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ABSTRACT

Firstly, this study uses community asset mappindeguby the Community
Capitals Framework (CCF) to explore the linkagasvben Protected Areas (PAS),
tourism and community livelihoods. Secondly, itessses changes in community needs
facilitated by community participation in wildlifeased tourism in a protected area
setting. Thirdly and finally, the study assessestwér the introduction of community
wildlife-based tourism in a protected area as sasugble management tool has led to the
spiraling up or down of community capitals. Thedstadopted qualitative research
method approach and made use of data collectedghrmommunity asset mapping
supplemented by data from focus group discusstumsseholds, key informants, and
secondary data materials that were analyzed aarpneted in light of community capital
framework. The Chobe National Park (CNP) and CHehaave Conservation Trust
(CECT); a community living adjacent to CNP in Bo&gswa provides the context on which
this study’s discussion focuses. Results indidsdé the accession of Botswana from
colonialism through post colonialism era intertwdrensiderable institutional
arrangement changes in the field of protected gogarnance that reflects evolutionary
management styles. Protected areas, tourism anohooity livelihoods linkages are
based on many inter-dependents of community capiddtionships which are dependent
on community socio-economic activities. In assagsimnges in community needs, the
results indicate that participation in wildlife-leastourism has brought both positive and
negative changes that have implications on botlstiieis quo for community livelihoods
and protected areas, namely; the influence of adfsimgcommunity capitals dynamics,

mechanization and commercialization of agricultg®@/ernment funded infrastructural
[



development, income generation, and the commodicaf some of the community
capitals. Finally, the increased livelihoods opsi@md diversification dynamics, fragile
wildlife-livestock co-existence, heightened humaitdiife conflicts, environmental
education and awareness are the emerging thentesxfiiain how the introduction of
tourism in a protected area setting affect theadipg up and down of the community

capitals dynamics.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION
Problem statement

The idea to initiate this study did not come frorarenabstract curiosity about
protected areas, tourism and community liveliho@hsugh that would obviously have
been a worthy impetus), but rather it came frorticali observations and available
literature which indicates that in most sub Sah&faitan countries today, communities
are engaged with many natural resources basedapeneht projects that are intended to
sustain conservation and improve their livelihoo@ammunities appear to be losing the
battle against the loss of wildlife and its habitatd natural resources seem to be
declining, affecting their livelihoods altogeth&here has been an endemic outbreak of
famine in the region that is linked to the declgstate of the environment, as reflected
by the systematic deterioration of food security: €&xample, more than 10 million
people are now affected in drought-stricken aréddjibouti, Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia
and Uganda and the situation is deteriorating @éhitations, 2011).

The environment is to sub Saharan Africa what teldgy is to the west: the
engine that drives the economy (Mordi, 1991). Thero country on the entire African
continent that is truly industrialized and eachhe& 57 independent countries derive
much of their economic resources (food, cash clogstock, minerals, fuel energy, and
hydro-electricity) directly or indirectly from theatural environment (Lee, 2003). Thus,
this strong link on natural resources dependendesaanomy has serious implications on
the economic performance of many developing coesitif environmental performance

1



declines. Regardless of the environmental degm@datithe region, and as agued by
Chase (2011) each country has its developmentr@mental and conservation policies
that are geared to ameliorate the situation; how&revironmental degradation has
continued unabated despite endless conservatitorih)gevealing the inadequacy of
present approaches.

Today, natural resources, more especially wildhf8otswana, like in most sub
Saharan countries is dwindling, in both absolutelners and species diversity (Mordi,
1991). This problem occurs despite the governmefiftsts in setting aside land for
wildlife management. For example, in terms of thardry’s land-use, 17% of the land
has been allocated for national parks and gamevessdhese are wildlife protected
areas; an additional 22% has been designated difevihanagement areas where some
local communities are engaged in tourism and reélativities (Department of Tourism,
2010). Essentially, 39% of the country’s land scefes used for conservation and
tourism developments purposes (Department of Toyr2010). Irrespective of this
sizeable land allocation to wildlife resources, tla¢ional fauna is reported to be
diminishing and the figures at which it is decligiare worrisome. For example, Chase’s
(2011) study found that eleven species have detlwye51% since a 1996 survey in
Ngamiland district; the location of the world renoed Okavango Delta in Botswana.
The ostrich $truthio camelu3 numbers were worst off; with a 95% drop, from8BB
animals to 497, some 90% of wildebed&3binochaetes taurinysvere also wiped out,
along with 84% of the population of the antelopessebelamaliscus lunatuy, 81% of

warthogs Phacochoerus aethiopicysand kudusTragelaphus Strepsicerpsand nearly



two-thirds of giraffes Giraffa camelopardalig (Chase, 2011). Consequently, these
figures show that the Okavango Delta ecosystenstiffsred “catastrophic” species loss
over the past 15 years. It can also be arguedhitbatame diminishing species have made
Botswana one of the popular African wildlife-bagedrism destinations. For example, at
the commemoration of the World Tourism Day in 20thE, minister of Environment,
Wildlife and Tourism announced that more than diamlinternational tourist visited
Botswana in the year 2010 alone, spending BWP iligrb(US$ 587.5 million) in the
country (Mmegi, 2011). The tourism sector’s cinition to the gross domestic product
(GDP) in the same year stood at 3.7 percent witbracodation room and bed
occupancy rates at 48.1 percent and 40.7 percgmectvely (Mmegi, 2011).

However, the Okavango Delta ecosystem is not tihetoarist destination in
Africa facing the loss of natural bounty. Pinno2K11) reports that in the Maasai Mara,
Kenya, the numbers of impalaAdpyceros melampysvarthog Phacochoerus
aethiopicu$, giraffe Giraffa camelopardali§ and hartebeeshlcelaphus bucelaphys
have declined by more than 70% over a period @ktlidecades. The causes for the
observed declines in sub Saharan Africa are ndtuelerstood but postulated to be
related to a number of factors including changiagepnial rivers flooding regime,
habitat fragmentation, drought and erratic rainfadbitat over-use through
anthropogenic pressures, e.g. expansion of livkestowegulated hunting and poaching,
ignorance of the finiteness of wildlife resourcantan population and demographic

trends (Botswana Press Agency, 2012; Chase, 20haia, 2011; Moswete, Thapa &



Child, 2012; Salafsky & Wollenberg, 2000; StriakdaMurnro, Allison & Moore, 2010;
Mbaiwa & Stronza, 2010).

In view of this scenario, it is likely that the pent wildlife development
programs in Botswana may fail unless a change pnogeh is adopted by the local
populace (MacMillan, 2011). Nevertheless, the daecin wildlife resources occurs even
when intervention measures have been sought and place. One such measure is the
introduction of protected areas tourism as a coagament tool. The emergence of the
tourism sector and its incorporation in conservahas recently been called for. Thus,
tourism has been increasingly fronted as a keyunsgnt for maintaining protected areas
globally (Tumusiime & Vedeld, 2012). Integratingutesm and conservation with
existing local historical, socio-economic, and itagtonal landscapes is associated with
the promotion of local community participation gspurce management. This integrated
approach is an appealing concept, and it's ofterieglias logic of promoting
conservation and rural development is difficultgnore (Tumusiime & Vedeld, 2012).

Conservationists and development planners bellesre tare lessons to be learned
from the decline of wildlife populations in the s8haran Africa region. However, one
of the biggest problems in both the Masaai Marataedkavango Delta is that research
may not use the system thinking approach (HjortBagheri, 2006), that is, research
may not look at how the land around PAs is managea system. It is very important
that we have a more holistic approach to consematnd development and not see these
as isolated islands. We need to think of them hedosystems. The Okavango Delta is

still one of Africa’s great wildlife destinationbut doing nothing will jeopardize that



reputation. The general question that still needsetanswered is how local communities
can use PAs to generate socio-economic benefasghrthe sustainable use of biological
diversity? Is fronting protected areas tourismmaggervention measure in conservation
and community livelihoods improvement the remedg@re€ is no dispute that the
importance of nature in attracting tourists is gigant, and a chance to see wildlife and
undisturbed nature is rated as a very importarsare#or visits to protected areas (IUCN,
2012; Sekhar, 2003).

In many areas tourism may be perceived as a pataesanomic development,
particularly areas of natural beauty. However,rgsied by (IUCN, 2012) high numbers
of tourists in response to tourism products brilogn@ multiple socio-cultural and
environmental problems which have implications ostainable tourism management.
Assessing tourism impacts and their linkages tetheronment and livelihoods, is
directly related to the identification of the masiportant issues or impacts from the
perspective of stakeholders (Miller & Twining-Wag005). In the tourism field, impacts
and linkages between the environment, tourism anthtunity livelihoods are
commonly measured quantitatively using Likert ssateinvestigate residents’
perceptions of linkages, impacts and attitudestoism (Deery, Jago , Fredline &
Dwyer, 2005; Strickland-Munro et al, 2010). Moreafjtative research, more especially
dealing with in-depth case studies is another comassessment approach that can yield
rich case results that in turn can inform the depelent of measurable indicators.

However, a number of indicator-based frameworkshzeen proposed to

conceptualize, predict and manage visitor impactprotected areas tourism, which



includes: Limits of Acceptable Change, Visitor Insp&anagement, Visitor Activity
Management Process, Recreational Opportunity Spacw¥isitor Carrying Capacity and
Visitor Impact Management Model (Newsome, Moore &ling, 2002; Salafsky &
Wollenberg 2000; Carter, 1994). In terms of underging links between tourism,
conservation and development, some conceptual Wwanks have been developed, for
example, Budowski (1976) developed a frameworkxfdan the relationship between
tourism and conservation which explain three seesaf relationships: conflict,
coexistence, and symbiosis. Salafsky and Wollen{#30) developed a conceptual
framework, which comprises three scenarios: ncalyek indirect linkage, and direct
linkage. Carter (1994) proposed four possible linksveen environment and
development: win/win, win/lose, lose/win and losed. In terms of assessing community
tourism empowerment Schevyens (1999) developed@tiowism empowerment
framework, which is composed of four dimensiongiao economic, political, and
psychological empowermernithe focus of these frameworks seems to be on therdu
state of the system without considering complegranttions and interdependencies
between resources and stakeholders (Strickland-d/etnal, 2010).

Collectively, tourism researchers imply that thersundings within which
tourism is positioned exist as an isolated envirenniFarrell & Twining-Ward, 2005;
Russell & Faulkner, 1999). As a result, emergingkimg conceptualizes tourism as a
complex system, consisting of multiple interactamgmponents (Farrell & Twining-
Ward, 2005; Lacitignola et al., 2007; Strickland+Ma et al, 2010). Therefore, any

tourism study conducted without explicit recogmitiaf interacting variables e.g.,



political, social, cultural, physical, economidaistoric, and ecological, will reveal an
incomplete and possibly confusing picture, as timagex interactions between system
components will not be apparent. It is on thiskgacund that this research is premised.
However, this approach does not strive for a sinapwver to solve complex problems
(Berkes & Folke, 1998), but tries to build on therlwof scholars who have undertaken
carefully, well documented and theoretically sostlies on socio-economic systems of
tourism and ecosystem (Berkes & Folke, 1998; Bu#ow876; Carter, 1994; Holling,
Coulding & Folke, 2003; Salafsky & Wollenberg, 2000

Characteristically, protected areas tourism hablpros which tend to be systems
problems, where aspects of behavior are complexuapcedictable and where causes,
while at times simple (when finally understoody atways multiple (Ostrom, 2007 ).
Ostrom further asserts that the problems are nealim nature, cross-scale in time and
in space, and have an evolutionary character.

This research approach, therefore assesses theatsn of tourism being
fronted as a key instrument in maintaining proteéceeas as well as improving local

community livelihoods using community capital frangek (CCF) as a system approach.

Justification of the study

The purpose of this research is to assess théoredhtp between protected areas
tourism and community livelihoods, specifically essing the linkages between protected
areas tourism and community livelihoods. This assest is conducted at a community
level, that is, the unit of analysis is the comntyarAn assumption is made that protected

areas tourism development has the potential tdorei@ local community participation
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and inclusion by ensuring communities gain moreshienthat can translate to more
community capitals accumulation. Nonetheless,ntexeclude local communities by
opening protected areas’ resources to outsidergxample, tour operators and tourists),
in the process decreasing community capitalsl@ss. of financial and political capitals —
control of resources). Depending on the directibresource use, community capitals
accumulation or dwindling affects protected areasservation goals and local
community livelihoods status quo and this proceay stabilize or destabilize resources
use and management. Therefore, an analysis ofgedtareas tourism management and
community livelihoods must include a focus on tbéity of local communities to act
collectively to balance the management of proteateds and livelihoods.

Using a systems thinking approach can effectivelgrove our understanding of
the linkages between protected areas, tourism amaneinity livelihoods. Thus, this
research is premised on the context of system apprdhat is, understanding the
dynamics among and between community capitalsda®et response or influence by
protected areas tourism in relation to communitglihoods can help us yield a better
understanding of how protected areas tourism @em@runity natural capital” can
influence the stocks and flows of other capitalsm@hunities are not static but changing
and growing, as these processes are taking plasie needs may also change redefining
their socio-economic needs that affect their refeghips with the environment. It is these
changes in community needs that may explain tie@ationship with protected areas.

The overall aim of this study is to assess the dyos of community capitals and

to establish whether community development or chaigo leads to changes in



community needs. Furthermore the study will esglibivhat implications these changes
have on sustainability in the social-ecologicateys(in the context of protected area
tourism and community livelihoods). The aim is ss@ss in a broad socio-political,
cultural and economic context, the opportunitied @msions created on community
livelihoods in the pursuit of conservation-basedrigm in protected areas.

The specific objectives of the study are as follows

1. To map community capitals trends in a successiapatoach so as to

determine implications on sustainability.

2. To assess whether changes in community needs haxedathe character of

protected areas and community livelihoods.

3. To assess whether the introduction of tourism édgd the spiraling up or

down of community capitals.

To address research question 1, the research dnaals from the community
capitals dynamics. The assumption is that everyngonity has assets, no matter how
poor the community is. Therefore, community develept is dependent on the
capability of using available assets. Drawing froonnecting the past to present assets
helped to understand how community capitals sh#dpedommunity. Possible future
community aspirations were projected by asset nmgppiocess informed by the
community drawings as representing future plang. ddmmunity was asked to map
their past, present and possible future assets.dljjective is addressed in chapter 4.

To address objective 2; a prior assumption wasupatted that community’s

relationship with its environment is shaped by demin community needs. As



communities assume social mobility, their needsigbdoo, being influenced by either
internal or external factors. Community capitalstarcks flow is influenced by changes
in community needs. It is the understanding of¢h@smmunity needs changes that can
help to understand the relationship between preteateas, tourism and community
livelihoods. This objective is addressed in chapter

In addressing research objective 3; an assumptaapestulated that tourism as a
livelihood option that can be pursued like any o#@nomic endeavor, has the potential
to uplift or drop conservation efforts and commuitives. Tourism can determine the
flow and direction of community assets. It is tlapital stock, flow and direction that
determines trade-offs between community capitatsiggered by tourism. The trade-offs
scenario can easily result in shocks or vulnergiiontext to both community lives and
protected areas as a system. It is important tenstahd this vulnerability context in the
context of protected area settings and communigfilioods that can help us understand
their linkages or relationships. This objectivadslressed in chapter 6.

A synthesis of chapter 4, 5 and 6 is underscord¢bdeasonclusion in chapter 7.
Chapter 7 also presents a summary of researcinjadiecommendations and future

research directions.
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Chapter 2

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The community capital framework (CCF), developgd-tora (2005) provides a
tool for analyzing how communities work. Capitatisfined as “a resource or asset that
can be used, invested, or exchanged to createesmmnces” (Flora, Flora & Fey, 2004;
p. 1). The CCF consists of seven types of capitegjral, cultural, human, social,
political, financial and buil{Emery, Fey & Flora, 2006), as illustrated in Figdr. The
framework offers an approach to assess commundgyamelopment efforts from a
systems perspective by identifying assets in eaphtal (stock), the types of capital
invested (flow), the interaction among the capjtatsl the consequential impacts across
capitals (Emery et al, 2006). In the context o tlesearch, the CCF is used to understand
the flow among the capitals as a result of therauiion between protected area, tourism
and community livelihoods and how the impacts o flow affect the system.
Communities are systems that have inflows and @uff] ups and downs, progression
and regression (Jacobs, 2007). That is, theseatagsets can be wisely invested,
combined, and/or exchanged to create more commresturces, but at the same time
they can also be squandered or accumulated ifamenuinity doesn’t use them wisely
(Emery et al, 2006). If the assets are sustainadxdyl the outcomes are healthy
ecosystems, vibrant regional economies, sociakgquad communities’ empowerment

(Flora et al, 2004).
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Financial Capital

Income, Wealth, Security physica| Capiml
Political Capital Credit, Investment Watersystem, Sewers,
Inclusion, Voice, b Utilities, Healthy
Power

systems
Outcomes
Healthy ecosystems
Vibrant regional economies
Social equity & Empowerment

Human Capital
Self-esteem, Education,
Skills

Natural Capital
Air, Soils, Water(quality
& Quantity), Landscape,
Biodiversity

Cultural Capital
Cosmovision,
Language, Rituals,
Traditional crops, Dress

Social Capital
Leadership, Groups,
Bridging & bonding,

Netwaorks, Trust, Reciproaty

Figure 1. Community Capital Framework (Flora, 2005)

The overviews of the seven types of communitytehghat can be used to gauge

how community resources are used are summarizédute 1.
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Table 1. Summary of Community Capitals

Capitals

Descriptions

Social

Human

Natural

Financial

Physical/built

Cultural

Political

This is the networking account. It includes theseltbonds between and
among family and friends, communities, groups, oiziions, networks and
trust in the community, the sense of belonging, laonds between people
(Emery et al., 2006). It can influence, as welbasnfluenced by, the stock
and flows of other capitals. By examining the iat#ion among community
capitals, as well as investments from outside fieint capitals, we can
better understand the critical role of social ciElora et al, 2006).

This is the human resource “people” account. liuides leadership
capabilities, knowledge, wisdom, information, akills possessed by the
people who live in the community.

This is the environmental account. It includesrésources that exist in the
natural world. Some of which may include but arelimited to; the soil,
lakes, natural resources, nature’s beauty, riverssts, wildlife and local
landscape. Communities work with these resourcesett livelihoods
needs.

This is the financial account. It includes the rgses related to money and
access to funding, wealth, charitable giving, gsant

This is the building and infrastructure accounintiudes the following;
houses, schools, businesses, clinics, librarieerggstems, electrical grid,
communication systems, roads, transportation system

This is the account for community cultural resosrcehe way communities
view the world. Culture defines the traditional wayf doing and being -
habits and attitudes. It includes dances, stohiestage, food and traditions
and also values and connections to the spirit.uCallcapital is also a
resource to attract tourism.

This account represents power and community coiumecto people who
have power. Communities draw upon this resourcenvitney unite to solve
a controversial issue. Political capital is buitrhaking connections with
political and community leaders both inside andiolet the community
(Emery et al (2006). It reflects access to powrsganizations, connection to
resources and power brokers (Flora et al., 20Gtidal capital also refers
to the ability of people to find their own voicedato engage in actions that
contribute to the well-being of their community ¢feer, Flora, Hernandez,
2001).

Sources: (Aigner, Flora & Hernandez, 2001.Emel.e2006; Flora et al., 2006; Flora

et al., 2004).
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Many authors agree that social capital directbuses on the domain of the
“community” and is defined as comprising of soaméractions, trust and reciprocity
needed to facilitate collective outcome (Emerylet2®906; Flora et al., 2004; Koutra &
Edwards, 2012; Putnam, 1993). It includes the dms®ls between and among
communities, organizations, networks and trustserdge of belonging (Emery et al.,
2006). It can influence, as well as be influencedhe stock and flows of other capitals.
Human capital includes “the knowledge, skills anthpetence and other attributes
embodied in individuals that are relevant to ecoiccawtivity” (OECD, 1998, p. 9).
Emphasis is on the application of education anditrg as important elements that
significantly assist people from underprivilegeadkgrounds, particularly those from
developing countries, to climb the economic ladaethe accumulation of knowledge
and skills increases productivity and earnings @& Edwards, 2012). However,
Bronchi (2003), asserts that it is not always thsecthat in developing economies there is
a good match between the numbers of highly edu¢atiddduals emerging from
educational and training programs and appropriagl@/ment opportunities. Natural
capital refers to resources that exist in the @htuorld (Fukuyama, 2001), some of
which may include but are not limited to; the slakes, natural resources, nature’s
beauty, rivers, forests, wildlife and local landsgaCommunities work with these
resources to meet their livelihoods needs. Firsmaipital refers to the capacity to
access funds from banks, created through invesgnogrthrough micro finance/credit

mechanisms, financial linkages, and partnershipai{ta et al., 2012). It includes the
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resources related to money and access to fundeathy charitable giving, and grants
(Ellis, 2000).
Physical capital comprises man-made assets uggddction (Koutra et al., 2012). It
includes the infrastructural development that biéméfie general community such as
houses, schools, businesses, clinics, librarieenvegstems, electrical grid,
communication systems, roads, transportation systester supply and treatment,
highways, airports, and more specific sector-relatéastructure (Emery et al.,
2006).Cultural capital is related to cultural res®s; the way communities view the
world (Flora et al., 2006). Culture defines thalitianal ways of doing and being - habits
and attitudes (Emery et al., 2006). It includescéanstories, heritage, food, traditions,
and values. Political capital represents powanroanity connections to people who
have power and strong voices (Koutra et al., 20C2nmunities draw upon this resource
when they unite to solve a controversial issueitifal capital is built by making
connections with political and community leaderthbaside and outside the community
(Emery et al., 2006). Trousdale (1999) recommeetitscally strong political and
community leaders need to come together to adiseses of power, to provide strategic
guidance, and to establish local commitment, athglemented by the technical
knowledge needed for implementation.

While the capitals seem to be separated into seé\senete categories, each has a
connection to other capital types (Flora et alQ480In order to survive and prosper in
what can often be difficult circumstances, rurahoounities pursue a “livelihood

strategy” that may comprise of a number of diffgractivities such as farming, herding,
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off-farm employment, fishing, hunting and gather{&dperbinin et al, 2008). In order to
engage in these activities, communities mobilizeabsets at their disposal. An array of
livelihood approaches emphasize capabilities oftingl poor, based on the recognition
that even the poorest communities hold wealth leadt some of their capitals
(Sherbinin et al, 2008). It is the combinationluéte assets that defines the socio-
economics of a community depending on the commisnitgpability to harness available
assets. The capability to mobilize these sevendahtapitals defines relationships
communities have with their environment. For exanplcommunity that liquidates
forest resources (natural capital) in order torfceeducation (human capital) is
substituting natural capital for human capital, efhmay in turn yield employment
opportunities that yield a steady stream of finahcapital, which may then be depleted
in order to invest in physical assets such ase;dttuses, vehicles.

The capability to mobilize these seven forms qiiteds defines relationships
communities have with their environment. In viewtlns assumption, we can therefore,
advance that a community, its assets, and the éosatonment are all “embedded” in
these contextual factors. The framework offersgpr@ach to assess community and
development efforts from a systems perspectivalbgtifying assets in each capital
(stock), the types of capital invested (flow), theeraction among the capitals, and the
consequential outcome or impacts across capitate§et al., 2006). In the context of
this research, the CCF is used to understand siodklow among the capitals as a result
of the interaction between protected areas, touaischcommunity livelihoods, and how

the impacts of these stock and flow affect theesystCommunities are systems that have
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inflows and outflows, ups and downs, progressiahragression (Jacobs, 2007). These
capital assets can be wisely invested, combinatipaexchanged to create more
community resources; at the same time they canb&@smuandered or accumulated if the
community does not use them wisely (Emery et 8062. As depicted on Figure 1, if the
assets are sustainably used, the outcomes arbyheatisystems, vibrant regional

economies, social equity and communities’ empowatme

Tourism and community empower ment

Given theincreased awareness about the importance of hoshoaities and
environmental responsibility in tourismemmunity-based tourism (CBT) has gained
popularity in the tourism literature (BaktygulovRaeva, 2010; Choi & Sirakaya 2005;
Hung, Sirakaya & Ingram, 2011) as a strategy fairenmental conservation and
community development. Cornell University Empowentn@&roup (1989, p.2) describes
empowerment as “an intentional, on-going processeced in the local community,
involving mutual respect, critical reflection, aagiand group participation, through
which people lacking an equal share of valued nessugain greater access to and
control over those resources.” Empowerment-orieirtedventions enhance community
participation while they also aim to amelioratelgems, provide opportunities for
participants to develop knowledge and skills, anglagje professionals as collaborators
instead of authoritative experts (Perkins & Zimmann1995).

CBT is promoted for community empowerment purpotass in the last two
decades the vocabulary of community empowermerity{&mes 1999; Tosun, 2001;

Tuson, 2005; Hwang, Stewart & Ko, 2012) has entéredliscourse on tourism
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development. Nonetheless, empowerment strategeegaiously broadly operationalized
as community participation, community ownershipgnaaunity capacitation, community
livelihood diversification, community partnershiggmmunity-based management,
community sovereignty (Tuson, 2005; Scheyvens, 18@8%, 2006; Timothy, 2007,
Zimmerman, 1995). For the realization of sustaiaaburism, community empowerment
is regarded as a central component to communitgldpment and yet making this
concept operational in a program context remainsie (Laverack, 2001). To make the
situation more complicated are the many definitiohsommunity empowerment which
are broadly based on their interpretation as eitfter-personal or contextual elements
and as an outcome or a process (Laverack, 200mn@aity empowerment in tourism
has been called for to foster community particgmatiwhich can mean a level of control,
ownership or influence in a tourism initiative amgpears to be closely linked to the
derivation of livelihoods and other benefits frome tinitiative to that same community
(Murphy, 1985; Scheyvens, 1999; Tuson, 2005; Ww/ltdllife Fund (WWF), 2001).

Community empowerment is a catalyst of communisgaese of ownership;
feelings of responsibility and practical involverh@ntourism has been gesticulated by
researchers and practitioners as central to thiaisability of tourism and of great
importance to planners, managers and operationg(Bdingh, 2003; Campbell, 1999;
Olsen, 1997; Page & Dowling, 2002; Ross & Wall, 999nited Nations World Tourism
Organization, 2011). The popularity and seemin@blility of community empowerment
have not, however, produced broad consensus are&sing, measurement or

implementation (Beeker, Guenther-Grey & Raj, 1988fe empowerment can serve
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many different agendas (Strawn, 1994). In line watlkernational agencies, the United
Nations World Tourism Organization (UNWTO, 20113eds that community
empowerment as a precept of sustainable tourisnbeantool for economic
development and poverty reduction. The World Touar@8rganization [WTO] (2002)
asserts that community empowerment through toucesmcreate opportunities for local
economic diversification of the poor and marginaas where there are no other
development opportunities.

Community empowerment through tourism is basedubtui@l, wildlife and
landscape assets that belong to the poor and pesrmgehder equality by employing a
relatively high proportion of women; reducing legkdrom, and maximizes linkages to
local economies (World Tourism Organization [WT@002). Community empowerment
gives a community the capability to decide the tgp®urism facilities and conservation
programs they want in their locality and how tonrisosts and benefits can be shared
amongst different stakeholders (Akama, 1996).

A more all-inclusive community empowerment framekvoeeds to recognize the
importance of social, economic, environmental, emtural dimensions of community
enablement equally, rather than aiming on parte@ftlimensions in segregation (Tao et
al., 2009a). Empowerment is a multi-dimensionalcemt including economic, social,
political, and psychological empowerment (Friedmak892; Scheyvens, 1999).

