor people, and there are rich people from
overseas that try to raise the numbers of predators here, and the feattlers are
those who pay the bill for that“(f1)
.1here are definetely more predators here since Etosha Heiglgsisting. | am here
for 40 years now and last year | shot my first lion*(f5)
For most of the livestock farmers, who are all born Namibias'stlite overseas people” that
bring the problems, because most of the game farms, especidiligtfez ones are owned by
people from Europe. For most of the livestock farmers it looksthieg do not only fight
against ,the conservationists* from the park like they alwayk Hut also against ,the
conservationists from overseas"” from which they are surrounded aardviniée outnumbered

as well. This perception about their situation might be a reasothéar persistence on
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livestock farming as well, even that they know that game famima mixed business of

livestock and game farming would be more profitable.

4.2.1.3 Perceptions of livestock farmers about Etosha National Park

For most of the livestock farmers the relation to the park anth@nagement is quite old and
not very good. For decades the staff of the park did not make an effort to talk to téesfarm
to build up a good relationship to its neighbours. In the time when the ¥ess build, which
is more than 30 years ago, all farms at the border were pustolikefarms. At that time
mostly karakul sheep farms, later on mainly cattle farms.tli®@mpark management in the
early years, the park and their own responsibility ended at thelif@acFrom the beginning a
record was kept about lions shot on the farms behind the border, andheasée that these
numbers were quite high in some years and easily had the poterial a risk on the lion
population nobody in the park really tried to solve these problems ®&r the years
hundreds of lions where shot at the border and behind it. Over that long pktiote the
farmers lost every confidence. After the independence of Nanrima $outh Africa there
was quite a fast change of the employees in the park, which dawgest mistrust between
the farmers and the employees in the park. Some perceptions abpatkimanagement are

the following:

~We worked quite good together before independence, but since that things gp wors

because the people that are now working in the park are not interesteeirnbrk,

they are just interested in getting their salaries, in Okadke@fore independence

there were 37 people doing the whole park, now there are 2,000 and nothing is going

on... | think everything could work if there would be a better managemant,thdre
would be people that know what to do“(f1)
»1he management of the Etosha is not doing its job, they don’t maintain theasfe

and we have the problems from that, there are hotspots in the fenceline where the lions

go through for 40 years now" (f5)

.l don’t have any contact to the Etosha National Park, when | killed lions | have never

reported that* (f3)
Another point why the relation between the park and the livestrakets is so bad, is that it
is not really clear who is responsible for the fence. As merttiabeve, the southern fence of

the Etosha National Park serves also as the veterinary f@edeine”) between the Foot-

2 Okaukejo is the main research and management catimip the Etosha National Park
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and-Mouth-Disease zone in the north and the Foot-and-Mouth-Dise@sedne further
south. This means that the Veterinary Department of Namibi#sadsrasponsible for the
maintenance of the fence. This is one of the reasons why thetiylifis Environment and
Tourism (MET), which is responsible for the national parks of Namibiaot allowing the
farmers to maintain the fence themselves. A typical statement tosinsissthe following:
.l was thinking about bringing an electric fence to the Etosha border, [am Inot
allowed to do that, but unfortunately nobody else will do that” (f1).
Previous studies have shown (e4, not published) that most of the fatntieesfence of the
Etosha National Park are willing to maintain the fence if they would be allowedippdrted
by the Ministry for Environment and Tourism (MET). It is not onhe tmistrust of the
farmers to the park management, it is also the mistrusteopark management towards the
farmers, which is reflects the following statement:
.rhere’s a solar pump behind my farm, about three kilometres inside the lpast
year during the dry season the pump doesn’t pump enough water for all the animals
the area, the first that suffer from that are the black rhinos, and trendome to my
fence because they can smell the water at my waterpoints. | phoned shien gloy
park and told them that there is a problem with the pump and that | could repair it, but
they didn't allowed me to go there because they didn’t trust me* (f1)

4.2.1.4 Attitudes of livestock farmers towards nature conservation and a buffezone

For livestock farmers, farming in an arid environment is alveafight against nature and it is
quite clear for them who is the combatant. For livestock farméssobvious that livestock
farming is incompatible with open fences, so with everything hiaatto do with a buffer
zone. But on the other hand most of them realize that if there weukbinething like a
buffer zone there would be no future for livestock farming in the aneawould mean for
them that they would have to change their land use. Even thatenof dhem currently has
plans to change the business, most of the livestock farmers areniqeed to this idea if
there would be financial support for this step. Some others &asatnot adversed to change
partly to game, which is illustrated in the following statement:

. would like to change slowly, you cannot sell your cattle overnight, butammy is

already completely game-proof fenced, at the moment our income froengamybe

5 percent, but | don’t think that we will change completely, we will laaitle bit of
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this and a little bit of that, maybe 15 percent game and 85 percent aattlsamall
stock. The hunting business also means a lot of work® (f1)
The biggest problem for a buffer zone is seen in the mentalityost af the farmers, which
they discribe as very difficult in finding compromises and agre¢snd his is probably due to
the long history of surviving in this harsh environment.
Possible hunting rights for landowners in a buffer zone are seen as a big advantage:
»I think the buffer zone idea is a good idea, but there are still a |thiofjs that have
to be sorted out, but the idea is really good, | am quite convinced tlaat Wwark in a
way like Etosha Heights is working, but it will be much more diffi€¢ you have to
deal with a lot of different farm owners, but if we all get hunting riglgscan win by
it* (f4)
The quite often given example of the development at the western bafrdbe Kruger
National Park in South Africa, which is seen very positive by rothedr people in the area, is
seen from a different perspective by the livestock farmersy @lse state that there has been
a positive economic development, but they also argue that a lot pfeteus land owners
have lost their land and that now most of the land is in the handg af pasdful of overseas
investors:
.In South Africa they have the same thing in Kruger, they took the fence aloav
build a lot of lodges there, they are making a lot of money there, butoé flatmers
lost their land... it might work here, but it will be very difficult” (f1)
Another important thing that was pointed out by the livestock farmass and that differs
from most of the other people that were sampled, that theirale@es or contra wildlife on
their properties is mostly driven by money:
.If we are allowed to hunt on lions and hyenas than yes, | think theréoisof money
in hunting on predators....I will be honest, | will do it for the money, | thitdsha is
for heritage conservation and here it is for money* (f3)
Livestock farmers are quite open minded about the introduction of norenulig species,
this might be due to the proposed profit of these species andrtanibsing knowledge about
nature conservation, compared to most of the game farmers in the study area.
The communal conservancies in Damaralaare seen as an example, especially the support

they get from the government and from development organisations from abroad:

® Region west of the Etosha National Park, mostly momal farmland, development of communal based ahtur

resource management (CBNRM) in recent years
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»1he conservancies in Damaraland are working very well, when it is mgthkere the
same way, | don’t have a problem, but it is not enough just to open the fee, t
must support us as well* (f2)
The livestock farmers attitudes can be summarized as negatitiee i current situation,
because livestock farming is incompatible with open fences, but nativeeginder different
circumstances For example when there would be help for shiftinguteess, if initial costs
would be paid by someone else. The livestock farmer community tes cgiitain about the
huge financial potential of the wildlife business in the area swoiuthe border of the Etosha

National Park.
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4.2.2 Livestock and game farms

Only those farms that are operating for years with both livkesémd game fall into this
category, not the farms that are in a slow process fromrghiftie business from livestock to
game farming. There are two farms within the study ardadianixed livestock and game
farming, one with consumptive wildlife use as biltong and trophy hgrand one with mixed
consumptive and non-consumptive wildlife use. Both farms have a wildifg @nd a camp
for cattle. The farms are still in the same shape like whey were established almost 60
years ago. There is no small stock on both properties. Both faemgame-fenced and
logically the stocking rates are much lower than on the puretdsledarms. The farms
support the owners, and their employees (between three and fotihetusmilies). Like on
the livestock farms, the farmers suffer from unpredictable atinthe fluctuating world
market prices and predators, but not as hard as the pure livestoaksfdratause their
business is splitted and they do not only rely on livestock.

f6 and {7 refers to the “livestock and game farmer” interviewee For details of the farms
see App. 1.

4.2.2.1 Economic and socioeconomic situation of ,livestock and game” farms

There are a lot of arguments for doing both game and livestaoinfaon the same property.
Diversify the income is the best way to spread the risk oh e@urce of income. If one
business is declining it is easier to switch to the other atet a while to switch back.
Nevertheless there are not many farms in the study arearéhedbing both businesses on the
long term, most farmers still rely on just one business. Oneneamild be that doing both
businesses means a lot of work. Both livestock farming and dgameng are seasonal,
hunting is mostly done in the winter month, while in livestock farnmnginess there are
several peaks throughout the year, when there is more work to do.ivéstatk and game”
farmers are in a difficult situation. On the one hand it is aabligantage for them to be so
close to the border of the Etosha National Park, because they cénfarsadvertisement,
which favours the wildlife business. On the other hand they have themailems like the
pure livestock farmers, namely predators that kill their eafflhis discrepancy becomes
obvious in the following statements:

,YE€s it is an advantage to have the park so close by, a lot of hunters agetgdihe

park after they were staying here” (f7)
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.1he ENP is definetely a disadvantage for the cattle farming, but we thaasgange

with that” (f6)
The main source of income out of the wildlife business on both farms is derived framghunt
either through biltong or through trophy hunting. Both farms are fierdnt stages of a
building phase and are not yet at their carrying capacity. Baghwilling to change this
business more to eco-tourism, because due to their small fagrthei number of hunters per
year is limited.
Both farmers discribe themselves as conservationists by camviatid state that if they
would not have to make money out of the farm, they would not shoot anyliiiay.state
that there is no fun in killing a lion or a cheetah and that they always try to aviig them.
“Livestock and game” farmers are quite open minded regardsugssof opening the fences
but also state that if they would take down the fence they wouldtbastep their livestock
business, which would make them more vulnerable compared to their present situation.
The development of Namibia post independence is experienced in a postiviey both
farmers, especially the case that there is still peadéamibia and the positive effects the
independence has on Namibia’s tourism market.
To face the predator problem from the park, one farmer built kifnisabwn buffer zone on
his farm, as he is using the half of his farm that is cluséne Etosha fence just for wildlife,
and the other half that is further away from the fence justdtitec Based on his arguments
this is a very effective way of minimizing the predator probldine situation doing both
livestock and game farming bring these farmers into confligts meighbours. One states that
both of his neighbours, who are game farmers, talked to him about g the fences
between the farms. Even the case that this would be a great @gvémtaviable wildlife
populations and for the hunting business, he is not able to do that becausdivashock.
The income on the ,livestock and game” farms was expected to behmher level than
those on the pure livestock farms. On both farms that is not thefoaskfferent reasons.
While the turnover is in the same range like on the livestock fammset income is lower
because both farms are in still in a building phase, and ind&kare high. On both farms
the main income is still coming from the livestock farming. Nhadess both owners hope
that in the near future when the places are running on full capacitg money will be
derived from wildlife as from livestock. The number of employeesherfdarms is almost the
same like on the pure livestock farms. On each farm there aepbople working and living

with their families. That is about 2,200 hectares per place of gmplat. The monthly salary
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of the employees is about N$ 850 plus things like milk, meat awdoi@. The employees on
both farms are normally not working in the hunting or tourism businesh. fBrmers state

that it is very difficult to get better skilled people in suchemote area of Namibia, which
means that they have to do the tourism and hunting part on their owrsalEnes of the

employees are better than those on the pure livestock farms buttt@ameon the pure game
farms. The standard of living for the farm employees is a fgidri than on the livestock
farms but their overall situation in terms of employment rightsot much better. Most of the

employees were born in the area and stay on the farms together with theastamil

4.2.2.2 The attitudes of ,livestock and game” farms to wildlife

Compared to livestock farmers, the attitudes of “livestock and game” fatoveards wildlife
are quite positive. This is mainly due to the fact that theyypaaty on wildlife as a source of
income, so there is a reason to keep it and to keep the populationsahhg condition. But
also the fact that their livestock business is affected by fmed& received in a different
way. They avoid to shoot the predators as long as they areoaled on the contrary to the
statements of the livestock farmers they state that @ssyepossible to chase a lion back into
the park. While one farmer states that he did not even had lions darmnis,My biggest
problem are the jackals, the caracals, the cheetahs and hyenas, with lioasatbeno
problems at all, from 1981 till today there were no lions on my farm {fié other argues
that as long as the predators stay in the wildlife camp akésy, and otherwise he is just
chasing them back and only shoot them when there is no other solution:

»1he cats that are on the northern side they can stay, that’'s okay....\Wehase the

lions back, when the wind is good and they can smell us. Only when theretiser

solution we have to shoot them, last year we had 16 lions, | shot only two of them* (f6)

