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Executive Summary
Discussions concerning the effectiveness of Community-based Natural
Resource Management (CBNRM) have been part of an ongoing debate. As a
set of ideals it has become increasingly discursive and static causing a
mismatch between rhetoric and practice in its approach. This phenomenon is
further induced by concerns expressed in contemporary research into the
Namibian conservancy model which imply unequal benefit distribution, low
participation, increased gaps between conservancy staff and residents,
overarching and unclear institutional roles and the development of new
hierarchies. On top of that, increased Human-Wildlife Conflict (HWC)
exacerbates these concerns. In CBNRM policy, the centrality of assumed
harmonious communities has led to vague conceptualisations and static
interpretations resulting in the idealisation of communities by policy makers.
Instead several researches suggest complex institutional dynamics in
conservancy formation where settled institutions, on a community level,
interact with new CBNRM institutions, reshaping institutional relations. The
influence of these local dynamics on practical CBNRM outcomes remains
underestimated in CBNRM rhetoric and consequently in its approaches.
Therefore this research examined emergent properties resulting from such
institutional interactions and uses environmentality principles to examine
how the ‘technology of rule’ defines these formation processes. Political
ecology has been used as a broad theoretical ground to conduct and structure
the focus of the research further. This research looks at the conservancy as
an arena of dynamic institutional interactions and aims to identify the
emergent properties ascending conservancy formation. To study this, a case
study has been conducted in Sobbe and Balyerwa conservancies in easternCaprivi, Namibia with a general focus on HWC. Interface and situational
analysis have been used to analyse the collected data existing of various
documents, interviews and observations obtained during three months of
fieldwork in Namibia.
The main impediment of CBNRM policy found is perhaps its static and
conceptual design. In line of the above-described theoretical debate on
CBNRM approaches, I emphasise the danger of aiming for a static and
perpetual state of perfection. This is confirmed by Bologna (2008), who
illustrated how utopian visions surrounding ‘people’s based conservation’
resulted in discursive thinking leading to a general neglect of local
dynamics. I consequently confirm that CBNRM has become a predominant
policy discourse resulting in inflexible approaches that follow unintended
routes once implemented in flexible local dynamics. The presented findings
of this research suggest, idealistic CBNRM reforms, based on
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decentralisation through downward accountability and community
ownership, only to occur theoretically. In practice dynamic forces and local
institutional interactions show contestations in conservancy practices that
lead to upwardly accountable conservancy committees. The belief that
initiatives aimed at integrating wildlife conservation and rural development,
are simultaneously obtainable, fails to underline the constantly adapting and
fluid foundation of local dynamics on which CBNRM approaches are
designed. In policy, conservancy and community formation are presumed to
be the same and the conservancy model has been accordingly designed. The
findings of this case study demonstrated emergent properties of local
dynamic institutional reforms in conservancy formation.
In general, there were many signs of active participation amongst
conservancy members, suggesting people’s attempts at involvement instead
of than rejection of the conservancy model. However, the decrease of
reporting HWC damage amongst others suggested a growing increase in
conservancy rejection. It also has been shown that influential people in
society, like chief Mayuni, motivated environmentally aware groups of
people in the conservancies. Also levels of satisfaction with conservancy
approaches were linked to the level of a person’s environmental awareness.
Some people expressed to be more willing to pay the price of conservation,
due to their belief in overall conservation objectives. Being excluded from
the conservancy and the related knowledge transfer meant being excluded
from certain ‘technologies of rule’ used to increase environmentally aware
subjects. Sobbe and Balyerwa conservancies showed strong dissections
between those that followed the conservancy and those that did not. This
simultaneously adjusted people’s interpretations of traditionalism and
modernity, reflected in the earlier emphasised political dissection of
centralist versus decentralist and conservation centred versus people centred
policies.
Many emphasise the success of the Namibian CBNRM program, and this
success is not entirely unjustified. The integration of rural development and
nature conservation, although idealistic of nature, has been considered a
success for conservation in Namibia. Wildlife numbers have increased
considerably through the establishment of conservancies and compared to
other African counterparts, the conservancy model emphasises attempts at
transparency and decentralisation. Recent studies, like the one of Nelson and
Agrawal (2008:567) conclude that the Namibian CBNRM system in design
is built “to reduce the incentives, that state wildlife authorities in Namibia
possess, to resist devolution of wildlife management to local communities”.
They thereby stress the relative robustness of local institutions. Although
Nelson and Agrawal (2008) did emphasise the relative nature of their
findings, it is important to acknowledge that their study took off from a
national and regional comparative perspective. They for example mentioned
“Hunting revenues to have risen from NAD 19.6 million in 1992 to NAD 80
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million in 2000” (ibid. In: Agrawal and Nelson, 2008:566), and concluded
that through its transparency, this system provided valuable contributions to
the conservancies. They thereby assumed values to be evenly distributed
amongst local residents. I argue that such claims are hard to make without
looking at local dynamics in conservancy formation and used emergent
properties resulting conservancy formation to clarify this. Summarised, I
found that the translation of the conservancy model through institutional
reshaping in the arena causes many unforeseen outcomes in its practice.
Centralising environmental communities in the conservancy model caused
these communities to become targeted by the ‘technology of rule’. However,
these ‘communities’ in the case study proved to be non-existent. Instead the
analysis of formation processes demonstrated a multitude of strong
dissections in institutions at a communal level illustrated by resulting
emergent properties. First, the emergence of new institutions in conservancy
formation, to cover faults of the conservancy models original design, showed
signs of upward accountability of the conservancy committees instead of the
intended accountability to local residents. At the same time the institutional
reshaping induced the establishment of new hierarchies, which now included
new actors in the arena. Despite the intended avoidance of elite resource
capture and unequal benefit distribution in the conservancy design, new
hierarchies formed around these structures as well. I additionally conclude
that there exists limited interaction between customary and expert
knowledge systems. In the conservancies, increased dependence upon
externally developed expert knowledge systems resulted in a neglect of
customary knowledge systems in HWC mitigation. Finally, I emphasise that
that deeply rooted impediments in local development are leading to a
resurgence of external intervention, which opposes the initial intention of the
conservancy model.
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1. Research design

1.1 Chapter outline
This chapter is an outline of the research framework with the objective to
clarify the argument of this research and the process of building to a welldefined research design. By means of the theoretical review and the
conceptual analysis, the problem statement has been defined resulting in the
research objective and questions followed by a description of methodology.
In summary, discussions concerning the effectiveness of Community-based
Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) have been part of an ongoing
debate. As a set of ideals it has become increasingly discursive and static
causing a mismatch between rhetoric and practice in its approach. This
phenomenon is further induced by concerns expressed in contemporary
research into the Namibian conservancy model which imply unequal benefit
distribution, low participation, increased gaps between conservancy staff and
residents, overarching and unclear institutional roles and the development of
new hierarchies. On top of that, increased Human-Wildlife Conflict (HWC)
exacerbates these concerns. In CBNRM policy, the centrality of assumed
harmonious communities has led to vague conceptualisations and static
interpretations resulting in the idealisation of communities by policy makers.
Instead several researches suggest complex institutional dynamics in
conservancy formation where settled institutions, on a community level,
interact with new CBNRM institutions, reshaping institutional relations. The
influence of these local dynamics on practical CBNRM outcomes remains
underestimated in CBNRM rhetoric and consequently in its approaches.
Therefore this research examined emergent properties resulting from such
institutional interactions and uses environmentality principles to examine
how the ‘technology of rule’ defines these formation processes. Political
ecology has been used as a broad theoretical ground to conduct and structure
the focus of the research further. This research looks at the conservancy as
an arena of dynamic institutional interactions and aims to identify the
emergent properties ascending conservancy formation. To study this, a case
study has been conducted in Sobbe and Balyerwa conservancies in easternCaprivi, Namibia with a general focus on HWC. Interface and situational
analysis have been used to analyse the collected data existing of various
documents, interviews and observations obtained during three months of
fieldwork in Namibia.

6

1.2 Conceptual design
This paragraph initially explains the theoretical grounds and thus the
justification of this research paper. It describes which theories have been the
basis of the design and analysis of this research. Theoretical arguments are
thereby used as an argument to unpack and (re) define certain concepts that
underlie Community-Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM), from
now on referred to as CBNRM. In short, CBNRM situations such as the
conservancy are arenas in which different institutions operate and interact.
Political ecology provides the broad perspective in which this situation can
be examined offering a structural political perspective on dynamic
institutional environments. Environmentality is then used to see how the
technology of rule facilitates the disciplining of subjects through the analysis
of emergent properties in Caprivi conservancies. The theoretical framework
in figure 1 illustrates this conceptual structure.
Figure 1: Theoretical framework

CBNRM
approach
(Conservancy model)

Environmentality
Technology
of rule
Subject
formation

Existing
institutions

Initiatives
and policy

Political
ecology

(Disciplining)

Emergent properties
in the conservancy
arena
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1.2.1 The course of CBNRM

Initial practices of conservation and wildlife management were dominated
by the belief that top-down law enforcement is the most efficient way to
control and protect the natural environment. These preservationist and, later,
conservationist discourses have been influenced by international policy,
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which were first dominated by highly institutionalised state-led approaches
and later by the neo-liberal and market-led approaches (Arce, 2003). Their
policies were successful to the extent to which they protected large areas
from human intervention and exploitation. However, they backfired and
proved unsustainable, mainly as a result of conflicts of interests between the
more international movement of conservation efforts and local residents and
stakeholders. The result was a dissection between these local actors and
more global forces and motivating conservation efforts.
To deal with this growing concern in the 1990s, the new ideology became
one of moving decisions closer to the people most affected by them. This
resulted in the emergence of Community-Based Natural Resource
Management (CBNRM) meaning “those principles and practices that argue
that conservation goals should be pursued by strategies emphasizing the role
of local residents in decision making about natural resources” (Adams and
Hulme 2001:13). There are numerous international agreements and
regulations that influence conservation and thus the establishment of
CBNRM. The first initiatives for community-based approaches to wildlife
management came forward as a result of the Brundtland Commission
(WCED, 1987) and the United Nations Conference on Environment and
Development (UNCED) in Rio de Janeiro (UNCED, 1992). These firmly put
“sustainable development” on the general development agenda. Following
the Earth summit, policies concerning global environmental problems,
including (local) Agenda 21, strongly emphasise government
decentralization, devolution of responsibility for natural resources to local
communities and community participation. Furthermore, The Convention on
International Trade of Endangered species (CITES) is a very influential
legislation, regulating the trade in endangered species on a global level,
thereby influencing local implementation of CBNRM efforts. This often
results in social contestations, as this policy is not localised and needs to be
horizontally aligned on a local level.
Another, more contemporary shift in conservation ideas have been described
by authors, like Terborgh (2000), Wilshusen et al. (2002) and Chapin
(2004), who have controversially argued that CBNRM is not yielding the
desired outcomes. They have based that on examples of the accelerating
rates of biodiversity loss and are warning that this can result in another round
of strictly protected conservationism. Therefore, the more recent focus on
eco-regional conservation is an example of an again more centralised
approach to conservation. This can be noticed by the shift towards
Transboundary conservation management through the establishment of
Transfrontier Conservation Areas (TFCAs). Transboundary Conservation
Areas (TBCAs) are of influence to the area of this research. TBCAs are
cross-border regions with different types of management structure and a
different conservation approaches, allowing limited sustainable use in certain
areas. They do not try to create one single entity, but are more based on
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collaboration between different types of conservation structures on more
levels of policy making (Metcalfe, 2003). TBCAs have the potential of
conserving large parts of natural habitat and linking fragmented parts of
conservation areas, which is crucial to some keystone species (e.g. Lyons,
elephants). It additionally reduces pressure on parks, in terms of wildlife
numbers (e.g. elephant abundance). Transboundary Natural Resource
Management (TBNRM) has been criticized for its romanticized view of
nature, often caused by a deep green, neo-liberal conservationist perspective
(Wolmer, 2003). Consequently, “the emphasis on regional economic
development has been known to create an increase in foreign control of land
and resources, which can lead to resource exploitation and practices of
“biopiracy” taking advantage of the under-valuation of natural resources to
exploit indigenous timber and wildlife” (Mudenda, 2000 In: Katerere,
2001:22). This presents a potential threat to established CBNRM structures
as multiple institutions at multiple policy levels, overarch existing local
structures.
1.2.2 CBNRM: ‘Holy Grail’ or popular discourse

Currently, CBNRM has become a popular and institutionalised approach to
conservation. The contemporary debates on the success of CBNRM suggest
CBNRM to have become a popular discourse, based on romanticised and
static images of CBNRM communities. Below, the theoretical basis of this
debate is further explained.
CBNRM can best be seen as an approach to development finding grounded
in a predominant policy discourse that has become an increasingly
dominating view on conservation based on western standards and
perceptions. CBNRM successes have been extensively promoted throughout
Southern Africa. The communal conservancies of Namibia are thereby seen
as one of the crown jewels of its practice. Nelson and Agrawal (2008), for
instance, argued that the success of CBNRM in Southern Africa is dependent
on the relative economic value of wildlife, the degree of central control over
commercial utilization and the accountability of governance institutions.
They examined these criteria in seven different countries and argued that
both Namibia and Botswana have the most robust CBNRM structures. This
was based on the belief that the “transparency’ in designed conservancy
institutions was favouring the conservancies in terms of benefit distribution
and downward accountability. They thereby assumed equality and
decentralisation on a local level. This is confirmed by Namibia’s “broader
macro-political standing as one of sub-Saharan Africa’s wealthier and less
corrupt countries” (World Bank, 2006. In: Nelson and Agrawal, 2008: 567).
An idealised view of CBNRM and especially of CBNRM in Namibia still
stands strong nowadays. Major conservation organisations like the World
wildlife Fund (WWF) and Conservation International (CI) are nowadays
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promoting CBNRM as the “holy grail” of conservation. CBNRM has been
grounded in popular terms, such as community, decentralisation,
transparency and local participation. However, without defining their
meaning further and without looking at local dynamics in building
institutions, the notion has become static and discursive in policy and the
global funding machine. This research will confirm that by illustrating how
these local dynamics actually result in newly emergent properties presenting
multiple contestations in local reality.
Ideally, in CBNRM situations, objectives are pursued through a
collaborative process of multiple actors like local residents, representatives,
local authorities, national resource protection agencies, local, district and
national governments, donors, and NGO’s. It addresses both the social and
natural environment and encourages local residents to take responsibility for
managing wildlife in their direct surroundings. Central elements in the
establishment of these programs are: local and communal ownership, stable
local tenure rights, strong local democratic governance, increased standards
of living and equality in resource management. Like most CBNRM
structures, the Namibian conservancy structure, as described in this case
study, is premised on the idea of a Common Property Regime (CPR) also
referred to as co-management, collective action, community management,
joint management and participatory management. It means that different
stakeholders, including the local community and usually the government,
share the responsibility over a specific resource, in this case the natural
environment. Property rights and ownership are essential issues to be defined
in situations of co-management. If we look at ownership, we know that
physical ownership in the African context is a rare occurrence. But
custodianship in the form of use of and control over certain resources on that
land refers to ownership as well. I additionally argue that the understanding
of ownership, in this case also extends to bundles of rights and the degree of
control people have over policies affecting them.
Currently, Natural Resource Management (NRM), including CBNRM, has
become part of an ongoing international debate in which its successes are
increasingly questioned and its practices are evaluated and discussed.
Thereby the focus is mainly on the ideal theoretical premise of CBNRM.
First of all, CBNRM beneficiaries are, despite its intended rhetoric, often
treated as passive recipients (Pimbert and Pretty, 1995 In: Leach and
Mearns, 1999). The reasons are the often short-term nature of projects, the
reliance on expatriate knowledge and a lack of clear criteria. This is also the
case in the Namibian conservancy structure, which will be presented later in
this thesis. Decisions still go through national ministries before downwardly
applied. This is done because community-based projects have to be
mainstreamed with international policy, which often provides a problem
when institutions are weak. On top of that, the authority of the legislative
power on the rule or regulation often lies at multiple policy levels. Cirelli
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(2002) describes the difficulty as follows: “While the state remains
responsible for the obligations to which it subscribed at the international
level, harmonised compliance, even within a single country, may be made
difficult by the inactivity of some local authorities, or by possible differences
in the implementation by them” (Cirelli 2002:2). Murphree and Mazambani
(2002) confirm this by emphasising that “often situations occur in which the
state is unwilling to surrender its technical and proscriptive policy
approaches whilst lacking the resources themselves to make them effective”
(Murphree and Mazambani 2002:49 in Martin 2003). As a result, the local
community lacks the authority, incentives and resources needed for local
action. Martin (2003:20), amongst others, adds influences of corruption into
the analysis by stressing that bureaucrats have the tendency to position
themselves as the ‘gate-keepers’ for activities like the issuance of permits,
licenses and concessions. He argues that in order for CBNRM policies to be
effective on a field level, transparent democratic practices are vital.
Another misconception is how policy-makers look upon a local situation. In
CBNRM approaches, the state is usually a co-managing party. This is also
the case in the conservancy structure of Namibia, which was an initiative of
the Ministry of Environment and Tourism (MET), NGOs and donors. Under
the banner of an ideology representing community ownership, the
government carefully designed a CBNRM initiative based upon expert
knowledge. Even, in a strategy where local expertise and ownership are
recognised, the state often looks differently at local situations than do local
actors. Therefore, certain regulations created by the state do not seem to
work in the local context. Hobley (1992) and Sarin (1995) emphasise the
influence of societal forces that result in the creation of marginalized social
groups. These forces are often neglected in final decisions concerning
CBNRM, which are arguably still highly centralised. Scott (1998) describes
this mismatch between the state and the local situation. He concluded, “By
themselves, the simplified rules of the state can never generate a functioning
community, city, or economy. Formal order, to be more explicit, is always
and to some degree parasitic on informal processes, which the formal
scheme does not recognise, without which it could not exist, and which it
alone cannot create or maintain” (Scott, 1998: 310).
However as authors like Scott and Li focus on the mismatch between state
and locality, we must not forget that mismatches also occur horizontally,
within government institutions and between other institutions at the same
political level. CBNRM situations often include more co-managing parties,
which all look differently at a certain situation. The fact that CBNRM is
premised on the idea that local actors will sustainably manage local
resources if they are assured of their ownership, are allowed to benefit from
the resources themselves and are given a certain amount of control over
them, is theoretically based on the premise that local people live in some sort
of natural equilibrium with their environment. They are thereby identified as
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“noble savages”. This unjustified assumption can be harmful, causing gaps
in policies to quickly fill-up as actors are trying to improvise. In this process
the initial policy becomes controversial to its practice.
CBNRM evolved to become a buzzword from which different meanings can
be derived. So does this mean that CBNRM can be seen as just another
dominating discourse? The case presented by Bologna (2008:123) shows
that “there was a persistent reliance on paradigmatic models that were unable
to accommodate the complexities of local-lived realities”. It argued that
people-oriented NRM is nothing more than another dominating perspective.
CBNRM seems to have been shifted from a notion that challenges and
opposes more steady hegemonic discourses towards becoming such a
discourse itself (Bologna, 2008). Blaikie (2006:1955) concludes, “If
CBNRM is to succeed discursively and the project is to survive at all,
CBNRM subjected, communities will continue to be lionised and idealised
in the corridors of offices in capital cities, and by significant numbers of
donor organisations”. This causes CBNRM to become an increasingly static
concept resulting in a discrepancy between its initiated theory and its desired
outcome in practice. This research has therefore found justification in this
debate to examine a CBNRM situation in more detail and tests these
theoretical arguments in the context of the seemingly successful example of
Namibian conservancies.
1.2.3 Contemporary CBNRM in Namibia

