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ABSRACT 
 
 
 

STRIVING FOR PARTICIPATION: ANALYSIS OF COMMUNITY-
BASED NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT IN BOTSWANA 

 
Catherine Gowan 

 
New College of Florida, 2009 

 

 Community-Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) programs are at the 

forefront of conservation and development ideology. Founded on the premise that 

economic incentives can provide reasons for rural people in the developing world to 

conserve wildlife and other natural resources, CBNRM programs have been implemented 

all across southern Africa for the past two decades. In addition to conserving wildlife, 

these dual conservation and development programs are meant to empower rural people by 

encouraging them to manage and participate in the decision-making process.  

 Despite the promise of CBNRM, implementation has not gone smoothly in 

Botswana (or most other countries in which is has been tried). Issues of non-engagement, 

marginalization of segments of society, and lack of training and technical capacity are 

hindering the development and usefulness of the program. This study examines the 

obstacles to CBNRM in Botswana through a framework of polycentric institutionalism 

design principles that separates the issues into five dimensions: information, 

communication, symmetry, and monitoring and enforcement. Particular emphasis is 

placed on institutional structures that are blocking participation in the program. 

 This study also compares the participation mechanisms in Botswana to those of 

Zimbabwe and Namibia to determine whether the efforts and lessons from other 
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programs can be transferred to Botswana’s version of CBNRM. It appears that Botswana 

is following a similar trend to Zimbabwe and increasing centralization of the program 

rather than the more successful Namibian model of considerable community control. 
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Introduction  

A Glimpse into Community-Based Conservation 

 

I arrived at the gate of the Nata Bird Sanctuary, the first entirely community 

organized wildlife reserve in Botswana, in the pouring rain, after an overnight train ride 

and an uncomfortable four hours on a bus, with a cooler full of food that would go bad 

much faster than anticipated and a cheap tent that I doubted could stand up to the rain. 

Camping in the Salt Pans of Botswana suddenly seemed less like a fun adventure and 

more like the site of a tragic news story: “Study Abroad Student suffocates in Collapsed 

Tent.”  

 Fortunately, I was not forced to set up camp. The manager invited me into her 

home, which contained the office of the Sanctuary, for the weekend, shared her food with 

me, drove me around in the Sanctuary’s intermittingly working truck, and arranged a 

meeting for me with one of the Nata Community Board members. At the time I visited, 

they were working to build a fence around the campsite to keep out thieves. The fences 

around the bulk of the Sanctuary were being cut by angry farmers looking for more 

grazing land for their cattle.  

 Despite the fact that the Nata Bird Sanctuary was proposed by a group of 

concerned citizens and despite the fact that it was authorized through traditional and 
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governmental authorities, the community, beyond the eight employees, felt little 

sympathy or connection to the Sanctuary. In fact, when the Sanctuary buildings burned 

down in the middle of October due to a bush fire, the outside communities did not come 

to the Sanctuary’s aid.  

 Many other Community-Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) 

projects in Botswana are struggling to connect to the communities in which they are 

based. With the exception of some devoted managers and safari guides, the local people 

in Botswana do not generally feel a sense of responsibility to conserve wildlife or natural 

spaces, leaving that task in the hands of the central government. It has not helped that 

many of the projects, like the Nata Bird Sanctuary, make very little money to send back 

to the community and those that do are often plagued by mismanagement.  

 The national government of Botswana just last year passed a CBNRM policy that 

will take 65% of the proceeds from hunting quotas, the most profitable of CBNRM 

activities, and place them in a collective fund. Many government officials, NGO officers, 

and researchers consider this to be breaking the crucial link between conserving wildlife 

and rural development. However, while I believe the revoking of economic incentives to 

conserve is a serious concern, it is perhaps not the root issue. Botswana’s CBNRM 

program has, thus far, failed to inspire a sense of ownership in the communities through 

meaningful communication between the government and local people, effective and 

trustworthy institutions, and participation in decision-making procedures. These shortfalls 

have induced apathy, and sometimes hostility, towards the CBNRM projects.  

 Most southern African community-based conservation programs have evolved out 

of a long history of preservationist and conservation regimes run by central governments, 
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regimes that have left legacies of alienation from the land and resentment of conservation 

practices. Each CBNRM program is dealing with the remnants of colonialism and early 

independence decisions in differing manners and it is difficult to tease out why certain 

implementation choices were made and what consequences they had. To evaluate 

Botswana’s CBNRM program and look at the key strengths and weaknesses, I use the 

framework of polycentric institutionalism, which highlights specific principles that are 

necessary for the creation of a strong self-governing program. There are several different 

interpretations of what a program needs in order to function and I have tailored a list that 

fits the issues brought up most frequently in the secondary sources I found and interviews 

I conducted over the course of my four and half months in Botswana in 2007. Given the 

apathy and lack of community involvement I witnessed in the Nata Bird Sanctuary, I 

focused this thesis primarily on the methods by which Botswana’s program does or does 

not involve citizens in the processes of CBNRM. I draw heavily on current theories of 

participation that focus on the creation of political space to determine what kind of 

participation could be useful for CBNRM in Botswana. In addition to the in-depth study 

of Botswana’s program, I also examine Botswana’s CBNRM in relation to Zimbabwe’s 

Communal Areas Management for Indigenous Resources program (CAMPFIRE) 

program and Namibia’s version of CBNRM. The comparative study of these three 

programs is meant to pull out the design principles that appear the most critical across the 

board and possibly transcend context. Botswana’s program is struggling to engage 

communities and increase participation, mainly because of the national government’s 

lack of support and ideological commitment to the program. The experience of 

CAMPFIRE warns of the dangers of too much central control and Namibia’s program 
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presents a highly effective blend of government support and community initiative. Both 

the positive example of Namibia and the concerning example of Zimbabwe show that the 

national government agencies in Botswana need to step back and reevaluate their 

methods of interaction with the CBNRM communities.  
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Chapter 1 

Theoretical Contributions to Community-Based  
Conservation 

 

 Community-Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) emerged out of the 

decentralization craze of the 1980s as the most politically acceptable answer to the 

problems of combining conservation and rural development. Implementation has not 

gone smoothly, however, in the vast majority of cases. While decentralization theory 

provided the impetus for using CBNRM strategies, a whole body of theoretical work has 

emerged around analyzing and solving the problems that have occurred in 

implementation.  

 After the first wave of decolonialization began in Africa in the 1950s and 1960s, 

governments focused on creating strong, central planning over agricultural production 

and industry. National governments were the primary providers of public goods and 

services. However, the new national governments overwhelmingly had weak institutions, 

inefficient and overbearing bureaucracies, and a lack of resources. Centralized planning 

failed to provide people with the services and the support they needed.1  

 Decentralization, which surged to the forefront of the development agenda in the 

1980s, is based on concepts that emerged from the failure of centralized planning. In 

                                                
1 Edwin Eric Otenyo and Nancy S. Lind. 2006. Comparative public administration: the essential readings. 
Research in public policy analysis and management, v. 15. Amsterdam: Elsevier JAI, 434 
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1956, Charles Tiebout wrote an article outlining the reasons for moving away from a 

centralized system and relying on local governments to provide services. Local 

governments are presumed to be more responsive to the needs of the people, more 

accountable, and more knowledgeable about the local conditions, since they are 

competing for the support of citizens.2 

 Decentralization is actually a broader concept encompassing four types of 

processes: deconcentration (the transfer of responsibilities to lower levels within the 

central government), devolution (the transfer of responsibilities to local powers or 

government), delegation (transfer of power to NGOs or other actors outside of the state), 

and deregulation (transfer of power to the private sector). Various forms of 

decentralization began to emerge out of the belief that they provide increased efficiency, 

increased sensitivity to needs, and increased representation and democracy.3 

 Decentralization in natural resource management, despite being popular for many 

other sectors of society, had to compete with the argument of Garrett Hardin’s highly 

influential 1968 article, “the Tragedy of the Commons.” The article is based on the 

premise that given an open access pasture, individuals will continue adding livestock to 

their herds until eventually the entire ecosystem collapses. Individuals in open access 

situations have no guarantees that others will not be maximizing their resource use 

causing individual incentives to override the collective good.4 Policy makers assumed 

that only a strong, central authority could maintain control over natural resources and, 

prevent overexploitation. However, the central authorities did not prove effective and 

                                                
2 Charles Tiebout, “A Pure Theory of Local Expenditures” 1956. The Journal of Political Economy. Vol 64 
(5), 416.  
3 Comparative Public Administration, 442 
4 Garrett Hardin, “The Tragedy of the Commons” 1968. Science. Vol 162, 1243-1248.  
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when some studies were released on the benefits of decentralization in some select areas, 

policy makers, donors, and the international community embraced it whole-heartedly for 

resource management regimes across the board, regardless of local governance capacity 

or willingness.5   

Decentralization in resource management, according to supporters, has three main 

advantages: access to local knowledge, quick feedback, and the avoidance of widespread 

failure. Local knowledge provides detailed understanding of the environment in which 

the policy is operating, thus making rules generated by local actors more appropriate and 

effective. Decentralization programs also assume that local users are more adept at 

excluding untrustworthy individuals, decreasing the need for enforcement and guards. 

Local actors are also better able to report quickly and effectively the results of a policy 

and the effect on the environment since they interact with it daily. Finally, perhaps the 

most important advantage of decentralization is that by creating many local governance 

systems, chances are some of them will function properly, even if others fail. This 

strategy greatly reduces the costs of failure, and the smaller scale of implementation 

should, in theory, make adaptation and institutional change easier.6  

 Despite the appeal and simplicity of decentralization as a strategy for resource 

management, the implementation of it has been messy, complicated, and mostly 

unsuccessful. The reasons for these shortcomings are numerous. The assumption that 

local communities are always able to organize themselves is not valid due to any or all of 

the following: conflict within the community, high political costs, lack of leadership, 

                                                
5 Elinor Ostrom, Larry D. Schroeder, and Susan G. Wynne. 1993. Institutional incentives and sustainable 
development: infrastructure policies in perspective. Theoretical lenses on public policy. Boulder: Westview 
Press, 74 
6 Institutional Incentives, 75 
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uncooperative or hostile higher government structures, and lack of dependency on the 

resource in question. Local communities are not always, or even usually, democratic and 

this can lead to “local tyrannies” controlling the resource.7 Conflicts are not easily dealt 

with on a local level since they increase with the greater connection to resources and 

external mediators are not always available. Many decentralized regimes are also not able 

to adapt to changes in the environment effectively and keep old systems in place due to 

the lack of scientific information and capacity issues.8  

It is clear from empirical evidence that neither theories of centralization nor 

decentralization can be touted as one-size-fits all solutions. New institutionalism and its 

outgrowth, polycentric institutionalism, are currently being applied to natural resource 

management to decrease the gap between theory and practice. New Institutionalism 

emerged as three schools of thought in the 1960s and 1970s: rational choice 

institutionalism, historical institutionalism, and sociological institutionalism. All three 

provide valid insights into how institutions interact with and affect individual behavior. 

Institutions, in these theories, are sets of rules and norms, and methods of organization. 

 Rational Choice institutionalism views the benefit of institutions in lowering 

transaction costs of actions. The theory assumes that people have certain, fixed 

preferences and always behave rationally to maximize the availability of those 

preferences. Garrett Hardin presents this idea in the Tragedy of the Commons scenario; 

individuals will strategically work to increase their own benefit, regardless of the effects 

on the community. Rational Choice theorists argue that institutions are in place to provide 

structure to these interactions and maintain a sense of public good. However, the 

                                                
7 Institutional Incentives, 75 
8 Institutional Incentives, 76 
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institution will only survive if it continues to provide benefits for the people interacting 

with it.9  

 Historical institutionalism supports the idea that institutions are functioning 

within an overall organization structure and are thereby affected by the rules and norms 

of the political structure. Historical institutionalists, while accepting that individuals do 

occasionally act in a strategic, maximizing fashion, recognize that worldviews and 

historical background also enter the decisions made in a society. They stress path 

dependence--the idea that current situations are the result of certain actions taken in the 

past--as an important characteristic of institutions, since institutions are based on the 

worldviews of the people and contexts that create them. Historical institutionalism also 

analyzes power asymmetries present in societies and how institutions embody or develop 

them.10  

 Sociological institutionalism is concerned with culture and how it creates certain 

institutions. Institutions, in this branch of theory, transcend rules and procedures and 

adopt symbols and morals that guide human action. Institutions become “moral 

templates.”11 The furthest removed from rational choice actions, sociological 

institutionalism posits that the “rational” choice in a situation is, in fact, socially 

constructed based on the cultural norms of a society.  

 Since their emergence in the 1960s, the new institutionalisms have been slowly 

coming together to inform policy actions. Rational choice institutionalism highlights the 

importance of clear economic incentives in decentralization programs. The historical 

                                                
9 Peter A. Hall, Rosemary C.R. Taylor. 1996. “Political Science and the Three New Institutionalisms” 
Political Studies. Vol. XLIV. 936-957, 942 
10 Three New Institutionalisms, 937 
11 Three New Institutionalisms, 947 
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perspective points to the importance of previous institutional structures: what the costs of 

change may be, who held power in the previous system, how well decentralization of 

resource management fits with other institutions. The sociological institutionalists focus 

on the effects of institutional contradictions that prevent individuals from getting a sense 

of certainty of long-term plans from decentralization. The issue of certainty is particularly 

important to natural resource management, since shortsightedness usually leads to 

overexploitation.  

