
99

Local armers’ Perceptons o Human-Wildlie Confics in he King Nehale Conservancy, Namibia

Local armers’ Percepons oHuman-Wildlie Confics in he King Nehale Conservancy,
Namibia

Jesaya Nakanyala1, Jona Heita2, Earl Lewis3, Nguza Siyambango4 and Selma Lendelvo5

Abstract

Over he pas hree decades, wildlie managemen programmes on communal lands
in Souhern Arica experienced a major insuonal ransormaon rom direc sae
conrol o he communiy-based managemen approach. While his communiy-based
conservaon approach is credied or populaon recovery o some wildlie species and
creang opporunies or local communies o derive benes romwildlie conservaon
eors, coss associaed wih human-wildlie conics negavely aec local armers’
livelihoods, parcularly hose neighbouring proeced areas. This sudy invesgaed
local armers’ percepons o human-wildlie conics in he King Nehale Conservancy,
a communal conservancy locaed norh o Eosha Naonal Park. The sudy employed a
quanave design hrough a srucured quesonnaire where a oal o 115 randomly
seleced respondens were inerviewed. The resuls based on he analysis o he chi-
square es o associaon showed ha wildlie hreaens communiy livelihoods mainly
hrough livesock depredaon and crop-raiding, conribung o negave atudes
owards wildlie. These percepons were signicanly (p < 0.05) associaed wih he
respondens’ age groups and he number o years hey have been living in he sudy
area. Parcipans in he economically acve age group and hose ha have been living
in he conservancy or longer period, were more likely o agree wih he percepon ha
human-wildlie conic is a serious issue in he conservancy compared o parcipans
who said hey have been living here or shorer period. These ndings sugges hamos
local armers perceive he presence o wildlie as being derimenal o heir sources o
livelihood. Consequenly, hese increasingly negave percepons owards wildlie erode
communiy-based conservaon eors.
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Inroducon

Over he las hree decades, rural communies in Souhern Arica have winessed
a paradigm shif in naural resource managemen rom a sae-cenred and proeconis
orress conservaon model o a communiy conservaon model, a people-cenred
approach ha involves he local communiy in biodiversiy conservaon and is
susainable ulisaon (Dressler e al., 2010; Huon, e al., 2005; Magome & Fabricius,
2013). The communiy conservaon model is largely inuenced by Osrom’s principles
o managing he commons (Araral, 2014; Baggio e al., 2016; Fennell, 2011; Forsyh
& Johnson, 2014), which emphasise he need o involve local communies more in
managing heir local naural resources and give hem greaer access o he benes
derived rom hose naural resources (Nelson, 2010; Taylor 2012). This goal was o be
achieved hrough local communies’ parcipaon, devoluon and decenralisaon o
auhoriy over such naural resources (Ansey & Rihoy, 2009; Mulale & Mbaiwa, 2011;
Rihoy &Maguranyanga, 2007), hereby eecvely challenging he noon o he ‘ragedy
o he common’.

Thisransiongaveriseocommuniy-basednauralresourcemanagemen(CBNRM)
programmes (Jones & Weaver, 2012; Jones, 2004; Josserand, 2001; Mosimane & Silva,
2015; Nuulimba & Taylor 2015). The CBNRM programmes are designed as iniaves or
he collecve managemen o wildlie resources hrough a common propery resources
managemen insuon known as a conservancy, wih wo major goals: conservaon o
biodiversiy, and socioeconomic empowermen o rural communies (Van Wijk e al.,
2014).