4.2.2.3 Perceptions on ,livestock and game” farms about the Etosha National Park

Regarding the perceptions about the Etosha National Park andniégyemaent it is obvious
that there are the same problems that the livestock farmersvitavihe park. The farmers of
this category also complain that there is nobody in the park loo&mgobd relations to the
neighbours on the bordering farms:
»There is no relation or contact. In the past there was some, but not now* (f7)
»There is no contact to anybody in the park, normally we repair the fencelves
when there is something wrong....From time to time the animals frofEiNReare
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staying at my fence, looking for water, and the kudus they are going oveothare
regular basis” (f6)
In contrast to the attitude of the livestock farmers they #tatehey knew before they bought
the farm that the close proximity to the park will cause probland that they know that they
have to live with that and accept it as a neighbour. This isrefas them because they also
derive income from the circumstance that a lot of hunters andt®ares coming to the area
because the park is so close by.
.l am living here, | have to accept Etosha as a neighbour, and | knew it bsfae |
bought the farm, and the other farmers around me knew that as well, but stiee of
older farmers say they will do it exactly as their fathers tidtihats where the conflict

comes from* (f6)

4.2.2.4 Attitudes of ,livestock and game” farms towards nature conservation and a

buffer zone

The attitudes of ,livestock and game” farmers towards the imgdation of a buffer zone on
the private farmland south of the Etosha National Park are verywpodgitthough that means
that they would have to change their business towards a pure eviddidiness. But both of
them are thinking that there is a better future in tourism andriguas there is in livestock
farming. Furthermore, as mentioned above, both discribe themselvessesvationists by
conviction. The positive attitude is reflected by the following statements:
.Perhaps a buffer zone is a good idea for us, but I don’t think that we wiljgstas
on elephants or rhinos, but if we will get quotas for all the other spgdassnaybe a
good idea, that will also lift our prices and boost business, it is more ®hlasting in
Etosha then® (f7)
.Normally it is a good idea to take the fence away, the animals woukdama
everybody would get new genetic material for free, Orfyapaned the fence and they
do good with it” (f6)
In terms of questions about indigenous and non-indigenous species tleesaasdifferent.
While there are already some non-indigenous species on the faenfsymers state that it
would not be a problem for them to get rid of them and that theydglfel a little bit guilty
about that:

“ Ongava is a neighbouring block of farms at theéeof the Etosha National Park, outside the stueg a
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»1here is blesbock, common impala and black wildebeest on my farm, | kisomot
right and that there is a buffer of 40 kilometres around the park for commuaia,
but | wouldn’t have both on my farm, if there would happen something like a buffer
zone | would get rid of them* (f7).

Both farmers do have some plans for expanding their tourism business in the future:
»,My neighbours, with those who | am working together, are building a luzamp,
so from next year on there will be more trophy hunters on my placealsé/¢hink
about building a guest house here, but first we will see how the huntuinig on*
(f7)

One of the farmers states that he is a little bit aftzad if a buffer zone will be implemented

in the near future this will cause the same problems further ssuiine farms bordering the

Etosha National Park do have now. He argues that some farmersambain the fence and

others not and that this will cause problems within the farmer community:

»l don’t think it is a good idea to shift the fence now, we will justtghe problem
with that, that would mean that our fence is the border. Maybe it isguesdrly, and if
it will happen we need a lot of rules and regulations for it* (f6)

Both are also concerned that if there would be a buffer zowyewtbeld not be allowed to

hunt in there, because the rules and regulations will be done byinistriviof Environment

and Tourism (MET):
I think it is good for the tourist business but | am not so sure abathtinting
business” (f6)

Both farms are already deeply involved in the hunting and tourism lsgsasethey are both
in a commercial conservancy where they share hunting rightsvarkdtogether with other
hunting farms. Their attitudes can be summarized as quite yeositivards a buffer zone,
although they know that this would bring an end to the livestockifigrm the area. But both
of them expect a lot of advantages in free ranging game and sorh of cooperative
management of the area. They expect a huge potential for game farmingtundgharea.

® The MET tries to avoid inbreeding between thegedious black-faced impalAepyceros melampus petersi)
and the common impal@epyceros melampus melampubgrefore a zone of 40 kilometres around the Etosh
National Park was established where farming witmw@n impalgAepyceros melampus melampiss)
forbidden. Despite that prohibition, some farmdily bordering the Etosha National Park are stdaiih

common impaldAepyceros melampus melampus).
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4.2.3 Game farms

The farms in this category either operate only with the useildlife or are in a process of
shifting the business from livestock to game farming and willhréae point when there is no
more livestock on the farm within the next two years. One gamme frowned by an
overseas investor, one by a South African and one is the base of itheddfoundation, a
non-profit organization which works on the conservation of lions in the sitely and all
over Namibia. The game farms are between 5,800 hectares and 10,60@shekll three
farms are game-proof fenced, two farms have only indigenous s@exeone is stocked with
some non-indigenous species as well. The wildlife on the farenseid consumptive or non-
consumptive and there is a tourist lodge or a hunting camp on each tathmed farms have
to support its owners and their employees. The numbers of the eeplthyetuate widely
from two to fifteen, depending on the size of the tourism businessmaire problem for
these farms is the sensibility of the tourism business on the woonomic situation and the
political situation in Namibia. All game farmers state tifigt use of the farms is sustainable,
in the case of consumptive wildlife use this is only possible whennguist limited to male
animals, with an emphasis on the quality of the trophy (lengthroshetc.). This is because
the specimens that are taken are usually older males who camtiitdatto breeding, and
because hunting quotas are usually a fraction of natural populatiorhgrates. While two
game farmers state that sustainable consumptive wildlifesysessible on a single farm unit,
the third farm denied that.

f8 to f10 refers to the game farmer intervieweed-or details of the farms see App. 1

4.2.3.1 Economic and socioeconomic situation of game farms

All sampled game farmers do have a scientific or a nature @t background. Besides
that, all of them are either born and grown up abroad or have speedilsyears outside
Namibia. Most of them do have money from somewhere else or hasasaehough money
to invest in their farms without generating net income in trst yiears after they established
the wildlife business or bought the farm. Because all game farengn different stages of
their business building phases there are no accurate numbers aupdernover or net
income. Based on literature (Tarboton, 2007) it can be exp#eted will be far beyond the
turnover of the livestock farms in the study area. The nunofeemployees is veryifferent

depending on the fact if the wildlife use is done consumptive or non-congamigbn-
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consumptive wildlife use in the study area is much more labour imgetigan consumptive
wildlife use. The number of employees varies between two on théestrgame farm (2,800
hectares per working place) and fifteen on the eco-lodge (613 dwqber place of
employment). The payment of the employees on the game fanmgcis better than on the
pure livestock or on the “livestock and game” farms. It varies betw$e800 and N$ 1,100
plus tips. The overall standard of living is better as well, whaah be seen in the quality of
housing and the better access to education. The employees on toowistiing farms need to
be better skilled than on livestock farms. Most of them were not born in the study area.
Attitudes of the game farmers, especially in terms of makiniging out of the farm and
losses due to predators must be seen in a different way agitingeatof livestock farmers,
because they are not that much dependent on their stock, in this case wildlife stock.
The reason to establish and to run a wildlife business was fgarakk farmers the chance to
live on a farm or to conserve wildlife. From the beginning or aftarhile they noticed that
living on a farm costs a lot of money and so they decided to eameyhwith the wildlife on
their property. Today the feeling about what is more important,ctimservation or the
business is different. On the smallest of the sampled games,fammich is run with
consumptive and non-consumptive use the focus is more on conservation:

~We put the wildlife on because we wanted to have it, the tourism ledengcbecause

we recognised that all that costs a lot of money, the hunting business cettye pr

much alongside it* (f9).
The focus on the pure hunting farm is more on the business and the conservation iseécogni
as a tool for that,

,You have to be more realistic, it is a business, we are not in itee dlace

conservationists, and you can't turn back this area into a natural habitat, the

conservation will always be there to support the business* (f8).
The third sampled farm is perceived by its owners as a pureerragerve and the use of the
wildlife by the tourist just as a tool to generate incomee#son for that might be as well that
the foundation that is based on the farm is sponsored by European donors, who will not accept
any sort of hunting on the property. All game farm owners have p@siive prospects for
the future, they experienced a steady growth of tourist and homeloers in the last years
and are very hopeful that this process will go on in future.ofAlthem are quite good

connected within the farmer community and do already have a loawo$ pbr the future of
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the area, which is corresponding with their plans to stay as lopgsa#hle in the area. The
following statement is typical for their plans:
,Our long time goal is to stay here as long as possible, and to have a lokdbfey
we really enjoy what we are doing, we enjoy having people here and shiwing t
around. For our business we hope things stay like they are, we think tHairttieg
market is still not limited* (f9)
All game farmers have a very critical eye on what is gan in the neighbouring Etosha
National Park. They have seen what was going on with the managentleatiast years and
since they are farm owners themselves they experiencaib@sdrawback for the park and
for its neighbours that the park do nothing for the relationship witméighbouring farms.
Despite that the park management knows about all the game fatinesarea which could be
potential partners in nature conservation there is only contact on a irregular basis
Contrary to the attitudes of the livestock farmers the gameefarstate that the management
of the park was not much better before independence:
.lt wasn’t much better in former days in the park management, there paople that
really enjoyed what they did, but not all of them did...there were reatlyexamples,
and thats what the locals saw when they took over* (f9)
The overall situation in Namibia is been seen in a different whaje one game farmer states
that things are going better since independence, the other tbtatdige for most Namibians
has become tougher since the end of the apartheid, these diffem@gbéde derived from
different experiences in pre-apartheid Namibia/South Westaaim different experiences
from other countries in Africa. Typical statements are:
.l think things are going better for lots of people, there is a langeddle class now,
and keep in mind that things are still working in Namibia“ (f9)
.For many black people it has become tougher, but there are much more dourist
coming since independence and their numbers are still rising“ (f8)
The situation of the remaining livestock farms in the areaes & a bad light, all game
farmers state that regarding all the disadvantages livestoukr&in the area are faced with,
there is no future for livestock farming close to the fence of the Etosha Na&emka
»There is a diversity of interests and what people want here atahéhearn border. |
don’t think that there is a future for livestock farming here, it @ even harder for
them in the future” (f9)
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4.2.3.2 The attitudes on game farms to wildlife

The attitudes towards wildlife are completely different coragao the pure livestock farms
or the farms that partly rely on the production of livestock. Gemmeers distinguish between
wildlife they want to have on their property, normally those spehisare bringing money
and those species that are either valueless for their businemssimg damage. Buying game
species in Namibia, especially when you buy huge numbers to bailte\populations costs
a lot of money. So big losses due to predators are experiencetbmparable way as if a
livestock farmer is losing his cattle. While on the farm wheege is only non-consumptive
use and where the owners have not bought in game species for loognérs have a very
positive attitude about predation. That is different on the two othasfaBoth farms are still
in a building phase, which means that their wildlife populations areyetoat their upper
limits and that the farms are not fully stocked. Both state,enthiéy are not fully stocked
they will destroy all bigger predators on their properties, tbgss of their conservation
status:

,Our loss due to cheetah is big as well. While we are building up antelopbansm

cheetahs get shot” (f8)

~While rebuilding wildlife numbers you can’t have predators in between, our

neighbour is building, we are building...” (f9)
But on the other hand both farmers say that if they have reached a point wheregheugls
game on their properties they will let the predators stay on their farms:

~When there is enough game on the farm, it is maybe no longer necessagoto s

lions and cheetahs, when things settle down lions will control cheetah numbagbg m

we will already reach that point within the next three years* (f8)
Both state that it would be much easier for them to let the msdstay on their properties if
there would be an economic value in predators, for example if tioerg Wwe quotas on lions
which would compensate the losses they cause in other species numbers:

»The best would be if you give the lions an economic value, at the mtmeeonly

thing | can do is to shoot the lion and then it is gone, | have been tiyitagk to

conservation people and said to them “give us a quota for lions along the feoege, all

the farmers to get trophy hunters to shoot the lions”, it should be avimirsituation

for all, 1 think the lion population in Etosha is stable enough for that” (f8)
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On the other hand both know that managing predator populations is not possthkEron
single farm units alone and that for things like that an overaflagement plan is needed.
That is also regarded by the third game farmer, who states that:
, would always say it is the best if it is controlled by ifsblt that is only working in
a huge area“ (f10)
All game farmers agree that they need an overall managepteento solve the predator

problem.

4.2.3.3 Perceptions of game farmers about the Etosha National Park

On the one hand all game farmers state that they have a veryedgtozh to the management
of the park. On the other hand and as with all other landowners intutlg area the
perception about the Etosha National Park and its management isagerWhile all game
farmers recognise the considerable importance of the Etosien&ld®Park for Namibia and
the rest of Africa, they are worried about the present situaif the management of the
ecosystem and the maintenance of the infrastructure, which éxtesfl in the following
statements:

.Most of the management is bad, here they have done nothing, they have never done

anything, | don’t know how many people are working in the park, but there at®efa lo

people just hanging around in the camps. But the park itself is excellenteahkiew

Etosha, but you need people that understand the park better, the employegsmnk the

didn’t really undestand why they are there* (f9)

,Yes, we like the park, but there are worries that the facdlitge not really kept

properly, the service and the management were much better before indepetagnc

it is very good for marketing” (f8)
All game farmers recognise the huge potential the park couldfdvotbeir business, in terms
of advertisement and species composition. One farmer statesithia competition with
other game farms in Namibia he can offer a completely diffeatmosphere in which the
hunter has the feeling he is hunting within the Etosha National Rdrinacompetition with
the predators. This farmer sees a huge potential in the locdtios farm. Especially the fact
that the farms have due to their close proximity to the park thenfalt to host the big
predators, namely lions and spotted hyenas is seen as a big advantage:

»The park is a big advantage for game farming, and it will be even nmotieei future

when we will have a resident population of lion and hyena on the farm* (f8).
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The problem that the livestock farmers have with the establighafegame farms in their
surroundings is already recognised by the game farmers:
.For cattle farming it is definitely a disadvantage and that was the re&sahift the
business, it was a practical decision, but now the problems are shifting had ot

people get our problems* (f8).