 Polycentric institutionalism, an outgrowth of new institutionalism, examines the 

multidimensional facets of nested institutions and how the levels of governance 

(international, national, non-governmental, and local) interact with each other to create 

institutional contexts. This approach delves more fully into the intricacies of creating a 

decentralized regime. Polycentric analysis also provides a more comprehensive view than 

most decentralization analyses since it moves beyond the local sphere.12 

 Polycentric governance is defined by Ostrom as a government that is “structured 

so actors within the system are given opportunities for institutional innovation and 

adaptation through experimentation and learning.”13 It challenges the concept of “cookie 

cutter” models of government and rejects the creation of fully decentralized or centralized 

governance structures. Polycentric government systems break down into specified, 

independent authorities that can make and enforce rules in a geographic area. These 

authorities can either contract with other government or private authorities to fulfill the 

                                                
12 Institutional Incentives, 77 
13 Institutional Incentives, 77 
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needs of the area or serve as their own production units. A citizen can be under the 

jurisdiction of and belong to many of these small government authorities.14  

Polycentric theorists argue that the complexity of natural resources creates 

different incentives, both perverse and beneficial, at different levels of governance. 

Therefore, an effective system is not based on how decentralized it is, but how effectively 

it manages to balance negative incentives and lacking information at one level of 

governance with positive incentives and flow of information at another. Polycentric 

theorists are interested in “multilevel analyses of how actors at different levels of 

governance interact and influence each others’ decision making.”15 Considering that the 

lack of clear incentives for environmental conservation is the primary reason for 

decentralizing resource management and possibly the reason why many programs fail, 

the analysis of how certain incentives at some levels of government affect others could be 

quite useful in determining the reasons for success or failure in natural resource 

management systems.  

Polycentric institutionalism is, in fact, at its basics a method of analyzing and 

evaluating programs. Many polycentric theorists are developing design principles and 

determining the important variables in creating self-governing institutions in both the 

developing and developed world.  Elinor Ostrom, William Blomquist, and James S. 

Wunsch have determined three different, but certainly relatable, sets of design principles 

that establish what they consider to be the most critical of variables in polycentric 

institutions. Blomquist and Ostrom developed the most basic of these, consisting of five 

“conditions” that are crucial to the functioning of a self-governance institutional set up: 

                                                
14 Institutional Incentives, 187 
15 Institutional Incentives, 73 
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information, communication, symmetry, enforcement, and monitoring.16 In the article, 

Blomquist and Ostrom modify the conditions developed by Lewis and Cowens17 to 

regulate a resource regime without institutions into conditions meaningful to 

institutionalized resource regimes. The conditions (I dub them “dimensions” below) 

establish the critical need for clear processes to gain information, communication among 

all stakeholders that can lead to resolution of problems, symmetry in the distribution of 

responsibilities and benefits based on interest (where the interest is asymmetric), 

enforcement that decreases the presence of free riders and increases cooperation, and 

lastly monitoring that keeps resource use and enforcement just and reasonable.18 Ostrom 

followed this list in 1990 with a set of eight individual design principles that more 

specifically determine the variables in self-governing system. These principles include 

necessaries like “clearly defined boundaries,” “nested enterprises,” and “minimal 

recognition of rights to organize.” Wunsch developed a list of eight principles that were 

concerned with the more economic and practice issues of polycentric program, including 

principles such as “technical certainty,” “spillovers and externalities,” and the 

“importance of co-production.”19 Together, all of these principles and conditions combine 

to project a fairly comprehensive list of what composes an effective polycentric 

institutional set up. 

 One critique of polycentric governance systems is that the abundance of 

independent governance authorities would create a legal bird’s nest as each authority 

made its own, possibly contradictory laws. Ostrom claims “coherence in law is 

                                                
16 Michael D. McGinnis, ed. Polycentric Governance and Development. 1999. Ann Arbor: University of 
Michigan Press, 62 
17 Polycentric Governance and Development, 67 
18 Polycentric Governance and Development, 68 
19 Polycentric Governance and Development, 250 
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achieved…by a judicial system consisting of multiple levels of courts, all recognizing the 

principle hierarchy of law.”20 The question is, how can developing countries, that often 

have dysfunctional or insufficient court systems, maintain a system of such legal 

complexity? Ostrom cites the continued existence of traditional and religious court 

systems in some countries as an example of functioning, limited polycentricism and 

consequently, a reason to be less pessimistic about the proliferation of legal systems. 

Also, the rule of law could be maintained by local people voting politicians in or out of 

office when they do not conform to the laws of larger government jurisdictions.21 

Unfortunately, these rebuttals do not hold much weight in many cases. Traditional court 

systems are often in conflict with national governments or represent only a limited 

portion of the population. Many traditional courts are discriminatory towards 

marginalized members of society. As for the power of the vote, many local power 

positions are held by corrupt local elite, making it difficult for a population to foster 

change. However, there are theories and methods that are meant to increase capacity to 

take advantage of and run nested governance systems. 

 It is clear that a polycentric system would require citizens that are informed, 

interactive, and invested in the political process. Polycentric governance may be the most 

efficient set-up for a natural resource regime, but only if the people and communities 

involved have the participation forums, cooperative institutions, and motivation to run it. 

The participatory approach, with additions from deliberative democracy theory and 

evolving theories of ownership, provides insight into how local people can be consulted 

and incorporated into programs like CBNRM.  

                                                
20 Institutional incentives, 194 
21 Institutional incentives, 196 
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In the early 1980s, Roberts Chambers established a method of increasing 

participation of rural communities in development programs known as Participatory 

Rural Appraisal (PRA).22 PRA is based on the principles of “direct learning from local 

people, offsetting biases, optimizing tradeoffs, triangulating, seeking diversity, 

facilitating analysis by local people, practicing critical self-awareness and responsibility, 

and sharing.”23 PRA practices attempt to prove that it is possible for poor, marginalized 

people, the main targets of CBNRM programs, to inform and analyze policy. A plethora 

of methods are compiled under PRA, including local mapping, role-play through theater, 

focus groups, and semi-structured interviewing, which are all designed to give local 

people a voice in natural resource management.24  

The PRA approach focuses on personal responsibility and the voluntary 

distribution of power of the elite of society, a fact that has caused some critique. PRA 

does not provide an effective mechanism for regulating power relationships beyond 

individual choice. Although PRA theory recognizes that some groups of people, such as 

women and young adults, are marginalized, it does not provide answers to changing the 

power structures, but rather focuses on working around them by differentiating the 

groups and speaking to them separately.25  

Ilan Kapoor, in a critique of Robert Chambers’s work on PRA, finds that 

Chambers’s focus on the empirical rather than the theoretical brings out questions of 

legitimacy and justice in PRA practice. Questions concerning who is being represented 

                                                
22 Bill Cooke and Uma Kothari, ed. Participation, the New Tyranny?, 2001. London: Zed Books. 5 
23 Robert Chambers. “Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA): Challenges, Potentials, and Paradigm.” 
1994.World Development. Vol. 22 (10). 1437-1454, 1437 
24 Robert Chambers. “Beyond “Whose Reality Counts?” New Methods we now need?” 1998. Studies in 
Cultures, Organizations, and Societies. Vol. 4. 279-301, 281 
25 Participatory Rural Appraisal, 1445 
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and how different interests are supported or weakened by PRA practices are 

overshadowed by whether or not the practice is deemed “to work” within the status quo. 

Kapoor uses deliberative democracy as a foil to Chambers’s work to illuminate some of 

the “theoretical gaps” in PRA. The three gaps he sees are the lack of legitimacy in PRA 

procedures, limited concern for the justice of outcomes, and the representation of cultural 

and social difference.26  

PRA and deliberative democracy both share a focus on public sphere 

communication and decentralization of politics. However, deliberative democracy, unlike 

PRA, has developed a theoretical framework to regulate the dialogue taking place in the 

public sphere. The “ideal speech situation,” where rational, unforced, and equal 

discussion occurs, serves as a counterfactual to evaluate and alter real-life public 

dialogues. Deliberative democracy believes in the institutionalization of formal rules to 

govern discussion to keep it unforced, inclusive, and open to everyone. PRA is lacking 

rules covering interactions amongst community members; it only outlines procedures for 

outsider communication. The informality and unsystematic nature of PRA, while 

providing flexibility to deal with many situations, does not adequately protect 

marginalized input and requires the communities themselves to create the rules for 

discussion.27  

The creation of institutionalized, formal rules of discussion also needs to include 

ways of ensuring just outcomes. PRA does not provide a way of filtering arguments and 

ideas. The focus in PRA is entirely on getting people to participate and it does not 

suggest a way to move toward consensus. Deliberative democracy presents something 

                                                
26 Ilan Kapoor. 2002. “The Devil’s in the Theory: a Critical Assessment of Robert Chambers’ work on 
participatory development.” Third World Quarterly. Vol. 23 (1). 101-117, 104 
27 The Devil’s in the Theory, 106 
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called “communicative rationality” to strive for in discussions. Communicative 

rationality is attained when the better argument is accepted, rather than the stance of the 

most powerful. Decisions are made, not through voting, but through “qualitative 

discussion and collective compromise.”28 The institutionalization of consensus-making 

procedures and the minimizing of power inequalities are critical for deliberative 

democracy. PRA does not provide adequate analysis of power arrangements, relying on 

individuals to step down voluntarily from positions of power.  

Both deliberative democracy and PRA do not effectively balance maintaining 

sociocultural difference and promoting consensus. Some offshoots of deliberative 

democracy, however, suggest methods like enclaves or differing deliberative spaces for 

opposing groups to regroup and rework ideas after a consensus has been reached, 

ensuring that consensus is never a permanent state. Multiple deliberative spaces would 

promote a system of alliances and networks, possibly similar to what polycentric 

institutionalism suggests.  

Deliberative democracy useful is not only in critiquing Chambers’s work on PRA, 

but also in clarifying areas of importance that natural resource management literature 

does not usually examine. There is a general understanding in natural resource 

management literature that the more meaningful participation is linked to the decisions 

made, the greater the satisfaction in the program. However, there is less understanding of 

the actual participation process. Using deliberative democracy to analyze resource 

management programs would increase understanding of important aspects like 

                                                
28 The Devil’s in the Theory, 107 
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representation beyond direct stakeholders, internal and external forms of exclusion, and 

interpersonal and institutional trust.29  

Despite its theoretical shortcomings, the methodology of PRA heavily influenced 

participatory development and participation was uncritically regarded as a positive force 

for programs in the developing world for a number of years. However, in 2001 a 

collection of articles was published terming participation as the “new tyranny.”30 The 

book suggests that participation creates three types of tyranny: tyranny over decision-

making and control, tyranny of the group, and tyranny over method. The authors of the 

articles determine that participation often commandeers and then overrides previously 

existing methods of organization and discussion, drives out the discussion of other, 

possibly more effective methods of development, yet also reinforces existing power 

dynamics rather than altering power structures.31 Participation was reclaimed as a 

potentially positive force in 2004, by a collection of authors stressing the ideological 

aspect of participation instead of the more technical PRA. The authors have incorporated 

many discussions from deliberative democracy and delve into what makes a citizen and 

what shapes the political space citizens participate in, placing emphasis on the necessity 

for citizens to create an inclusive political environment for participation. Participation, in 

this light, has a powerful analytical position and can help identify the role of citizens and 

the incentives (perverse and positive) that enable them to participate.32 

                                                
29 John R. Parkins, Ross E. Mitchell. 2005. “Public participation as public debate: A deliberative turn in 
natural resource management” Society and Natural Resources. Vol 18. 529-540, 535 
30 Participation: The New Tyranny?, 7 
31 Participation: The New Tyranny?, 8 
32 Samuel Hickey and Giles Mohan, ed. Participation: From Tyranny to Transformation? 2004. London: 
Zed Books, 3 
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In essence, all of these theories, programs, and practices of natural resource 

management are trying to find the best way to embed a sense of ownership in local 

communities. It is, therefore, critical in any attempt to involve local people in resource 

management; whether it is PRA, polycentric institutionalism, or CBNRM, there is a clear 

understanding of what ownership is and that it contributes to effective management. 

Lachapelle and McCool suggest that the success of a natural resource management 

program be determined by the quality of ownership it creates. A “lens of ownership” 

could also provide a useful qualifier for theories and approaches to natural resource 

management.  

The original definition of ownership, of land at any rate, was based on titles. 

However, the definition is increasingly including the idea of a responsibility over public 

land and other natural resources. Lachapelle and McCool have a three-pronged definition 

of ownership that widens the newer, conceptual idea of ownership. The first area in 

which ownership can be present is the process of communication. This includes the 

framing of the issue so that certain individuals either respond positively or negatively. 

Consequently, “ownership in problems is dependent on how situations are defined and 

understood by different individuals.”33 If the local people involved define the problem in 

the same way as the agency trying to work with them, the local people will be more 

inclined to negotiate the problem-solving methods and reach a mutual understanding.  

The second realm of ownership lies in the ability of individuals to affect decision-

making. This involves the redistribution of power into the hands of local communities 

                                                
33 Lachapelle, Paul R, Stephen F. McCool. 2005. “Exploring the Concept of “Ownership” in Natural 
Resource Planning” Society and Natural Resources. Vol 18. 279-285, 281 
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and is often extremely difficult, as the theoretical approaches above have covered. 

However, without this aspect of ownership, many programs will stagnate.  

Distribution of ownership is the last category that Lachapelle and McCool cover. 

This involves who is affected by the decisions that are made and how the decisions are 

distributed (and accepted) through horizontal and vertical connections. Generally, the 

wider the sense of ownership, the more effective a program will be. Ownership can 

provide individual or communal (depending on the type of ownership) incentives to 

preserve and improve resources.34  

New institutionalism, polycentric institutionalism, PRA, and deliberative 

democracy all present different takes on the efforts needed to create and maintain 

functional resource management programs. CBNRM is a highly complicated process that 

can benefit from all the levels of analysis presented in this chapter, from the institutional 

to community and individual participation. Polycentric institutionalism and the design 

principles created by its theorists present a useful lens through which to analyze 

Botswana’s CBNRM program as they can highlight specific issues and identify the most 

critical obstacles to the creation of a successful program. Participation, especially with 

the deliberative democracy sensitivity, could have the power to alter citizen use of the 

program and impart a sense of ownership that improves connection to CBNRM projects 

across the country. 

