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CARFAX

Rethinking community resource
management: managing resources or
managing people in western
Botswana?

CHASCA TWYMAN

ABSTRACT Increasingly complex discussions concerning North-South relations
and global environmental strategies are producing debate about the links
between poverty and the environment. This paper looks specifically at societal—
environmental interactions under the simultaneous impacts of climatic varia-
bility and structural land-use changes. The context of these changes is provided
by the establishment of Wildlife Management Areas in Botswana in 1986. The
paper examines the extent to which the recent implementation of community-
based natural resource management projects in the Kalahari Wildlife Manage-
ment Areas are changing access to, and use and management of, the natural
resources of the rural populations living within these areas. These changes have
important implications for the dynamics of livelihood strategies and thus the
viability of resource-based livelihoods in the Kalahari environment.

The worldwide political and economic changes of the 1980s and the growing
concern with global environmental issues have brought the question of the
environment to the forefront of development theory and practice. With this, the
language of ‘sustainability’ has spread rapidly and issues of poverty have
become inseparable from development—environment debates.! These debates
have led to the questioning of development orthodoxies and a re-evaluation of
the ways in which rural development and environmental problems are ap-
proached.

At the international level, increasingly complex discussions concerning
North-South relations and global environmental strategies are producing debate
about the links between poverty and the environment. At a regional level,
policies across southern Africa are increasingly aiming to promote participatory
rural development and the empowerment of local populations. This recognition
of the value of ‘bottom-up’ or ‘grassroots’ approaches contrasts with past
tendencies which have advocated ‘top-down’ or ‘trickle down’ routes to tackle
environmental and development problems. At a local level, government and NGO
projects are now specifically targeting rural communities in an attempt to
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‘re-establish’ local management of natural resources. These community ap-
proaches are currently in vogue, as they are seen to empower those who use the
resources, and to follow the directives of international agreements.

This paper explores the debates surrounding community resource management
and participatory development using case study material from western Botswana.
The remainder of this introduction places these debates within the global policy
context and gives some background to the research which informs this paper.

Global policies and local contexts

Conventional literature on rural people and the environment often presents a
deterministic view of the relationship between poverty and the environment:
poverty leads to environmental degradation.’ Although this view was initially
promoted by the World Commission on Environment and Development and soon
gained wide popularity,® more recently this poor—environment dyad has been
seen as restrictive and evidence has shown that the converse is often true.’
Increasingly, attention is being given to the complexity and diversity of society—
environment relationships,’ and the ways in which local practices are shaped and
influenced by, and in return feed back into, global policies and international
agendas. A number of reasons lie behind this paradigm shift: there is improved
understanding of the dynamics of dryland ecosystems and the inherent variability
of the natural resource base,® there is understanding of the appropriateness of
local and indigenous conservation practices to the management of the local
environment,” and there is a recognition of the heterogeneity of the rural
population and the ambiguity of singular concepts such as ‘household’ and
‘community’, which are often inappropriate in local development contexts.?
Overall this leads to a greater appreciation of indigenous practices and local
natural resource management initiatives, and to the acknowledgement that actors
(individuals, ‘households’, ‘communities’ and institutions) play an important
role in flexible resource use and management practices in marginal or variable
environments. At a global level, for example, the 1994 UN Convention to
Combat Desertification clearly identifies the role of poverty in desertification and
recognises the vital role of local populations (particularly women and youth) and
NGOs in preventing and redressing desertification (land degradation).” This
illustrates the growing recognition that, for global policies and international
directives to be successful, local practices and contexts must be considered.
The catalyst for this shift in thinking within the global development com-
munity was the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development
(UNCED) in 1992. The Convention to Combat Desertification, stemming from
UNCED, advocates participatory development through recognising the rights of
local communities to manage their natural resources. It emphasises the need for
participation from the inception of development initiatives and the possibility
that ‘it may also be necessary for the government to delegate more decision-
making authority to the local grassroots level’.!” This is a significant departure
from top-down approaches to tackling environmental problems which have in
the past centralised decision making and alienated people from their resource
base. This approach reflects the wider paradigm shift and forms part of a
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re-evaluation by the global development community (aid agencies, governments,
NGOs, etc from the North and South) of the ways in which people interact with
their environment. At the centre of this re-evaluation is the concept of partici-
pation in the development process. However, it is a concept rarely defined by
those advocating its use. This paper specifically addresses the issue of partici-
pation in the development process and questions the motivations underlying its
use. It is argued that the language of participation can mask coercive efforts to
promot«le specific activities, a practice which is increasingly evident around the
world.!

In June 1992 UNCED adopted Agenda 21, the global action plan for sustainable
development. There emerged a consensus that success at a global level could
only be achieved through success at the local level, given the now widespread
recognition of the links between global processes and local practices. Local
Agenda 21, though a small chapter in a large document, generated a huge
response because of its proactive role in the implementation of the global action
plan at the local level. Recognising that local authorities play a significant role
in local development, Local Agenda 21 takes the general principles of Agenda
21 and translates them into concrete plans and actions for specific communi-
ties.'? Local Agenda 21 places emphasis on the pivotal role of local authorities
in planning and implementing sustainable development policies, and implement-
ing the directives of international conventions effectively at the local level. To
date it has been mainly targeted at urban local authorities but there is scope for
wider involvement from rural locations. However, little attention has been paid
to the chains of communication within this development process, ie to the ways
in which policies are both presented and implemented at the local level, and the
ways in which such policies are understood and acted upon in the local context.
This paper examines the ‘development interface’' of ‘policy implementers’ and
‘policy receivers’, providing insight into the strategic ways in which actors
deploy development discourses. This leads to an understanding of the ways in
which organisational practices are developed within the implementation setting,
thus shaping particular styles of intervention at the local, regional and inter-
national levels.

Exploring livelihoods and resource relationships in western Botswana

Research conducted in the Kalahari region of western Botswana has argued that
people’s relationships with natural resources are complex and diverse.'* This in
turn reflects a dynamic balance of livelihoods as people strive to make a living
in an environment of variable opportunity and diversity. In the current era of
community development fused with wildlife management, Botswana has adopted
an approach which seems to pay little heed to the experiences of other countries,
or to the diversity and inequalities within its own societies. Displaced livelihoods
and activities are now being adapted in land zoned as Wildlife Management
Areas. Such rapid changes to natural resource practices are unlikely to lead to
the self-sufficiency and sustainability expected by national and international
policy directives. Given the radical changes to livelihoods that new community-
based natural resource management projects are likely to entail, this causes
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concern for the future of the Kalahari communities and their natural resource
base.