4.2.3.4 Attitudes of game farmers towards nature conservation and a buffer zone

While the attitudes of the sampled game farmers towards natuservation are very
positive, the attitudes concerning a buffer zone vary. The reasod#fésent attitudes are
complex but are mainly due to different aims of the businessesdamed from the
individual perceptions. The worst attitude towards a buffer zone ctrorasthe farmer who
is only operating with consumptive use of wildlife and has got aflobn-indigenous species
on his farm. His main sorrows are that if there is no fendgetaveen him and the Etosha
National Park, that he will have to cope with a loss of independamtehat he would
probably no longer be allowed to do hunting on his property. Another worrytighthgame
on his farm will start migrating and due to that it will bgwssible for him to guarantee the
hunter’s quotas, his attitude is reflected in the following statements:
,conservation is now thinking about lifting the fence, but I think the paliktien
start dictating us what to do and as long as there is a fence we can’t dowse
independence. In bad years you may loose all your game to another farmer or the park
and in good years there will be thousands of springbock on your farm and eat all your
grass“(f9)
The attitudes of the two other sampled game farmers are muah positive regarding
questions about a buffer zone. They recognised the huge potential of mzoukéefor the
tourism business. Both started independent from each other initittiraplement some sort
of a buffer zone, both failed with these initiatives but still hplaas for that. Their attitudes
towards the idea of opening the fences and of free roaming animals are veveposi
,S0me years ago | was trying to establish a conservancy that is going along the
southern boundary, but at that time it was not possible” (f9)
A buffer zone was the plan when we started the Etosha Kaoko Consépvautciy

2004 we and our proposed partner as well were not able to buy anymore farms and

® Etosha Kaoko Conservancy: The conservancy in wifieHarms in the western part of the study area ar
organised
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then the government bought the crucial farm in between and then our padniedi
step back and then it was over for now* (f10)
But at the same time both farmers state that there is neelofiimplementing a buffer zone
within the near future, especially as long as there are lidestoms in between the game
farms. Another drawback they mention is the fact that there imitative from the park
management to establish a buffer zone on private farmland adjohmengtosha National
Park. The reason therefore is maybe not the will or a laakt@rfeist but missing capacities of
the management for conservation initiatives behind the immedidteopeders of the Etosha
National Park. As with the attitudes about a buffer zone, theigdstabout non-indigenous
species are also different, which is important to mention becapesitéave attitude towards
opening the fences within the Etosha National Park Managemerurigly dependent on the
presence or absence of non-indigenous species on the farms (e@ifféreat attitudes about
non-indigenous species are reflected in the following statements:
»EXotic species are an individual choice, for the most part we are agajngé have
not invested any money in exotic species. When you start taking fencegodomeed
agreements with your neighbours, which animals you want to have and which not, |
am not sure if we will ever do it. So far we are fine with our situation (f 9)
»1he people that say ,no exotic species”, they eat carrots and tomakdbsk we
should be more realistic about that, it is a business, it is not a naturaahamnce
people settle in the area and furthermore it is fenced, you can't turack into a
natural habitat...But it have to be species that can cope with the environment, we think
about bringing in Red LechWethe wider a species habitat, the lower is the risk of
extinction“ (f8).
All game farmers do have some plans for further development of their busirtbeseplan to
establish more accommodation units for hunters and tourists or campsites.
One game farmer states that his personal dream is thatrbe between his farm and the
neighbouring game farm comes down in the near future;
»The long time dream is that the fences between the farms are cdmwg but not
until everybody has got lots and lots of animals, | wouldn’t be surprised wiee

fence between us and our neighbour is coming down in a bit of time* (f9)

" Red LechweKobus leche)s indigenous in the nort-east of Namibia, aboud kilometres afar from the study

area
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His farm and the farm of his neighbour are both part of a comahexohservancy, where
they are already work together in terms of hunting rightfie, Etosha Conservaricis a
commercial conservancy, it s mainly for the enhancement of gachéhe maintenance of
cattle farming” (f9)and he also suggests that these conservancies can be a firgt step
establishing a buffer zone at the south-western border of the Bfasiomal Park: ,I think a
buffer zone is a good idea, hopefully we can work together” (f9).
But he also argues that the Etosha National Park management #atvedhe capacities for
the management of the buffer zone, which must than be organised from private side:
.l would actually separate the management from the park from that for the buffer zone
and the farmers should be allowed to do consumptive and non consumptive use, and i
will not work without a fence in the south, here in the south will advieya border*
(f9)
And while other farmers are worried about migrations, and due tohehaipredictability of
game numbers, f9 comments that there were no migrations in theopast improbably that
the game will start migrating to the north once the fesadoivn, but that the old migrations
to the west of the present national park might start again wheentyians of lifting the
western fence are put in place:
»1hey talk about taking down the western fence, | think that’'s a good ideas that’
direction of the migrations, but I think if we will take the fedoan here in the south
we will not experience big migrations here* (f9)
As mentioned above, not all game farmers do have so positive atiiibdessa buffer zone,
one states:
~conservation is thinking about taking away the fence, but that will onlyestbieir
problem, not the farmer’s problem, other people will get our problems* (f8)
He asserted that he can not really see advantages in beiof pdantffer zone, which reflects
the following statement:
A smaller area is much easier to manage, with a fence you can’'t lgose
independence, it just gets too complicated and you cannot always trust people” (f8)
Despite his statement that smaller areas are easier to manage ree@mises that:
»~When you stop migrations it is bad for the genepool but you can always briveyin
material, there is a danger but it is manageable” (f8)

® Etosha Conservancy: The conservancy in which nawstd in the eastern part of the study area arenis@g
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The other two interviewees state that some or the other #e1g enclosed area come to a

point where these problems are no longer manageable.

All game farmers discribe themselves as some sort of conservationdtsaa their heart is in

game farming or at least in living on a farm:

,We are doing conservation because it is by heart and for the moneyhdifiand
half, we put game on because we wanted to have it, the tourism came daiesebee
recognised that all that will cost a lot of money* (f9)

Even the fact of the presence of predators on the farms is seen partly in a pgbttive |
.pDespite the fact that we Kill the lions and the cheetahs, we mqeeit as a privilege
to have them on the farm*® (f8)

The game farmers recognise it as a very important point foextstence of the livestock

farming in the area that the veterinary fence is running albegbbrder of the Etosha

National Park and one of them states that if this one would faillffar zone would no longer

be unrealistic:

“The cattle farming in the area totally depends on the veterinary femcen that one
is coming down it is over for cattle farming in the area and that woultidostart for
a buffer zone like in Kruger” (f10)

The wildife farmers attitudes are difficult to summarize,tieo of them a buffer zone would

make a dream come true while the attitudes of the third gammer are mostly negative. As

one of them stated, “it all depends on the way you want to do it” and if money onaditser
is the central aim. Despite individual doubts all of them recegtiie huge potential for

consumptive and non-consumptive wildlife use at the border of the Etosha National Park.
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4.2 .4 Blocks of farms

There are two blocks of farms within the

study area. Both are owned by Europe
investors. One is made of out of five, th
other one is made out of eight farms. T £
farms belonging to these blocks were @
bought after independence, after t
farms have been used for livestoq
farming for more than 50 years. T
smaller block operates with livestoce
farming as the main business (stockinn =

Fig. 13: Tourism development can bring substantial
rate of 24 hectares per cow) ar

benefits to both people and wildlife (T. G.)
consumptive use of wildlife as a second

business. The bigger one is operating only with consumptive and non-consugytiee
farming. Both properties are game-proof fenced, partly withredatfences. Both investors
do have managers on their properties, tourism lodges and hunting campsuriiber of
employees is higher than on the other farms, with 30 employees ame¢hblock and 29
employees on the other. Both interviews were done with the ownersaamagers of the
companies, furthermore in the case of Etosha Heights GamasSgfe bigger block of
farms) with people that are running smaller businesses on the tyrdpteisha Heights is the
core of the study area of the Etosha Buffer Zone Project.

fl1l and f12 refers to the interviewees on the cooperationsor details of the farms see

App. 1

4.2.4.1 Economic and socioeconomic situation of blocks of farms

Both owners have a financial background which is not comparable tdhatllahdowners in
the study area. For both it is not their main business and tieeppyafar not financially
dependent on their farms. Nevertheless both plan to have a finanaiél qut of their

properties within the next years. While both businesses are graupgbd same category
because of their sheer size, the land use is different. Whaeebgyger block (eight farms) is
operating with mainly consumptive but also non-consumptive use of wildhfl stopped

livestock farming completely, the smaller block (five farnis)operating with livestock
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farming and the consumptive use of its wildlife resources. gdlues concerning nature
conservation, problems with predators and a buffer zone are thereferneeckin a different
way. As mentioned above, the financial background is not comparattie tiher farms in
the study area. Both businesses are currently in a building phase atada was available
regarding the financial turnover or the net income of both busine$tes.number of
employees on both properties is comparably high, the number for thiersbiatk is 30 on
29,000 hectares (966 hectares per place of employment), whileggtiex biock is employing
altogether 29 people on 50,000 hectares (1,724 hectares per place ofneenp)o The
payment depends on the job position and varies from N$ 838.5 to N$ 1,400 irl,gehibea
the chef of the tourist lodge gets up to N$ 4,000. The standandrgf for the employees is
comparable to the game farms but by far better than on livestouols fa the study area.
Employees in the tourist or hunting business need to be better gkiledemployees on
livestock farms. Most of them were born and got their educatiorewhere else in Namibia.
As mentioned above, both places are not running on full capacity, and batihsastate that
there will be more people hired within the next years.
On the smaller block the development of Namibia in the post independence generally
seen in a positive light, that is an important issue for furtmegstment in an less positive
economic atmosphere in the rest of Southern Africa:
.l would say that the development in Namibia was positive in theykeeats, there
wasn’t a big change for us since that, what is definetely worse sincestliae
education and the medical situation“ (f12).
No one working on the blocks of farms is worried about the fututeeobusinesRegarding
issues of expanding on further farms, the management ofdties maintains a low profildyut
is also saying that there are already farms further shatrate owned by them which do have
the potential to be part of their business in future.
»At this stage there is no plan to expand anymore, but if opportunities come up we will
have a look at that, then we will consider to expand, we already ownatime f
Kadraii®....I think the opportunity to make other places part of our block will probably
come in future, they will also consider that and | can’'t see a proliterwork
together” (f11).

® Kaldraii: Farm south of the study area
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While both blocks are now existing for a few years, their legalis is not yet really clear. In
the past it was not possible for them to apply as private consexsdrerause they lack the
minimum size of 100,000 hectares. One of them states that:
~We tried to apply as a game breeding area, the plan was to take our 50,0@@esect
the 10,000 hectares of our neighbour and the 5,000 hectares of his neighbour, but
that’s not of high priority for us, but something for the future® (f11).
This step can be seen as another impulse in joining farm unite dence of the Etosha
National Park. Nevertheless all interviewees in this cajegtate that there are a lot of
concerns regarding a buffer zone, which are for example the udsmigblem of the “red
line” and the movement of the game:
.In the long term future there is a chance for a buffer zone, but ininimediate
future it will be difficult, one reason for that is the red line ahgau take the fence
down you will put the third line of farms in a disadvantage. And the gamevsg
after rain, so in bad years you may loose all your game and in good yearsniliere
be loads of game on your ground” (f11)
,I think that the fence will fall is very impossible at the mamenaybe in 40 or 50
years, but not as long as the EU is importing the meat, it is not onkttsha fence,
it is also the red line, that makes it even more complicated, pehgdndbnt see a
chance that the fence will be dropped in the near future” (f12)
It is quite unusual in nowadays Namibia to do the “step back” framedarming to livestock
farming ( as it was done on the smaller block of farms) bediestend is going the other
way and it is said that game farming is much more profitdtae tlassic livestock farming,
but all these calculations are based on single farm units and aotimb of 29,000 hectares.
And despite the fact that there are no up to date numbers abauictess of the business it
looks like the business is doing well, despite its close proximity to the Etosha N&@oka
,Our business model is working very good, on the commercial sidaléfisitely the
best, | think we make the most profit out of a hectare” (f12)
Asked about future plans and possible agreements with other ganseitfiatime study area it
becomes clear that there might be good relations but also hugemsotfiat are seen by the
managers regarding the value of infrastructure and what is more imporsme -stpck.
-We were actually looking at working together with the neighbours whertavted
Etosha Heights Game Safaris, but what makes it difficult but not oveatxen that

everybody put money and game in it, and that’s difficult to value now" (f11).
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4.2.4.2 The attitudes on blocks of farms to wildlife