In pursuant of a more encompassing model, Schey\1&99) developed an
ecotourism framework that identifies four dimensi@f empowerment; social,

economic, political and psychological dimensionscérding to Scheyvens’ framework,
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economic gains of tourism that are well documeitdtie tourism literature are signs of
economic empowerment; psychological empowermenesdnom self-esteem and pride
in cultural traditions while social empowermenguklts from increased community
cohesion when members of a community are brougjetier through a tourism
initiative. Scheyvens’ fourth dimension is politieanpowerment — which recognizes
community’s voice, leadership capability, and cartios to power brokers.

To understand how community empowerment empowersramity’s
participation in resources management; it is a$ agimportant to review the role played

by community capitals as sometimes these conceptiap.

Community Capitals and sustainability

The broad notion of sustainability should encorspalogical, economic and
cultural parameters (Tao et al., 2009b), whichhegély interdependent and thus need to
be addressed at the same time. Tao et al. (20899 that research that targets only one
parameter and tries to assess it in isolationtoérstwill not yield a holistic
understanding of how tourism contributes to thddveing of communities and
environmental conservation. Sustainability requgtesking a balance between being
economically viable, preserving the resilience wfural integrity, social cohesion, and
maintaining the physical environment status (Altraad Finlyson, 1993). In order to
achieve common goals, the community should havepipertunity to participate in the
planning, operation of the tourism industry andnaking decisions about their future

(Tao et al, 2009b).
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The failure of having community capitals at pathvothers may render the
system unsustainable. Serageldin and Steer (1994st that researchers should think
of sustainable development in terms of patternheraccumulation of, and substitution
among different types of community capitals. Thehats’ contention is premised on the
background that for a long time there was domitiainking in the World Bank and other
development organization that equated developm#htegonomic growth hence it was
the only indicator of interest to development plersn(Serageldin at al., 1994). However,
the World Development Report (WDR) (1990) highlgtitat development seen through
the lens of poverty reduction ought to be pursiedugh macroeconomic growth and
investing heavily in people; above all in educatjpbnman capital). Consequently, human
capital also is recognized as being critical inedlegment and poverty alleviation
debates. The World Bank pushed for macroeconorowwtrthat later led to the
recognition that economic growth may have adverggcts on the environment, thus,
natural capital began to be recognized, alongsigkeam and economic capitals.

In terms of social capital, Putnam’s (1993) stoflgivic traditions, democracy
and regional development suggests that the crithcabr in explaining regional
differences in a government’s effectiveness anaeeuc performance is to be found in
corresponding regional differences in social striteeg and networks, thus, social capital
also is recognized as an important form of cap@altural capital is acknowledged as
one of the critical forms of capital which assistsinderstanding the way people “know
the world” and how they act within it (Emery et 2006). This is influenced by their

value systems and shapes people’s interactionthwtisurrounding environment (Emery
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et al, 2006). Equally important, is the politicapital which refers to the ability for
people to find their own voice and take decisidrat tletermine their livelihoods destiny.

Built capital, which includes infrastructure demgient, is better described by the
theory of cumulative causatipformulated by Myrdal (1957, p.43), and simple esat
“the place that loses assets, for whatever reagitirgontinue to lose them through
system effects.” Furthermore, a place that, forteder reason, gains assets will attract
other assets, which helps explain why there isim&ing inequality that is place-based
(Emery et al, 2006).

Sustainable development can be thought of in tefnakanges in the overall
stock and changing composition of these seven typeapitals (Bebbington 1999). If
“development” implies an overall increase in tlapital stock, the relative
“sustainability” of that development depends oa shibstitutions that occur among the
types of capital (Serageldin & Steer, 1994). Thiglg's unit of analysis is community,
and takes the position that for us to understaaditikages between protected areas,
tourism and community livelihoods we ought to urstiend the dynamics played by
community capitals.

Some authors define community in terms of logaieographical area, and
people living in a particular place (Smith 2001)ilothers define it in terms of people’s
common interests (Tropman et al., 2001). Flord.€2804) argue that place attachment
or geographic community may not provide the sagyatem through which its members’

needs are met. In this paper we define community@®up of people who share a
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geographic area; however, we do not presume siyidarshared values and interests
among the residents.

Community livelihoods will be assessed throughlitatave changes in the overall
stock of the seven types of capitals and the cimgngpmposition of their stock;
therefore, the overall increase in community cadpiall be interpreted as community
livelihood improvements while a decrease will iradzinadequate community
livelihoods improvement. The assessment will beebas whether community
participation in tourism has improved/facilitatéckiages between Chobe National Park

and community livelihood.
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Chapter 3

STUDY AREA

The CNP is located in the northern part of Botsw@e& Figure 2). The CNP
was declared a non-hunting area in 1933 duringdih@nial regime and officially
established as a national park in 1968 after thtryg's independence in 1966 and
covers approximately 11 7 00 square kilometerspmpassing floodplains, swamps and
woodland (Botswana Tourism Organization (BTO), 20T8e Chobe River in the north
forms Botswana’s border with Namibia, part of whigs within Chobe National Park.
The CNP supports diversity and concentration ofikfé un-comparable to nowhere else
in the country, has one of the largest concentmataf fauna and flora in Africa and is the

third largest park in the country (BTO, 2013).
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The park is best known for its spectacular eleppapulation; estimated at
120,000 in 2003, perhaps the highest elephant atrat®n in Africa; the second
important species is the African buffalo, whichhwitther species during the dry winter
months converge upon the river to drink (Jones320dttracting a lot of international
tourists. Other selected few game found in CNPRuhe] lions, hyenas, zebras, giraffes,
hippos, crocodiles, cheetahs, leopards, kudusesababoons and impalas. Over 460 bird
species have been recorded in the park, makineiod Africa’s premier destinations for
bird Safaris (BTO, 2012).The perennial presenah®iChobe River water supports a
diversity and concentration of wildlife in the Cleobcosystem.

The Chobe Enclave Conservation Trust (CECT) ismaraanity trust or
community-based organization (CBO) composing o fillages, namely; Mabele,
Kavimba, Kachikau, Satau and Parakarungu, and isdhnspeaking is located within
the CNP. The villages are located on a belt thas mlong the Chobe River Basin
forming an enclave, hence the name Chobe Enclansdé@eation Trust (see Figure 2).
While the CNP covers approximately 117 GA%the Enclave community is located on
land measuring only 1,69G¥ in size (Jones, 2003).The villages are locatexlboffer
zone which is divided into two controlled huntingas; CH1; used for consumptive
hunting tourism (all the villages are located in Jkvhile CH2 is used for non-
consumptive photographic tourism. The first villaly@bele is 60 kilometres southeast
of the town of Kasane; all the other villages grpraximately seven to eleven kilometres

apart along the Kasane-Maun road (Nchunga, 200 .small town of Kasane, about
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100 km from the northern tip of the enclave, isttiib of the tourism industry in northern
Botswana, and the riverfront in the CNP is a ‘mdjgfoe foreign tourists (Jones, 2003).

The community of the Enclave were in the past beelated from the economic
opportunities in the wildlife and tourism. There aot many government oriented
developments in the enclave communities; much@figtwvelopment is concentrated in
Kasane. There are no major shops or services sugasaline stations, and residents
have to travel approximately 100 km through the lighNational Park to Kasane to get
their basic needs. The estimated population oEth&@ave community is 4, 108
(Kachikau: 1, 356, Kavimba: 549, Mabele: 773, Parakgu: 845 and Satau: 605)
respectively (Botswana Populati@Housing Census, 2011) and about 70% reside in the
Enclave while the rest work outside the area (Jaz2@g3).

The CECT community is largely composed of the Basylwith small
proportions of Batawana and Basarwa ethnic graugspective of ethnicity, the CECT
community has a mixed economy based on three nwarachs: subsistence livestock
rearing, crop production and wage employment. Shkation of this rural community
has created a dependence on natural resourceastiokwood, thatching grass, reeds,
and hut building poles, used by almost all hous#h@r subsistence purposes.

The CECT residents are predominately Basubiya pgsteralists dependent on
crop production, supplemented by sales from livdstdhe cattle population owned by
CECT community is estimated to be around 9000 {m#&d interview, Department of
Veterinary Services Coordinator, 2012). The locdlis dry, sandy, and has poor crop

yields mainly due to the arid desert environmentir@ to erratic and severe unreliable
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rainfall, harvest yields can sometimes be eventlems what households need for
consumption (Barnhoon et al., 1994).

To a larger extent, the Chobe River has playedeaimadefining the CECT
community’s socio-economic activities; the riveloals the community to have two
planting seasons against the one planting seasamdjority of Batswana subsistence
farmers have/depend on. Two seasonal types o¥atitin take placanolapoand dry
land farmingMolapo (river) planting is conducted in the river floolhins following the
flood recession around August and September depgiati how long the flood regime
persists; dry land cultivation is conducted on gasail away from the river system
immediately after the first rain around Novembex®aber. Backwater flooding from
the Chobe is important for the maintenance of floemzession farming, where organic
rich soils have been formed from flood plain pektaize is the predominant crop of the
molaposeason while sorghum is, for the dry land sea8®stondary crops include
cowpeas, spinach, melons, goads, pumpkins andtniteetheless, maize makes up the
staple starch in their diet (Feldstein and Po&89). Before the introduction of tourism,
plowing was predominately done by cattle, howetractors, have taken over much of
that duty. CECT owns 6 tractors with trailers atalapng equipment that help with
plowing endeavors.

Off-farm activities that supplement farming actie# include employment,
especially in tourism and related establishmerghirfg, traditional beer brewing,

handmade crafts, wild fruits, berries, tubers,dhajrass and roofing poles gathering.
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Chapter 4

USING COMMUNITY ASSET MAPPING TO ASSESS LINKAGES BRVEEN
PROTECTED AREAS, TOURISM AND COMMUNITY LIVELIHOODS

Literature Review

A large proportion of tourism in developing couesrconstitutes nature-based
tourism, in particular, tourism in protected ar@&ECN 1994). Protected area tourism has
been promoted to facilitate linkages between biedity conservation and community
livelihood improvements (Mbaiwa, 2008; Sebele, 20Hbwever, rich literature
generated through case studies has suggesteeldtainships between livelihood and
conservation (Mbaiwa, 2005Mbaiwa 2011; Mbaiwa et2010; Nyaupane & Poudel,
2011; Upton et al., 2008; Salafsky & WollenbergQ@pPare complex and yield mixed
and conflicting results. Despite the complexitg anultiple conflicting case studies
protected area tourism is still being promoted iafshsed on the idea that if conservation
and development can be achieved simultaneouslyntieests of both can be served
(Berkes, 2004).

The call for the inclusion of community in consatien and development debates
are in part a response to the failures of fortoesservation or community exclusionary
conservation efforts. Available literature that lexaes the prospects of the involvement
of community-based conservation through communétyeal conservation experiments
have been mixed at best, and the performance of imare been reported to be well
below expectations (Kellert et al., 2000; Barre¢tile 2001; Mbaiwa, 2011). The
outcome of the development as highlighted by Be(R684) is a concern to a broad
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range of conservationists, social scientists, resmanagers, governments, and
conservation and development organizations.

In response to this new development, literaturemrservation and community
development is somehow reflective of the merits @aaherits of the importance of the
inclusion of community in conservation (Agrawal 8xSon 1999; Redford & Sanderson
2000, Murphree 2002). Berkes (2004) summarizesctinservation and development
debate as: “on the one hand, there have been sieghagreater efforts and investments
in community-based conservation, on the othergthas been increasingly greater
concern that community-based conservation is nokwg and that the emphasis on
community and participation is diluting the consdion agenda” (p. 622). This debate
has therefore had implications on effective managerand the sustainable use of natural
resources. The center of the debate is whethenthesion or exclusion of community in
natural resources management will improve and enb@ir sustainable use.

Nonetheless, protected area tourism is a growargdtworldwide and presents a
huge potential for positive impacts on local comitiaa (Stricklans-Murnro, Allison &
Moore, 2010). This new development is connectesbtoe extent to considerable
international policy debates concerning the retediop between biodiversity
conservation and poverty policies (Adams et alo&2®anderson, 2005; Sanderson &
Redford, 2003; Roe & Elliott, 2004). This is a respe to consensus reached at the end
of the 20th century on the importance of povergderation as a global target; the
dependence of many poor people on local naturalress; this can therefore be

interpreted as a powerful argument for biodiversapservation (Upton et. al., 2008).
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The identification of poverty alleviation by thenlted Nations Millennium
Development Goals (United Nations, 2005) has sediteus and hopeful targets being
set to address the poverty issue. For instan@)00, the United Nations General
Assembly called for halving the number of peoplnly in extreme poverty by the year
2015 (Sanderson & Kent, 2003). At the same timegtbevth in protected areas as places
for biodiversity conservation and tourism has nadydeen adopted as an indicator for
measuring the progress in biodiversity protectiohdlso as a success towards achieving
the Millennium Development Goal 7 (ensuring envimamtal sustainability), Target 9
(integrate the principles of sustainable develognignited Nations, 2005).

Nevertheless, poverty and environmental degradatie two distinct, yet related
issues that are a global concern in th& @&intury (Nyaupane & Poudel, 2011). For
example, local communities often rely on produsgsyices, or land from nearby natural
areas to meet their livelihood needs (Salafsky &l@werg, 2000). Their use constitute
one demand on the biological resources of theses anéhile their conservation
objectives coupled with those of the state, andidatgroups constitute another (Salafsky
& Wollenberg, 2000). Consequently, conflicts or gdementarities between the
demands created by livelihood activities and coraten objectives have been the focal
point of much discussions and efforts over thetlastdecades (Salafsky & Wollenberg,
2000). It is estimated that as many as 25% of thedig species could become extinct in
the next few decades at a rate of 27,000 specregepe (Wilson, 1992).

To prevent the loss of biodiversity, many protdctecas have been established

throughout the world (Nyaupane & Poudel 2011), énedsame protected areas are used
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for tourism purposes. In most cases, protectedsaned tourism are intertwined and their
respective impacts on local communities are difficwisolate (Strickland-Munro et. al.,
2010). The sustainability of protected areas i®egaly accepted as dependent on due
attendance to their social, economic and culturatext (Booth & Espiner, 2004; Fortin
& Gagnon, 1999; McCleave,), through interventionstsas Integrated Conservation and
Development Projects (ICDPs) that seek to mainstreanservation and livelihoods
objectives. The ICDP intervention was a respongbdaestablishment of protected areas,
especially in the developing world where the nesfdecal people were ignored and
people were marginalized and denied access tonasueading to a widespread lack of
community support for conservation (Ghimire, 1984nderson, 2005; Sharma, 1990).
Subsequently, there have been critical debates tag teffectiveness of ICDPs (see,
Brandon, Redford & Sanderson, 1998; Kramer, varatkch Johnson, 1997; Robinson,
1993; Wells & Brandon, 1992; Western & Wright, 1994

Despite prolific discussions on the linkages aitpcted areas, tourism and
community livelihoods, there have been differemwpoints in attempting to define the
nature of this linkage. The concept of sustaingbdonservation through protected area
tourism and livelihoods can perhaps best be unogaldty considering different
approaches to reconciling the demands of conservatid livelihoods that have evolved
over the past century. This recognition informs tle@isearch by providing a shift in
research focus through the assessment of comyraapttals dynamics in an endeavor
to understand protected areas, tourism and comynlivetihoods. Current literature in

protected areas, tourism and community livelihdoedsages does not explicitly establish
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how community capitals dynamics affect these retethips. Attempting to bridge this
oversight, this chapter adopts the community eafiamework (CCF) to assess the
linkages between protected areas, tourism and camtyriivelihoods using community
asset mapping as a data collection tool. The chagtmines the Chobe National Park
(CNP); a protected area in Botswana, in relatiothéoChobe Enclave Conservation

Trust (CECT), a group of five rural villages liviragljacent to the CNP (see Figure 2).

Methods
Community Asset Mapping

Despite the growing advocacy and practice of comityasset mapping as a
research tool, empirical research remains limikedant studies have focused primarily
on “counter-maps” and indigenous maps, leavingqwnically produced maps and their
authors’ perspectives unexplored (Parker, 2006% fi@search identifies the community
asset mapping as a critical data gathering toaini@onity asset mapping used mostly as
a planning method seeks to harmonize social andaemaental concerns for land use
and is described as “fundamental” to sustainat@eelopment (Steiner, 2000). With its
emphasis on inventory, analysis, and synthesis;ahemunity asset mapping method has
large and complex information demands requiringp lpdtysical and sociocultural
attributes to identify prospects and constrictiforspotential land uses (Parker, 2006).

In traditional land use planning and managemetaunism and protected area
destinations, the emphasis has been on the measuiranmd mapping of objective
landscape features based on physical or remoteededata, while relatively few

resources have been devoted to assessing cubindsdapes including human
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perceptions and values of landscapes to localestsdAccording to Parker (2006),
humans are active participants in the landscaperins of thinking, feeling, and acting;
leading to the attribution of meaning and the vajuof specific landscapes.
Understanding their values they attach to spelahdscapes could be understood
through asset mapping. Zube (1987) asserts thaamlimd receives information from
both observation and experience, leading to thedtion of perceptions that are
intermediated by the sociocultural context in whtieé person exists and the individual's
personal utility functions. Zube further argued ttiaus, humans will likely associate a
range of values with a given landscape, but theohwalues and the weights placed on
them will differ from one individual to another.

Community asset mapping is not mapping for or cbmmunity, but rather, it
involves the community mapping its values, assetlvasions for the future (Lydon,
2003).Community asset mapping as a research sgriteijtates the comprehension of
the community context by the community itself. Coomity asset mapping asks
participants to share their experiences, values yvaions about a particular setting
(Lydon, 2003). Asset mapping encompasses detdhi@agangible and intangible
resources of a community, viewing it as a placé\agsets to be preserved and enhanced,
not insufficiencies to be remedied (Kerka, 2003).

Community asset mapping consists of the skillenta and capabilities available
through formal or informal local institutions (Bdiew, 2002). The approach allows local
people to explore links that might exist, for imgta, successful economic development

(financial capital) activities often are dependagpdn the availability of good community

33



services (physical capital), community skills agacity to solve problems (human
capital), natural resources (natural capital) amdmunity institutions’ social cohesion,
trust and capacity to network (social capital).

Asset mapping commences with the philosophy thédaal residents, regardless
of age, gender, race, ethnic background, placesidlence, or other characteristics, can
play an effective role in understanding importa@al matters (Beaulieu, 2002) and how
they might be interrelated in nature. Thus to emsustainable development, the
response to such issues may call for systematicatiydinated and collaborative
approaches. Community asset-based mapping bedinslexeloping an understanding
of what exists in the community; local residentsiliies, associations and institutions,
rather than focusing on what is wrong with the camity. This chapter uses community

asset mapping as a data collection tool.

Data Collection Strategy

Ten focus group discussions were conducted; otlethe youth and the other
with the elderly in each of the five CECT villag&articipants were identified through
purposeful sampling and snowballing techniquedaygé chiefs and village development
committee (VDC) chairpersons were key in helpinglentify participants who
participated in focus groups. Following initial posive sampling, the technique of
snowballing was used. Snowballing involves askegpondents to suggest additional
people who may be of interest to the researchdRatt990a). Focus groups comprised 7

to 13 members. Table 2 summarizes focus group ceiTs.
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Table 2. Focus Groups Composition

Focus groups per Gender Total
village Male Female

Mabele Youth 5 6 11

Mabele Elders 6 4 10

Kavimba Youths 4 5 09

Kavimba Elders 7 5 12

Kachikau Youth 4 5 09

Kachikau Elders 7 6 13

Satau Elders 3 4 07
Satau Youth 3 6 09

Parakarungu Youth 7 4 11
Parakarungu Elders 6 4 10

N=101

Elderly participants’ ages ranged from 36 to 72levthe youth’s ranged from 16
to 35. Elders’ participants’ education level randiesin non-formal education to high
school level, while the youths ranged from loweddte school to senior high school. A
total of 52 males and 49 females participated augogroups. In terms of socio-economic
activities, all elders were subsistence farmers piagtice both arable and pastoral
farming and none of them have formal employmeniyen@r, some were retirees from
CECT, government, tourism establishments and ileteployment. Youth participants
were mostly unemployed except for the four who wasrgloyed by CECT and crime
prevention clusters.

After a set of questions were addressed througinsfgroup discussions,
community asset mapping strategy was used to giengsida from the participants.
Participants were paired or put in groups of ttenee were given flip charts and color
pens to map their assets. Three sets of maps weated to depict the community’s
assets in the past/ before the introduction of camity-based tourism (before 1990),

now (after 1990 to 2012) and to predict the fui@@12 and beyond). During asset
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mapping process, the researcher as the facilémoosuraged an open and collaborative
environment where all participants could engagelyrvith one another. After the
completion of each asset map, participants predeh&sr maps to the whole group and
the researcher took notes. The researcher wasoathtaw on these conversations and
presentations to help interpret the drawings artdeduced. Participants were also
asked to link their maps; both graphics and texh&oChobe National Park, tourism and
their livelihoods in whatever way it made senséhem.

Focus groups and asset map data were supplemeitiiediata from unstructured
interviews with key informants including villagea@ers (village chiefs, village
development committees (VDCs) chairpersons, CEGiFdohairperson, Ngoma lodge
manager and 6 key governmental officials) (see AdpeA to E). In total, 18 key
informants were interviewed. In-depth interviewshakey informants were essential for
gaining long-term knowledge on community livelihgazthanges in each of the villages
and assessing their linkages with the Chobe Ndtiaik and tourism development.
Interviews took 45 — 80 minutes and audio recoidegketswanand English languages
were used depending on the interviewees’ choice.

Secondary data from CECT and governmental offanehives were also used.
By virtue of their positions; village chiefs, CE®bard members, and VDCs chairperson
were purposively targeted to provide rich informatabout their villages. CECT records;
board minutes, constitution, land use and manageptam, financial and training
workshop records provided information on the foioraand history of CECT, financial,

employment records, and stakeholders.
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Data Analysis

The first step in data management and analys@ved separating data collected
before tourism inception (before 1990), after irte@p(1990 to 2012) and data depicting
the future (2012 beyond) to capture trend analy@sondly, the maps created were
coded and text data were summarized. The procasspicoding began by transferring
the graphics and texts from each map onto stickgsnso that the researcher was able to
manipulate and move around the data into diffecateégories as suggested by Charmaz
(2006). Categories were broadly facilitated byrésearch conceptual framework that
consists of social, financial, cultural, physicatural, political and human capital
domains.

The map coding process included redrawing anditiagywvords and images
from the maps as accurately as possible by comigtise data into a smaller size. To
facilitate data management and analysis, sevekygp@ds of different colors were
sought to represent categories (blue — politia@en - natural, pink — human, yellow-
physical, red — financial, orange — social and ghitcultural). The resulting heaps of
blue, green pink, yellow, red, orange and whiteeadtom each map were then sorted
into categories. The conceptual framework was tselegfine broad categories (capitals);
sub categories were developed through open codindpich categories were developed
as they emerged from the data. Chunks of text (ngng length from a short phrase to a
paragraph) were assigned labels during the fiesting of transcripts (Ryan & Bernard,
2000). Map graphics and texts that portrayed theesaformation were categorized

together. However, and because of the nature ®tésiearch, data analysis focused more
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heavily on manifest rather than latent contenoolis group transcripts, map graphics
and texts. After open coding was performed, focusetingwas then applied to winnow
down the codes as suggested by Charmaz, (2006)pdike-codes were treated as a

common themes (see Table 3).

Findings

The Influence of Agro-based Economy (before 1990)

From the mapping exercise it was discovered ta#irb the introduction of
tourism the CECT had an agro-based economy witiniprent physical assets being
livestock and crop production, supplemented bynaa@ssets such as the hunting and
gathering. Traditional housing also relied on natue@sources such as thatching grass,
reeds, mud walls, and vegetative poles. Results frapping exercise by the older age
group were suggestive of how histories of the CEf{lldges were shaped by colonial
and post-colonial regimes that centralized thedfisetural resources and shaped
community capital stocks. Contrary to this, youtimaps were indicative of how the
cash-based economy influences their perceptiomgeheir maps consisted mainly of
employment gained from tourism establishments. ©ube importance of historical
events in the systematic understanding of theioglstiip between the CECT community
and CNP, the research adopted historical profiiingssist in the analysis of how the
community reacted to and was affected by natusglugces governance. It is important
to note that in comparing community assets mapseteby the youths and older age
groups depicting the past (before 1990), the mefbscated some large marginal

differences. Most of the youth’s maps were showimagr villages situated in their current
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locales while the older age groups depicted theit thilages were once located inside
the park until during the colonial period when thigages got relocated to create a way
for the development of the park. The maps’ diffeemreflected the unique experiences
between the youths and elders, which are impomasttaping community’s perceptions
of protected areas. Most of the youths by then wlyeung and some were not yet born,
thus the youths missed an important developmetfigristory of protected areas.

During the presentations and discussions on thes maquiuced, some elderly were
emotional when they reflect on how they were eddtem the park, a trait which was
absent on the youth’s discussions. For exampleetitezly man of Satau village, aged 70
years said:

“..wild animals was treated as if it was peopla] &ve were treated as

if we were wild animals.....even our chiefs could restist the eviction

as the directive of our removal was directly froofonialism commissioners

who insisted on the application of physical force&wen shooting those

who resisted the relocation.....imagine how you waekt to this command

and edict instruction” (An elderly’'s comment, 2012)

The centralization of natural resources in Botsaaviaagan during British colonial
rule and continued under postcolonial governmévitsafwa, 1999). Asset mapping, key
informants interviews and focus group discussi@iflect the importance of the historical
structure’s relevance on how individuals identhginselves and how rural agro-
pastoralists livelihoods have evolved over the pastury. During colonialism and early
post-independence periods, there were limited comityis livelihood strategies
including their relationship with the surroundingtural resources. Critical to this
understanding is the removal of CECT community fitbin CNP (affecting community

social organization) in the late1950s and the bapnof hunting during the same period.
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The lack of understanding by the colonial regimar@community’s cultural capital that
informed the community about indigenous huntingvall as community political capital
that regulated the use of natural resources, espewaild game resulted in new wildlife
governance regimes being imposed on the commuyéy. regulations introduced were
not consistent with community’s perceptions or udton the use of natural resources.

The prohibition of hunting forced the communityiiecome predominately agro-
pastoralists surviving on subsistence crops amgiock. Due to community’s cultural
practices restrictions in terms of grazing andithevesting of wild resources in CNP,
sedentary lifestyles and agricultural productiomenedopted. Poaching became a
problem as wildlife sustained by the CNP wandermgbhd its borders and damaged
local communities’ crops and livestock. The laclsophisticated political capital from
the community limited dialogue with government hessathere was no organized voice
to engage the powers that be.

Colonial and post-colonial governments adoptedrakpolicies that constrained
the interactions between the CNP and local comnasnétnd restricted linkages between
the community and CNP. The lack of a community gdmstered the passing of
prohibitive resource use regulations and diministieahces of having participatory and
consultative opportunities for community involverhenthe management of CNP;
resulting in inequitable political control, cultliend social exclusions. This development
was informed by pervasive stereotypes charactgrinical community’s political,
cultural and socio-economic activities as beingpmpatible with conservation efforts

even though communities have long co-existed vighsame resources being conserved.
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This resulted in the community’s cultural capitalrig considered insignificant, leading
the socio-political isolation of the CECT communityis had significant impacts on the
interactions, linkages, and benefits received ftoed\CNP. As an end result, the
community turned to subsistence agriculture. Comsetly, cattle numbers increased and
had to compete with wildlife resource for space fmdge.