There are several preliminary arguments derived from studies on the specific
Namibian CBNRM program and the conservancy model, that present
inducement for further study. The contemporary situation in Namibia, as
described by these studies, suggests there are certain challenges in the
current CBNRM approach. The gap between conservancy committees and
residents, accounts of unequal benefit distribution and increased conflict
between residents and wildlife are just a few of these challenges.
First, by the year 2004, the CBNRM program in Namibia has started to show
economic benefits with eighteen of the conservancies receiving cash benefits
(UNDP, 2005). However, the height and distribution of these benefits are not
specified by UNDP but still used as indications of its success. Furthermore,
benefits do not always favour the poorest households and income
distribution in the conservancies is generally uneven (Website Poverty
Environment, 2008). Bandyopadhay et al. (2004) conducted a survey in the
conservancies and concluded that on average 12% of conservancy
households obtained cash income. They also concluded that only 21 % of the
conservancy residents considered other forms of distribution, like that of
meat, to be of value. On the other hand, they measured further determinants
of participation in the conservancies and discovered that although
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participation levels are low, especially in Caprivi, general welfare in the
conservancies is higher than outside the conservancies (Bandyopadhay et al.,
2004:20). This contests what other authors, have described. In addition, the
criteria used to measure welfare vary between researches and are often based
upon quantitative data. As a result, no extensive understanding of local
dynamics is obtained, making claims of equal benefit distribution, based on
quantitative data alone, unjustified.
Schiffer (2004) emphasises the resulting gap between the suddenly
empowered conservancy staff and the rest of the conservancy communities.
This signals particular expressions of the nature of community formation.
The often-romanticised view of the conservancies in Namibia indicates its
success based on local ownership and expertise as well as local control over
and benefits from resources. It is true though that the Namibian conservancy
concept is far more ambitious in its set-up than its African counterparts.
However, the gap between conservancy committees and members is growing
as the former is pulled into a more formal rhetoric of CBNRM and the
conservancy set-up. Moreover, Schiffer (2004) emphasises extremely high
expectations from all sides seem to exacerbate this gap.
Bandyopadhay et al. (2004) also imply that the Traditional Authorities
(TA’s) have been intentionally left out of the mix, because of the fear of
increased power to traditional hierarchies. The TA is thereby positioned as
an unfit institution. Seemingly, the authors agree with this implication.
Again Schiffer (2004:33) contests this by emphasising that “the resulting
unclear role of the TA leads to conflicts that harm CBNRM”. It is arguably
not the intention of CBNRM to neglect local structures. In an attempt to
bypass traditional hierarchical structures, new hierarchies and networks are
created seemingly contributing again to uneven benefit distribution. This
research builds upon this idea and further examines this because it suggests
that these underlying societal structures are influential in the formation of
conservancies and can contribute to the earlier described mismatch between
theoretical and practical CBNRM.
There exists a general duality in researches found on the CBNRM program.
Schiffer (2004) concludes her research by stating that “lack of resources and
unity leads to a weak position of the MET in CBNRM” (Schiffer, 2004:34).
This conclusion is interesting as Schiffer points towards a lack of unity in
policy objectives. Wildlife-centred conservation based on a mistrust of local
residents and a belief in central authority stands opposing the perspective
aiming at downward accountability and local empowerment. The age-old
debate around the “Tragedy of the Commons” (Hardin, 1968), remains of
continuous influence. In addition, “many scholars and policy-makers, in
order to rationalise central government control of all common-pool resources
and to paint a disempowering pessimistic vision of the human prospect, have
used the starkness of Hardin’s original statement” (Östrom, 1999:278).
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Another increased concern in Namibian CBNRM nowadays is the impeding
factor of Human-Wildlife Conflict (HWC). While conservancies have tried to
benefit the local population and several programs have been initiated to
mitigate the conflict, HWC remains a repeated problem. An example is the
following complaint made in September 2008: "We were just accepting to
have conservancies in our areas without realising that we were tying ropes
around our necks, We are even scared to walk from one village to the other,
because we might bump into an elephant” (Silobreaker website, 2008).
Another resulting critique on regulations involving HWC is that it is said to
be more concerned with wildlife dying instead of people (Sutton, 2004).
Sutton adds that when people want to protect themselves they are often
incapable of affording measures such as guns or fences. The increase in
wildlife is seen as a major achievement of conservancies. Although this
increase implies successful conservation and is said to boost the ecological
and tourism value of the region, it also increases the risk of wildlife-related
crop-damage (UNDP, 2005). Persisting conflict between humans and
wildlife continues to create a negative attitude, amongst local villagers,
towards conservation and towards the conservancy program in general. In
2007, there has been a public media campaign by the Caprivi farmers union
against the conservancy concept (IRDNC, 2008). They held the
conservancies responsible for the increase in damage inflicted by wildlife.
The farmers union represents all farmers, which includes those residing in
the conservancies.
Finally, the planned Kavango-Zambezi Transfrontier Conservation Area
(KAZA-TFCA) will surround and include the Caprivi region in the largest
Transboundary initiative in the world including 5 countries. KAZA-TFCA
has amongst others, plans to remove a number of fences and to increase the
number of migratory corridors for wildlife in Caprivi. Adherence to this
initiative again demonstrates resurgence of centralist approaches. The
process, up to date, proves to be slow and challenging, as all possibilities
have to carefully be examined and the various community-cased structures
have to be incorporated, including conservancies. Although known as the
most community-sensitive initiative across Southern Africa, the fear remains
that it will overarch the existing community structures and initiatives of
community ownership and management. This dilemma is well described by
Jacobson (2003:4), who stated that “on the one hand we have one of the
greatest conservation opportunities to date which could be harnessed by
governments, private sector and NGOs working with local communities
across the landscape to actually implement holistic biodiversity and
sustainable development goals, while on the other hand we face a great
threat to CBNRM”. In practice, the KAZA- initiative is not yet strongly
present in the conservancies. It however induces the need to assess the
structure of the existing local institutions within the conservancies in order to
estimate the impact of such a large eco-regional initiative.
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1.2.4 Community as an embedded institution

The different inducements for this research given so far need some concepts
to be closer examined. CBNRM has the habit of introducing new institutions
that exist next to or overarch existing ones and centralise a community
within that. But what does this community actually entail? In order to take a
closer look into the concept of community, we need to first look at its place
in society. Agrawal and Gibson (1999) have argued that community can best
be seen as a societal institution. In fact they argue that the concept of
community should not be used at all in relation to CBNRM. Community as a
concept is a form of social construct from which different actors derive
different meanings. This research begins by conceptualising community as
an embedded institution. It also recognises that use of the term community in
CBNRM practice poses a problem and therefore induces an in-depth
perspective on dynamic local institutions in CBNRM.
When understanding the concept of community one must therefore
understand the concept of institution. Through examining how institutions
operate and interact at different levels, as Political Ecology does, we can
partly identify how community operates in practice and thus why policies
match or do not. However, in reality institutions can hardly be analysed in
terms of levels or layers anymore, as they are mixed, fluid and usually cover
multiple layers and levels at one time. This is an important feature of
institutions. Theoretically, institutions can best be described as “sets of
working rules that are used to determine who is eligible to make decisions,
what actions are allowed or constrained, which procedures followed, what
information is provided and what payoffs will be assigned to individuals
dependent on their actions” (Östrom 1990:51). Working rules differ from
normal rules, as they are rules used, monitored and enforced when directly
involved actors make choices and decide on their actions. Also, more
traditional institutions based on customary agreements operate in sets of
working rules, but are more adaptive in nature. In this context, institutions
also differ from organisations, in which roles are recognised and accepted.
Organisational institutions can then be defined as “structures of recognised
and accepted roles, to assume the status of institutions, or complexes of
norms and behaviours that persist over time by serving collectively valued
purposes” (Uphoff, 1986 In: Howes, 1997: 598).
If community is defined, as an institution it is important to recognise that the
notion of institution simplifies the complexity of social reality, bestowing
sameness (Douglas, 1987). If we look at a community we see that there is an
institutional overlap as different societal institutions are involved. Cleaver
(2002) uses the term institutional “Bricolage, which refers a variety of
socially embedded institutions for collective action, which exist, mixing
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cultural, bureaucratic, modern and traditional forms into newly re-invented
institutions” (Cleaver, 2002:15). This hybrid context typifies the local
institutions aimed at mitigating wildlife, as they are working within larger
organisational and regulatory structures, thereby accessing multiple
knowledge system and mixing them with customary institutions.
Additionally, Leach et al. (1999) speak of intra-community dynamics
referring to the complex institutional setting of a community. Basically, it is
the lack of emphasis on this intra-community dynamics that is causing so
many CBNRM initiatives to fail. Conventional approaches to CBNRM are
frequently centred on designed community organisations as the main vehicle
for their activities (Leach et al. (1999). CBNRM as used by the government,
and major NGOs like WWF, assume the community to be a “natural entity
outside or opposed to the state” (Li, 2002:266). Like Agrawal and Gibson
(1999) have argued, there are a number of weaknesses in the more formal
ways of looking at a community. Community, through the lens of those
policy-makers who define the role of community in NRM is seen as a small
spatial unit with a homogeneous social structure and shared norms.
In reality, a community can cross international boundaries, where e.g. the
role of migrant family members should be included. Also communities
overlap, meaning that local communities can co-exist with others causing
individuals to be part of multiple institutions referred to as one community in
policy. This also happens within a community, disputing if this community
can be seen as having a homogeneous structure with shared norms, values
and beliefs. Also, there can be conflicts within a given community where
different sub-communities or institutions can have different perspectives or
stakes on certain issues. These sub-communities exist within and around
CBNRM defined communities. Additionally, by referring to a South-East
Asian case, Li (2007:265) stresses that “simplifications of CBNRM are
being used in policy, legislative frameworks and program initiatives making
rights conditional upon particular forms of social organisation and
livelihood, as well as conservation outcomes”. These prejudiced views of
social order are the main cause of mismatched policies leading to failure in
implementation. Translated to the concept of community in the case of the
Namibian communal conservancies, this would mean that the government
sees the conservancy as a single entity community and applies policy and
legislation on its premises. For example if we look at the first legislative
paper of the MET (1998:2) were it states “a conservancy must have
identified physical boundaries, no conflicts with neighbouring communities,
a constitution and defined membership before registration as a conservancy”,
it must be noted that the term ‘community’ is used without further
explanation or elaboration.
In conclusion, local institutions are often informal and, as stated by Leach et
al. (1999:240), “consist more in the regularised practices of particular groups
of people than in any fixed set of rules; as such they are also dynamic,
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changing over time as social actors alter their behaviour to suit new social,
political or ecological circumstances”. The inflexible rhetoric of community
as seen and applied by formal organisations in CBNRM neglects this
dynamic, flexible and multi-level institutional setting, which is causing
practical problems in CBNRM approaches. In the Namibian conservancy
model, the conservancies itself are defined as a single entity community, also
neglecting the dynamic institutional setting of such a society in practice.
1.2.5 The Arena of CBNRM

The theoretical debates and issues discussed so far around CBNRM
approaches and centralised concepts, require a framework for further
examination. I chose to examine a CBNRM situation as a societal arena. An
arena is a collection of social fields in which institutional interactions are
expressed in practice. This perspective therefore allows for the unpacking of
CBNRM ‘communities’ and the analysis of the influence of interventions
like the Namibian conservancy model on conservancy formation. The
community is a part of the conservancy arena where horizontal and vertical
integration of new and existing institutions in the conservancies produce new
emergent properties that have been examined in this research. From the
conception of this arena, political ecology is used as a broad theoretical
perspective.
Political Ecology is a broad theoretical perspective used in many CBNRM
studies. Political ecologists take a more structural way of looking into
institutional complexities and multi-level dynamics. Political Ecology has a
wide range of definitions and can be considered more as a general research
focus. It opposes the so-called “a-political ecologies” like the eco-scarcity
and modernisation discourses. The definition most applicable in this research
is that of Watts (2000) who defines it as “a way to understand the complex
relations between nature and society through a careful analysis of what one
might call the forms of access and control over resources and their
implications for environmental health and sustainable livelihoods” (Watts,
2000: In Robbins, 2004:6). This research sets out to understand these
complex relations within a CBNRM subjected society and used the
conservancy as an arena of examination. Political ecology has been used to
see who has the power and means to control, to access and decide over
measures taken at the local level in order to explain the influence on local
institutional dynamics. Political Ecology also includes influences at various
levels into the analysis of local phenomena, thereby taking political relations
between and within these levels into account. This is based upon the fact that
global and local hierarchies and politics can simultaneously influence access
and control over local resources. For example, CITES influences the use of
certain resources on a local level, interacting with existing institutions in the
arena. These processes of multi-level dynamics are already described in
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literature. Katerere (2004) describes, for example, how the horizontal way in
which some international agreements and regulations are posed, cause
complexities in the way these are harmonised with different local structures
in different countries. “Poor harmonisation of policies and legislation
between neighbouring countries often results in conflict between users of
resources at a local level” (Katerere, 2004: 20-21). In order to prevent this,
Gabriel (1991:22), argued that, “policies should be concentrated upon the
‘realism’ of micro-situations instead of upon generalisations”. However, by
denying the more global forces at work, identifying the real thresholds at the
local level will be made impossible. By linking the larger (political) forces at
work with the “realism of the micro situation” a deeper understanding of this
situation is gained. This research is thus a political ecological account of a
CBNRM micro situation, namely that of the conservancy. The arena is the
place to examine how these interactions and translations are expressed and
form institutionally in society. This allows for an examination of how
conservancy formation is expressed through emergent properties.
1.2.6 Environmentality

As said before, the implementation of the conservancies reshape institutions
in society. They bring new CBNRM institutions into the arena of the
conservancy. However, existing institutions are either intentionally or
unintentionally altered by this transformation. Environmentality is therefore
used to study how CBNRM is translated through the conservancy model into
the society and how this influences the formation of this conservancy in
practice. The arena is where this translation takes form and emergent
formations are expressed.
We can state that there exists a general dismissal of community dynamics in
CBNRM approaches and consequent research. Agrawal (2005:162) argues
that this dismissal leads to the understudy of “the enormously interesting,
complex, and crucial relationship between changes in government and
related shifts in environmental practices and beliefs”. He therefore
developed the notion of “environmentality”, applying the Faucauldian
‘governmentality’ principle, building upon his notion of power. In this view,
‘governmentality’ is referred to as ‘the conduct of conduct’. This basically
describes how people are driven to certain behaviours by examining the
‘technology of rule’. Environmentality is, thus, governmentality in a reaction
to general underdevelopment and environmental degradation and is rooted in
the belief that politics, institutions and subjectivities together characterise
government and thus ‘the conduct of conduct’. To analyse the conduct of
environmental behaviour further, Agrawal speaks of environmental subject
formation. In his argument Agrawal centralises environmental subjects seen
as actors or agents of environmental action within the arena. His framework
of environmentality aims to understand “which technologies of the power
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and self are responsible for the emergence of new political subjects”
(Agrawal, 2005:166). To clarify that further, he emphasises the importance
of the under-explored question of “When and for what reason do socially
situated actors come to care about, act in relation to, and think about their
actions in terms of something they identify as “the environment?” (Agrawal,
2005:162). In the conservancy model this is a valid question as relations
between people and the environment are changing through new CBNRM
approaches that aim to configure habits, aspirations and beliefs. In this case,
subjects concerned about the environment are formed by disciplining
strategies, creating new environmental subject positions that emerge as a
result of involvement, struggles over resources and in relation to new
institutions and changing notions of the self. Interests of dominant groups
are then accepted or rejected, reshaping institutional formation of the arena.
In addition, Agrawal suggests that the extent to which certain institutions are
included in the formation of regulations and policies is not dependent on
fixed classifications such as gender, class and hierarchy. Instead it depends
on constantly changing power relations in society that (re) shape institutional
dynamics and thus individual abilities. Power is thereby central element in
its broad perspective. Foucault indicated the liveliness of power as a
phenomenon in society (Mills, 2003). He thereby emphasised that power is
not merely repressive or constraining, but is productive and gives rise to new
behaviour and new institutional networks and formations. Power is also
closely linked to agency meaning people’s ability to act. People are the
setting in which power is enacted or resisted and power moves through
society, taking different forms of expression. What is often forgotten in
CBNRM policy is that besides power relations between different levels (e.g.
government versus the civilian), there are also strong power relations within
communal institutions that are actively defining the basis of institutional
formation. Consequently, other societal forces are expressed through
disciplining subjects whereby politics, institutions and identities are linked
through interactions. For example, the formation of expert knowledge
systems in relation to existing ones is caused by institutional interactions.
While CBNRM programs ideally aim to include customary knowledge
systems, they simultaneously introduce new knowledge systems that then
become more dominant through time. Hoole (2007:25) concludes,
“Namibia’s conservancies might serve as effective complements or
alternatives to biodiversity conservation within national parks, but they will
likely require adaptation from their original purpose and design, to
accommodate greater pluralities of traditional knowledge, wider community
participation and more transparent governance”. The extent to which a
person accesses and balances certain knowledge systems is an essential
factor defining environmental subject formation. This research examined the
emergent properties resulting from mixing knowledge systems and found the
neglect of customary knowledge to lead to a decrease of local control.
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1.3 Research design
This research design is grounded in the preceding and elaborated conceptual
design. From this perspective this paragraph will present a further
delineation of this research.

1.3.1 Problem statement

Discussions concerning the effectiveness of CBNRM have been part of an
ongoing debate. As a set of ideals it has become increasingly discursive and
static causing a mismatch between rhetoric and practice in its application.
This phenomenon is further induced by concerns expressed in contemporary
research into the Namibian conservancy model which imply unequal benefit
distribution, low participation, increased gaps between conservancy staff and
residents, overarching and unclear institutional roles and the development of
new hierarchies. On top of that, increased HWC exacerbates these concerns.
In CBNRM policy, the centrality of assumed harmonious communities has
led to vague conceptualisations and tacit interpretations resulting in the
idealisation of communities by policy makers. Mixes of settled institutions,
on a community level, interact with new CBNRM designed institutions,
reshaping institutional relations that eventually underlie conservancy
formation. The emergent properties of this conservancy formation and the
influence of these local dynamics on practical CBNRM outcomes are,
underestimated in CBNRM approaches.
1.3.2 Research Objective

This research looks at the conservancy as an arena of dynamic institutional
interactions and aims to identify and analyse the emergent properties of
conservancy formation.
1.3.3 General research question

Based on the defined research objective the following research question
became the foundation of this research.
What are the emergent properties of conservancy formation in Caprivi?
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1.3.4 Operational delineation

In order to operationalise this research question, its further delineation is of
significance. The unit of analysis is the conservancy arena where emergent
properties are expressed. This does mean studying a social artefact, which
needs some further conceptualisation. Therefore figure 2 provides an
overview of the research delineation from which the below sub-questions
were consequently derived.
Figure 2: Research delineation
The conservancy
Arena

International
community
Government
CBNRM
institutions
(Conservancy
Model)

(E)NGOs
Conservancy
institutions
Local institutions

Emergent
properties

Institutional
Reshaping

Conservancy
formation

Traditional
authorities
Customary
Existing institutions Knowledge systems
Community level
institutions

Social networks
Traditions
Institutions of
Belief

The model illustrates in a structural way, how the conservancy arena has
been examined in this research. I recognise its simplification of reality and
emphasize this research has proven to be far more dynamic than this model
implies. The arrows are therefore meant to illustrate the fluid perspective on
institutional dynamics presented at the basis of this research. The following
sub-questions have been the focus of this research and are derived from the
above-described perspective of a conservancy arena.
 How is the conservancy model designed?
- Who are the involved CBNRM related institutions?
- What are their roles and responsibilities?
- How are they designed to interact with other institutions?
- What are the conservancy’s legislation and regulations?
- What is the impact of HWC and how is that reflected in policy?
- What contextual forces influence the conservancy models design?
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 How are communities shaped in terms of local institutional
dynamics?
- How do people construct social networks?
- How do people call upon social networks?
- What institutions of belief are present?
- What is their influence on societal order?
- How are societal relations expressed?
- How is the distribution of roles reflected in society?
- How are traditional institutions positioned?
- In what ways do institutions interact?
 How do institutional interactions influence conservancy formation?
 How is the CBNRM policy translated in HWC management?
- What HWC mitigation methods based on external knowledge are
introduced through the conservancy and how are they used?
- What are the identified HWC mitigation procedures of the
conservancy?
- How are conservancy residents involved in these procedures and
methods?
- What HWC mitigation methods based on customary knowledge
systems exist in the conservancies and how are they used?
- How are these two knowledge systems interacting?
- What are the translated outcomes on conservancy formation?
 How are interests reshaped in conservancy formation
- How does conservancy membership affect its formation?
- How was the conservancy initially established by the residents
- What perspectives on conservancy communities does the
establishment bring forward?
- How is environmental awareness created through the conservancy
model?
- In what way does the distribution of benefits and information in the
conservancy influence institutional reshaping?