 

 

 
                                                
34 Exploring the Concept of Ownership, 282 
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Chapter 2  

Community-Based Conservation in Context 

 

 Botswana’s CBNRM program has evolved in the context of a region-wide shift in 

the conservation paradigm. Rural people in southern Africa experienced a protectionist 

system of “fortress-like” national parks during and directly after colonialism that gave 

conservation subtexts of misuse of power and alienation from land. To understand the 

substantial attitudinal and methodological swing that CBNRM represents in Botswana it 

is necessary to look at the broader history of conservation in the region.  

 

The General Trend of Conservation in Southern Africa 

 
 When Garrett Hardin wrote his highly influential article in 1968 about “the 

Tragedy of the Commons,” he and everyone else who read it and acted upon it neglected 

the crucial fact that few systems are true, open access “commons”. Most pre-colonial 

governance systems had resource management regulations built into them. Unless the 

wildlife or resources were abundant and flourishing, the chiefs, kings, headmen, and 

cultural taboos worked to maintain a balance between nature and human needs in 

southern Africa.  
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 In most of the countries in southern Africa, stringent rules covered when certain 

animals could be hunted and who could hunt them and what land could be used. Because 

of the low population densities and nomadic lifestyles of many groups, these cultural 

regulations were adequate for protecting wildlife and other natural resources. The groups 

of southern Africa used a process of adaptive management, a flexible method of using 

natural resources that consists of small-scale use and continuous adjustments to ensure 

sustainability and to determine how and how much human intervention the land could 

handle. Many CBNRM programs later adopted a system of adaptive management to 

improve implementation over time. 

A variety of systems were in place at the time of colonialism. Land use styles, 

such as pastoralism, traditional agricultural practices, and ground patch burning, kept the 

land healthy. Some chiefs created royal reserves where common people could not hunt. 

Other systems included cultural taboos against certain families killing a type of animal, 

rules of when animal species could be hunted, and the hunting of large game animals 

being restricted to the chiefs or hunters in a guild. When the areas of southern Africa 

were colonized, the British, Dutch, and German administrations did not take any of these 

previous systems of conservation into account. Colonial administrations and white 

settlers began hunting large game on an unprecedented scale. Elephants were the most 

targeted, corresponding to an enormous increase in the ivory trade that was spurred on by 

both the Europeans and locals trying to make money. The colonial powers dismissed 

African methods of agriculture, bringing in unsustainable practices and crowding more 

and more Africans onto smaller portions of land, while the white settlers set up large 

farms. Conflicts over land became intense as local populations grew with a boom in cattle 
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ranching and strict regulations against hunting for subsistence were put in place. The 

colonial governments often broke down traditional systems of control over wildlife and 

did not replace them effectively. By the 1920s, the need for protections over wildlife was 

obvious.35  

 Affected by images and ideas of “wilderness”--areas of pristine, uninhabited 

nature--colonial administrations (and their home countries) pushed a preservationist 

agenda. Administrations all over southern Africa created national park systems and 

removed local people from within them. It was primarily the poor, both African and 

settler, who suffered from these relocations. The fines and fences that the colonial 

governments used to protect wildlife were successful, to a certain extent, at saving large 

game from the brink of extinction, but they were not (and are not) sustainable methods of 

control and are highly detrimental to the lives of people living in wildlife rich areas. 

However, fueled by Hardin’s argument against communal control (or lack thereof) of 

resources, top-down practices of conservation continued well into the post-independence 

periods in southern African countries.36  

Countries like Botswana, Zimbabwe, and South Africa continued with a system of 

national parks and, in the case of Botswana, relocation. The environmental departments 

and administrations were small and lacking in the resources needed to change methods of 

conservation. Changes in ideology, however, were beginning to emerge in the 1960s and 

1970s, especially in Zimbabwe, the frontrunner of community-based natural resource 

management. It was increasingly clear that centralized, top-down conservation was both 

                                                
35Fabricius, Christo. Rights, resources and rural development: community-based natural resource 
management in Southern Africa, 2004. London: Earthscan, 40  
36 Rights, Resources, and Rural Development, 35 
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ineffective and antagonizing. Only in the 1980s and 1990s did practices begin to catch up 

with theory.  

The CBNRM revolution started in Zimbabwe and spread all over southern Africa. 

It is based on the idea that the previous policy of excluding people from conservation is 

unnecessary and that conservation can be used as a rural development tool. In theory, the 

most reasonable way to conserve is to give local people near wildlife reserves incentives 

to do so, through economic benefits and public participation. A policy that includes and 

benefits people should cost less, since the large amounts of money used (usually 

ineffectively) to stop poaching would no longer be needed and the proceeds from 

conservation benefits (mainly regulated hunting and photographic safaris) could go 

towards development projects. Zimbabwe’s conservationists proposed a method of 

adaptive management that suggested a slow process of developing small-scale 

community-based conservation programs that would be continuously reevaluated, 

keeping only those methods that proved functional.37 

Handing over control of wildlife to local people has not gone as smoothly as the 

theory would suggest. Perverse incentives, inadequate training, lack of monitoring, 

corrupt governments, and economic stagnation have all plagued CBNRM projects. 

Zimbabwe’s much-lauded Communal Areas Management Programme for Indigenous 

Resources (CAMFIRE), for instance, suffers from corrupt local government officials 

withholding CAMPFIRE funds.38 Many programs are also hampered by an insufficient 

understanding of the makeup of communities, leading to some disadvantaged and 

marginalized groups.  

                                                
37 Rosaleen Duffy, Killing for Conservation. 2000. The International African Institute.  
38 Ivan Bond and Peter Frost. “The CAMPFIRE program in Zimbabwe: Payments for  
Wildlife Services.” Ecological Economics. 65. 2008. 776-787, 780 
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Regardless of the technical difficulties and capacity issues experienced by 

CAMPFIRE projects, the ideology and some methods of Zimbabwe’s program have 

influenced other programs in the region. Community-based conservation strategies in the 

region (and other areas in Africa) range from simple profit-sharing schemes to limited 

participation to full-blown community management. Many programs start with the goal 

of full community management, but ultimately stall before transferring meaningful 

power. Botswana’s CBNRM program subscribes, in some respects, to the practice of 

adaptive management and certainly to the power of economic incentives as a method of 

conservation.  

 

Overview of Botswana’s Conservation History 

 
 Botswana is a large and sparsely inhabited country. Even now, the population, for 

a country roughly the size of France is 1.8 million people. Consequently, conservation of 

natural resources, while certainly important, is not at the critical stage in which many 

countries find themselves. Botswana still possesses some of the most pristine natural 

environments in the world. This abundance of natural resources is due to a variety of 

factors beyond the low population density, from traditional systems of regulation to 

relatively little colonial impact to the policies of the post-independence government.  

 The Chief system of the eight Tswana tribes (which make up about 80% of the 

population) functions through kgotlas, which are “community-wide” meetings, attended 

mainly by older men, where the Chief discusses issues with his advisors and members of 

the community can bring complaints. In the past, kgotla meetings also determined land 

use and management, ensuring that there was regulation of interactions between humans 
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and wildlife. Now, land allocation is determined by Land Boards.39 The Chief and 

headmen mostly determine agendas and decisions before presenting them to the rest of 

the village.40 The Batswana41 also had cultural taboos against hunting family totem 

animals to keep one type of animal from being over-hunted. The San42 people of 

Botswana were (and still are, although in fewer and fewer cases) nomadic hunter-

gatherers who had a unique and flexible way of dealing with Botswana’s ecosystems that 

kept them from burdening the land.  

 The shift into colonization was not as sudden or disruptive in Botswana as it was 

in many other African countries. The Batswana actually requested that the British make 

Botswana a Protectorate of the empire to protect it from the Boers in South Africa. The 

British agreed, but finding Botswana to be virtually worthless to them (it was only after 

Independence that diamonds were discovered), they spent little time trying to subdue or 

control the traditional systems of governance. Botswana, while attracting some ex-

patriots, did not experience the flood of settlers and the difficulties that accompanied 

them to the same extent as Zimbabwe or South Africa. After independence in 1966, 

however, Botswana’s leaders were highly influenced by the British and created a British 

style parliamentary government. When diamonds were discovered President Sir Seretse 

Khama negotiated a favorable deal with De Beers, and the diamond wealth has been used 

for development projects, free health care, and improved roads. In terms of conservation, 

however, the Batswana leadership in the 1960s and 1970s followed the Western 

                                                
39 Discussed in greater detail below and in Chapter 3 
40 Larry A. Swatuk. “From “Project” to “Context”: Community Based Natural Resource Management in 
Botswana” 2005. Global Environmental Politics. Vol 5 (3). 95-124, 103 
41 “Batswana” is the plural form of “motswana” which means “a person from Botswana” 
42 There is no agreed upon way to collectively refer to the nomadic groups in Botswana. “San,” “Basawra,” 
and “Bushman” all have some unavoidable connotations. I have chosen to use “San” as it is the term 
preferred in academic circles. “Basawra,” however, is the official term used by Botswana’s government.  
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protectionist agenda, putting 18% of the country’s land into national parks.43 The San 

were the most negatively affected by these actions as they were the primary group 

relocated from the parks. Forced relocations are still happening today from the Central 

Kalahari Game Reserve. The San are losing their livelihoods, cultural practices, and 

ability to hunt.  

 Not only did the government follow a protectionist, exclusive conservation policy, 

but the tourism industry was also built around high-end, foreign owned and operated 

companies. Safaris in Botswana can cost over a thousand dollars a night, but most of that 

wealth is funneled out of the country. Botswana’s tourism sector has also been 

characterized by “enclave tourism,” which is tourism that takes place in remote areas, 

distant from any communities, and benefits only a small number of people. Tourists, 

mainly European and American, fly into Gaborone or Maun and are immediately flown 

out to completely removed areas in the Okavango Delta or the Kalahari, where they will 

meet no Batswana beyond their guides and learn about nothing but elephants and lions. 

The exclusiveness and expense of Botswana’s tourism industry has helped protect the 

natural beauty of the Delta and desert, to some extent, but it has also cost the Batswana 

access to the natural beauty of their country and many of the benefits to be had from 

running safari operations themselves. Enclave tourism also fails to promote agriculture or 

other activities in surrounding areas.44  

 An effort to increase rural development and make tourism more culturally 

sustainable began in the late 1980s with the emergence of individual CBNRM projects, 

mainly in the North. The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 

                                                
43 Rights, Resources, and Rural Development, 23 
44 J.E. Mbaiwa, Tourism and the Environment in the Okavango Delta, Botswana. 2006. Gaborone: Pula 
Press. 99 
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was originally the major source of funding and expertise behind CBNRM, while 

Botswana’s Department of Wildlife and National Parks (DWNP) was in charge of 

coordinating the various projects. The International Union for Conservation of Nature 

(IUCN) continues to support CBNRM in Botswana on a global level and funds a large 

number of research studies and periodic evaluations. The Department of Environmental 

Affairs (DEA), the Ministry of Tourism, the Botswana Tourism Board, and the Rural 

Development Coordinating Division, are also loosely involved with the program, but the 

majority of the work falls on the DNWP and its Community Extension and Outreach 

Division. The previous lack of a national, overarching policy and government 

involvement and interest has been a problem for CBNRM. USAID pulled out of the 

program in 1995, claiming that the government refused to devolve power to the villages, 

but the government’s unwillingness to draft and pass a national CBNRM policy could 

have contributed to the withdrawal of USAID aid. The absence of a national policy has 

also caused a confusion of legislation affecting both the projects and the ministries that 

deal with CBNRM. Now, a national policy has been passed, but it remains controversial.  

 Before the national policy was passed in 2006, international actors (IUCN, Global 

Environment Facility, and a Netherlands NGO) helped create two national organizations 

to provide information and increased coordination to the CBNRM projects. In 1999, the 

National CBNRM Forum came into existence. The IUCN country office acted as its 

secretariat until July 2007 when IUCN relocated to South Africa and the Kalahari 

Conservation Society took over the position.45 The Botswana Community-Based 

Organization Network (BOCOBONET) was also funded by IUCN and it centralizes all of 

                                                
45 Kalahari Conservation Society website, http://www.kcs.org.bw/About-Background 
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the documentation on CBNRM and acts at the governmental level as an advocate for 

CBNRM.  

 In addition to the 18% of land dedicated to national parks, Botswana has 21% of 

its land in national monuments, game reserves, and the Wildlife Management Areas 

(WMAs) that make up the physical foundation of CBNRM. The government has also 

divided the land into 163 Controlled Hunting Areas (CHAs) that overlap the other land 

designations. Communities in these areas can form Community-Based Organizations 

(CBOs). In order to become a legally recognized Trust and be able to lease CBNRM land 

for trophy hunting or non-consumptive tourism, a CBO must have an approved 

constitution and Land Use Management Plan. The appropriate Land Authority allocates 

the land. In most cases, the appropriate Land Authorities are Land Boards that were 

established shortly after independence to take over land allocation duties from the Chiefs. 

There are eleven Land Boards, eight based on the regions of the eight Tswana tribes and 

three placed in regions controlled by other ethnic groups. After obtaining a lease, the 

established Trust can decide to sublease the land to an external safari operation through a 

Joint Venture Partnership (JVP) or manage the land itself. CHAs outside of WMAs can 

be used for limited livestock production (as they are “multi-purpose”), but most areas are 

leased for wildlife management, tourism activities, and production of veld resources. The 

majority of established Trusts in Botswana have chosen to enter JVPs and sublease the 

land. The leases do not confer ultimate authority onto the CBOs though. The government 

maintains the right to revoke the lease at any time either because of misconduct on the 

part of the CBO or to develop something of greater benefit to the community.46  

                                                
46 From Project to Context, 105 
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 In most of the CBOs, all persons over eighteen that have lived in the area for five 

years are automatically members. The members of a CBO elect a Board of Trustees to 

represent and make decisions on behalf of the community. Usually, the Board of Trustees 

has ten members that can be reelected every three years. Many constitutions do not 

restrict the number of terms a Board member can serve. CBO members tend to elect 

younger members of the community (twenty-one to forty years of age) to serve on the 

Boards, probably because of their higher levels of education. Most Boards of Trustees 

meet several times a year and are paid a sitting allowance. Very few requirements beyond 

basic literacy and community membership are necessary for Board members at this time. 