According to the coordinator of the DepartmenYeterinary Services, the CECT
community has a cattle population of approximafely000. They are kept in CH1 and
often mix with wildlife. Restrictions on the usewildlife resources were influential on
the redefinition of cultural, socio-economic and golitical context of the CECT
community, this situation constrained the commuaitg park relationships. These
historically divisive practices fostered a cultofeunending conflict over land and natural
resources use. The CNP was therefore, perceivedl@asging to the government and as a

local community ‘no-go-zone’.

The advent of tourism (after 1990)

Community capitals evolved following the institutalization of tourism as a
livelihood option. Hunting and gathering, crop dwestock farming, the main livelihood
activities before tourism development, were sigaifitly affected by tourism

development. These changes are summarized in Bable
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Table 3. Changes in Community Capitals due to souiievelopment

Capital

Emergence and changes in capital

Human

Political

Social

Financial

Natural

Cultural

Physical

Hiring of trained and competent professioratsanager, program officer, and accountant.
Diversifying CECT board by electing retirees whad@&xperience, relevant & business
managerial skills, and negotiation skills for Joienture Contractual Agreements between
the community and professional hunter, community jgrivate company to manage the
lodge, government departments. Engagement witlaggrisompanies to compete and bid for
hunting & photographic concession, outsourcingegél assistance from attorneys.
Scholarships.

Formation of CECT as community decisioakimg body, development of CECT
constitution, CECT land use & management plan, VO€sognition of village chiefs as
conflict mediators by community and gof#stablishment oéquitable and participatory
community decision-making process, devolution aftodl, authority over wildlife and
benefits, open dialogue between CECT and government

Formation of CECT as a community recogninstitution. Women & men association
groups — hand craft making groups, dancing grofigpsjers’ associations , networking &
partnership with private companies — lodge, hunéinghotographic safari companies, donors
and NGOs — AWF, USAID, government departments — DRVBepartment of Tourism,

BTO, Community-Private Joint Venture Agreement &tparship to run CHAs, strengthened
social cohesiorhetter relationships with conservation official&§CT annual scheduled
meetings & Annual General Meetings

Donations — AWF, USAID, revenue getedldrom wild animals quota, Diversification of
income & employment generating avenues — Ngomgdp#@ camping sites, corn grinding
mill, cement brick molding, 5 shops , Telecenttesgtors.

Increase in wild animal numbers, reductiopoaching, reduction in wild resources
gathering, emergence of wildlife management areastrolled hunting areas (CHAS),
growing appreciation of the value of natural resesr preservation of savannah landscape
and biodiversity.

Formation of 5traditional cultural danciggoups, curio shops, self-confidence gained &
cultural identity, recognition of indigenous knowtge systems, natural appreciation of
nature.

Livestock, plowing fields, Land tenurdy#&ctors procured with plowing equipment, corn
grinding mill, 6 shops built, 6 tents and their @gsories, phone shops, 5 community halls, 1
lodge, 2 camping sites, TeleCentres, Electricitgt nes, tarmac road, 5 elementary schools,
1 junior high school, 5 clinics, 1 police station

In order to participate in tourism, the CECT hadtganize itself. In an endeavor

to participate in tourism, the community formed BQZ the CECT, a community
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decision making body. CECT is run by a board ofteas elected from the five member
villages. Before CECT, Village Development Comnet€VDCs) and chiefs were
responsible for all natural resources issues ivilleges, a responsibility since taken
over by CECT. CECT guided by the development adrastitution, spells out how
wildlife quota tender processes are conducted, prmeeeds from tourism are
distributed, and defines the role of members ofdo&hrough the constitution, CECT
has enhanced community political capital and empegvéhe community to make
decisions that were difficult to make before.

In terms of social capital, CECT promotes socidlasion, trust, partnerships and
networking among its village members, private safampanies, donors, NGOs, and
government departments. In realizing the importafe®cial organization, farmers in
the five villages formed village farmers associasi¢VFAs); whose role is to discuss
livestock-wildlife conflicts and related issues lwthe Departments of Animal
Production, Crop Production and DWNP; this has robd the compensation process for
crops and livestock destruction by wild animals Agfhave also resulted in the adoption
of agricultural management strategies that lesaandrs-wildlife conflicts; include
kraaling livestock at night, avoiding grazing ralagels near the park and creating
wildlife corridors when fencing plowing fields.

Tourism contributes to the community’s financiapital by creating
opportunities for self-employment through the fotima of enterprises. Through grants
obtained from CECT, some community members havestamall businesses like

handcraft making and traditional dance groups phatote community cultural capital.
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A total of six handcraft making and five traditidriance groups were identified. Due to
this, an increase in demand has occurred for ppatiduced goods and staged
performance by tourists; giving the community aaremmic buffer by opening
opportunities for locally produced goods and cdmiing to community livelihood
enhancements.

Results also indicate the development of touristhénCECT area has promoted
infrastructural developments and services provisipthe government to support the
tourism industry and the community. These incldgedonstruction of a tarmac road
connecting the five villages to Kasane and Namithie,provision of electricity grid line,
radio and mobile satellite receivers, five clinitge elementary and one middle school,
one post office, two agricultural extension offieasl one police station.

Community participation in tourism led to the dawtan of power over natural
resource management, improving the community’sipalicapital redefining
misconceptions that local community derive insiguaift benefits from PAS resources
and that conservation efforts exclude communi#esording to DWNP and DoT
officials, the formation of CECT has brought CNPnagement closer to communities;
the community is now regarded as a key stakehdfaeus group discussants indicated
that before participation in tourism, hostility iasces between the DWNP and
community members was very rife because the commteit denied access to their
land, resources, and were being separated fromm¥ieonment they have lived in for a
long time. This was a result of lack of trust, adtetion, networking and harmony

between stakeholders. The lack of trust was not lbetween the government and
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community, but within and among villages themsel&smmunity members reported
each other to government agencies in cases fohpapand wildfires detonations; a
situation interpreted as protest action by comnyumémbers. As a result, some
community members were considered whistle blowasrd,the DWNP was accused of
using ‘divide and rule’ tactics.

Participation in tourism led to a shift in thinkiog conservation and development
efforts. Highlighted legislative changes of sigréfnce include the Conservation Policy
of 1989, National Tourism Policy (1990), EcotouriBalicy (2002) and the CBNRM
Policy (2007), which call for community inclusion conservation and development.
These changes have benefited both the CNP and €&@mnunity, for instance, the park
manager indicated poaching and wildfires in the Gx#a have gone down.
Nevertheless, police records show that poachisgligaking place; however, recorded

incidents are low (see Table 4).

Table 4. Poaching Statistics in CECT Locality fraf02 - 2012

Offence Number of cases
Hunting during closed season 02
Hunting without license 17
Hunting protected animal 03
Hunting partial protected game 05
Hunting and capturing game 01
Unlawful possession of government 10
trophy
Total 38

Source: compiled from Kachikau Police Station CriRegistry from 2002 - 2012
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According to the CECT chairperson, the low poaclstagistics can probably be
attributed to community participation in tourismialn has brought government and the
community together to promote conservation and ldgveent.

Due to a lack of human and financial capitals,@BCT community opted for a
Joint Venture Agreement (JVA) and partnerships \priliate safari companies to
compensate for these deficits. JVAs in this instamreders to “a business arrangement
between a private company and a rural communityiieicommercial utilization of an
area’s natural resources; be it game, land or @il{Gujadhur 2001; p.15). CECT has
land tenure use and rights from the Departmentaoids for CH1 and CH2, for hunting
and photographic respectively. To this end, CECS dnaontractual agreement and
partnership with three private safari companiesirming CH1, CH2, and Ngoma lodge.
See Figure 3 in terms of money generated due setagreements and partnerships. In
addition, the community also gets a portion of ganaat from each kill; an arrangement
meant to mitigate poaching. JVAs and partnershipsige the community with revenue,
employment and game meat/food. With assistance flmmors such as USAID and
AWF, CECT was able to contribute US$1.77 milliow&rds the construction of Ngoma
Lodge; the private investor contributed an equinbémount. Through this partnership,
employment for 36 people was created. The privatenpr provides the human capital,
that is, business planning and operations, hoggitaanagement, and marketing with the
goal of transferring skills to community memberdlsat they can eventually take over

when the partnership ends.
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An analysis of the community’s financial capitatdugh maps produced by both
the older groups and youth reflect the CNP as thm mgent that drives tourism.
However, subsistence arable farming has also htesdaue to benefits from tourism;
this may pose a threat that could further fueltexgshuman-wildlife conflicts. Results
from in-depth discussions with DWNP official, indie the introduction of tourism was
meant to ultimately replace subsistence agriculimencourage land use harmony with
the park. However, communities perceive the depsryden tourism as being too risky,
especially in the event that a shock or stressrec€wer time, CECT has improved its
financial capital (see figure 3). Four youth haeadfited from this financial capital in
the form of scholarships granted for tourism stadiecolleges/universities in South

Africa; the agreement is they will work for CECTarpcompletion of studies.
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Figure 3. Revenue Generated by CECT from 1997 1d 20
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Data indicates revenue generated has been inogeasnually except in 2004, a
drought year, when there was no wildlife quotaatomn due to low wildlife numbers.
Between the years 2005 to 2011, high revenue geoei@an be attributed to re-
investment in physical assets outside tourismsalgs from shops, brick molding, tele-

centers and tractors’ services.

Thefuture: beyond 2012

In mapping the future, different trajectories egeat, influenced by the current
stock and flow of community capitals and driventhg adoption of tourism. The older
participants’ maps reflected more investments iyspial asset such as plowing fields,
electric fencing, and veterinary fencing to sepavaitdlife from livestock, the drilling of
boreholes to water livestock, and investing in &chery to provide a market for their
cattle. The youth maps consisted of more investmiartiourism facilities with more
emphasis on employment creation. For instancey, thaps reflected investments in more
lodges, guest houses, guided tours, planned cufastivals and guided elephant riding
and tracking. As indicated earlier in the mappihgammunity assets maps before the
introduction of tourism, youth maps and discusslmhnot reflect on the hostile
environment brought by the eviction of communityrfr the park. Youth experiences are
different from the older age group that literallperiences the eviction from the park,
thus the youth historical experiences offer a défife perspective altogether from their
parents. Almost all the youth witnessed the devaleqt of CECT and the changes CECT
has brought to their livelihoods. Therefore thethomaps, discussions, and future
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visions embraced wildlife tourism as one of the@m community ought to adopt to
diversify its livelihoods undertakings. With theutb representing the community’s
future investments, indications are that tourispresent a promising future and would
facilitate positive linkages between the park aochmunity as tourism is dependent on
the park’s resources for its to thrive, and for ¢bexmunity to invest in tourism would
needs to guard against negative ailments that hvagrt away the prospects of tourism.
With most youth having attained better educati@antthe old age group, the youth
understand much better issues of park and tounstaisability. On the one hand, most
of youths see the dependence on wildlife quotagousystem — consumptive tourism
being unsustainable in the long run; on the otla@dhthe old age group which has
invested much on agriculture sees consumptivedouas a remedy to help reduce wild
animals that destroy the agricultural assets. Fgtance, one female youth, aged 22
years, of Mabele village said:

“I am not forgetting where | come from; almost ex@re in

this village is dependent on agriculture like attyeo village

in the Chobe district, but our village is uniquattive have a choice

to benefit from both agriculture and tourism, hoeregur

tourism practices of killing wild animals may naag

the same as long as we keep killing them for toursnd when

they destroy our cows and crops...... " (A youth comm2ai 2).
On a different perspective that counteracts thehysyerspective, the old age group
fears that in the long run their villages may hawvee relocated again to create way for
the growth of the park if wild animal numbers kéegreasing without being controlled

through consumptive tourism. To support this pespe one elderly male farmer aged

66 years old, of Kavimba village said:
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“If we stop the killing of elephants that raids auops every day is

as good as to stop growing crops...who would wagtroev crops

for wild animals.....we should not forget where veene from.......

Did | settle here by choice? Those who do not kmawld say yes.

| would not be surprised one day when we areti@locate to create

more space for these elephants” (An elderly faisrmmment, 2012).
Of importance to note, by 2014 the CECT communligng to stop hunting tourism and
replace it with photographic tourism. This planmedelopment was confirmed through
DWNP and DoT interviews, where it was confirmed tiv@re has been a realization that
shooting wild game purely for sport, and troph&sa longer perceived to be
harmonious with national commitments to consernwck@eserve local fauna and the long
term growth of the tourism industry. The decisiorstop hunting is theorized in the
context of a growing concern about the declineildlife populations. The CECT
community has accepted this development and hpsmdsd positively by investing in
non-consumptive tourism establishments like cartgs €ind a lodge.

The use of financial gains through tourism to stva some proposed physical
assets such as the introduction of veterinary feacel electric fencing of plowing fields
may not be consistent with conservation objectofate park. The natural capital
harnessed through tourism is transformed into ghysissets such as the expansion of
agriculture. If these suggested development webe timplemented this could introduce
negative linkages or liabilities that would be ficad by tourism.

The projected future of Chobe National Park andmaoinity livelihoods therefore

needs to adopt adaptive management as an alternatmanaging protected areas for

sustainable tourism, informed by the stock and fldvwommunity capitals. Adaptive
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management requires ongoing monitoring supportéd the selection of community
capital indicators whose dynamics are responsdsl¢hie change of ecosystems, defining
future conditions. Future produced community majpside the utility to envision the
future of CECT and Chobe National Park, therebpingl with the projection of the
efficacy of adaptive management plans premisedhemtospect of linking conservation
and local livelihoods; preserving biodiversity vdtisimultaneously improving
community livelihoods.

A close monitoring of the community capital dynamis essential as the future
reality may be hard to evaluate because changaseifiorm of community capital affect
other forms. For instance, the community may inweste in technology such as
mechanized agriculture as a means to meet foodiptiott and security; this
achievement however, may in turn pose a challempp@iinan-wildlife co-existence as it
might accentuate conflicts. The same wildlife reses financing agriculture may be
perceived as a liability to community livelihoodiserefore reinforcing negative linkages.

CECT's future participation in tourism indicatést the community will continue
to be politically organized as they now have a @daengage in dialogue with other
stakeholders; be socially organized and communtbta&ie views as a community,
cooperate and network easily with NGOs and govemmepartments; have reasonable
financial assets to further invest in tourism petge and investing in different physical

assets that have diversified their financial getegaactivities.
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Discussion: Healthy community and ecosystems

Healthy community and ecosystems is defined aseaking a steady balance
and synergies among the community capitals; regabririailing to reach this state
defines the sustainability status quo of a comnyuaniid its ecosystems. Indications were
that before the introduction of tourism, the CNRJ@wved with natural capital in the form
of fauna was not linked to other community capitédlse CNP and community were
perceived as being independent systems (see Fgqua (a)); this kind of relationship
constrained the linkages between CNP and the contyndio protect the CNP from the
community, decisions taken during the colonial post-colonial period included
abolishing traditional hunting, further accentugtthe polarization of natural capital
from the community.

PAs and community livelihoods linkages are basedany inter-dependencies
of community capitals as illustrated in Figure #eTrelationship between the park
management and local community before the commesieeaif tourism was delusional,
with community capitals not being organized and thydseing isolated from each other.
The lack of organization constrained the park amdraunity relationship leading to
unhealthy ecosystems. Though the community wasewmelbwed with natural capital in
terms of wildlife, the ‘asset flow’ was technicallpcked” and could not be transformed
to benefit other forms of community capitéee Figure 4, part (a)).

The wildlife resource stock accumulated, but ditl menefit the community and
therefore considered a nuisance for communityitreelds. To harness the natural
capital, other capitals were enhanced (e.g. saaidlpolitical) by investing resources and
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time to form CECT, a recognized community instati organizing the five villages’
social cohesiveness (bonding, bridging, trust gdnd networking). As a social
institution, CECT enhanced community political ¢apby becoming the community’s
voice and decision making body, leading to chamg&€NP management style through
the recognition of the community as a stakeholaer@nsequently, connecting natural
capital stock to flow and influencing other fornfcommunity capitals (see Figure 4 part
(b).

The introduction of tourism provided a link betwetee CNP and community
livelihoods. The natural capital was therefore Wisevested to transform other
community capitals that were disproportionatelyamiged. The abundant natural capital
influences, and is influenced by the stock and @ivother capitals. Understanding this
stock and/or flow is essential to practitionergadtiapt to the changes brought about by the
capitals dynamics that affect the linkages betwe&s and community livelihoods; what

Walters (1997) calls adaptive management.
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Outcomes:
Unhealthy

community &
Ecosystem

(a8 Community capitals’ organization before
tourism adoption

Outcomes:
Healthy community &

(b) Community capitals’
organization after tourism

Figure 4. Community Capitals' Organization befand After the Adoption of Tourism

Sustainable tourism development calls for the imewolent of local communities

at destination areas as the custodians of the ies®that attract tourists (Mbaiwa, 2011).

54



The realization of the unsustainable reliance arsamptive forms of tourism is germane
for CECT. Thus, the change to diversify from altotiance on wildlife hunting quotas

to photographic tourism and by establishing a leigth lodge in partnership with a private
company is vital for sustainable development. TigeriNa lodge, a physical and/or
financial asset links the CNP directly with the acoonity and provides the community

with an incentive to highly value and appreciat&iife.

Community-private partnerships have promoted thustkering, bonding,
employment and financial capital as the private gany and community share financial
asset generated. Since the inception of CECTahabBWP 29, 939, 539 (US$ 3, 858,
195) net profit was generated; the community deciddependently what to use their
financial capital for. This is in line with Africabdnion’s (2005) suggestion that
decentralization of decision making as well as die&an of central budgets at a local
level is crucial for a more horizontal approacliézision-making processes because it
facilitates full participation and social mobilizat. In this manner, Koutra and Edwards
(2012) argue transparency and accountability irser@ad motivate local communities to
play an active role in their own development.

Community-private joint venture partnerships ageessary and borne from the
fact that the tourism business is highly compeditivie to terms of trade which are
generally dictated by international tourism marketsman capital is therefore needed
for marketing, administration, management andlarge extent, financial capital; all
have to be integrated in a business model thatcapete regionally. The whole idea of

partnerships is to ultimately transfer businesisskhe human capital that is lacking in
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the community, with the anticipation that the conmatyawill ultimately graduate and run
its own business enterprises. Therefore, the dpusdat of wildlife based tourism and
conservation enterprises cannot be considereceialtkence of the background on
community livelihoods as the two are linked; onkeef the other. For instance, the cattle
boom is considered an extenuating factor thatlmagotential to negatively affect the
park.

The money (financial asset) from tourism is ugeduy more cattle (physical
asset) and vaccines that prevent and cure casiaskes, which resulted in further
competition for limited space and forage with waldimals. On the one hand increased
financial capital through the agro-based econorflyences the park and community
relationship. On the other hand, the reliance amigm through a wildlife quota system
has transformed the physical capital to financagdital that is also transformed to
physical capital through buying assets like tratd@ihis has led to the commoditization
of natural capital; this arrangement has the p@keot causing diminishing effects on
natural capital through consumptive tourism, anestjon the sustainability of the whole
arrangement.

If the natural capital stock depreciates due éodffiect of consumptive tourism,
the park’s conservation objective becomes unsustéerat the expense of enhanced
community livelihoods as explained by communityitap stocks and flows.

This study shows some utility on how community teor development can link PAs
with community livelihoods. In line with Mbaiwa argtronza (2010) and Mair and Laing

(2013), this study proclaims that the shift frorditional livelihood activities to tourism-
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influenced activities may not necessarily be a tiegghenomenon caused by tourism;
instead, it may show the dynamism of culture araos@conomics influenced by
community capitals stocks and flows. Socio-economaditico, and cultural elements are
dynamic as is the case with protected areas. Itleastressed that a prerequisite for the
improvement of community livelihoods is the faistlibution of economic benefits,
which can be better realized if tourism is incogied into other sectors of the economy
(Koutra et al., 2012), in this case where monelized from tourism was used to procure
tractors used to improve agriculture.

Findings from this study do not support Koutralei2012) findings that tourism
does not lead to development; but rather, it istigyment that leads to tourism. In this
case study, before the introduction of tourismabemunity did not own tractors, a
grinding mill, lodge, camp sites, village hallsidirmolding workshop, and shops. But in
essence, the capitalization of abundant naturatatagm which nature-based tourism
depends provides essential asset flows for othanmumity capitals’ beneficiation. The
natural capital services, as agued by Kinzig (204 typically undervalued or taken for
granted by governments, businesses and the pahlicits importance may be recognized
only upon its loss.

The urgent challenge today is to move from théomeal-world honing and
implementation of sustainable tourism tools andeaghes to resource decisions taken
by individuals, communities, corporations, governtseand other organizations (Chapin,

2010). Collectively, the CCF represent a promighigt towards a more inclusive,
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integrated and effective set of strategies (Maa®yibl & Fitter, 2012) in assessing PAs
conservation and development role.

As Jacobs’ (2007) assertion, this study also fahad parks and their communities have
inflows and outflows, ups and downs. Thereforés itfpon park managers to understand
that community-park systems can be wisely invesiad/or exchanged to create more
community resources. At the same time, capitaltasss also be squandered if the
community does not use them wisely (Emery et 8062

If wisely invested, for instance, income from tisur can be invested in procuring
physical assets; tractors, and establishmentdNgama lodge, camp sites, corn grinding
mill, shops, funding cultural capital; traditioreadd handcraft groups, all created new
forms of capitals that diversified the communityerue generating flows. These wise
investments foster positive linkages between thik @ad community. Unwise
investments could be interpreted as those thateekisefore the introduction of tourism,
whereby wildlife wandered from the park and destbthe community physical capital
(crops and livestock) fostering negative commupigyk relationships.

Policy implications of this study are in linetivEmery et al. (2004) findings that,
if PAs and community assets are sustainably ubedyutcomes are healthy ecosystems,
vibrant community economies, and social equity,cltare indications of park
management and community empowerment. For bothrparkagement and the
community it is important to have collective outaesrfacilitated by the promotion of
bonding among CECT village members to have onesymietworks, and trusts within

and between communities and park management asasmpt by Koutra and Edwards
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(2012). This process fosters a sense of belongidganership of resources, thus the
role of social capital is important in connectireys and communities. Where some
form of community capitals are deficit, communitamners and park managers should
be aware that to bridge the capitals gap, investsra&rould be sought externally from
institutions like donor funding agencies, NGOs, angate sector. For instance, the
organization of social capital, as Putnam, Leonandd Nanetti’s (1993) findings
support; enhances the benefits in physical and huapitals; it also augments the
benefits of financial capital and the natural ca@pibecause they are the outcomes of
social synergies and networks. If communitiesrarteorganized socially; lack trust,
cohesion, and networks to organize other formspftal, this can prove futile as there
will be no foundation of sense of community andperation.

As a departure from single-parameter-indicatoeaesh designs which may
emphasize only one form of capital, for instanbe,économic impacts of PAs tourism
on community may not provide a comprehensive unaeding of the role of PAs on
community livelihoods as compared to a system ihoplpproach provided by the CCF.
As the linkages between CNP and CECT community avgs, community
empowerment is also realized, but not only in teofgnancial and physical assets
gains; but a more holistic community empowermeautnework needs to recognize the
significance of all community capitals; social, itiokl, financial, cultural, physical,
human, and natural dimensions of community empowatraqually, rather than
focusing on one or some of the dimensions in iswlafl he results show that the CCF

has the capability to go a step further and impsave Scheyvens (1999) ecotourism
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framework that identifies only four dimensions afowerment; social, economic,
political and psychological dimensions. Neverthgl&cheyvens (1999) framework’s
inclusion of the psychological empowerment makeksitinct from CCF as the
dimension emphasizes self-esteem and pride inralltaditions which is also a vital
dimension of community empowerment. Scheyvens caist¢hat self-esteem of many
community members is enhanced because of outstdgméion of the uniqueness and
value of their culture, their natural resources i traditional knowledge. This
development increases confidence of community mesrdoed leads them to seek out
further education, training opportunities, accessrployment and cash leads to an
increase in status for traditionally low-statustsexof society (Scheyvens). This case
study revealed that communities build up theirlstoicone type of asset, and typically
change their stock of, or access to other forntapital.

The CECT community harnesses wildlife resourcasufial capital) in order to
finance education (human capital) substituting radtcapital for human capital, which in
turn yield employment opportunities that yield easty stream of financial capital, which
is then invested in physical assets such as lodlggsg only one parameter to assess
conservation and the sustainability of communityalieoment could be interpreted as
being integral to market-oriented eco-efficiency a@co-effectiveness seeking, rather
than holistic environmental, cultural, socio-pai#ti and economic management
(Mitchella, Wooliscrofta & Highamb, 2012). Assessitgeexcluding other forms of
capitals can only provide an incomplete understamdf linkages between PAs, tourism

and community livelihoods. Research that targetg one parameter and tries to assess it
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in isolation of others will not yield a holistic darstanding of how PA tourism
contributes to the well-being of communities andiemmental conservation (Tao et al.,
2009a). Thus, | argue that PAs premeditated reasditeeadapt to new circumstances of
adopting tourism as a new form of biodiversity isseritical and depends on the
attention to multiple goals PAs want to serve. R¥sising to serve a single objective, let
say conservation, which can in itself be succesafud choose to ignore community
development, can deplete other community capitetbe extent that the sustainability of
the long-term goals suffer. This is in line with &m et al.’s (2006) conclusion that
research designs informed by the presence of alhaanity capitals are geared for the
collaboration and building democratic systems cleasrgical for adaptive management,

transparency and participation.
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Chapter 5

AN ASSESSMENT OF WHETHER CHANGES IN COMMUNITY NEEDSAVE
ALTERED THE CHARACTER OF PROTECTED AREAS AND COMMUINY
LIVELIHOODS

This chapter builds on the previous chapter byssssg how changes in
community capitals have transformed the linkagdés/éen protected areas, tourism and
community livelihoods. This chapter endeavors taldsh how enhancements in
community capitals have influenced changes in comtyumeeds. The chapter begins
with a review of literature focusing on the relatship between tourism and protected
areas; the next section discusses the methodsfoledied by the results section;
management and policy implications follow, and liwea summary of the major findings

is presented.

Literature Review

The prominence of the tourism industry in the ecoies of many developing
countries and the promises the industry presuntatitys out for the future growth of
these countries constitutes the central debatavior fof pursuing what may seem
unconvincing tourism promotional strategies by digwy@g governments and the tourism
industry (Sreekumar & Parayil, 2002). Tourism hasrbmix labeled as the new
economic driver, engine of the economy, peace malel reconciliatory tool, a new
comparative advantage of the developing world, e@onialism imposer, a new form of
exploitation, cultural intruder, environmental enean friendly, etc. In view of these

postulations, it has now become normal to cladadyature in tourism as falling into two
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categories of ‘pro-tourism’ and ‘anti-tourism.” Theo-tourism scholarly work highlights
mostly the positives such as the enhancement@fnational relations through global
cultural exchange, wealth creation in poor commesiand destinations through tourists’
expenditure while the anti-tourism literature hights problems at destination areas such
as environmental degradation, income leakagestifutisn, erosion in traditional
resource use, drug trafficking, and cultural emogidbaiwa, 2011; Phillips, 2003;
Sanderson, 2005; Sekhar, 2003).

However, the support for tourism by internatiomskitutions such as the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Developn(@ECD), the World Bank,
United Nations and UNESCO have been detailed, ievan-growing mass of reports and
sponsored studies on social and economic poteaittalrism for developing countries
(Eadington & Redman, 1991). Therefore, it has l#ficult for developing countries to
resist the temptations of tourism (Grick, 1999)luenced largely by the large sums of
money being spent by international organizationsoomsm research and projects, thus,
propelling its adoption.