1.4 Methodology
1.4.1 Research strategy

This research is of qualitative nature based on an ethnographic case study in
order to understand a situation or phenomena from an insider’s point of
view. A Case study is based on looking for specifics rather than
generalisations, matching the aim of this research. One case study has been
conducting using two registered conservancies in Eastern-Caprivi, Namibia
namely, Sobbe and Balyerwa conservancies. Sobbe and Balyerwa
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conservancies were chosen due to their similar status institutional
development, as they were both gazetted in 2006. Emergent properties are
more visible in relatively young conservancies. Also, both conservancies had
not yet been extensively examined by researchers, which limited potential
bias. Only two were chosen to be able to gain a deeper understanding of
communal structures and complex institutional dynamics in CBNRM. A
downside to this approach however is, that it remains hard to generalize the
obtained data and conclusions to the larger context. However, as this
research aims to build on existing theories and debates, derived from many
different cases. This case study is an attempt to link these theoretical
findings to this case study, developing a complete and localised picture of
institutional reforms in conservancy formation and the resulting emergent
properties. Therefore quality outweighs quantity to be able to strengthen the
concluding argument with an in-depth analysis of a CBNRM situation.
Furthermore this research is both descriptive and explanatory in nature with
concluding emphasis on the latter. Ethnography is used as a holistic research
method because it uses the collected data to present a descriptive research of
human society. It facilitates the possibility of analysing a situation where
different components of a social system are hard to understand
independently of each other. This thesis positions itself between the phases
of problem finding and diagnosis. I would personally rather refer to it as a
problem analysing phase. On the one hand, the objective aims to clarify
characteristics of the problem and why it is considered to be a problem while
on the other hand, it tries to find the causes of the problem. As the
motivation for this research is rooted in the more abstract debate on
CBNRM, its aim is to further test these theoretical arguments by linking
them to the findings of this research.
1.4.2 Methods of data collection

The actual fieldwork for this research was conducted from November 2008
until February 2009. Preparation and further desk research exceeded this
period. The fieldwork has been done in close cooperation with Integrated
Rural Development and Nature Conservation (IRDNC), which is an NGO in
Namibia. Their Natural Resource Management (NRM) department of
Caprivi was logistically involved in the construction of this fieldwork.
IRDNC was the main monitoring organisation with the closest contacts in
the conservancies. Additionally, the regional MET office in Katima Mulilo
contributed to this research. Both organisations were at the same time
subject of this research and to maintain the necessary objectivity, the
received support was of practical nature. This way their insight into the
theoretical basis of this research has been intentionally limited to prevent
potential contamination of the findings derived from their interviews. During
a twelve-week period of data collection, interviews, observations and desk
research have been used as methods of data collection.
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As a sampling strategy I chose purposive sampling to determine the research
subjects and select interview respondents. In general more formal research
subjects, such as NGO staff, external agents, government representatives,
experts and conservancy committees have been sampled by means of theory
based sampling, meaning sampling decided on the basis of knowledge on the
situation and theoretical information. It is thereby ensured that every
involved institution is represented. The remainder respondents, mainly
conservancy residents have been identified by chain or snowball sampling,
where the one respondent or informant gave information to identify the next
respondent and so on. A small theoretical basis has thereby been taken by
means of creating a balanced mix in age, membership status and gender.
This way it was ensured that marginalized groups remained represented in
the research. The pool of respondents does therefore not represent
conservancy society in terms of group ratio. I was additionally, to some
extent, dependent upon my translator, IRDNC and the conservancy
committee in selecting respondents in the field. I therefore additionally used
informants to determine further selection and to bypass potential
conservancy biases. The following will describe the different methods in
more detail including a specification of research subjects. For a detailed
overview of the collected data and respondents, I refer to appendix 1.
 Interviews: In each conservancy approximately 15 interviews have
been conducted with conservancy residents. Next to that, the
chairman, manager, field officers and Tribal Authority (TA)
representatives were interviewed. In addition, interviews with MET
staff, IRDNC staff, various experts, TA members and other
representatives were done. Both unstructured and semi-structured
interviews have been conducted in both a formal and informal
manner, dependent on respondents. In general, most interviews with
residents were informal and semi-structured with the exception of
informant interviews, which were unstructured and separately
processed. Finally, experts and official NGO and government staff
were interviewed by means of formal semi-structured interviews.
 Desk research on secondary data: A considerable amount of data
has been obtained from secondary data sources like the Ministry of
Environment and Tourism (MET) database and the Directorate of
Environmental Affairs (DEA) libraries, the Internet, governmental
policy papers, IRDNC reports, press releases, conservancy financial
statements and budgets, legislative papers, geographical maps,
instruction posters, research papers and other relevant background
information. Most have been used as general background
information or to crosscheck data. This has been done with the
objective to strengthen research conclusions using triangulation of
research methods.
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 Observations: Participant observations were held to collect data on
physical reality and interactions between groups and social
situations in the conservancy. Observations were done at the
quarterly planning meeting of Caprivi conservancies, the Sobbe
AGM meetings and all other conservancy gatherings. In addition
field observations have been conducted in order to strengthen certain
arguments. These range from individual and village level to
interactions between and within IRDNC and the MET. Also, various
practices encountered in the conservancies, have been part of the
observations.
1.4.3 Data analysis

This research used a combination of situational analysis (Velsen) and
interface analysis (Long and Caplan) to obtain an understanding of the
situation and to analyse the collected data. A situational analysis is meant to
analyse a specific situation. It facilitates the combining of theory with a case
study, because findings from the field can be combined with theoretical
interpretations in order to convey the argument. Additionally, it shows how
individuals in certain situations deal with the choices faced and it addresses
agency in its analysis. Interface analysis, on the other hand, analyses a
situation by describing divergent life worlds and focuses on the dynamic and
emergent character of interactions. It focuses on the encounters of actors and
institutions as critical points of linkage and additionally explains how goals,
perceptions and relations are reshaped, which makes the study of emergent
properties possible. Interface analysis, furthermore, includes the analysis of
conflicting interests, while conflicting norms are again analysed in
situational analysis. In addition, content analysis has been used to analyse
the secondary data during desk research. Finally, to further process and
analyse interviews, memoing and coding have been used to link and
categorise responses.
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2. The emergence of CBNRM in Namibia

2.1 Chapter outline
This chapter introduces the case study conducted in this research by focusing
on the Namibian CBNRM program and its context in Caprivi. Besides the
necessary background and contextual information, the conservancy model in
its design is further explained, emphasising its intended structure and related
institutions. Caprivi has rather distinct characteristics that are of importance
in this research. Factors like the relative isolation, the turbulent history and
the distinct climate and geographical location are influential in how
conservancies are managed and designed. HWC can thereby be put in the
context and its influence can be measured. In designed CBNRM in Namibia,
the conservancy holds a central position in the conservancy model, in line
with the decentralising mission of the CBNRM program. Decentralised
power is intended for the conservancy, or better said the conservancy
committee. The conservancy committee defines and represents the
conservancy in policy. Communication lines as indicated in the conservancy
model are based on the assumption of two-way communication between the
conservancy committee and its residents. The model, however, shows some
contradictions as many procedures and final decisions still go trough the
government before action can be taken on a conservancy level. Thereby,
IRDNC takes on a mother-role in the establishment and further support of
the conservancies making them to an extent dependent IRDNC. The many
institutions involved with the conservancy model create complex
interactions. The triangle, IRDNC, MET and the conservancy committee are
the direct local lines of conservancy management. Conservancy committees
in that way translate the technology of rule passed on by IRDNC and MET
through to the conservancy residents. Finally, interactions and dynamics
within the conservancy remain unspecified in the intended design, which
reflects the various theoretical arguments given in chapter 1.

2.2 East-Caprivi profile

2.2.1 The Caprivi region

The Caprivi region consists of the Caprivi-strip stretching east into Eastern
Caprivi and shares four international borders. It is often called “the appendix
of Namibia” referring to its odd shape but also to its relative isolation and
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high poverty rates. Katima Mulilo is the administrative Capital of the region.
The Caprivi region houses 4% of the Namibian population. People depend
largely on natural resources and livelihood strategies include subsistence and
cash crop farming, keeping livestock, fishing and, mainly in West Caprivi,
hunting and gathering (IRDCN, 2008). Almost 35 percent of the total
population lives below the international poverty line of US$ 1 per day
(Economist Intelligence Unit, 2004). Additionally, Caprivi has the highest
fertility rates and lowest life expectancy of Namibia (NIED, 2007)
Furthermore, the average household consists of an estimated five to six
members (DEA, 1997:13).
Eastern Caprivi experiences a warm sub-tropical climate with high annual
rainfall and sustains an abundance of wildlife, about 450 animal species,
including large mammals. Caprivi has high biodiversity rates compared to
the rest of Namibia, meaning high terrestrial diversity of living organisms
due to high rainfall and river presence, but has low rates of terrestrial
endemism, which refers to species only occurring in a particular area
(Mendelsohn and Roberts, 1997). Three main rivers flow through Caprivi
namely the Zambezi, the Kavango and the Kwando. Flooding only occurs
after good rainfall in catchments areas like those in Zambia and Angola.
Other rivers are the Linyanti (extension Kwando) and Chobe (a backwater of
the Zambezi). Soils on the floodplains are comparatively fertile and many
people like to grow crops. Caprivi has six types of landscape namely, open
water, floodplains, riverine woodlands, mopane woodlands, Kalahari
woodlands and Impalila woodlands constituting three different biomes
being; Caprivi mopane, Caprivi floodplains and Kalahari woodlands. There
are a number of nature reserves in the region, such as Bwabwata national
Park, Mudumu national park, Lizauli, West Caprivi Game Park, Mahango
Game Reserve, and Mamili national park. The Botswanan Chobe national
Park lies right at its border.
Two months after the period of data collection the entire northern region of
Namibia suffered from major floods. The location of this research has
additionally been affected. In the past few years climate change has caused
increased flooding and changes in seasonal climate have simultaneously
affected harvests in Caprivi. The result is that Caprivians have become
increasingly dependent upon food aid provided by the government. Climate
change adaptation will therefore be a necessary priority in the future. If this
is not addressed, economic circumstances of the regions inhabitants run the
risk of further deterioration. The prospects and development of the
conservancy concept is for a large part dependent upon a certain amount of
economic development especially in relation to tourism development, which
is only possible if primary needs are satisfied and subsequent education
levels are increased.
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2.2.2 History and Governance

In terms of administration, Caprivi has known many types. Written
documentations of administration structures start around 1600. Caprivi was
then part of the first Lozi Empire until the 1700s, after which the Kololo
Empire ruled it until 1864 and later again by the second Lozi Empire until
1890. From there the Germans added Caprivi to their South-West Africa.
During the First World War, Caprivi was placed under military rule and
became a part of British Bechuanaland in 1918, which included Botswana.
After the central administration was allocated to Windhoek, the current
capital, it was controlled by South Africa from 1940 to 1981 and suffered the
related Apartheids system. In 1981 Caprivi became a separate administrative
region belonging to the South-West Africa administration. Eventually, after
a transition period following independence Caprivi became one of the 13
regions of Namibia (Mendelsohn and Roberts, 1997:8). It is estimated that
around 1900, 6000 people lived in Caprivi. In a 1996 survey, the population
was estimated to exceed 110.000 people making up 19.616 households
(DEA, 1997:13). Nowadays Eastern-Caprivi alone houses about 90.000 to
100.000 inhabitants, making it a relatively densely populated area.
Most people in Caprivi descend from the old Lozi kingdom and are therefore
related to the West-Zambian people. However, most languages spoken also
suggest Botswanan descend. Almost all spoken languages share significant
similarities with the Tswana language group, mainly spoken in Botswana
and South Africa. This is the result of the Tswana’s historical migration
upwards, following persisting conflicts in South Africa. Some might have
eventually settled in northern Botswana and Caprivi, clashing and eventually
mixing with the Lozi that were moving downwards into the region. More
specific literature and research on tribal history in Caprivi is limited and
nowadays even the Caprivians themselves confuse their ancestry with the
current Lingua Franca, Lozi. Violent tribal conflicts in history have shaped
the current tribal system and separated them into smaller sub-tribes. In more
contemporary history the region has experienced conflict between Lozi
tribes and the Namibian government dominated by the Ovambo tribe, the
later being the major ethnic group of northern Namibia and the ruling
government party. This led to the formation of the Caprivi Liberation Front
(CLF) in 1994. The CLF strived for autonomy and self-rule for the Lozi
people of Caprivi, who are a minority in Namibia. The CLF operated mainly
from the Mafwe tribe and led to its eventual separation. Disputes over land
involving different TAs, still happen but are non-violent. Even though these
authorities have had relative stable relations in the past few years, these
underlying disputes will probably always influence Caprivian society. There
exists a realistic chance of re-opening them especially in the current setting
of institutional reform.
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2.3 Human-Wildlife Conflict
As HWC has been a focal point in this case study, its context and impact on
the conservancies are of significance. To understand the increased concern
with HWC in CBNRM approaches, this paragraph presents a summary of
the current situation from theory to practice.

2.3.1 Human-Wildlife Conflict defined

Human-Wildlife Conflict (HWC), occurs when requirements of humans and
wildlife overlap, creating costs to both residents and costs to wild animals
(WCU, 2003). It can be defined as “any event in which animals injure,
destroy or damage human life or property (including destruction of crops),
and are killed, injured, captured or otherwise harmed as a result – i.e. both
humans and animals suffer from the interaction with each other” (Brian and
Jones, 2006:10). It can be classified as a direct conflict between humans and
wildlife and related interests.
HWC, as described above has (and is) in most cases and definitions been
blamed on population increases. Modernisation accounts and so-called
population-bomb theories still continue to play an important role in the
analysis of the conflict. It is important to emphasise that population pressure
is not the single cause of HWC, but it is merely a part of it. For example,
land-use practices, changes in political structure and global legislations,
increased conservation efforts and tourism development have all played a
part in its fluctuation. Population density has fluctuated throughout the last
centuries in Africa. Late 19th and early 20th century violence, including two
decades of destructive colonial conquest, led to population concentrations in
fortified settlements (Kreike, 2006). After, security improved, people spread
out again and used the land at their disposal, thereby changing landscapes
through their land-use practices.
In Namibia, nature and wildlife populations have been influenced, first by
migration patterns due to past conflicts and later by migration from and to
Botswana and Zambia. This has generally led to an increase in populations
due to refugees from Angola. Recently, HWC in Caprivi has been blamed on
the increase in conservancies caused by the CBNRM program and other
intensified conservation efforts. The conflict, however, existed long before
the initiation of the conservancies and living with wildlife has always been
an integral part of rural Caprivians daily life.
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2.3.2 Impact on Rural livelihoods

The Caprivi region houses the largest portion of HWC conflict in Namibia.
Eastern Caprivi lies locked between different types of protected areas like
national parks or game reserves and contains a number of communal areas
and conservancies. The region has been considered as wildlife dominated
area, forcing the people to adapt their lifestyle to the presence of wildlife.
Caprivi currently houses a still growing number of registered conservancies
and other communal land tenure structures. Another region highly affected
by HWC is the Kunene Region in the North-west of Namibia. The frequency
of HWC incidents in Kunene region (expressed as a ratio of the number of
incidents per 100 km²) is 2.8 compared to 41.3 in Caprivi, making Caprivi
by far the worst affected (Stander, 2005).
Human-elephant and Human-Hyena conflict cause the most consistent
problems in the Caprivi region although other conflicts do occur regularly
(Mulonga, et al., 2003). The 2008 NACSO report states that, elephants cause
29% and hyena’s 19% of conflict. Other animals causing significant
problems are crocodiles and hippos, dependent on the area’s proximity to
water. Up until now, crocodiles cause most loss of human life. With 110.000
people living in an area of 20.000 square kilometres, the Caprivi region has a
relative high population density. Namibia’s elephant population doubled
between 1984 and 2003 when there were an estimated 11,262 animals, most
of which were in the northeast, including Caprivi (MET, 2004). In 2004, a
further increase was estimated at 16,397 animals (Martin, 2005). These
rising elephant populations seemed to have become obstacles for human
development, especially agricultural development and human safety
(Conservation International, 2006).
In Caprivi, people practice both cropping and keeping livestock, which makes
them vulnerable to HWC and wildlife related damages are becoming a real
obstacle for regional development. People in the communal areas often live in
poverty and are thus less able to cover the costs of crop damage and
livestock losses (Brian and Jones, 2006). This means that, HWC can deepen
their poverty, especially combined with the occurrence of natural disasters,
like floods (2007, 2008 and 2009) and droughts (2003). Mulonga et al.,
(2003) conducted a survey in 2002 and described the seriousness of the
effects on poor households. The outcome of that research indicated that
households with no alternative livelihood strategies were unable to cope with
the loss of crops and/or livestock. Their children were kept out of school and
food supplies became extremely limited. It was emphasised that such a
situation could even result from a single crop raid by elephants.

While the main conservation approaches in the Caprivi region greatly
emphasise distributing sufficient benefits, the situation has been sincerely
underestimated. The benefits are supposed to compensate the losses
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associated with wildlife in order maintain people’s commitment to its
conservation. However, the acceleration of increased HWC accompanied by
natural disasters causes these benefits to become insufficient and
conservancies themselves are not able to compensate losses. Brian and Jones
(2006:66) suggest that “there is a need for ongoing research that also aims to
assess the impact and hardship caused to households so that conservancies
can support those hit the hardest”.

2.4 The conservancy model
In this paragraph the designed conservancy model is presented based upon
the findings of this research. Figure 3 illustrated how this conservancy model
looks upon the conservancy arena and is structured accordingly. The model
thus presents a simplified overview of its intended structure. Where
institutions are connected either though border or arrow there is a formally
recognised relation, which will be further explained in each sub-paragraph. It
can be concluded that the conservancies are part of a complex management
structure in which vague conceptualisations are hard to align between the
different institutions
Figure 3: Designed Conservancy Model
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2.4.1 Conservancy establishment: Policy and legislation

In Namibia, wildlife and anti-poaching patrols were first established in the
early 80’s. Although not politically agreed upon it made a major contribution
to the recovery of wildlife in Caprivi. Some traditional and community
leaders in Caprivi, following the good results in Kunene and supported by
IRDNC, a local NGO, initiated this program. In 1992 the Ministry of
Wildlife, Conservation and Tourism (MWCT) now the MET developed the
first draft for a policy aimed at giving rights over wildlife and tourism to
local communities through the means of a common property resource
management system called a conservancy. It was officially described as
‘Wildlife Management Utilization and tourism in communal areas: Benefits
to communities and Improved Resource Management’. By means of major
funding in 1993 by USAID and WWF through their LIFE program, the
initiative became a partnership (NACSO, 2008). In 1996 the conservancy
legislation had been passed followed by the establishment of the first
conservancies in 1998 and the public launching of the concept. In the year
2000, the CBNRM association of Namibia consisting of several NGOs and
the MET was founded. In 2006 an additional aspect of the initiative was
introduced, and the first community forestries were gazetted (NACSO,
2008). The community forestries were established as a separate institution
within and around conservancies in cooperation with the Ministry of
Agriculture, Water and Forestry (MAWF). They have different boundaries
and employ different people within the communities. They overlap
conservancy boundaries and therefore deal in their own way with
community residents. This research did not find official lines between
community forestry institutions and the conservancies. During the 2009
Quarterly Planning in Caprivi, their segregation was expressed as a concern.
Also, IRDNC reported the confusing roles and resulting discrepancies of
conservancy-forestry integration in their report (IRDNC, 2008).
National policy aims to devolve rights to manage wildlife to communal
residents. Katerere (2001:21) describes how the Namibian CBNRM program
seeks to empower communities and not local government authorities to
define the basis for the conservancy. He defines this as being the policy but
does continue to argue that despite this attempt, the state retains its authority
as many procedures still include the state as final decision-maker. For
example, “conservancy committees are still to be approved by the state and
registration and disbandment of conservancies are dependent upon the state”
(Katere, 2001:21). In addition, the conservancy has a constitution, which
designs rights, roles and tasks within the conservancy. A conservancy
becomes registered by the MET. There are currently nine registered
conservancies in East-Caprivi and about seven areas are in the process of
applying for conservancy status. This will make a large part of Caprivi,
conservancy managed.
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2.4.2 Conservancy structure

On paper there are two different institutions involved, the conservancy
committee and the regional wildlife councils. The conservancy committee is
the representative of the community existing solely out of community
members. They must have identified physical boundaries, no conflicts with
neighbouring communities, a constitution and defined membership before
registration as a conservancy. They are responsible for the management and
sustainable use of wildlife resources in their area (MET, 2008). The Wildlife
councils are regional institutions monitoring the conservancies and ensuring
equitable distribution in, between and outside conservancies. They have
fewer rights than conservancies. They must consist of a joint body of two
MET representatives, the governor of the region and community leaders
appointed by the TA and the conservancies to oversee regional activity and
to support the conservancies. They are additionally accountable to people
living outside of communal conservancy areas. However, until now these
Regional Wildlife Councils have not yet been formed and parts of their
intended tasks are carried out by the MET. They are indeed part of the
designed conservancy model. This indicates that thus far, non-conservancy
members remain poorly represented in the conservancy model.
The conservancy committee has been established to act on behalf of the
conservancy members as mentioned in the constitutions of the
conservancies. The studied conservancy committees existed of; a chairman,
a manager, two or more representatives of the TA, a secretary, a treasurer, an
enterprise development officer, a (senior) field officer, area representatives,
community rangers and natural resource monitors. Within the conservancy
committee a management committee exists, which includes the chairman,
the manager, a TA representative and the various area representatives.
Activities practiced by the conservancies to generate income are, trophy
hunting, tourism development and small business development such as crafts
making. The conservancy committee organises an Annual General Meeting
(AGM) to discuss general conservancy development and to present their
budget and financial statements to the members. In addition, representatives
of the conservancy committees attend quarterly regional meetings, called the
Quarterly Planning, whereby overall Caprivian conservancy development is
evaluated and new initiatives are brought forward.
The conservancy model continues to develop and adjustments are needed.
For instance, in Sobbe and Balyerwa conservancies already amendments
have been or are made to conservancy constitutions, but prove hard to align
with national policy. In addition, a new policy draft of legislation is being
developed on a national level. Additional workshops on HWC have
indicated national emphasis on improved HWC integration into policy. The
new draft policy could unfortunately not yet be included in this research, as
it had not yet been passed.
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2.4.3 Governmental influence