Namibia’s CBNRM programme, which is considered one o he mos successul
communiy conservaon iniaves in Souhern Arica (Nuulimba & Taylor, 2015), sared
soon afer he promulgaon o he Naure Conservaon Amendmen Ac No. 5 o 1996.
This ac provides he legislave ramework or he ormaon o communal conservancies
in he counry. These conservancies are areas o cusomary land enure, where local
communies are graned he righs o manage and bene rom naural resources such
as wildlie and plan producs (Naidoo e al., 2011). Since hen, Namibia has winessed an
increase in communal conservancies rom he rs our conservancies in 1998 o a oal
o 86 conservancies in 2020, covering approximaely 20% o he counry’s vas landscape
(World Wildlie Fund, 2022). The envisaged benes rom communal conservancies
include biodiversiy conservaon, ourism, rophy hunng, and employmen creaon as
well as communiy developmen projecs. For he local communies o suppor hese
ideas o communiy wildlie conservaon, he implici assumpon was ha he benes
rom he conservancies should ouweigh he coss ha local communies would endure,
owing o he presence o wildlie in heir communies (Scanlon & Kull, 2009; Sebele,
2010). Today, Namibia’s CBNRM programme is credied or having achieved noable
milesones such as he recovery owildlie populaons, revenue generaon rom hunng
concessions and ourism join venures, gamemea harvesng, and job creaon or poor
rural populaons (Naidoo e al., 2016; MET/NACSO, 2018).
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All he communal conservancies (86 in oal) in Namibia are ound in rural areas
where he major sources o livelihood are pasoralism and crop producon. From a
communal armer’s perspecve, he communiy conservaon paradigm eiher means
hose communal armers mus adap o a new liesyle such as naure-based ourism in
ligh o opporunies creaed by he recovery o wildlie populaons in heir communal
areas, or, alernavely, be prepared o bear he consequences associaed wih he
presence o wildlie, parcularly human-wildlie conics such as livesock depredaon,
crop-raiding and loss o human lives. The occurrence o human-wildlie conics can have
a signican inuence on he local armers’ percepons in erms o how hey view he
roles o communiy-based conservaon iniaves as sources o susainable livelihood.
As a resul, risk percepons are imporan o undersand because percepons can
aec human behaviours in response o human-wildlie conics, such as olerance or
realiaon (Kahler & Gore, 2015). I he human-wildlie conic is no handled correcly,
i can negavely aec he long-erm chances o human-wildlie coexisence (Carer e
al., 2012).

In ligh o he above, his paper aims o provide answers o he ollowing quesons:
(i) How do communal armers perceive he exen o human-wildlie conic in he King
Nehale Conservancy? (ii) How do such communal armers perceive human-wildlie in
relaon o heir livelihood? (iii) Do hese communal armers believe ha he benes
generaed rom he conservancy ouweigh he loss incurred due o he presence o
wildlie?

Lieraure Review

Conics beween humans and wildlie in he various Arican wild oress and
hearlands have been documened exensively. This includes conics beween humans
and carnivores (Ogada e al., 2003; Sander, 1991) and/or elephans (Ogada & Ogada,
2004) in he Samburu Naonal Park, as well as beween humans and elephans in
Kilimanjaro (Kangwana, 1993). In parcular, crop damage by wildlie is perceived as a
major problem acing armers, and is occurrence hreaens o undermine conservaon
and developmen eors in he norhern disrics o Zimbabwe (Muruhi, 2005).
Wihin he Zimbabwe poron o he Zambezi Hearland, elephans are esmaed o
be responsible or up o hree-quarers o all crop damage caused by wildlie (Muruhi,
2005; Ogada & Ogada, 2004). Human-wildlie conics can have adverse impacs on
wildlie and humans alike. In he Kilimanjaro Hearland, Muruhi e al. (2000) ound ha
in 1996 and 1997, a leas 15 elephans, represenng hree-quarers o ha period’s
local populaon’s moraliy, were killed in conic siuaons wih local people. Beween
1974 and 1990, a oal o 141 ou o 437 deahs in he Amboseli ecosysem were caused
by people (Kangwana, 1993). The main problems in he Kilimanjaro Hearland are crop
damage, compeon or waer and grazing, he killing o livesock and risk o disease
ransmission, and human aalies.