Many developing countries are rich in nature-baesdurces, a comparative
advantage they exploit and which they use as digagion to indulge and adopt nature-
based tourism. However, at the same time as irttena organizations are calling for
the adoption of tourism as a ‘vehicle’ for the eaarc development of the developing
world, the existence of major environmental orgatians such as the World
Conservation Union (IUCN), the World Wide Fund fature (WWF) and the United

Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), as well aaraber of powerful
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environmental lobbyists such as the Greenpeacendsiof the Earth, bilateral agencies,
the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)a@hdr NGOs from the
developed world have also invested significant sim&vironmental, conservation
programs and projects in developing countries (Gleii& Pimbert, 1997). This
development of targeting the same resources bgrdiit international organizations and
NGOs with different agendas is seen as inconsistéhtboth conservation and
development as these groups interests may corlastiever, the common believe that
environmental degradation and rural poverty cotdhigaupane & Poudel, 2012) in the
same settings, and that environmental rehabilitaidundamental for poverty reduction
led to the adoption, and promotion of tourism aodservation as a win-win approach.

Nonetheless, the relationships between povertyeandonmental degradation
are highly complex, as in many cases, the processgstructures that render local
livelihoods vulnerable are responsible for enviremtal decline as well (Ghimire &
Pimbert, 1997).

This chapter focuses on conservation in natioagtpas landmarks of
biodiversity conservation. In conservation schdigrshese are referred to as ‘protected
areas’ (PAs). The prominence of the PAs systerharcontext of rural development is
problematic because of its restricting conditiohsegources use for local communities
who live around and adjacent to them. In the bagmof their demarcation and
development, protected areas were notoriously knfowtheir extensive resource
separation and economic hardships for rural comtiesniSanderson, 2005). However,

the realization that PAs as landscapes that hawe Ifing time alienated communities
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from the resources have the potential to hostsauand improve communities’
livelihoods, have changed roles and now play a@wmasion and community
development role. Moreover, they serve touristptoyiding recreational activities and
attractions.

The biodiversity conservation and developmentagagm wars’ fought in the
1970s and 1980s have somewhat calmed down angrodevelopment has gained
some acceptance in the use of protected areaa@sspir spaces that host biodiversity
resources. As PAs serve different users, they haea exposed to many transformations
as they are subjected to growing marketization,peting multiple uses and users,
changing rural economies, and technological modatimn. Many of these changes may
be directly linked to tourism development as a wewer in PAS’ resources use. In PAs
and tourism discourse, this issue has receivechgecy attention while the primary
focus is still on the rural social security and to@servation of PAs; debates are still
centered on the inclusion or exclusion of local oamities on protected areas
management. Nonetheless, conservation methodsangiag rapidly, reacting to social
and economic evolutions as well as advances irralaand social sciences. Efforts are
now devoted to finding out well balanced internagibguidance for PAs policy and
practices.

PAs acceptance of the tourism industry as itsuregouser requires adaptation to
new situations and challenges that come with thisservation and development

evolution nexus. This chapter is premised on tlekdp@und that the adoption of tourism
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by local communities living around PAs has the pbé to lead to changes in
community needs that may in turn have implication$?As sustainability.

Protected Areas

PAs have deep roots in history; their modern sbagyan in 1872 with the
establishment of the Yellowstone National Park igpowiing, USA (Fortin & Gagnon,
1999). This landmark was soon followed by the design of other parks in the USA,
and by the end of the last century other counhréabsalso established protected areas;
this is especially so for ‘young’ nations like Artadta, New Zealand, Canada and South
Africa (Holdgate & Phillips, 1999). Many other cdtias followed suit, especially among
colonial territories (Sanderson, 2005). The Inteamal Union for Conservation of
Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) 2003 repotéstidat there are 130,700 PAs sites
globally, covering about 18.8 million km2 (IUCN, 28), showing some growth in terms
of terrestrial coverage.

The IUCN (1994) defines a protected area as: faa af land or sea especially
dedicated to the protection and maintenance obbichl diversity, and of natural and
associated cultural resources, and managed thitegghor other effective means” (p.
7).This definition is broad and encompasses a wadiety of socio-cultural situations as
they have evolved over many years and reflectspiftaécted areas as places subject to
special management, are diverse and ancient (Heldg®hillips, 1999). Protected
areass are managed for different purposes, indutie protection of species and
ecosystems; safeguarding of landscapes, scenicistodic features; tourism and

recreation; education, science or research; proteof watersheds and important
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reserves of timber, fisheries and other biologieaburces; and increasingly for the

sustainable use of natural resources by local pg@anderson, 2005). To lessen the

complexity of what protected areas are, the [UCMNufgh its guidelines (IUCN, 1994)

categorized protected area systems into six caesgy(gee Table 5).

Table 5. IUCN Categories of Protected Areas

Categories Attributes
l. Strict Nature Protected area managed mainly for science
Reserve/Wilderness Area or wilderness protection.
(a &Db).
Il. National Park Protected area managed mainly for

V1.

ecosystem protection and recreation.

Natural Monument Protected area managed mainly for
conservation of specific natural features.

Habitat/Species Management Protected area managed mainly for
Area conservation through management
intervention.

Protected Landscape/Seascape Protected area managed mainly for
landscape/seascape conservation and

recreation.
Managed Resource Protected Protected area managed mainly for the
Area sustainable use of natural ecosystems.

Source: IUCN (2012)

The primary management objectives of protectedsad#ffer considerably

(Eagles, McCool & Haynes, 2002). The managemeihtoauly for a given protected area

varies according to the differing management objest(Eagles, 2009). Most
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conservationists celebrate the expansion of prede@teas coverage and greater attention
to biodiversity, however, they often disagree rdgay how best to manage parks and
reserves and, more essentially, what the underlyimgose of protected areas should be
(Naughton-Treves, Holland & Brandon, 2005). Abdutt decades ago, protected areas
were largely the field of ecologists, forestry oféls, and the occasional land-use
planners, and were seen as untouchable and divsorachuman interaction (Naughton-
Treves et al., 2005). However, now, they are inetlish the international development
arena as part of the Millennium Development GodNDP, 2012).

Protected areas missions have broadened subbByaanid are expected to directly
contribute to national developments and povertycgdn (Naughton-Treves et al. 2005)
For the purpose for this chapter, the focus is onlgategory Il: National Parks -

protected area managed mainly for ecosystem proteahd recreation.

Protected Areasand Tourism

The relationship between protected areas andstous complex; at times,
biodiversity conservation and tourism appear tatdigarmony and at other times, they
appear to be directly competitive (Nyaupane & PoW2il2). However, there has been a
global call on linking the conservation of protetsgeas and community development
through tourism development. This linkage, for amste, has been promoted through
integrated conservation and development proje€@BPIs) (Sekhar, 2003), whose aim is
to engender support for conservation among commegtitving in and adjacent to
protected areas (Heinen, 1993). Conversely, sorsereérs argue that success stories
from ICDPs in developing countries are few (SekB@f3; Berkes, 2004). Nevertheless,

68



the justification for tourism development has myipéen for economic reasons to sustain
biodiversity conservation (Walpole & Goodwin, 200Ip communities living within or
around protected areas, tourism can have manydififféorms of impacts on rural
community livelihoods and environments; the relaimportance of these impacts varies
from one place to another.

Broadly, Ashley and Elliot (2003) emphasize tlwatrism impacts can be
categorized as follows:

1) Financial, where the communities may earn inctnoma waged jobs, sales of goods
and services by entrepreneurs or informal secholetrs, shares of collective community
income;

2) Non-financial livelihood impacts such as impedwr decreased access to
infrastructure, communications, water supplies)theaducation, security services;

3) Empowerment impacts, including opportunitiesif@titutional development and
participation in local economic decision makinggdan

4) Environmental impacts, including conservatiordegradation of natural resources on
which tourism is dependent upon.

Available literature generally supports the vidattcommunities will only
support conservation only if the benefits of liviwgh natural resources outweigh costs
(Mbaiwa, 2011, Mbaiwa & Stronza, 2011). Severatigs have concluded that costs
associated with conservation such as wildlife dégtien of crops and livestock have
negative effects on local community attitudes, sthilenefits from conservation may

have positive effects (Fiallo & Jacabson, 1995;ndrj 1993; Mbaiwa, 2011; Walpole &
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Goodwin, 2001). In view of these opposing viewpgioh the costs and benefits of
conservation, it is important to assess how ben&fim tourism may have an impact on

changes in community needs.

Community Capitals and Changesin Community Needs

The lack of balance or failure for some of the ommity capitals to be at par with
others may render the system unsustainable. Sdnageld Steer (1994) suggest that we
should think of sustainable development in termgatferns in the accumulation of, and
substitution among different types of communityitap. Sustainability requires striking
a balance between being economically viable, pvesgthe resilience of cultural
integrity and social cohesion, and maintainingdtadus quo of the physical environment
(Altman & Finlyson, 1993). A balance between theeseforms of capitals would lead to
healthy ecosystems, vibrant regional economic aéecjuity and empowerment (Flora et
al., 2006).

A postulation can be made that, participatiorourism affects community
capitals; capital assets can be wisely investesipooed, and/or exchanged to create
more community resources, but at the same timalsanbe squandered or accumulated
if a community doesn’t use resources realized tindourism wisely. Relating changes
in community needs to community capital framewanld as illustrated by Maslow’s
(1970) hierarchy of needs each level of needsdgpptent to the next higher level:
physiological needs, at the bottom of the hierarci®gds to be fulfilled first followed by

security, belongingness, esteem, and self-actuializa
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The struggle to reach self-actualization by indiidls and societies has seen
many ideas, programs and processes developed aptéddo different settings
(Kimberly & Rouse, 2004). Such programs and praeefisemselves have produced,
shifted and/or modified these needs, thus, havimgications on the dynamics of
individual and societies’ needs (Tesone, 2000).axdéeless, changes in community
needs can be evolutionary in nature — where theyrogithout external facilitation or
planning - where groups of people or governmengfams are set out to modify
segments of community life (Holmberg & Dobyns, 196@pett, Watson & Bruce,
1958).

Community changes can also be facilitated by soaltural drift — whereby, for
instance, engineers build roads or mine ownersdnuice labor saving machinery into the
mines but not with the intention of changing commuylife as such (Sanders, 1958).
Communities being exposed to new socio-economigatgns over a period of time may
be influenced by new economic patterns, and in tommunity value systems may shift
somewhat (Sanders). The emerging economic patberhsfts are explained by
community capitals. A combination of community d¢afs at play can facilitate or delay
the drift to embrace new economic opportunitiekigl, 2002).

In the past, small size and isolation combinegramuce relatively homogeneous
rural cultures, economies based on natural ressuarel a strong sense of local identity
(Flora et al., 2006). However, globalization, coctnaty, and lifestyle changes
accompanying shifting income distributions haveraitl the character of rural

communities (Sen, 2009). Communication technologgase had an even greater effect
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in reducing isolation (Wilbur, 2000). Emerging gédlbelecommunications technologies
and the internet especially, have fuelled a shiftif viewing technology as a luxury to
viewing it as a human need (Holme, 1997).

Every community, whether rural, isolated, or pd@s assets within it, and when
these assets are invested to create new resotlregdiecome capitals (Sen, 2009).When
one type of capital is emphasized over all othies pther assets are decapitalized, and
the economy, environment, or social equity can tlseisompromised (Deneulin, 2008).

To understand how community capitals get transéatnfirst we have to
understand the influence of the world economy wihiak brought some dramatic
changes around the world. Not only are rural amduiareas alike being drawn into a
world economy, but the character of the economyaltes changed (Flora, Flora and Fey,
2004). For instance, money that businesses nefatattce their operations can now be
moved easily from one place to another. With tlegmtions, many communities feel
the impact of numerous features of dominant meti@poareas that have an effect on the
organization of their capitals (Sanders, 1958).igstance, the introduction of cash flow
in rural areas that hosted traditional lifestyl@msforms communities’ value systems;
land, timber, livestock, veld products and farmdauee can now be converted into
monetary value (Sherbinin, et. al., 2008).

Social values exert direct causative influencéaod use and values are self-
sufficient ecological forces in that they have realisative influence upon land use
(Firey, 1947). The relationship between valuesland use patterns are a function of

economic interests that appear to be behind péatiand-use patterns that stem
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indirectly from large cultural systems (Firey, 194¥hese interests, are not self-given
ends in themselves, to view them as such is toidensocial systems as passive,
compliant and disparate adapters” (Wall, 2002; .2ZBe economic productivity of
individual parcels of land is influenced by genemaltural conditions, such as
consumption patterns; making a parcel of land ecocally valuable at one time but
lessening its value at another time (Upton et28l08).

Social conditions play an important part in det@ing patterns of land use, thus,
social values and economic values should be comslde fully understand community
change. The basic argument is that social and esierarganizational changes wrought
by macro processes and powerful forces of urbanizandustrialization,
bureaucratization, and centralization influencelautonomous communities in their
decision-making and absorbs them into a mass gdusgice changing community needs
and aligning them with those of powerful forcesr{oers, 1986). These forces are
accelerated by the process of globalization angkthee slim chances for communities to
resist these forces since they propel verticabwaton (interdependence) of societies and
destroy horizontal integration (autonomy) and rersteall rural communities powerless
(Moxley, 1985).

It follows from this discussion that if we wantuaderstand the relationship
between protected areas, tourism and communitjioeds, we must first specify what
its parts are in terms of its capitals. Communigds will always change due to
influences from outside forces such as globalirafithese changes come about because

rural communities deserve to have access to resguecjuired to meet their basic,
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economic and safety needs and, where possible,rdmeaial mobility. It is the
transition from one level of upward community mdlito another that leads to changes
in community needs (Ghimire et al., 1997). Howeteere is a need to understand
changing community needs in relation to the stoukffow of community capitals so as
to understand the relationship between protectegisatourism and community
livelihoods. Secondly, to assess sustainabilityhewe to discover the current and future
community needs and the implications of these eretivironment.

Assuming that we have identified and understoediynamics of community
needs, the stock and flow of capitals and the m@shmagoverning them, we have to
discover how well-adapted the community is, asstesy, in the context of protected

areas settings.

Methods

Data Collection

Primary and secondary data were used. Primarystait@es included individual
interviews with key governmental officers, and hetludd heads or individuals over 18
years old, where the household heads were notmirédee interviews took place
between the months of May and August 2012. Thisamagpportune time period within
which to conduct the current study because thistivaslry season and most participants
were at their homes rather than at their plowietf8. The CECT office has a household
list which was used to randomly pick householdrvigavees. Forty seven interviews
were conducted with the number of participants edidy the attainment of theoretical
saturation (Patton, 1990). Five of the forty-separticipants were governmental officials
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(Departments of Police, Land Board, Wildlife, Tami, Crop Production and Animal
Production). Twenty seven of the participants wersale and twenty were male.
Participants’ ages ranged between 19 and 72 yedrp@ssessed a non-formal to tertiary
education. The duration of the interviews rangedifd0 to 80 minutes; all were
conducted within the participants’ households asebpgonyms names were used. With
the exception of three individuals, all interviewsre audio recorded, so in those three
instances shorthand entries were performed.

The interviews were semi-structured to allow gdpants to thoroughly share
their experiences and perceptions. The researaioagpadopted an interview technique
referred to as funneling (Patton, 1990), whereleyitberview process started with broad
guestions on the community’s perceptions on pretkateas, livelihoods and changes in
community needs followed by more specific inquird®ut particular positions. Some of
the interview questions included: What does thel@hgational Park as a protected area
represent to you? Describe any relationship you naae with the Chobe National Park.
What are changes in your lifestyle that have beeiitated by your participating in
tourism? To safeguard trustworthiness of data,q@ores were undertaken to seek
clarification and explanation during and immedigigdter the interview as recommended
by Harrison, MacGibbon and Morton (2001).

Secondary data sources used include CECT andrgoeet reports.

Data Analysis

In terms of data management and analysis, theted@malytical procedure was
based on techniques proposed by extant interprstivbes (Miles & Huberman, 1994).
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The first steps entailed transcribing the datateauslating fronSetswando English
language. The researcher is fluent in both langauafee analytic procedure
predominantly entailed a holistic content perspectvhereby the researcher explored the
central meaning of participant narratives (Liebli€val-Mashiach, & Zilber, 1998).
Each transcript was systematically analyzed withgbal of understanding participants’
overall perception and contextual meanings. Thoegss aided a better understanding of
the community’s construction of its changes in eddhalytical notes and memoirs for
each transcript were developed and emergent theseresdocumented using key words
(Polkinghorne, 1988).

The second and subsequent steps involved a caeefeading of the transcripts
to code different segments of each transcript witlertain theme. This process of coding
procedure was guided by Miles and Hubermanm (19@di;h involves identification of
words, phrases, sentences, or paragraphs thatymahaeparticular message relating to
community’s perceptions on their changes in neatishe forty-seven transcripts as
well as field notes were coded thematically. Thiscpss resulted in the emergence of
subthemes that have explanatory value (Kirby & Meie 1989). For example, negative
community behaviors towards Chobe National Parleveecentuated by certain changes
in community needs that were no longer consistentteconservation.

The last step involved clustering coded fragmerits progeny groupings
according to their respective descendant themdsltiBrd et. al., 2011). This process was
executed because the interview process was regasdedo-creation of outcome-based

information whereby the interviewer and intervieg@eere both actively involved in
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the co-production and co-authorship process (HolgteGubrium, 1995). It is
acknowledged that the researcher’s lived expergnadues, belief systems and social
localities inform and influence this approach ts tinquiry (Pritchard et. al., 2011).
Nonetheless, auditing was made use of; that isiebearcher adopted a spirit of openness
and documented each step taken in data colleatidraaalysis (Lincoln & Guba, 1985)

to counteract the researchers’ positions and stitfgc

Findings

In exploring changes in community needs that agegotential to alter the
character of protected areas and community livelilsp seven overarching themes
emerged; the influence of changes in communitytalpdynamics, transformation of
agriculture, commodification and commercializat@rsome of community capitals,

government funded infrastructural development, @mergence of income generation.

The Influence of Changesin Community Capitals Dynamics

The development of wildlife-based tourism in thencounity can be traced back
to 1989 when a series of meetings between the cantyrand the Department Wildlife
and National Parks (DWNP) were held to discusseissi human-wildlife conflicts and
potential mitigations through the introduction ahemunity wildlife-based tourism
(CECT, 2003). Apart from DWNP, other key playeratthssisted to organize and
convene the community to participate in wildlife mgement were NGOs, namely;
Kalahari Conservation Society (KCS), Chobe Wildlieist (CWT) and the United

States Agency for International Development (USANDIch recognized the use of
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wildlife assets as a development option. This nditke formulation of wildlife

utilization and tourism projects in Botswana, othise known as community-based
natural resource management (CBNRM), a model addptenany communities in
southern Africa. In 1993 the five villages electadEnclave Project Committee and
formed the CECT. Assistance from outside the comiyuvas crucial in organizing the
community social capital as the foundation for camity participation in tourism. The
natural capital abundance in the form of wildliggresented an asset that the community
could harness and benefit from through participatotourism.

Due to high wildlife numbers, especially of thecsdled ‘problem animals’;
elephants, buffalos, zebras, wild dogs, lions, hgesnd baboons in the Chobe National
Park, human-wildlife conflicts increased as thgsecges wandered beyond the park’s
boundaries, destroying the community’s crops arestock. To manage the high
wildlife numbers, consumptive wildlife-based tounisn the form of wildlife quotas for
the community was promoted; the community sellgjitsta to private safari hunting
companies. The wildlife quota is determined bygbpulation of the supposed ‘problem
animals’. A buffer zone was created to providediifié controlled hunting area (CHA)
where the CECT community is engaged in wildlife sgement practices; CH1 and CH2
(see Figure 2) are subleased to private safari aomap for wildlife hunting and
photographic tourism respectively.

Wildlife from the Chobe National Park spills oward recharges wildlife numbers
in CH1 and CH2 and enhances the quality of wildiseyeted for hunting and

photographic, thus safari companies find it higlpealing to engage in business with
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the CECT community. The whole idea of engagingctamunity in resources
management of this nature was to integrate natesalurces-based conservation and
development planning at a community level in otdgprotect and to use them in a
sustainable manner, and most importantly to prortr@equitable sharing of the benefits
accrued from them.

Results from household interviews indicate thdbteethe CECT formation, the
community was not organized to engage in wildlifidzaation projects, hence, the
community social and political capitals were najanrized and strategically placed to
benefit from the abundant wildlife resource; hemwddlife was viewed as a nuisance by
community members due to its destruction of comtywrops and livestock.

The formation of the institution (CECT) was moted by the availability of local
natural capital abundance in the form of flora géatha. This place-based focus allowed
the community to become organized and to devisgegfies that best made use of
available assets, transforming human-wildlife catdlinto opportunities for improving
community livelihoods and biodiversity conservati®esults also indicate that CECT
was initiated to mobilize community members to wtm@gether to find solutions for
human-wildlife problems. The 10 members of the baae elected from the five villages
while the DWNP and NGOs provided technical and hoarassistance on management
iIssues, encouraging community- private collabomtio encourage networking and
collaboration with private tourism companies. Tiecess enhanced the community’s
social capital. Training workshops were also orgedito build community capitals in

areas that showed some deficits. DWNP providediieahassistance on wildlife and
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conservation, in line with national policies, whilee Department of Tourism (DoT)
helped with sustainable tourism product developreamd Botswana Tourism
Organization (BTO) provided assistance on markefagkaging, positioning and
branding of the wildlife quota and photography.sTéollaboration enhanced networking
and partnerships in biodiversity conservation amamunity development.

In realizing the difficulties in managing naturakources, CECT developed a
constitutionwhich guides the board in decision-making proceasesday to day
management of the institution. The constitutionroved the community’s natural
resources management and decision making proogssyving the community’s
political capital. To further strengthen the marmagat of controlled hunting areas,
through financial assistance from USAID and Afriééfiidlife Foundation (AWF),
CECT developed a Land—Use and Management Plahddruffer zone (CECT, 2003).
This development enhanced the CECT’s politicaltedpénabling them to execute
resource management decisions through the guiddrnhbe land—use document. This
development created an open dialogue between CBG §@ernment and promoted the
devolution of authority over wildlife back to thdlages.

Through participation in tourism, the communitysimade substantial revenue
generation (see Table 3). The revenue generatest fimocommunity’s financial capital,
which has been further reinvested in building tommunity’s physical assets, for
example, the construction of Ngoma Lodge, 2 cangssb shops, a grind milling, 5
telephone kiosks, and brick molding workshop. Ttas promoted the diversification of

income and employment opportunities, supplemerguigsistence farming.
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Results indicate that the expanded financial edpitcrued from the investments
has helped the community to hire professionals @BET manager, accountant and
program officer) to enhance the community’s humapital, a necessity for its
entrepreneurial and business growth. The stock frafinancial capital funds local
activities that support the cultural capital, fostance, five local cultural dance groups
have been supported financially and have beentalidlay dancing regalia and related
assortments. Six groups engaged in handcrafts ptiodihave also benefited from
CECT financial resources. The traditional dance lzantticraft groups promote the
cultural self-confidence and identity of the CEQimanunity. The financial capital from
tourism has therefore, boosted the preservatiortrandmission of cultural traits and
traditions, the conservation and sustainable manageof natural resources,
safeguarding of community heritage and revitalizimg local culture and crafts, with
traditional dances portraying the community’s rielaghip with its environment.

The presences of tourists who have now becometslte staged performances
have restored thBasubiyas cultural capital. The handcrafts and staged padaces
have aided the community’s appreciation of itsura@lt Community wildlife-based
tourism has helped the CECT community to realiegfitmancial importance of the Chobe
National Park and has enthused a feeling of pndecanservation of the Chobe National
Park biodiversity.

More broadly, results indicate that the involvetn@&hcommunity is imperative
for the sustainable biodiversity conservation & @hobe National Park and

enhancements in community livelihoods. However fass production and changes in
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artifacts (baskets) design, size, use, qualitye tand length of production have changed
due to tourist demands, and has led to the comalization of the local culture.

For example, one female participant of Parakarwiitage aged 51years, involved in
basket production highlighted on the changes taa¢ llaken place in artifacts production
when she said:

“Now everyone wants to be engaged in basket weaeg those who do
not know how to weave because everybody wantslittosthe tourists.
My worry is the quality of the baskets that arenggproduced as they are
of poor standard..... Nonetheless, some touristdbjusgianything ........ ”
(Basket-weaver, 2012).
Souvenirs and staged arts are produced to meéttg@xpectations and demands.

Financial gains, facilitated by the tourism sech@ve brought changes in community
needs, opening the community to cultural commeaeatbn.

The presence of tourists and the promise of nmareme have encouraged the
proliferation of art craft groups and the formatmfrstalls along the roads, targeting
mobile tourists. Due to changes in community nefasacquisition and accumulation
of money is given more priority than producingfaxts that serve cultural purposes.
Artifacts are priced in US dollars rather than libhwal currency, an indication that the
target market is international rather than locatigis. The commercialization of
community cultural artifacts has some implicationtbe natural capital that supplies the
community with souvenir materials because theyanduced predominantly from
selected vegetation.

From interviews it was determined that financgdets from tourism have
facilitated the acquisition of 6 tractors, traiemnd plowing equipment; improving arable
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farming, further contributing to the community’sysical capital. For instance, one
respondent reflected on the importance of usingnional gains from wildlife-based
tourism when he said:

“We might be not happy with the human-wildlife cheifs..... but, if we

couldn’t have participated in their management veeilel not be talking

about the tractors they brought us today... we havaany old people

who are incapable of using their hands or cowddagh due to old age,

..... but today whether you are old or young, we arteworried about

resources needed to plow, CECT brought us mantotsdqInterview

with key informant, 2012).
The community’s physical assets have also benéfited the government’s provision of
services such as electricity, a tarmac road, teleplines, 5 elementary schools, 1
middle school, 5 clinics, 1 police station and tgpicultural extension offices. These
developments have improved the community’s aca@essrivices, community livelihoods

and biodiversity conservation beyond the Chobedwali Park boundaries to the buffer

zone, thereby increasing the area of the park.

Transformation of Agriculture

Results from interviews also indicate that the oamity practices flood plain
cultivation, (known locally aMolapo (river) cultivation) along river flood plains
following the flood recession around August andt8eger, depending on how long the
flood regime of the Chobe River persists. BackwHteding from the Chobe is
important for the maintenance of flood recessiomfag, where organic rich soils have
been formed from flood plain peats. The predomiwaop of choice for the community

is maize with; cowpeas, spinach, melons, goadspgims and millet being secondary.
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The introduction of tractors has led to the medwstion of farming, transforming
the agricultural landscape in terms of the totabgslowed, yields and the number of
farmers. Before, traditional farming methods weseduto till the soil; leading to less
hectares being plowed and low yield being harvestadh village has a tractor with a
trailer and plowing implements which include plowwayrows and row planters. Records
from the Ministry of Agriculture’s Department of @ Production (DCP) (2012) indicate

there have been changes in the size of land altebicrop yields (see Table 6).