The Directorate of Environmental Affairs (DEA) and the Directorate of
Parks and Wildlife Management (DPWM), both fall under the Ministry of
Environment and tourism (MET) who regulates CBNRM on a national level.
The MET has a lot of partnerships with local NGOs like IRDNC and the
Namibian Nature Foundation (NNF). Additionally, the National MET has a
directorate of scientific services, which gives scientific support and publish
several discussion and research papers concerning CBNRM and more
recently on HWC. The Namibian government in general has regional
councils and local authorities that are all accountable to the national
government. They are not limited to only the MET. The Caprivi regional
council houses the following local authorities: Kabbe, Katima Mulilo rural
and urban, Kongola, Linyanti and Sibida. These local authorities cover the
conservancy areas but have limited linkages to the conservancies themselves
and the operating NGOs. They cooperate with the MET in Caprivi. This was
confirmed in an interview with a counsellor in Caprivi who indicated that the
conservancies were not his responsibility and he did not interact with them
directly but only through the regional office of MET. In Caprivi, a main
strategy of the government is to build capacity and facilitate economic
development of the region. The region is rather isolated and in terms of
economic figures strolls behind the rest of the country. This does include a
policy of attracting more foreign and external investors in the region. While
initially MET policy aims at building local institutions, general policy
simultaneously aims at increasing foreign investments. In terms of enterprise
development this poses a contradiction that has its influence on the
management of the conservancies.
Appendix 2 shows the relevant national legislation of the MET concerning
HWC. There is a lot of critique on this legislation, as it does not give enough
decision-making power to local authorities and conservancies to manage
wildlife. In fact, final decisions concerning wildlife management and
initiatives at business development are still made by the MET. This also
makes decision-making processes lengthy. An example of that is the current
use of the national scientific service department that assesses HWC
situations and advices on decisions. This means that scientists in Windhoek
have a final say in what measures are taken on a local level. In an interview
with the MET warden, he stated that these scientists in most cases take their
decisions from Windhoek and do not visit the area of concern regularly.
While, besides the MET, direct ties of the conservancies with other
governmental institutions are practically non-existent, they do influence
conservancy management through general policy and legislation, affecting
society through other channels. These ministries include the earlier
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mentioned MAWT and the Ministry of Marine Resources and Fisheries
(MMRF) and are involved in national CBNRM policy. First, the Fisheries
department aims for an increased cooperation with the conservancies. They
have expressed this during the quarterly planning meeting of January 2009
by their call for increased support and responsibility for sustainable fishing
in the conservancies. As conservancies have become an increasingly
recognised societal institution, other governmental departments aim to build
upon them. Second, the department of forestry as mentioned earlier
cooperates with the community forestries in the area.
In addition, the MET has a Game Product Trust Fund (GPTF), which derives
the funds from wildlife products like tasks and skins of animals shot by the
MET. Strangely this fund is not yet been used in Caprivi, despite its highest
HWC rates in the country. The GPTF is meant to set-up funded projects that
will reduce the conflict between people and wildlife (Long et al., 2004).
This fund is used for conservation-oriented purposes and conservancies can
apply for these funds under conditions. Official track of procedures evolving
GPTF funding is non-existent in conservancy documents. At the same time,
the conservancy model included the GPTF in its design with the aim to
facilitate developments financially.
The MET has an office in Katima Mulilo, the capital of Caprivi. Within the
MET, the DPWM and the DEA are directly involved with the conservancies.
The DWPM has a Caprivi department, which consist out of two wardens
with a different portfolio leading numerous ground force rangers. The chief
control warden is their supervisor but is based in Rundu at the regional
office. The DWPM carries out most of the legislative tasks related to the
conservancies and is responsible for wildlife management in general
including the national parks in the area. The DEA is mainly involved in
terms of environmental education. The two divisions work together.
Conservancies often deal with he ground force rangers directly but wardens
also attend some collective conservancy meetings. Also they assist in
making hunting quota proposals and are thereby link between the national
government and the conservancies. It should be mentioned that final
decision-making power on the distribution of available hunting quota
additionally lies at the national MET and their conservation-oriented
scientists. When it comes to handling problem animals, the MET is in
practice the only actor allowed to shoot the animal of concern and it is
nationally decided if and which animals can be shot. Although the regional
MET works close together with IRDNC and the conservancies in HWC
management, they keep their own data records (Event Book System) to
report HWC back to Windhoek. Thus, over certain procedures, involving
HWC mitigation, the conservancies have little influence.
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2.4.4 Distribution of rights and communities

The objective of the conservancy as derived from article 3 of the
constitutions of Balyerwa and Sobbe is, “to enable the inhabitants of the
conservancy to derive benefits from the sustainable management and
consumptive and non-consumptive utilization of wildlife in the conservancy”
”(Balyerwa constitution, article 3). A second objective mentioned is: “ to
acquire, hold and manage property for the benefit of and on behalf of its
members subject to the terms and conditions of this constitution”(Balyerwa
constitution, article 3). Authority to maintain this objective, is specifically
assigned to the conservancy committee, who in this case has the power “to
receive, hold and manage on behalf and for the benefit of the members, the
property rights and assets of the conservancy, whether in the nature of land,
buildings, rights, money or other tangible or intangible assets of whatsoever
nature”(Balyerwa constitution, Article 8.2.1). These are rather vague
descriptions from which different meanings can be derived. Conservancies
act on the basis of “principles of fairness and equity” These principles are
there to protect the conservancy residents but never in the entire constitution,
measures to ensure this are specified. The TA has to recognise the
appointment of area or village representatives in the conservancy
committees. The Sub Kuta’s are additionally the official courts in which all
disputes within the conservancy are settled. They have the power to
discipline in case of non-compliance with the constitution. This thus includes
the disciplining of non-members and conservancy staff. Simultaneously,
national policy applies and the MET enforces these policies. There is
however no reference made to the MET in the constitution. The constitution
does refer to the terms and conditions provided by the Nature Conservation
Ordinance of 1975 and relevant Natural Conservation Amendment of 1996.
In general national legislation always precedes conservancy legislation,
In conservancy policy, communal residents are implicitly defined as the
people living in the conservancy. Policy is intended to empower local
communities, but the examined policy papers in this research do not
illustrate attempts made to define this so called ‘community’. The
constitutions of the conservancies use this concept similarly as can for
example be seen in the constitution pre-amble of Balyerwa conservancy
where it states that: “…the communities of Lianshulu, Mambali, Sauzuo,
Mbambazi and Nongozi wish to establish a conservancy ….” (Balyerwa
constitution: Article 1). It shows that the defined sub-areas become the unit
of community and thus implies that all their residents are included. Later on
in article 3, as quoted earlier, all residents are mentioned as beneficiary,
while in article 8 the assigned beneficiaries are mentioned to be members
only. As a result, the meaning of the terms members, communal residents
and communities implicitly become the same.
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2.5 Support agents in the conservancy model
There are several other institutions included in the design of conservancy
model. They are specified below in order to show how these are built into
the conservancy structure and its related policy and legislation.

2.5.1 NGOs

The ambitious CBNRM program of Namibia is accompanied by increased
tourism and growing diversity in interests between and amongst
stakeholders, which has increased the amount of support organisations. The
Namibian CBNRM programme currently encompasses around 12 NGO
support organisations, the Government of Namibia through the MET and
approximately fifty community-based organisations.
The NGO support organisations build local capacity to manage tourism,
rural development and conservation efforts. They conduct research and
create partnerships and joint ventures with for example the MET. They
include a large tourism development programme with the Department of
Tourism and the MET (funded by the European Union), and a range of
NGOs operating under NACSO, an umbrella organisation. These NGOs
include: RISE, NNF, NDT, NNDF, LAC, IRDNC, WWF (through the LIFE
programme), NNF, and NACOBTA (Murphy and Roe, 2004). Besides this,
larger ENGOs like IUCN. CI and the Wildlife Conservation Union are
working with different conservation-projects in Caprivi and surroundings.
They are not directly involved in the conservancy model and run their
separate programs. Besides IRDNC, NNF is most notably directly involved
with the conservancies as they develop programs on conservation farming
and HWC in the conservancies.
Other interests like those in tourism and trophy hunting is represented by a
number of organisations like the Namibian tourism board and Namibia
Wildlife resorts. Other associations are the Federation of Namibia Tourist
Associations, the Hospitality Association of Namibia, the Tour & Safari
Association of Namibia, the Namibia Professional Hunters Association and
the Namibia Community-Based Tourism Association. Although of influence,
these institutions are also not officially included in the conservancy model
The main support agent in this research was IRDNC, which is a major player
in CBNRM both in the Caprivi and Kunene regions of Namibia. Their
objective is to integrate goals aimed at nature conservation with rural
development. IRDNC is funded through the WWF-Life program and is the
initiator of the now-piloted HACSIS compensation scheme. They have many
monitoring and guidance tasks in the conservancies and support overall
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conservancy development in terms of wildlife management and socioeconomic development. IRDNC is for a large part financing conservancy
activities, including part of the HACSIS compensation scheme, which will
be explained in chapter 4. They are thereby filling the gap that is left by the
governments’ lack of financial contribution. The general idea is to eventually
make the conservancies self-sustainable financially independent. IRDNC has
their Caprivi office in Katima Mulilo and they aim for local employment.
Most of the Caprivi staff is Caprivian and often come from the conservancy
areas. However IRDNC has not been established by local residents but by
conservationists recognising the importance of addressing the human
dimension in wildlife conservation. The IRDNC head office is based in
Windhoek, where the more general programs and policies are determined,
aligned and translated accordingly.
There is a lot of uncertainty around their future existence as they are totally
dependent on donor money, which poses a problem in the current structure
of the conservancy design as IRDNC plays a central role in the management
of the conservancy. Most conservancies and especially young ones are still
highly dependent on IRDNC. IRDNC is the conservancies main line to the
outside world. They train conservancies financially, support them with
enterprise development, educate them on health issues like HIV/AIDS and
Malaria, educate them on more social topics like gender equality though
crafts making and support and monitor the “event book system” in the
conservancies, used to manage wildlife and HWC. When it comes to
management of HWC mostly IRDNC’s NRM department is involved. They
work in a joint venture with conservancies and the MET to prevent poaching
and to monitor wildlife but they remain non-governmental in their basis and
do not receive government funding.
2.5.2 Tribal Authorities

Another, often underestimated, influence in the conservancy model is the
traditional governance structure in Caprivi. Caprivi has been described at
having a very hierarchical structure in society when it comes to traditional
governance compared to the rest of Namibia. This can also be noticed in the
language where many different forms of addressing certain people in society
show clear differences in hierarchical status. The areas in this research
contain multiple levels of traditional governance. At first, each village has a
headmen or chief, which is usually the most senior man of status in the
village, he advises to an even more senior headman called an Induna,
meaning a counsellor or advisor. The Induna often represents multiple
villages in an area (Mendelsohn and Roberts, 1997:8). He then represents
his area in the local tribal council, which is called the Sub Kuta. The Sub
Kuta can be seen as a satellite institution of the (Big) Kuta, which is called
Traditional Authority or Tribal Authority (TA). The Kuta governs a whole
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tribal area referred to by most local residents as the tribe. Both Kuta’s are
regulative and legislative bodies of traditional society and are often referred
to as a courtroom where societal disputes are settled. The Sub Kuta exists of
a Selalo Induna or Chief Induna, an Ngambela (Assistant to Selalo Induna),
and several area Indunas from the tribal area. The Sub Kuta is accountable to
the TA by means of the Selalo Induna (TA). Communication goes in two
directions, namely from and to the TA. Thus, when problems arise in a
village The Sub Kuta is the first contact to the villages of the certain area.
The TA handles unsolved problems and more regional matters. This system
makes it possible for people to appeal to the TA if necessary. The TA
consists of the Honourable Chief (tribal chief), the Honourable Ngambela
and several Honourable Indunas representing the different Sub Kuta’s. Also,
each Induna has a certain thematic mandate or responsibility like tourism,
health or wildlife. Each conservancy has three Indunas as advisors in the
conservancy committee. The area of this research includes three tribal areas.
First the Sangwali TA governs the Mayuni tribe who speak Siyeyi, which is
derived from Yeyi. Secondly the Mayuni TA governs the Mafwe tribe who
speak Sifwe, which is derived from Fwe. The Chinchimane TA also governs
a Mafwe tribe who also speak Sifwe. The two Mafwe tribes distinguish
themselves from each other and are still involved in certain disputes, mainly
over land. The other tribes in the region include the Masubia, the Matotela
and the Mukushu.
The influence of the TA’s in society is still very high. Marsh (2003) explains
how “traditional community leaders or authorities often embody an
historical and lineage alliance with their territory that empowers them with
important rights and obligations. Their primary function is to ensure peace
and harmony in the rural communities within their territory” (Marsh,
2003:15). Although, the government administers the area officially, the TA
institutions are formally recognised by the state and by the conservancy
model and have been incorporated into policy papers like the conservancy
constitution. The TAs still enjoys many societal powers in their tribal areas.
However, as has been briefly indicated in chapter 1, the conservancy has
somehow bypassed the existing TA institutions in terms of authority. Mango
Preened, the manager of Sobbe, for example said the following: “The TA
wants more money to be compensated by the conservancy and they want to
use it to develop their Sub Kuta. I think they feel they are losing their
authority as we are taking over many responsibilities”(19 January, 2009).
According to Honourable Induna Brendan Mulilo of Sangwali, the final
authority still lies at the TAs. He stated: “The conservancies cannot do
anything without consulting us firs, they have to go through us” (25
January, 2009). This misunderstanding of their position towards each other
demonstrates unclear specification of roles and responsibilities in policy
leading to practical problems as will be further explained in chapter 4.
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2.5.3 Joined management structures

Finally, for cooperation purposes between the CBNRM related institutions
the conservancy model applies a system of joined management structures.
An example of this is the joined foot patrols that have recently been
established whereby Community rangers from conservancies in the area
work together with MET rangers and IRDNC staff to monitor wildlife. This
is done multiple times per year with the purpose to monitor wildlife stocks
and to prevent double counting, which used to be the case when
conservancies still did it separately from the MET. There is additionally a
game monitoring operation called GMO, which is a related joint venture of
the conservancies and the MET, which involves tracking collared animals to
get a better perspective on wildlife stocks in the region.
Furthermore anti-poaching patrols are another joined management structure
involving the conservancies’ community rangers, IRDNC staff and the MET.
These are networks that can be intensified when poaching becomes a
problem somewhere. They were in Balyerwa for example intensified during
the Christmas season. All parties are involved but eventually the MET has
the legal status to pursue poaching incidents and the MET and the IRDNC
staff have anti-poaching programs going beyond these patrols. These are
more secretive missions were informants from the field are used and for
these operations to be successful a lot of preparation is needed. Usually,
conservancies are not informed about these operations to prevent leakage
and protect informants.
Most operations of recognised joint management are thus between the MET,
IRDNC and the conservancies. The National Parks are administered through
the MET and rangers in these national parks also work for the MET. The
joined management structures are mainly aimed at wildlife management. In
terms of social development or links to other governmental mandates, no
official joint ventures or management structures currently exist. Some are on
its way, like the one with the community forestry. Also the fishery
department aims to create stronger relations with the conservancies and want
to incorporate habitat protection of fish into the conservancy activities. All
initiatives are currently aimed at nature conservation and unfortunately not
yet enough on human development such as the construction of more
sustainable welfare systems going beyond conservancy benefit distribution
and crisis related food aid of the government.
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3. Unpacking community
3.1 Chapter outline
In the research design I have looked at the concept of community defined in
CBNRM policy and established theory. In chapter 2 the conservancy design
in its intended form was presented. The centralised concept of perceived
harmonious communities in CBNRM has been addressed and confirmed by
the CBNRM policy related to the conservancy model. To unpack community
in the conservancies this chapter has identified existing horizontal
institutions in the conservancy arena. Using examples and encounters from
the field, I argue that certain forces and societal elements cause individuals
and groups to constantly manoeuvre through societal and communal
institutions. Institutional reshaping, as described here, is most certainly not
exclusively attributed to the examined forces. They however provided
valuable examples of this movement in society. It became clear that the term
community was an individual or group perception dependent upon position
and place within dynamic institutional mixes. These institutions and their
influence are not always recognised by the designed conservancy model.
Fluid and heterogeneous societal forces like tribalism are at the basis of
communal institutions on which the more formal institutions are built. The
more static nature of these designed institutions often pose problems when
aligned horizontally at local institutional levels, reshaping the conservancy
arena.

3.2 Sobbe and Balyerwa conservancies
The data in this research is derived from two selected conservancies in
Caprivi that were both officially gazetted in 2006, namely Sobbe and
Balyerwa conservancies. Their relatively young status makes it possible
study the still visible factors of merging institutions when conservancies are
formed. Data has been collected in both conservancies in a similar manner
and both conservancies are part of the same institutional set-up. In addition
they are geographically located near one another and both lie adjacent the
Mudumu national park. Figure 4 shows their location in a conservancy map
of the Caprivi. Naturally there are numerous differences between the two
conservancies that also influenced the findings and have therefore been
included in this research. This paragraph presents the necessary background
information and conservancy characteristics found during the course of this
research.
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Figure 4: Map Caprivi conservancies

49 = Baylerwa
50 = Sobbe

(Source: IRDNC, 2007)

3.2.1 Sobbe conservancy

Sobbe conservancy covers an area of 404 square kilometres and lies in a
bended way around Mudumu national park, as is illustrated on the map in
figure 5. It exists of woodland and grassland and experiences an average
annual rainfall of 600 mm, which mainly falls between November and
February. The population living within the conservancy boundary reaches an
approximate 2000 residents, including children (NACSO, 2007). Sobbe
currently has 681 registered adult members as stated on their paper presented
during the quarterly planning evaluation in January 2009.
The people here belong to the Mafwe tribe speaking mainly Sifwe. However,
the residents adhere to two different TAs, namely the Mayuni TA and the
Chinchimane TA both referred to as Mafwe tribes. The Sub Kuta governing
the area of Sobbe conservancy is based in Masida village, and is responsible
to the Chinchimane TA. Sobbe conservancy is thus part of a currently
sleeping but ongoing tribal dispute as the two TAs both claim the land and
its people are divided. The central village is called Masida and the
conservancy office is locates there as well. As you can see on the map in
figure 5, Sobbe has five villages that are located mostly in the northern tip of
the conservancy. The south is almost entirely dedicated to wildlife
conservation although people practice agriculture and graze cattle in those
areas as well. This clustering of villages limits the presence of wildlife in the
central villages, but not on the fields and in the cattle grazing areas.
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Sobbe does not border rivers and therefore remains relatively protected from
water related problems, such as floods and water-related wildlife damage. It
does border an area, of non-conservancy status resulting in numerous
poaching incidents caused by residents from that area. In terms of
administration and management Sobbe has a conservancy committee, which
has been in place since its establishment. During the quarterly planning
meeting, of January 2009, Sobbe was applauded for its good management
and sound financial bookkeeping and was named “an example for other
conservancies” by financial officer of IRDNC. It was easy to obtain the
relevant documents for this research as records were kept in order and
English skills were considerably better than in Balyerwa conservancy. The
conservancy committee, however, wanted a considerable amount of control
over the selection of respondents. They were, for example, determined that
non-members should not be part of this research and told the translator not to
bring me to their villages. These non-members have eventually been
incorporated in the interviews, which proved of enormous value to the
collected data. This encounter did show the need of the conservancy to
create a harmonious image of their ‘community’, as a result of the
implementation of the conservancy.
Figure 5: Sobbe conservancy map

Source: (NACSO, 2007:107)
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3.2.2 Balyerwa conservancy

Balyerwa conservancy covers an area of 223 square kilometres and lies
along the Kwando River. It also borders Mudumu national park in the north
and Mamili National Park in the south, making the whole conservancy part
of an existing wildlife corridor between the two national parks. The
landscape exists mainly of woodland and grassland with some floodplains in
the east bordering the Kwando River. The population comprises of
approximately 1500 residents, including children (NACSO, 2007). They
belong to the Mayeyi tribe who speak Siyeyi, derived from Yeyi. The
Mayeyi tribe covers a comparably small and enclosed area in Caprivi.
Balyerwa differs greatly from Sobbe in terms of TA structure as the Mayeyi
TA, which is based at Sangwali, covers the whole conservancy area. Figure
6 presents a map of the conservancy, which shows that villages in Balyerwa
are widely distributed with great relative distances between them. Besides
the surrounding area, from the borders with the two Mafwe tribes in the
north and east and Botswana and the Kwando River in the south and west,
this conservancy has four main areas The area structure of the Kuta's is
similar to that of the conservancy. Data has been collected from each of
these four areas.
Balyerwa lies rather isolated in between two main rivers. This means part of
the conservancy annually suffers from floods destroying fields and isolating
some parts of the conservancy in terms of infrastructure. During this
research, communication in the conservancy was difficult at times as English
language skills in Balyerwa were comparably limited. The conservancy also
had a new conservancy committee, because the old one had been replaced
due to allegations of financial mismanagement. The new conservancy
committee was still struggling to familiarise themselves with conservancy
procedures and their administration was either lacking or not up-to-date.
They had trouble producing key documents and for example could not find
the conservancy constitution and correct financial data of 2007 and 2008.
This did influence the research, as it was hard to cross-examine data from
interviews with official documentation. This has been taken into
consideration in the outcomes of this research. The conservancy committee,
on the other hand was open to discuss sensitive subjects like corruption,
poaching and tribalism, which again produced valuable data that contributed
to the analysis of conservancy institutional formation.
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Figure 6: Balyerwa conservancy map

Source: (NACSO, 2007:75)

3.3 Institutional dynamics in society

3.3.1 Migrants

Although rural Caprivian communities in general live relatively isolated
compared to the rest of the country, migration is a common characteristic in
this society considering its historical links with neighbouring countries and
complex geographical location. Migration happens either nationally,
between Caprivian communities and tribal areas and between neighbouring
countries.
First, Caprivi has received Angolan refugees, as a result of the Angolan
conflict. Also Zimbabwean, Zambian and Botswanan immigrants were
encountered in the studied conservancies. They often speak a related
language and have similar traditional structures sharing certain customs.
Immigrants are accepted within the communities, but distinction is still
made. Caprivians share many customs with south-Zambian and Botswanan
residents. Angolan immigrants, depending on where they were born, have a
little more distinct but still related customs. Immigrants, as have been
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identified in this research, have more problems adjusting economically.
Especially in terms of access to land, cattle and job opportunities, which is of
course partly dependent upon the extent to which they have access to settled
family in the area, which proved important in the establishment of a
livelihood. They were therefore often working for others in the community
and were visibly poorer in terms of housing. In addition, 50% of all
immigrant respondents were not members of the conservancy. They also
were uninformed about the conservancy. B. Nalishebo, an Angolan
immigrant said for example: “I want to become a member of this
conservancy and heard about it but I am not sure what it exactly is and am
unfamiliar with its rules, and I don’t agree that they do not let us protect
ourselves from the animals like Lion”(18 January, 2009).
Tribal migration, within Caprivi usually happens when a girl gets married
and goes to live in the village of the husband. She remains connected with
her own family in another area. It is very hard to capture the way in which
tribal conflicts influence such inter-tribal migration, as these are not openly
discussed. The gender-based roles and traditions instead speak clear enough
and it usually goes without saying that the woman marries into the tribe of
the man.
Another aspect of interest is the fact that immigrants also brought in new
customs, practices and beliefs, which had a notable influence on customs in
Caprivian society. The knowledge that now exists in Caprivian rural
communities has become a mixture of different influences from different
places. For example, some knowledge on traditional plant-use had its origins
in familial ties to south-Zambian Lozi tribes, where powerful and practicing
medicine men lived. Also knowledge on plants of San tribes from the west
was present in the conservancies. Examples of these are presented later on.
3.3.2 Households in communal institutions