Like with all other landowners, the main issue regarding wedéife predators, especially
lions. While predators are seen as a big disadvantage on the projibriyiixed livestock
and wildlife use, the attitudes on the pure wildlife area are rmte positive. Lions and
other predators are seen as a very good tool for advertisement and as wjtesiezice in the
area creating a different atmosphere especially for hunterspared with other private
wildlife areas in Namibia. Lions and other predators are also age tool for population
control:
,We allow predators here, and normally the hunters take about five peotethie
populations and then we hope that the predators will also take between foentper
and ten percent, that will also help to control the populations, and in future the
predators will also be controlled” (f11)
Both blocks of farms do have the financial background to maintain a goochgdekice and
both see the fence as their responsibility, which can be seen in the folloviemesits:
.We see the fence as our responsibility, now that we leave lionsioproperty”
(f11)
~We try to keep the fence in a good condition, we do have nine kilonoétedsctric
fence"(f12).
As mentioned above, lions are seen as a problem for the livestaukdann the mixed use
property but not as much as on smaller livestock farms, whaamathat there is loss but the
impact of predators is not endangering the business itself:
,Our main problem with the park are the lions and hyenas, there are bigdpbsit |
can't give exact numbers, but on the other hand the losses are not thaabige
can't make a profit here with cattle. | think there are more lionthe park than the
official figures are® (f12)
Besides the lion problem, the hyena problem is also seen as nmgjrfiz profit of livestock
farming in the area. The manager of one block of farms stateslubato their nature it is
much more difficult to control hyenas. On the other hand there is ndhlwprotects the
hyenas so that it is no problem to get rid of them and to sell the hunting rights on them.
,We don’t have numbers about the hyenas but we lose most of the cattte due
hyenas, | don’'t know if they are settled here, it could be that theynawng inside
and outside the park, the good thing about them is that | can hunt on them as on every
other animal“ (f12)
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4.2.4.3 Perceptions of blocks of farms about the Etosha National Park

Both interviewed managers have worked within the Etosha Nation&l ¢tawith the
management of the park within the last years, so it is expd@etheir knowledge about the
structure within the management and their relations to the maeagane very good, which
is proved in the following statements:
»The relation to the Etosha Ecological Institute is very good, we det frem them
and they get help from us, we have a very good relation to the rhino coordinator
(f11)
,Our contact to Otjivasondo is very good, we work together with theite good, the
relation to Okaukej is also good, the relation is now better than it was before
independence” (f12)
The owners of the bigger block of farms accept the Etosha NatianalaB their neighbour
and also recognise that they have to live with all the advantagkdisadvantages that it can
bring:
»Right from the beginning we didn’t saw it as a conflict, we saw ihasiral, that
neighbour is part of our package here and we have to live with it“ (f11).
Especially the fact that all Namibian animals can be founchem property is seen as a big
advantage for advertisement and as a reason for guests to come there:
.t is a big advantage, it is the opportunity to have all namibian animals on our
property, if you go further south from here, the view of the farmers the¢hat their
biggest enemy are the predators, but what we see is that we creatéerandi
atmosphere, we have to hunt together with the predator, they are on thasdnfer
sure we are also loosing money by that... so if you think financially athatis
probably an enemy of a commercial farm, but we want to see it exadlhseatng
point, you come here and you have to hunt with it. We are hoping to do the mgjt thi
by bringing the predators in and let them live with us and at the end Weaitain
their numbers as well and also financially benefit from that” (f 11)
As with the landowners of other businesses, the efforts of theh&tNational Park
Management regarding the relations to the neighbours is sedpan lgght by the managers

of the blocks of farms, they state that there will be no long-fetune for the park if they are

19 otjivasondu and Okaukejo are research and manregestations of the MET within the Etosha National
Park
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not upgrading their public relation management. But in general tthedas towards the
management of the Etosha National Park are quite good:
,| think the Etosha management was better before independence, but isolsted
from the world, this is maybe not the best for the ecosystemisgfobd for Namibia,
| think there is only a long time future for the park when they wagé&ther with their
neighbours* (f12).

4.2.4.4 Attitudes of blocks of farms towards nature conservation and a buffer zone

Naturally the attitudes towards a buffer zone are different dm froiperties, just because the
sort of land use technique is different. Commercial livestockifeyns not compatible with
being part of a buffer zone, while the owners of the block of faimas is only doing
consumptive and non-consumptive wildlife use expect some advantages razbufecan
bring. They already see themselves as sort of a buffer zomedyethe national park and the
commercial livestock farming area:
.We feel as sort of a buffer zone, because we allow predators herelaardfarmers
don’t, so we realize that there is a conflict” (f11).
As can be seen in this statement, they do not really feeloctable with this situation. But
they also state that:
.Maybe in the long term future we are going to take down the fence, biltein
immediately future that will be difficult. In the long term | also see a benafit finat"
(f11)
As with the game farmers both managers of the blocks see humfing an predators as a
solution for many problems along the fence and maybe as ahstepan “break the ice”
between farmers and the authorities in the Etosha National Park:
,If there would be a market for lions the whole situation here at #émed would
change® (f12).
Other ideas regarding the chances of a buffer zone are huigfintg within the periphery of
the park and an own gate to the park at the sout-western border:
»l think hunting rights within the park will be difficult, but that wouldipeis a lot,
and an own gate would be a big benefit for us. The other problem | see is Etosha itself,
they must be certain that the got enough income from that as well” (f11).

Hunting rights were also part of older buffer zone plans along the fence:
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-When we had the idea for that we thought that it might work with the narssy,
our plan was to build a fence behind us and offer the state that they don’tchave
maintain it anymore. There was the plan to do hunting and tourism within thex buff
zone too, but there must be the possibility to hunt in the park as weliyolid be
very good for the marketing when the hunters could hunt on the parks animals as
well“ (f12)
Asked where the initiative for a buffer zone in the study anest come from, both state, that
this will only work if the initiative will come from private &, because the park management
did not have the capacities for that. But both are quite certairsdhagthing like a buffer
zone will come in future, which is proved by the following statement:
“The bigger the problems between livestock farmers and the park manatgarae
the more sense does it make to declare a buffer zone, and whérhappen, than
maybe like in the Kruger Park where all fences are gone betwegmatkeand the
private land” (f11).
Regarding the question why they are doing conservation or whyatgeworking in the
conservation business both state that it is as much for consenaitas gBor money, both the
necessity of making money to finance their projects and their way of living.
»l think it is 50/50, | am doing by heart but also because | have to fliom it,
otherwise there is no future for it, when we had our buffer zone plangeveesure
that there is more money in tourism and hunting than there is in cattle farming“ (f12)
Both managers state that it is much easier, if maybe onlybpms® practice a sustainable
way of hunting and practice a truly way of ethical hunting on bigggperties. They criticise
the owners of smaller properties on which it is not possible teriaancial gain and at the
same time run the place in a sustainable way. They suggestitingng these places is only
possible when you buy in additional animals on a regular basis. Botiheduture in bigger
properties or cooperations:
»We try to hold it sustainable, if you only have a small place and you lbaveke a
living out of it you probably overutilize that place...and we want to useittkfe in
a scientific way, we are not hunting a lot, we are hunting very limited wandre
doing game counts every second year“ (f12)
In terms of issues about non-indigenous species the attitude oftdg®myaof landowners is
quite clear. When creating or conserving a wildlife habitatether no room for non-

indigenous species. Despite this statements, it must be mentioaedhére is already
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waterbuck(Kobus ellipsiprymnusand common impaléAepyceros melampus melampag)
one property and there is evidence of inbreeding of common injpafayceros melampus
melampus)yand black-faced impal@Aepyceros melampus petersi) on the other property,
both state that they are not feeling good with this situation.

As with the land use, the overall attitudes towards a buffer zendifferent and difficult to
summarize. For the smaller property a buffer zone would bringn@rioetheir core business
and therefore attitudes towards a buffer zone are criticalyeiheless the interviewees in
this category state that under ecological prospects a lzoifierwould be a good idea and that
there is huge economic potential for that in the study area.nfbeviewee on the bigger
property was more positive towards a buffer zone, even in the caitgtion, but also states
that it will be a long way until its establishme®rt.good impression of thduge economic

potential of game farming at the border of the Etosha Nationkl d&a be received on this

property.
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5 Best practice examples

When discussing possibilities for a buffer zone on the private dadrt the south-western
border of the Etosha National Park it should be asked if therexamples from other
protected areas in Africa where comparable situations can be found? Indeeat¢hand two

of them will be discussed in this chapter.

The most obvious example is the development at the western borderkrutier National
Park (South Africa) where private farms are now part of theatér Kruger Ecosystem
Complex. The western border of the Kruger National Park differa the southern border of
the Etosha National Park in the fact that the surroundings are much more dewelbpeblan
centres are easier to reach. Hence the area is much bppeyprgate for tourism
development, compared to the more remote border of the Etosha N&emkalAnother
example from the Selous Game Reserve in Tanzania show$i¢hdevelopment of buffer
zones is also possible in very remote areas, 93 percent of the Selous GamesResentien
income is derived through trophy hunting (Siege, 2004).

At first this chapter will concentrate on the situation at Kmeger National Park, because
previous land use and present land ownership are comparable ta#i®rsiat the Etosha
National Park. After that, the land use option of buffer zones throughytdounting will be

discussed with an emphasis on the Selous Game Reserve.

The Kruger National Park is the largest protected area irhS&uta. It covers an area of
18,989 square kilometres (1,898,900 hectares), which is comparable to thetezdtosha
National Park. But due to higher rainfall and much more naturalrocg surface water, the
carrying capacity is higher and offers better and easiadlif®il viewing opportunities.
Therefore the Kruger National Park offers much more touristilittes and the average
revenue is far beyond that the one of the Etosha National Park. Whileordered in the east
and in the north by Mozambique and Zimbabwe, it is enclosed in themest the south by
either communal or private farmland. The Kruger National Pa% already founded at the
turn from the 19 to the 28 century. Afterwards it experienced several minor and major
changes in size which left the park with a legacy of bordetsatkaecologically unsound and
caused population crashes in several antelope species. The piggest was expropriated
and returned to the use of mankind in 1923. This land was simply fentenf the park,
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efforts were made to farm cattle on much of it. In the 1960’'sveegaroof fence was erected
on the western boundary of the Kruger National Park. Not only weréltiee wildebeest
(Connochaetes taurinisand Burchell's zebra Hquus quagga burchelliiymigrations
disrupted, the fences precipitated a collapse in both species’ populatimbers by
fragmentation of their habitats. The unity of the ecosystem hewl $8vered. Overgrazing by
cattle and unnatural fire frequencies caused by man’s inteswemtieated successive
vegetation changes, rendering habitats now unsuitable for a numbeelofpa species. The

proliferation of artificial waterpoints has further modified the landeca

Like in Namibia, due to decades of apartheid policy the arable lamlistisbuted very
unequally. Most of the private farmland is still in the hands of Wevite South African’s

while the black majority shares the rest of the land.

Some of the land excised in 1923 proved unsuitable for cattle farming or agricultensjve
or extensive. By the 1970’s some very large properties had beedtback to nature with
the establishment of a new breed of private luxury game resafigilst less destructive to
the ecosystem than farming cattle, these areas were néssstfenced off from the Kruger
ecosystem. In 1993 the western boundary fence of the Kruger NaRartalwas removed
from the areas adjoining the private nature reserves. The femms/al helped to restore the
ecological integrity of the system. The vegetation and the #ithat feed on it have had
some opportunity to return to their pre-expropriation numbers and sag@m. To the west
of the park, further reserve consolidations have helped this trend. Contexpagsion is
helping the restoration of biodiversity. The veterinary fence “iad” Inow effectively
delimiting the Greater Kruger has moved seventy kilometres iwgdaces. Thus more than
400,000 hectares of privately owned protected areas have been refatagpo form the

Greater Kruger National Park ecosystem (Fig. 14).

The question is: “How was this development possible?” In an agme that was
groundbreaking on an international scale, the Kruger National Rafrkadjacent private
reserves undertook to remove the park’s western fences and thbsetae private reserves
to yield a single, homogeneously managed area. This foresightnhasced the region’s
biodiversity and the opportunities for eco-tourism. Now the area tolktlzer step in re-

establishing the integrity of the larger ecosystem in breatawgn the fences to the east and
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in the north and expand the reserve into Mozambique and Zimbabwe. On temgete the
next step towards the establishment of a fully self sustainable ecosysteme amapening of
old migration corridors is the establishment of the “Kruger toyGas Biosphere Reserve”
which was launched in 2001. The private reserves at the western lodrtlee Kruger
National Park, which were livestock farms for decades beforebeilpart of this Biosphere

Reserve (www.kruger2canyons.com).