The fieldwork for this doctoral research was conducted from 1995 to 1997 in
Ghanzi District in western Botswana (see Figure 1). A mixed methods approach
was adopted drawing on a range of disciplines, approaches and techniques. The
approach draws on participatory methods as well as more in-depth ethnographic
methods. For this research, oral testimonies provided the main source of data:
informal, semi-structured and repeat interviews, group discussions and informal
conversations. These were complemented by observations, participation on trips
(eg gathering wild foods) and use of secondary sources. Many of these methods
are used successfully in Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) research; however,
the full ‘tool kit’ of techniques can be invasive and is often orientated towards
collecting consensus opinions rather than seeking diversity. Consideration was
also given to issues of positionality and reflexivity in the cross-cultural research
process and the problems and possibilities of interpretation and translation.
These are explored more fully in Twyman et al.'®

This paper explores the analysis of livelihoods and resource relationships
within the specific policy context of community-based natural resource manage-
ment projects in the Okwa Wildlife Management Area in Ghanzi District,
western Botswana. At the moment such initiatives are at an early stage of
introduction. However, some key questions remain unanswered which are central
to linking resource use, control and management of resources with livelihood
strategies, and to rethinking community resource management:

e To what extent is this participatory project achieving participation and
enabling empowerment over resource control within the ‘community’?

e To what extent will specific projects based on particular resources or groups
of resources alter people’s resource relationships and livelihoods?

e To what extent are the full ramifications of such changes understood by the
different groups of people in the settlements both in terms of livelihood
options and resource control?

This paper begins with a brief outline of the implementation process of the
Management and Utilisation Project in the Okwa Wildlife Management Area.
The project is then analysed in terms of the language and images of implemen-
tation, the real choices involved in the project and the level of participation and
empowerment being achieved. The implications of shifts in livelihood options
from individuals to communities are then examined. Further, the reconstruction
of ‘communities’ and ‘community-based’ management concepts are questioned.
The paper draws these discussions together by asking whether the Wildlife
Management Areas and their associated projects are really about managing
resources or managing people, thus highlighting the importance and wider
implications of these findings.

The Okwa management and utilisation project

The Okwa Wildlife Management Area was gazetted in 1992 following the
production of a management plan for the area in 1991.'® In 1995, following
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Kalahari Wildlife Management Areas, Botswana.

approval from district and central government, the establishment of community-
based natural resource management projects in the Ghanzi District commenced.
The Okwa Wildlife Management Area (and the designated hunting areas within
it) has been prioritised in the district ‘since comparatively there are more natural
resources like wildlife’,'”” and these are envisaged to aid the success of the
project. Should the Okwa project be successful then the scheme will be initiated
in other areas in the district. The principal aim of the project (in line with
government and Natural Resource Management Project (NRMP) policies'®) is to
establish the sustainable utilisation and management of wildlife and other natural
resources'® This is expected to be achieved through joint ventures with safari
companies. In a joint venture project, the community puts forward its land area
and wildlife resources and the commercial company puts forward its manage-
ment and marketing skills to form a partnership.?® This benefits both parties: the
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community receives employment and revenue from the lucrative venture and the
safari company receives longer tenure of leases and greater access to trophy
animals than at present.

In mid 1996 the Department of Wildlife and National Parks, the key
implementers of this project and associated policies, began the first round of
consultation meetings with the inhabitants of rural settlements in Ghanzi District.
Each Remote Area Development settlement in the district was visited and the
policy detailing the new hunting areas and proposed community projects was
introduced. Attendance at the meetings was generally poor and a lack of
adequate translation resulted in misunderstandings and frustrations on both sides.
Within the two weeks following the meetings in the Wildlife Management Area
settlements, group meetings (convened by the author) were held with respon-
dents about the first round of consultations. When the Wildlife Officers returned
to Ghanzi, further meetings were also held to discuss their view of these
consultations. These initial kgotla (public) meetings were just the first of many
and several more meetings have been held, committees in each settlement have
been established and key members of the communities have been taken on
trips to view other community-based natural resource management projects
around Botswana. Details of the expected and actual scenarios so far are given
in Table 1.

The language and images of policy implementation are purported to be
participatory and empowering but are found to be subordinating and dictatorial,
despite the ‘politically correct’ use of language in the meetings. Thus, behind the
‘participatory’ policies, are strongly directional projects which suggest that the
remote area dwellers are not in effect being given the genuine choices and
options that they are expecting. The following section looks at these issues in
detail.

Persuasive and participatory language: ‘you as the settlers will have to decide’

The main speeches in the consultation meetings are used to introduce the key
components of the community-based projects as well as the legislation behind
these changes. Though the emphasis is towards empowerment and community
control, there are strong undertones of subordination and manipulation. While
comments such as ‘you as the settlers will have to decide’ and ‘the villagers
themselves are the ones who are supposed to decide’ by the Department staff
explicitly suggest community control in decision making, these comments are
followed by references to communities not ‘having the knowledge’ to utilise
their wildlife effectively, and suggestions that the Department of Wildlife and
National Parks (DwWNP) ‘will be around to let you know you will get a better
income when you do this’. Such speeches confuse the aims of the project,
juxtaposing the agency of communities with the superior agency of the safari
companies as wildlife managers. Although an element of choice is implied in the
project being described, it becomes clear that only certain choices will release
benefits and support from the government, and thus only certain choices will
lead to the ‘success’ of the project.