The household as a measurable unit can be defined as all people living in
same compound. However, this does not necessarily define a household in
terms of shared financial resources. In most cases of single female-headed
households for example, financial resources were shared between familial
compounds such as the parents, siblings and grandparents. In other cases
households even included children or members of other families. In the twostudied conservancies, interactions between households defined either way,
constructed communal institutional formation and perceptions of
‘community’.
A strict division of tasks influences daily life in the conservancies. If the
man works elsewhere, the woman carries all the burden of the land, cattle
children and household. If the man works at home, his job is to tend the
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cattle and help the women in the field, inmost cases only during ploughing
and harvesting. As a farmer in Balyerwa stated, “Both men and women
nowadays get jobs in Katima but when it comes to children the women stay
in the village. Men bring back money and goods from Katima” (15
December, 2008). Families often attended their fields together, which
demonstrates the importance of having family in their direct networks. The
bigger the direct family, the more help there was on the fields. This created a
force of similar division and unity in communal institutions. In addition,
both conservancies had communal fields to grow certain shared crops and
villagers did help each other by, for example, lending out their ploughs or
oxen. They would then ask part of the harvest in return. Ownership of oxen
and ploughs were in fact used to expand networks in terms of labour support
during harvest.
As families were often extended, one family could cover an entire village.
Compounds of families existed in clusters together defining the village in the
perception of its residents. Although areas were specified and central
villages were named and mapped, most surrounding villages weren’t
officially named. Residents sometimes defined village boundaries by
hanging up signs at the entrance, but most boundaries existed in peoples
mind and multiple clusters of compounds could be defined a village. It
became clear that in practice, even the definition of a village varied and
showed fluid boundaries. Sometimes, the community was defined as family,
sometimes as compound clusters, sometimes as an area and so on. Similarly,
women working the field together became a defined community as well.
This was seen in the many encounters during this research where women got
together after ploughing and talked. Their children then usually played
together and other family members joined in. Community was thus not only
related to the geographical location of houses, but also to the locations of
their fields and bonds of the households.
3.3.3 Elderly residents

Approximately 25% of all respondents were elderly people and this gave a
good insight in their societal position. This research illustrates, that besides
being excluded from knowledge, they often were the poorest and the least
adapted to new institutional structures like those of the conservancy model.
As HIV/AIDS and other diseases moved through the area many elderly had
buried their children already. This, accompanied by a limited infrastructure
for social welfare, results in increased indicators of poverty, mainly
noticeable through food insecurity. Often when I visited elderly-headed
compounds, there was only maize and some indigenous vegetables at their
disposal. Some told me they ate with the neighbours or family at times to
survive. Consequently, elderly often had an unsupportive attitude towards
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the conservancies’ main focus on wildlife protection and the related ban on
hunting. They had been used to substituting their diet with bush meat, which
functioned as a back-up system up until the coming of new regulations and
subsequently, the establishment of the conservancies. When enforcements on
the ban on hunting increased, they were driven further into poverty as the
conservancies do not provide enough compensation to elderly residents.
Besides the occasional meat distribution to all villages there was no food
distribution. The only other way of food distribution happened during times
of natural disaster when the government distributes food to affected areas.
Elderly are also entitled to an elderly allowance in Namibia, but many in the
conservancies did not have easy access to and knowledge about this option
and two-third of the elderly respondents did not receive it for some reason.
Due to high mortality rates in Caprivi, there were also many elderly headed
households where children were raised by their grandparents, which
according to one elderly woman, was very hard: “Our boy works as a herd
boy ever weekend and after school to provide food for the week. He is only
eight years old” (17 December, 2008). She could not work anymore and her
husband was sick. They were both very old and said they did not know to
whom their grandchildren could go, when they would die. N.R. Sifu, an
elderly resident of Balyerwa, said; “Society is not what it used to be. In the
old days we would help each other, even if we were not family while now
everyone only cares about themselves” (19 December, 2008). It should be
mentioned that three younger respondents mentioned the complaining
attitude of elderly to be unjustified. “They will always consider the past to
be better, but we did improve a lot too and they don’t see that”(22 January,
2009). Changes naturally have a greater impact on those that are used to
other ways the longest.
Elderly showed little indication of adaptation to the new values of the
conservancies and they also benefited less from the conservancy. In a village
in Balyerwa conservancy for example, the joined growing of chilli peppers
as elephant detergent excluded one elderly couple. Their explanation was
that they were not included because they could not help with working the
land, which was a requirement. Also, their children were not in the area and
could thus not help them in terms of manual labour. Also, elderly
respondents referred most to colonialism in their descriptions of the
conservancy. According to them the new conservancy values were “those of
white men”. R. Mulibezi, a younger woman reacted to this statement as
follows: “This is the new way, the way forward, the older people do not
understand that this is better. Their ways are not seen as wise anymore
because they are uncivilized”(23 January, 2009). The exclusion of elderly is
thus inherent to the existing societal construction. One elderly man said “It is
great you are interviewing me, many young people don’t want to listen to
our stories anymore”(12 December, 2009). Thus, the growing generational
gap was clearly visible amongst respondents.
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These signs of exclusion originate from the existing institutional set-up of
welfare based on family support. Due to changing relations and household
constructions this institutional construction of societal agreements changes
accordingly, causing some weaker groups to be forgotten. The subsequent
forces in contemporary Caprivian society change rapidly, causing
generations to part faster than before. This results in decreased generational
knowledge transfer and increased exclusion of certain groups.

Picture 1: Elderly woman in her compound in Balyerwa conservancy

3.3.4 Tribalism

Respondents often referred to tribalism as a phenomenon causing social
problems. Tribalism is in its active form more noticeable at the collective
level than on the individual level. It creates rather strong divisions in society,
based on tribal adherence. The underlying forces of division based on
tribalism, also influence institutional and individual relations.
Katima Mulilo was an interesting spot to see how people of different tribes
interacted. The local barman attended me to not use a certain name for the
Chinchimane Mafwe tribe as that is highly offending. This name was
thought to me earlier by a member of the Mayuni Mafwe TA showing how
social relations were highly complicated by awareness of tribal identity.
Influence on an individual level happened for instance through labour
relations where adherence to a certain tribe included or excluded certain
individuals from getting certain jobs. Also, in Katima Mulilo, children often
went to separate (tribal) schools. When people of other tribes wanted to join
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these schools, they were often rejected or reluctantly accepted because of
legal reasons. Practical reasons, such as language differences, were an
additional reason to put children in the school of own their tribe.
Another complicating aspect is that the TA has advisors in the conservancy,
which are meant to represent their areas and advise the conservancy on
societal issues. While the TA is a regulatory body on its own, the
conservancy additionally has to adhere strictly to MET government rules. A
Honourable Induna, of the Chinchimane TA, made the following interesting
remarks. “It is the conservancies’ task to manage wildlife and ours to guide
the people…. also tribalism only happened in the past 40 years while before
everybody was a friend and there was only one leader. Now tribes separated
and there is a problem with authority. Nobody is sure anymore who is in
authority and the conservancy committee acts like they are. People are also
scared of witchcraft by other people when they become a high person or
from another tribe. The conservancy committee neglects our traditions and
now we are following the ways of the white people, which are different from
ours as the TA. The younger generation adapts to that easily but there is
more tribalism nowadays”(25 January, 2009). A few things stand out from
this statement. There are several other respondents that estimated the arrival
of tribalism increased around the end of apartheid and escalated after
apartheid. The authority of the TA has changed in the past decades, due to
the establishment of a new government and the building of new societal
institutions. This leads in this case to a visible clash between old and new
institutions. The separation of tribes, as a result of earlier conflicts, increased
tribalism weakening the position of the TAs and strengthening the position
of the conservancy committee.
Although the dispute between the TAs in Sobbe conservancy was by most
described, as being stable, there still existed a general taboo on not
recognising the Masida Sub Kuta, which adheres to the Chinchimane TA.
All Sobbe conservancy respondents did say to recognise this Sub Kuta. Also
the conservancy committee officially only recognised this Sub Kuta,
although they did say to have relations with the Mashi TA as well. The
former can be derived from the budget of 2008, where only the Masida Sub
Kuta received a payment of benefit distribution. Strangely, in 2007 the
Mashi TA was indeed mentioned in the financial statement as a post of
benefit distribution, but the corresponding amount was zero. The answer
given by the conservancy treasurer and the secretary was that Masida was
the recognised Sub Kuta of the area and they in the end had to respect that.
Giving to both TAs was not an option. At the time of this research, Mashi,
another conservancy, got involved in a related and active dispute where
members of the conservancy wanted to split the conservancy in two separate
conservancies. The members of Mashi had during a conservancy meeting,
expressed their desire to divide the area of the conservancy according to TA
governed land.
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The influence of tribalism on new institutions such as the conservancy
committee creates an unstable institutional foundation. Tribal identity was
illustrated to be powerful in the establishment of hierarchies. The seemingly
sleepy dispute beneath Sobbe conservancy’s institutional structure can also
still become active, whereby divisions and reshaping of society can lead to
changing boundaries in institutional formation. Fluid and heterogeneous
societal forces like tribalism are at the basis of communal institutions on
which the more formal institutions are built. The more static nature of these
designed institutions often pose problems when aligned horizontally at a
local level.
3.3.5 Witchcraft in communal institutions

In this research witchcraft, as already adduced in earlier paragraphs, has
proven to be an influential factor in many societal relations. Almost in every
interview witchcraft and magic were mentioned in relation to social ties and
residents feel its reality in their daily lives. Mortality is high in the area and
during the three months of the data collection I heard of ten deaths amongst
relatives or friends of the respondents. In all ten cases witchcraft was
believed to be the cause of it. This has a number of consequences on societal
structure of a community. First of all, people that are educated in Caprivi
often leave the area. This is not only due to economic reasons, but also due
to the threat of witchcraft. Jealousy was the most cited force behind
witchcraft as a cause of a death. A journalist coming from Caprivi stated, “I
cannot find work in Caprivi and my family does not want me to, because they
are scared I will be witched. Witchcraft is a big problem and successful
people have been witched before. It is really true”(24 December, 2008)!
Another Sobbe resident, who was a university student stated to be scared of
witchcraft too and wanted to leave the area as soon as possible. Also other
people interacting a lot with the outside world like IRDNC and government
staff and management believed in witchcraft but were, however, better able
to detect its complicated influence on society and recognised its
impediments for the development.
Theoretically, there are several authors that studied witchcraft in
contemporary African sociology. Kohnert (1996) emphasised the increasing
influence of witchcraft and attributed this to resistance to modernisation. It is
clear that, to the outsider, witchcraft is a serious constraint upon
development. However, Kohnert (1996:1347) also describes how “magic
and witchcraft can become a means of the poor in their struggle against
oppression by establishing cults of counter violence”. This research is
important as it settles witchcraft as a means to survive while at the same time
showing how perceptions of witchcraft impede development. Douglas
emphasises, that within studies of societal institutions such as witchcraft the
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focus should be on “the social restraints upon perception” (Douglas In:
Marwick, 1972:378). The case described by Kohnert shows that struggles for
power and control add to increased societal pressures that motivate practices
of witchcraft.
Witchcraft, thus, becomes an opposing force in society and as pressure on
this society increases, so does the threat of witchcraft. This case study
further confirms this. The collected data suggest witchcraft not to evolve
around the one who actually witches or about how and if it works, but more
about the general fear of not knowing when it will strike and the ideas that
exists around, which people might have the ability to practice it. In such
ways, witchcraft is a powerful force in institutional formation. About half of
the respondents referred to witchcraft as a practice of evil. One resident
stated: “Only god can protect you against witchcraft, that is why the church
is so important”(13 December, 2009). Churchgoers in general reported not
to like the use witchcraft and indicated it as a negative force. There was
however one farmer in Balyerwa that pointed to its usefulness in practice. He
said that he used witchcraft to call upon ancestral spirits to protect the fields
from wildlife. Many others in Balyerwa conservancy referred to a deceased
wise man that used witchcraft to control the crocodiles in the river. He could
get them out of the water by using plants and magic. This story was
mentioned by 90% of all respondents asked in Balyerwa. The conservancy
staff found it strange that I seriously asked about this story and not everyone
believed the story to be true. According to them, it should have nothing to so
with my study of the conservancy, it instead existed separately from it.
Jealousy was mostly reported as a witchcraft motivator. Witchcraft also
manifests itself in the community by means of gossip and by story telling.
This creates new formations of power within society. Current disputes,
familial, tribal, communal or individual are deeply rooted in society and the
practice of witchcraft and influences interactions. This leads to the (re)
establishment of societal networks, pointing to constant shifts in relations
based on beliefs about magic and witchcraft. Sanders (2003:338), explains
the highly flexible nature of witchcraft as an institution and states, “forms of
witchcraft may be more pertinent to understanding local notions of
‘tradition’ than ‘modernity’”. First of all witchcraft is often seen as static but
like other local institutions its societal relations are constantly changing and
adapting. Secondly, perceptions in society on witchcraft were often reported
in this research as being ‘traditional’ or ‘non-modern’, putting a positive
emphasis on modernity. Even within the conservancy committee this process
was noticeable. The conservancy was seen as being a modern institution.
The conservancy committee reported being scared of witchcraft and
consequently seemed sandwiched between interests of tradition and
modernity. Differences in beliefs and knowledge between these more formal
designed structures and more customary structures present some problems.
Witchcraft additionally influences alternate forms of governance like that of
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the TA. Honourable Induna, Brendan Mulili indicated in his interview that
the influence of witchcraft could be felt in the TA as well because according
to him “TA members are scared to be witched and therefore less sure of
their authority” (25 January, 2009). This case demonstrated how witchcraft
is used by the less powerful to gain some authority and control within strict
hierarchies. In a way, practices of witchcraft influence the distribution of
power and also excluded individuals or groups can use witchcraft as a means
to influence certain societal processes.
3.3.6 Religion and tradition

In both studied conservancies religion played a significant role in society.
People in Caprivi are predominantly Christian with some exceptions, usually
immigrants, being either Buddhist or Muslim. In Sobbe conservancy there
were two main churches being the Apostolistic and Seventh-day Adventist
churches. Additionally, some residents were members of the Catholic or
Reformed churches. Weekly services were held in old buildings throughout
the area, often near the central village of Masida. The conservancy
committee also went to different churches. Although this research does not
focus on the influence of religion as such, it did encounter an influence of it
on social dynamics in the conservancy. Through religion networks are built.
The church is a powerful institution in Namibia because besides harbouring
beliefs, it is a support institution as well. Certain beliefs about daily life or
the conservancy are shared between people of one church.
The research done in Balyerwa conservancy showed that practically
everyone went to church although some of the residents did speak about the
belief in ancestral spirits as a religion on the side. From an interview with
M.M. Tugue (14 December, 2008), a local craftsmen and farmer, it became
clear that the two are not necessarily conflicting and can co-exist. The belief
in ancestral spirits was according to M.M. Tugue decreasing in society.
Literally, in interviews it was referred to as being ‘primitive’, ‘backwards’,
‘traditional’ or ‘uncivilized’. The relation of ancestral beliefs to the earlier
described forces of witchcraft was an additional fear factor. There exists a
strong belief in the strength and power of ancestral religions, but at the same
time people are scared of it, seeking their protection in Christianity.
Although family and societal bonds often relate to the choice of church,
there was no strongly noticeable division between church-going groups. A
young woman respondent in Sobbe stated; “In fact when people get married,
usually women migrate to another area and simultaneously take on the
church of the husband without hesitation” (18 January, 2009). Another
young woman, who was originally Apostolistic, explained how she moved to
another area to get married and now went to the Reformed church of her
husband.

53

Church services were long and afterwards people stayed outside the church,
shaking hands, making small talks with others. This busy and seemingly
chaotic interaction showed to be an important societal gathering, used to
strengthen societal ties and catch up on weekly news. At one occasion a
group of people were discussing on the conservancy committee and the
‘failed’ AGM. This group shared a discontent with how the conservancy was
financially managed. They were not members of the same family, but at that
moment were a group of their own. The church is a social institution were
people meet and share information through communication like gossip and
discussions. Church gatherings, especially those informal ones, illustrated
how stories and ideas were shared and spread. For example, the Seventh-day
Adventist church of Sobbe conservancy included a lot of members of the
conservancy committee. What was interesting is that people here did not
generally have more support for the conservancy compared to other church
groups. Higher interaction with conservancy or NGO staff, thus, only partly
explains having more knowledge on the conservancy.
3.3.7 Customary knowledge

In relation to beliefs in society, the use of customary practices has been
examined in this research, especially in relation to HWC mitigation. This
focal point showed some interesting examples on how knowledge interfaces
manifest themselves in society and how this works in practice. Customary
practices are mainly based on undocumented knowledge and thus required
examining verbally expressed encounters and involved the general
willingness of respondents to speak about it. It was noticeable that
knowledge on use of traditional medicines was more limited than I had
expected in advance. This expectation was based upon initial interviews
indicating that the traditional ways of Caprivi society still harboured a lot of
undocumented knowledge on plant use. Real practical knowledge on
medicine use only existed in rare communal clusters, most often transferred
through family lines. However, as it were mostly elderly respondents that
knew about customary practices, the growing generational gaps in society
prevented transfer of knowledge on customary practices. A returning
argument reported by respondents was the general disbelief of younger
generations in more traditional ways. Brendan Mulili, a TA Honourable
Induna indicated; “Traditions are hard to pass on in Caprivian society,
people want to keep knowledge for themselves, this is mainly because of
tribalism and jealousy”(25 January, 2009).
However, when taking more time to ask in-depth questions on the subject, I
heard of many forms of medicine use as HWC mitigation tool. They were
underlying visible mitigation structures and respondents did not speak
naturally about them. The most often referred to was ‘Kamana Mashaka’,
which is a plant used for the protection against wildlife in many ways. The
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first story encountered was in Balyerwa conservancy where a farmer told me
about a medicine that is used around the neck of cows in order for them to
herd themselves. “With that medicine they are protected from predators”(B.
Shita, 15 December 2008). He did not know the name of the plant but he
knew somebody that might know about it. The person he was talking about
already died and his son did not know anything about that plant. M.M.
Tugue, the local craftsmen that believed strongly in ancestral spirits knew
the plant was called Kamana Mashaka. It could be used around kraals and in
the fields and elephants and predators would stay away. He did not know
where to find this plant and how to use it. Others suggested it to be only used
around the field and not around the cattle kraals. It was interesting to see
how people feared the plant. Namely, 90% of respondents that knew about
Kamana Mashaka, said it caused conflicts when taken into the villages or
compounds. Shipia, an elderly woman stated “When you take Kamana
Mashaka into your compound your marriage will fail and there will be
fights”(20 December, 2008). Another farmer in Sauzuo said “you can take it
into the village, just not into the compound. It is very strong and can
produce jealousy”(19 December, 2008). This demonstrated the existence of
many different beliefs around this plant and its application, but nobody
actually seemed to use it. During the research, whenever the term Kamana
Mashaka was used in interviews, people started laughing. The majority
(80%) of interviewed conservancy residents did not know about this plant.
Eventually, after one week of persistent research on the topic, a twelvekilometre walk to Lianshulu village brought me at the home of a man who
actually used Kamana Mashaka. His name was Shuwangwe Mafenyeho and
he was very old and part deaf. He said his father was a San, who are known
for their advanced traditional plant-use in daily life. He said he knew about
Kamana Mashaka and even showed it in the field. According to Mr.
Mafenyeho it was still used in daily practice. “It was used by the San to hunt
as it protected their kill from predators when they needed to leave it behind.
They put Kamana Mashaka on it and no predator would touch it. It also
works on elephants”(21 December, 2008). His son did not know about
Kamana Mashaka, because it was too dangerous, as the plant caused conflict
in the villages. He said he knew many more medicines that could be used for
various things, like getting a job or a spouse. All were very dangerous and
that is why the knowledge is not transferred to next generations. According
to Mr. Mafenyeho, younger generations were additionally not interested
enough to obtain the required knowledge and to handle such strong plants.
Later on in Sobbe conservancy, the field officers pointed out two other
plants that could be combined with Kamana Mashaka, being, Kamwamato
and Mukanangwe. The former could not be found in this area and was
dangerous when taken into villages. “It could cause people to stay
unmarried”(15 January, 2009), the senior ranger replied. In another
interview with a woman named Gloria, other plants were mentioned like
Muwuku, Mutenge and Masura roots that should then be mixed with
Kamana Mashaka. According to her, it could be used around the field and
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kraals and is very effective. She used it regularly and she did not understand
why nobody used it anymore. She also said that the plant was not dangerous
and she even kept the Kamana Mashaka in her compound. She said “people
are scared because they do not have the right knowledge on this plant”(18
January, 2009).