Mos o he wildlie in souhern Arica lives ouside proeced areas. This is
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parcularly rue or he Arican Elephans (Loxodona aricana), where more han 80% o
heseelephansare oundousideproecedareas(Hoare,2000).Thisraisesa undamenal
queson: is i reasonable o expec people, many o hem amongs he poores on he
plane, o co-exis wih wild animals such as large predaors, elephans and herds o
anelope, o absorb he ensuing economic losses and olerae he inconveniences and
hreas o lives and livelihoods? Many conservaoniss would argue ha co-exisence is
possible, even desirable, and i properly managed, he presence owildlie represens an
opporuniy or he locals, a possible escape roue rom povery (Muruhi, 2005).

Appropriae wildlie managemen should include policies and measures o reduce
hreas posed by wildlie and enable local people o reap benes such as revenues rom
wildlie-based ourism enerprises. Wihou such policies and measures in place, local
people will ofen ake acon o deend heir ineress and even heir lives, including
killing wild animals in realiaon (Inskip e al., 2014; Kissui, 2008). Some o hese species
are endangered whils ohers are keysone species, and so he repercussions o such
local direc acons can be el naonally and inernaonally. A keysone species is an
organism ha plays an imporan role in shaping he landscape o a parcular ecosysem,
such as elephans in he savannah ecosysem. The conic beween people and wildlie
oday undoubedly ranks among hemain hreas o conservaon in heworld, alongside
habia desrucon (Muruhi, 2005).

Human-wildlie conic is considered one he main challenges acing he CBNRM
programme (Nuulimba & Taylor, 2015). I occurs hroughou Namibia on boh communal
land and commercial arms. In 2009, he Minisry o Environmen and Tourism (MET)
implemened he Naonal Human-Wildlie Conic Managemen Policy. In 2018, a
revised and updaed policy was published and shared wih various sakeholders (MET,
2018). The policy ses ou several objecves and sraegies o address he impac o
human-wildlie conic, including: (i) land use planning and inegraedmeasures o avoid
human-wildlie conic incidens rom happening, (ii) echnical soluons or migang
human-wildlie conic, (iii) he removal o problem-causing animals, (iv) addressing he
losses o aeced persons, and (v) human-wildlie conic managemen schemes (MET,
2018). The human-wildlie conic sraegies are caegorised in erms o prevenon
(avoidance o such conics and addressing heir roo causes), proecon sraegies
when conic has occurred, and migaon sraegies.

Incidens o human-wildlie conic involve he desrucon o crops and waer
insallaons, loss o livesock, and in some cases, loss o human lives. Communal areas
ha suer he mos rom human-wildlie conics largely all wihin he rural areas,
where approximaely 40% o he inhabians live below he povery line, alhough hose
bordering Naonal Parks experience he greaes loss. This, in urn, creaes polical
conics beween local people and governmen insuons.

The roo cause o human-wildlie conics is compeon or space and resources
beween humans and wildlie (Nyhus, 2016). The ever-growing human populaon
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and expansion ino wildlie habias can be considered he main acor exacerbang
he occurrence o human-wildlie conics. However, widespread drough in Norhern
Namibia can urher aggravae he human-wildlie conic issue. The laes sascs
indicae ha by 2017, a oal o 8067 cases o human-wildlie conic were already
repored across he 86 conservancies (NACSO&MEFT, 2019). The increase in he number
o such incidens could be aribued o he growh inwildlie populaons and he shifing
paerns o animal movemen in response o drough (Jirmo e al., 2014; Sold e al.,
2020). In Norhern Namibia, livesock aacks have increased since 2017. In 2018, he
Minisry o Environmen and Tourism, hrough he Direcorae o Wildlie and Naonal
Parks, repored an average o 106 human-wildlie conic incidences per conservancy;
o hese, 91% were livesock aacks (MET/NACSO, 2018), which is an increase o 16%
(rom 75% o 91%) per conservancy since 2016. The repors urher spulaed ha in
2016, 13% were incidences o crop damage per conservancy, while 0.2% was aribued
o human aacks per conservancy.