When initially interviewing local bwNP staff about future plans for the projects
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TABLE 1 The community-based Natural Resource Management Project scenarios

The CBNRM scenario—what DWNP envisage

The alternative CBNRM scenario—what is
happening

First round consultations: Introduce ideas of
community projects and management, give
examples of other communities who have set up
projects

Second third round consultations: Encourage
communities to set up committees, arrange for
trips to visit other projects eg Xaixai, Sankuyo
and Chobe

Committees: Community to elect settlement
committees. Selection of members to go on trip.
Elect executive committee members for umbrella
committee encompassing all settlements

Field trips: Field trip to successful CBNRMPS, eg
Sankuyo, Xaixai and Chobe. Committee members
to report back to their communities

Workshops: Allow interactions between residents
of different communities and sharing of ideas
and experiences about projects. Empowering

Quota: Community approve quota suggested by
DWNP

Joint ventures decision: Community decide if
want to follow the joint venture proposal and

put all or part of their quota out for hire
Registering committee/trust: Committee must
become a legal institution if following joint
ventures project. Must have a legal constitution
to be approved by Council

Leasing the land: Once a legal institution the
committee may formally lease the land from the
Land Board. It then has the right to use that land
for commercial purposes

Joint Venture procedure: Tenders invited for joint
Venture projects. Sifted by Council then reviewed
by community. Preferred joint ventures invited to
present proposal to community. Council and DWNP
representative may be invited in an advisory
capacity. Joint venture chosen by community.
Joint ventures not chosen: Community may retain
quota for subsistence use. Not required to form
registered committee. Cannot therefore legally
lease land if it is not going to be used for
commercial purposes.

First round consultations: Few people understood all
concepts addressed in meetings. Misunderstandings and
frustrations on both sides (May/June 1996)

Second/third round consultations: Greater
understanding of proposed project, agree to set up
committees (September and December 1996)

Committees: Initial committees elected but poor
attendance at selection meeting at kgotla. In Kacgae
problems with the representativeness of the committee
(ie committee comprised mostly Bakgalagadi) and re-
election took place. Committee in Kacgae still headed
by Bakgalagadi non-Remote Area Development resident.
He is also Chairman of the Executive Committee
(November 1996, February 1997)

Field trips: Successful. Committee members should
have presented details about the trip to respective
settlements but ‘it was later realised that they were not
capable of doing so as some stated that they did not
know what to say and some were confusing projects
visited’” (Savingram WP/DEV 1/18). Therefore the
Chairman of the Executive Committee presented to each
settlement (February, March 1997)

Workshops: ... the delegation from Kacgae, East and
West Hanahai did not satisfy everybody at the workshop
because they did not participate well ...” (Savingram
WP/DEV 1/8 1(88)). Overpowering (March 1997)
Quota: Committees currently undecided about whether
or not to accept the quota. Still some misgivings and
misunderstandings about the project (July/August 1997)
Joint ventures decision: Decision not yet taken.

Registering committeeltrust: Awaiting legal advice on
registering committee/trust

Leasing the land: Waiting on above procedures

Joint Venture procedure: Waiting on above procedures

Joint ventures not chosen: Decision not yet taken
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in the district, the response was always, ‘it’s up to the people to decide’. No
possible scenarios were put forward or discussion engaged in about potential
problems, despite the good rapport that had been developed during the course of
fieldwork. This suggested that the participatory approach was resulting in poor
planning and lack of preparation and coordination of potential projects which the
communities might wish to follow. However, as the process of consultation
began, it emerged that, far from poor planning, underlying this laissez-faire
participatory approach was a very rigid structure, the essence of functional
participation.?!

Although Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) exercises have been conducted
in other settlements across Botswana in establishing community-based resource
management projects, these events have often been expert-led by United States
Agency for International Development (USAID) staff.?> DwNp staff are all fully
trained in PRA techniques but few see them as radically different from other
extension methods which they use. Perhaps part of the explanation is the formal
setting of most PRA events which take place in the kgotla (public meeting place)
and therefore are not distinct from general village meetings and consultations.
Although a PRA meeting was held in one settlement (East Hanahai) before the
consultation round, it was a training event for staff and no connection was made
by staff or participants with the forthcoming wildlife consultation meetings.

The underlying stories emerging here are complex. While the community-
based natural resource management project seems to be trying to empower the
community, it is predicated on a paternalistic theme which undermines the very
ethics of such a project. Thus the motivation behind the project must be
questioned. The core elements of joint analysis and control over decision making
are withheld under the mask of participation. Where do the genuine choices lie
for the people involved? By affirming the people’s subordinate position, the
Wildlife Department assert their own superior status. Thus, the new project is an
opportunity to bestow new rights upon the subordinate and thus reaffirm their
own dominant position. People will now be beholden to the Department for
bringing them this project and will no doubt follow the advice of the Department
in decision making. This situation is similar to what Pierre Bourdieu calls
‘officializing strategies’ which involve authority imposing ‘a definition of a
situation, especially in the moments of crisis when the collective judgement
falters’.® These ‘moments’ are significant in the context of societies undergoing
sedentarisation.?* The real choices are lost and it must be questioned whether the
Department is enabling the people to develop the capacity and capability to
make decisions in an open and fully informed manner. Mosse suggests such an
approach actually presents ‘a new means by which people in authority can
“officialize” private [and public] interests by endorsing and putting on record
dominant [and consensus] views’.?

Persuasive images: elephants in the Kalahari

The Deputy Game Warden uses a series of posters to illustrate his section of the
talk (Figures 2-5). These posters are centrally produced and distributed to
district offices to aid the introduction of concepts and polices to rural communi-
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ties, eg Wildlife Management Areas, new Controlled Hunting Areas, the benefits
of wildlife utilisation and community-based natural resource management
projects. The images are stereotyped, with pictures portraying white tourists
paying money to photograph elephants rather than cattle, or white hunters paying
to hunt buffalo rather than livestock. No indigenous or local people are depicted
in the posters. Only one picture features an animal found in the Kalahari region,
and shows different ways of utilising meat, hides, craft, etc, all of which are
already carried out in the communities. Furthermore, these posters have led to
misleading comments such as: ‘those companies have the knowledge on how to
keep these wild animals. This means that maybe in the future the elephant can
also come this side and so the elephants will increase in number’, which have
perpetuated false expectations among some people of the imminent arrival of
elephants in the district. This implicitly commodifies wildlife (such as elephants)
as potential livestock. Similarly, the use of the analogy of looking after wildlife
as if they were cattle has led to the false expectation in one settlement (East
Hanahai) that the project will establish a game ranch where wildlife can be
reared ‘just like cattle’.

Genuine choices: are joint ventures the only option?