Picture 2: Shuwangwe Mafenyeho

Picture 3: Kamana Mashaka

The various beliefs that existed around traditional medicine were used to
explain events happening in society, especially if there was a lack of
alternative motives. In that way, it can be related to witchcraft because
likewise, there exist many beliefs around it. Most medicine use is secret and
not easily shared. At one occasion, a Sobbe resident that was called Dr.
Chibutu (23 January, 2009), because he had a degree in traditional medicine,
was not willing to share information. He believed that by sharing his
knowledge his ideas would get stolen and he could lose his income. He said
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to only share his knowledge with fellow medicine men in other areas.
Medicine man and their position in society and relations to other medicine
men was actually a vibrant institution in society. For instance, the compound
of a local medicine man in Sobbe had many visitors at the end of each day,
which connected through their belief in traditional medicines. He enjoyed
high status and had a lot of influence in society as was indicated by the
conservancy senior game ranger. The local medicine man was at the same
time a community ranger in the conservancy. When asked if he mixed his
traditional methods of HWC mitigation with those of the conservancy he
denied. “We work in different ways”(15 January, 2009), was all he said. The
two could not be combined. Bringing his knowledge into a community-based
initiative like the intended conservancy model was according to him not an
option. In a group interview with all community rangers, it was concluded
that the ways of the conservancy were better and that that was what they
now had learned. Of course they were part of the conservancy committee
and interviewed in their function.
The case of traditional plant-use, given above, shows how traditions in
general are ignored in society. This is caused by the limited knowledge and
complex beliefs that surround it. Some are scared or find its use unnecessary
whilst others use and even applaud their existence. It became clear that many
young people did not really believe in Kamana Mashaka as a means against
HWC but did still fear its power. As a method, against HWC, they
considered, other ways from outside such as those of the conservancy, to be
better. For example B. Shita stated, “The conservancy brought more modern
methods that worked better and were stronger”(15 December, 2008). It is
mostly the belief that exists around traditional practices that eventually
influence society. They determine in what way knowledge interfaces are
bended and how the formation of conservancy institutions affects the use of
traditional practices further. It can be concluded that traditional medicines
are an increasingly forgotten institution in society.

3.4 Community in the conservancy arena
The emergent properties described thus far, show how complex institutional
dynamics shape society and determine community manifestation. The
constant reshaping of communal institutions can divide and merge
perceptions of community using any of these forces. The case study of
Sobbe and Balyerwa conservancy provides a powerful example of this
phenomenon. Not only do these perceptions vary between individuals, they
also constantly change within communal groups. More static perceptions of
community, as designed by more formal institutional approaches, are built
upon these fluid structures. This analysis of these formation processes has
showed the existence of multiple sub-communities. Groups are formed
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around different structures and shaped by different forces that are constantly
redefining its basis. It is important to recognise that perceptions on
community are shaped in the mind of individuals and groups that move
between different institutions depending upon their place and position in
society.
This is initially perceived on a regional and national level, as Caprivians do
not possess a strong sense of belonging to Namibia as a country. They see
themselves as being different and make great distinctions on the basis of
tribal inheritance. In this they unite, as Lozi to be one tribe covering the
whole Caprivi region. Caprivi’s geographical location, cutting right through
tribal boundaries, and its related historical disputes harbour a general
seperative attitude resulting in a form of self-exclusion from Namibian
central rule. Additionally, this central rule did not make Caprivi a priority in
policy. The aftermath of apartheid included numerous societal reconciliation
methods that were centrally conducted. The low accessibility of Caprivian
society until 2004 has caused a limited spread of these reconciling forces to
the area resulting in great societal distances and dissections between formal
and informal institutions.
When taking a more in-depth perspective one can also determine how
individuals move through society by being part of several so called subcommunities. Perceptions of one group on the other changes according to the
role a person takes. This happened for example with Beaven Munale, the
head of the IRDNC NRM department in Caprivi who also lived in the
conservancy area. He explained that some conservancy residents in
Balyerwa did not see the real purpose of the conservancy as opposed to
IRDNC and the conservancy staff, thereby distancing him from the other
conservancy residents. He also mentioned that he financially took care of a
large part of his family and that other residents often came to ask him for
support. He did not like this and said “The problem here is that they are not
putting effort to take care of themselves and many people drink too much,
there are only a few in the community that take responsibility and they have
to take care of many others, instead of just their family”(13 January, 2009).
In this example he shifted to the institution of family as his greatest concern
in certain situations. He also had a close relation with the TA, as he was
related to the ruling chief of the Mayeyi. This made him part of a smaller
communal institution higher in the societal hierarchy, which gave him access
to different forms of information and consequently created different
perspectives on the community and the conservancy. In his position at
IRDNC staff member he also worked closely with the MET staff that he also
considered to be his friends. Besides that, he was part of a church
community, where he again took on another role. Furthermore, he believed
that due to the high status of his family, they had been affected by sickness
and death through the use of witchcraft. The described roles in this example
summarise how sub-communities are formed in the minds of individuals.
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This is at the same time the fluid basis on which perceived static
communities are designed by conservancy model. In the end these substructures institutionalise processes determining roles and positions in
society. They define which individuals get access to certain jobs or other
resources and on which individuals or institutions one can rely. This is based
on network formation within and between institutions. For instance, the
conservancies employ only a number of people who benefit the most
financially and in status. The selection of these employees is often dependent
on their existing place in societal networks. During the interviews, many
residents complained that only a few people truly benefited from the
conservancy. Not only in terms of employment but also in terms of support.
Their networks were often more intertwined with those of the conservancy
committee or IRDNC and so they could draw upon these networks for
support if needed. Local family networks, as stated before, can range from
extended to almost non-existent, as the examination of elderly and migrant
residents showed. Exclusion was related to limited access to relevant support
networks. These same networks often provided knowledge to people about
their potential and rights. The establishment of the conservancy, intended or
not, is build upon the already existing hierarchies and on the networks of the
initiators of the conservancy. As these networks grow stronger, people
without access to these networks become increasingly more marginalised.
The horizontal institutions described in this chapter define the basis on
which the more vertical institutions accompanied by the conservancy are
constructed. The arena of the conservancy is reshaped by the interaction of
these institutions. This is, for example, illustrated by the encounter of
formalised forms of expert-based knowledge with customary knowledge like
Kamana Mashaka. These interactions reshape the conservancy arena in
terms of newly introduced conservancy practices that replace customary
arrangements. The respondents showed to be part of a transformation where
they started to believe more strongly in the ways of the conservancy model.
This is a result of applied technology of rule on environmental subjects, as
described by Agrawal (2005). As the government and NGOs introduced new
designs, different means to discipline the public with policies and measures
were applied. Chapter four will elaborate on this further and describe how
this shapes the formation of the conservancy.
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4. Conservancy formation

4.1 Chapter outline
On the basis of the unpacked community, described in the previous chapter,
the conservancy is formed. Final translation of policy goes through the
conservancy committee, reshaping the conservancy arena. This chapter will
illustrate this conservancy formation in Sobbe and Balyerwa conservancies.
This is done by looking at institutional reforms through policy translation
using the example of HWC procedures and by examining how newly
emergent properties are expressed and translated through the conservancy.
Summarised, this chapter presented findings from Sobbe and Balyerwa
conservancies that illustrated how final decision-making power still lied with
the government and how conservancy committees showed more upward
accountability than initially intended. The attempt of the conservancies to
create a joined harmonious community through membership showed in
practice that membership can be indirectly forced. Different perceptions of
conservancy communities showed the complex contestations existing within
them. There was proof of a growing dissection between the conservancy
committee and residents that led to the initiation of building new institutions
to close the gap. Where cracks could not be filled, indications of resurgent
external intervention were detected. Also, new hierarchies were established,
as existing ones, like those of the TAs had been to some extend overarched.
The additional ignorance of customary knowledge systems by the
conservancy model explains the existence of two separate knowledge
systems that are not interacting. Instead, policy on HWC mitigation focussed
on using externally developed methods and was translated through the
conservancy interacting with local institutional structures. This resulted in
unintended practical outcomes and unaligned priorities. This was
exacerbated by the encountered and reported problems of reporting HWC,
which created false pictures of reality translated upwards where policy was
accordingly adapted.

4.2 Policy translations in HWC management
The reason this research focuses on HWC, is that it can be seen as the point
where integration of human development and wildlife conservation are best
expressed. This expression represents how policy is translated through the
conservancy. This paragraph will illustrate this translation.
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4.2.1 From wildlife to problem animal

The term ‘Problem animal’ is often officially used in policy indicating
wildlife that poses a (potential) threat to people’s safety or livelihoods. It is a
term used by the MET, IRDNC and the conservancies and needs some
elaboration before further analysing situations of HWC. The term is
officially used in HWC procedures, legislations, documents and policies.
However, during the research it became clear that there is no clear definition
of the term both in policy and practice. Therefore, conservancy residents for
example used the term whenever they felt an animal became a potential
threat to them and in some cases even referred to all wildlife as being a
problem animal. The conservancy committees used the term for every
animal that is reported, while the MET only referred to the term when there
was an official declaration from above. The MET warden in Katima stated
that in every case of HWC, it is individually assessed if involved wildlife
becomes a problem animal or not. The following explanation of this
procedure illustrates again how final decision-making power of conservancy
HWC management is still quite hierarchical.
Officially, to take action, especially in the form of shooting, the animal has
to be declared a problem animal by word of the director of the DPWM or
even the MET minister himself in Windhoek. This involves a lengthy
procedure. When for example a herd of elephants destroys someone’s field,
the conservancy community ranger is normally the first at the scene. He or
she assesses the situation, tracks the animals and takes action in the form of
protection measures. It is hard to scare of a herd of elephants and they
therefore often return, either to the same fields or on neighbouring fields.
The community ranger uses a reporting sheet called the yellow event book,
in which incidents are reported. Incidents are then reported to the field
officer or chief field officer of the conservancy, who reports to the
conservancy manager. If there are repeated problems with the same animal
or herd of animals in the conservancy, the management committee can
discuss and contact the IRDNC field officer or the MET field officers
directly. Subsequently, the MET sends ground force rangers to investigate
the matter further, using photographs and further tracking skills. They report
back to the warden in Katima, who writes a recommendation report to the
chief control warden in Rundu. This report needs to be very detailed,
including a background and a cost indication of possible solutions. This
initial procedure can take more than two weeks. The chief control warden
then reports to Windhoek where the matter is again examined using the
advise of experts and researchers in the scientific department of the
government. After that, the animal is officially declared a problem animal or
not.
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The status of problem animal means the animal can be shot, but only the
MET or the contracted professional hunter can do this. In the case of a herd
of animals, they often shoot a single male to scare off the entire herd and to
prevent taking out breeding females. The whole procedure takes such a long
time that often shooting is not necessary anymore. The field officer of Sobbe
confirmed this by giving the example of three hyenas that had killed some
cattle, and stated; “By the time the ministry came to shoot the hyena’s, they
had already crossed the boundaries of the national park. When they returned
and killed a cow three months later, there was no permission to shoot
anymore”(20 January, 2009). This lengthy procedure has been established
to prevent abuse of the term by for example the professional hunter who then
pays fewer fees to the conservancies. So although the procedure partly exists
to protect the conservancies, action is usually taken too late and after damage
has already been done to farmer fields or cattle. Conservancy farmers
themselves have little control over action and are by no means allowed to
shoot themselves. More than 95% of respondents that experienced problems
with wildlife in the last two years, said to have had little control over their
own protection. However, the MET did install an emergency procedure,
which is usually followed when the animal poses a direct threat to human
life. This way, the procedure can be shortened to even two days. Official
procedures are then followed afterwards. Action, such as shooting the
animal, can still only be taken by the MET rangers or the professional hunter
in the area, but always with the permission of MET warden.
This procedure illustrates clearly how final decision-making power still lies
at a governmental level. The conservancy committee is part of this hierarchy,
but has not got a lot of influence in decisions involving final protection of its
residents. In addition, the community rangers of the conservancy do not
carry guns, because the conservancy as an organisation is not allowed to own
guns. The community rangers could thus not fire warning shots to chase
wildlife. Individuals are allowed to own guns, but permits are rarely given
out due to the difficulty of monitoring individual use. This leaves the
conservancy committee with limited means to protect and take action. The
field officers in Sobbe jointly confirmed this in an interview, indicating that
they often felt powerless (22 January, 2009).
4.2.2 From fencing to HASCIS

Fencing off complete wildlife areas is one of earlier solutions to HWC and
currently not practiced by the conservancies today. In fact, Caprivi’s national
parks are not fenced. Fencing has been used for decades to keep animals and
humans apart, but fencing does not give a 100% security. Elephants are
known to break through fences. Thus, as Katerere et al. (2001:25), describe,
“while fences might be necessary to minimise human-animal conflicts and to
control the spread of diseases across boundaries, the social and economic
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implications of fencing did not give desired results in Africa. Fences used as
boundaries between villages and protected areas should not alienate
communities from the resources but rather define the relationship between
the communities and the resources”. This belief together with a belief in
conservation success through eco regional initiatives led to a current decline
in the use of fencing. A general fear is that the coming trans-boundary
initiative (KAZA-TFCA) will cause an even higher increase in HWC due to
the removal of fences, and the movement and establishment of wildlife
corridors. This, accompanied by the increasing amount of conservancies,
would require extensive human-protection methods. Some authors like
O’Connel-Rodwell et al. (2001:390), even argue that as a result, “electrical
fencing is probably the only viable long-term option, unless new methods
are developed in the future”. They emphasise that “a model of crop
protection (fencing, deterrents and alarm systems) would mean islands of
human settlement in a wildlife dominated landscape. If this is the objective
of conservancy program, it will mean developing extensive protection
methods extending to balanced compensation schemes.
This has been recognised and IRDNC has therefore initiated the earlier
mentioned compensation scheme called Human-Animal Conflict SelfInsurance Scheme (HACSIS). This scheme aims to match the actual losses
caused by wildlife by compensating farmers, victims and their families, to a
certain extent, with money or food (IRDNC, 2003). Members can thus claim
compensation for wildlife related damage at the conservancy. Registered
conservancy members are compensated either by conditional stock
compensation or by means of a funeral benefit of 5000 N$ in the event of the
death of a conservancy member (IRDNC, 2008). The conservancy assigns a
part of their income to HACSIS and IRDNC adds 50% of the expenses. The
cattle and funeral cover component of HACSIS is now piloting in six
conservancies. This compensation does not include crop coverage yet while
most HWC related damages are suffered in terms of cop damage. All staff of
IRDNC, and the conservancy committees itself, mentioned that the priority
of HWC needs to be on elephants and elephants cause the most extensive
crop-damage. This presents a contradiction between policy and reality.
Sobbe and Balyerwa conservancies should have started piloting HACSIS in
2007. In the quarterly plans of the two conservancies, dating January 2009,
still no priority is given to its implementation. The conservancy committee
of Sobbe claims that financial resources are limited. Their budget however
allows sufficient room to start the cattle and funeral components at the least.
The majority of conservancy residents said that they were tired of waiting
and some believed it would never be implemented. In general, the
expectation existed that the HACSIS scheme was the answer to all problems.
It had been promised that their losses would be compensated and this reflects
the idealisation of such methods that led to disappointments and resulting
decreased support amongst residents.
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4.2.3 Local practices of HWC mitigation

Certainly, the conservancy has other means to protect residents or to mitigate
HWC. They thereby incorporate methods of residents into their daily
practice. This has, according the conservancy committee of Balyerwa, been
the result of a lack of other methods. The following presents an overview of
encountered on a conservancy level.
First, community rangers and the field officers are employed by the
conservancy to manage wildlife. Besides monitoring wildlife in the area,
they also protect conservancy members by way of patrolling the fields,
chasing animals, tracking problem animals and reporting wildlife damage.
They additionally instruct farmers on certain protection methods that are
usually taught to them by IRDNC. Sobbe had a team of six rangers and
Balyerwa a team of twelve, comprised of one or two field officers and
several community rangers. This number was considered to be low, as they
could not cover the entire area and attend to all problems reported in
practice. In a reaction to the repeated complaints made by members in
interviews, the manager of Balyerwa conservancy said, “the biggest problem
with HWC and related complaints of the members is the lack of community
rangers. We simply cannot cover all problems and have to make choices”(25
December, 2008). This gives the conservancy committee the power to
choose those who get support and those who don’t. The lack of criteria
allows underlying communal structures and networks to take over this
selection process in practice. A conservancy member of Sobbe told me that,
in 2008, both she and her field neighbour had problems with wildlife. They
had both reported this, but the community ranger only came to check her
neighbours’ field. Her reasoning was, “my neighbour, he is the cousin of the
conservancy manager and that is why they did come to his field and not to
mine. They said to have too little time”(24 January, 2009).
In addition, residents themselves use methods to mitigate wildlife problems
too, as they have done through all times. These included the following.
 Beating the drums and/or making other noises to scare away
elephants and hippo’s
 Fire warning shots when people have a gun
 Lighting fires around the fields or cattle kraals to keep animals at
bay
 Sleeping in little huts in the fields at night, mostly during harvest
season
 Thorn-bush fencing to keep smaller herbivores at bay
These methods were also incorporated in policy related to HACSIS and used
by the community rangers. Although initially undocumented and developed
on a local level based on customary knowledge, they are now taken into
official procedures, indicating how some practices do find their way back to
policy. Information is thereby shared between conservancies and through
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IRDNC and the MET. The use of more extensive customary knowledge
systems, such as plants, is however, not taken into policy. The conservancy
committee clearly separated such methods from official conservancy
procedures. Knowledge was therefore not translated through to IRDNC and
MET and no scientific research has thus been conducted on its efficiency.
Consequently, this potentially valuable knowledge is slowly disappearing
from society. It is somewhat assumed to be of no use as suggested by several
statements made by IRDNC, the conservancy committee and the MET
warden. One IRDNC staff member, for instance, said, “it is not possible to
start using these plants in our official practices, because it is not proven to
be working”(10 January, 2009). Institutions involving traditional beliefs are
not interacting with newly imposed ones, resulting in the existence of two
separate knowledge systems that are simultaneously used by conservancy
residents.

Picture 4: Thorn bush fencing of a kraal in Balyerwa

4.2.4 External methods in HWC mitigation

Throughout Southern Africa, initiatives, aimed at HWC mitigation are being
developed. The conservancies in Namibia also use these scientifically
developed methods. Instead of scientifically developing local knowledge,
conservancies rely on externally developed methods based on expert
knowledge. Actors such as IRDNC are involved in developing these
methods channelling them through to the conservancy committees. These
methods also reflect CBNRM policy and are used to discipline people into
practicing certain ways of farming.
In both Sobbe and Balyerwa conservancy, trainings were given to residents
in making elephant proof, lion proof and crocodile proof fences. These
fences were made using special materials and techniques, making them more
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resistant to wildlife. They were based upon studies of animal behaviour and
not so much upon social specifics. The techniques in Sobbe and Balyerwa
came from IRDNC and were according to the IRDNC field officer and an
interviewed expert, introduced from Zimbabwe and Botswana. IRDNC
trained community rangers in its use who in turn were supposed to instruct
the conservancy residents. However, in practice there were some difficulties
with the method. Crocodile proof fencing, for example, requires fencing on
the edge of the water. Caprivi, with its fluctuating annual rainfall and water
supply experiences resulting fluctuating water levels. This means that fences
built, at a certain time, cannot be used throughout the year. One Balyerwa
resident said, “last year when the crocodile fences were introduced, we
thought it might really work, but now these fences lie under water. Also,
some people don’t have the money to buy the material and the IRDNC only
build two” Indeed, the material for this type of fencing needed to be of steel
and thus had to be bought in Katima Mulilo. In addition, communal
collaboration is necessary to build these fences around watering places of
cattle, because multiple cattle herders use them. Responsibility and labour
for building these fences was a problem as the conservancy did not provide
the material and residents could not afford them. This example arguments
the complex social forces that underlie these technical mitigation
approaches.
Another example is the use of chilli peppers. In 2008, increased efforts have
been made at the deployment of chilli peppers in the conservancies as
elephant deterrent. IRDNC used a participatory evaluation of this initiative
and concluded that if appropriately used, it keeps elephants at bay (IRDNC
website, 2008). Chilli peppers only work on elephants and can be used in
several ways. The chilli can be mixed with elephant dung (chilli Bombs)
that, when dry, are burned. Another method is to soak clothes in chilli mixed
with used petrol and hang it around the fields. While these methods
themselves seem to work, this research found that the access to chilli for the
conservancy residents remains a problem. Even the used oil proved hard to
obtain. A member of Access to seeds, loss of land for growing chilli and
constant flooding of chilli fields, prevented local farmers from growing chilli
and developing these methods further. Sobbe conservancy, for instance, still
had bags of seeds available for conservancy members. Even members that
were interested seemed unaware of the availability of the seeds. Also,
growing chilli competes with growing food crops and many residents needed
the full capacity of their fields to survive. Unequal distribution of chilli as a
deterrent, can thus lead to cases of individual cases of increased HWC and
growing inequality between residents. Non-members, for example, have no
access to chilli at all. In addition, a Balyerwa conservancy resident said, “I
am not convinced it works because there is not enough for everybody, which
means that people that don’t use it get more problems because elephants
now avoid the chilli fields and come to theirs” (18 December, 2008). This
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illustrates that the use of chilli should be evenly introduced to prevent the
increase of damage on the fields of those that cannot access these methods.
It can be concluded that access to external methods was limited and
implementation of these methods proved more complex than expected. Welldeveloped and tested techniques demonstrated not to work expectedly in
practices at a local level. Without the necessary adaptations and the inclusion
of extensive social implementation plans, these methods on their own will
not generate the desired benefits. This requires extensive knowledge on local
dynamics, which is currently not identified in these methods as they show
little alignment with existing methods and customary knowledge systems.
4.2.5 Reporting HWC