Table 6. Total Land Plowed and Crop Production Qutmm 2006 - 2012

Year Area Area Yield Beneficiaries Area (ha) lost Area (ha)

Plowed Planted kg/ha to wildlife lost to

(ha) (ha) damage flooding
2005/06 556.90 556.90 223.64 222 * *
2006/07 869.97 869.97 272.00 231 * 11.31
2007/08 990.12 990.12 483.13 503 * 11.89
2008/09 1524.19 1524.19 262.33 580 446.56 57.84
2009/10 1800.69 1795.12 593.93 601 472.48 136.87
2010/11 1873.33 1788.47 638.98 654 497.19 188.22
2011/12 2131.88 2178.88 789.77 689 * *

*Missing data

Source: Compiled from the Ministry of Agricultur@hobe Crop Production Office
(2012)

Between the year 2005/06 and 2011/12 (before #iadthe introduction of
tractors), there is a difference of 1574.98 hestafdilled land, indicating that tractors
have had an impact on agriculture. During the spen®d, there was a difference of
556.13kg/ha in yields and a total difference of 46mmunity beneficiaries, indicating

that the number of community beneficiaries anddgédiave increased over time.
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The availability of tractors has motivated andlitated the community
engagement in more plowing. Moreover, results iagi¢hat the introduction of
mechanized farming also introduced row plantingaasition from traditional seed
broadcasting, further transforming the communityable farming practices. CECT
subsidizes the use of the tractors to allow all fers to have access to tractors’ services.
Household interviews also indicate that some hooigiegthat had given up farming due to
lack of draught power are now plowing due to thailability of tractors.

Contrary, results also indicate that increaselerplowing area have also
increased human-wildlife conflicts. Table 6 shohattas the area plowed in hectares
increases, the area destroyed by wildlife alsceia®es, showing a relationship between
the two. We can therefore conclude that an increaksd tilling has improved the
community food security while at the same time aggting human-wildlife conflicts.

Information on crop damage due to wildlife andbtlong for the year 2011/12
was still being compiled by the DCP office duritg data collection period, hence
reflected as missing data in Table 6.

Community investments in agriculture were enharimethvestments in the
physical capital. The acquisition of tractors afalypng fields has promoted
developments in the agricultural sector positivantributing to the community’s food
security; however, this development has resultedldire need for more land for
plowing. Even land not suitable for plowing is nbeing utilized, for instance, in
2008/09 to 2011/12 a total of 382.93 hectaresruf that was plowed was flooded and

the community lost its harvest (see Table 6).
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Moreover, data from the Chobe Land Board provalsammary of land allocated
to CECT community for different purposes since 2608011 (see Table 7). The table
indicates that land allocations are on the increasee importantly, land allocated for
plowing has increased at a higher rate immediati##r 2008 when tractors were
introduced. Another interesting trend is the inseeim land allocation for tourism
purposes. Most plots allocated for tourism projélctdges, camping sites, guests’ houses
and private cultural village sites) are howevet,adwveloped. Nonetheless, this is an
indication that the community has embraced toubsisinesses and future investments in
tourism are on the offing. Land allocated for resitlal, commercial, civic and
community plots are also on the rise.

In general, land use in the CECT area is incrgg@ae Tables 6 and 7). In future,
as the technological advancement and populatiohnt@s to increase, more land and

other natural resources will be needed; therefaredn-wildlife conflict are expected to

increase as well.

Table 7. Land Allocation from 2006 - 2011

Mabele Kavimba Kachikau Parakarungu

Allocation per purpose Allocation per purpose  Allocation per purpose  Allocation per purpose
Year Rs Pl Cc To Rs PI To Cc Re PI To Cc Rs PI To Cc Total
2006 16 10 - 01 51 03 04 - 51 09 01 - 26 15 03 - 918
2007 37 26 02 02 49 02 02 - 18 63 02 - 14 11 03 - 312

2008 35 40 03 03 31 03 01 02 57 111 01 02 23 14 0g3 331
2009 21 37 02 02 10 49 03 02 39 66 02 01 27 26 012 0292
2010 51 39 04 01 27 42 05 04 64 31 03 03 27 30 023 0336
2011 62 43 05 03 12 41 05 03 33 37 03 04 66 33 033 0356
Total 222 195 16 12 180 20 20 11 262 317 12 10 18329 14 11 1735

Key: Rs — residential plot; Pl — plowing fiel€c — commercial, civic & community To - Tourism

Source: Compiled from Chobe Land Board, Land AltmraRecords and Registry
(2012).
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Allocated plowing fields measure 500 x 500 metegsidential plots measure
40 x 40 meters while commercial, civic, communitgldaourism plots are bigger than
residential plots in size and sizes differ depegdin the magnitude of the proposed
project. While most plowing fields are located be Chobe River flood plains, most
tourism and residential plots are located alongithex bank making it difficult for wild
animals to access the river as wild animals’ congdare restrained, and even blocked.
During the day the community attends to its plowletds, however, at night wild
animals destroy crops. To mitigate human- wilddémflicts, the community has
responded by fencing farmland. Interviews with BRWNP and DCP indicate that
fencing does not only blocks wild animals’ corrigdobut wild animals get tangled by the
fence and get hurt or killed in the process. Howetavas determined from household
interviews that elephants are not deterred byehed, in fact they destroy it to gain
access to both plowing fields and the river. Tlas fueled more human-wildlife conflict
more so that the community is not satisfied with glovernment’s compensation
program. For those with the means, electric fehe@® been erected to stop the
intrusions. Most household heads expressed a deduave their plowing fields
electrified, but the limiting factor is the meansdo so.

However, as community social mobility improvegjications are that the
community may afford to electrify plowing fieldfiereby creating further negative
impacts on the movement of wild animals. Theseltesdicate that the community
does not want to de-capitalize farming; insteas iihvesting more in the agricultural

sector with funds gained from tourism. Pursuingubke of modern agriculture
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technologies may poses a threat to biodiversityenmation and an endangerment to the
same resources tourism intended to conserve.

The community, though rural, poor and isolatedrfrmainstream urban and semi-
urban areas, has assets within its environmerggtassets have been invested to create
new resources for the community. In turn thesetags®ve contributed to the
community’s need to plow more land than before. &mghasis in crop production over
all other assets may be detrimental to biodiversityservation and may ultimately alter

the local economy and/or environment.

Commaodification and commer cialization of some Community Capitals

Findings indicate that since there has been augftasymmodification of natural
and cultural assets. The transformation of natuiea commodity started with the
demarcation of land into hunting and photographaugds earmarked as CH1 and CH2,
an indication that is related to the enclosurepaices and battling of control by guarding
against other communities outside CECT who may wabenefit from the same
resources. In the process the community has gaiokttcal and social capital by
showing high natural resource control, dominatamg power. The wildlife has also
become a commodity sold to the highest biddinggteisafari company; this is not a
sustainable option as it is consumptive in nature.

Some community members, especially farmers, dreestentful towards CECT
and its conservation mandate because of wildlif@igons and inadequate compensation
policies. Wild animals are perceived as ‘goodst tieve a readily available market. This
is no longer consistent with traditional system&mhcommunities viewed wild animals
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as part of their ecosystem. This development rapttential to gradually erode
indigenous natural resources management systendings also revealed diminishing
wildlife and community co-existence due to theandtuction of new institutions that now
have the authority and legitimacy to control wilelby selling it at competitive prices, in
the process the community is motivated to accurautaire money to improve its
livelihoods. The use of wildlife-based tourism asedfort to devolve authority over
wildlife back to the local community in an attemptreverse the historical separationist
approaches has facilitated changes in communitgsn@éde commoditization of cultural
capital manifests itself with the rejuvenation gragtkaging of cultural events and
festivals to attract tourists. This development ttzenged the cultural assemblage and the
environment in which these performances take pldes; can now be performed anytime
and anywhere when the need arises.

In terms of community’s socio-economic activitidse mechanization of
agriculture has been accompanied by the commeratadn of crop production. Though
crop production is mainly at a subsistence levelications are that the introduction of a
feeding program for elementary school studentsdwegiment has promoted small scale
production of crops for commercial purposes. Wik program, the government buys
fresh farm produce (including fresh corn cobs, watelons, pumpkins and goads) from
local farmers, with the aim of providing better miin for students (see Table 8).
Considerable emphasis is increasingly being placeithe opportunities that schools

provide; hence community surpluses are sold tetheol market.
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Table 8. Fresh Produce Sold to Elementary Schoats 2009 — 2012

Farm Produce Units sold Amount (in BWP)
Fresh corn 14,852 13,411.50
Watermelons 319 3,961.50

Goads 533 1,147.00

Total 18,520.00

Source: Compiled from the Ministry of Agricultur@hobe Crop Production Office
(2012).

Between the years 2009 and 2012 government spit B8, 520.00, creating a
considerable market that can motivate the commuaiptow more land to meet the
government’s demand. Results indicate that thenmonity also sells farm produce to
tourists (especially self-drives); government woskand lodges close to the community.
It was observed that some community members hatieerstalls (selling some farm
produce and handcrafts) along the CECT villagessale road. Income gained from
selling farm produce contributes to rural develophi®y providing a new source of
income. Interviews with the DCP revealed that themunity has been selling its surplus
crops to the Botswana Agricultural Marketing Bo&B&\MB), however, transport costs
to Kasane have proven to be a deterrent and umnsaisa for the community, only a few
could afford to take their produce to the markebwdng crops not only for subsistence
consumption but to meet demands by the governnrmehBAMB has facilitated changes
in community needs; more crops are now grown t@kujpe demand, thereby

attributing to the commercialization of agriculture
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According to the DCP, one potential threat to@mbe National Park is the
introduction of fertilizers through a governmenbsidized program called Integrated
Support Programme for Arable Agriculture Developtm@@PAAD). ISPAAD, whose
objectives include increasing grain production,npoting food security at household and
national levels, assists farmers with cluster fegcprovision of seeds and the provision
of fertilizers. ISPAAD has not been adjusted td pubtected areas environments. The
proliferation of fertilizer on the Chobe flood piai poses a threat to biodiversity
conservation as the fertilizer can have an impadhe river water system. By
subsidizing fertilizer costs, it is now easier farmers to afford supplementary fertilizers
that would have been difficult for them to affofs shown in Table 9; 162.9 metric
tonnes of fertilizer were used on 814.5 hectardaraf. The total market cost of the
fertilizer was BWP 597, 252.26, but due to the goweent subsidy, farmers only paid

BWP 77, 971. 81.

Table 9. Total Area Planted, Fertilizer Used andtCo

Chobe Area Quantity of Total cost of Fifty percent Hectares
District Planted (ha) fertilizer fertilizer subsidy paid covered by
used (Mt) (BWP) in (BWP) 50% subsidy
Subsistence
farmers 2,178.88
162.9 597, 252.26 77,971.81 814.5
Commercial 20, 899.00
farmers
Total 23,077.88 162.9 597,252.26 77,971.81 8145

Source: compiled from the Ministry of Agricultut@hobe Crop Production Office
(2012)
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ISPAAD promote cluster fencing, where a groupawfrfers with adjacent farms
can be assisted to erect a shared perimeter fexmmrding to the DCP, cluster fencing
is cheaper to construct and maintain because faramare costs. However, in the study
area cluster fencing has not yet commenced, butaoaynence at any time as
agricultural extension officers are still in cortatibns with the community. For those
with available land for farming, ISPAAD also proeglfree quality seeds that cover an
area of 16 hectares to farmers; the aim beingaease yields. This development has
increased the demand for land as everyone watsnefit from the program, and more
importantly, seeds are provided to only those wéelproof of land available for

cultivation.

Government Funded Infrastructural Development

Results from interviews with community members 8WINP officials indicate
that tourism development coupled with the commusiiged to have better roads led to
the construction of the road that connects the CidAdges, the Chobe National Park,
Kasane and Namibia. This development has broughtmsitive and negative benefits
to the park’s conservation objectives and commumiglihoods by facilitating access
and reducing the community isolation. An observati@as made that along the road there
are pits where gravel was extracted, these arempian eye sore but has permanently
change drainage and vegetation cover. The extraofigravel could have also had
impacts on some plant communities.

Although outside the scope of this research ritigahe forest for road
construction not only affects the vegetation cdudrit also has negative impacts on the
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fauna too. Most community members highlighted thahy animals are killed on the
road, even though the vehicle speed limit is 80kindlwever, there is no available data
to substantiate this claim. DWNP officials howestate that snakes, attracted to the road
by the heat retained by the road during cold weatbeditions, are the most affected
species in the park as they get killed by over-@peevehicles. Furthermore, the road has
affected the behaviour patterns of scavenging pwtisch now frequent the area around
the road in search for a kill. Informal discusswith the police traffic department
revealed that there are many hit-and-run incidentthe road; only motorists whose
vehicles have been seriously damaged report intSdeith police, only three human
deaths have been reported after involved with elefshon the road. Speed traps cannot
be set up in the park because it is not consistghtpark regulations; people are not
allowed out of their vehicles while in the park.

The transit road has made it difficult for parkmagers to control any vehicle
activity in the park as some motorists pretendeoib transit to avoid paying park
entrance fee, with some diverting from the trarsaid to dirt roads used for game drive.

On a positive note, the road has allowed subsistéarmers to transport their
surplus produce to a larger commercial market amté sell at a better price than
before; and community members are able to buy @reggods which they may not have
had access to. However, the road that passes thtbagark is open for only 12 hours a
day (from 6am to 6pm) to meet the park’s conseovabbjectives; this arrangement is

viewed as being restrictive to community movemegnsaame community members,
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although individuals who may anticipate to userthed at night can still apply for late

night pass permits from the DWNP.

Emer gence of | ncome Generation

Income generation occurs at a community and haldéével. At a community
level, income is derived from the wildlife huntiggota, photographic tourism, Ngoma
lodge, camping sites, tractors, grinding mill, krrnolding, telephone shops and general
dealer stores. At a household level, community mamget income/wages from
employment within CECT and in tourism establishrsentthe region. The nature and
scope of employment available in the CECT commugastya result of tourism is closely
related to income generation opportunities; thegence of cash-flow has contributed to
changes in community needs. Records indicate ttaabof 105 people are employed in
tourism and related establishments (see Table 10).

Table 10. Tourism Employment in the CECT Locality

Sources of employment Number employed
CECT Board members 10

CECT staff 36

Guides 15

Lodges 44

Total 105

Source: compiled from CECT community data baserd=sc(2012)

Although board members do not get a salary, tleagitting allowance. The 36

community members employed work in CECT officesnsare tractor drivers, shop
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assistants, telephone shop operators, brick moldansp sites attendants and grinding
mill attendants. During the hunting season 15 @gji@drom each village are employed
to accompany safari hunting operators to monitating activities; making sure that
companies abide by their contract agreement. Safiating companies also hire laborers
to help during hunting. Ngoma and Muchenje lod¢fsated within CH1 employ 44
locals. A number of community members work in therism sector in places such as
Kasane and the Okavango Delta. In all the fiveag#is, the cash economy has led to
changing housing structures from traditional hogsmade of mud, poles, and grass to
more modern housing made of cement bricks, coreaigabn sheets and windows. The
switch to modern housing is attributed to moneyized through tourism.

Household heads highlighted that restrictions isgguloon the harvesting of certain
resources such as poles and thatching grass Mhthibuffer zone at certain times of the
year and the need to continuously maintain the é®usake, traditional houses
expensive. Residents attribute the choice for moteusing to be greatly influenced by
social class, the need to keep up with others ap&t mportantly because households
can now afford modern housing due to wages eamoad the tourism sector. Besides,
modern housing, other services sought by the contynimclude electricity, water,
sending children to schools, televisions, carspsdnobile phones and modern clothing.
Households with no members employed in any formgdleyment reported that they
engage in extensive farming to produce a surplushathey can sell in order to meet

their needs.
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Discussion

The community is ambitious to develop an indukt@tle sector since there is a
market within the district. However, farmers cansell beyond their district because it
has been declared a red zone due to the prolderafithe foot and mouth disease
(FMD). Wildlife-based tourism in the Chobe distmbtkes the district susceptible to
outbreaks of FMD, hence cattle from the districtroat be sold to the European Union
market, the major market for Botswana beef; theyaay sell their cattle within the
district; mainly to local butcheries.

The section of the Chobe River around the CECTroamty sometimes dries up
leading to shortages in the supply of water fordatle industry. Furthermore, the
guality of grass around the river deterioratesrduthe dry season and good pastures
become hard to find. During data collection the oamity was in consultation with the
Department of Land Board and Water Utilities Cogtian to discuss ways in which the
community could drill water holes in cattle grazismgas. The other problem is that when
the water in the river dries up the community eattiosses to Namibia because the same
watercourse in the river is used as a border leteséen Botswana and Namibia.

The community wants to drill boreholes away fribra river and the villages.
The proposed areas are however in close proximitliygeg Chobe National Park, and this
could aggravate more human-wildlife conflicts atdveinimals would severely compete
with livestock for both forage and water. Some farsnproposed the erection of a fence
between Botswana and Namibia because when thée catss over to Namibia, they get

intercepted by the Department of Veterinary Seraice are killed to prevent cattle trans-
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boundary diseases. The proposed borehole drilligfence contravene biodiversity
conservation objectives. Community social caft been strengthened and organized
enabling farmers to engage with different staketwsdo discuss community issues
ranging from tourism, conservation, arable andgrattarming.

To ensure that farmers have a voice, all fiveagdls have formed farmers’
associations. Financial capital gained from wikltfased tourism has created financial
assets that the community wants to invest in ajuciby drilling boreholes and fencing
their farms. Financial capital from tourism is d$e meet community needs and to
directly and indirectly emancipate the communitgialby, politically, financially,
culturally, and physically, consequently resultindpoth intended and unintended
outcomes that may no longer be consistent withib@rsdity conservation goals. This
indicates that tourism can add to the vitality ofrenunity capitals in many ways.

The findings provide insight into the dynamicsaddiversity conservation,
tourism and community livelihoods which are ess#na planners in their quest to
devise adaptability measures in protected aretmuaism destinations. The CCF
articulates a new viewpoint from which to analyodéigtic community changes. This case
study suggests that participation in conservatftorts through consumptive wildlife-
based tourism brings mixed results on biodiversityservation and community
livelihoods.

The enhancement of community capitals throughisouhas brought changes in
community needs. This change also defines commauajtitals stock and flows, defining

the relationship of the Chobe National Park, touremd community livelihoods.
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Community lifestyles influenced by shifting incomistributions have altered the
character of rural communities, redefining thelatienship with Chobe National Park.

The lack of a coherent management plan that imcatps the Chobe National
Park and community as well as monitoring and evadnadools for community
involvement in tourism has the potential to upbketrelationship between the Chobe
National Park and CECT. Agricultural intensificatjdinanced by funds from tourism
facilitated the mechanization of farming and hasessitated the need for more plowing
land and escalating the need to recover land appteg for biodiversity conservation.
The crop flooding frequency rate is now higher thi@period before the introduction of
tractors, an indication that crop farming is colong land that is vulnerable to flooding.
Furthermore, tilled land after the procurementrattors is increasing every plowing
season, resulting in more human-wildlife conflict&licating that wildlife pathways or
corridors may diminish as more agriculture intaasifthreatening the coexistence
between Chobe National Park and the community. Mal¢and adjacent to the Chobe
National Park, especially on the Chobe flood plassiow earmarked by the community
for agriculture.

Tourism has progressively opened the Chobe Ndtfak and the CECT's
natural capital to the outside world creating allelnge for the park to deal with the
growing interest of outsiders. Tourism has intragtla model where natural resources
are exchanged in an exploitative manner for finarand physical capital gain which in
future may not resonate well with conservation utakengs. The value of financial

capital introduces cash flows in a protected aetaup, supposedly protected from
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external influences, and conversely exposing é&dploitation and domination from the
outside. The introduction of cash flow in a ruratiasolated area facilitates changes in
community needs and triggers community transforomatvhile at the same time
modifying the community interaction with the ecasys, producing environmental
consequences which further need mitigation intereas.

Financial capital gained from tourism has reslitethe adoption of modern
technology, better communication and transportisesy spearheading the modernization
process. Contrary to Mbaiwa’s (2008, 2011) studiest, reveal that tourism development
causes a collapse in subsistence crop and livefotikng, that is, tourism modernizes
livelihoods options and lifestyles where the losatio-economic life is turned to be
monetary driven (cash economy) like in westernet@s, this study results indicate that
the community invested more money gained from soaiin agriculture than in
conservation.

Generally, the study highlights that reliance amrism development alone as the
main source of livelihood brings to question thetainability of tourism development in
a rural setting. That is, and in line with Cassatiyal (2012) tourism is a risky livelihood
option to rely upon as a single option becausanthe affected by a global socio-
economic and political instability. While tourisnexcelopment can be credited for
contributing to improved livelihoods at CECT, itncalso be blamed for accelerating
changes in community needs that threatens the isteage relationship that exist

between the community and Chobe National Parkhigregard, the sustainability of
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PAs, tourism and community livelihoods in remoteaar of developing countries in the
long-term becomes questionable.

Changes in community needs are facilitated byddsre for a better and
improved livelihood. The expansion and increaseestments in agriculture and tourism
reduce the natural capital at the expense of dtiners of community capitals. In the long
run, if the relationships between community capitantinue to grow in this manner, the
imbalances may become more pronounced leading tolagalthy ecosystem. All the
forms of community capitals are equally importdherefore their balance is essential in
a PA setting. The balance of community capital$ agkist in avoiding unintended
consequences. This study does not in any way iggatynunities should not assume
upward social mobility, but points to issues assted with community empowerment
through the decentralization and democratizationadiral resources. The case study
indicates the need for well-articulated and crafieticies as well as monitoring and
evaluation devices that endeavor to shape commaoafpials to ensure the long term
sustainability and use of PAs resources.

The results are in congruence with Phillips (2008)ings; that the investment in
physical assets (like roads, tractors and lodgas )y influence on external forces
propelled by modernization or globalization thatd#ée mainstreaming effect on every
part of the world leading to adaptation and statlidation of human activities,
consequently affecting the ecosystems on which ép&sate.

Greater use of market mechanisms on wildlife qggttems has accelerated

changes in community needs, hence there is a nedtAs managers to devise ways to
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negotiate the changing role and values commuratiash to PAs and in the process
accommodate these changes by adopting more budikesgpproaches. Phillips (2003)
even suggests the development of business plagrertasf PAs management tools. The
inclusion of community participation in PAs managgrhmay be essential, but this leads
to greater demands for biodiversity use that mayeaonsistent with conservation,
resulting in conflicting interests that are not aj® easy to reconcile.

There is influence in the configuration, stock #iosvs between community
capitals which define the direction of changesammunity capitals and needs. For
instance, the community transition from a subsisteztonsumer of natural resources to a
producer threatens the co-existence between thencaity and the Chobe National
Park. Participation in tourism inevitably transfar values and behaviors of the
community. The question then becomes; how do yqlement a viable comprehensive
model that has the potential to enhance all forfrommunity capitals to attain healthy
communities and ecosystem?

A greater challenge perhaps is the reconciliabetveen the effects of changing
community needs and PAs biodiversity conservatigeaives. However, the call for
more system thinking approaches like the use of €l@ftld not supersedes other
frameworks, but should endorse approaches thayatem discerning by encapsulating;
social, cultural, financial, political, natural, iman, and physical aspects of the setting in
defining the assets’ stock and flow of a systenvel® of community livelihoods

diversification are explained by the stock and 8a»f community capitals that have
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inherent spatial and temporal variations determimedhanges in community needs or
socio-economic conditions.

The use of the CCF if combined with other framewganay help to determine the
adaptive capacity, or the vulnerability statusea obmmunity and PAs biodiversity, with
sound precision. The relationship between commuivgjihoods and PAs biodiversity is
not static but dynamic. Motsholapheko et al. (204t®)sts that, the level and patterns of
livelihood diversification demonstrate that the ecounity adaptive capacity may be
sufficient for current community livelihoods prams, but may be inadequate in future as
community livelihoods and needs change.

A big challenge in adaptation planning is that camity change and PAs
biodiversity have been observed as distinct issuaglated to each other, rather than as
one of the many problems facing community develapraed biodiversity conservation
planners. Weaver (2002) states that the litmudaest bona fide protected area tourism
is not the absence of any resulting negative ingpdtt rather the on-going intent by
managers to pursue sustainability outcomes in comath the best available knowledge,
and to quickly and effectively address any negativeacts that inadvertently arise from

core activities such as wildlife-based tourism\atiés.
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Chapter 6

SPIRALING OF COMMUNITY CAPITALS: PROTECTED AREAS AN
COMMUNITY WILDLIFE-BASED TOURISM

This chapter explores the potential for new kindspmtected area governance,
moving away from the centralized government managedel, towards more shared and
community based models. Specifically, the chapssesses whether the introduction of
community wildlife-based tourism in protected areasa sustainable management tool
has led to the spiraling up of community capitalbe chapter adopts a case study
approach where the CECT community, living adjadenChobe National Park (IUCN
category 1) in Botswana provides the context &f study.

The chapter commences with reviewing literatured gmoceeds to present the
methods employed in data collection and analyswdlowwed by the results and

discussions.

Literaturereview

Protected areas (PAs) signify the core of the i®palitical and economic
commitment to conserve biodiversity and relateducal resources (CBD, 2008).The
United Nations Environment Program’s World ConsgoraMonitoring Centre (UNEP-
WCMC) has recently published that there are moaia 80,700 protected areas
throughout the world; taken together, they coverertban 11.5% of the terrestrial
surface of the earth (IUCN, 2012). These sites th@en created by all countries of the
world and are managed through special rules anddiaservation objectives (Anderson,

2012). However, conservation methods are evolviegponding to social and economic
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changes as well as advances in natural and seeaices (CBD, 2008). The evolving
approaches in conservation have brought challeoigé®w best to incorporate the social
and economic components practically (Chape, Bii$h, Fox & Spalding, 2003). It is
therefore, apparent that PAs require the adoptiorew approaches and adaptation to
new situations and challenges.

IUCN (1994) defines a ‘protected area’ as: “an ardand and/or sea especially
dedicated to the protection and maintenance obbichl diversity, and of natural and
associated cultural resources, and managed thtegghor other effective mean§3.7).
Since the 1992 UN Conference on Environment ance@gwment, approaches to
conservation have had to harmonize with social se@ad the development agenda, thus
the very perception of a protected area has evd@ed, 2008).This evolution has now
led to a recognition that the survival of PAs depen the sustainable use of natural
resources, the preservation of ecosystem servicésgegration with broader social
development processes, along with the core roleazfiversity conservation (Rosendal
& Andresen, 2011).

Starting from a focus on “nature” that basicallglexled people, many protected
area professionals today recognize natural ressupe®ple and cultures as
fundamentally inter linked (Bottazzi & Dao, 2018pnsequently, there is increasing
evidence from around the world suggesting thatgatet! areas are not only established
as a key strategy for the conservation of natudevatdlife, but are also becoming
important for addressing poverty and livelihoodwséyg (Borrini-Feyerabend, Kothari &

Oviedo, 2004). One of the common features of mangvations in protected areas
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management is the notion of participatory or comityurased governance; simply put,
the focus is on greater involvement of local comities, with net benefits for both
conservation and people (Thapa, 1998). Howevemdéh&enefits for involving people
may be realized with costs. The costs and berfefitsoth protected areas and
community livelihoods have been well acknowleddgédsts can vary from the
displacement of local communities to crop damagwitdlife, competition for land use,
restricted access to resources use and changawitednure (Coad, Campbell, Miles &
Humphries, 2008; Andersson, 2012). Varied beneétsinclude direct revenue from
environmental protection and tourism, the mainterasf ecosystem services such as
watershed protection, reduction in poaching areldetonation (Coad et al., 2008;
Pickering, Bear &Hill, 2007). The dynamics of these costs and bé&mediationship
depends largely upon the protected areas’ statrskgovernance (Strickaland-Munro et
al., 2010).