Technical Advisory Committees (TACs) that are composed of officials from multiple 

government offices coordinated by the DWNP and the District Administration provide 

technical assistance and advice to Boards and CBOs three times a year, on average.47 A 

project manager should be employed under the Board of Trustees to run the day-to-day 

operations of the CBNRM project. 

 The WMAs and CHAs were delineated based on a long history of conflicted, 

ethnically and class divided land rights and politics. The discovery of diamonds enhanced 

a system that depended on the rule of a small elite, despite the sharing of wealth in the 

form of healthcare, roads, and education. The number of cattle owned by the elite 

continued to increase and wealthy cattle ranchers, who generally lived in urban areas, 

increased the number of boreholes, moving their cattle farther and farther into the bush 

and communal lands. Tribal grazing land48 was broken into commercial, communal, and 

reserved areas. Commercial land was leased for ranch development, mainly to the elite. 

                                                
47 CBNRM National Policy, 2 
48 Only the eight major tribes of Botswana have official political representation. The San and other tribes 
that make up Botswana’s population are under represented in government and cannot own communal lands.  
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Communal land included traditional common property and was also used by the elite, 

creating a situation that excluded less wealthy members of society from grazing land, 

rather than curtailing the destructive actions of the big ranches. The ineffectiveness of 

this measure was increased by the fact that any boreholes created were privately owned, 

as was the land around them, allowing the rich to encroach onto communal land. In fact, 

the government encouraged the privatization of communal land, ever increasing the 

socio-economic disparity.49 Consequently, the land boards have come under the control 

of local powerhouses and heightened the inequality of land allocation and use. People 

who are not members of the major tribes, like the San, are almost never given land by 

these boards. The reserved areas are now WMAs and CBNRM areas, supposedly righting 

the imbalance in land allocation by providing opportunities to more marginalized groups. 

 Beyond the conflicts over land that continue in many of the WMAs and 

communal lands, CBNRM has faced financial and technical difficulties over the two 

decades since its inception. The Northern projects, especially those in the Okavango 

Delta, make a great deal of profit every year but suffer heavily from embezzlement and 

misused funds. In many cases, young San in the North run the Trusts or CBOs, since they 

make up a significant potion of the rural population and are targeted for special education 

programs by the government, but they are not schooled business practice and that is 

leading to some irresponsible money managing.50 Other projects fail to make any money 

at all. The Khama Rhino Sanctuary, a well-run, properly staffed and trained CBNRM 

project, just broke even for the first time last year.51 The central government has 

                                                
49 Pauline E. Peters, Dividing the Commons: Politics, Policy, and Culture in Botswana, 1994. University of 
Viginia Press, 2 
50 SADC Natural Resources Management Project Official Interview 
51 Khama Rhino Sanctuary Manager Interview 
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responded to the problems of CBNRM with a national policy that could potentially 

eliminate the connection between the individual projects and their economic benefits by 

putting most of the profits into a national fund. The national fund that the new CBNRM 

policy is creating will be composed of 65% of the profits from hunting quotas (the source 

of the majority of money in the program) and will be available to all of the projects in 

Botswana.52 Botswana’s resources have been managed by the central government to 

provide, to some extent, benefits to most of the country. Thus, centralizing control of 

resources and then spreading the benefits to others is the natural response of the 

government. It may be that the new policy will function better within Botswana’s cultural 

norms, but considering the political history of suppression of differences and elite rule in 

Botswana, it is questionable whether CBNRM should move down the path of central 

control.   

 As of 2006, there are ninety-one registered Trusts in Botswana, most of which 

started in the 1990s. These ninety-one CBOs covered one hundred and fifty villages and 

more than a hundred and thirty-five thousand people.53 However, only around 35 CBOs 

are implementing CBNRM programs and even fewer than that are making a profit.54 The 

acceptance of the program is promising, but the implementation is proving difficult.  

 

Two Illustrations 

 
A brief look at two of Botswana’s CBNRM projects illuminates some of the obstacles of 

implementation. The two projects outlined below, the Khama Rhino Sanctuary and the 

                                                
52 CBNRM National Policy, 3 
53 See appendix 
54 CBNRM Status Report, 43 
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Nata Bird Sanctuary, are not large money making operations like some of the CBOs in 

the North, but rather small citizen efforts to preserve certain wildlife and environmental 

resources.  

 
Khama Rhino Sanctuary 

 The Khama Rhino Sanctuary is located in the central region of Botswana, right 

outside of the village of Serowe on the Serwe Pan. The Khama Rhino Sanctuary Trust is 

the Registered Accountable Legal Entity (RALE) of the CBO that encompasses the 

villages of Serowe, Paje, and Mabeleapodi. In 1989, when the idea of a sanctuary in the 

Pan was conceived, the area was a cattle post, but it was heavily inundated with wildlife. 

Residents of Serowe joined together to create the Sanctuary and ultimately the Ngwato 

Land Board allocated the land to the Trust in 1993. The Trust provided compensation for 

the one farmer displaced from the area by giving him a borehole and farm nearby. The 

Serwe Pan is an excellent habitat for rhinos, so when the land was allocated to the Trust, 

four Rhinos from the Chobe district (the northernmost section of Botswana) were 

transferred to the Sanctuary. When the Sanctuary was fenced in 1995, South Africa 

donated five more rhinos. Since then, the Sanctuary has established itself as an effective 

reintroduction area for both black and white rhinos and has been very successful at 

preserving the wildlife of the area. Scientists often ask to do research in the Sanctuary 

and there was one stationed there in 2007. The Botswana Defense Force is located 

nearby, available for anti-poaching measures if necessary, but the Sanctuary has a 

positive relationship with the surrounding communities. 

 In terms of social good, the Sanctuary provides extensive training for its guides, 

both in Botswana and abroad. One of the guides in 2007 received an all-expenses paid 
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internship at Disney for customer service training. The Sanctuary has also built a large 

education center that brings in school groups from the surrounding areas to learn about 

conservation, pollution, flora, and fauna. The education center works with schools to 

complement the students’ syllabus and also has dorms set up for overnight stays. The 

Sanctuary employs maids, cooks, and waiters from the three CBO villages. However, 

people outside the community fill some skilled positions (such as the manager and head 

chef). Regardless, the Sanctuary is a very popular place to work and the manager is 

continuously flooded with applications. All of the regular employees receive some 

conservation education. The Sanctuary works through the kgotla to find day laborers, in 

the hopes that the Chiefs can help find competent (not drunken) people.  

Unfortunately, there is no connection between village activities and the Sanctuary 

and there is no spillover of visitors to other community attractions. The Sanctuary is seen 

as a stopping point between Johannesburg and Maun. Also, while the school groups make 

heavy use of the Sanctuary, most other Batswana in the area cannot afford to stay or visit. 

Any extra profits that the Sanctuary makes go into community projects in the surrounding 

villages, but considering that 2007 was the first year that the Sanctuary broke even, these 

community projects have not gone into effect. The Sanctuary is heavily reliant on donor 

funding and government help. Fortunately, the Sanctuary’s patron is the current 

President, Seretse Khama Ian Khama, ensuring government support that many other 

projects do not possess. The government has helped procure animals, provide water, and 

give information. In addition, the current manager of the Sanctuary was originally a 

government employee, and is consequently well trained.  
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 The Khama Rhino Sanctuary is a small operation, with limited profit, but it is well 

run and provides the communities with good employment opportunities. However, an 

enormous amount of time and money is put into training the guides effectively when 

there is no room for advancement, causing a high turnover rate for the most talented of 

the employees.  

 
Nata Bird Sanctuary 

 The Nata Bird Sanctuary is a far smaller and less developed CBNRM project 

located just outside of Nata village in the upper East section of the Central District. In 

1988, members of the Nata Conservation Committee brought the idea of creating a 

sanctuary for the wildlife (mostly of the avian variety) in the Sua Pan, a prime breeding 

land for thousands of flamingos during the rainy season, to a kgotla meeting. The land 

was being lost to industrialization (a soda ash mine is on part of the Pan) and increasing 

livestock. Despite opposition from the cattle ranchers using the area for livestock grazing, 

the Conservation Committee appealed to the community and pushed the motion through, 

and the Nata Bird Sanctuary opened its door to the public in 1993. Over three thousand 

cattle were removed from the Sanctuary land. There are four villages in the CBO: Nata, 

Maposa, Manxatae, and Sepako. There are only eight employment opportunities at the 

Sanctuary, but surrounding villagers fill them all.  

 Nata Bird Sanctuary suffers most of all from lack of money. The Sanctuary does 

not make enough money to cover costs most years, much less develop accommodations 

or amenities for guests. A nearby lodge and mobile safari companies bring in groups of 

people and pay a park fee, but the Sanctuary has no guides of its own and only one truck 

(that is not always working) to use for game drives. The Sanctuary is in need of legal 
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advice to enter a JVP and help with bookkeeping. An education officer is hired every so 

often, but this person never stays longer than a year.  

 The Nata Sanctuary does not have as comfortable a relationship with the 

surrounding communities as the Khama Rhino Sanctuary. Villagers often steal from the 

campsites and cut fences to let in their cattle. Greater regulation and enforcement need to 

be in place for people who visit the area as they frequently go off road and steal eggs of 

birds. The Sanctuary does not connect with village activities (such as clubs or traditional 

dance performances), although at least one Board member thinks that would be a positive 

step to involving the Sanctuary in community affairs.55  

 Unfortunately, the Sanctuary buildings, including the office and the manger’s 

house, burned down in October 2008. This misfortune sets the Sanctuary even further 

back financially and prevents them from developing. The Board was planning to get a 

waterhole put in for the animals, but they need to conduct an Environmental Impact 

Assessment (EIA) first and do not have the funds to hire experts.  

 

Conclusion 

 
Context is critical to running a functional program. Clearly, the Khama Rhino Sanctuary 

and Nata Bird Sanctuary are in need of different reforms and support. Despite the fact 

that neither makes a large profit, Khama Rhino Sanctuary has far superior support 

networks, training programs, and facilities for tourists. The wealthy CBOs up in the 

North of the country are dealing with a whole other set of problems. However, certain 

basic issues can be analyzed in a more comprehensive manner, such as the lack of 

                                                
55 Interview with Nata CBO Board member 
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connection to and cooperation with the surrounding communities and the need for 

technical capacity. Adapting to a system of community-based conservation after several 

decades of the development of exclusionary national parks requires an alteration of 

thinking on both the levels of the national government and the individual level, and 

Botswana is currently struggling with transforming their wants and expectations. 
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Chapter 3 

A Polycentric Analysis of Botswana’s CBNRM Program 

 

In Chapter 1, I discussed the polycentric design principles that Blomquist, 

Ostrom, and Wunsch created to determine the key factors in developing a functioning 

self-governing resource regime.56 In order to analyze Botswana’s CBNRM program 

effectively, I have chosen to examine its performance along Blomquist and Ostrom’s five 

dimensions of information, communication, symmetry, enforcement, and monitoring. 

Under the umbrella of this analysis I focus on six design principles highlighted by 

Wunsch and Ostrom. The overarching structure of the five dimensions gives context to 

the more specific design principles and the latter clarify the processes that need to be 

reformed. The principles most relevant for Botswana’s program are: clearly defined 

boundaries, nested enterprises, importance of co-production, proportional equivalence 

between benefits and costs, degree of choice, and technical certainty. I have included an 

additional principle of effective conservation, as none of the lists specifically deal with 

                                                
56 Blomquist and Ostrom’s dimensions for effective self-governance include: information, communication, 
symmetry, monitoring, and enforcement. 
Ostrom’s design principle list includes: clearly defined boundaries, proportional equivalence between 
benefits and costs, collective-choice arrangements, monitoring, graduated sanctions, conflict resolution 
mechanisms, minimal recognition of rights to organize, and nested enterprises. 
Wunsch’s design principle list includes: excludability, jointness of consumption, spillovers and 
externalities, technical certainty, measurability and specificity of outputs or inputs, importance of co-
production, scale of operation regarding average unit cost, and degree of choice by users. 
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conservation programs. Many reform efforts in Botswana are focused on improving the 

technical performance of the CBNRM projects (a definite necessity); however, the issues 

illuminated by the design principles could also be improved with the judicial use of 

current participation theory and practice.  

 

Information 

 

 The five conditions for effective self-governing institutions that Ostrom and 

Blomquist outline are set up in reaction to work by Lewis and Cowens on communal 

resource regimes functioning without institutions.57 Lewis and Cowens determined what 

the five dimensions would look like before the introduction of institutions. The 

information condition, in that case, is that all people involved in resource management 

have complete information about the resource and the other people using it. Without an 

institutional setting, the participating members must contain all of the knowledge 

necessary. With institutions in place, the question becomes “is there some way for 

participants to find out what is going on?”58 In Botswana, the clearest breakdown of the 

information condition is in land ownership and allocation.  

 

Design Principle: Clearly Defined Boundaries 

The complex relationships among land tenure, land boards, and CBNRM communities 
need to be clearly delineated and easily negotiable. However, the process of getting land 
for CBNRM is not static, the responsibilities of communities are not always (or even 
usually) clear, and land allocation is often determined by informal and discriminatory 
practice. 
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 The system of land ownership and the structures controlling land allocation have 

fundamentally shaped the CBNRM program in Botswana. Tribal organization, 

colonialization, and the decisions of the ruling party at independence all made lasting 

impressions on land policies which in turn heaped complications on the implementation 

and acceptance of CBNRM.  

 Before and during the British colonialization of Botswana, access and use of land 

was determined by Chiefs. People were given land based on their status within the 

region; however outsiders could acquire land use rights by swearing loyalty to the 

Chief.59 Since Independence, the Botswana Democratic Party (BDP) has been amending 

land rights and use plans to reflect a more national identity, rather than one centered on 

local tribes. In 1968, the government passed the Tribal Land Policy that created land 

boards in the eight regions controlled by the major Tswana speaking tribes to take over 

land allocation duties from the Chiefs. In 1976, three additional land boards were formed 

in Chobe, Ghanzi, and Kgalagadi, non-Tswana majority areas, to represent other tribes. 