As briefly adduced earlier, the conservancy committee uses the event book
system to manage HWC. This involves three levels of reporting at a
conservancy level. First of all, this is done through reporting incidents in the
yellow books, which are the field reports of the community rangers.
Secondly, the conservancy blue book merges this data into monthly reports
of measurable data. Eventually, these are translated into the conservancy’s
annual report, which is simultaneously maintained by IRDNC, who is then
able to report on measurable conservancy results in the area. There are
several problems with this procedure that are caused by a general
misunderstanding of what reporting actually entails in practice.
First of all, not all incidents are reported. IRDNC and the conservancies
officially recognise this lack of reporting to be a problem. Yet, the data from
the event book is used as a general fact on estimating numbers of wildlife
and wildlife related damage, in several official IRDNC and MET reports.
During the quarterly planning of January 2009, only the number of incidents
in HACSIS piloted conservancies were taken into account concluding that
crocodiles posed the biggest threat over 2008. In Balyerwa, however, which
also borders a river, not one crocodile incident had been reported in 2008.
Additionally, this research showed that, in almost 60% of all interviews,
residents said not to have reported suffered wildlife damage. Members did
not see the added value in reporting incidents, as the conservancy did not act
on these reports according to them. The use of measurable data in reporting
HWC is thus not a valid indicator of HWC incidents in reality and this
research suggests that more than half of all incidents currently remain
unreported. According to the field officers in Sobbe, reports have to be made
to the manager, either directly or through the field officer. However, in many
cases this procedure is not followed. In Balyerwa conservancy, for instance,
the manager did not know of a big incident that happened 6 months ago
killing three calves. Secondly, reporting in the books is not double-checked
and there were many incidents reported in the yellow books but not found in
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the monthly reports. At one occasion, the senior ranger forgot to report a
leopard incident in the blue book. When confronted with that, he responded,
“this reporting is too complicated, I don’t understand it anymore”(20
January, 2009). This example shows that besides the encountered
discrepancies, more problems with reported incidents can be expected.
Although reporting HWC is an emphasised priority of the conservancy, the
current dependence on the outcomes of reporting creates a false picture of
reality, which can lead to misaligned policy when translated upwards.
Reporting is an important component of the HACSIS compensation scheme,
but estimates of expenditures on this scheme cannot be based on current
data. All non-reporting members, except one, indicated they would start
reporting HWC damage, if the scheme was operational. This indicates that
besides existing discrepancies, which will then become more visible,
reporting can be expected to more than double once the scheme is
operational. Another issue with HACSIS is that rules around reporting and
selection procedures remain unclear. In HACSIS policy incidents are
documented by the community rangers and then checked by the conservancy
committee after which IRDNC or the MET comes to investigate using
camera’s to document the evidence. At the end of the year a panel,
consisting of TA representatives, conservancy committee members and
IRDNC field officers, will look at complaints and reports and decides who
gets compensated and who does not. The criteria used to make these
decisions are, thus far, not clarified. Again existing institutional
arrangements and networks are expected to take over such decision-making.
For example, it is often the village or area Induna that is first at the scene.
The TA Indunas are thus also involved as they live in the area and also
document the damage in a separate system. Thus, in reality, there are several
reporting procedures that exist next to each other and are mixing in practice.
The lines between people and the conservancy committee and the inclusion
of them or the Indunas in their direct networks might determine who gets
compensation and who does not.

4.3 Reshaping interests in conservancy formation

4.3.1 The construction of conservancy membership

The constitution of the conservancy defines the rights and roles within the
conservancy and area representatives are installed to represent their villages
in the management committee. AGMs are held annually and democratic
voting rights are given to the members of the conservancy. To become a
member, a person has to be registered. As soon as a conservancy is gazetted,
the area covering the conservancy is considered part of it including all of its
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residents but membership of the conservancy needs to be constructed and
built. Of the residents in Sobbe and Balyerwa there were a number of nonmembers. This paragraph explains how this works out in practice.
This research aimed to include interviews with non-members. As adduced
earlier, this proved harder than foreseen, as it was harder to gain access to
them. In Sobbe conservancy, the conservancy committee had informed my
translator, that it would not be necessary for me to talk to residents of one
specific village. The argument given for this by an informant, who wished to
remain anonymous, was, “the conservancy committee thinks these people
have no knowledge of the conservancy and therefore cannot contribute to
your research”(19 January, 2009). The people in this specific village turned
out to oppose the conservancy idea and were also non-members. They
declared to feel forced into becoming a member. A non-member, Dr.
Chibutu, who was a local herbalist, stated “If we don’t become a member
they won’t help us with the problems with wildlife but since the conservancy
arrived we have had more problems because there are more wild animals.
Also since the conservancy started there has been no information and
nothing happens with animal problems”(19 January, 2009). His sister’s field
had been totally destroyed by elephants in 2008 and according to Dr.
Chibutu; the conservancy did not do anything because they were not
member.
As the majority of the adult population became a member, the conservancy
had solid ground in the area leaving remaining non-members with limited
choice. Non-members were according to the conservancy committee not a
priority in giving HWC mitigation support, creating a group of second rang
citizens from a conservancy point of view. Concluded can be that nonmembers are geographically included but institutionally still excluded. By
remaining a non-member, people had excluded themselves from benefits, the
conservancy might bring. It is interesting how this is mentioned in official
policy. In article 8.5.5, of the conservancy constitution it said that noncommunity members could not serve as conservancy committee members.
These words thus also imply that non-members are not part of the
community.
Another interesting finding was that in interviews with the elderly, only few
knew what the conservancy entailed and some did not even know about the
conservancy at all. In one case when asked about membership an elderly
woman did not know if she was a member. Her daughter that was seated
next to her reminded her; “Yes mother you are member of the conservancy,
we registered you”(22 January, 2009). To me she said that more children
had registered their parents, with the intention to include them in the
distribution of benefits. Therefore, these elderly members did not know what
they signed up for. Another elderly woman explained, “this is the way we go
now, the way of our children, we have to follow”(22 January, 2009). This
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meant that the actual carrying capacity of the residents for the conservancy
was much lower then implied by its membership figures. However,
membership is used as an indicator of support. Targets set during the
quarterly planning evaluation in January 2009, revealed increasing members
to be a priority for every conservancy. When I asked the IRDNC staff why,
the senior field ranger answered “It is better if we are all on the same page
in the community and that will make the conservancies successful” (25
January, 2009). The creation of joined membership of all residents is thus an
attempt to create the harmonious community, so much emphasised in policy.
In practice, membership can be forced, indirectly and not all members share
the same ideas about the conservancy.
4.3.2 TAs and conservancy establishment

In Sobbe conservancy, Mpangu Pheeden, the conservancy manager,
described in detail the establishment of the conservancy. In 2004 he said to
have initiated the idea of applying for conservancy status. He said to have
gotten support from two village-headmen, which were influential in the area.
They started the process of defining the conservancy through making a
constitution. Setting conservancy boundaries, defining membership and
solving disputes were the most important requirements to obtain
conservancy status. They initially did this by holding several village
meetings. Mpangu indicated there were a lot of problems with agreeing upon
the application for conservancy status. First, a large number of people did
not want to be a part of it because of the increased enforcement of rules on
their actions. This was the result of the disagreement with some of the Sub
Kuta Indunas, who resisted the idea and subsequently influenced the
residents. The conservancy representative of the Masida Sub Kuta confirmed
this and explained; “The reason for that is that the TA was not consulted
before the initiative and without the TA the community did not accept the
idea”(16 January, 2009). He did say that both involved TAs were already
opposing the idea beforehand and therefore it was hard for the initiators of
the conservancy to convince them. The initiators suddenly had to deal with
other requirements, which did not necessarily involve the TA. However, the
setting of boundaries of course had to be approved by the TAs and that was
difficult, as it involved land divided into two TAs. According to Mpangu
Pheeden it took some time because the TA did not understand what the
conservancy actually entailed and they had not been separately informed.
This confirms that TAs have initially been neglected in official policy like
argued by Bandyopadhay et al. (2004). The management committee of
Sobbe was appointed in 2004 although the manager and chairman were only
appointed in 2008. In 2006 the conservancy became officially registered.
This practical encounter provides an example of how new and established
institutions initially interacted in Sobbe and how this led to conflicts.
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Although seemingly solved, this did have consequences on the
conservancy’s further formation. According to the representative from
Masida Sub Kuta, the conservancy committee is responsible to the TA and
everything has to be discussed in advance and they should be the central
authority. A member of the Sangwali TA, mentioned earlier, later on
confirmed this perspective. The conservancy committee however considers
the TA to be an advisory body when it comes to conservancy management
with limited direct influence. The conservancy committee is part of multiple
hierarchies and has multiple institutions to respond to that do not always
have united interests. “Our ways are different than those of the
conservancy”(23 January, 2009), the Masida Sub Kuta representative stated.
Although, the Masida Sub Kuta was included in policy and installed
representatives in the conservancy, the perspective on their role differed
between involved actors. In reality, the TAs had a lot of influence in society
and also upon the conservancy committee members, who in practice had to
be more accountable to the TA than the conservancy model had intended.
The way the TAs were involved in conservancy establishment, did indeed
lead to unclear roles in its formation, which confirmed the findings of
Schiffer (2004).
However, involvement with the conservancies of TAs is growing and
examples of this are used in policy to further market the programs success.
An example of this is Chief Mayuni of the Mashi TA. He enjoys worldwide
recognition for his support for nature conservation and was invited in France
in 2008 to speak on behalf of all Namibian chiefs involved in the CBNRM
program. During an interview he expressed his current concern on poaching.
It greatly disappointed him that poaching still continued and suggested a lack
of education on conservation to be the problem, especially in the young
conservancies. He for example stated, “that is why people still do stupid
things, like ploughing in the wildlife corridors but we cannot forbid them, we
can only teach them”(5 December, 2008). This chief apparently, had
facilitated a huge environmental transformation and had direct ties to the
MET and IRDNC. The Namibian government used him as an example of
how traditional structures could be transformed and translated to the public.
However, underneath this created image of involved TAs, there was a still
present dispute as shown by the, earlier mentioned, separation of Mashi
conservancy. IRDNC considered this a great threat to the conservancies and
stated the following “Now we hope to keep our good names as this chief
spoke on behalf of us. To be involved in a dispute is not good for the image
of the conservancies and us as supporting agent. We already struggle to
keep our funds and are worried that this dispute can influence that.”
Unsolved underlying disputes can thus resurrect, indicating how
unrecognised institutions can become a treat to the conservancy model
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4.3.3 Creating environmental awareness

Most notably visible through migrants, is the way in which views on wildlife
in conservancy communities could change. As described earlier, migrants
are often still unaware of the established rules and practices in the
conservancy and when they become aware, they often question their
legitimacy. An important example encountered in the case study, is the ban
on hunting. In the interviews, conservancy residents were asked about their
opinion on the ban on hunting. It can be concluded from the collected data
that mainly migrants and elderly reported their discontent. People that were
employed by the conservancies were generally more optimistic about this
rule. A farmer, in Balyerwa conservancy said, “We cannot hunt anymore,
but that is a good thing. We now have become more civilised”. Eleven other
respondents made the link between civilisation and conservation, as if it was
copied from a book. This linking of words showed how individuals copied
ideas of environmental awareness. It is clear that terms as backward, and
uncivilised have been used throughout contemporary history in order to
show people the way to modernisation. This resulted in the encountered
negative perception on traditionalism of many respondents as it was
indicated repeatedly to impede conservation efforts. Nowadays the
importance of conservation is emphasised through raising awareness
amongst conservancy residents. Village meetings are held in which certain
easily translatable arguments are made on behalf of conservation. In the
Sobbe AGM of December 2008, the chairman, in his introduction, made the
following statement. “The conservancy will make sure we all safe the
wildlife for our children to see”(5 December, 2008). This remark was also
often made during interviews when asked about the purpose of the
conservancy. It shows how the conservancy translated conservation ideas to
individual residents, whereby environmental subjects are created.
The example of hunting illustrates how disciplining practices go. Those who
used to be a hunter had now become poachers also increasingly in the eyes
of the general public. Professional hunters still had the legal rights to hunt,
but not every resident accepted this, even though the money derived from
hunting went into the conservancies. An Angolan immigrant in Sobbe stated
“The conservancy gets a lot of money from the trophy hunters, but the
members do not get this money to compensate that they do not hunt”(21
January, 2009). Of course the conservancy’s benefit distribution meant
people got a little money, but this does not come close to benefits potentially
obtained through hunting. Another Balyerwa resident said, “we have no idea
where this money goes to, but we do see the amounts paid to the conservancy
on the financial status. The conservancy keeps a lot of money for
themselves”(17 December, 2008). Strict enforcement on the ban of hunting
and new regulations around it shows how people are disciplined by the state
not to act in a certain way. Although, this may have achieved the desired
results in terms of lowering poaching levels, an unintended consequence was
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that the restriction also created increased discontent with the conservancy
and not necessarily means a fair distribution of rights. This contributes to
frequently argued gap between the conservancy committee and the residents.
Translated policy in this case caused the conservancy to be seen as an
outside actor. “We really fear the conservancy and the MET, they can arrest
you if you go for hunting and you can go to jail for a very long time”(16
December, 2009), a Balyerwa resident indicated. According to him, hunting
still happened secretly, forming new underground groups of actors. These
people were off course criminals in the eyes of MET and IRDNC, but they
did not see themselves like that.
It has been demonstrated that levels of satisfaction with conservancy
approaches are linked to the level of a person’s environmental awareness.
Some people seemed to be more willing or capable to pay the price of
conservation. This demonstrates how the creation of environmentally aware
communities is linked to the involvement of a person in the formation
processes of the conservancy. Environmental subject formation works in two
directions, related to inclusion and exclusion and subsequent opposition or
compliance with intended policy. The result of this can be growing
dissections and systems of resistance, like the poaching example showed.
4.3.4 Perspectives on the conservancy community

Different actors speak of different communities, when it comes to the
conservancy. These different perspectives in the conservancy arena create
different views on what this community entails.
From a policy perspective, the members of the conservancy constitute the
community. When asked in interviews most conservancy staff, however,
also incorporated non-members, as there is interaction between them and the
conservancy as well. One of the community rangers of Sobbe indicated, “We
take care of the whole community, also the non-members. The Members
however, have right to support first”(23 January, 2009). On the other hand,
there were multiple residents that stated that the conservancy favoured
certain members over others as they were more involved with the
conservancy and/or were family of the conservancy staff. Community, as
used by IRDNC and MET staff, constituted the people of the conservancy
and its members. Residents, however, gave more differentiated perspectives
on community ranging, from the conception of villages to their tribe, church
or family. Family is very important and families migrate between
conservancies and tribal areas. Communities, as such, thus also overarch
geographical boundaries in multiple ways. The TA as a separate institution
governs a whole tribal area, and thus includes multiple conservancies. They
used classified community according to their own structural set-up instead of
those of the conservancies.
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Almost 75% of respondents declared the conservancy to be an external
intervention. Within this, contradicting statements were made. On the one
hand, some respondents like Mr. Mafenyeho in Balyerwa said the
conservancy was “being set-up by white people”(18 December, 2008).
Others stated that the conservancy belonged to the community. When
probed, people however still acknowledged the policies to be beyond their
control. Thus, although most people involved in the conservancy come from
the area, the general idea remains that it is an outside intervention entering
their society. Especially, elderly respondents mentioned this. This misses the
intention of the conservancy model that is supposed to be a communitybased initiative. Another interesting encounter was that with Ms Mulibezi,
who said “the conservancy committee treats us like children and do not take
us seriously. They think we are stupid and backwards but don’t look at the
problems they are creating”(23 January, 2009). She meant the problems
with wildlife. As stated earlier, the conservancy committee looks upon those
who do not support them, as too traditional. They thereby assume that the
conservancy is good for all if they just cooperate. They have their own
support system and the governing role they take on creates a new hierarchy
in society.
4.3.5 Distributing benefits and information

The relative large amount of regulation and new structures that accompanied
the set up of the conservancies naturally had to be translated to residents.
The intended set-up of the conservancy involved the necessary written
documentation, such as constitutions and documents specifying juridical
procedures and governmental bureaucracies. I have found that this written
documentation was hard to find and track in the conservancies. Some areas
did not receive any information on the conservancy. In Sobbe there was a
village located far from the central village of Masida and the knowledge on
conservancy procedures, specifically related to HWC was very limited. They
did become a member due to majority voting and without further knowledge
on its consequences and procedures. Also, in Balyerwa, the conservancy said
not to have the means, in terms of transport or equipment to distribute
necessary documents. The conservancy committee did not even have the
conservancy constitution in the office, for review. Constitutions were also
not automatically distributed amongst members in Sobbe conservancy. In
general the information flows only reached certain residents that specifically
asked for it or had a certain role in society. This was noticeable during the
AGM of Sobbe conservancy. Namely, copies of the proposed budget were
given selectively to conservancy residents. These were also mostly the
residents that were seated on few available plastic chairs. The reason given
by the manager was that there were limited copies available and that these
were implicitly given to some senior members.
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It is important to recognise that the flows of information and benefits lead to
a lot of contestations in the conservancy. During the AGM, the lack of
knowledge of residents on the budget frustrated IRDNC and conservancy
staff noticeably. The conservancy committee and IRDNC had trouble
explaining and justifying specific costs to them. Specifically, the increase of
estimated staff salaries led to a heated discussion. The conservancy
committee had agreed upon this during the establishment, but could not
convince the members. The knowledge gap was too large. A related example
was the voting on this budget during the AGM. When people had to vote for
a budget approval, the majority did not vote at all. It was a system of raising
hands. When asked who approved, only 9 out of about almost one hundred
present members raised their hand. When asked who did not approve, only
twenty people raised their hands.

Picture 5: AGM Sobbe December 2008

Another example of distribution was the distribution of bush meat. Certain
higher positioned people in an area, for example, receive the meat and
distribute it further into the villages. One Balyerwa resident complained
about this and said; “By the time the meat reaches, our village which is at
the end, most good parts are gone and we know some people get more than
others”(20 January, 2009). The conservancy committee denied this and said
it monitored equal distribution through the area representatives. In reality,
these area representatives are also part of the societal hierarchy in their area,
which make them follow existing structures of distribution. A Sobbe resident
said that meat in his village first goes to the headman, then to his family and
then to the rest. This suggests that being part of certain networks in such
cases influence the amount of benefit a person receives. He added, “that is
just the way it goes and we accept that” (21 January, 2009). This general
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acceptance of perceived unequal distribution shows how conservancy
intentions can have different outcomes if certain institutional dynamics are
not taken into account.
Additionally, with training in fencing techniques and chilli bomb use,
residents indicated not to have been informed of the possibilities and exact
times and places of such trainings. When I asked the IRDNC staff why this
happened a field officer said that, “people are intentionally complaining
about the conservancies to me as a researcher and that they won’t tell me
the truth, because they did have access to the training”(24 January, 2009).
Still one respondent said, “we only heard about the training the day after it
took place” (19 January, 2009). It is hard to say what really happened, but
both statements suggest that many residents did not receive trainings while it
was noted to be a conservancy achievement during the quarterly planning
meeting. This was thus a misrepresentation of what happened in practice.
Bandyopadhay et al., (2004:20) state, “there is little evidence of resource
capture amongst the elite and that the conservancies in Caprivi are propoor”. From this lack of evidence they conclude that there is equal
distribution. The examples described in this research, contest this as an in
depth perspective reveals that inherent societal structures of unequal
distribution still persist.