The net livelihood impacts of protected areas ateensy to assess, as there is a
lack of standardized assessment methodologies (€tcad 2008). As a result of the
different approaches employed on the governanpeodécted areas, effects on
community livelihoods and biodiversity within andttveen protected areas may differ,
and require further research to establish the owtcof these differing relationships.
However, in broad terms, general patterns can bergbd; the livelihood impacts
protected areas have vary with protected areasisg#ta, management styles and
stakeholder compositions in governance (Tazim &$&ta, 2009). Strictly protected

areas with top-down management styles can leadajorrivelihood costs and
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resentment between adjacent communities and peot@ceas management (Plummer &
Fennell, 2009). Pro-active community participatorgnagement of protected areas
permitting the sustainable use of protected aressurces can provide tangible
community and biodiversity benefits (Karanth, 20E2)ding to win-win outcomes.
Nevertheless, significant costs can still be sasthby communities if protected areas
management and institutional capacity is lackimgl issues of governance and land

tenure are not resolved (Coad et al., 2008).

Protected Areas Gover nance

For over a century, protected areas as governnoatitotled sites for biodiversity
conservation have been managed through centrddizeucracies in ways that totally or
largely excluded local communities (Kothari, 2008ywever, during the 1980s and
1990s, as the number of protected areas increegesiervative understandings on
economic development shifted profoundly, with intpat implications for conservation
(Naughton-Treves et al., 200Pxotected areas co-management has become the most
popular approach for reconciling land claims aratihiersity conservation in developing
countries and beyond (Kepe, 2008). However, sormelacs (Magome & Murombedzi
2003, Ramutsindela, 200d)gue that co-management lpassibly represented a
camouflage for the continuation of state hegemeggarding the national parks idea in
post-colonialism Africa.

Conversely, protected areas might also generatenmemme by attracting
tourism, inducing infrastructure development, ar@asing the flows of economically
significant environmental services (Costello & RB#lg 2008; Sims, 2010rrespective
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of the history, rationale, and type of land reforesearch shows that co-management or
joint management between states and local comrearhias become the most popular
approach for reconciling the goals of biodiversibnservation and land reform in
specific geographical areas (Kepe, 2005; Magomewdvhbedzi, 2003).

Community-based natural resources management edi@pproaches are quickly
becoming a common strategy recommended to addnressedy of protected areas
malfunctions (Bottazzi & Dao, 2013; Dura’n, Brayl® zquez & Larraza’bal, 2011),
community livelihoods among protected areas inlaaltét (Nyaupane & Poudel, 2012;
Rosendal & Andresen, 2011) and biodiversity coretgmm goals (Galaz et al., 2011;
Bisaro, Hinkel, & Kranz, 2010). Although there tdlongoing
developments/improvements on scientific knowlealgeut the particular conditions
under which community-based governance is mordylikework, many scholars seem to
agree on one constituent of effective communityedagovernance: strong local
institutional arrangements (Araral, 2009; Anders&distrom, 2008; Berkes, 2002),
otherwise known as bottom-up-approaches. Nonethealas execution of effective
community governance is marred with many challengesas suggested by many
names, concepts, approaches, methods and desamnassico-management,
collaborative arrangements, stakeholder involvamjeaptive management, people-
driven, and community-based management (Wamukatae€& McClanahan, 2011)
geared to involve communities in conservation atgdevel.

The movement towards community-centered naturalureges management is

partly a response to the perceived failures of n@amgralized governance institutions in
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the midst of growing competition for resourcesprese scarcity, and efforts to reduce
the rate of resource decline (Ban et al., 2013 &aal., (2013) further argue that many
conservation plans remain unimplemented or unsstdes part because of insufficient
consideration of the social, political and cultysabcesses that influence conservation
decisions, therefore the call for complementingappolitical and cultural
considerations with an integrated understanding®®cology of a region can result in a
more complete conservation approach.

Available literature indicates that the debateanservation and development is
now influenced by system thinking approaches (Gafil1; Waylen, 2010, Wells,
Samoilys, Makoloweka & Kalombo, 2010) and more nglgeis drawing from the
concept of polycentric governance (Crona & Huba@éid,0; Nagendra & Ostrom, 2012;
Ostrom & Cox, 2010) in an effort to understand Vkeethe activities of a diverse array
of public and private agencies engaged in providing producing public services is a

potentially productive arrangement.

Protected areas and polycentric governance approach

Contemporary inquiry on the outcomes of diversétutsonal arrangements for
governing common-pool resources (CPRs) and publicig at multiple scales builds on
classical economic theory while developing new tii¢o explain phenomena that do not
fit in a dichotomous world of "the market" and "thiate" (Ostrom, 2010). Due to the
failure of conventional approaches to devise betsural resources management
strategies, scholars are slowly shifting from pogisimple systems to using more
complex frameworks, theories, and models to undedsthe diversity of puzzles and
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problems facing humans interacting in contemposaugieties (Ostrom, 2012). A
polycentric system is “one where many elementsapable of making mutual
adjustments for ordering their relationships witte @nother within a general system of
rules where each element acts with independencthef elements” (Ostrom 2008,
p135.) A polycentric system exists when multiplélpand private organizations at
multiple scales jointly affect collective benefésd costs (Ostrom).

Drawing from the classical work of Ostrom, Tiebcartd Warren (1961),
"polycentric’ connotes many institutions of decisimaking that are formally
independent of each other. Whether they actuatigtfan independently, or instead
constitute an interdependent system of relatiananiempirical question in particular
cases, that, they may be said to function as asyyp. 831). That is, settings for
human-environment interactions are complex andrmavays to sustainably govern and
manage these systems has become ever more diffscthey have become increasingly
interlinked as the size of human populations aedeliel of economic development have
both increased (Ostrom & Cox, 2010).

Moving forward in addressing this complexity, thés a need to overcome the
tendencies of social science that builds, andseresimplified models of complex
systems in order to derive ideal types of goveraaand an overreliance on a limited set
of research methods to study social and environmhegstems (Ostrom, 2010).
Opschoor (2004) argues that we need analyticabappes that are consistent with a
public sector that encourages human developmenubiple levels as guided by the

human-environment interactions complexity. The nitagie and profile of these
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problems however differ dramatically, thus polycmmm may help solve collective-
action problems by developing systems of governaiamtd nongovernmental
organizations at multiple scales (Ostrom, 2008.c8ssful systems tend to be
polycentric with small units nested in larger sys$e however, not all such systems are
successful, and we need to understand factorsiag=wevith failure as well as success
(Ostrom), as they are connected through loop-feddiveechanisms that serve the
system.

In view of this debate, the question that oughi@asked is how can the
governance of environments and resources be daelolve way that incorporates
effective user participation and feedback learniNg®etheless, other scholars such as
Berkes (2010) are cautious that effective devofutakes time, requiring a shift in focus
from a static concept of management to a dynammcejat of governance shaped by
interactions; feedback learning and adaptation e as they are require stakeholders
collaborative management styles that promote acititéde natural resources co-

management governance.

Protected ar eas, collaborative and co-management gover nance approaches

Protected areas and tourism as land use sectoes@lkéng, and literature shows
that collaborative and co-management approachessasrces governance are
increasingly gaining momentum (see Armitage et28lQ9; Berkes, 2010; Goldstein
2009; Opschoor, 2004; Ostrom, 2010). Building tthsbugh collaboration, institutional

development, and social learning enhances efforfisster ecosystem management and
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resolve multi-scale society—environment dilemmasr(#age et al., 2009) are emerging
approaches aimed at addressing adaptive co-managdiienmas.

Co-management as a model affords indigenous aidl peoples the right to
collaboratively work together for a common goall achieve varying levels of
community participation, thus co-management hapdttential to achieve both
biodiversity and cultural outcomes (Nursey-Bray &tR2009)Implicit in all co-
management programs is the conviction that alliesousers are to be fairly involved
and collaborate in any programs and that this wesolent and cooperation should be on
equal relationships (Plummer & Fennell, 2009).

Co-management could be a process of self- reflgxigblem solving and should
embed ‘equitable partner- ships in management’itivative sharing power (Notzke,
1995). lwasaki-Goodman (2005) points out that thplementation of effective co-
management simulations depend instead on the iorpn of a number of elements
including: “(i) shared responsibility; (i) balant@ower regimes; (iii) co- operation; (iv)
participation; (v) discussion; (vi) education amésng of information; (vii)
communication; (viii) consensus; (ix) flexibilitgnd (x), the use of traditional ecological
knowledge and scientific knowledge” (p. 118). Thearporation of the highlighted list
of elements of effective collaboration and co-mamagnt is in line with Schultz, Duit
and Folke (2011) who reason that the pragmatioreafor stakeholder participation
have gained importance with the growing percepti@h ecosystems and societies are
interdependent, forming social-ecological systeimas &re complex, adaptive, and nested

across scales.
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In view of these scholarly works and transitionsasources management
approaches, Walker et al., (2002) call for a stegewollaborative approach to involve
stakeholders in assessments and management dfesodliagical systems and advance
that “the chances of success are increased iitheahge of stakeholders is engaged.”
(p-11). Wilshusen, Brechin, Fortwangler, and W260Q) argue that the interdependence
between ecosystems and society implies that peo@ated management and
conservation of ecosystems are more likely to seattlean “strict protectionism based on
government-led, authoritarian practices” (p.31).

Based on the system thinking approaches’ motivatthscussed above, the
contribution of this chapter is to analyze protdcieeas, tourism and community
livelihoods in the context of a community capitarhework as a dynamic framework in
which community capitals stock and flow explaingdabcommunity’s participation in

tourism determines the direction of the spiralihg@mnmunity capitals.

Protected Areas and Sustainable Development

In order to achieve their potential; both to comsdsiodiversity and to assist in
reducing poverty, protected areas should be integnaithin a broad sustainable
development planning agenda (IUCN, 20Q@B)gent appeals to human rights concerns
and equity have pushed a more people-centeredigarddr parks (Naughton-Treves,
Holland & Brandon, 2005Although globalization and neoliberal reforms haveught
greater external funding to developing countrigspimtected areas management, these
same reforms have also opened remote areas totpgui extraction, and mining
(Bowles, Rosefeld, Sugal & Mittermeier, 1998). Cemsttionists thus struggle to build
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alliances with communities neighboring protectesharwhile simultaneously defending
parks from industrial-scale resource extraction grmanoting sustainability (Naughton-
Treves et al., 2005). There is a considerable dategarding the relative weight of social
and economic objectives versus biodiversity gaajsrotected areas management.
Nonetheless, protected areas must be protecteéldedrenefits of present and future
generations, but the ways to ensure this proteetieropen to debate (Charnley, Fischer,

Jones, 2007; Fifanou, Ousmane, Adégbidi & Bri€d,(d.

Tourism planning in PAs entails addressing twolpawmpeting and overlapping
goals: preserving heritage and providing accessolRieg potential conflicts between
these two goals is particularly challenging atititersection of natural heritage and
tourism development (McCool, 2009). Furthermom,anly are competing goals
involved, but professional cultures (e.g. proteceshs managers, community
development planners, tourism operators and maikspecialists) and paradigms of
management often conflict (McCool, 2009).

Even though protected areas are increasingly alaogtiategy for managing
biodiversity conservation, their contribution tedlihoods improvement and sustainable
development remains contested (Mascia, Claus, &dtai2010)The sustainable level
for fuel-wood collection, livestock grazing, andntimg by local populations is not
immune from debate (DeFries, Karanth & PareethD(08ome case studies show that
current levels of resources extraction are notasusble (Davidar et al., 2007; Joshi &

Singh, 2008; Mascia et al., 2010). Promoting al&we livelihoods options within and
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around protected areas through tourism is an obvimanagement opportunity to reduce

pressure on PAs, but such attempts have mixedsgguss, 2004).

Protected Areas and Tourism

IUCN convenes the World Parks Congress (WPC) etegryears, tasked with
setting the future agenda for the world’s prote@ezhs and for reviewing past progress;
the congress brings together key stakeholdersotegied areas from around the world
(Bushell & Eagles, 2007). During the last IUCN WbRarks Congress, held in Durban,
South Africa, in 2003, the congress celebratedharease in the number of protected
areas around the world (Rosendal et. al., 2011)h&same congress, tourism was a vital
and recurring theme (Fifanou, Ousmane, Gauthieri&eB2011). Tourism based within
and around protected areas is currently one diutinee growth areas, particularly as
leisure time, mobility, environmental awarenese, dRsire to visit pristine and relatively
unspoiled landscape hosted by protected areasaseE(Bushell & Eagles, 2007).

For tourism to be an effective conservation taudréased understanding of its
socio-ecological benefits and negative effectedgired. When tourism is used to
underpin conservation, it becomes an essential oaemi of the processes needed to
implement the Convention on Biodiversity and othgreements concerning biodiversity,
cultural heritage and sustainable developmenti{&te2002).Tourism, therefore can
assist with the urgent need to build networks otguted areas rather than islands
(Bushell & Eagles, 2007).

Of importance to note; developing countries, eghgahose in Africa, lead the
way in aspects of sustainable tourism: networ@s;jaors, buffer zones and trans
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boundary parks are being established and tourigntigcial contributor, unlike under
traditional developed nation systems where parkiaidimation is almost wholly
government funded (Chape et al., 2003).

At the forefront of the conservation and developtmaxus, is the expectation
that parks provide benefits to communities, in ®ohhealth benefits, poverty
alleviation, cultural and spiritual sustenance,cadion outcomes, as well as the provision
of ecosystem services such as clean water anBusheéll & Eagles, 2007). In
anticipation of the next WPC, to be held in 2014Australia, research geared towards the
impact of tourism on both protected areas and comitmlivelihoods is imperative to
help the congress review the past and set futweedegof protected areas in relation to
tourism development.

Equally, more research is needed to inform parkagars, community
development planners, and decision and policy nsakerdifficulties in the development
and sustainable use of the earth’s natural ressumceeases, research should play a key
role in informing those who are bestowed with setthe agenda for the vitality and

future growth of protected areas.

Community Capitals and tourism: Healthy Communities = Healthy Ecosystems

Communities of place and of interest have resountgsh can be exploited,
stored (not available for use) or invested to @eew resources (Flora, 2000).
Regardless of how poor communities may seem tthbg,have some resources within

themselves that when used carefully could improed twell-being as well as the
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environment on which they are situated (Flora ¢t26l04). Healthy sustainable
community conditions are reached when there idanba among the community capitals
(Flora, 2004). An imbalance in community capitasults when there is an emphasis in
one form of capital over others, leading to a pssoghere other forms of capitals are
becoming decapitalized, and the economy, enviromneersocial equity can easily be
compromised (Flora et al., 2004).

Flora (2004) emphasizes the importance of conctieneth balanced investments
in community capitals in the accomplishment a lnga¢tcosystems, vibrant regional
economies, social equity and community empowermfehealthy community reinforces
connections and relationships (social capitalpeesfor and inclusion of cultures
(cultural capital), access to different levels ofyer (political capital), sustainable use
and care of communal natural resources (naturalatgsustainable harnessing of
natural resources to meet economic needs (finaocamtal), developments or
investments in local skills and knowledge (humapited) and infrastructure (built
capital). Well balanced community capitals reineohealthy ecosystems. Healthy
ecosystems, a vibrant regional economy, sociatgaqund empowerment are the
outcomes, and are based on the explicit linkagésiofan communities and natural
ecosystems (Flora, 2004). Community capitals amdrabsystems are explicitly

interdependent.

Methods

Qualitative methods were chosen to provide a dataihderstanding of
community experiences with protected area tour@uoalitative methods are sufficient in
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this case because more information is needed &vrdete the exact nature of the issue
being investigated (Patton, 1990). Such investigattypically necessitate gathering
intensive and/or extensive information from a pwipely derived sample, and they
involve interpretation of unstructured or semi stawed data (Bezeley, 2007).

Conceptualizing the park and its local communiéis® system is anticipated to
provide rich descriptions of the impacts of touridgim identifying interactions between
system components: the Park and the community,hahiy in turn affect the
possibilities for benefits from tourism.

The use of qualitative data collection methodsnmied by the community capital
framework provides a novel way of capturing comjileg and ensuring considerations
of the multiple, interacting scales influencing commity-level impacts are
captured(Strickland-Munro et al., 2010). The reseanade use of both primary and
secondary data sourc&simary data collection strategies used includéehunews with
household heads and key informants. Forty two Hmldéheads and 14 key informants
were interviewed. Household heads comprised otgfafes and 20 males. Key
informants included 4 village chiefs, 4 village épment committees (VDC)
chairpersons, 2 CECT board members, 1 photograalfieci company owner, 1
Department of Wildlife and national Parks (DWNR)dal Department of Veterinary
Services (DVS) official, and Chobe National Parknanger. The interviewees’ selection
process was guided by purposeful sampling. Purpbsampling was chosen to ensure
the selection of information-rich cases whose sttalyld illuminate the questions under

study (Patton, 1990). Two languages were usedhtme who could speak English,
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interviews were conducted in English while for a)&etswandanguage (the local
language) was used. A digital audio recorder was &3 record the interviews.
Secondary sources of data used included journalidished books, unpublished
reports, CECT management plans, park managemesrtsen issues affecting the park
and community, government policy documents andmetesources to get information on
the Chobe National Park development; its histosedlings and influence on community

livelihoods. Audited CECT financial and assetsoréq were also used.

Data Analysis

The data were transcribed from an audio recordprdeide a detailed record of
the actual interaction between the interviewer iatelviewees. Data iBetswana
language were transcribed and translated to thédbignguage. Data were stored and
managed as a word document to facilitate analgsmodified grounded theory analysis
approach (Padgett, 2008) was employed to analytze ilas vital to note that, due to the
exploratory nature of this research, grounded thewthods were only used to analyze
data and not to create theory, hence it is constlénodified” grounded theory analysis
approach (Padgett, 2008). The transcripts wererBesl several times to get sense of the
data and in the process a codebook was developeistiag of code categories which
were defined to help to consistently and systerablyicode all transcripts. Coding is a
process whereby the researcher makes judgments thieameanings of continuous
blocks of text (Denzin & Lincon, 2000). As suggeisby Danzin and Lincoln (2000), the
fundamental task associated with coding are idgntifthemes, building codebooks, and
marking texts. The code development process wakeduy content analysis (Glasser &
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Strauss, 1967); “open” coding guided the develogroénoding. The idea is to become
grounded in the data and to allow understandingsriterge from the close study of texts
(Glasser & Strauss, 1967).

Themes development followed, this was facilitatgdie memo technique, a
widely used method for recording relations amoregtes (Bernard, 2006). In memo
writing one continually writes down his/her thougllabout what he/she is reading and
these thoughts become information on which to kesgk of data analysis progression
(Bernard, 2006). The idea of becoming groundethénttanscripts texts allow
understandings to emerge from the close studyingxt$é. Key-words-in-context and
repeated word counts were used to help the resaxcidentify general patterns and
make comparisons across texts. In developing the@temuss and Corbin (1990)
recommend the explicit use of actual phrases odsvased by participants, a technique
called in-vivo coding. Thereafter, focused codirasvapplied to winnow down the codes
(Charmaz, 2006) and align group like codes inton® After grouping like codes into a
set of themes, the next step was to identify heawmigs were linked to each other, guided
by the conceptual framework. Miles and Hurberm&@94) recommend this technique.

Strategies for rigor and to enhance trustworthines® employed; data collection
triangulation approaches were used. The reseaatt®made use of peer debriefing and
support, from his mentor (PhD dissertation ch&igditing was also made use of; the
researcher adopted a spirit of openness and dod¢acheach step taken in data collection
and analysis (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). This involveating decisions made during data

collection, coding, and analysis.
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Findings
From Ad-hoc to Wildlife Co-management

Botswana’s 39% of land surface has been set asigeotected areas, with
wildlife conservation and tourism being the maindaise (Mbaiwa, 2005). During
British colonial rule, the land was used as wikdsfanctuaries, with rural communities
being displaced to make way for wildlife resour@dbaiwa, 2011). Results from
household interviews indicate that the developneé@hobe National Park marked the
foundation of land use conflicts between CECT amvkegnment wildlife agencies. The
community displayed their resentment by detondiieg and illegally hunting in the
Chobe National Park; this behavior was perceivelgeasg inconsistent with biodiversity
conservation goals.

In response to these conflicts the government edgmtlicy instruments; the
Wildlife Conservation Policy of 1986 (which introcied community wildlife
management areas) and the Tourism Policy of 199@&twacilitated the participation of
communities in natural resources co-managementx result of this new approach to
natural resources management, in 1992, CECT wagethrTo facilitate community
participation in wildlife management, wildlife magement areas (WMAS) were created
between Chobe National Park and the community. WMA=e further subdivided into
controlled hunting areas (CHAS) (see Figure 2)laaded to communities by the Chobe
Land Board; the CECT community gets wildlife usghts for CH1 and CH2 for hunting
and photographic tourism respectively. Furthermooeymunity participation in tourism

was facilitated by the Ecotourism policy of 20021 @ommunity-based natural resource
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management policy (CBNRM) of 2007. Through theskcp guidelines, the
commercial utilization of wildlife resources becampossible source of income
generation for most communities living adjacenptotected areas.

The government through the DWNP works with CECT erresponsible for
allocating community wildlife quotas; the communiitgs the jurisdiction on whether to
hunt or sell the quota to safari hunting comparfesticipation in wildlife-based tourism
requires communities to comply with a number ofgownent regulations; therefore, the
community had to form recognized and organizedtutgins in order to participate. For
instance, the CBNRM policy requires the formatidm @ommunity-based organization
(CBO) and should have a constitution. For the comityut is both costly and
complicated to meet all the necessary governmepiinements by themselves due to
deficits in many forms of capitals. Due to inadagu&ancial, human, social and
political capitals when CECT started operatingisaaace from the DWNP and NGOs
such as Kalahari Conservation Society (KCS) ando€wildlife Foundation (CWF)
bridged the social and political capital by orgamyzand helping the community to form
CECT (see Table 3).

DWNP and the NGOs offered technical assistancecgslpy on boundaries for
the buffer zone on which the community was to pgoéte in wildlife management.
Financial donors such as USAID and African Develephfoundation (ADF) also
assisted with finance to develop the constitutiang use and management plan and
training the board and staff to enhance human aapgieded to conduct the community

business. According to the DWNP, time was specbmmunity sensitization and
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mobilization before tourism activities could belyulmnplemented as cultural resistance
(cultural capital) was high. Interviews, with th&\DIP show that it took two years of
discussions and negotiations for the CBO to be éakniostilities, mistrust and
suspicions (social capital deficit) by the commuméinforced by human-wildlife conflict
and poor work relationships with the park staff evbighlighted as extenuating factors
attributed to poor relationships. Table 3, sumnesrizhanges in community capitals by
showing how capital stocks, deficits, flows andexgnes within and among community
capitals changed due to the adoption of tourisia laglihood option and conservation
tool.

The tourism industry requires business skills (hamapital) which CECT did not
possess. This capital deficit led to a spiralingzdan the community’s participation in
tourism. In view of this deficit, capacity buildifguman capital) has been recognized as
an important aspect for CECT to participate in igmar mainly where the community
becomes engaged in different activities for whiotytlack suitable skills and knowledge.
To bridge this human capital deficit, results iradecthe CECT board and staff received
training support focused on governance, leadeshills, meeting skills, financial
management, business management skills, and uadeéirsg joint ventures arrangement.
All these training were made possible through tis@urcing of services of an
international NGO,; Institutional Reinforcement fdommunity Empowerment (IRCE),
funded by USAID (Jones, 2002). The external funding training services improved the
financial and human capitals deficits the commuhday, and was geared towards

improving community capitals stock (social, poHticfinancial, and human).
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To bridge the lack of social capital, partnershyith two tourism companies to
undertake both hunting and photographic tourismeviemed; these business
partnerships have improved the community’s finanmagital (see Figure 3). Results
indicate the revenue is reinvested into human ahipitough the hiring of trained and
competent professionals to manage CECT. Revenwaed from tourism has also
been invested in physical assets; lodge, camp shegs and tractors to diversify and
generate more revenue as reflected in Figure 3gbliernment’s realization of the
community’s role in conservation also helped wité provision of physical assets such
as schools, clinics, and tarmac road that conlkeetsommunity with the district
headquarter, the town of Kasane. However, the camtyisi decision in investing in the
high end lodge still poses a challenge as the camtygndoes not have human capacity to
manage it.

However, external assistance from AWF continuesufgport CECT in the post
development of Ngoma Safari Lodge by providing bess training and capacity
building for community members in order to ensanmggterm sustainability. In this way,
AWEF is supporting CECT to realize the benefits froommercially viable conservation
enterprises, as well as to develop potential graseto leverage the land for conservation
rather than convert the land for other, often utesnable uses. While Ngoma Safari
Lodge offers tourists beautiful scenes at situctgmeilar game viewing, and a wide range
of activities, the Chobe Enclave is receiving teadfits needed through this

conservation enterprise to build a sustainableréuftor its communities.
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Wildlife co-management has facilitated the accelisilof natural resources back
to rural communities, given them power to regulatating and photographic tourism in
collaboration with government. Financial benefranf tourism have boosted the

community’s finances, in the process spiraling ammunity capitals.

Increased Livelihoods and Diver sification Dynamics

Results in profiling traditional livelihood actiats that were carried out in the
study area before the introduction of wildlife-baseurism indicate that key traditional
livelihoods were crops and cattle farming, fishiagbsistence hunting and gathering, all
dependent on natural capital. Crops and livestaakihg were the main livelihood
activities, supplemented by the hunting and gatigeof wild animals and veld products.
Men hunted while women collected berries, tubeogd, tortoises, ostrich eggs and
insects. After the commencement of tourism livebiti@ctivities changed to include the
sale of wildlife quota, sub-leasing of the commuysiphotographic concession area and
employment in tourism establishments. Communitylii¥é projects also employ
members of the community (see Table 10). Due tolase proximity to the Chobe
National Park, CECT villages have very high deasitf wild animals — natural capital,
significantly increasing the value of its trophyning contract and its attractiveness for
photographic safaris.

Wildlife-based tourism has supplemented traditidivalihoods and has
diversified the community’s livelihood options. Tigh not reported quantitatively
indications are that there is reduction in theamlbn of veld products and poaching. To
illustrate this point one interviewee said “we amv working.... CECT, lodges and
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safari companies have employed us, we get paidyesalo not have time to go hunting
and collect veld products” (household interviewl 2D This comment indicates a
positive development in the reduction of the explion of natural resources.
Furthermore, indications are that reported poachkiatstics in the CECT community are
lower compared to areas that are not part to CES€& Table 11). Chobe National Park is
now home to the largest population of elephantfiita, with populations increasing
through migration and reproduction, from an estedat8,000 in 1995 to 140,000 in
2003 (Golas, 2011).

Participation in tourism around Chobe National Har& collective action that
harmonizes the role of park and community liveliti®an resource use, building
community capitals and enhancing the vitality afdwersity. Collective action by CECT
communities, the mutual trust that now exists betwi#ne community and government
has resulted in low rates of reported illegal hptisuggesting a positive relationship
between tourism and Chobe National Park. Thesdtsamply that when local
communities derive economic benefits from tourifimy put a higher economic value

on natural resources and become obliged to consiaeve.
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Table 11. Poaching Related Offences from 2001 2201

Offence Number of cases Number of cases
CECT Area Non CECT Area

Hunting during 02 23

closed season

Hunting without 17 34

license

Hunting protected 03 17

animal

Hunting partial 05 18

protected game

Hunting and 01 09

capturing game
Unlawful possession
of government trophy 10 21

Total 38 122

Source: compiled from Kachikau and Kasane Poliaeosts’ case registries

As more people get employed in tourism and relastdblishments, interviewees
reported that they are able to buy more and bittel; improving their food diet and
security. However, results also indicate that theslability of cash has resulted in some
community members’ spending money on alcohol, preged as a negative impact of
tourism. The safari company owner interviewed hgjited that tour guides sometimes
come to work drunk. Two villages chiefs also highted there is a proliferation of
traditional home brewing due to the demand of trawial beer, partly due to money
people make from tourism.