2002

_ KRUGER NATIOMAL
RUGER HETIONA

1954 - 1998

[[] sanationaparksiprovincial Resarves. -
S 50 km
D Propoged Managed Resowce Areasf TFCA's

. Mocamidque GKG TFCA/Private Resaves/Gams F ams

Fig. 14: The Kuger Natonal Park (South Africa) @sdsurroundings (www.kruger2canyons.com)

The private reserves at Kruger's western border are organisetenemnt units. One of these,
and also one of the oldest are the “Associated private nateeessadjoining the Kruger
National Park” (APNR). The APNR is made out of four privatserees, which are
themselves made out of several previously livestock farms. Teedebetween the farms

within each reserve were removed when they were formed and thossebdhe reserves as
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the APNR was consolidated. The total size of the APNR is 185,00@régc Limited
commercial trophy hunting is conducted by all reserves withinAPRER, while the main
source of income is eco-tourism. Hunting is mainly done in those qlatte APNR which
are not suitable for tourism. Prior to the removal of the westenndary fence of the Kruger
National Park, “South African National Parks” had no objection torthghy hunting in the
APNR and agreed that it would continue once the fence was remdwed.APNR
management plan is based upon the Kruger National Park’s masterltplaas further
arranged that the ecological management of the reservesnrémearesponsibility of the
owners and/or managers of the reserves. The management of NfR #tBtes that the
relationship to the Kruger National Park is excellent. To @juae the sustainability of
consumptive wildlife use adjoining to the Kruger National Park, ARNR implemented
yearly game counts. The APNR further states that despit®gbering of the fences the
ungulate biomass per square kilometre within the APNR is higherih the Kruger National
Park. Same applies to the lion density and that species that aheimtetl are declining.
Further research has shown that there is no evidence that trophy hantiegAPNR has any
effect on the density of species or that it has a negativectnmgra the genepool. Other
research showes that old migration routes did not re-establish) tks® might be due to
severe habitat change (bush encroachment) in the livestock faparayl. Similar to the
situation of the “private game reserves” adjoining the EtoshahdtPark all game farms at
the border of the Kruger National Park were already stockédgaime when the fence was

dropped (www.environment.gov.za) .

While the primary wildlife use in the reserves adjoining thredér National Park is non-
consumptive wildlife use, which as mentioned before, can’t be tmeapri development

option for the study area at the south-western border of the Etagioad Park, one can find
another example in Tanzania. The Selous Game Reserve has akeyso0 remote to
compete with Tanzania’s primary wildlife attractions like 8erengeti National Park or the
Ngorongoro Conservation Area, which offer much easier wildliéaving opportunities and
are also easier to reach. With an area of 48,000 square kilo(de®@0,000 hectares),
representing 6 percent of Tanzania's land surface, the Selous f&zsee/e is the largest
protected area in Africa (Fig. 15). It encompasses a wide varietydiffevihabitats, including

open grasslands, acacia and miombo woodlands and riverine forests. ditve m@mtains

some of the largest and most important populations of elephbox®donta africang)
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buffalos Syncerus caff@¢rand african wild dogsL{caon pictus)n Africa. About 60 percent

of Tanzania's elephantsdxodonta africanapre found there. The Selous Game Reserve was
faced with severe problems of poaching and overutilization of its resources irsthByorang

the 1980’s the rapid increase in poaching for ivory and rhino horn led to a catastrophic decline

in Tanzania's elephant and rhino populationsw.wildlife-programme.gtz.de).

To develop the adjoining regions and to protect the wildlife withinpdud a solution was
needed. Due to its unaccessibility for eco-tourists the authodéesled that buffer zones
with certain hunting rights were the best option. Contrary to mbsr seserves hunting is
also permitted in concessions within the reserve. In the catee ddelous Game Reserve
trophy hunting is the most economically viable form of wildliféization. Without the
income generated from tourist hunting the Selous Game Reserve wouldodeasesable. All
species can be hunted, inclusive elephbokddonta africanapnd lion(Panthera leo)the
revenue of these species is very high (up to US$ 2,000 per lion trophidebatimbers are
limited. Only half of the lionPanthera leouota was used since 1996 and research suggest
that the impact on the overall population size due to hunting is r#gligiunting quotas are
restricted to males older than six years (Baldus and Cau|d2@€it). Some 93 percent of the
revenue of the Selous Game Reserve is derived from trophy huntingthérefrom wildlife
viewing (wvww.wildlife-programme.gtz.de) Trophy hunting within and outside the reserve
created numerous development opportunities and generated income for pabp®uld
otherwise be forced to poach or to live in relative poverty throughstebse agriculture in a
very remote and not very ecological favoured area of Tanzaniacflieve its management
goals the management of the Selous Game Reserve cooperttesomigovernmental
organisations, such as the Frankfurt Zoological Society, theakfiWildlife Foundation, the
“Gesellschaft fuer technische Zusammenarbeit” (GTZ) andMbed Wide Fund for Nature
(WWF). The activity of non-governmental organizations both within thserve’s
management and the buffer zone could be an example for the land ragjtai Etosha

National Park as well.
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Fig. 15: Map of the Selous Game Reserve in Tanzaitiathe adjoining buffer zones and game managémen

areas (modified according to Gillingham and Le€9)9

Both examples show that cooperations between park’s authorities sate pandowners or
landusers outside protected areas can bring benefit to both thenadims goals of the
protected area and to the people living from the natural resoécasilar development like
at the western border of the Kruger National Park is not infgesat the south-western
border of the Etosha National Park. Sustainable consumptive use dfiewidlources outside
the core conservation area can bring benefits to both the parlestatadishing truly viable
wildlife populations and to the people in generating income, which mbstvase being

generated through not sustainable land use options.
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6 Discussion

In this chapter the results of the interviews with the different landowndraadusers will be
discussed. They will be compared with results from other studiesh@nattitudes of
landowners to nature conservation and protected areas and the fesultthe expert
interviews €1 to e4 refers to the different expert intervieweedor details see App.2Y¥he
discussion will be divided in the same order as the results iptezhd, starting with the
category of livestock farmers and ending with the category of bloickems. The results of
all key questions will be discussed. Subsequently the resultbeniititerpreted and reviewed

critically to come to a final conclusion of this study (chapter 7).

The results of théivestock farmer interviews are quite homogeneous. All of them are in a
comparableeconomic situation They all recognise that they farm in a very harsh
environment and under quite bad circumstances. Most of them areyaleeatng at the
upper limit and higher stocking rates would result in even worseutihzation of the
farmland. This is also confirmed by el, who states that thaadfftocking rates given by the
Agricultural Union are made in the 1970’s and are already too high sustainable for the
environment. Nevertheless most of the livestock farms arenstitiequate condition to serve
as wildlife habitat in the near future (el), for others mechanicahemical clearing of bush
encroachment would be necessary (e3). All of the livestock farsteses that costs are rising
from year to year while the prices for beef are eithanlstor increasing on a level lower than
the costs. Most of them state that their properties are tod gmaé economically viable.
Livestock farms do have the lowest turnover per hectare of allrfgraentures in the study
area (el, e3) and the lowest standard of living and number of exeplokt the same time
they also pay the lowest loans, slightly above minimum wageswv(mamibiaplus.com).
Given the long history of livestock farming in the area, compareather landuses, it is
astonishing that their income is still so low and it is questionllilestock farming, away

from buffer zone plans, has got a future in the study area (el, e2, e3, e4).

The attitudes towards predators are quite negative in the livestock farmer community.
Despite the fact that for most of them the losses due to predaie normally not that high
that it would endanger the business or make it economically not voabbiators are seen as
the most important drawback for livestock farming at the fendbettosha National Park.
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This might be due to the fact that individual perceptions of confiitt wildlife are shaped
more by catastrophic events than by regular, small scale gianighton-Treves, 1997). But
the impact of predators is seen in a different way, dependent dbdhgon of the farm.
Livestock farms that directly border the Etosha National Parkrenre affected by the bigger
predators, namely lionanthera leo)and spotted hyeng€rocuta crocuta) Farms in the
second row of farms perceive the middle-size predators, for ezaamgetah Acinonyx
jubatug and black-backed jackaC&nis mesomela®s their biggest enemies. Most livestock
farmers mention that the problems with predators are increaisiog the existence of game
farms in the study area, a fact that is confirmed by mgstrex (el, e4) as well. As Marker
(2003) found all over Namibia, farmers practice “preventive managigragainst predators
(predators got shot on sight, regardless if they kill cattle gr tios is also the case in the
study area.

Despite the fact that most of the interviewed experts dtatentldlife business can also work
on smaller properties, most livestock farmers believe that themns are too small for
changing from livestock to game farming. Another reason for moint livestock farming,
despite better perspectives in game farming, are the higal ioatsts of wildlife businesses.
This argument is proved in the expert interviews as well, anBaases and Jones wrote
(2009): “Reduction in subsidies during the 1990’'s substantially reduced irtaecifl
profitability of livestock production on levels generally below those viddlife systems.
However, the comparative financial advantage of game over livestaost ialways clear,
since livestock farms commonly have sunk financial costs, wihilevarsion to wildlife

typically involves significant new capital costs”.

Livestock farmergerceive the Etosha National Parkas something that is threatening their
business and feel that most of the problems they have with predatoidue to the bad
management within the park and missing maintenance of the pankws. f€he “white” park
management of the past is seen in a better light, but most £xpete that the management
was not much better in the past and that the park never made aricetédk to the livestock
farmers at its borders to solve the age-old problems with preddtoeslivestock farmers
mention that they are prepared to maintain the Etosha fence oowmgibut up to now that
is not the case at a single location. This might also be dinre ta¢t that the farmers are not
yet able to speak with “one voice”. Over decades the Etosha Nakamkl Management

relied on a more “defence” approach and did not made an effor¢vergrlivestock losses at
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its borders as an approach to build up better relations to its neighBsuMarks (1984)
found at another protected area “ it has become clear thatdfente” approach to park
management cannot succeed in the long term, and that the faiinklice local people in
the creation and management of a park generates attitudegethtatadly destroy it, indeed, a

whole protected area system can be destroyed by such attitudes.”

Theattitudes towards a buffer zonein the current situation are mostly negative, because the
livestock farmers recognise that commercial livestock flagns not possible within a buffer
zone. The sampled livestock farmers recognise that there mightob® money in game
farming but argue simultaneously that the initial costs oildlife business are too high to
stand. Nevertheless they state that if there was assistarecéroader management plan, a
buffer zone could be a good idea. As a number of studies from othes ia&frica indicate,
through trophy hunting and tourism, wildlife becomes economically irmpbfbr the rural
populations and increases their interest, concern and protectivedattiowards the
preservation of this new or newly recognised source of income (BE¥@&7; Humavindu and
Barnes, 2003).

The livestock farmers also state that it should be avoided, fttfa¢re was a buffer zone,
farmers might be driven to assign their land to investorst @wss the case at the western
border of the Kruger National Park in South Africa. The livestockéas notice that game
farming provides benefits, but they feel that the farmerbeaKruger National Park are not

the beneficiaries. So they are afraid that the same twist of fate mightnhapem.

Based on statements of different farm-owners and expedsegtimated that in the present
situation combinedivestock and game farmingis the mosteconomically viable farming
venture in Namibia. When operating a combined livestock and gameitfegs not necessary
to segregate the livestock camp from the game camp. Newsshiebth sampled farms use
one half of their farm solely for game farming and the use the bt#défor their livestock
business. A combined farming business is less vulnerable in térftastaating cattle prices
or the dangers of the tourism-market. But for farmers doing he#istbck farming and
accommodating tourists or hunters face excessive work to cope Rt this category of
farmers it is hard to decide if the Etosha National Park iaduantage or a disadvantage
because it favours the tourism business but is a drawback foivéis¢otk business. The

positive socioeconomic effect in consequence of the change from livdatotkg to game
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farming for the employees of these farms is not very hidteirTstandard of living is
comparable to those on the pure livestock farms.

The farmers of this category have fewer problems with predatatsstate that they do not
receive the presence of predators in the area as a big ditsglvaSo theiattitudes towards
predators are comparably affirmative. This can be traced back to theHaicfor one part of
their business the existence of predators on their farms isredquvhereas in terms of
livestock farming, where it is rather a harm, they developed guiteessful techniques to
avoid losses. Besides economics they reasoned that they regard thenssebreseevationists
and therefore tolerate a fair amount of predation.

While the problems with predators are received in a differey, Whe complains about the
Etosha National Park Management are almost the same. But what differs is thetlcase
both interviwees declare that they were aware of these kipdobfems on account of the

park before they took the purchase decission.

Even though they notice that a buffer zone would bring an end to thetotikdsusiness and
that they then would have to get rid of their non-indigeneous spexie®lh their overall
attitudes towards a buffer zoneon the private farmland are quite positive. Both of them
discribe themselves as conservationists by conviction. The positived@s might also
constituted with reference to their positive experiences in thewptisthe tourism business,
which is also reflected in the fact that both of them statetliesy have further plans for this
business (establishing new guesthouses etc.). In terms of huntirgginghbuffer zone they
are concerned about the question if the MET will allow them to huwth Bink that a lot of

rules and regulations will be needed if a buffer zone is implemented.