These land boards only dealt with agro-pastoral land use; hunting and gathering was not 

recognized as a valid land use strategy. In 1993, the Tribal Land Act was amended once 

again to remove land rights from ethnic influence, and allow citizens to own land, 

regardless of ethnic group. The focus on agro-pastoralist use was not changed, though, 

leaving the San out of the mix once again.  

 The Tribal Grazing Land Policy of 1974, an effort to stop overgrazing through 

enclosure of communal grazing lands, began an evolution of land policy that increased 
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inequality substantially. The 1991 Agricultural Policy promoted enclosure as well, 

through the fencing of cattle ranches, claiming that private ranches were more productive. 

Overgrazing continues to be a problem, though, because wealthy ranchers were never 

barred from using communal land as well as the fenced areas.  

 Conservation policies also distanced people, especially the San, from land. When 

the government set apart land for national parks, requiring the San to move out of their 

traditional lands (for instance, the Central Kalahari Game Reserve), it started the Remote 

Area Development Programme (RADP) to resettle San in “service areas” equipped with 

water, clinics, and schools. In the 1980s, RADP clearly became a program to assimilate 

and “civilize” the San.60  

 Although the BDP chose to keep the traditional Chiefs in place and promoted 

some level of privatization with the Agricultural Policy, the most important natural 

resource in Botswana, diamonds, has been held securely in the hands of the national 

government. President Seretse Khama’s decision to nationalize the diamond mines, rather 

than leaving them in the regional control of the land boards or the Chiefs, is probably one 

of the most important decisions made in Botswana to date. The national control of 

diamonds eliminated much chance of strong, autonomous local governments, intense 

struggles over resources, or break down of the country into tribal lands. Now, the unity 

created by the first President through nationalization of resources is beginning to falter. 

CBNRM is actually considered, by some, to be evidence of that.  

 In the face of decades of national control of natural resources, CBNRM appears to 

be in conflict with the trend of using the wealth of the country to benefit all. In addition 
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to questions about the appropriateness of a decentralized conservation program in a 

nationalized resource management context, the allocation system for CBNRM is 

confusing and often works against the best wishes of the people involved with the 

program.  

 The CBNRM communities do not have ownership rights to land. After 

communities have formed a RALE and a Land Use Management Plan (LUMP), the Land 

Board in the area gives communities user rights. With the approval of the Land Board, 

communities can then choose to sub-lease their land to external companies in the private 

sector or they can receive development rights and use the land themselves. Rights are 

always conditional; the national government maintains ultimate control over wildlife, 

water, veld products, and state land. Land rights are also specific and refer only to certain 

resources (mainly wildlife, although fairly recently CBNRM has been expanded to 

include fish and veld products). The Land Boards remain the legal owners of communal 

lands.61  

 Getting CBNRM land is difficult. The creation of new WMAs is a tension-ridden 

issue, so communities outside of those existing areas, regardless of their wildlife levels, 

will have problems joining the program. The Land Boards tend to be run by local elites 

and the national government authorities appoint the majority of members. Five are 

chosen from a list of twenty elected by local communities, five are directly appointed by 

the Minister, and two represent the Ministry of Agriculture and the Ministry of 
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Commerce and Industry.62 The national government is heavily invested in cattle ranching 

and agriculture and there is some concern that impartiality in terms of land use is 

compromised in the government.63 Not only do elites control land allocation, but also 

there seem to be several different processes for getting land, confusing things further. The 

majority of communities (70%) also have trouble understanding the process of creating 

LUMPs.64  

 The standards and reasons behind Community-Based Organization (CBO) 

formation are also unclear. CBOs can be one village or many. The government tends 

toward inclusion, rather than smaller projects, but those CBOs that include multiple 

villages often run into transportation and communication problems, not to mention a lack 

of community cohesion and identity. There seems to be no obvious system for why some 

villages are chosen and others are not.65 The fact that there was no overall, coherent 

implementation strategy for CBNRM when it first began certainly contributed to the 

confusion.  

 The boundaries of what is acceptable in terms of land use become even more 

complicated when hunting and gathering is involved. Since none of the land polices cover 

hunting and gathering as an official land use strategy, groups like the San that survive off 

of subsistence hunting are left without legal claims to the land that they use. Special 

Game Licenses were available that allowed a person to hunt a certain number of animals 

for food per year. However, the introduction of CBNRM revoked those individual 

licenses and lowered the quota of hunting animals substantially. Hunting and gathering 
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provided a connection to the land that is no longer recognized. Illegal subsistence hunting 

continues, though, only without traditional community controls since it must be done 

secretly.  

 The land management system all over Botswana is less transparent and equal than 

one would hope. The fencing of private ranches (without prevention of wealthy ranchers 

from using communal lands), the oversight of not recognizing hunting and gathering as 

legitimate land use strategies, and the questions of how CBOs are formed and get land, 

all serve to marginalize rural people and make rights to land unclear. I would argue that 

where rights are unclear, responsibilities are also unclear. This confusion is compounded 

in CBNRM with the addition of conservation. Conservation quotas and practices are 

based on Department of Wildlife and National Parks (DWNP) statistics and studies and 

not on community knowledge or opinion, rendering conservation rules opaque and 

potentially arbitrary to community members. Without effective methods of obtaining and 

relaying information, CBOs are unsure of what is expected of them and the roles they 

need to play, especially in regards to sustainability. Currently, land management 

regulations are filtered down to locals in an incomplete way; an increase in participation 

on the community side and an increase in responsiveness on the state side could help the 

discriminatory and elitist nature of land allocation in Botswana.  

 

Communication 

 

 Without institutions, Lewis and Cowens assume that communication must be 

“immediate, undistorted, and costless” because all individuals have all the information 
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necessary.66 However, the distribution of information in a non-perfect system is more 

complicated than that. The sharing of information is necessary, since all users will not 

adopt the same positions, and some forum must be created to spread information to the 

communities and stakeholders involved. The nestedness of institutions and the 

importance of co-production (in Botswana, the relationship between communities and the 

private sector) illustrate some of the methods of communication CBNRM has adopted.  

 

Design Principle: Nested Enterprises 

Polycentric Institutionalism is primarily concerned with the way that levels of institutions 
relate and affect each other. Rather than supporting decentralization or centralization, 
polycentric institutionalism recommends blending different methods of institutional 
structure to provide the most effective system. The various authorities and levels of 
government in Botswana (national government, local communities, tribal authorities, and 
non-governmental organizations) create a tangled web of incentives and overlapping 
responsibilities that change the way CBNRM is run.  
 
 Government officers, NGO officials, and academics often cite the connections 

and relationships among the various actors involved in CBNRM, in Botswana and 

elsewhere, as a problem. The program, especially now that the new policy has partially 

centralized control of revenue, could be viewed as an expansion of state control instead 

of a true expression of local empowerment. Actors at the national level have a number of 

incentives to keep CBNRM under their thumb. 

 I mentioned above that CBNRM is a departure from the trend of nationalization 

of natural resources that the government has followed from independence. The adoption 

of CBNRM actually caused a backlash against the government control of diamond mines. 

Communities surrounding mines began lobbying for decentralization of the mines and 

their benefits when the benefits from tourism started coming into CBNRM communities. 
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Of course, there is a difference between wanting increased benefits from locally 

controlled diamond mines and trying to protect wildlife by giving rural people an 

economic benefit for not poaching them.67 However, the increased centralization of 

CBNRM in the new policy could be seen as a way to silence notions of reclaiming local 

control of the mines.  

 The national government has never been overly supportive of CBNRM. The 

program has continued mainly because of donors and determined individuals. The current 

President, for one, has invested in numerous foreign safari operations, which could be 

considered a conflict of interest. Consequently, the burden of CBNRM falls mainly on 

the DWNP. The DWNP staff is trained to deal with wildlife quotas, not rural 

development. Although the extension officers do visit the CBNRM projects several times 

a year, it is questionable how effectively they can deal with problems. The Rural 

Development ministries in government are not connected with the program. The 

Department of Tourism only works with a few districts and its capacity is small.68 The 

Botswana Tourism Board (BTB), created in 2003 as the marketing arm for tourism, and 

the Department of Tourism appear to be doing the same job. An officer in the Department 

of Environmental Affairs (DEA) said that the BTB should not be involved in 

implementation, but the BTB director in favor of separating marketing and 

impementation was fired.69 

 The District Councils are outwardly hostile to CBOs. They believe they are more 

capable of managing wildlife and view autonomous local communities as a threat to their 
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political control. The District Councils have developed a framework and vision of what 

wildlife management should look like and anything that deviates from that they call 

mismanagement, regardless of whether corruption is present or not. This attitude of 

district authorities can be traced back to the period before colonialism, when they were 

making an effort to centralize and assimilate ethnic groups. CBNRM also diverts funds 

and staff from local government. As the national government receives all the revenue 

from diamonds, local governments have very little autonomous funding and CBNRM 

exacerbates the problem.70  

 BOCOBONET was created to give CBOs auditing and legal help, but again, 

capacity is limited. They do hire auditors, although not on as regular a basis as necessary. 

The CBNRM National Forum, a convention hosted by a CBO that meets regularly and 

involves all the stakeholders, is useful for airing grievances, but lacks capacity as well. 

There were only eight environmental NGOs in Botswana as of 2006. The Kalahari 

Conservation Society, a small NGO is trying to provide advice and assistance to five 

CBNRM sites in addition to twelve other major projects.  

 Within the CBOs themselves, there are problems in differentiating board 

members from managers, which everyone I interviewed agreed was a problem. The 

Board Members, instead of making plans for development and overall visions for the 

CBOs, are running the day-to-day operations of the CBNRM projects. While I was at the 

Nata Bird Sanctuary, one of the Board members was helping building a fence. The 

CBNRM governing structures tend not to be connected with local governance, despite the 
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use of kgotlas. The communities and the projects often have nothing to do with each 

other beyond employment.71  

 The use of the kgotla, the traditional Tswana meeting place, as the primary form 

of communication among the CBOs, the government, and the communities presents some 

difficulties. The government in the mobilization of communities for CBNRM used the 

kgolta extensively since it is traditionally deemed a democratic forum for the Tswana. 

Government officials use the kgotla to make presentations and clarify issues under 

discussion. Management decisions are only seen as legitimate when made through a 

kgotla meeting. However, while kgotla meetings are useful forums for discussion, they 

are presided over by a chief or headman who makes the authoritative decision on issues, 

limiting participation to voicing opinions. The kgotla is also the space of men, and older 

powerful men at that. Marginalized ethnic groups, young people, and women have 

traditionally been excluded from kgotla proceedings. Even today, women are not always 

allowed to join kgotla meetings (and female tourists are encouraged to dress 

“appropriately” in skirts if they visit one). In addition to the representation issues 

involved with using an exclusionary forum for participation, kgotla meetings are not 

highly attended by the populations of CBNRM communities.72  

 The use of the kgotla is a quintessential example of the potential problem of 

reusing established political space for new programs. Participation, in its freest form, is 

“not only the right to participate effectively in a given space, but the right to define and to 

shape that space.”73 While it may seem effective and insightful in theory to use a 
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previously established and culturally accepted discussion forum, the reality is that 

marginalized groups had no chance to re-evaluate their discursive positions in the new 

program. CBNRM, rather than establishing new power structures, mimicked the old 

positions of power and denied greater participation in the program.  

 While Botswana’s CBNRM program has multiple centers of authority and areas 

of participation, as prescribed by polycentric institutionalism, their nestedness is 

inefficient and undeveloped. Coordination among different government agencies and the 

communities is lacking. Most critically, basis of organization and participation for 

CBNRM, the kgotla, excludes many sections of society from decision-making.  

 

Importance of Co-Production 

While the mining sector is entirely nationalized, the private sector, before CBNRM, was 
in full control of the tourism initiatives in the country. CBNRM was implemented, in part, 
to spread the benefits of tourism to local people rather than isolated safari operatives. 
However, the private sector with its higher expertise and funding remains important to 
Botswana’s tourism industry and could be more effectively used in CBNRM. As it stands, 
the private sector is often at odds with CBNRM initiatives and communities do not have a 
support system for dealing with private sector issues. 
 
 The Joint Venture Partnerships (JVPs) between communities and private safari 

companies are a critical part of CBNRM. Despite this relationship, the potential of the 

private sector is often ignored in CBNRM. The majority of CBOs choose to sub-lease 

their lands to safari operators and then receive concessions from them. JVPs can be 

extremely beneficial for communities and CBNRM projects. Some partners provide 

funding for community development, medical assistance, and agricultural needs. Others 

provide funding for libraries and support local football teams. JVPs are also often in 

charge of maintenance and development of tourism buildings and operations. The Nata 
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Bird Sanctuary, with its one dilapidated truck, was in the process of searching for a JVP 

in 2007-2008.74  

 Some JVPs, unfortunately, provide legal problems rather than funding. Many 

safari companies do not pay concession fees, are involved in money laundering, and have 

a complete disregard for laws. Racism is also an issue with some JVPs. An employee at 

the Kalahari Conservation Society, an NGO heavily involved in CBNRM, went on 

vacation and was told by a safari company that they “didn’t serve his kind.”75 Racism in 

the tourism industry, while widely recognized as existing, is not dealt with in the 

government or the courts. There is little support for CBNRM projects in legal conflicts 

with private safari companies, due to limited funding and staff.  

 The negotiation for choosing a JVP presents some complications. The CBO that 

will be dealing the JVP for five to fifteen years does not actually choose the JVP. Instead 

the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), which is composed of frequently changing 

local and district level officials, makes the final decision on the JVP. The TACs have 

been known to not provide communities with the complete evaluation of potential JVPs, 

leaving communities uninformed and more susceptible to influence through corruption 

(buying votes, providing entertainment, etc).76 The communities resent the control of the 

TACs, and the TACs are not connected enough with the communities to be beneficial in 

the decision making process.77 The circumscribing of participation at this juncture 
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undermines the potential for beneficial co-production and further development of 

CBNRM partnerships.  