Furthermore, in one of the villages, a popular nmodiguor outlet operates, and
over weekends it offers free barbecue and musatttact customers. A concern was
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raised by one village development committee (VD@)mher when he said “sometimes
at the end of the month when people get their ieslave get disturbed and are unable to
sleep due to the loud music played from the liceestaurant” (Interview with VDC
member, 2012).

Before tourism, results indicate the communityduserely heavily on gathering
wild plants. A total of 17 wild plants species usedfood, beverage, handcraft making
and medicine purposes were reported (see Tablad23). The increase in the use of
plants for handcrafts is linked to the high produtiof handcrafts to meet tourists’
demands while the decrease in the use of planteigat for food is linked to the
availability of cash from tourism and related e8sdiments and the lack of time as more
time is spent at work. Mechanized farming, fadiéthby tractors bought with money
obtained from hunting quotas, has intensified fagrand increased crop yields and land
cultivated. Intensified agriculture has also ledite production of traditional home brews
made from sorghum corn and not from wild plantsaaas previously the case.

Tourism has reinforced the use of certain speassd mainly for basket weaving
and carvings (see Table 14), and reduced the oglian certain species previously used
as sources of food (see Table 13).These wild speeigetative parts were consumed as
fruits, tubers, leaves, stems, roots and sap. Lezdgtables formed part of a meal, while
fruits, stems and tubers were consumed as snaeksilCtree saps were mainly
harvested for beverage production, while some plesetre also reported to be harvested
for medicinal purposes. The old generation beliewege in these wild plants while the

young generation is not keen to be associated mitbithem. The availability of health
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facilities (clinics) in every CECT village has leala reduction in the use of medicinal

plants in favor of modern medicine dispensed byctimecs.

Table 12. Wildlife Plants Less Frequently used Bwuthe Influence of Tourism

Species Family Local name Use

Cleome gynandra L. Capparaceae  Rothwe Food/vegetable

Amaranthus thunbergii Mog. Amaranthaceae Thepe Food/vegetable

Corchorus olitoriug... Malvaceae Delele Food/fruit

Azanza garckeana (F. Hoffm.)Malvaceae Morojwa Food/ fruit

Exell & Hillc.

Nymphaea nouchaBurm.f. Nymphaceae  Tswii Medicine

Ximenia americand. Ximeniaceae Moretologa Food/fruit &
medicine

Hyphaene petersiana Arecaceae Mokolowane Alcohol beverage

Klotzsch exMart.

Sclerocarya birredA. Rich.) Anacardiaceae Morula Food/fruit & alcohol

Hochst. beverage

Grewia flavaDC. Malvaceae Moretlwa Food/fruit

Vangueriopsis lanciflora Rubiaceae Mmupudu Food/fruit

(Hiern.) Robynsex R.D.

Good Mokgothwane  Food/vegetable

Unidentified sp.

Contrary to popular belief, plants used for hanfiereaking are generally on the
increase, with women engaged in basket weavingtiagdhe long distances they now
have to travel to harvest veld products. The ire@ea use of plants for handcraft is
linked to the high production of handcrafts to méettourists’ demands. Table 12,
summarizes wild plants that have been reportee tosed less while Table 13 shows

plants whose use is on the rise due to the infle@fhc¢ourism.

128



Table 13. Wild Plants Frequently used for BaskeaWeg and Carvings

Species Family Local name Use

Hyphaene petersiana Arecaceae Mokololwane  Basket weaving &
Klotzsch exMart. carving/furniture
Grewia flavescenguss. Malvaceae Mokgomphatha Basket weaving
Berchemia discolor Rhamnaceae Motsentsela Dye/colorant
(Klotzsch) Hemsil.

Diospyros mespiliformis Ebenaceae Mokutsumo Carving/furniture
Hochst.ex A.DC.

Garcinia livingstoneiT. Cluisiaceae Motsaodi Carving/furniture
Anderson

Ficus sycomoruk. Moraceae Mochaba Carving/furniture

Although tourism has reinforced the use of cersgacies and reduced the
reliance on others, it is important to note thatrasent there is very little use of the
park's vegetation, the community only uses reseuocéside the park (buffer zone),
nonetheless, the buffer zone is still part of thekpgcosystem.

The availability of financial assets from touris@shalso led to the adoption of
modern housing, which forms part of the communiphysical assets. This development
is accentuated by the CECT's investments in brickdmg and subsidizing the price of
cement bricks. Household heads attributed theip@oio of modern housing to the
durability of the materials such as concrete, wims, and corrugated roofing iron sheets,
instead of traditional huts made from mud, wood #radiching grass that are not durable.
The construction of traditional houses relies ehtion the exploitation of natural
resources, thus the shift to modern types of hgusduces dependence on the
environment. However, interviews with householddseiadicate there is still resistance

to make a switch from traditional to modern housigpecially the elderly who believe

129



modern housing become very hot in summer and coldnter. For example, one elderly
woman of Kachikau village complained when she said:

“Everybody in the village wants to have a moderaod®....however, the

modern house does not treat me well ..... | prefetrawlitional mud

houses, as with them, they become cool inside whsot outside and

warm when it is cold.....the new houses are unbearabive in when it is

hot or cold” (An elderly woman comment, 2012).

It is important to note that most of the moderngesudo not have ceilings and air
conditioners to ensure temperature control.

Participation in tourism has facilitated investnsemt cultural capital; CECT
provided funds to 6 traditional dance and handareking groups which sell their
products to tourists who visit the community or anetransit to CH2 or the Okavango
Delta. These cultural groups have heightened themanity’s sense of belonging and
revived the production of traditional crafts antkaMoreover, the community has
regained its cultural identity, appreciation fodigenous knowledge systems and of
nature. The adoption of tourism by CECT has divieiand increased community

livelihoods options and reinforced the communitystodianship over its natural

resources.

Fragile Wildlife-Livestock Co-existence

While on the one hand the adoption of tourism getihood option has resulted
in community livelihoods improvement; a procesall capital spiraling up, on the other,
subsistence cattle farmers bear the brunt (spgaown) of protecting wild animals for

the tourism sector. Wildlife resources, in partegubuffalo species, continue to frustrate
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farmers in their quest to sell their cattle to linerative European Union (EU) market.
The buffalo carries the foot and mouth disease ([FMis which is highly contagious
and can easily be transmitted to cattle. This gnobhas brought some dilemma to both
the community and government as to how to secunedies livelihoods through the beef
industry while at the same time safeguarding tlveison sector. Since the recognition of
wildlife and tourism as land use sectors, Chobtididas one of the highest prevalence
of FMD in the country. The district has been demiban FMD red zone. This means the
district cannot sell its cattle to the EU beef neartSpierenburg & Wels, 2006) which
calls for stringent measures meant to controlgardent diseases that are beef prone. For
instance, the EU has an FMD beef “stamping-outcgglimeaning if there is an outbreak
of FMD in an area, all cattle in the area haved@kadicated. The policy further states
that if vaccinations are used; beef from vaccina@dhals cannot be exported for up to
two years after vaccination, the Eldes not accept FMD vaccinations as a sufficient
control measure, but insists on fences to contardisease in endemic areas (Taylor &
Martin, 1987).

As a reaction of EU demands, the government pabeebiseases of Animals
Act of 1977 that provides guidelines on the premenand control of animal diseases, the
regulation of imports and exports and the moveméanimals and animal related
productgDerah & Mokopasetso, 2005). Consequently, the tgus divided into
nineteen veterinary districts demarcated by crassing fences, each containing one or
more disease control zones (See Figure 5). Thenfstay-out policy” has negative

consequences for the CECT community as fencinglesnental impacts on wildlife
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which die as a result of their migratory paths bdifocked. As a result of fencing, Owen
Owens and Owens (1984) claim that in 1961, and iat#964, as many as 80,000
wildebeest died in the area of the Kuke-Makalamatbetdrinary fence whereas Boone
and Hobbs (2004) highlight that 10,000 harteberest dgainst the Ghanzi fences

between 1981 and 1987.
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Figure 5. Veterinary Fences in Botswana

A number of scholars (Spierenburg & Wels 2006, @obuis 2001, Selolwane
2001) acknowledge the negative consequences oélardyfencing on wildlife numbers
in Botswana. The FMD out-break and its policiesuge farmers losses due to the

disease itself killing cattle, eradication campaigmd restricting EU market access for
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CECT subsistence farmers, contributing to the 8pgalown of community capitals.
Rearing cattle on communal land adjacent to parkeilonger feasible and makes
livestock diseases spread easily. According tofameer: “veterinary fences are like one
big kraal that has facilitated the mixing of catled wild animals, we put a lot of effort
in vaccinating our cattle, while wild animals am@,do you think we can ever win this
battle?” The farmer’s concern is that mixing catliaming and wildlife is not a
sustainable option for them. FMD policies have lteslin disruptions in cattle rearing,
with more emphasis being placed on conservatiartsfin national parks and
surrounding environments, placing even more buofe@ECT communities.

Wildlife-based tourism is meant to provide a mitiga measure and a strategy
for economic empowerment as farmers cannot setl bleef beyond the district; these
restrictions make the community’s livelihoods vulidde by denying opportunities to
gain financial capital from their physical capifehttle industry). The fencing policy at
the same time negatively affects the natural chpitdecimates migrating populations of
wildebeest and buffalo, among other species.

Theguess is that thiess of the spectacular wildebeest migration ag@ of
tourist attraction is an advantage for Tanzanialémaya as they market the migration as
a tourism product, further disadvantaging the egmanof Botswana'’s tourism product.
Grootenhuis (2001), notes this anomaly by highirghthat in Botswana, FMD control
was the reason for stopping the world‘s most speta animal migrations by extending

veterinary cordon fencing on a national scale andassive expanses. Thousands of
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wildlife was lost and is still being lost throughgratory path pattern disturbance,
entanglements and dehydration.

Nevertheless, there are, conflicting facts on tloetality estimates for wildebeest
die-offs as a result of fencing. Owens and Owef84) study estimates the number to be
80,000 animals, whereas Williamson and Mbano (1,988) Mordi (1989) put the figure
at 50,000 animals. Regardless of the differencégumes, both figures constitute a
massive reduction in large herbivore biomass.

Results suggest that FMD fences restrict wildliie aattle movements to
confined spaces leading to increases in wildlifeypations, loss of livestock, crops and
the prevalence of FMD from buffaloes. In view ofstdevelopment we can therefore
argue that the erection of veterinary fences irs®aha indicates that, immediate
economic benefits from sectors such as agriculigaélopment are often implemented
to the detriment of other sectors, such as wildiid tourism management. This problem
can partly be addressed by encouraging livestoi#lif@ and tourism policies and
programs that adhere to principles of sustaingbilihe sustainability approach means
that none of these sectors (livestock, wildlife &marism) should be given priority at the
expense of others, as is the case with the erectigaterinary fences which currently
have created fragile wildlife-livestock co-existealationship.

The need for disease management and control iy biikencrease given the
predictions for a livestock revolution with globatreased demand for beef.
Interestingly, fences have long been associatdu aaihventional protectionist

approaches have now come to symbolize endangetmeiidlife and community
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development. Household heads reported that the comtymow has to deal with
negative consequences associated with high wildbfaulations confined to small

spaces.

Heightened Human-Wildlife Conflicts

Even though the community is realizing the benefitparticipating in wildlife-
based tourism, human-wildlife conflicts are ramgeating to a fragile wildlife-
livestock co-existence created by the prevalendeMid, veterinary fences and increased
crop production. The mechanization of agricultursams more land is cultivated and
restrictions on wildlife movement confined the viifiel to the park and buffer zones,
making it easier for them to have access to comtyighiysical property, in the process
heightening human-wildlife conflicts. The heightdrireuman-wildlife conflicts have led
to increased killings of ‘problem animals’ as suisable mitigation measures are
difficult to put in place to remedy the problem.

According to the Chobe National Park Problem Ani@ahtrol Unit (a unit of
DWNP), there is collaboration with the CECT on pesb animals, wild animals are
physically discouraged or deterred from enterirayqirhg fields and preying on
community livestock by constant patrolling and stimes trapped if they have become
difficult to control. The community is allowed kill these animals if they threaten
people’s lives or property; they can be killedatihd foraging on crops, preying on
livestock and attacking and Killing people. Despiémefits from tourism, household
heads assert that problem animals continue tolleg kis coexistence is difficult when

one’s life or economic activities are jeopardized.
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Interviews with the Chobe National Park Problemmai Control Unit highlight
that there is cooperation in the co-managemenatifral resources since the
commencement of community-based tourism, howekiergtcontinue to experience
biodiversity management questions. For instanaayldhwildlife be added or subtracted
from the CECT wildlife quota if problem animals &i#ed for destroying community
livestock or crops? Results indicate community mersiprefer the additions to their
community quota, whereas government officials preédbtractions from the quota as
they feel the community needs to do something terdeildlife from destroying
property. The Safari Company in business partnensith CECT shares the
community’s view; that wildlife killed while destytng community property should be
added to the quota, as a subtraction may rendevittiefe hunting tourism business
non-viable. Nevertheless, problem animals may eghtened the human-wildlife
conflicts but the abundant wildlife has enableddbmmunity to receive hunting quotas,

providing a significant source of income for thercounity.

Environmental Education and Awar eness

Environmental education and awareness (a form wfdmucapital) has played a
significant role in softening the community’s raantto human-wildlife conflicts.
Environmental education and awareness is offeredifigrent agencies including the
DWNP’s community extension and anti-poaching uSS and CWF. The CECT
board receives training workshops made possibl®®s such as USAID and AWF.
This development has transformed earlier resentarehanimosity to a better
understanding of living with wildlife. CECT offeenvironmental education and
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awareness to the community; the CECT managemenhdtee is perceived as having
fostered greater social responsibility, and cohesand transforming the community,
ensuring they work together to benefit from natwesburces. Stronger social cohesion
has facilitated community members to better addsesml obligations such as the
formation of informal wildlife watch groups thattde wildlife that wanders into their
plowing fields. These informal wildlife groups grepular among farmers whose
plowing fields happen to be located in the samatlon. This new development
facilitated by environmental education and awarséays a role in reducing the
community’s vulnerability to crop destructions. Adirmers in the study area keep their

cattle in kraals at night to reduce predation bighie.

An observation was made that around public aré&asclinics, kgotlas
community halls, shops, post offices and schodsetlare different environmental
information posters and pamphlets about naturaluregs conservation, ways of
reducing human-wildlife conflicts and tips on cattlusbandry on wildlife areas.
Environmental education has made the communityeagte their natural resources
heritage. One interviewee reflected this view byirsg “each species you see in our area
is a product of the relationship we have with awwieonment....., but that does not mean
we are all happy with this relationship as we agptually trying to find harmony in
living with wildlife..., however, we may not behavikd those who do not know what

wildlife is”.

! public forum or meeting place where consultation@nmunity issues are discussed, chaired by tlegeilchief
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Environmental education and awareness does nossedy translate into
reductions in human-wildlife conflicts but leadsadetter understanding and cooperation
(it increases human capital or skills and knowlgdgeatural resource management and

social obligations amongst stakeholders.

Discussion: Spiraling of Community Capitals

Although some may regard CECT community as beingl,rpoor and isolated; it
is rich in natural resources. Through tourism, rettesources have been invested,
leading to the creation of new resources and/@task embracing tourism as a
livelihood option, the community had to organizeelt first; the community’s social
capital was not organized to the level that thepéida of tourism could have been of
benefit. To overcome the social organization vdidtber community capitals, the
community formed CECT, a new institution run byaatd of trustees on behalf of the
community. Interactions between the community, NGdasors and government
representatives have resulted in greater governsugmort on biodiversity conservation
and development.

The ability of the local institution to enforce comnity conservation rules and
form networks with related government agenciesliggts the devolution of power to
local communities. The dialogue and community denisnaking processes have helped
strengthen local governance, improving both comiywsacial and political capitals.
Prior to the formation of CECT, CH1 and CH2 weremaccess areas; however, the

community now has joint ownership of the legallgideated wildlife management areas
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and share in the wildlife resources spillover b#éadéfom Chobe National Park by
participating in wildlife-based tourism.

Whereas the villages used to compete with eaclr tdhéhe same resources,
were resentful and poaching levels were high, tesents towards Chobe National Park
have gone down as CECT has organized the commiongiyard against criminal
activities, thus contributing to the spiraling uptlee community’s natural capital. Social
capital is very important, and results from thedgtindicate it is necessary for this
community to invest in it to reverse the commursitgapital downward spiral.

Even though indications are that social cohesianiim@roved due to
participation in tourism is still a debatable isfgEause a community is not
homogeneous, especially where certain socio-ecanaativities are always in conflict
with tourism. For instance, there is perception agncommunity members that human-
wildlife conflicts have increased during the lastdde. This perception is explained by
the community capitals stock’s accumulation an@/doFor instance, accumulated
financial capital gained from tourism is investaghysical assets such as tractors that
are used to till large areas of land, in the preegslermining wildlife corridors and
creating land use conflicts between wildlife and@agdture further heightening human-
wildlife conflicts.

Moreover, the government’s agriculture, conservaéind tourism policies also
contribute to this dilemma. For instance, to camibenefiting from agriculture,
conservation and tourism, the government introdueelnological intervention

measures through the introduction of veterinargésna form of built capital) which
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were meant to reduce the transmission of diseaseswildlife to cattle but ultimately
led to unintended biodiversity loss. Trade-offsien agriculture, conservation and
tourism, have sustainability implications. The wrauffs should be decided and owned by
people directly affected (bottom-up, rather thgmdown approach). The dilemma is that
the removal of fences in biodiversity conservatoeas may lead to the spread in wildlife
diseases from the red zone to non-affected areasr{@one), causing hardships for rural
communities and thereby harming national beef eésporstigating a downward spiral
(see Figure 6) in community livelihoods and thertogls GDP.

The adoption of tourism as a form of livelihoodaségy did not only bring
benefits but also costs which have made the contgnuainerable to the loss of some of
its traditional livelihoods. Indications are thhete is decline in traditional livelihoods
such as hunting and gathering and changes inyliésssuch as the zoning of land
previously used for communal grazing. The catttstry is one pillar of the country’s
economy; therefore, the introduction of communitidiife-based tourism as a new form
of land-use creates human-wildlife conflicts. Hunvatdlife conflicts have increased in
those places where boundaries have hardened betvildeand domestic use of
rangelands (Ferguson & Hanks, 2012). Fencing dmurtes to the decline of traditional
livelihood activities, therefore intensifying theramunity’s vulnerability, contributing to

the spiraling down (see Figure 6) of community tapi

Fencing aids the fragmentation of landscapes tivabsnd protected areas and
can result in impassable barriers to the disp@fsiaighly mobile species (Ferguson &

Hanks, 2010). Fencing is seen as one method ofaitamg livestock diseases by directly
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halting host/ pathogen traffic, but inevitably mroted areas will then be seen as
reservoirs of economically important diseases ttiséta spill-over into economically

struggling communities (Reisen, 2010).
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Figure 6. Spiraling up and Down of Community Cagitaodified from Flora et al.
(2006).

In contrast to Mbaiwa and Stronza (2010) assettiahmany households have
abandoned bigger crop fields because of wildlifeage to crops and the lack of interest

in crop farming, especially by young people, thiglg’s results indicate that investments
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in agriculture is more pronounced in the CECT comityuthan before. The community
did not abandon agriculture for tourism, but addgtaurism as a livelihood option that
complements agriculture. This is in conflict wittbilwa and Stronza’s (2010) findings
that tourism development has become the main hgell, replacing agriculture. The
CECT community has not abandoned agriculture (ghysisset) for tourism; instead
they use revenue from tourism to invest more incajure to diversify community
livelihoods options. In order to engage in thesgseconomic activities, the community
mobilizes assets at its disposal, it is the contlmnaof these assets that define the socio-
economics of a community depending on the commisnitgpability to harness available
assets.

The CECT community did not liquidate biodiversigsources (natural assets) in
order to finance agriculture and tourism developim@ohysical assets) by substituting
natural capital for physical capital, instead thisgd their natural capital stock to create
employment opportunities that in turn create adstesiream of financial capital, that is
further used to secure different community ass&isinstance, instead of heavily relying
on the hunting and gathering wild resources, theraanity has increased its crop
production.

Working in the tourism sector also ensures the camiy can get basic needs
and improve its livelihoods. Furthermore, employbt@oportunities have reduced
dependency on veld products harvesting contribubrtpe spiraling up of both natural
capital and community livelihoods. However, touribas resulted in the high

consumption of selected plant species used fordtaskeaving and carvings, produced
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to meet tourists’ demands. All these changes hawee@bout due to the utilization of
wildlife resources (natural asset) to improve ofieems of assets; financial gain
(economic assethuilding modern houses, shops, tractors, grindiflg(physical asset).
This supports Telfer’'s (2002) assertion that tourgevelopment as a livelihood
diversification tool often leads to a shift or dis#ication of traditional economic
systems to those driven by cash. This communityiges us with an example that
indicates how money generated from tourism flond @mtributes to the diversification
of traditional livelihood activities by impactingffiérent forms of community capitals.

Although, this exploration study does not quantifigings, quantitative methods
are recommended as a further step to provide agbsanf the value of protected areas
biodiversity to provide required underpinningsagdrage additional protected area’s role
in natural ecosystems that promote sustainabléstauand contribute to improvements in
community livelihoods. Nonetheless, the difficultiith measurement does not lie in
finding forms of capital within a community; itis finding a way to measure how much
capital is invested to affect a community’s capaiey et al., 2006). While the study
tried to organize community elements under eaam fofr capital and assess their change,
there is a realization that capitals overlap; grlmadership can sometimes be classified
as human, social or political capital; cultural italpcan sometimes be seen as human or
natural capital. Nevertheless, this is consistatit system thinking approach which
avoids the discrete or disconnected analysis approa

Moreover, and in line with Roseland’s (2000) asearthat rather than being a

“fixed thing”, and looking for a “fixed solution’a sustainable community is continually
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adjusting to meet the social, political, physicailtural, natural, human and financial
needs of its residents while preserving the enwremnt’s ability to support it. In systems
approach, it is imperative that a sustainable motidevelopment should be geared
towards necessitating growth in multiple commugaypitals, by recognizing that one
form of capital can be the enabling factor for osher vice versa.

Other scholars’ examinations on the use of commumiidlife-based tourism as a
new form of community development and biodiversibtyservation seem to appreciate
the new development, however, with some criticidrus.example, Blackie (2006)
argues that tourism has not achieved its objectvesnservation and rural
development, instead it is a tool used by donoseoration agencies and governments of
developed countries to perpetuate the global dammaf developing countries;

Twyman (2000) argues that community wildlife-basmarism in the Kalahari region is
also not fully developed to yield significant beteto residents. Despite these criticisms,
community wildlife-based tourism is one approadcit tempowers the community
through local participation (social capital), demmsmaking (political capital),

appreciation of nature (cultural capital) and ecoiwbenefits (financial capital) from
tourism development, particularly in rich wildlifgeas (natural capital) such as protected
areas (Arntzen et al., 2003; Kgathi, Ngwenya, &RNVH007; Mbaiwa, 2004).

CECT, a new community institution, can be interpdeas a new form of
governance devolved to communities. Governancarisgh the context of devolution in
which CECT communities are no longer treated agestgbut participants in the

governance of natural resources in the area. TWeJtCT natural resources governance
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arrangement facilitated by participating in tourisnmderscores some processes of
collaboration, partnership and community empowetimarall areas of resource and
environmental management. Devolution can be coresidas a kind of governance
reform, a mechanism to bring citizens, local groapg organizations into the policy and
decision-making process (Berkes, 2010).

Participation in protected area tourism as a deismiwf power to CECT has
rewarded the community with the spiraling up comityucapitals reinforcing the social-
ecological relationship with the Chobe NationallP&ECT’s investments in its social
capital by collectively and collaboratively formimgcommunity-based organization;
CECT, the community’s social capital lowers thegaction costs of working together
and facilitates cooperation in co-management ainahtesources. The resultant spiraling
up of community’ s capitals gives people incentitegvest in collective activities that
build social cohesion, trust, and networking, uéttely building the community’s
confidence in resource management that lacked é@eAarin line with Goldstein (2009)
reasoning; this is a dynamic process, as collalooréecomes widespread, new
possibilities come into focus beyond solving thigioal problem.

Due to the devolution of power to CECT through camity-based wildlife
tourism management, the relationship between CEGTGhobe National Park has
generated new income by attracting wildlife-basmedism, inducing infrastructure
development and increasing the flows of economyjdinificant environmental services
revealed by the spiraling up of community capit@lse spiraling down of some

community capitals are a response of a system ieeolas negative outcomes of
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participation in tourism that need adaptive manag@memedy so as to systematically
harmonize the flow of assets from one capital totlagr. Hence, an interdisciplinary
approach as advanced by Mitchella et al. (2018¢exded to deal with interacting
ecological and social systems and their feedbackexplained by the stock and flow of
community capitals/assets in an integrated socialegical system, to keep check of
each community capital or assets availability, flokvection of influence, and make
efforts that community decisions in natural resesrmanagement and governance
respond to environmental feedbacks.

However, there are challenges of governance inr&dvwd complexity and
uncertainty (Berkes, 2010), for example, differet¢rests of CECT community as
explained by community heterogeneity poses a aingdiefarmers interests as well as
farm production are not stagnant, and in the poogsy not be consistent with wildlife
resources co-existence. This may be explained g oanservation costs incurred by
farmers as wildlife wander and destroy their crapd livestock; as opposed to other
members of the community whose interests mightitbereint. Therefore, through
tourism linkages, community collaborative managenmehkey in bringing communities
of interest together in pursuance of balancing eoraion and development. Hence,
successive spiral of learning-as-participation 8€ljECT to combine elements of
adaptive management with elements of co-manageimeesource governance.
Nevertheless, effective devolution and making caovag@ment work takes time

(Goldstein, 2009).
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Chapter 7

CONCLUSION

The assessment of linkages between protected amea@sm and community
livelihoods using community asset mapping resuksimline with the notions of
“sustainable development” and “sustainable teuani’ which call for a wider range of
tourism dimensions to be included in new projeatgistify the sustainability of
investments for environmental and community devwalept (Hawkins & Mann 2007).

Communities are part of protected areas and déiméourism product. Protected
areas have critical duties and responsibilitigslages they are selling their conservation
achievements and tourism products to. Howevehiafoint, and as reflected by
available scholarship, critical issue arises. Alitjo the positive effect of protected areas
performance on the community is unquestionablerdlaionship between protected
areas and community livelihoods is debatable, gicnsus results being that a positive
relationship between protected areas and commliviatiynoods performance imply a
two-fold effect on community: one, social initiads are inherently designed to enhance
community livelihoods and therefore, their impleration should obviously have
benefits for it; and two; benefits to the societyuld also derive from the increase in
protected areas conservation performance obtamédiing protected areas and
community livelihoods activities, or as commonlyt,doy developing and carrying out
“best practices” (Bansal, 2006; Gond, Palazzo &B 2007).