During the consultation meetings it is suggested to the communities that they
may wish to continue subsistence hunting (using existing Special Game Hunting
Licences) or lease their quota to a safari company in a joint venture partnership.
No mention is made of other management and utilisation projects in which the
community may wish to engage, though numerous consultancy studies suggest-
ing alternatives have been conducted.?® The joint ventures option is the only one
fully explained and the only one seen to be in the communities’ best interests.
Two of the key questions to be asked at this stage are: are joint ventures really
the only option? Is this option sustainable and will it enable communities to be
economically self-sufficient? The DWNP have produced a small booklet to
introduce the concept of joint ventures, detailing the roles of the various parties
involved and business opportunities available.”’ Echoing the sentiment of the
speeches analysed in the above section, the joint venture guidelines also have a
strong paternalistic overtone.

The guidelines state that the communities have ‘little or no experience’ to
manage the resources in their areas, yet fieldwork in the Okwa Wildlife
Management Area clearly shows that individuals and communities have well
defined notions and practices about management and sustainable use of re-
sources. However, although the opportunity has been there for people to manage
the resources, the necessary rights, control and power have been denied them
and thus they have been deprived of the effective tools of management. As one
resident from West Hanahai settlement noted in the consultation meeting:

The people who have the rights are the ones who can do the things you are
mentioning. I don’t have the right so I don’t have the right to deal with the wild
animals so that I can live from the animals. I don’t have the right to use the animals
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FIGURES 2-3
Community consultation posters used by Department of Wildlife and National Parks.
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FIGURES 4-5
Community consultation posters used by Department of Wildlife and National Parks.
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to get a better living (West Hanahai Community Consultation, May 1996: !Xo male,
40s).

This respondent frames his concerns through an exaggerated notion of rights;
‘rights’ in his view have persistently denied people the use and control over their
own resources needed to make a living. Through this exaggeration he alludes to
the historical legacy of deprivation and subordination which he implies should
be addressed by this project. Indigenous people in Botswana, and elsewhere
around the world, have been subject to stigmatisation and subordination by
dominant ethnic groups and effectively denied ‘rights’ to land and other natural
resources. The discourses surrounding indigenous land and natural resource
rights are emerging from both North and South.” Such issues were largely
ignored by colonial governments, a legacy which has far-reaching implications
in both local and global contemporary contexts.

Also inherent in the joint ventures guidelines is the notion of complicity or ‘tacit
compliance’®: if communities follow this proposal they will succeed and if they
do not they will fail in the management of their natural resources. This suggests
that the joint ventures scheme is the only viable option available to the
communities for the sustainable utilisation of their wildlife. However, an earlier
study in Bere, a remote settlement in the district, revealed that joint ventures
were just one of six potential projects proposed for the area, and further joint
ventures were not recommended as the best option.*® Reliance on external safari
companies was not favoured and the report suggested that projects be small-scale
and transparent to the communities.

The Bere Game Harvesting Project collapsed soon after it was initiated.
Wildlife off-takes, even for this small-scale project, could not be sustained
during the 1991-92 drought, leading to the termination of the project. It is clear
that few people within Bere trust the promises of local government staff any
more. The reasons for failure of the Bere project could just as easily jeopardise
current proposals. Indeed, the sustainability of the project, both in terms of
government support and commitment and wildlife numbers, is the major concern
of all the communities consulted in the district. The vague or absent replies to
their questions perpetuate their mistrust. One of the major causes of such
misgivings in general is the promise of improved income or livelihoods that
become common assertions in project proposals for rural development. This has
been found elsewhere in southern Africa and also in projects further afield.’!
Furthermore, most projects require some form of input from the community,
usually for a communal purpose, and yet few proceeds return to individuals or
the community, especially with poorly planned or failing projects. Again, people
become wary about commitments and alliances to new schemes and programmes
unless direct returns can be seen.

Sustainability: who is right?

The sustainability narrative in the Botswana context is highly complex. It
involves social and political as well as ecological issues, and has potential
implications for dryland regions across the world. The Ghanzi District Council

756



RETHINKING COMMUNITY RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

report for the Bere Game Harvesting Project suggested that wildlife resources
were underutilised,”” yet there is little evidence to show whether or not this is
correct. However, in a more recent study, Hitchcock and Masilo found consider-
able underutilisation of Special Game Licences in Kgalagadi and Ngamiland
Districts neighbouring Ghanzi.* Part of the problem is that wildlife numbers for
the areas are based on estimates from aerial counts and these have been heavily
criticised recently in Botswana for being inaccurate.** Currently, estimations
based on these counts are conducted twice a year but this method can give highly
distorted views of wildlife populations. Given the highly mobile nature of the
wildlife populations in these dryland areas, dry season and wet season counts
differ significantly. Recommended allowable off-takes are based on dry season
counts as this is the season in which non-subsistence hunting is permitted (April
to September), yet Special Game Licence (SGL) holders may hunt all year round
at present. Ambiguities exist in the joint ventures proposals and it is not clear,
for example, whether subsistence hunting under the community quota system
will be allowed all year round or be confined to the hunting season. There is
further confusion over whether or not Special Game Licences will be retained at
all (within or separate from the community quota) and contradictory information
has confused communities and local government workers alike.

The following extract from the consultation meeting in one settlement (East
Hanahai) neatly sums up the major sustainability concerns of this project to this
community, and the major flaw in planning which potentially jeopardises the
whole enterprise. In the passage the Deputy Game Warden’s main speech is
being translated by an old Naro man whose Setswana is fairly poor.”

DGW: Animals are no longer there so if we start this new system you won’t have
any problems because you won’t be the ones who are going to hunt. So if this thing
comes in we won’t be the ones who go out hunting. It will be the safari people. The
safaris will be responsible for hunting and then they will pay you for using your
land.

Old Man: This safari is going to finish all the animals. This safari is a problem. It
also finishes all the animals again.

DGW: So it’s up to them whether they find animals or not. You would have already
taken the money to develop your settlement

Old Man: The safari is like that, it always destroys.

DGW: In this system you won’t be the ones who are hunting, the safari will be the
ones who are hunting.