The wildlife use on the farms sorted in the cated@sme farms” is manifold, as well as
the personal background of the owners and therefore alsectmmic situation and the
attitudes towards wildlife, nature conservation and a buffer zonegaille farmers spent
some time abroad and are well educated compared to all otherdamthe study area. Two
of them are also interviewed as experts for this study. Tamegfarms are used for
consumptive wildlife use, while the third one is perceived by theiners as a pure game

reserve with only non-consumptive wildlife use. The kind of wildlife us an important
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factor for shaping attitudes in this category. None of the gimas is running on full
capacity at the moment, which means that evidence about thewueeigeonly derived out of
the impressions gathered during visits by the author. For both thesoame the employees
the standard of living is higher than on the sampled livestocksfanhich is proved in the
data sampled in terms of salary for the employees. All owrtete shat the costs for
establishing a wildlife business are quite high. But they algaeathat running costs are
lower compared to livestock farming because waterpoints candoee@ and the game is
utilizing the bush more efficiently, so that poulation numbers afeehigel and e3; Dobson,
1995). The socioeconomic effect is, as mentioned above, quite high and tbernoim
employees is much higher than in other farm businesses. Bualfu strongly depends on
“how you want to do it”, as one interviewee states. In this caseconsumptive is much
more labour-intensive than consumptive use in the study area. Thg aaththe living
standard of employees is higher, which is mainly due to thehfacemployees in the tourism
and hunting business need to be better skilled than employees on kvastos. The higher
salaries in the tourism/hunting sector are also found by Humavindu amé$(2003), who
found that 24 percent of the income earned in the trophy hunting industyesdo poor
segments of society in the form of wages.
The statements on the question if nature conservation or financial benefits anenpantant,
are different as well. One interviewee states that the memison for shifting the business
from livestock farming to game farming were the circumstabeasgght by the park and that
it was a practical decision (f8). The other two interviewees that it is mainly for
conservation and the guests are supporting the business. The prtidémsse due to the
commercial nature of game farming (as with f8) were alresssiyn by Cousins et al. (2008)
“the limitations are centred on three themes:

(1)  tourist preferences drive the industry

(2) predators are persecuted to protect valuable game

3) inadequate resources are made available for professional rvaiitse

management and planning”.

The future for Namibia and the current situation is seen in a pogitive light compared to
the attitudes of the livestock farmers in the study area, betlh@deurism business is the
fastest growing industry in Namibia, while the cattle productios wavays declining in
recent years. Therefore the situation for the livestock farmessen in a derogatory light by

the game farmers.
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For game farmers the number and the condition of the wildlife on phaperty is the most
important economic factor. Game farmers that operate with consamypsie distinguish
between those species they approve and those that have a niegpsigeon their business
(an attitude which is not easy compatible with a buffer zone W&l ranging game).
Predators that do not have an economic value are therefore seen as endatigeboginess
and are persecuted, at least as long as the wildlife busiregssest running on full capacity.
Once this point is reached the attitudes might change. All gamreerfia state that giving
predators a value, in the form of hunting quotas on lions would change ttiagiosi
completely and maybe solve the problem.

All game farmers do have personal relations toBtesha National Park Management or
were once employed within the park. Nevertheless all of themwakrges about the current
situation within the park and state that the facilities are ngit fs@per and that maintenance
of the park’s facilities and the fence is disastrous. On the dthed all game farmers
recognise the huge potential of the park itself for the tourismnéssias well as for

advertisement for the game farms adjoining the Etosha National Park.

As with the attitudes towards the patlte attitudes towards nature conservatiorare quite
positive, while theattitudes towards a buffer zoneon the private farmland in the study area
are contrary. It was expected that a buffer zone would bring theb®miosfits to those farmers
that are already operating in the wildlife business, becawse animals and unhindered
geneflow would favour their business. While one farmer is afraidotinge the fence is down,
the Etosha National Park Management will start dictate whdbt on the other side of the
coin for the other two “a dream would come true” (f9, f10). Both of tladmady started
initiatives to establish a buffer zone on the private farmland leaat a conservancy running
along the fence. Both failed but they are still dreaming of keilT attitudes can be
summarized as positive. The presence of the livestock farietiveen the game farms is
seen as the major drawback for these plans and the presence of genendispecies is seen
as another point that can stop buffer zone efforts, because thai®rasorrow of the park
management (e2) in terms of lifting the fences. On the other thendxperts believe that

hunting on the farms adjoining the Etosha National Park does not rnmattee park’s
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management in the current situation. It is nevertheless qudsombether this might still be
the case if the fence was dropped.

The positive prospects in the game farmer community for the sigdycan also be seen in
the future plans for the businesses, for example the plans foioadtlitampsites and guest
houses. The presence of the veterinary fence (“red linegReadbtorder of the Etosha National
Park is seen as some sort of “life assurance” for thetigkdarmers. The game farmers state

that if that one would fall, this would bring an end to the livestock industry in the area.

Theblocks of farmscan be seen as the “big players” at the fence of the Etosha National Park.
While their landuse is different, they are comparable in sizamatiteir economicsituation,

which distinguishes them from all other farms in the studg.&fer both owners it is not the
main business and both are not financially dependent on the businesss Hgeicase for
almost all other landowners in the study area.

The number of employees is comparable high, as well as thehinasdlaries of the
employees. Both interviewees state that the general polgitation in Namibia is quite
good and if things stay as they are, there is a bright futufd&orbia. That is an important
case for future investment and further development of their properties.

Currently there are no official plans on further expansion, but edigetia bigger block of
farms (which is used for consumptive and non-consumptive wildlife us¢g shat if
opportunities come up they will think about expanding the business on further farms (f11).
The smaller block of farms did a quite unusual “step back” in land use techniques. Most of the
farms that are now belonging to this block were only used faredarming in recent years,

but as the manager of the property states, on a property ofzehigvestock farming can be
economically viable despite the impact of predators from the paek.positive experiences

with livestock farming at the fence on this property could beawlack for buffer zone plans

at the fence, because they show that livestock farming dbabestin option in the study area

if it is done on huge portions of land.

As it was expected, thattitudes towards wildlife especially predators are depending on the
land use. On the block of farms which is solely used for wildéfeen the attitudes towards
lions (Panthera leo)are very positive. In this case lions are evaluated as bringwveyad
advantages:

(1) it can be used for population control for certain antelope species,
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(2) its presence is creating a special atmosphere, the hamtdruat in competition
with the lion,
(3) maybe in future the lion itself can be hunted.
The manager exposed that based on a rough estimate thereadg &b to 25 lions living on
the property.
For the livestock business on the other block of farms lions ardiaffdbe main business
livestock farming. Therefore lions are persecuted on this propegisertheless, they are not

affecting the business in a dimension that livestock farming would not be viable.

Both interviewees on the blocks of farms have worked irEtbeha National Park or with

the management in recent years. Their relation to the managémeaimparable to the
relation of the game farmers to the Etosha National Park Managemtey also complain
about a lack of interest within the new management in nature eafiser issues and
maintenance, but also emphazise that this is mainly due to aflastney within the MET,

which is responsible for Namibia’s protected area system.

The block of farms which is only used for wildlife is perceivedh®/ owners already as some
sort of buffer zone and the interviewees have very positive attitudes towards a lzoifiex
The perception of farms adjoining the block is the same, they glp=adeive it as a buffer.
Since the management of the block of farms is keeping the femger some farmers
experience less influx of predators from the Etosha Nation&l Faere are already some
ideas regarding the organisation of a buffer zone within the comymafrteople working on
the blocks of farms, which include ideas about the regulation of hungihts rvithin a buffer
zone and the implementation of further gates along the fence, watectihought to arise an
increase in prosperity concerning that business in the region.

Both state that the institutions in the park are to weak to work ¢ratighthat the initiative
for the implementation must come from private side, the examphedfruger National Park
in South Africa is also mentioned (see chapter 5) several.tidmegher possibility to solve
that problem would be the partial privatisation of the park’s manageas it was done in
South Africa a few years ago, which is seen as enablinggitkemanagement of South Africa
to build a buffer zone at the Kruger National Park (e3 and e4).

The interviewees also underline that sustainable hunting is esi&m e bigger the property

and the higher the turnover is (self sustainable populations, fihdragkground for aerial
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game counts etc.) and that hunting in a buffer zone of the Etoslm&ld®iark will definitely
be sustainable and have a negligible impact on animal numbersparthelhey are worried
about the situation on smaller hunting farms. They argue that hurdingott be done
sustainably on the long term on small properties. This argumentstabedound in literature
(Hennig, 1987).

Especially the positive socioeconomic effect of the conversion freestbck farming to
game farming is obvious. The salary of employees in the dammeng sector is about twice
as much as the salary in the livestock farming sector. Dabpit¢he numbers sampled in this
study are not representative, they reflect the socioeconomiatigbtef further economic
development in the wildlife sector in the study area. The numbenplogees per hectare is
also higher. While on the livestock farms there is on average oneysepn 2000 hectares,
it is on average one employee on 1500 hectares in the wildtters€€ompared to the
numbers given by Tarboton (2007) for protected areas in South AlndaZimbabwe (see
chapter 2.3.2) there is evidence that there is still a lot ohpakdor further development in

the employment market in the study area.

All farmers in the study area recognise the enormous potéstighme farming at the border
of the Etosha National Park. This potential is mainly due to thelplasss for advertisement
and interactions across the borders of the park, mainly predatbish are key tourist
attractions and are not common on the rest of Namibia’s comm&aiaand. On the other
hand commercial livestock farming in the study area faces @f lproblems which have not
been solved in the recent years and it is questionable if thegwetllbe solved. The reasons
for the persistence on livestock farming in the study area@mplex and probably not easy
to overcome. But on the one hand given the economic situation of likdatoeers and the
economic potential of game farming on the other hand it ought podsble to find a way to
solve this problem and a perception which is proved by the sampled experts as well.

Theexpert interviews prove the opinions of most of the farmers that the livestock indunstry
Namibia, but especially in the study area at the border of the Etosha N&&#wkas declining
in the number of farms and the economic importance for the economyl Bas#ata from
Barnes and Jones (2009) the number of cattle in Namibia has dedjirszunle 55 percent

since the 1950’s. This is mainly due to its lack of competitivéskms the world market and
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the unpredictability of Namibia’s nature. In contrast, the wildéetor is increasing in the
number of businesses and overall turnover. The socioeconomic efféwt séctor shift to
game farming is also very positive, which is proved by this samy data from literature
(Richardson 1998; Tarboton, 2007). Financial analysis in Namibia gneaoaifirmes the
relatively low financial profitability of farming on privaterid in southern Africa (Barnes and
de Jaeger, 1996). This low profitability applies to both livestock antegand is due to the
disproportionately large capital investment for these land uses.afA®e8 and Jones (2009)
wrote this would indicate that profit alone is not the only motivatownNamibian freehold
farmers turning to wildlife as a major form of income. Indeedeysand Barnes (1996)
conclude that part of the value of wildlife to farmers lies in dhersification of risk and
aesthetic benefits. These aesthetic values have also been fohisdstudy within the farmer

community at the south-western border of the Etosha National Park.

As all experts point out that a buffer zone on the private farmland can only vietihpevhen
there is no more livestock in the area, because commerciaiobkefarming is impossible
without a fence. Commercial livestock farming is considered tpdssible in the current
situation because the veterinary cordon (“red line”) is runninggatio& southern fence of the
Etosha National Park. This fence enables the farmers to sell their prad8aisth Africa and
to the European Union. Without a fence they will not be able to guardmee FMD-free
status of their products. Currently there are plans within the goeaitrim shift the “red line”
to the northern border of the Etosha National Park or even up to thelaAnborder
(www.steps-centre.org). If one of these plans was put in plag# grobably be the initative
for a buffer zone (e4).

All experts agree that a well managed buffer zone withntansive maintained southern
fence can solve the problems of commercial livestock farmetsefusbuth, because a private
organisation has probably better financial resources than the peakagement to maintain a
fence. All participants will benefit, the Etosha National Padni&ement due to fewer losses
at its borders and a better relation to its neighbours, landowitbis the buffer zone due to
economic development in the wildlife sector and livestock farmetiselusouth due to lower
pressure of predators. As a study, prepared by Barnes andgee (I896) found, grouping
together in larger management areas can be both financially and ecalhobenefical: This

economic analysis proves that wherever landholders cooperated toafgen management
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units or conservancies, all kind of land uses become more effisght financially and
economically. At this scale, the study also adduces evidenceh#dratwas a weak financial
incentive for investors and a strong economic incentive for the natighd conversion away
from mixed livestock and wildlife production towards conservanciedymiag wildlife only.
More recent detailed empirical work has furthermore highlighted wieen tourism potential
on private land is high, investment in wildlife based tourism caaltrés much higher
financial and economic returns than those possible for livestock (Hodcwaédnd Barnes,
2003). In that study, which was done in a study area comparalihe tstudy area at the
Etosha National Park, tourism as a land use was determined tameetso times more
valuable than the alternatives, in terms of both financial and ecomoes@sures. Barnes et al.
(2004) calculated that the number of head of game in Namibianilion) is only one third
of the number of livestock (cattle, sheep and goats combined: siamnitiut the asset value
of this game resource (N$ 1,2 billion) is doubled compared to that difvéstock (N$ 600
million). This reflects the very low economic rents being genéraydivestock production in

Namibia at present.