4.4 Institutional reform in the conservancy arena
Actors in the conservancy have different interests and perceptions both from
individual and institutional perspectives. These different perspectives are
often the cause of conflicts. To have so many local institutions at work and
dealing with vague and static conceptual policies showed difficult to align
them in terms of priorities and objectives. In Balyerwa and Sobbe
conservancy new hierarchies arose as a result of this reshaping. This
institutional reform defined how the conservancies were formed.
The example of the inclusion of the TA illustrates that the conservancy is
build upon a more formal basis than reality entails. Conservancies are still
seen as an outside intervention and perspectives on what entails a
conservancy community are fluid. When the conservancy model was
implemented the conservancies were built upon certain assumptions in its
design about community. The implementation forced a process of defining a
conservancy community in which membership holds a central position. Land
boundaries were set and registered leading to the establishment of
conservancy communities that jointly applied for conservancy status. In
reality a few people with strong networks initiated the conservancy. Because
the model hereby presumed already existing harmonious communities,
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contestations within these communities were seemingly solved. However,
the western structure of the conservancy model caused problems within a
more traditional society. The conservancy model aimed to increase rights
and control over resources to local residents, but in the end showed more
upward than downward accountability. Conservancy establishment
intentionally overarched the TAs in the fear of their potentially harmful
existing hierarchies. This led to unclear role divisions between the involved
institutions of the conservancy. Eventually, new hierarchies were formed on
the basis of changes in power relations accompanied by altered regulation.
This basically led to the establishment of a new elite being the conservancy
committee and involved individuals ranging from IRDNC to certain
conservancy residents.
In Sobbe and Balyerwa a university student and a businessman wanted to
establish a voluntary community committee with some other residents. This
committee was supposed to represent the community in the conservancy and
could review and monitor the financial management of the conservancy.
They stated that the budget was not clear and certain expenses could not be
tracked, as there were no receipts kept for reference. Another issue to them
was the earlier discussed salary of the conservancy committee, which was
according to them unjustified. The conservancy constitution does not clarify
if, and under what conditions, the conservancy committee can receive
payment for their services as has been declared in article 8.6.5 of the
constitution of Sobbe. This vague description led to confusion on what was
legitimate in the eyes of both these residents and the conservancy committee.
The initiator called Beaven said, “The conservancy finances are not
transparent and we fear a lot of money gets lost because it is not clear where
they spend it on (23 January, 2009). Another member of Sobbe reported that
only people without financial knowledge agreed with the budget. Another
complaint was the yearly budget time-span, which could not be clarified by
the conservancy committee. It seemed there were 3 months missing in the
budget of 2008. People in Sobbe complaint the most about the budget.
During the quarterly planning meeting, however, Sobbe won the first price
and compliments for their financial management. This contradiction is
interesting. According to formal criteria, Sobbe had a good system of
financial management, they could not translate this to the people they were
accountable to and this resulted in the building of a new institution, by
members. The conservancy in policy is supposed to represent the community
while in practice a lack of downward accountability led to new community
representation. There were initiatives to build new conservancy related
institutions to fill up the gaps between the conservancy committee and the
residents. These new initiatives aimed to represent the community through
monitoring the conservancy committee.
Customary arrangements such as traditional medicines, tribalism and
witchcraft proved to be deeply rooted in Caprivi society and eventually

77

defined the basis of conservancy formation. The conservancies have been
built upon these existing structures. This aspect was never formally
recognised in conservancy formation, but needs definite attention. Especially
the limitation of certain developments in the conservancy is of interest.
Education in the conservancies should be a priority if the conservancy
objectives are to be obtained. They include the increase of local employment
and entrepreneurship. But education and status were at the same time
motivators of witchcraft and tribalism. This impeded development efforts as
signs of brain drain in the conservancies showed. Instead of focusing on
local initiatives of tourism development, both Sobbe and Balyerwa
conservancies were in the process of outsourcing tourism enterprises to the
trophy hunter. There was a lack of belief in local capabilities to develop such
capacities. IRDNC supported the conservancies in developing tourism and
did monitor and advocate for local employment, but the real initiatives still
came from outside the conservancies. This is one of the first signs of
resurgent external intervention. In a conversation about educating
employees, an employer in Katima stated that if he educated his staff they
would leave and thus there was no incentive for him to educate them. “To
maintain a good business it is better to have a few educated employees from
outside Caprivi and keep the rest at work”(6 December, 2008), he said. If
this tendency is not addressed in the conservancies, this can lead to a
resurgence of external intervention where contestations in local societal
structures are further neglected by the conservancy model. This will achieve
the opposite of what has been intended in policy.
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5. Conclusion
5.1 Conclusion and discussion
As extensively argued in chapter one, the main impediment of CBNRM
policy is perhaps its static and conceptual design. In line of the ongoing
theoretical debate on CBNRM approaches, I emphasise the danger of aiming
for a static and perpetual state of perfection. This is confirmed by Bologna
(2008), who illustrated how utopian visions surrounding ‘people’s based
conservation’ resulted in discursive thinking leading to a general neglect of
local dynamics. I consequently confirm that CBNRM has become a
predominant policy discourse resulting in inflexible approaches that follow
unintended routes once implemented in flexible local dynamics. The
presented findings of this research suggest, idealistic CBNRM reforms,
based on decentralisation through downward accountability and community
ownership, only to occur theoretically. In practice dynamic forces and local
institutional interactions show contestations in conservancy practices that
lead to upwardly accountable conservancy committees. The belief that
initiatives aimed at integrating wildlife conservation and rural development,
are simultaneously obtainable, fails to underline the constantly adapting and
fluid foundation of local dynamics on which CBNRM approaches are
designed. Following the theoretical debate, this research aimed to identify
the emergent properties of conservancy formation. I thereby used
environmentality principles as a theoretical perspective to see how
conservancy formation institutionally reshaped the conservancy arena. The
emphasised ‘technology of rule’, was analysed to see how subjects were
disciplined in several ways to adhere to the conservancy model. In policy,
conservancy and community formation are presumed to be the same and the
conservancy model has been accordingly designed. The findings of this case
study demonstrated emergent properties of local dynamic institutional
reforms in conservancy formation.
Before presenting these emergent properties, some concluding notes must be
made in relation to the conceptualisation of the centralised ‘community’ in
CBNRM approaches, which has been of repeated emphasis in this research.
First, non-members, in the conservancies formed separate communities as a
result of being excluded and established their own institutions and practices.
For instance, the non-member village of Dr. Chibutu had formed a group of
resistance to the conservancy and became more reliant on existing customary
arrangements. Non-members were excluded from receiving conservancy
benefits and support, but did equally carry the burden of increased HWC. By
unpacking the assumed harmonious ‘community’ in the conservancy model,
the existence of communities based on contestations was revealed. This
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furthers the findings of Leach et al, (1999), Cleaver, (2002) and Agrawal and
Gibson (1999) on the complex embeddedness of dynamic institutions in
society. In the conservancies there existed many different perceptions of
communities involving a mix of local institutions, which often experienced
contestations such as conflicts of interests, differentiated values, norms and
sets of knowledge. I additionally emphasise that these communities were
simultaneously divided or united by movement through societal networks
crossing the boundaries of the designed conservancy model. The centralised
community in the conservancy model was defined by constructed
membership. However, the findings revealed how membership was
indirectly forced in cases and great differences existed between members
involvement. The encountered food insecurity of elderly residents, illustrated
that exclusion, although unintended by the conservancy model, was caused
by the related institutional changes in society at large, to which the static
conservancy model could not adequately react. These local dynamics, often
referred to in theory, remained unrecognised by the conservancy model. The
rigid focus of the conservancy model on harmonious communities causes
this neglect. Finally, I emphasise that the manifestation of institutions at a
communal level should be considered a process instead of a model.
This research has presented an emergent property in the form of new
institutional initiatives. During conservancy establishment, existing
institutions were partly overarched by new structures resulting in their
reshaping. In addition, local residents saw the ‘community-based’
conservancy mainly as an external intervention. However, in its design the
conservancy committee was meant to represent these residential
communities. The repeatedly heard comments emphasising the ‘us’ (the
residents), versus the ‘them’ (the people bringing the conservancy)
confirmed the growing distance between committees and residents. An
additional lack of trust that existed between residents and the conservancy
committee was identified in both Sobbe and Balyerwa conservancies. It has
become clear that conservancy committees, like those in Sobbe and
Balyerwa conservancy, suffer from diverging interests and increased gaps
between them and the conservancy residents. They have thereby become
more accountable to the MET and IRDNC than to their constituents. This
resulted in initiatives of certain members to built new institutions, as the
establishment of a voluntary communal monitoring body for finances
showed in Sobbe conservancy. These findings reveal that community
representation, initially installed in the ‘transparent and democratic’
conservancy committee, was shifting towards newly established institutions.
New conservancy related institutions were thus built in an attempt to cover
the gaps left by the horizontal design of the conservancy model, where the
conservancy committee shifted upwards in the hierarchy.
In relation to the former, the establishment of new hierarchies was another
encountered emergent property of institutional reshaping in conservancy
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formation. The interaction between the existing TA structure and the
conservancy confirmed that traditional hierarchies were made redundant by
their intentional bypassing in the establishment as Bandyopadhay, (2006)
had suggested. The TA was assumed to have an opaque and undemocratic
structure, which facilitated elite resource capture and would presumably
conflict with the conservancy models intentions and objectives. As a result
new independent institutions were installed, theoretically based on principles
of ‘democracy’ ‘fairness’ and ‘equality’, like the conservancy committee.
The conservancy committee has a modern and flat organisational structure
with joined management institutions. This had two main implications. First,
it resulted in conflicting views on authority as another governing body had
entered society, taking on roles and responsibilities formerly done by others,
such as the TAs. The decentralising ideals to include local structures did
result in defined advisory power of the TAs. It can be concluded that instead
of local owners they became local participants in a program over which they
had no direct control. The interaction of these two institutions resulted in the
second implication, being the establishment of new hierarchies. These new
hierarchies now included the conservancy committees. Attempts at equality
in benefit distribution, ownership and opportunities did not show to be
resilient in Caprivian societal standards. Hierarchical TAs, imposing
colonialists and apartheid caused seperative structures to be rooted in
individual and institutional relations The introduction of the conservancy
committee therefore had to be aligned and adapted, locally to be accepted in
society. This resulted in newly established hierarchies, based on existing
institutional relations. The distribution of meat and information in Sobbe and
Balyerwa conservancies showed how adherence to existing societal
structures led to uneven distribution.
The illustrated lack of interaction between customary knowledge systems
and expert-based external knowledge systems caused a general neglect of the
former in policy. The examples of traditional plant-use in HWC mitigation,
like Kamana Mashaka, first of all demonstrated how the conservancy
committee clearly separated such methods from official conservancy
procedures. Customary knowledge was therefore not translated upward to
IRDNC and MET and no scientific research had been conducted on its
potential value in HWC mitigation. Environmental subjects were formed
around newly emergent and expert based approaches, making local
knowledge systems redundant. Also, the enormous body of belief and taboos
encountered around traditional plant-use in HWC mitigation, proved to be of
influence in its use and visibility in society. Institutions of traditional
knowledge were not interacting with new institutions, advocating external
measures, resulting in the existence of two separate knowledge systems that
were simultaneously but separately used by conservancy residents. The, by
the conservancy committee and IRDNC, assumed ineffectiveness of
traditional medicine in HWC mitigation, led to increased dominance of
external methods. Official mitigation practices developed by experts were
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introduced, like the use of chilli and special fencing techniques. The
decreased knowledge and use of customary arrangements made conservancy
residents increasingly reliable on these conservancy methods. The practical
impediments and applicability of these practices, combined with the
accompanied societal and financial requirements, however, proved these
methods not to have the desired outcomes. In a way, I can conclude that an
approach aimed at local empowerment actually achieved the opposite as the
responsibility for HWC mitigation was put on the conservancy committee
and respectively on IRDNC and MET, in the eyes of residents. By ignoring
their own abilities and traditions residents thus became increasingly
dependent upon outside measures that they had limited control over.
The resurgence of external intervention was another emergent property,
noticed by increased efforts at attracting outside investors in the
conservancies. Witchcraft had strong roots in Caprivi society and important
consequences on conservancy formation, which remain thus far,
unrecognised in policy. Particularly, the limitation of witchcraft on certain
developments needs attention. Education in the conservancies should be a
priority if the conservancy objectives are to be obtained. They include the
increase of local employment and entrepreneurship. It has been illustrated in
chapter three, how increased education and status can become motivators of
witchcraft. The resulting brain drain showed serious constraints on
conservancy development. Instead of focusing on local initiatives of tourism
development, both conservancy committees were in the process of
outsourcing tourism enterprises in the conservancies to the trophy hunter. I
argue that a lack of education and accompanied self-esteem prevented
conservancy residents to develop such capacities themselves. In addition,
members of conservancy committees stated numerous times, that local
initiatives were impossible due to a lack of education. This was exacerbated
by the limited local resources, mainly financial, to develop enterprises and
tourism in the area. IRDNC supports the conservancy committees in
developing tourism and advocates for local employment, but the real
initiatives eventually come from outside of the conservancies due to
practical limitations. Based on the findings, I argue that these are the first
signs of resurgent external intervention, which are threats to local
development and ownership, so hard pursued in conservancy policy.
In general, there were many signs of active participation amongst
conservancy members, suggesting people’s attempts at involvement instead
of than rejection of the conservancy model. However, the decrease of
reporting HWC damage amongst others suggested a growing increase in
conservancy rejection. It also has been shown that influential people in
society, like chief Mayuni, motivated environmentally aware groups of
people in the conservancies. Also levels of satisfaction with conservancy
approaches were linked to the level of a person’s environmental awareness.
Some people expressed to be more willing to pay the price of conservation,
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due to their belief in overall conservation objectives. Being excluded from
the conservancy and the related knowledge transfer meant being excluded
from certain ‘technologies of rule’ used to increase environmentally aware
subjects. Sobbe and Balyerwa conservancies showed strong dissections
between those that followed the conservancy and those that did not. This
simultaneously adjusted people’s interpretations of traditionalism and
modernity, reflected in the earlier emphasised political dissection of
centralist versus decentralist and conservation centred versus people centred
policies.
Many emphasise the success of the Namibian CBNRM program, and this
success is not entirely unjustified. The integration of rural development and
nature conservation, although idealistic of nature, has been considered a
success for conservation in Namibia. Wildlife numbers have increased
considerably through the establishment of conservancies and compared to
other African counterparts, the conservancy model emphasises attempts at
transparency and decentralisation. Recent studies, like the one of Nelson and
Agrawal (2008:567) conclude that the Namibian CBNRM system in design
is built “to reduce the incentives, that state wildlife authorities in Namibia
possess, to resist devolution of wildlife management to local communities”.
They thereby stress the relative robustness of local institutions. Although
Nelson and Agrawal (2008) did emphasise the relative nature of their
findings, it is important to acknowledge that their study took off from a
national and regional comparative perspective. They for example mentioned
“Hunting revenues to have risen from NAD 19.6 million in 1992 to NAD 80
million in 2000” (ibid. In: Agrawal and Nelson, 2008:566), and concluded
that through its transparency, this system provided valuable contributions to
the conservancies. They thereby assumed values to be evenly distributed
amongst local residents. I argue that such claims are hard to make without
looking at local dynamics in conservancy formation and used emergent
properties resulting conservancy formation to clarify this. Summarised, I
found that the translation of the conservancy model through institutional
reshaping in the arena causes many unforeseen outcomes in its practice.
Centralising environmental communities in the conservancy model caused
these communities to become targeted by the ‘technology of rule’. However,
these ‘communities’ in the case study proved to be non-existent. Instead the
analysis of formation processes demonstrated a multitude of strong
dissections in institutions at a communal level illustrated by resulting
emergent properties. First, the emergence of new institutions in conservancy
formation, to cover faults of the conservancy models original design, showed
signs of upward accountability of the conservancy committees instead of the
intended accountability to local residents. At the same time the institutional
reshaping induced the establishment of new hierarchies, which now included
new actors in the arena. Despite the intended avoidance of elite resource
capture and unequal benefit distribution in the conservancy design, new
hierarchies formed around these structures as well. I additionally conclude

83

that there exists limited interaction between customary and expert
knowledge systems. In the conservancies, increased dependence upon
externally developed expert knowledge systems resulted in a neglect of
customary knowledge systems in HWC mitigation. Finally, I emphasise that
that deeply rooted impediments in local development are leading to a
resurgence of external intervention, which opposes the initial intention of the
conservancy model.

5.2 Practical implications
It has become clear that, although conservancies are ambitious in their
design, they will never reach the state of perfection it aims. The critical notes
made in this report do not advocate abolishment of CBNRM approaches.
Instead I argue for its reform. In my opinion, the ability of CBNRM to
incorporate critiques is limited, caused by its rigid and ideal structure.
Constructive critique on its approach should be seen as attempts at
involvement and improvement instead of attacks on its legitimacy. Instead I
suggest making CBNRM a more flexible practice-oriented approach, less
dependent upon predominant policy discourse. Local dynamics and
sociological insights are thereby of crucial importance. First, it is important
to recognise that empirical relations and forces in the conservancy can never
be simplified into model of understanding. However, in practice, CBNRM
approaches require a fixed design including popular language to obtain
necessary funding and support in the policy-oriented development machine.
This way, increased mismatches between CBNRM design and practice
remain inevitable. With this in mind there are some practical suggestions
derived from this research that need to be addressed. First of all, the
HACSIS compensation scheme should be given priority in conservancy
objectives and should be implemented fully. Financial management should
aim at finding enough funding for this scheme. A critical note is that criteria,
developed in this scheme, need to be evaluated and determined. An
additional persistent focus is needed at developing local entrepreneurship in
the conservancy through education and agricultural extension programs
aimed at diversification. Finally, I suggest extensive and in-depth research
into integration of customary knowledge system in the conservancy
methods. Not only do I believe that this can result in improved HWC
mitigation practices, I also emphasise that it affirms the agency of local
residents, which makes them less dependent upon outside intervention. I did
notice considerable willingness amongst the conservancy committee
members to include more customary arrangements in their HWC mitigation
practices. I suggest local doctors of traditional medicine to become the
agents in linking two different knowledge systems Thereby local
empowerment and self sustainability as perspectives can lead to the
development of low-cost applicable methods of HWC mitigation.
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Appendices
Appendix 1. Collected data
Interviews
General












Interview Luskin field Officer
Interview Carol Murphy
Interview MET Warden
Interview Beaven on reporting processes
Interview IRDNC, NRM head Beaven Munale
Interview TA general (Mayuni TA)
Interview Honourable Induna Sangwalie at quarterly planning
Interview HACSIS IRDNC Field Officer
Interview Head NRM
Document on institutional structures made through several
interviews

Sobbe







Informant notes
Interview manager CC
Interview rangers and field officer
Interview representative TA in CC (Induna)
16 interviews (incl. Life histories) Members

Balyerwa







1 Background interviews and observations
1 Interview Induna
1 Interview Manager and Chairmen CC
1Interview rangers and field officers
15 interviews members (including life histories)

Observations
General

 Observations general
 Quarterly planning
Sobbe

 Observations Sobbe
 AGM Sobbe 2008
 Action plan Sobbe 2009 1st quarter on sheet (photo)
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Balyerwa

 Observations Balyerwa
 Conservancy committee meeting and summary AGM Balyerwa
2008
 Action plan Balyerwa 2009 1st quarter on sheet (photo)

Desk research
General



















Maps detailed Caprivi
John Mendelsohn and Carol Roberts Atlas of Caprivi (see literature)
Numbers HWC from events books (related to both conservancies)
Document set-up conservancies (from MET)
Policy on implementation Cites in Namibia
Current HWC policy
Background info general
Document crocodile proof fencing
Document lion proof fencing
Document elephant proof fencing
Document chili dung balls
HACSIS IRDNC compensation scheme paper (2003, 2007) “quick
guide to HACSIS”
Participatory assessment chili Kwando
IRDNC NRM quarterly report November-December 2008
MET data Mamili NP
MET data Mudumu NP
MET data Caprivi game park

Sobbe







Reports AGM Sobbe (included in observations)
Budget 2009 Sobbe conservancy (approved at AGM
Financial statements 2007 and 2008
MET data Sobbe
Constitution of the Sobbe conservancy

Balyerwa










Chairman’s report AGM Balyerwa (included in observations)
Map Balyerwa boundaries
MET data Balyerwa
Constitution of the Balyerwa conservancy
IRDNC institutional audit Balyerwa
Conservancy financial statement September and October
Conservancy financial statement 2008
Financial budget 2009
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Appendix 2. Summary HWC legislation

In life-threatening situations, government legislation does not prohibit people from
protecting themselves or their livestock from harm by all wild animals, including
specially protected species such as elephants. Examples where wild animals may be
killed if they actively threaten livestock include lions breaking into kraals or crocodiles
threatening livestock at watering points along rivers (S. Kaseba and C. Masialike, pers.
comm.).
With regard to specially protected species, the legislation stipulates that ‘no provision
contained in this section shall prohibit the owner or lessee of land or the occupier of
communal land from killing specially protected game on such land in defense of human
life or to prevent human life from being injured or to protect the life of any livestock,
poultry or domestic animal of such owner, lessee or occupier while the life of such
livestock, poultry or domestic animal is actually being threatened’ (GRN, 1975a). Any
person killing a specially protected species in defense of life must report the incident in
writing to the nearest MET office or police station within 10 days, or they shall be guilty
of an offence (GRN, 1975b).
Apart from life-threatening situations, Subsection 37 of the Nature Conservation
Ordinance (No. 4 of 1975) allows communal area residents to hunt any game, except
specially protected species, which are ‘destroying or damaging crops or plants’, on the
condition that ‘such cultivated land is enclosed with a fence approved by the Director’5
(GRN, 1975c).
In life-threatening situations, government legislation does not prohibit people from
protecting themselves or their livestock from harm by all wild animals, including
specially protected species such as elephants. Examples where wild animals may be
killed if they actively threaten livestock include lions breaking into kraals or crocodiles
threatening livestock at watering points along rivers (S. Kaseba and C. Masialike, pers.
comm.).
With regard to specially protected species, the legislation stipulates that ‘no provision
contained in this section shall prohibit the owner or lessee of land or the occupier of
communal land from killing specially protected game on such land in defence of human
life or to prevent human life from being injured or to protect the life of any livestock,
poultry or domestic animal of such owner, lessee or occupier while the life of such
livestock, poultry or domestic animal is actually being threatened’ (GRN, 1975a). Any
person killing a specially protected species in defence of life must report the incident in
writing to the nearest MET office or police station within 10 days, or they shall be guilty
of an offence (GRN, 1975b).
Apart from life-threatening situations, Subsection 37 of the Nature Conservation
Ordinance (No. 4 of 1975) allows communal area residents to hunt any game, except
specially protected species, which are ‘destroying or damaging crops or plants’, on the
condition that ‘such cultivated land is enclosed with a fence approved by the Director’
(GRN, 1975c).
(Source, Mulonga et al., 2003)

92