Oher conics relaed o wildlie and humans are damage o propery, including
waer poins, ences, gaes, kraals and houses. The removal o he problem-causing
animals is permied in exceponal cases where lie and propery are consisenly
hreaened, or when he numbers o wild animals are very high. This is done only wih
he auhorisaon o heMinisry o Environmen and Tourism under sric requiremens.
The conservancies and MEFT work closely o ensure compliance wih regulaons. The
Namibian governmen does no oer direc compensaon o individual armers or
communies given he complexiy o compensaon schemes and he possibiliy o abuse
by individuals. The Governmen grans xed paymens o conservancies hrough he
Human-Wildlie Conic Sel Reliance Scheme o compensae armers or heir losses.
Only people on communal land are enled o he sel-reliance scheme iniavewhereas
people on privae land are no.

Fromadierenperspecve, i is known ha species’posiveecological ineracons
wih local communies may increase olerance o conic among local people. For
example, Namibian commercial armers were ound o be more avourable o carnivores
and less likely o desire removal once hey have obained a greaer undersanding o he
ecological roles ha carnivores play in ecosysem milesones (Schumann e al., 2012).
Beore he 2009 enacmen o he Human-Wildlie Conic Sel Reliance Scheme, which
spulaes paymen or elephan and hippopoamus crop damage, he disribuon o
benes versus he risks o hippopoamus conicwould have been unlikely o encourage
coexisence. For insance, Muyengwa (2015) argues ha game mea disribued o
households was likely o conribue o posive communiy-level sasacon owards
conservancies compared o individualised benes such as jobs. Alhough cash dividends
o members are a common orm o bene in mos income-earning conservancies, i is
arguably sllmarginalandhasbeenucuangover heyearsandbeweenconservancies.

Human-wildlie conic is amul-aceed problem. According o heUniedNaons
Environmen Programme (UNEP) (2018), i is increasingly evolving as cenral modern
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dialogues or cases require a balance beween human and wildlie resource demands.
Blackie and Sowa (2019) conrm ha human-wildlie conic has become a major long-
erm hrea o wildlie conservaon and he well-being o he local people living in and
around conservancies. Thereore, i is crucial o undersand people’s percepon o
human-wildlie conic o improve risk communicaon, design eecve human-wildlie
conicmigaon policies, and evaluae inervenons (Gore e al., 2008). To address
he eecs o human-wildlie conic, several dieren sraegies are required and his
can be generaed hrough research in he aeced areas.

Methods
Sudy Area

The King Nehale Conservancy is locaed in he Oshikoo region, bordering he
Eosha Naonal Park in Norhern Namibia (Figure 1). The King Nehale Conservancy was
gazeed in 2005. I covers an area o 508 km² (NACSO, 2012). The human populaon
o he King Nehale Conservancy is esmaed o be approximaely 20,000 inhabians
rom he Aawambo speakers. The main source o livelihood or he inhabians is mixed
arming i.e., growing crops and keeping livesock. Mos o he local armers in he area
keep cale, donkeys, goas and sheep. Cale are culurally considered a orm o wealh
compared o oher livesock in he area. In addion o arming, inhabians o he area
also receive an income rom owning small businesses (NACSO, 2012).