Most interviewed experts state that a fi
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step in this direction could be th
establishment of a cooperative organis
fund for the economic use of lions i

which all farmers at the border

B
system. A cooperative system for th~ _ _
Fig. 16: Male lion (Panthera leo) in the Etosha

economic use of lions would brin¢ National Park (T. G.)

financial benefits to the people, control
lion numbers at the border of the Etosha National Park and due towleatthe pressure on
the fence to the commercial livestock farming area. Furthermoreey would be available

for compensation of losses.
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Eastwards of the study area, on another block of farms lionsraeglplestablished and up to
now no problems are reported (e2). The owners of that block of faremssay that their
fence proofed to be 100 percent lion safe in the last years (ahp turrent situation of the
study area, with a bad maintained fence it is recognised lsathpled experts that lions will
come out and get shot in any case, regardless of age andlsex managed lion trophy
hunting system the emphasis could be lied on old males that arethetreproduction cycle
and are still good enough for trophy hunting. But it is further expdetgat a lot of research
has to be done before a cooperative trophy hunting system can be impelerte!). The re-
establishment of the so-called “Etosha southern boundary problem angetihgs”, which
where held in previous years (MET, 2000; MET, 2005) could be helpful to disausst
predator problems at the border of the Etosha National Park amsttsslideas concerning a

lion hunting quota system.

Another step in establishing more wildlife related agreementheaborder could be the
establishment of an own gate to the park for the use of the gidsis wildlife businesses
adjacent to the park’s south-western border. A gate would furtheg foe wildlife related

businesses in the study area to cooperate (el).

For manyspecies (for example black rhino (Diceros bicornis), elephant (Leoxaddricana) and lion
(Panthera leo)) the Etosha National Park is close toc@bogical carrying capacity and without
partnerships with the private or communal landowners, no other land loewset aside for
their conservation (e2). To guarantee the long term viabilith@fEtosha National Park all
experts state that the opening of at least some of its fences would be alpatage.

The chances for that might be better and the available landmasslarger at its western
border and parts of the northern border on communal conservancies, betoti@mic

potential is by far the highest at its southern border, wtierestudy area is located. The
potential area for a buffer zone in the area south-west of thb&ENational Park is maybe
smaller than the potential buffer zones in the west and in thie, ot the positive impact on
Namibia’s tourism industry (which has the potential to be one obitdgest employers in

Namibia’s economy) is by far the best on the private farmlBadhermore, the possibilities

1 Between 1982 and 2000 about 150 lions are repactdze destroyed on the farms of the study areaealo
(Burger, 2000, unpublished)
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for controlled trophy hunting and conservation of endangered speciascls better in this
area. Same applies to the opportunities for research and eduydscause infrastructure is

already available and non-governmnent conservation organizations alreddp W area.

The experts also notice the huge potential for further economidopevent in the wildlife
sector in the study area and identify a buffer zone as a fid@bhas the potential to boost
business and create an atmosphere for tourists and hunters tleat i the Namibian
tourism market. The example of the Kruger National Park, whexeyleody was benefiting
by the development both inside and outside the park, was also given bypénts several
times. But they also state that for the location at the souttemeborder of the Etosha
National Park trophy hunting is probably more economically viablegusecmost parts of the
study area are too remote for ecotourism and the wildlife mgvapportunities cannot

compete with the eastern half of the park around the Etosha pan.

One farmer states thathe investment in lodges and stocking of animals are millions of
Namibian Dollars, and that if the fence will be dropped there must be amtoe
communication between the park and the private sector, and we need certang hights
within the park, even on a limited basis, but there must be benefit'fgi s While hunting
rights within the Etosha National Park are probably unrealigtec,lack of communication
between the park management and its neighbours is seen by the esperll. The weak
park authority is identified by them as a major drawback in thelof@went of the park. As
Peres and Terborgh (1995) wrote: “For park management to betiveffehere must be
sufficient numbers of well-equipped, properly trained and motivated pasknpeel, who are
willing to carry out park policy. In many areas of the world,tipakarly in developing
countries, protected areas are understaffed, and they lack thiesetmd equipment to patrol
remote areas of the park.” Some of these drawbacks were alsmmadnin the farmer
interviews regarding the management of the Etosha Natiorlal While the sampled experts
notice that the individual park management is weak and underfunded, Barte¥ones
(2009) found that "policy in the MET has supported the use of wildlifetaadievelopment
of conservancies on private land, and this appears to be economicalty, $ecause both in
terms of numbers and value of wildlife the commercial land conta#asly 90 percent of
values, while the protected area estate has only four percent ef mambers and stock

values. Other ministries, such as those responsible for agriculture and landvedesdamless



Discussion 86

ready to recognise the land use value of tourism alongside draditagricultural land use
values, but this seems to change slowly”. A change in the pemsepdbout the tourism
potential of wildlife within these ministries could probably be bexafin terms of finding a
solution for the “red line” problem and to be more open minded in terrifsirg the fence

and the establishment of a buffer zone.

It was furthermore recognised within the study area thatrikiatp sector will carry on and
maybe the weak constitution of the park’s management is the cHanceven more
development at its borders: “the worst the management in the parkeataltism facilities,

the better the chances at its borders” a farmer states.
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7 Conclusion

The conclusion of this study is divided into “The attitudes towarldsfi@r zone” and “The

potential of a buffer zone”. While the attitudes towards a bufiae on the private farmland
at the south-western border of the Etosha National Park is theresaarch focus it is also
asked what is the potential for the implementation of a buffer Zbme. is based on the
attitudes of landusers and landowners. Furthermore an example of hoferazbug in the

study area could look like is given. Finally some suggestions faheiu reserach are
presented.

7.1 The attitudes towards a buffer zone

This study explores the attitudes of landowners and landusers onvdie farmland at the
south-western border of the Etosha National Park towards a lzoffier on their own land.
Many factors affect conservation attitudes positively or negigti The factors inspiring
positive attitudes are likely to enhance the conservation objeotwrds those inducing
negative attitudes may detrimentally undermine the objectivete@esho et al., 2006). The
attitudes found in this study strongly depend on primary land useefdherthe discussion
(chapter 6) is divided into the different forms of land use. The oddigestock predation is
higher where people’s livelihoods depend entirely on livestock. Tdrerefegative attitudes
are more strongly related to livestock farmers because cmiankvestock farming is not
compatible with a buffer zone on the same land and there areyatreafiicts between the
park and the livestock farmer community in its surroundings. In the ¢@mer community
the attitudes are more positive. While there are undoubtedly good gio$spethe wildlife
business in some sort of cooperative organised buffer zone, theik $s®rme scepticism
about possibilities of agreements between the Etosha National Rar&gkment and its
neighbours. The respondents believe that further tourism development hthnolatjfe
tourism in the study area can create new income possibifdaresivestock farmers and
strengthen the business of already existing tourism venturepit®egeneral positive
attitudes, not all respondents believe that a buffer zone in thentsit@ation is a good idea
and that further development and legislative change is needed, bafooperative managed
buffer zone can be implemented. A number of challenges is se#meliarmers and the

experts as well, including the persistence of livestock farmmghe area, weak park
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management and the veterinary fence running along the southerrr lobértfee Etosha
National Park.
There is evidence that conservatic

attitudes within the study area are mai
derived by expected financial benefits o
of the conservation of wildlife and its u
for ecotourism or trophy hunting. This i "::-. Ny
also found by Frank et al. (2003 e
“However, as in most of the world, th¢=
majority of people must be financiall k-
motivated if they are to preserviE

wildlife... some combination of tourisnm
Fig. 17: Steenbock (Raphicerus campestris) at the

and soundly managed sport hunting & fence of the Etosha National Park (T. G.)
probably the only solutions to preserviny

wildlife on an ecologically meaningful scale”. The chancestorservation of large portions
of land on a private basis is comparably high in Namibia. Due th&n&bian legacy private
landholders are encouraged to preserve wildlife on their propertéesvare given certain
rights of ownership over wildlife. As Jones and Weaver wrote (2009hfkiVNamibia, the
success of private conservation on freehold farms demonstrated hmwnla@nation of
economic incentives and proprietorship could create appropriate conditidhe Barstainable

use of wildlife”.

Livestock farming at the border of the Etosha National Parkinvassteady decline in recent
years, meanwhile a lot of the previous livestock farms are chalmggdme farms with
sustainable use of the wildlife resources, for consumptive or non-congenuge. These
game farms offer the potential for the park managememltyge the effectively protected
area while integrate the people around the park in a larger emosgsanagement unit, for
example a Biosphere Reserve. As Butler stated (1995): “Conservattidhe planet's
remaining wildlife resources will depend on management practidesh recognise that
indigenous people are integral parts of ecosystems”. If the maeageof the Etosha
National Park recognises the local people at its borders asfghg whole system, some of
the problems the park faces can be solved. Furthermore through deyeheptourism sector
in the study area jobs can be created to help Namibia’s economy as a wholerANlamibia
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it seems almost certain that hunting and ecotourism will have-&xist in order to generate
adequate returns to guarantee the long-term economic vialbiatiwaildlife resources. In the
comparable remote location of the study area and due to the Idvlityisof some key

attraction species the development potential in the trophy huntisgpdss seems to be

higher.

The findings of this study can be useful in guiding the policynetgtions and as a base for
the work of the Etosha Buffer Zone Project in finding managenteaiegies for a buffer

zone. The study shows that attitudes of landowners and landusersatittiievestern border

of the Etosha National Park are mainly derived by the kind of pyitaad use. Another

important factor for shaping attitudes towards nature conservatidna buffer zone are
expected or derived financial benefits out of the wildlife businesss important, but not to
ignore, aesthetic benefits or just the feeling to do the right thing.

If a buffer zone will be implemented, the financial prospectsdnddéwners and landusers
will have to made clear. Furthermore there must be finaneigl for livestock farmers to

change the business. All interviewees agree that this chamgé possible without support

from outside, for example private donors or investors or even the government.

7.2 The potential for a buffer zone

Local perceptions of the neighbouring protected area, attitudes towddtife and nature
conservation and expected or derived financial benefits are the marsdor development
in the wildlife sector and the chances for a buffer zone irsthey area. Positive attitudes
therefore are a cornerstone for determining the potential for a buffer zone.

All interviewees emphazise that the idea of a buffer zonetamahplementation would be the
most consequentially step for further economic development in the atedy But Gadd
(2005) noticed that “it should be avoided that motivation for conservation bescounely

financial. If the motivation to conserve wildlife becomes purely rfaia and aesthetic
benefits are lost or forgotten, the effects could be disastrous fivteartial incentives are
interrupted or discontinued (if tourism declines or donors withdraw). Acketlgng and

building upon local aesthetic values and traditional beliefs would be adyesnts for future

conservation efforts. Bearing in mind the volatility of the worldarism industry and the
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number of similar wildlife-based tourism destinations arisingughout Africa, preserving or
encouraging non-financial conservation motives among local people is essential

Some interviewees state that conservation of nature on their pegpisrtalso an aesthetic
benefit and that they feel responsible to utilize their resowsusiminable. Besides providing
financial incentives for game farming, this motivation must beoaraged. A much more
efficient park management is therefore needed to build up stedagions with potential

buffer zone farms at the park’s border, to guarantee the lomgstiistainability of the Etosha
National Park itself. This was seen by McNeely (1995) as, wellindicates that the most
important general problems protected areas faced are “weakalatonstituency, conflicts
with local people, conflicts with other government agencies, ingriiananagement, and
insecure and insufficient funding”.

Based on the farmers and experts suggestions certain critega ba fulfilled for the

establishment of a buffer zone:

- Stop of (commercial) livestock farming within the buffer zone

- General management plan between the Etosha National Park Managemt and

the buffer zone management

- Well maintained fence between the buffer zone and the wwnercial livestock

farming area further south

- Solution of the “red line” problem

For the achievement of these criteria money must be madekdwalaie to underfunding of
the states wildlife authorities it is unlikely that the mitve for the establishment and for the
management will be provided by the state. Therefore thetimitiand the money must come
from private side. This could be either private investors or donors #@ibroad. As
Richardson wrote (1998), “if the international community wishes toepresbiological
diversity in Namibia, it must pay for it". It is further regmused that the privatization of the
states wildlife department would be helpful in generating moneyhfordevelopment of its
protected area system, like it was the case in South Afrigahdfmore new rules and

regulations in terms of hunting rights adjacent to protected areas will be needed
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The most urgent problem that has to be solved to build up betteomsléetween the park
management and its neighbours is the predator-problem. One stepdirabi®on would be

to create better attitudes towards predators in generalhwhg proved to be manageable by
the work of the CCF in Namibia. Marker et al. (2003) found thdahénlast years cheetahs
(Acinonyx jubatus) are still perceiveais a problem but farmers tolerance towards cheetahs has
increased. This was mainly due to information campaigns of the T@&Fvalue people place

on wild animals will often depend heavily on their knowledge about them caedusation is

a major tool for conservation (Sutherland, 200). Improving knowledge abeddtprs in the
study area could be the task for the Afri Leo foundation, whichré&a@dy working on the

“predator problem” in the area.

Giving predators a value, in the form of hunting quotas and estaloirsh(Panthera leo) on
land outside the park could be another step, an example for that cambderf South Africa.