 

Symmetry 

 

 In the Lewis and Cowens model, all the benefits and costs of the resource 

management system are shared equally. All participants use the same amount of 

resources and control is maintained through the understanding that all participants will 

cooperate. Perfect symmetry is probably not possible in real life situations. Therefore, 

Ostrom and Blomquist determined that the “allocation of costs must relate to the 

distribution of interests among the participants.”78 The costs of a program or system also 

cannot override the benefits. Beyond the direct questions of distribution, the degree of 

choice regarding how resources are used and divided and the options of partnerships 

affect the balance of costs and benefits in Botswana’s CBNRM program.  

 

Design Principle: Proportional Equivalence between Benefits and Costs 

The distribution of funds and the reality of costs cause the most conflict in CBNRM 
programs. The question of who gets what and why needs to be answered in a fair and 
balanced manner to ensure that the incentives to conserve are strong in CBNRM. As 
Botswana’s national government pulls away from decentralized control of resources, the 
balance of costs and benefits is potentially shifting away from providing strong incentives 
to continue sustainable practices. 
 
 Benefits from CBNRM take both economic and non-economic forms. CBNRM 

projects provide employment and funding for community development. Some CBOs 

hand out individual cash stipends. CBNRM projects can also help preserve cultural 
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history. The Tsodilo Hills project in Northwest Botswana, for instance, is working to save 

cave paintings from approximately a hundred thousand years ago.79 The question of who 

should get these benefits is not easy to determine.  

 The government drafted the new policy with the thought that the funds from 

CBNRM should be spread out across the projects. Now, 65% of the profits from hunting 

quotas (the biggest money maker of CBNRM activities) will go into a National 

Environmental Fund that will be accessible by any CBNRM project. For one year, the 

money that a project puts into the Fund will be held for it, if it writes a grant to fulfill a 

certain endeavor. After that, any of the projects can use the money, as long as they write 

an acceptable grant. Unfortunately, most of the projects, especially the poorest that need 

the money most, would have to hire someone to write that grant. There is a strong 

concern that the money in the fund will not be utilized by the CBNRM projects.  

 The Fund has not been implemented yet (although it is official policy so there is 

some question whether it will be retroactive when it does get implemented), but the 

question as to where the benefits go is not a new one. The CBO boards act as 

intermediaries determining community project funding and handing out individual 

payments. The funds are often used wastefully (buying multiple vehicles) or go towards 

Board member salaries.80 Board Members get paid a certain amount per meeting. From 

January 2007 to March 2007, the Nata Board had three regular meetings, two emergency 

meetings, and eleven additional meetings. It is probable that they were attempting to 

make more money (the KCS official certainly thought so). Money can also disappear into 
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the hands of corrupt managers. Again, in Nata, the board hired a manager, (a hire KCS 

did not approve) who signed himself a blank check and left.81  

 In most CBNRM projects, very little of the money gets down to the individuals in 

the CBNRM communities. Some Trusts in the North earn enough from tourism to 

provide economic benefits to households, even with mismanagement. But more Trusts 

are like Nata, fairly in debt themselves and certainly not providing more than eight 

employment opportunities. The employment opportunities are beneficial to communities 

that mainly survive off subsistence farming, though, and CBNRM has decreased youth 

migration slightly.82  

 The costs are distributed just as unequally as the benefits. Discussions of 

nationalizing wildlife management again do not seem to take into account that wildlife 

costs remain high. Wildlife is destructive to crops and dangerous for people. Not being 

able to hunt or make money from wildlife is taking away many people’s only options to 

survive and make a living. Again, the San have been particularly hard hit by the 

restrictions on subsistence hunting. The game meat restrictions have forced what was 

once a communal activity into hiding, negatively affecting community links and the way 

the San feel as citizens of Botswana. Some claim that the new laws make them “live like 

white people, looking after only their own children.”83 CBNRM may be making up for 

the loss of land and livelihood to a certain extent, but it has not made an effort to 

incorporate the cultural aspects of the San. Ultimately, the costs of living with wildlife or 

losing cultural expressions like hunting are not mitigated for most members of CBNRM 

communities. 
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Design Principle: Degree of Choice 

Governments often begin CBNRM programs with goals like empowerment and 
participation that give local communities a say in how resources are utilized and where 
the profits are allocated. Unfortunately, the degree of choice, levels of participation, and 
local autonomy usually do not reflect those goals. Most communities have only limited 
options for land use, especially with the restrictions of conservation and sustainability, 
and are pushed into certain tracks by officials higher up in the government.  
 
 In 2000, Chasca Twyman did a case study of the Okwa WMA in Western 

Botswana. Twyman found that although the language used to introduce CBNRM spoke 

of empowerment and participation, it was obvious that the communities involved were 

expected to follow one path, the one supported by the government. The choice the 

communities had was to follow the government’s lead and be successful or lose support. 

The government officials presenting the program clearly articulated the decisions they 

wanted community members to make and dismissed any serious questions raised by 

community members as off topic.84  The relationship with the government is lopsided, 

with the government exerting control over cultural and economic factors of CBNRM. 

Community options have been circumscribed and the political space to discuss those 

options left to them is compromised. The JVPs are not completely balanced either, with 

the private sector having only some obligations towards communities, but far more 

resources and control with which to work. The limits on communities restrict the non-

economic benefits of CBNRM.  

 The national government is not willing to devolve meaningful authority to the 

local communities. There is some choice about which CBO a person would like to join, if 

that individual has some skills, like the Okavango Delta Polers Trust which is only open 
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to guides who are licensed to use mokoros (dugout canoes), but communities as a whole 

have little concrete power. They can choose whether they want to lease the land out to 

safari operators or not, but they are limited by conservation laws, technical knowledge, 

and government bureaucracy.85 Participatory conservation programs are faced with a 

difficult line to walk, as they are often trying to change attitudes as well as practices. The 

environmental necessities of the program naturally leave the communities in question 

with limited choices. However, the flow of information and discussion should be more 

balanced and the communities should have greater control over the paths they can take 

for the sake of both effective resource management and the transformation of perspective 

that can come with higher degrees of choice and participation in the projects.  

 

Monitoring and Enforcement 

 

 Monitoring in the Lewis and Cowens theoretical model is, like communication, 

costless and correct. Each participant monitors all of the others through the intake of 

resources. Enforcement is established through deterrence, the knowledge that if one 

person begins overusing the common resource, all others will follow and destroy the 

resource. Monitoring in an imperfect system, however, becomes a question of producing 

sufficient monitoring capacity to ensure that the majority of participants follow the rules 

and that those who do not are dealt with fairly. Enforcement with institutions, while still a 

social contract, moves away from a private response to one determined by the 

community. In order for monitoring and enforcement to be successful, the program must 

                                                
85 CBNRM Status Report, 41 



 51 

have some level of technical certainty. In a conservation program there is the added 

difficulty of monitoring and enforcing sustainability of the program. Botswana’s 

government and communities are struggling with both the technical and environmental 

aspects of implementing the program and building capacity within the communities. 

 

Design Principle: Technical Certainty 

Training is one of the most basic necessities in CBNRM programs. CBOs contend with 
complex management, legal, and economic issues that require expertise that is generally 
lacking in the rural populations. Even if the ideological discrepancies were fixed in 
Botswana’s program, there is still the question of capacity and capability.  
 
 The haphazard way in which Botswana’s program evolved and the lateness of a 

uniform policy give some evidence of the “technical certainty” of the program. The 

government branches dealing with CBNRM are disconnected and uninterested, and the 

NGOs supporting projects are overtaxed and understaffed.  

 Communities are expected to develop legal, technical, and managerial skills with 

“intermittent assistance” from government officials.86 Younger people mainly run the 

Trusts, because they are more educated, but they lack the skills to handle large business. 

This is part of the reason such rampant corruption is present in some of the CBOs. There 

have been efforts to require at least a high school level education for the board members 

of a CBO, but that has met heavy resistance.87 Some CBOs do not have bookkeepers; 

how can they keep track of complicated economic and legal matters? In addition to lack 

of training and technical skills, most CBOs are remote and make very little money, 

limiting their ability to develop.  
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 The difficulties facing communities in terms of training, skills, and staff extend to 

monitoring and enforcement issues. Under the new policy (and the old one) communities 

are responsible for monitoring the conservation activities of CBO members. It would be 

impossible, without a substantial allotment of funds, for the government to effectively 

monitor the CBNRM program. Communities do assert some control over illegal hunting 

practices, if the individual hunting is being wasteful and not sharing with the wider 

community. Some actions are nearly impossible for CBNRM projects to control, 

especially when the outside community is not supportive of conservation efforts. The 

Nata Sanctuary, which was set up against the wishes of a number of cattle farmers, 

periodically has to deal with people cutting the fence of the Sanctuary to let cattle graze 

on the land.88 There are rogue cattle roaming the land that the manager and staff cannot 

get rid of. In some areas, Community Escort Guides have been developed to deal with 

law enforcement, and the Management Oriented Monitoring System (MOMS) is 

designed to monitor environmental impacts of CBNRM projects. The DWNP is in charge 

of MOMS and has implemented the program in three projects in Ngamiland (Northern 

Botswana). MOMS represents an effort to increase participation in information gathering, 

asking community members to report sightings of rare species, game animals, problem 

animals, and to help with village mapping.89 

 Monitoring on the national level is not much easier. The enforcement and 

implementation of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) act of 2005 has caused 

serious backlog in the understaffed DEA monitoring department. The act requires 

developers to complete an EIA before using the land (this requirement applies to state 
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projects as well). A team of experts contracted to review a land use plan performs an 

EIA. The experts do not, unfortunately, work together, but work individually and then 

send reports to the monitoring office. Experts work with the relevant technical 

departments (mining, for instance). After the request to develop is authorized, the 

developer can get a license. The method is not integrated, the department running the 

monitoring process is small and understaffed, and there is little force to make the EIA act 

retroactive and affect developments started before the act was passed.90  

 Technical capacity and training is lacking across the board in Botswana. A great 

deal of effort (probably by the national government) needs to be expended to bring 

technical certainty to the CBNRM process. 

 

Design Principle: Effective Conservation 

CBNRM programs are meant to decrease or eliminate the conflict between rural 
development and conservation. At times, however, the biological and environmental 
effects of the program are lost in discussions of citizen participation and economic 
incentives. It is not always clear how CBNRM has affected conservation. 
 
 Poaching has decreased in Botswana and many directly relate this to CBNRM. 

Some communities are experiencing economic benefits. Some projects, like the Khama 

Rhino Sanctuary, have developed impressive educational units that draw in large 

numbers of school kids. Even projects focused on environmental education do not always 

have a comprehensive conservation program. For example, the Khama Rhino Sanctuary 

did not have regulations for efficient water use and waste disposal.91 Because of 

Botswana’s low population density, it does not have the same pollution concerns in most 

places. Tourism operations in the Okavango Delta are having a negative effect on the 
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surrounding environment and CBNRM could be more focused on pollution control as 

well as wildlife conservation.92 In addition, most programs remain disconnected from the 

communities because they provide no benefits at all. When the CBOs do make money, 

they are more likely to distribute funds on the basis of popular support, rather than strict 

adherence to conservation rules. CBNRM seems to be effective at changing opinions on 

the relative worth of wildlife, but not as effective at changing modes of behavior.93  

 

Conclusion 

 
 Botswana is clearly experiencing obstacles in all five of the dimensions outlined 

by Ostrom and Blomquist. Information and communication are both muddled at the local 

level, causing perverse incentives for government officials and local elite to circumvent 

the participation and empowerment goals of CBNRM. In addition, the lack of a support 

system and effectively nested institutions lessens local participation options and leaves 

some groups out of the decision making process. Technical problems, lack of government 

support, and limited capacity hinder the monitoring and enforcement dimensions of the 

program as well as the distribution of benefits.  

 There are a great number of hurdles to overcome before the creation of an 

empowering and participatory conservation program in Botswana. Since CBNRM was 

started as a piecemeal program with almost no government interest, the institutional 

processes are convoluted and variable. Now that the government is more involved and a 

national policy is being implemented, the institutions are following familiar patterns of 
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centralization and national government control. CBNRM in Botswana is not challenging 

the power structures in the country and the marginalized members of society remain 

marginalized in CBNRM structures and forums. The continued use of the kgotla as the 

primary political space in communities combined with the paternalistic habits of the 

national government severely limit CBNRM’s ability to create new roles, responsibilities, 

and political power for the majority of members in local communities. Without close 

attention to these new approaches and design principles the impact of CBNRM on 

conservation and sustainable use of resources in Botswana will more limited than it could 

be and neither behavior nor perspective will change substantially.  
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Chapter 4 

Comparative Insights from Zimbabwe and Namibia 
 

 Blueprint development programs implemented uniformly do not work. There is 

no question that the context and social make up of a community and country affect the 

implementation and function of programs like CBNRM. As seen in the last chapter, 

Botswana’s program is put under unique strain by the economic and social precedents set 

by the post-independence government and the cultural connotations of CBNRM’s 

political space. However, close attention to context does not invalidate the usefulness of 

comparing core functions of similar programs and the outcomes produced by context and 

basic mechanisms of CBNRM. Namibia’s fairly effective methods of implementing its 

version of CBNRM and the ideological successes and pitfalls of Zimbabwe’s Communal 

Areas Management Programme for Indigenous Resources (CAMPFIRE) both contain 

potential troubleshooting options for improving participation in Botswana’s program. 

 

Zimbabwe 

 
 Zimbabwe, like most countries in southern Africa, endured a protectionist 

conservation program implemented by the British. The British Crown maintained 

responsibility for and the right to wildlife in Rhodesia after white settlement began. The 

crown determined that wildlife could only be hunted with permits and the option of 
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getting a permit was only truly available to white settlers. The Crown created an 

isolationist type of “conservation” which separated landowners from wildlife, essentially 

a preservationist agenda. The indigenous Zimbabweans were forced out of benefiting 

from wildlife by the lack of firearms, opaque legislation, and the new illegality of traps. 