[A change of translator occurs because old man has stopped translating properly—
kgosi/chief takes over]

Kgosi: In this system the safari will be the ones who are hunting

DGW: If they find animals or they don’t find them that will be up to them as long
as you have taken the money to develop your settlement

Kgosi: Even if the safari hunt and don’t get anything that will be up to them. But
with us we would have already taken the money (East Hanahai Community
Consultation, May 1996).

Here, the translation breaks down because of the sensitive topic: further evidence
that the project’s sustainability is of concern to the people. The explanation put
forward by the Deputy Game Warden about the sustainability of the project is
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significant: if the animals ‘are not found’, it is not of concern to the community
as they will already have received their money; it is only of concern to the safari
company. The explicit decoupling of the dependency of the safari company and
community on the wildlife populations is the biggest contradiction in this
management and utilisation project. If this project is seen as long-term develop-
ment, then to retain the safari’s long-term partnership with the community
requires sustained numbers of animals to remain in the areas. With the joint
ventures scheme, the communities are dependent on safari companies remaining
in the area and thus the communities are dependent on wildlife numbers and on
the sustainable utilisation of those animals.

The extent to which present hunting practices are sustainable or unsustainable
is not known in this region. Effective and accurate estimation of wildlife
numbers in the areas are unavailable or based upon misguided assumptions.* In
any case, in dry environments determining ‘sustainable’ numbers is difficult
because of ecological variability and the need for long runs of data to assess
changing levels and trends reliably. Detailed quantification of hunting practices
in the Okwa area has not been carried out and would be extremely costly and
time consuming to complete. The Ghanzi Wildlife Office lacks full records of
the number of sGLs handed out each year though Hitchcock and Masilo suggest
that numbers range from 50 to 200 per year between 1990 and 1995. Estimates
for 1996 are put at about 300 in the district.®® Therefore the question of
sustainability remains unanswered and is of central concern to those contemplat-
ing involvement in the project. This sustainability narrative is high on the
international agenda and central to Agenda 21, the Convention to Combat
Desertification and other global directives. However, its complexity at the local
level is often obscured by or lost within the global policy rhetoric of sustainable
development itself.

The people living in these remote settlements in western Botswana are acutely
aware of the contradictions of sustainability and the ramifications of these new
initiatives. They expressed this concern through hard-hitting questioning about
differing responsibilities towards resources. The following quotations from
meetings illustrate how people feel they have been deprived and excluded from
the management of their wildlife resources and thus have been cheated now that
populations have declined.

Cebi: I don’t have much to say; it’s a pity that I don’t know how to read and write.
It could have been done from the beginning, a Mosarwa should have been chosen
and some of the Batswana to be the ones who look after the animals. Then I could
have known what happened to the animals. You are the only ones who know
anything about the animals. I don’t know anything so I’m glad to hear what you
have been saying we will wait and see whether it will be possible for us to eat the
elephant the camel and anything (West Hanahai Community Consultation, May
1996: Naro male, 50s, assistant to chief).

Qg’aetcebe: By the time when we were looking after the animals and seeing where
they live, there were a lot of animals. They were even living on these areas where
we are standing now. By that time I was eating them. I ate the phohu® [eland] freely.
That’s what I will tell you. I will tell you that if there are two people in a home
and the other one is older than the other and if the older person owns something,
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if anything goes wrong the older person will be the one to know everything. He will
be the one to know the fault. If there is a young person and an old person, if the
older person is responsible for some things and he does not share it with the other,
the older person will be the one to explain everything. We hunt this side but we
don’t see any animals, they are not there. And even now we don’t see any animals.
Because the older one is responsible he is the one to know everything. Before when
the young one was responsible the elder one could see a lot of animals, but now he
is the one who is responsible for the animals. I will stop so far but the animals are
not there (West Hanahai Community Consultation, May 1996: Naro male, 40s).

This last speech directly accuses the government of poor management of wildlife
resources. The respondent refers to the government as ‘the older one’, perhaps
to retain some respect through his criticisms. However, he sees the government
as failing in its responsibility towards wildlife and also failing to acknowledge
this responsibility. This echoes the other comment which states that if ‘he’ were
educated then ‘he’ would have been able to get employment with the wildlife
department and then ‘he’ would know what happened to all the animals under
‘their’ responsibility. This feeling of injustice is strong and there is a bitterness
towards the government for taking the responsibility of management themselves
and then failing to manage wildlife in a responsible way.

It would be easy to read some of these comments as ironic and sarcastic.
However, it is more likely that deliberate under- or overstatement is used to
emphasise certain issues, which if addressed more directly would be confronta-
tional and challenging and then deemed ‘irrelevant’ or ‘straying from the
subject’ (euphemisms used by government workers for questions likely to go
unanswered). By under- or overstating issues, people are able to reaffirm relative
positions of power and subordination, yet retain an acute line of questioning.
This may be through playing up deliberately to an expected image or more likely
internalising power relationships and expressing this through behaviour in public
places. Outside the public space of the kgotla the anxieties and concerns of the
project are more directly expressed. This is similar to Scott’s notion of the public
and private transcripts of the dominant and subordinate.® This is a useful
concept as it highlights the variable discourses that may be going on at any one
time, and thus gives a more critical view of the power relations at stake. In the
Australian context, Huggins et al. draw out a different but related set of
discourses which highlight the power relations between indigenous and Western
visitors to protected conservation and heritage areas.”’ Their analysis emphasises
the power and authority of image and discourse between different groups of
people and institutions, and this has relevance to the global context of such
interactions.

Tenuous claims: talking land

Another major concern to the communities in western Botswana is land rights,
a global concern shared with other ‘first peoples’ around the world.*' Behind this
lies a further contradiction in the programme in Botswana relating to land and
land rights. The joint venture guidelines state that Land Boards within the local
government will allocate land to the community only when they are satisfied that
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the proposals are viable, and that the community has consulted the appropriate
technical authorities. However, ‘certain community rights cannot be granted’
unless the community forms a recognised legal entity to lease the Controlled
Hunting Area.” This principle means that:

(a) communities must form a government-approved legal entity in order to
obtain a lease for the land and once the land is leased it must be used for
commercial purposes;

(b) communities which choose to utilise their land purely for subsistence
purposes (ie not a commercial activity as defined by the government) cannot
lease the land from the government and therefore cannot take stewardship of
their land.