The re-introduction of lion onto private farmland in South Africa seémdbe highly

successful (Cousins et al., 2008). Some farmers mention that thegrmied that in a buffer
zone without fences between the farms it would be impossible targaa quotas. Most farm
owners also mentioned that ethical hunting is an important issue forathe that through the
close proximity to the park a different atmosphere of hunting candaged. In this context a

very interesting idea is given by Damifs

(2004): “Instead of selling a “guarantee
lion hunt” hunters should find back t
their  roots and buy  hunting
“‘opportunities” (which may be successfigss
or not). This idea of “back to the root
hunting may also be transferred to

other hunted species in the study area.
that it is probably possible to open

complete new market of hunting wher-

Fig. 18: Free ranging game between the Etosha
“the stock is as Important as the hunt” (f8 National Park and a buffer zone? — The futureHer t

study area? (T. G.)
Further challenges will be the aggregation of farms into tanggnagement units. Most

respondents suggest that the removal of fences and the aggreddeones will lessen the
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impact of farming on wildlife and reduce the need for intensive nemnagt. Lindsey et al.
(2009) suggest that “most problems single game farms are fatedould be overcome by
the formation of larger management units. Larger areas permieititeoduction of the full
range of indigenous mammmals, tending to result in a land usdrshifthigh-offtake, low
value offtake utilization towards higher value form of hunting acwtairism. Under these
land use conditions, farmers tend to be more toleramt of predators tamd amftively
reintroduce them.”

But the removal of fences posses challenges in itself whenoetcs are involved.
Agreements about ownership of free ranging animals must be fowhdusmting rights must
be clarified. Establishing a commercial conservancy along tlshg&t Natioanal Park’s

southern fence could be a first step.

Lessons from South Africa have shown that a bu

zone in the private commercial farmland can only wg

with a fence behind it, which means between the bu

wES A e

furthermore serve as the veterinary fence between ;19

: A well maintained, privately
operated, electrified fence. The future for
the study area ?

Namibia (Fig. 19). Due to hunting on lions within the

buffer zone and the commercial farming area

buffer zone, lion numbers at the fence would be lower which reducesiigressthe fence.
Furthermore, a fence, run by a private company would be bettertaim@d and reduce

conflicts between predators and livestock farmers.

A buffer zone on commercial farming land completely without a fevitenot work, both in
terms of controlling wildlife numbers within the buffer zone and tbenemic success of

livestock farmers outside the buffer zone. The southern African ma$gonsible for the
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most successful conservation story of all times, is based opriheple that wildlife is
owned by an individual landowner (or a cooperative organised, but privatalying
conservancy). Seventy percent of all wildlife animals in Soutic#® are owned by farmers
and this success story is based on the necessity of fencijngribe individual to own and

manage the animals (African Indaba, 2007).

Given the negative economic development of livestock farming in ilapespecially at the
border of the Etosha National Park and the very positive developm#d twfurism sector in
the Namibian economy, furthermore favoured to the close proximityeo$tudy area to the
Etosha National Park, there is financial motivation and the impitaten of a buffer zone in

the study area seems to be possible.
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Fig. 20: Example of a possible buffer zone in thuelg area (modified according to Jaeschke, s.a.)

An example of how a buffer zone in the study area could lookkk is shown in Fig. 20
While the current Etosha National Park serves as a core conseraeea inside a “Etosha
Biosphere Reserve”, the farms at its southern border servéwa$ea zone with sustainable
wildlife use in the form of consumptive and non-consumptive use. Incomieefantiabitants

of the buffer zone is mainly derived by hunters and tourists. Thesféurther south in the
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transitional zone are used for sustainable extensive livestocknta with lower stocking
rates than those currently given by the government. Even tberesm development in the

form of lodges and guest houses is possible.

Suggestions for further research

Comparable conflicts along the fence of the Etosha National Park can be fosndleailé
southern and eastern border. Studies on the attitudes towards a buffer zone in theserareas
to be useful in guiding future policies along the fence. Especially at pldere farms

already formed cooperations and/or running pure game reserves. Furthéudieean lion
populations, demography and migrations along the fence would be reasonable asa dasis f
controlled lion trophy hunting system along the southern border of the Etosha Nasidnal P
An economic assessment of the potential for further tourism development along thensouthe
border of the Etosha National Park would be useful to demonstrate the land use pesspecti

for landowners.
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Appendix 1

Appendix 1
Statistics of the sampled farms

Livestock farms (f1-f5)

Farm Stillerus

Farm size and structure: 9,500 hectares, 42 camps, 18 waterpoints working on solar and
wind, whole farm game-proof fenced

Farm history: present owner bought the farm from his father in 1982, in the w@ars more
karakul farming, today mainly cattle farming

Stocking rate and land use500 cattle (19 hectares per cow) and 700 sheep, hunting mainly
for self consumption, plans for some trophy hunting

Employees:four (Bushman, Damara and Herero) plus families

Conservancy:Etosha Conservancy

Farm Olifantshoek

Farm size and structure: 3,287 hectares, seven camps, four waterpoints, all working on
diesel, only livestock fence

Farm history: present owner bought the farm from his father in 1978, farm was splitted a few
years ago

Stocking rate and land use:124 herd of cattle (26 hectares per cow), 378 karakul sheep,
charcoal burning in huge extent

Employees: one worker for general farm work and eight people for charcoairgu(self-
employed)

Conservancy:not member of a conserancy

Farm Gagarus

Farm size and structure:6,286 hectares, all waterpoints are working on diesel

Farm history: present owner bought the farm in 1999, was always use for livestock farming
Stocking rate and land use 500 cattle (12,5 hectares per cow), 500 small stock, in former
years charcoal burning

Employees:four workers with their families

Conservancy:not member of a conservancy
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Farm Uitspruit

Farm size and structure:5,100 hectares, four waterpoints

Farm history: father of the present owner bought the farm in 1988, was alwaysotiest
farm

Stocking rate and land use350 cattle (15 hectares per cow), some small stock, hunting only
for self consumption

Employees:three workers, no family

Conservancy:not member of a conservancy

Farm Kronendaal

Farm size and structure:5,360 hectares, four waterpoints

Farm history: present owner bought the farm in 1968, was always karakul and cattle farm
Stocking rate and land use2500 karakul sheep and herd of 130 cattle

Employees:five workers, two of them as herders for the sheep, plus families

Conservancy:not member of a conservancy
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Livestock and game farms (f6-f7)

Farm Avronvrede

Farm size and structure: 7,000 hectares, 3,000 hectares for cattle farming and 4,000
hectares for game farming, seven waterpoints, complete farm gamdegmoed

Farm history: present owner bought the farm in 2006, before that different ownersppyroba
always livestock farming

Land use: one part of the farm only for game, the other mixed livestock ameg200 cattle

(15 hectares per cow), no non-indigenous species, consumptive and non-consusaptive
wildlife

Employees:three workers plus their families

Conservancy:Etosha Conservancy

Farm Bakenkoop

Farm size and structure: 6,140 hectares, 3,000 hectares for cattle and 3,140 hectares for
game, only the game camp is game proof fenced, nine waterpoints

Farm history: present owner bought the farm in 1981, before that heavily overgrgzed b
cattle and sheep, since that slowly shifting the business to its present state

Land use: 100 cattle on one half of the farm (30 hectares per cow), the ludlfeis only
stocked with game, some non-indigenous species, only consumptive use of wildlife
Employees:three workers plus their families

Conservancy:Etosha Conservancy
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Game farms (f8-f10)

Farm Volouiga

Farm size and structure: 10,000 hectares, completely game-proof fenced

Farm history: present owner bought the farm in 2000, before that different owness,ah
them were karakul farming, the eastern part was formally gagnother farm, heavily
overgrazed

Land use: still a herd of 150 cattle, 500 sheep and 150 goats on the farm, dbudiness
will be stopped within the next two years, some non-indigenous specigssardumptive
use of wildlife

Employees:three workers plus their families

Conservancy:Etosha Conservancy

Farm Windpoort

Farm size and structure: 5,800 hectares, five waterpoints, completely game-proof fenced
Farm history: present owner bought the farm in 1999, the farm was owned by tke stat
before, very good veld condition because there was never very muclosttiek farm and no
charcoal burning took place in the past

Land use: only wildlife, no non-indigenous species, consumptive and non consumptive use
of wildlife

Employees:two workers plus family

Conservancy:Etosha Conservancy

Farm Karoos

Farm size and structure: 9,100 hectares, 13 waterpoints, completely game-proof fenced
Farm history: father of the present owner bought the farm before independence

Land use: only wildlife use, one non-indigenous species, only non-consumptive use of
wildlife

Employees:15 workers plus their families

Conservancy:Etosha Kaoko Conservancy
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Blocks of farms (f11-f12)

Etosha Heights Game Safaris (Farms: Sonderwater, Safaari, Moesamoeroep, Leste,

Serengetti, Grenswag, Ensgesind, Vlakwater)

Farm size and structure: eight farms with altogether 50,000 hectares, 50 waterpoints,
completely game-proof fenced, partly electrified fence

Farm history: all farms were bought by the present owners between 1999 and 204@, bef
that time all farms were cattle or karakul farms

Land use: only wildlife use, some non-indigenous species, consumptive and non
consumptive use of wildlife

Employees:including both hunting camps and the tourist lodge 30 people

Conservancy:not member of a conservancy

Ermo Farming (Farms: Ermo, Robyn, Pioneer, Rasthof, Ekongo)

Farm size and structure:five farms with altogether 29,000 hectares, completely game-proof
fenced, small parts electrified

Farm history: present owner bought the farms between 2004 and 2008, before that some
were pure game farms and others livestock and game farms

Land use: Primary livestock farming with a herd of 1,200 cattle (24 hestaer cow), as a
second business consumptive use of wildlife, no exotic species

Employees:30 workers plus their families

Conservancy:Etosha Kaoko Conservancy
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Semi-structured questionaire for the farmer interviews

Below a list of questions used for the farmer interviews. Hatgrview was adapted to the
certain situation and the individual interviewee. Some questions henefdre adapted to the
certain interview situation, slightly edited or condensed. Logidhk selection of questions

depents also on the certain land use technique.

Economic and socioeconomic situation

- Land use

- Farm size, farm structure, land tenure, waterpoints, stocking rates

- Farm history

- Education, origin

- Number of employees, payment etc.

- What is your average turnover/net income per year?

- Are you member of a conservancy?

- What has changed since indepence? What about your personal situatiernaist 20
years?

- What do you think about the government?

- What are your families hopes and fears for the future?

Attitudes to wildlife

- Did you had any problems with wildlife in the last years (especially prexjato

- How much stock do you lose to predators per year?

- What do you do with predators on your property?

- Are there more predators on your property since the game farthe iarea where
established?

- Do you think there is more money in game farming as there is in livestock{g@mi
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Perception about the Etosha National Park

- How would you discribe your relationship to the Etosha National Parkitand
management?

- Do you think there are more advantages or disadvantages to h&tetha National
Park so close by?

- Do you feel proud about the Etosha National Park?

- What do you think about the MET?

Attitudes towards nature conservation and a buffer zone

- If you protect wildlife, is it more by conviction of for money?

- Can you imagine to switch your business to game farming?

- What is your opinion about non-indigenous species?

- What do you think about the idea and the chances of a buffer zone?
- Can you imagine to be a part of a buffer zone?

- Can you imagine to drop the fences in the near future?

- What must the park offer for that?

- What do you think will be the future of the area?



Appendix 8

Appendix 3

Expert interviews

Four semi structured interviews were conducted during the fiskeareh. The people that
were chosen as experts either know the area or the people veandier are involved in
guestions of nature conservation or possibilities for a buffer zone.
- Tim Osbourne (el):Farm owner in the study area, wildlife biologist, was working in
the Etosha National Park and some other reserves in Africa and North America
- Birgit Kotting (e2): Wildlife Research Warden of the western part of the Etosha
National Park, responsible for problem-lions outside Etosha and for theo Rhi
Custodianship Programme
- Andre Burger (e3): Manager of Etosha Heights Game Safaris; before that maofager
the western part of the Etosha National Park and several other reserveslimaNami
- Tammy Hoth (e4): Farm owner in the study area, wildlife biologist, responsible for
the work of the Afri Leo Foundation, that is working on problem-lions instoey

area and all over Namibia.

The expert interviews were intended to complement the farmessvievs and the key
question laid on the question where different attitudes arise fjoastions about the history
of the region, current private buffer zone efforts, solution stratdgrethe problems between
the Etosha National Park and the adjoining farms and the potent&lbigifer zone on the

private farmland.
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Appendix 4

Map of the Etosha National Park and the adjoining farmland

(modified according to Jaeschke, s.a.)
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Appendix 10

Erklarung

Hiermit versichere ich, dass ich diese Arbeit selbststandigsstrund keine anderen als die
angegebenen Quellen und Hilfsmittel benutzt habe. Aul3erdem versicheass ich die
allgemeinen Prinzipien wissenschaftlicher Arbeit und Vertffdmilng, wie sie in den
Leitlinien guter wissenschaftlicher Praxis der Carl von @&sye Universitat Oldenburg

festgelegt sind, befolgt habe.

Unterschrift