The colonial government sectioned off the Tribal Trust Lands in order to marginalize 

indigenous Zimbabweans from the rich agricultural land. From this sprung a struggle 

over land rights that is by no means ended, and a heavy support of commercial 

agriculture.94 

 Not only did the Crown’s conservation plan create even more tensions between 

the white settlers and indigenous people, it also failed entirely to protect wildlife. The 

majority of people were not interested in saving wildlife, and many were downright 

hostile towards animals. The legislation to protect wildlife was mainly ignored and 

enforcement was lacking. Furthermore, veterinarians and agriculturalists supported the 

widespread destruction of disease-spreading animals and the Crown followed through 

with this by indiscriminately killing for tsetse fly control. Farmers, who received no 

compensation for damage caused by wildlife, killed animals outside of protected areas. 

Habitats were not in the conservation plan at all, so farmers could reduce wildlife 

preserves through land clearance and fencing with no problem. The use of wildlife was a 

recreational sport for the white settlers, but Africans were blamed for degradation of the 

environment.95  
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 After protectionism failed so miserably, the high court passed legislation that 

allowed landowners to shoot vermin animals on their land (namely, all herbivores). 

However, the killed animals could not be sold. Wildlife could only be financially viable 

for the state. There was also, still, no compensation for damage caused by wildlife. 

Essentially, wildlife conservation was for the rich, powerful, and inclined.96  

 After independence, the wide variety of views about conservation ranged from 

pure preservationist to non-restricted wildlife use. The principles that emerged from the 

conservation debate were as follows: wildlife is a renewable resource to be conserved and 

used, landowners must be involved, incentives need to be provided that reflect market 

prices, and that the government must protect biodiversity not just through restrictive 

legislation.97 However, much of the legislation and structure of conservation failed to 

change. The Communal Land Forest Produce Act of 1928, for instance, was amended in 

1987, but remained almost identical to the colonial rule.98  

 

Brief Overview of CAMPFIRE 

 
 Despite the lack of much concrete change until well after independence, there was 

a large change in ideology in the 1960s. The Department of National Parks and Wild Life 

Management (The “Parks Department”) took up a progressive stance towards wildlife 

conservation that resulted in legislation that set the stage for placing economic incentives 

                                                
96 Wildlife and People, 50 
97 Wildlife and People, 52 
98 L.T Chitsike Decentralization and Devolution of CAMPFIRE in Zimbabwe. 2000Centre for  
Applied Social Sciences. University of Zimbabwe, 11.  



 59 

on wildlife. The change in the 1960s emanated from a number of Fulbright scholars and 

leaders of the pragmatic take on conservation such as Aldo Leopold.99  

 The 1975 Parks and Wildlife Act established the concept of sustainable use in 

Zimbabwe’s conservation approach. It also differentiated between commercial and 

sustenance poachers. The Parks and Wildlife Act put the landowners of commercial 

farms in the position of legal authority over wildlife management and took some of that 

responsibility from the state. The Act did preserve some of the national parks, partially 

because the parks bring in a lot of revenue to the state. However, the continuation of 

national parks was not congruent with the rest of the national policy on conservation. The 

local people were excluded from the parks, which in turn required paramilitary forces to 

patrol the borders against poachers. The act also failed to provide the same rights of use 

to local communities as it did to commercial farms.100   

 The idea of sustainable utilization is critical for all of Zimbabwe’s conservation 

choices and forms the key ideological foundation for CAMPFIRE. Sustainable utilization 

is the regulated use of natural resources that leaves enough of the resource for it to 

replenish. The concept allows unlikely alliances to occur among all of the main players in 

the conservation arena. Tourist ministries, local, state, and non-governmental 

organizations can all agree, most of the time, on sustainable use. Zimbabwe’s programs 

operate on the idea that “wildlife cannot survive in a developing economy unless it is 

economically self-supporting” and they have maintained that position up to the present. 

 In the late 1970s, The Parks Department began a communal wildlife conservation 

program in Subengwe. While this plan failed due to lack of funding and coordination 
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amongst the official actors, it drew certain critical people to the idea of community-based 

conservation, including Marshall Murphee, who then had significant influence in the 

drafting of CAMPFIRE.101 Also, in 1978, the Parks Department sponsored a program 

called Wildlife Industries New Development for All (WINDFALL) that provided the 

local people living near wildlife reserves economic compensation from elephant culling. 

This program was not terribly successful either and its demise was blamed on the lack of 

participation of the local individuals.102  

 In 1982, the Parks and Wildlife Act was updated to name the Rural District 

Councils in communal areas as appropriate authorities for managing wildlife, setting the 

stage for CAMPFIRE. The draft of the program was finalized in 1986 and the first areas 

were established three years later in the Guruve and Nyaminyami districts. Since 

CAMPFIRE’s inception, thirty-three percent of the land in Zimbabwe has become land 

for wildlife, and there has been an increase in stock and a decrease in sustenance 

poaching.103  

 Implementation of CAMPFIRE can be broken down into three phases. The first 

phase was the closest to the ideological vision of community-based natural resource 

management. It was enthusiastically received and CAMPFIRE was buoyed up by its 

place as an innovative and progressive new program. It was implemented on the simple 

assumption that communities, if they have clear boundaries, are mostly homogenous, and 

if located next to wildlife parks, are capable of managing resources. Consequently, the 

first communities chosen for CAMPFIRE were “cohesive communities with common 
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goals.”104 Implementation also targeted smaller areas, in step with the adaptive 

management approach. It was quickly realized that community-based resource 

management was a far more complicated process that could not be disassociated from the 

district, state, private sector, and international interests. This led to the second phase of 

CAMPFIRE, which stepped back from community management to co-management.  

 The second phase illuminated that wildlife management is affected by all sectors 

of society, from the local to the international. For instances, debates about the ivory ban, 

which began at the international level, had a sizeable effect on CAMPFIRE and wrested 

some control of elephant populations away from the local people. It was decided that too 

many stakeholders had vested interest in wildlife management and the capability of the 

village and ward level to eventually control wildlife consumption was questioned. The 

centralized nature of Zimbabwean national politics in the legal and administrative areas 

also put a damper on the concept of true devolution of power.105  

 CAMPFIRE, in its third phase, became a social movement. In this “middle age”, 

as Hasler calls it, CAMPFIRE was closely interconnected with the local, district, 

national, and international. Implementation of devolution to the village and ward level 

had stalled, but the program rose to impressive levels of prominence. This phase was 

known as “the greater CAMPFIRE movement.”106 It had substantial support from all 

actors and produced a push towards democratization and social awakening.  
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Participation in CAMPFIRE 

 
CAMPFIRE was implemented through a process of adaptive management that 

was meant to be flexible; programs were started on a small scale and moved forward 

cautiously. The government and communities discarded programs that were not 

successful and strengthened and spread those that worked. However, Zimbabwe’s 

program stalled before devolving power to the village and ward level, thereby keeping 

most of the local people involved in the program as passive recipients of wildlife 

benefits.  

 Many of the problems that Botswana has encountered, such as conditional control 

over land and unclear rights and responsibilities are present in Zimbabwe’s program, only 

at one level of governance higher. The Rural District Councils (RDCs) are the legal 

authority over wildlife resources, in charge of distributing benefits to the village and ward 

level. The RDCs are responsible to the Department of National Parks and Wildlife 

Management (DNPWLM). The RDCs do not have full control over the land they 

supervise, rather the DNPWLM does, making the villagers twice removed from any 

authority over wildlife resources. Villages do not control how benefits are allocated. 

Supposedly, the village communities can chose to receive individual cash benefits or 

development projects like schools, but many RDCs refuse to support individual cash 

payments. In fact, villages often get no benefits because the money remains trapped at the 

District Level.107 District councils often take too high a percentage of revenue from 

hunting and safari contracts and are too slow in disbursing the funds. Between 1989 and 

2001, the councils kept thirty-one percent of the wildlife revenues in addition to a 
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significant amount of undistributed funds, a fifteen percent levy for administrative fees, 

and 4.1 million USD for wildlife management.108 Villages also lack control over 

decisions on how to use wildlife. Unlike Namibia’s or (to a certain extent) Botswana’s 

program, the RDCs hand down utilization plans to the villages. There are democratically 

elected Ward and Village Development Committees, but they lack any power beyond 

advisement.109 Also, critical is that communities plagued by problem animals that are 

destructive and dangerous do not have easy access to the equipment to deal with those 

animals since it is all concentrated in the district council’s hands.110 

 The structure of CAMPFIRE is not especially conducive for participation. The 

government set the program up with the idea of creating new formal institutions to 

monitor and implement conservation. While this in itself is not a problem (the 

conservancy system in Namibia is based on the same premise and works), CAMPFIRE 

neglects the traditional power structures and institutions already in place. It bypasses 

traditional authorities. Also, the ward boundaries that the government established do not 

necessarily fit the village communities, promoting conflicts within the communities.111  

 Increased devolution did occur in some districts, reluctantly and inconsistently, in 

the late 1990s. Some wards were provided with more control over the financial aspect of 

CAMPFIRE. These wards have experienced difficulties with accountability and creating 

financial systems. Some of the donors made efforts to provide technical assistance to the 

wards in creating effective financial systems. Unfortunately, since 2000, the political and 

economic situation in Zimbabwe has been so dire that monitoring at the district level and 
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donor help have nearly disappeared, allowing corruption to flourish at the ward level. In 

most places, the ward committees have become places of politicians who are supporting 

the central government and taking away the powers of the local people, again pulling 

CAMPFIRE away from being a true community-based program.112 

Monitoring and quota setting have been non-participatory in CAMPFIRE for the 

most part as well. The districts used advanced technologies like aerial surveys to keep 

track of game, a system that was both too expensive to be self-sustaining and closed off 

the quota setting process to the village level. However, there have been successful, if 

slow-going, attempts to involve local communities in resource monitoring and quota 

setting. Through Participatory Technology Development, some districts have 

incorporated community members (employed game guards, wildlife monitors, and 

volunteers) in game censuses and annual counts of big game. The information collected is 

disseminated in a highly visual and interactive way, insuring the incorporation of all 

education levels. The collection of data by ward and village levels has provided both 

valuable information for the program and an increased sense of ownership over the 

wildlife that was previously lacking.113  

 If Zimbabwe’s program were examined using Ostrom and Blomquist’s five 

dimensions, what seems to be lacking the most is symmetry. The distribution scheme for 

profits and responsibilities are not balanced, leaving local people disconnected from the 

program. Since control of the funds and most of the planning is left in the hands of 

district officials, information and communication are always flowing mainly in one 
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direction, giving local people little influence on the way the program is run. Although 

monitoring was beginning to be more participatory, it is difficult to tell how much of an 

effect it would have had since the political and economic climate in Zimbabwe has been 

so dysfunctional. Placing the citizens in a passive role and not balancing the distribution 

of benefits, however, was negatively impacting the program before Zimbabwe’s political 

turmoil.  

 

Namibia 

 
 By 1967, Namibia’s wildlife population was decreasing at a rapid pace. The state 

had declared all game as state property and left Namibians no rights to use wildlife or 

even protect themselves from problem animals; those who killed problem animals 

(mainly lions and elephants) were accused of poaching. In order to remedy the situation, 

the government passed legislation in 1967 that allowed commercial farmers conditional 

rights over the wildlife on their lands, as long as the farmers met certain criteria. No 

equivalent legislation was passed for communal lands. Similar to the situation in 

Botswana, private land rights were prized over communal ones, leading to the fencing of 

farms and ranches. The San in Namibia were pushed from their lands just as they were in 

Botswana. The social system of the San in the area was not amenable to private land 

ownership and communal legislation simply did not exist. Severe drought in the 1970s 

pushed the San (and other nomadic and pastoral groups like the Herero and Himba) into 
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subsistence hunting and, as the game decreased, into reliance on welfare and missionary 

aid.114 

 In the early 1980s, some communities responded to the wildlife crisis by 

instituting Community Game Guards (CGGs). CGGs were appointed by traditional 

leaders to stop poaching. Patrolling allocated areas at least once a month, they were not 

meant to arrest poachers themselves, but report suspicious activities to the traditional 

authorities and monitor wildlife levels.115 In 1990, as community-based conservation was 

emerging as a leading conservation strategy around southern Africa, the newly 

independent Namibian state began a three-year survey of people living with wildlife on 

communal lands to establish the direction the state should take. In 1994, communities 

employed women as Community Resource Monitors in addition to the CGGs. Finally, in 

1996 the state passed legislation to give communal lands the same conditional rights over 

wildlife that commercial farms had had since 1967, thus setting the stage for CBNRM.  