That the government still does not recognise the right of people to manage their
own land and resources, even at a low level of subsistence, shows that attitudes
towards rural people, and Basarwa (also known as Khwe, San or Bushmen) in
particular, have changed little in recent years. To confirm this, the recent Ghanzi
District Development Plan for 1997-2001 states that ‘the rights of the Basarwa
to land are, in general, rather tenuous’.** This view is surprising given the
national and international pressure to recognise the rights of indigenous people
in Botswana.* Thus all land used for subsistence purposes is retained by the
government and, unless land is to be used for an approved commercial activity,
no formal rights are bestowed upon the rural dwellers. Given this attitude by the
Botswana Government, communities have little effective choice but to follow
government programmes if they are to obtain any recognition or legal rights to
their land and resources. However, it is not without some major misgivings and
anxieties that such programmes are followed.

According to Leach et al., efforts to decentralise away from the state towards
civil society institutions will fail to achieve their objectives unless relations of
power and political legitimacy in the decentralisation process are addressed and
compensated for.** Clearly, these issues are not being addressed and compen-
sated for in the case of the Okwa Wildlife Management Area. This has been the
case for many of the community-based wildlife management projects across
southern Africa such as CAMPFIRE in Zimbabwe or ADMADE in Zambia, where
governments have failed to devolve adequate authority and decision-making
power to local people.* Similarly, Young has commented in relation to Canada
and Australia that it is the ethnocentrism of those in positions of political power
that has ensured that certain policies have remained in place even when their
failure should have been clearly recognised and acted upon.*’

The discussion so far highlights the complexity of the proposed management
and utilisation project for the Okwa Wildlife Management Area. The consul-
tation process revealed that, although the project appears to have a sound
participatory approach, it is essentially a functional form of participation. Thus
few choices are available to the community and they are encouraged to follow
the government’s recommendations. The language and images used in the
consultation meeting (and in the published guidelines) are manipulative and
dominating and embody significant discourses of power and subordination, but
local people are sharp and are aware of these dynamics. Given these discussions,
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it must be questioned whether or not the project is concerned with empowerment
or compliance, participation or dictation.

Livelihood dynamics and institutional dimensions of resource management

The paper now turns to examine the implications of the proposed projects in the
Okwa Wildlife Management Area on the livelihood options and strategies of the
rural populations. The new project proposes to shift an individual livelihood
option into a communal livelihood and this has major implications for the
viability and sustainability of people’s livelihood strategies. When this is
coupled with other changes, such as environmental variability or changes in
employment unrelated to the project, the ramifications can be extensive. These
changes are to come about through the reintroduction and re-establishment of
‘community management’ institutions. However, the concept of community has
not been problematised and the notion that there may not be traditional
community institutions to reconstruct has not been addressed.

It is clear that the proposed management and utilisation project will bring
about a severe change in the activity of hunting, and hunting as a livelihood in
the settlements. That the shift will occur is openly addressed by the government
and NRMP personnel, but what this shift means in terms of changes in resource
relationships has not been fully considered: ‘hunting procedures have changed
for the benefit of Batswana involved in the utilisation of the resources’.®®
Although there is a recognition of the contradictions people may perceive in the
project, the Principal Game Warden still sees this as the view of uninformed
people. She further states that ‘SGLs, are not so important’ and that people ‘will
be willing generally to forgo their sGL’.* Clearly, therefore, the envisaged
scenario is a cessation of individual hunting rights in favour of community-level
rights and initiatives.

The councillor for the area raised this question repeatedly in meetings with the
Wildlife Department before the consultations and at community-level work-
shops. The answers he received from the Wildlife Department were generally
noncommittal, at most simply stating that ‘the community will be entitled to the
benefit, the entire community’, and thus not addressing the issue at hand.
However, he remained adamant that this could be a critical issue in the project:
‘the problems which I think might come are with the villagers themselves. They
would like some of the income from the project to go straight to them’
(Councillor of East and West Hanahai, June 1996; Naro male, 50s).

What the local people see at stake here is the removal of a livelihood from
individuals’ and families’ overall livelihood strategies. As my research has
shown, livelihood strategies are complex and dynamic, with different livelihoods
having different importance to different people at different times.*® This complex
variability in the relative importance of the livelihood means than potential shifts
in benefits need to be carefully examined. By shifting a livelihood out of the
individual sphere and into the communal sphere the project is radically altering
people’s resource relationships, ie different people’s access to and use of specific
environmental resources necessary for making a living. Individuals will no
longer be able to hunt according to their own needs, eg when their labour
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commitments allow hunting, when food is needed, when skins are needed to
market crafts for income, etc. This loss of choice is the salient issue: without
choice, without options for making a living, people are further restricted and
therefore more vulnerable to risk and other social, economic and environmental
variabilities and stresses. Furthermore, there is a potential for people to become
more dependent on institutions which are out of their own control, such as the
community-based management and utilisation projects and ‘partnership’ safari
companies.

Critical livelihood changes

Another critical issue is the distribution of communal benefits within the
‘community’. Financial income from the quota hire is expected to be used for
village developments such as clinics, schools and government workers’ housing.
However, it is not clear whether villages will be expected to provide all the
money for building and labour from this income and, if not, which part of local
or central government will provide the remainder. Employment opportunities
through these programmes are likely to be similar to the labour-based drought
relief project which has recently ceased in the areas (July 1996). This is not
altering people’s employment opportunities, rather it is replacing or reinstating
one of the only possibilities for employment in the settlement on which people
are heavily dependent. With the cessation of the drought project, people are
likely to become dependent on any form of employment introduced into the
settlements. Without a coordinated policy on rural development, the responsi-
bility for such programmes is just being shifted within the government.

The eventual shift from individual to communal rights has direct conse-
quences for livelihoods and livelihood strategies.

(a) It changes direct access to wildlife meat and products and reduces the
flexibility of hunting at times and for quantities needed by individuals and
households.

(b) It changes non-hunters’ access to wildlife products (eg women and old
people). It is these people who produce many of the craft products.

(c) Labour pattern changes alter access to veld foods, firewood and ostrich egg
shells. These products are all normally gathered on long hunting trips away
from the settlement, thus also contributing to a reduction of the pressure on
resources immediately adjacent to the settlement.