The King Nehale Conservancy is characerised by a opography wih woodlands
on sandy soils (Mendelsohn e al., 2002). The area is a habia or dieren wildlie
species such as he springbok (Andorcas marsupialis), blue wildebees (Connochaees
aurinus), elephan (Loxodona), girae (Giraa camelopardalis), kudu (Tragelaphus
srepsiceros) and gemsbok (Oryx gazella). Spoed hyenas (Crocua crocua), lions
(Panhera leo), side-sriped jackals (Canis adusus) and black-backed jackals (Canis
mesomelas) are some o he predaor species also ound in he area (NACSO, 2012). The
King Nehale Conservancy’s locaon, in close proximiy o Eosha Naonal Park, allows
wildlie movemen beween he Eosha Naonal Park and he conservancy (NACSO,
2012). Alhough he King Nehale Conservancy is locaed near he Eosha Naonal Park,
which is considered one o he amous ouris aracons in Namibia, only a ew ourism
acilies exised in he conservancy a he me o daa collecon eldwork. In June 2020
however, he Gondwana King Nehale lodge was opened in he area.



105

Local armers’ Perceptons o Human-Wildlie Confics in he King Nehale Conservancy, Namibia

Figure 1. The locaon o King Nehale Conservancy is along he norhern borders o Eosha
Naonal Park

Daa Collecon

Daa were colleced using a srucured quesonnaire designed o solici
parcipans’ percepons o he occurrence o human-wildlie conics in he King
Nehale Conservancy. All quesons were designed as closed-ended quesons wih a
lis o opons or he parcipans o selec rom. Quesons on a Liker scale were also
provided o enable parcipans o gauge heir percepons. The survey was conduced in
he houses o arge parcipans. All parcipans were inerviewed volunarily and ace-
o-ace; consen was sough beore he inerview began. Inerviews were conduced in
a local language ha boh he researcher and parcipan undersand. Condenaliy
and anonymiy were ensured o proec he privacy o he parcipans. To ensure an
unbiased sampling, a daabase wih all houses in he conservancy was acquired rom he
Namibian Sascal Agency, and each house was assigned a unique number. Thereafer,
a random number able was generaed o selec hose who would parcipae in he
sudy using heir unique numbers. In oal, 115 households parcipaed in he sudy.
Each inerview session lased or approximaely 40 minues. Daa coding and analysis
was done in SPSS version 27. A chi-square es o associaon was used o deermine he
signicance o he resuls a an alpha level o 0.05.
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Resuls

The resuls in his secon represen he percepons o 115 parcipans. The
parcipans were caegorised according o heir demographics: gender, age, major
sources o livelihood, and number o years each parcipan has been saying in he
conservancy area (Table 1). In oal, 53% o he parcipans idened hemselves as
male and 47% as emale. The dominan age group was 34–49 years (42%), ollowed by
hose aged 50–64 years (22%), while he leas represened age group was parcipans
older han 80 years. In erms o livelihood, nearly wo-hirds o he parcipans cied
crop arming as heir main source o livelihood, whereas he remaining hird parcipans
considered hemselves o be mixed armers. The livelihood source was signicanly
associaed wih gender (x2 = 6.4, d = 4, p < 0.01), o which emale parcipans largely
indicaed crop producon as a major source o livelihood, whils male parcipans
seleced mixed arming. In oal, 53.4% o he parcipans said hey have been living
in he conservancy area or more han 15 years, ollowed by 21.9% who indicaed 5–10
years (21.9%). Only 5.2% o he parcipans have been living in he conservancy area or
less han 2 years.

Table 1. Demographic characeriscs o parcipans
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Parcipans idened wo major ypes o human-wildlie conic persisenly
occurring in he conservancy: crop-raiding and livesock depredaon. In erms o crop-
raiding, approximaely wo-hirds (65.5%) o he parcipans indicaed ha crop-raiding
was a serious problem in he conservancy, while one-hird o he parcipans (34.5%)
did no consider crop-raiding a serious problem in he area. Parcipans who have been
living longer in he sudy area were more likely (x2, = 9.44, d = 4, p = 0.04) o agree
wih he percepon ha crop raiding is a serious issue in he conservancy compared
o parcipans who have been saying here or a shorer period. O all he parcipans
who agreed wih his percepon, 54.6% said hey have been living in he conservancy
area or more han 15 years. There was no signican associaon beween crop-raiding
percepons and age o parcipan (x2 =5.60, d = 4, p = 0.230), crop-raiding percepon
and gender (x2=0.0, d = 4, p = 0.9), and crop-raiding percepon and source o livelihood
(x2 = 1.46, d = 4, p = 0.22).