This study results, although not much quantifiabiidicate that the introduction

of tourism has linked Chobe National Park and comitgdivelihoods; resulting in
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positive outcomes not only in monetary terms, bith wespect to community capitals
enhancement. Given that tourism is a social, galiticultural, environmental and
economic phenomenon that acts both as an engeeoabmic progress and social force
or lack thereof, obtaining positive performancarir@hobe National Park and
community livelihoods activities imply that the tilaitive benefits both the community
and Chobe National Park. It is important to not through asset mapping exercise the
results are indicative of the importance of ungerding how governance of protected
areas during colonialism era had shaped commuapials and empowerment. The
Chobe National Park reflects the relations of poaret privilege which have shaped
CECT community’s relationship with the park. Theuks show that during colonialism
and immediately after post colonialism regimes,EEeCT community was subjected to a
double exclusion from CNP: exclusion as consumetiseopark resources or visitors and
in decision making or power processes concerniag#rk resources use and
management. The park management was dominated tgg®is who were solely
concerned with preserving the park ecosystem,gméglect of human needs and social
issues, thus contributing to community natural Edg@lienation from other community
capitals. This scenario further exacerbates comtygapitals’ spiraling dowrlLargely,
parks reflect the worst aspects of colonial corst@mm (Cock & Fig, 2000). It is through
community experiences guided by asset mappingctrahelp us to understand parks
relationships, objectives, and roles with its ctnshts — community development and
biodiversity conservation. For example, Cock argl (2000) contend that colonialism

conservation totally neglected the archaeologeeabrds showing how some of the parks
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had been the site of settled African mining anditrg communities for hundreds of
years. The prevalent colonial conservation philbsaopf exclusion, alienation, and
domination of indigenous peoples negatively affée@e@mmunities’ capitals and was
against the principles of community-building.

If protected areas aim to survive and prosperbdst way is to take a long term
view and understand that if it treats the commuwéyl, the community will return the
favor. In view of this study’s results, protectedas cannot survive without taking the
responsibility for the welfare of all its constitus, including the livelihoods of the larger
community within which it exists and operates. Boted areas are expected to go beyond
the solo conservation oriented activities, but sthalso be geared towards boosting
community livelihoods. This case study proves tssuaption that well planned
protected area tourism brings about both econonda@n-economic rewards, thus
empowering both local communities and protected aranagers to effectively work
together in natural resource management. Nonetjedlemxmunity interests’
heterogeneity in terms of socio-economic activibaags in different community
perceptions on its relationship with the CNP. Fatance, on the one hand, farmers feel
the brunt of property damage - crops and livesttedtruction by wildlife; perceives the
park negatively, while on the other hand, those Wioefit from the park through
tourism employment or sell their tourism produetsisas baskets to tourists have a
positive perception about the park. So, empowerrigatigh the development of CECT
is not uniformly perceived and will always vary wlg within and/or between

communities. Thus, what might be perceived by seeggnents of the same community
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as community empowerment is at the same time p&des community
disempowerment by some. Substantial variation enptlesence of, and roles and levels
of community livelihoods in community make it ddtilt to make a conclusive statement
on whether tourism has brought community empowetrsiemlarly across all

community segments.

Nonetheless, inclusion and involvement of commasitn the ownership or
management of protected area tourism initiativagdb greater appreciation and
understanding of community needs, relationshiph teir environment, associations
with overall sustainability and delivery of bensfithus empowering communities.
Empowerment is about “people taking control oveirtbwn lives; gaining the ability to
do things, set their own agendas and change ewveatway previously lacking” (Young,
1997, p.371). Participation in tourism at CECTassidered as a form of empowerment
as illustrated by Sofield’s (2003) assertion tlkeatpowerment is about a shift in balance
between the powerful and the powerless, betweeddhenant and the dependent. The
CCF therefore helps us to assess community’s emposve in terms of community
investment in its capital or assets, in this cds®community used the abundance natural
capital to invest in capitals that were deficieetdve participation in tourism. The
wildlife-based tourism contributed in shift of bate of power; the once powerless
community in terms of social, political, and finglmow enjoys social cohesion, making
decisions through CECT, investing the financialitzdn physical and cultural assets.

The results are in line with Strzelecka (2011) angat that community

empowerment is a process characterized by the gratiwease of the local actors’
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capability to control elements of their local emviment; which the local society finds to
be most significant for its wellbeing. It builds orteractions that influence participants’
involvement in action toward local wellbeing (Aign&aymond & Smidt, 2002).

Nevertheless, as a cautionary standpoint, othelachargue that, it does not
always guarantee tangible livelihoods to the comitgunor is active local participation
in a tourism initiative a precondition for benefiesaching communities; benefits are at
times secured at the expense of local initiativee @ntrol (Dwyer & Edwards, 2000;
Kontogeorgopoulos, 2005; Li, 2006). In view of tegerspectives and in relation to this
study’s findings, the difference might be the mélhlogical implications adopted by this
study; the use of the CCF and community asset mggpcilitated the assessment of the
linkages between protected areas and communityhloads using multi-dimensional
indicators and non-linear causation rather thaorpizing and focusing only on one form
of community capital as an indicator.

Most studies which focus on linear causation andssessing only one or two
forms of community capital as an indicator havephapensity to overlook how each
form of capital stock is affected or affect othermhs, as the relationship between the
protected areas and communities evolve. Reseaatlatiyets only one parameter and
tries to assess it in isolation of others will gild a holistic understanding of how
tourism contributes to the well-being of commurstaand the environmental conservation
at destination areas (Tao et al. (2009a).

Sustainable tourism requires striking a balancevéenh being economically

viable, preserving the resilience of cultural intggand social cohesion, and maintaining
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the status quo of the physical environment (Altr&afinlyson, 1993). If we carefully
combine the concept of park conservation managemiémthe community capital
framework model, we may be close to sustainabiyich can be attained through the
implementation of best conservation and communratyetbpment management practices.
“Best practices” as demonstrated by this case stuelns taking concrete actions geared
towards the conservation and responsible use &frpapurces, which in turn contribute
to the social, political and cultural developmehheighboring communities and
profitability that is rooted in social responsityli

Conversant stakeholders now appreciate each otbmetEfic opportunities,
difficulties, roles and duties, and to a greatagrde can dismiss feelings of distrust
emanating from the misconceptions of rules andqmores or impractical expectations.
Therefore, as demonstrated by this study’s finglithg experiences of CECT community
and various support agencies in the Chobe Nati@agk! provide a rich case from which
to draw lessons that can assist in protected amesecvation and community
development.

In assessing whether changes in community needsditered the character of
protected areas and community livelihoods, ovendilcations are that community needs
in a protected areas ecosystem highlight thatrtblde-down effects of tourism have
both positive and negative ecological impacts whichot only affect the community’s
natural capital but all forms of community capitdbgrticipation in tourism has brought
some form of organization in community capitalsh\@ECT networking, engaging and

negotiating with different agencies to pursue themunity’'s interest. At the same time,
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CECT, in consultation with the general membersfap hecome a community decision
making body that represents the interests of thenwonity, thus enhancing the
community’s political capital. From inception, paial and social capital have been
critical for CECT since involving locals is essahin the planning and implementation
stages, ensuring that the community is activelypived.

One of the core elements of sustainable tourismeldpment is societal
development, which is a process and capacity tcerdakisions that consider the long-
term economy, ecology and equity for all commusitiearticipation in tourism has
facilitated the realization of financial capital \wwh in this case is invested in human
capital needed to run the institution. Furthermé@ngncial capital has been invested in
the community’s physical capital which was needeldost agriculture. The
accumulation of community capitals’ stock and fldves resulted in changes in
community needs; plowing has become mechanizedlusas are sold locally and
outside the community locality, biodiversity hacbme commoditized and human-
wildlife conflicts abound.

The management of tourism and biodiversity cadiffieult and requires finding
a balance in resource use and economic benefitigteong many tourism destinations
with protected areas have to constantly face. Suaibe tourism practices do not provide
a short term fix, however, the long term benefrits\wahat should be kept in mind when
developing strategies for protected areas touristnb@odiversity conservation plans.
Protected areas tourism destination can diffeeims of their natural environments and

community capitals’ endowments, each potentialbyrfg different adverse impacts
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resulting from the role of tourism. In some dediimas, natural environments motivate
tourists to visit protected areas; therefore th@arenment on which tourism depends can
be weakened by impacts from the sector, resultirguch larger economic issues,
especially for those protected areas that haverbe@mmpletely reliant on the industry
to maintain their conservation objectives. Proté@ereas and tourism need each other to
serve each other’s objective in a sustainable ntanne

The CCF affords us the opportunity to think metballly about approaches and
community projects, thus offering intuitions intddational indicators of success as well
as potential areas of support. The CCF offers eham@sm for systematic assessment and
is an appraisal process that looks at impacts lktfmproject’s obligations, but looks to
the community and protected area system as a whpfaying the CCF facilitated the
mapping of the stock and flow outcomes of commuadpitals in relation to changes in
community needs. Improved techniques for undergtgnalanned and possibly
unplanned consequences of involving devolutionaapagement styles need to be
developed and understood by community plannerg;ypolakers and protected areas
managers.

This study has demonstrated that community wildbésed tourism has played a
critical role in the transformation of the tradited economy demonstrated by the
spiraling up effect of community capitals. The gtaccumulation and flow of capitals
highlight the importance of the natural capitatinving the ongoing flow of capital
assets toward an upward spiral of capitals. Howeliging the process, negative and

unintended consequences that affect the upwardl gpficapitals leads to the downward
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spiral of some capitals, generating opposing oatieg feedback effects. The use of the
CCF approach informs and inspires researchersrik thethodically about how tourism
systematically contributes both to biodiversity servation and community
development. The role tourism plays and its impaetassessed by its ability to
contribute or trigger a process that increasesoaimunity capitals’ stocks and flows to
initiate a spiraling up of community capitals. Rksof this study indicate the spiraling
up of community capitals’ impacts the rural econaang has changed it from being
predominantly dependent on hunting, gathering amit@ature, to a cash-driven
economy. Tourism therefore is viewed as an incerb&sed conservation tool that links
the conservation of natural resources with ruraketgoment.

We can therefore conclude by making a basic suppoghat; for a community
to manage its natural resource base sustainalphyst place more emphasis on its
community capital importance, to define how it watllize its assets to directly benefit
from protected area tourism. The CCF provides aahsgstem thinking approach
inherent in human, social, physical, financial terdl, political, and natural capitals that
need to be safeguarded and strengthened. Comnuapityals serve as the core for a
community’s development and when enhanced, bufecommunity against risks and
vulnerabilities, leading to healthy sustainable oamities and healthy ecosystem.
Protected areas, tourism and community livelihcaglsxplained by the stock and flow of
community capitals are intertwined in functionatlapecial relationships (Fey et. al,

2006). Community-based tourism generates monel@amgfwhich when invested in
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physical assets promote spatial flows of revendkiwthe community and encourage the
accumulation (stock) of revenues in a locality otse devoid of economic growth.

Revenue accumulation also brings about transfoomati other community
capitals through community consumption, savingsiamdstments in other form of
capitals and triggers a series of new activitiesjmesses and services. Approaches that
consider all forms of community capitals have tbeeptial to yield the “relevance” of
assessing protected areas capacity to deliverldmmefits, protect cultural diversity and
promote biodiversity conservation objectives.

When all forms of capitals are recognized and itesk&, communities tend to
understand the cost of living with conservationt. ifgtance, communities do not have to
accept crop and livestock destruction as beingitalele, but instead they come to
understand there needs to be a constant realigrthedrthey can accept and live with;
thus continued environmental education and awasesean essential ingredient/ tool
needed to remind the community of its role in covaton. Consequently, new and
creative systems thinking approaches like the CG€Riseful in assessing the role of
protected areas tourism and balancing the opposttmmes of conservation and
development.

The utility of CCF is that development should netdmly equated with economic
growth as the only indicator of interest by devehgmt planners and at the same time
high level of biodiversity integrity alone shouldtrbe the only indicator to
conservationist too, because economic growth agid levels of biodiversity integrity

cannot be realized at the detriment of or in isotabf each other. It is the system
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interdependence offered by realizing the importasfadl community capitals that
defines the performance of the overall ecosystestatus quo of communities.
Therefore, we ought to understand the dynamicsepldéy community capitals, thus to
study the role of one form of capital in isolatioiothers would limit our understanding
of the role they play in community development andservation nexus.

This study contributes to how PA tourism enhanoesotmnmunity empowerment
and sustainability discourse; conceptually and walogically. First, and conceptually,
it builds on Scheyvens (1999) empowerment framewwgrkecognizing four more
dimensions; human, physical, cultural, and natcagitals to provide a more holistic and
system thinking approach on the assessment oftaigicontribution to community
livelihoods and empowerment.

Secondly, the findings have methodological implmad: the utility of using
community capitals to explain the linkages betwpstected areas, tourism, and
community livelihood through community assets’ &taad flow or simple the
transformation of one stock of capital to anotlmesystem thinking dynamics fashion
(Hjorth & Bagheri, 2006), yields better understargof the linkages than the use of
traditional fragmented, mechanistic, and linearseaeffect mechanism which is unable
to explain the intricacies inherent in issues aftainability. Essentially, and in line with
(Nguyen, Graham, Ross, Maani &Bosch, 2012), to tstdred the relationships between
protected areas, tourism and community livelihoedgence should give way to holism

where resources are viewed together as systems.
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Thirdly, as the relationship between protected greairism and community
livelihoods is dynamic, change is inevitable, tiiere, and as demonstrated by the
findings through community asset mapping, the @ity for change can be analyzed
by locating trends and going through a learningess vis-a-vis the system on which
tourism and community livelihoods operate to deadaptive management mechanisms.
This is in line with Farsari’s (2012) assertiontthastainability concerns managing and
adaptation. Therefore, system thinking approachesld guide research to develop
conceptual models that are geared to support sasiai tourism policies.

To conclude; this dissertation contributes to trengng body of literature on
protected area, tourism and livelihood. This redesested the usefulness of CCF as a
framework through case-based research. The analygislitative material drawn from
community asset mapping, focus groups, in-dep#mmegws with key informants and
household heads, and secondary sources identdoeeaces of themes before the
introduction and after the adoption of tourism tleat to community needs changes
explained by the spiraling up and down of commuagpitals that have been ordered to
fit the seven CCF model elements. Thus, this stuay important in demonstrating that
assessing the linkages between protected areasntioand community livelihoods as a
way of determining the sustainability-oriented ngeraent of protected areas by
emphasizing on all community form of capitals, Has potential usefulness in strategy
formulation and performance analysis of protecteds contribution to both

conservation and community development.
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As this research might be one of the few empistadlies using the community
capital framework and asset mapping methodologycagt in conservation, tourism
and development; more research, including repboattudies in different geographical
areas, different community sizes, protected am@ad cultures, would promote refining
the conceptualization of the community capital feavork.

First, quantitative research approaches are suggjeshelp with more concrete
guantification of the essence of linkages betweaetepted areas, tourism and community
livelihoods framed on the community capital framekvonderpinnings.

Second, it is equally important to measure and cdrdommunity capitals
importance, and as well as to assess each comnuaital contributions to changes in
community needs overtime.

Thirdly, longitudinal research would also be valigald\s the synergistic link
between economic incentives and conservation hats inereasingly questioned (Berkes,
2004, Sakata & Prideaux, 2013, Swatuk, 2005), topton of alternative multi-
indicator based and system thinking approachestti& community capital framework
which endeavors to improve the understandingsatkpted areas, tourism and
development linkages should be encouraged. Apprfaiseaomplete community
initiatives requires different methodological apgehes than for a single purpose
projects.

Finally, benefitting from this research, futuradies could re-visit the Chobe
National Park and CECT to reassess its evolutiaatds sustainability. As the wave of

accommodating tourism by protected areas movesafarwit will be of importance to
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closely monitor and evaluate not only its advanastimaut also how protected areas and
communities incorporate change as communities andal resources are not static. This
knowledge will allow practitioners and park managalike to evaluate the processes of
change and devise intervention measures informesistainable development
principles, as advanced by Sakata and Bruce’s (28ds®rtion that the reality is that

change is inevitable.
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GOVERNMENT DEPTS., LODGE MANAGERS 5 VILLAGE CHIEFEECT
CHAIRPERSON AND CONSTITUENCY COUNCILOR IN-DEPTH INBRVIEW

PROTOCOL

Dissertation research titl@rotected Areas, Tourism and Rural Community Lhadids

in Botswana

1. Since the inception of Chobe National Park as &éepted area what is its
relationship with the CECT community?

2. Has the introduction of community-based tourismefigted the community?

3. Does the community have the capacity to run touasihrelated businesses?

4. Community needs are not static but dynamic in atwow do you reflect on this

in reference to CECT community? (probe)

5. What are some of the changes that have occurreashimunity needs over time?

6. Are these changes in community needs consistertbecamservation measures

for the CNP? (Probe).

7. What are the main challenges you are facing tonsalahanges in community

needs and conservation measures? (Probe).

8. Looking at the future, what impacts do these chamgeommunity needs have

on Chobe National Park as a protected area?
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9. lIs tourism a sustainable option for communitieseesdly looking at changes in

community needs over time?

10.Does Chobe National Park as a protected area hdagrier by not allowing

CECT communities to naturally follow their changegsommunity needs?

11.Community development is linked to 7 community ¢algi- in reference to

CECT, which forms of capitals are abundant and whiges are scarce?

12.Do you think the abundant form of capitals havenbesed to substitute the scarce

ones?

ASSESSMENT OF TOURISM BENEFITS, TRADE-OFFS AND VUERABILITY
CONTEXT

1. What benefits do you accrue as a result of pagtmg in tourism? (list) [probe]
2. What costs do you accrue as a result of partigigati tourism? (list) [probe]

3. Which forms of community livelihoods are you no d@n pursuing because of

participating in tourism (list) [probe]

4. How does the community balance the trade-offs (appirategies) between

tourism benefits and costs?

5. What has been the government’s response to coahtbeavulnerability to both

community livelihoods and conservation?

6. Do changes in community needs have an impact aenagating or reducing the

vulnerability context?
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7. Which forms of community capital in the context@ECT are more vulnerable to

trade-offs between different forms of community itz
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APPENDIX B

ASSET MAPPING AND FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION PROTOCOL
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Dissertation research titl@rotected Areas, Tourism and Rural Community Lhadids

in Botswana

Research Question 1. To map community capitalslré@ma successional
approach so as to determine implications on suatdity [successional: past,
now and future].

1. ASSET BASED-MAPPING
a) Whatis CECT?
b) Why was CECT as a community project formed?
c) What assets do you think you have as a community?
2. MAPPING THE PAST
a) Look back maybe up to before the commencenféDEQT. Then Draw the

map of your community and indicate assets the coniiywbhad.

b) The discussion will focus on the maps and asiaisn.

* Which assets/capitals the community had in aburelanthe past?
» Which assets/capitals were scarce?
c) How was capital scarcity solved? (Any relatidpstor links between capital

scarcity and abundance?)

d) How have they changed, has this change beetiyeosr negative?

3. MAPPING THE PRESENT
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a)

Draw the map of your community and indicate asgets community

currently has.

b) What is the relationship between you current arsd peaps?

C)

d)

a)

b)

* Which assets/capitals the community has in aburelaow?

* Which forms of capital have dwindled now?

Are there any linkages/relationship that can bdamned by asset abundance
on the one hand vs. dwindling on the other?

What does this asset abundance and dwindling noean t

)] CECT as a community project (Discussions)

i) Community livelihoods (discussions)

i) Chobe National Park (Discussions)

Let’'s assume now we stop use one of the naturalatajor example;
specifically wildlife, do you think (CECT, commupwitivelihoods, Tourism

and Chobe National Park would continue to servie thepose as usual

. FUTURE MAPPING ASSESSMENT

Draw your community map and show how you would lker community to
look like in the future.

With the current forms of capital you have now,ydo think your future map
and assets you have drawn is attainable?

Which forms of capital are important in determinthg future of:

i) Community of livelihoods;
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i) Chobe National Park;
i) CECT as a community project

iv) Tourism in the area
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APPENDIX C

HOUSEHOLD INTERVIEW PROTOCOL
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Dissertation research title: Protected Areas, Boarand Rural Community Livelihoods

in Botswana

Research Question Zo assess whether changes in community needs have
altered the character of protected areas and comtyrivelihoods.

A. INFORMATION ABOUT THE HOUSEHOLD
1. Where you born in this village? (If no probe todiaut place of origin, why did
you come to settle here?)

2. For how long have you been living here?

3. What is your ethnic group?

4. What are your main sources of livelihoods (provadest).

5. How many people are formally employed in this htnate and where?

6. Are you engaged in any form of farming (pastoralbée)

B. ASSESSMENT OF GROWTH OF HOUSEHOLD IN TERMS OF SO€IO
ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES

1. How much did you plough (hectares) in the pasttaow much land do you
plough now? (If there are some differences, exphdig?)

2. If you want to increase your land for plowing, ti®asy to do that?

3. What form of draught power have you been usindHerlast 10 years?

4. Since the introduction of CECT what changes has TE®@ught to your

community (provide a list).
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. Which changes are most important and as well &$ liegoortant to you?

. What aspirations do you want to see brought by CEG@#¥ and in future?

. HOUSEHOLD RELATIONSHIP WITH THE CHOBE NATIONAL PARK

. Does living in the park improved or not improvediydife in general.

. What are the specific benefits are you getting flONP?

. What are the limitations imposed on you by the fhat you are living in a park?

. Do you have any specific needs that you would wapursue but you cannot

because you are not allowed? [probe]

. ASSESSMENT OF CHANGES IN HOUSEHOLD NEEDS

. Do you see your household in generally living ddydife than before the
commencement of CECT?

. What would be the most notable change that hasreztio your household that
may reflect your changes in household needs? thish)

. Are there any developments within your communigt tyou can pinpoint as new
indications showing that your community is chan@ing

. What are other developments that you would likeege taking place in your
community in future?

. Comparing your community needs with other villagesyou see your village

doing better than other villages? (probe)
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Research Question 3: To assess whether the introduxf
tourism has led to the spiraling up or down of camity capitals

ASSESSMENT OF TOURISM BENEFITS, TRADE-OFFS AND
VULNERABILITY CONTEXT

8. What benefits do you accrue as a result of pagtaig in tourism? (list) [probe]

9. What costs do you accrue as a result of partigigati tourism? (list) [probe]

10.Which forms of community livelihoods are you no d@n pursuing because of

participating in tourism (list) [probe]

11.How does the community balance the trade-offs (@pptrategies) between

tourism benefits and costs?

12.What has been the government’s response to coahtbeavulnerability to both

community livelihoods and conservation?

13.Do changes in community needs have an impact aenaweating or reducing the

vulnerability context?

14.Which forms of community capital in the context@ECT are more vulnerable to

trade-offs between different forms of community itz
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Research Title: Protected Areas, Tourism and R@ammunity Livelihoods in

Botswana

Date:

Dear Participant:

| am a graduate student under the guidance andh\ssipe of Professor Gyan Nyaupane,
PhD, in the School of Community Resources and dgveént at Arizona State
University, USA. | am conducting a study to assass understand the linkages between

protected areas, tourism and community livelihaod3otswana.

Your experience and perceptions on the linkagesprotected areas, tourism and
community livelihoods give an important perspective would like to include in our
report. Your participation represents a unique ofymity to voice your opinion about
how protected areas, tourism and community livelderelate. Your time commitment
at this meeting would be between 40 and 120 miniftes have the right not to answer,
skip some of the questions and to stop the intena¢ any time. We would like to
audiotape this interview. The interview will not becorded without your permission.
The audio records will be transcribed later to @ottrinformation. The audio and
transcribed text will be stored in the computethad principal and co-investigators. The

audio records and transcribed texts will be destimfter the research is published.

Your participation in this study is voluntary. lfoy choose not to participate or to
withdraw from the study at any time, there will i@ penalty. You must be 18 or older to

participate in the study. Your responses will bergg/mous. Your audio responses will
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not be known to any other except the principal @emihvestigators. Your answers will be
used with many others in an aggregated form. Thelte of this study may be used in
reports, presentations, or publications but youm@&and personal information will not be

revealed.

If you have any questions concerning the reseatatysplease contact the research team

at: gyan@asu.eduandmtstone@asu.edulf you have any questions about your rights as

a subject/participant in this research, or if yealfyou have been placed at risk, you can
contact the Chair of the Human Subjects Institw@idReview Board, through the ASU
Office of Research Integrity and Assurance, at 4A85-6788. Please let us know if you

wish to be part of the study.

Your acceptance to be interviewed will be consideyeur consent to participate and

record your interview.

Sincerely,

Moren T. Stone

Arizona State University

School of Community Resources & Development
ASU mail code: 4020

411 N. Central Ave., Ste. 550, Phoenix

AZ 85004-0690, USA

Ph (480)241-8160, Fax (602)496-0953

Email: mtstone@asu.edu
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ASU INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD EXEMPTION CERTIFICAE
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FSU Baetamenow=e

OMfice of Research Tnlt*gr‘it‘_" and Assurance

To: Gyan Nyaupane
UCENT
From: Mark Rioosa, Chair
Soc Beh IRB
Diate: D5M72012
Committee Action: Exemption Granted
IRE Action Date- 05172012
IRB Protocol #: 1205007786
Study Title: Protected Areas, Tourism and Rural Community Livelihoods in Botswana

The above-referenced protocol is considered exemipt after review by the Institutional Review Board pursuant to
Federal regulations, 45 CFR Part 46.101(b)2) .

This part of the federal regulations requires that the information be recorded by imeestigators in such a manner that
subjects cannot be identified, directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects. It is necessary that the information

obtained not be such that if disclosed ouiside the research, it could reasonably place the subjects at risk of criminal or
«civil iability, or be damaging to the subjects’ financial standing, employability, or reputation.

“fou should retain a copy of this letter for your records.
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APPENDIX F
REPUBLIC OF BOTSWANA RESEARCH PERMIT

199



TELEPHONE: 3914955 MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT,

TELEGRAMS: MEWT WILDLIFE AND TOURISM

TELEX: PRIVATE BAG BO 199,
TELEFAX: 3908076 RERURLICOFEBOEWANA GABORONE
BOTSWANA

reverence: EWT 8/36/4 XVIV (108)

ALL CORRESPONDENCE MUST BE ADDRESSED TO
THE PERMANENT SECRETARY

31 May 2012

MOREN TIBABO STONE

SCHOOL OF COMMUNITY RESOURCES & DEVELOPMENT
ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY

411 N.CENTRAL AVENUE

SUITE 550

PHOENIX 85004, ARIZONA

Tel: (602) 496-0550 Fax: (602) 496-0953
Email: moren.stone@mopipi.ub.bw or mtstone@asu.edu

APPLICATION FOR RESEARCH PERMIT: “PROTECTED
AREAS, TOURISM AND RURAL COMMUNITY LIVELIHOODS
IN BOTSWANA”.

We are pleased to inform you that you are granted permission

to conduct a research entitled: “Protected Areas, Tourism

and Community Livelihoods in Botswana.”

The research will be conducted at the CECT villages-Mababe,
Parakarungu, Satau, Kachikau and Kavimba and the Chobe
National Park.

This permit is valid for a period effective from 1%t June 2012 to 31%
July 2012.

This permit is granted subject to the following conditions:

1. Signing and submission of an Agreement between Government
of Botswana and Independent Researchers (enclosed).

2. Progress should be reported periodically to the Department of
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Tourism.

3. The permit does not give authority to enter premises, private
establishments or protected areas. Permission for such entry
should be negotiated with those concerned.

4.  You conduct the study according to particulars furnished in
the approved application taking into account the above
conditions.

5. Failure to comply with any of the above conditions will result
in the immediate cancellation of this permit.

6. The research team comprises of MOREN TIBABO STONE,
LESEGO SENYANA STONE and TAPIWA CAIPHUS.

7. The applicant should ensure that the Government of Botswana
is duly acknowledged.

8. Copies of videos/publications produced as a result of this
project are directly deposited with the Office of the President,
National Assembly, Ministry of Environment, Wildlife and
Tourism, Department of Tourism, National Archives, National
Library Service, and the University of Botswana Library.

Thank you.

Yours faithfully

Mable Bolele
For/Permanent Secretary

CC. Department of Tourism
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