(d) It is unclear whether or not the safari hunting will be confined to the April
to September hunting season. If it is so confined, then for six months the
settlement will have no hunting products, a significant change from the
present situation. Also, should the community decide to retain some or all of
its quota for subsistence hunting, it is unclear whether or not it will also be
restricted to hunting in the hunting season only.

Evidence from my research suggests that people are not fully aware of the
changes in resource relationships that this project will entail. While the concept
of a community quota is accepted and understood by most rural people, the
concept of individuals losing the right to hunt is not acknowledged. Despite the
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formal restrictions of hunting imposed through the licence system, rural subsist-
ence hunters redefine and legitimise their ‘illegal’ hunting through reference to
traditional rights and notions of identity. A fuller understanding of resource
relationships and their links to livelihood strategies is required if appropriate
initiatives are to be introduced. Such initiatives must understand the mechanisms
and structures of resource relationships and the dynamic linkages between and
within livelihoods. Such diversity of rights, access and control of resources is
perpetuated by the differences between people according to age, gender, ethnic-
ity and so on, all of which influence the livelihood opportunities available to
different people. Without recognition of these issues, the viability of resource-
based livelihoods in this drylands region must be questioned.

Reintroducing community management: communities as resource management
institutions

The concept of community is problematic in the context of the management and
utilisation programme in the Okwa Wildlife Management Area. The concept of
community has generally been viewed as the consensus on which community-
based sustainable development is predicated.’’ However communities are com-
plex, dynamic and diffuse and the conventional conception therefore requires
reformulation to take full account of the dynamics of social agency if this unit
of analysis is to be useful in development initiatives. As Mosse questions, whose
needs are really represented by a consensus within the community?°* The notion
of community as a reconstructed institution for the implementation of the Okwa
project needs to be critically addressed.

Reconstructing the community. The Natural Resource Management Project has
clear views on management institutions for the implementation of the Okwa
Management and Utilisation Project:

Trying to plan for the sustainable use of natural resources [wildlife, plants, trees,
etc] is not something completely new. In the past communities planned and
managed natural resources through traditional institutions. Government has realised
that conservation of natural resources can only take place through re-introducing
the concept of community-based natural resource management. [Emphasis added]>

This NRMP report clearly states that their aim is to decentralise management
through re-establishing the community as the resource manager. However, this
presupposes that the environment was communally managed in the first place.
By advocating traditional institutions and the reintroduction of community
management, this once again suggests a participatory and bottom-up approach.
However, such language masks some fundamental flaws in this development
approach.

The idea that a community can be reconstructed for community-based natural
resource management projects assumes the existence of a cohesive and homoge-
neous community.>* Such social conditions no longer exist in the Kalahari
region,”® and projects based upon these assumptions are likely to be misguided.>®
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A fuller understanding of resource relationships and their links to livelihood
strategies is required if appropriate initiatives are to be introduced. My research
has shown that settlements in the Okwa comprise diverse groups of people, all
of whom have very different incentives and motivations for resource use and
who employ differing livelihood strategies. Furthermore, the notions of ‘com-
munity’ and ‘community consensus’ mask the complexity and diversity of
interests within such groups. Membership of a community is complex and
dynamic, making resource management at a communal level highly problem-
atic.’” Smith has touched upon these issues in his work in Ngamiland because
he points out that, although there has been little development of the community-
based natural resources management concept in this area, there has been a
growing interest from a large number of ‘individual families’ who are interested
in developing the idea of a natural resource management project.’® This illus-
trates part of a wider movement towards identifying alternative units of social
organisation for resource management within Africa.”

Each individual and household follows a different strategy depending on
assets, labour and so on. That they can combine to have a common purpose
fuelled by joint input and shared benefit is idealistic given the social, economic
and environmental diversity present. That this idealised situation can be ‘recon-
structed’ from past notions of communal management must be questioned. The
notion of ‘community’ is a relatively new concept among the people of the
Okwa Wildlife Management Area. Settlements in the area are less than 20 years
old and little communal management has taken place. Previously people lived in
small groups and families on cattle posts and farms, with little concept of
‘community’ or ‘community resource management’. Management of resources is
certainly a familiar concept, but this is a common perspective achieved by
individual action to benefit both individuals and groups as a whole. What NRMP
and this project are trying to reconstruct is a quite different form of management
and organisation.

Power and dynamics within communities and committees. In the Okwa project
the communities have elected resource management organisations in the form of
committees to represent their interests in management decisions. Committee
members are required to be ‘reliable registered citizen representatives from
within the local community’ to ensure ‘the project is a success’.® However,
people have different interests and motivations and there is the risk of elites
within the settlements becoming involved and thus jeopardising the benefits of
such a project from reaching the target population.®

There is a strong feeling among local NGOs (eg Gantsi Craft and Permaculture)
that settlements are becoming ‘over-committeed’. In one settlement over 12
different committees were counted, despite it appearing to be a community with
relatively little effective experience of functioning and active committees,
organisations and collective institutions. This prevalence of committees should
perhaps suggest that representation of the community through organisations and
committees is a well established and successful route to community manage-
ment. However, few committees work effectively and few people see the point
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in them unless they receive a sitting allowance. The sitting allowances have in
themselves become a livelihood option. The NGOs in Ghanzi are moving away
from committees as community representations to work with individuals and
groups of individuals in a similar approach to Uphoff’s ‘use-management’.®?

Resource management institutions and organisations. Uphoff specifically asks
where local institutions are most likely to be effective and sustainable managers
of natural resources, and this is ultimately the key question.®® His conclusions
suggest that where natural resources are ‘unpredictable’ (ie highly diverse and
variable, as in the Kalahari) and resource users lack group identity and structure
(eg ‘communities’ within the Kalahari are diverse, diffuse and highly change-
able) then ‘such conditions make it difficult for local institutions to control
access and regulate resource use’.5 This is an important idea as it questions the
collective agency (collective capability and knowledge) of a community to
operate an institutional or organisational framework for the management of their
natural resources. Questioning these institutional or organisational frameworks
as the mediating structures for resource management does not mean that
‘communities’ cannot manage their own resources. Rather this argument sug-
gests that this is not the only viable medium in which they should attempt
management. Communal management in this context has to be conducted
through an organisation such as a committee. But can this committee really
represent all aspects of the community and can it really address all people’s
individual and collective needs?%

Managing resources, managing people

The objectives of the Wildlife Management Area-related polices and acts
illustrate the range of spheres encompassed by this integrated policy (conser-
vation, environment, food security, commercialisation of economic opportuni-
ties, etc). Policy aims to bring rural dwellers into the ‘modern wage economy’
and thus explicitly targets the rural populations for assimilation and modernis-
ing development.®® Such development directions are not community-led nor
determined by the rural populations. While modernisation is desired by the
younger populations, others see their ‘old ways’ and ‘values’ being lost. There
is a desire to meld both modern and traditional, old and new to form a new kind
of development in the settlements: this desire is acute in settlements where
problems of alcohol abuse and violence are rapidly increasing.