For livesock depredaon, approximaely 84.4%o he parcipans viewed livesock
depredaon as a serious issue in he conservancy, whils 15.6% o he parcipans did
no consider livesock depredaon as a serious issue. This perceponwas signicanly (x2

= 11.70, d =4, p = 0.019) associaed wih he age group and he number o years spen
in he sudy area (x2 = 10.74, d = 4, p = 0.03). Parcipans in he 34–49 years age group
were more likely o agree wih he percepon ha livesock depredaon was a serious
problem in he conservancy compared o he oher age groups. This percepon was also
widely held by parcipans who have been saying in he conservancy area or more han
15 years, ollowed by hose who have been saying in he area or 10–15 years. However,
his percepon was no signicanly associaed wih he gender o he parcipans (x2 =
0.17, d = 4, p = 0.6731) nor heir major sources o livelihood (x2 = 2.33, d = 4, p = 0.126).

Figure 2. Percepon o parcipans rom dieren age groups on he exen o crop-
raiding and livesock depredaon in King Nehale Conservancy



108

Journal for Sudies in Humanites and Social Sciences Vol 1&2, 2022

Figure 3. Parcipans’ percepon o crop-raiding and livesock depredaon by wildlie
and he inuence o parcipan’s lengh o say in he conservancy

The resuls presened in Figure 3 are consisenwih hepercepons hadangerous
predaors such as lions and hyenas requenly roam around he conservancy, killing
livesock. As a resul, nearly 80% o he respondens believed ha human-wildlie conic
is a hrea o heir livelihood, while some 20% did no consider human-wildlie conic
a hrea o heir livelihood. Some (26%) o he parcipans agreed ha he iniave o
a conservancy has conribued o he reducon in human-wildlie conic, while 34% o
he parcipans did no agree wih his saemen. O he parcipans involved in his
sudy, 40% were unsure i he communiy conservaon iniave has conribued o he
reducon in human-wildlie conic. Meanwhile, more han hal (56%) o he parcipans
believed ha he losses incurred by armers due o human-wildlie conics ouweigh he
benes generaed rom he communiy iniave. Only 4% o he parcipans believed
ha he benes derived rom he conservancy ouweigh he losses incurred due o
human-wildlie conics, while 40% were unsure.
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Figure 4. Parcipans’ response o various saemens on human-wildlie conic:
(i) Dangerous wildlie requenly escape rom he park ino our communiy; (ii) I lose
livesock every year due o wild animals; (iii) My eld ges raided by elephans every
year; (iv) Our livelihoods are hreaened by human-wildlie conic; (v) The inroducon
o a conservancy has helped o reduce human-wildlie conic; (vi) Our benes rom he
conservancy ouweigh losses we incurred due o human-wildlie conic

Discussion

Local communies living along Naonal Parks remain a he receiving end o
human-wildlie conics (Mhuriro-Mashapa e al., 2018). Large Arican mammals and
predaors are mainly conained in proeced areas or various reasons, including he
proecon o species rom overexploiaon, he economic imporance hey carry, and
conorming o inernaonal reaes. Since independence, he Namibian governmen has
enaced legislaon ha graned communiy members he righ o orm conservancies o
derive benes rom conservaon eors alongside heir radional livelihoods (MET/
NACSO, 2018). The King Nehale Conservancy, direcly bordering he Eosha Naonal Park,
is inhabied by agro-pasoraliss pracsing mixed agriculure, being locaed in a wildlie-
rich ecosysem (www.nacso.org). While wildlie species could economically bene he
conservancy hrough conservaon hunng and ourism inervenons (Naidoo e al.,
2016), here has also been desrucon by wildlie species o he radional livelihoods
(MET/NACSO, 2018).