 

Brief Overview of CBNRM History 

 
 In Namibia, CBNRM is based on the formation of conservancies. Similar to 

Botswana’s CBOs, conservancies are areas of land clearly defined by residents who have 

decided to work together to establish a conservation reserve (that can be on communal or 

commercial land). Residents need to register with the conservancy and then the area is 

mapped, boundaries are established, and a constitution and land use management plan are 

drawn. After fulfilling the requirements, the potential conservancy sends an application to 
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the Minister of Environment and Tourism (MET). If the conservancy wants to become 

registered for trophy hunting or for tourism, it must register for those activities 

separately.116  

 Since not all the people in a communal area are necessarily registered with the 

conservancy, the national government set up Wildlife Councils to distribute the benefits 

of wildlife found outside of conservancy purview. The system of councils is a 

government institution that collects revenue from wildlife and uses it for regional 

development. The national government also established the Namibian Association of 

CBNRM Support Organizations (NASCO) that incorporates the MET in the leading 

position and a host of NGOs, donors, conservationists, anthropologists, sociologists, and 

local and traditional authorities. NASCO supplies training, advice, regional co-

ordination, monitoring and evaluation, institution strengthening, and grant 

management.117  

 

Participation in Namibia’s Program 

 
 Namibia’s program provides multiple outlets for participation for many social 

circles, even nomadic groups like the San and women, outlets that were not available 

under the original system of conservation and land management. Conservancies are run 

by democratically elected conservancy committees. These committees are in charge of 

the institutional management of the conservancy from overseeing implementation of 

plans to financial management, reporting, and government networking. The Community 

Game Guards have been converted to Conservancy Game Guards (still CGGs) and are 
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mostly made up of young San men. The CGGs are in charge of day-to-day monitoring of 

wildlife, both dissuading illegal hunting and providing valuable scientific information.118  

 Monitoring has been compiled into a variety of formats that are easily accessible 

by conservancy members. In Caprivi, East and West, conservancies have been collecting 

vehicle counts and foot transect counts, and conducting fixed route foot patrols. Some 

conservancies have also established the Event Book system that allows community 

members to get information easily. The national government has created a wildlife 

database that combines all the information from various conservancies. Mapping is also 

participatory in Namibia. All conservancies must map the area and agree on boundaries 

(which can take years) before gaining legal status. Participatory mapping is often 

considered a source of empowerment.119 Since the conservancies are monitoring the areas 

they control, they are the institutions that establish the wildlife quotas and determine the 

amount of resources that can be used sustainably. Of course, the MET has the ultimate 

authority over the use of resources, but the conservancy offers the original proposal. With 

a combination of the CGGs, mapping, and the ability to set quotas, conservancy members 

are heavily involved with the conservation side of CBNRM. Also, members must apply 

for conservancy membership, rather than being automatically initiated. In Botswana, 

where essentially every adult over eighteen and in residency is a member of the CBO, 

there seems to be less investment and interest in the activities of the program. 

 Women have been singled out for a prominent role in conservation monitoring. In 

the original spurt of community-based conservation efforts, men were placed firmly in 
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charge of natural resources through the CGG network. However, women were actually 

the ones using and distributing many of the resources rather than men. In many cases, 

such as the cultivation of palms in certain areas of the country, the resources began to fall 

under the men’s care. When resources were placed under the care of men, it disrupted 

gender relationships and the relationship with the resource. NGOs involved in 

conservation in Namibia realized that women are the primary crop producers (therefore 

most affected by crop damage from wildlife), the providers of food, and the primary 

directors of natural resource use. The idea of a women’s resource monitoring group 

spread through the villages, the traditional leaders lent their support, and the Community 

Resource Monitor (CRM) position evolved.  

 Originally, the CRMs worked with the CGGs to deal with problem animals. 

However, their main talents lay with mobilizing communities to take advantage of 

various natural resource management options and serving as information dispensers and 

networkers between local communities and tourism operators and other stakeholders. 

CRMs focused on obtaining local knowledge (mainly from other women) on the various 

uses for natural resources such as palms, grasses, and other veld products that could 

inform CBNRM projects. Although the CRMs in some areas suffer from lack of capacity 

and sometimes a disconnect between the expectations of the women and the expectations 

of the conservancies, the CRM role has given women an outlet and opportunity to 

participate in CBNRM in a meaningful way.120  

 Namibia’s government, at all levels, has been remarkably effective at taking all 

five of Ostrom and Blomquist’s dimensions into account throughout implementation. The 
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symmetry in particular, has been well managed. The program has balanced gender roles 

to give both women and men positions of power and access to information. 

Responsibility and benefits are both equally valued as critical to the conservancy system; 

conservancy members are not passive and actively engage in all processes of the program 

from monitoring to profit distribution. The government seeks out information from the 

local communities, involving people in the program through a variety of methods like 

annual game counts. Namibia is not suffering from the same disconnect between villages 

and the national government that hampers Botswana’s program and, consequently, 

communication and information are less convoluted. Additionally, monitoring and 

enforcement are much better managed, since the communities do it themselves.  

 

Conclusion 

 

 Namibia has benefited from being a latecomer to the CBNRM scene. Its program 

has avoided the devolution problems of CAMPFIRE and provided strategies to keep 

people involved. Even something as simple as pairing an elder with an educated youth to 

accomplish tasks in the conservancy can have a large effect on the number of people 

involved in the program and the power-sharing aspects of CBNRM. Zimbabwe’s 

program stressed the economic aspects of the program, which was successful for 

garnering support across the board, but it did not provide empowerment in most cases, 

especially once the economic incentives began failing. Namibia’s approach of stressing 

both responsibility toward wildlife and economic benefits on the local level seems to be 

most effective. Botswana appears to be trapped in the same position in which Zimbabwe 
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found itself it: not trusting local communities with benefit allocation or meaningful 

program implementation. Increasing the focus on participatory monitoring systems (as 

Namibia and Zimbabwe both did) and making CBNRM more sensitive to involving 

disadvantaged groups (like Namibia’s CRM program) could greatly enhance its 

effectiveness and political sustainability.   
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Chapter 5 

Concluding Insights 

 

 Community-based conservation programs have over two decades of checkered 

history to date. The ideology of combining economic incentives, wildlife conservation, 

and rural development remains strong in academic and practicing circles. Placing 

development within the context of responsible conservation is a highly attractive solution 

to current environmental and socioeconomic issues. Unfortunately, the implementation of 

such programs has not gone smoothly and the search for effective solutions continues. 

The first step of solving the problems experienced by CBNRM program implementers is 

to establish a method of analysis that determines the most salient issues.  

 Polycentric institutionalism, with its support of flexible governance systems and 

allowance for complicated social interactions, fits the nature of community-based 

conservation programs. The construction of autonomous, but strongly connected, spheres 

of influence would provide both the high degree of choice for local citizens and the 

national government oversight needed for a functional community-based conservation 

program. Since the proposed organizational system of polycentric institutionalism is 

appropriate for CBNRM, the methods of analysis used by polycentric theorists are 

effective at distilling the programs into clearly identifiable components. In CBNRM 
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programs, the problems are often complex and it is useful to separate and define what the 

actual problems are.  

 Botswana’s CBNRM program is evolving in an unusual climate. Botswana’s 

national government has had tight control over resources since independence and that 

system has gained some legitimacy, leaving a decentralized resource program difficult for 

the national government to accept completely and trying for local communities to 

manage. The lack of full government support has left CBNRM floundering since the 

withdrawal of most foreign organizations. Both technical capacity and ideological 

hesitance created obstacles that have not been resolved in Botswana as of yet. A lack of 

community engagement pervades most of the CBNRM projects, causing the projects to 

be considered hindrances to livelihoods (the Nata Bird Sanctuary) or simply out of the 

purview of normal life (the Khama Rhino Sanctuary).  

 When broken down by the polycentric design principles, the most concerning 

sociological trends in Botswana’s program are the national government’s unwillingness 

to devolve meaningful control, the compromised political space in the form of the kgotla, 

and the limited opportunities (and seeming interest) that communities members have in 

participating in the projects. In addition to these issues, there are also economic concerns 

such as embezzlement, unsustainable costs, and technical incapacity. Zimbabwe’s 

program began running into similar difficulties and opted for greater centralization, as 

Botswana’s government is currently doing. As in Zimbabwe, the consequences of further 

centralization could dismantle Botswana’s program or prevent it from ever becoming an 

actual community-run institution.  



 74 

 Namibia’s government implementation strategies contain several potential options 

for Botswana’s program to increase participation. However, the first necessary step 

toward a more effective program in Botswana is an increased amount of government 

investment and support of the community-based aspect of the program, rather than simple 

increase of government control. If the government becomes more involved in a positive 

manner, programs like the community resource monitors in Namibia’s conservancies 

could be tried out for marginalized groups. Increased technical assistance could improve 

the profit margin of projects, allowing them to benefit the communities more extensively. 

If the government were to put more resources into the program and create a more 

substantial support system that networks various government ministries, the DNWP 

might have time to encourage the strong community monitoring and enforcement 

programs that have worked so well in Namibia. Program implementers should also 

examine the effects of using the kgotla as the primary political space and perhaps create 

other avenues for participation that are not connected to traditional Tswana male arenas 

(such as community resource monitors and participatory mapping).  

 Botswana possesses a remarkably pristine natural environment and it could be 

highly lucrative to take advantage of and protect this unusual resource. Botswana is a 

middle income, moderately stable democracy, but it is facing a serious crisis in the form 

of the HIV/AIDS epidemic and a potential crisis in the lack of diversity in the economy. 

The country desperately needs to branch out from diamond mining profits and close the 

gap between the rich urbanites and rural poor. Currently, the unity among ethnic groups 

that has been strictly maintained by the government through legislation and attitude is 

beginning to crumble around the edges, with increased protests from the San. CBNRM, 
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while certainly not a cure-all, does have the goal of creating cohesive, functional 

communities that empower the people within them, and this dynamic could potentially 

combat some of the issues facing Botswana today. The sustainable use and management 

of natural resources presents opportunities for economic diversification, networking and 

communication among government institutions of all levels, and new roles and options 

for rural individuals. CBNRM programs are extremely difficult to implement because 

their effects ripple through so many different institutions and can have such a variety of 

outcomes. Hence, they touch on the interests of many individuals, groups, and ministries 

that seek to shape the program. However, CBNRM programs, because of their wide 

scope and lofty goals, have great potential to improve livelihoods and environments, as 

well as allow people to become more active and educated citizens. If Botswana’s 

program can overcome the obstacles of non-engagement, on the national and individual 

level, CBNRM could have a promising future and a prominent role in socioeconmic 

development of the country.  
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Appendix- List of Registered CBOs in Botswanai

Name of CBO 
 
Bokamosa Women’s Co-operative 
Bosele Forest Conservation Trust 
Bothlale Jwa Phala 
Khama Rhino Sanctuary Trust 
Gaing-O Community Trust 
Gwezotsha Natural Resources Trust 
Kawii Conservation Trust 
Kgetsi ya Tsie 
Khumaga Community Based Trust 
Mapanda Conservation Trust 
Mmadinare Development Trust 
Molema Trust 
Moremi Manonnye Conservation Trust 
Mosu Natural Resources Conservation Trust 
Motlhalantsweng Development Trust 
Mowana Trust 2 Central Nata Sanctuary 
Ngande Community Trust 
Sepako Quota Management Committee 
Serowe Woodcarvers 
Tumasera Nature Reserve 
Chobe Enclave Conservation Trust 
Kalepa Conservation Trust 
Katchempati Basket Weavers Co-operative 
Seboba Commissioner’s Kop Conservation  

Trust 
Chobokwane Community Trust 
D’Kar/Kuru Community Trust 
Huiku Community Based Conservation Trust 
Kgoesakane Management Trust 
Xwiskurusa Community Trust 
Boravast Trust 
Dipalwanageng 
Khawa Kopanelo Development Trust 
Koinaphu Community Trust 
Lehututu Community Conservation Trust 
Luzwe Development Trust 
Mahumo Community Trust 
Maiteko Tshwaragano Development Trust 
Nqwaa Khobee Xheya Trust 
Qhaa Qhing Trust 
Kgatleng Nature Conservation Trust 
Mataleng Development Trust 

Year 
 
 
 
 
1993 
1997 
1996 
 
1999 
 
2002 
 
2001 
1999 
 
 
1992 
2002 
 
 
 
1994 
1996 
 
 
 
2000 
 
 
 
1996 
 
 
2001 
1999 
 
2002 
 
 
1998 
2001 
 
 

District 
 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Central 
Chobe 
Chobe 
Chobe 
Chobe 
 
Ghanzi  
Ghanzi 
Ghanzi 
Ghanzi 
Ghanzi 
Kgalagadi 
Kgalagadi 
Kgalagadi 
Kgalagadi 
Kgalagadi 
Kgalagadi 
Kgalagadi 
Kgalagadi 
Kgalagadi 
Kgalagadi 
Kgatleng 
Kgatleng 



 82 

CBO 
 
Boikago Trust 
Diphuduhudu Herbal Project 
Emang Tshosa Environmental Conservation  

Trust 
Gabane Community Association 
Ikemeleng Producers Co-operative 
Ita Xhaan Trust 
Itekeng Khekhenye Trust 
Itekeng Maothate 
Ithuseng Trust Tsetseng 
Kamenakwe Group, Mmankgodi 
Kaudwane Quota Management Trust 
Kgobokanyo Trust 
Khuduboji Development Trust 
Kobokwe Ditso Community Development Trust 
Kuangoo Management Trust 
Kweneng Development Trust 
Lethabile Development Trust 
Maboane Development Trust 
Maiteko Development Trust 
Matheabadimo Nature Conservation Trust 
Mmatlakgwana Development Trust 
Mothware Development Trust 
Nonayeni ya Motsogapele 
Setlhopha sa Dinotshi 
Thari Ya Banana 
Thokwane Trust 
Thotaaymarula Development Trust 
Chanoga Development Trust 
Bokamoso Women’s Co-operative 
Bukakhwe Cultural Conservation Trust 
Cgae Cgae Tlhabololo Trust 
Khwai Community Trust 
Mababe Zukutsham Community Trust 
Ngao Boswa Women’s Co-operative 
Nxamasere Development Trust 
Okavango Community Trust 
Okavango Jakotsha Community Trust 
Okavango Kopano Mokoro Community Trust 
Okavango Polers Trust 
Phuduhudu Development Trust 
Qangwa Development Trust 
Sankuyo Tshwaragano Management Trust 
Tcheku Development Trust 

Year 
 
2002 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2002 
1996 
2000 
 
 
 
1995 
1999 
1997 
1998 
 
 
1995 
 
 

District 
 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Kweneng 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
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CBO 
 
Teemacane Community Development Trust 
Teemashane Trust 
Tsodilo Community Development Trust 
Xhauxhwatubi Community Development Trust 
Bothlale Jwa Phala 
Mogobane Women’s Co-operative 
Keletso Community Development Trust 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Year 
 
1999 
 
2005 
2002 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

District 
 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
Ngamiland 
Southeast 
Southeast 
Southern 

 
                                                
i Registration years were not available for all of the CBOs listed in the 2006 CBNRM Status Report. I 
speculate that the CBOs without dates are inactive.  
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