A local government officer views the rural settlements as beneficial for
‘delivering’ development:

The settlements were meant for people so as to ease access to them. Instead of
people moving around hunting and gathering they should be in one place where
they can be reached (Senior Social and Community Development Officer, Ghanzi
District Council, November 1995).

This view underlies many government policies towards rural dwellers,
especially in the west of Botswana. By developing settlements for people,
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development can be delivered to these people; they become easier to provide
for and less of an uncontrollable responsibility. They also become dependent
and thus easier to assimilate into the overriding culture and mainstream econ-
omy of Botswana: the homogenisation of a people and society.”’ Both sides
mediate this process through public and private transcripts, keeping hidden
meanings and values, beliefs, desires and intentions.*®

The findings from this research have important implications for Botswana
as a whole and the government’s nationwide move towards community-based
approaches to resource management. Assumptions are being made that com-
munities are likely to be the most effective agents for resource management
and devolution to this level is supposedly taking place. What is significant is
that ‘community-based’ projects are being viewed by governments and donor
agencies as the panacea to good governance and rural development policy:
formula-written frameworks for the devolution of resource management. Given
the diversity of individuals, households, groups, livelihoods and communities
illustrated in this research and elsewhere,” it is unlikely that such blanket
approaches to resource management will be successful, even if presented in
the guise of participatory and empowering language.

Cernea suggests that such assumptions are ‘sociologically naive and [ex-
hibit] a lack of understanding of the structure and social stratification of
village communities’.” In contrast, Fellizar suggests that community resource
management enables ‘people-empowerment for achieving equity and sustain-
ability in resource management’.”! The findings from my research suggest that
the former is more likely. Further evidence to support this can be drawn from
Hitchcock’s research among the Tyua communities involved in CAMPFIRE
projects in Zimbabwe.”? In this case conservation projects did not necessarily
lead to the enhancement of the well-being of the people involved; instead,
conservation efforts appeared to be more coercive than cooperative. These
research findings begin to reveal a widespread prevalence of coercive conser-
vation masked by ‘community-based’ approaches.”

If certain sections of communities and society are continually and increas-
ingly marginalised through these and related programmes, this will perpetuate
the disparity in wealth and well-being between rich and poor, the secure and
the vulnerable, and jeopardise the sustainability of natural resources that these
types of programmes are trying to promote. The accumulating evidence of the
ineffectiveness of community-based approaches mandates a shift in thinking.
The key question posed by Uphoff asks, what local institutions are most likely
to be effective and sustainable managers of natural resources.’* Lawry argues
that devolution of rights and the withdrawal of the ‘overbearing state’ will
not alone result in sustainable resource management. There needs to
be a more committed approach to achieving ‘an appropriate distribution
of rights’.”” This is quite different from Fellizar’s universalising assump-
tions that achieving equitable distribution of rights is concomitant with
‘empowerment’ and ‘sustainable development’.’® Lawry goes on to say
that social and economic changes have reduced the incentives for rural
populations to abide by common property management plans, given
their increasingly diverse and heterogeneous interests in local resources. It is
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these very plans and programmes, with their simplifying assumptions, that often
fail to capture the complexity of resource use strategies.

Initiatives to promote greater control over common property resources often define
the policy problem strictly in terms of devolution of control over resources from the
centralized state to local communities. Unfortunately, little consideration is given to
whether local institutions possess the political authority, social legitimacy, and level
of administrative and technical competence to regulate resource use. There is a
danger that tenure over common property resources, once disconnected from the
state, will instead be monopolized by nonrepresenatitive elites, and that the tenure
security of many users will not be enhanced, but possibly reduced.”’

Cernea suggests that the key to successful and sustainable resource management
is in the identification of the presence or absence of forms of social organisation
structurally suited to manage and control the environment.”® Though Cernea
advocates social organisation in the form of institutions, he cautions that, with
multidimensional heterogeneity, a single organisation can hardly represent and
mobilise an entire settlement community for collective action. There may be
specific subcommunities, groups or individuals who can act collectively and be
purposefully organised. More imaginative combinations and innovations of
groups and approaches are needed which are relevant and appropriate to the very
local context in which they are needed.

The ideology of modernist top-down development prevails in Botswana, and
across much of Southern Africa, although it is masked by participatory, empow-
ering and community-orientated language and images. Coercive conservation
efforts are undermining the rural populations’ individual and collective actions
to manage resources. Central to the proposed community-based natural resource
management projects outlined in this paper are issues of sustainability, land
rights and choice which are not adequately addressed by the ‘policy imple-
menters’, yet are of critical concern to the ‘policy receivers’. Complex dynamics
lie behind community organisations in small-scale societies which are undergo-
ing sedentarisation. Conflicts and tension can inhibit effective capabilities as
well as jeopardise equity and empowerment in resource management actions.
The concept of community is highly problematic and obscures the complexity of
resource use strategies and potential alternative units of social organisation for
management. However, the individual ‘use-management’ approach does not
compromise the collective capability of people when needed. Further, it can
quell people’s anxiety about community projects which require large input from
individuals yet provide little output to them.

These conclusions must lead to the questioning of the overall aims of
community-based natural resource management projects and the ethics of devel-
opment. If such directional or dictatorial approaches are being taken by the
governments and donor aid agencies, does this mean the underlying motivations
for such policies are concerned with enabling people to manage and control their
own resources or are they concerned with the management of people and
resources? Ultimately, in the case of Botswana, this raises the critical question:
are these Wildlife Management Areas or People Management Areas?
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