Local radional livelihoods remain imporan o rural communies, no only in
erms o he conribuon o he welare o household members bu also in preserving
he culural pracces o arming. The conservancy programme provides an opporuniy
or livelihood diversicaon o complemen agriculure (Khumalo & Yung, 2015). In he
KingNehale Conservancy, crop produconwas raed as he dominan agriculural acviy,
while some households indicaed a combinaon o livesock rearing and crop producon.
The local economy is srucured primarily around agriculure and pasoralism, where
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every homesead comprises a crop eld mainly producing mille, sorghum and oher
relaed crops as well as keeping dieren species o livesock.

The resuls o his sudy also revealed ha local armers regard human-wildlie
conics in he orm o crop raiding and livesock predaon as a serious problem in heir
communiy. The animals causing problems along he Eosha Naonal Park have been
documened; hey include elephans causing crop-raiding, while predaors such as lions,
leopards, hyenas, caracals and cheeahs conribue o livesock predaon among armers
bordering Eosha Naonal park (Lendelvo e al., 2015). Surprisingly, his percepon
emerged o be gender-dierenaed as women el ha crop-raiding is more serious
while he male counerpars poined ou livesock predaon. In he Aawambo culure,
ownership o livesock or crop elds was no gender-dierenaed. However, agriculural
acvies could be disnguished according o gender, wih women responsible or crop
producon a he household level and men or livesock herding or rearing (Mogosi e
al., 2016).

Communiy percepons o he graviy o crop-raiding and livesock predaon
were inuenced by dieren acors. The respondens who have been residing in he
conservancy or more han 10 years, signicanly perceived crop-raiding as a serious
problem. This is evidence ha crop-raiding happened persisenly o communies
surrounding he Eosha Naonal Park over he years (Lendelvo e al., 2015). Nyhus e
al. (2005) urher indicae ha he cos o conserving biodiversiy, parcularly large
and dangerous animals, is ofen borne disproporonaely by communal armers living
around wildlie areas, resulng in communal armers developing a negave atude
owards wildlie in heir communies (Broekhuis e al., 2020;McNu e al., 2018), which,
in urn, aggravaes human-wildlie conics hrough realiaory acons (Hazzah e al.,
2009; Kissui 2008). Such incidens can shape he percepon o communiy members.
Posive wildlie-relaed incenves movae individuals o change heir atudes owards
communal conservancies (Van Dalum, 2013).

In semi-arid areas in general, where livesock producon consues a major
par o local livelihoods, high levels o conic can occur beween livesock owners
and wild carnivores due o predaon. The eec on local people, many o whom are
subsisence armers, can include desrucon o crops, livesock depredaon, living in
a sae o ear, inconvenience, and danger o lie and limb (Mace, 2003). In his sudy,
livesock predaon was perceived as a serious problem, signicanly associaed wih he
economically acve group aged 34–49 years. This paern o percepons suggess ha
he younger populaon segmen o he conservancy experienced he economic eecs
o livesock predaon more han he older populaon group. The elderly group above
50 years migh have acquired livesock over me, applying radional arming pracces,
while a he same me keeping heir livesock closer o he homesead as arming
has become commercially unaordable. The younger generaon also ends o apply
commercial agriculure, because radional ways o arming are no proable o hem
as i requires nancial invesmens such as purchasing livesock, spending on livesock
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managemen pracces such as veerinary reamens, and labour coss or livesock
herding. A leas 20% o Namibian households depend on subsisence arming as he
main source o income (Nangolo & Alweendo, 2020), and enhancing arming sraegies
will improve benes amids human-wildlie conics. The recen increase in livesock
aacks by predaons could also be an explanaon or he disress among he younger
armers over his kind o human-wildlie conic impac.

Mos o he livesock predaon incidens occur a cale poss, which are emporary
shelers or cale herders and heir animals, ofen locaed ar away rom regular
permanen households bu closer o he Naonal park where he pasure is sll in a good
condion. There is srong agreemen among residens o he King Nehale Conservancy
ha he escalang human-wildlie conics in he area sems rom he requen
movemen o problem wildlie species escaping rom he Eosha Naonal Park and
hreaening radional livelihoods. A survey o over 400 communiy members across 18
communal conservancies in Namibia revealed ha he conservancy saus migh impac
posively on atudes owardswildlie, bu atudes are condionedby he experience o
individuals (Sörmer e al., 2019). Evidence also indicaes ha communies’ percepons
o risk increase negavely when personal saey is a risk (Kahler e al., 2013). These
risk percepons conribue o undesirable acons such as poaching, as locals may allow
ousiders o poach as a way o eliminang he hrea (Liu e al., 2011). Alhough he
growh o wildlie populaons provides opporunies or he wildlie-based economy
hrough hunng, ourism, and join-venures, i also leads o hreas o local communiy
livelihoods in he orm o human-wildlie conics (MET/NACSO, 2018).

The growh and ype o conservancy benes o conservancy members have
been documened o be posively associaed wih an increase in wildlie numbers and
diversiy wihin he conservancy or landscape in which he conservancy is siuaed,
providing an advanage o conservancies bordering proeced wildlie areas such as
naonal parks. However, low direc benes in conservancies such as he King Nehale
conservancy is hampered by a large human populaon, resulng only in a ew people
beneng, eiher hrough jobs, craf producon or oher relaed enerprises. Alhough
variaons may exis among individual conservancies, communiy benes o Namibia’s
CBNRM are eiher nancial, maerial or social, and generally derived rom ecoourism
and rophy hunng (Naidoo e al., 2016;MET/NACSO, 2018). The conservancy household
or individual level benes o members may include bu are no limied o game mea,
cash dividends o members, communiy or social projecs, employmen, and raining
(MET/NACSO, 2018). The large human populaon in he King Nehale Conservancy does
no allow he conservancy o provide cash or maerial bene o individual members,
unlike in oher conservancies wih lower populaon densies where individual members
do receive cash or maerial benes. This resuls in mos o he King Nehale Conservancy
members no valuing he impac o conservaon eors as hey do receive any direc
benes, which consequenly may lead o a negave atude owards wildlie i human-
wildlie conics are no adequaely addressed.
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Conclusion

This case sudy o he King Nehale Conservancy presens he eecs o human-
wildlie conics on a conneced nexus beween conservaon, culure and livelihoods.
The communiy-based conservaon eors are hampered by he challenges o human-
wildlie conics, and his could have a derimenal eec on he uure o conservaon
locally. In addion, communiy-based conservaon has araced dierenwildlie species
ino he proximiy o residens, while communiy members move closer o wildlie core
areas in search o beer grazing. There is a need or a balanced co-exisence beween
humans and wildlie ha will resul in minimal desrucon o local livelihoods by wildlie
and he generaon o benes wih he abiliy o compensae or he loss. The sudy
clearly reveals ha radional livelihoods are hreaened by he presence o wildlie
desroying crops and animals. Wildlie is supposed o raise he economic and ourism
prole o he conservancy, bu he ndings show ha limied angible benes have
been derived or conservancy members. The absence o benes may rigger negave
percepons owardswildlie and conservaon, especially in a communiy such as he King
Nehale Conservancy where members are highly dependen on agriculural livelihoods.
These livelihoods being hreaened was he main predicor o human-wildlie conic
seriousness percepons in he King Nehale Conservancy. This sudy idenes he need
or sudies ha provide models (i) or he coexisence o humans and wildlie o reduce
human-wildlie conic incidens and (ii) a posive impac on households in communiy-
led conservaon areas.
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