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Community engagement in wildlife conservation 
A review by Stina Oskarsson 
 
Abstract. With a growing population in the world today, the pressure on land areas 
and wildlife is also increasing. In order to preserve certain land areas and endangered 
wildlife, so called community-based conservation programs are being created around 
the world. These programmes are aiming to benefit both local communities and 
wildlife in the same area. The difficult task is, however, to create incentive for poor 
communities to devotedly participate in these projects in order to prevent poaching, a 
common problem within conservation conflicts. It is important to consider all aspects 
regarding this issue, both from a conservation management and the communities’ 
point of view, and many times a change in behaviour, attitude and participation plays 
a key role in reaching the conservation and community goal.  
 
Keywords: people’s participation, local community, poaching, wildlife conservation, ICDP, Campfire. 
 

1. Introduction 

 

A growing number of conservation specialists urge for local communities to 

participate in wildlife management in order to succeed in conservation and at the 

same time benefit from it and uphold economic growth (Gibson and Marks 1995). But 

the outcome of this so-called community-based conservation has been of mixed 

results and has led to debates weather or not it is beneficial enough. It is therefore 

important to figure out what does and does not work with community-based 

conservation, and how it could be improved (Berkes 2004). Conflicts are often 

between the local people and the roaming wildlife in fear of damaged crops and their 

own lives, but also between humans with different circumstances and interest in the 

conservation programmes (Redpath et al. 2013). Despite of what the local 

communities have to give, the benefits are often very low from conservation, which 

bring few incentives for a continued conservation of wildlife (Gibson and Marks 

1995). The revenues and benefits within community-based conservation are important 

tools, but it is more important to know what revenues to use and how, for it not to be 

counterproductive (Berkes 2004). 

 

1.1. Aim and motivation 

What motivates me to write this review article is the pressuring issue with poaching 

and wildlife trade that is causing a lot of biodiversity loss and to some extent even 

extinction of species. As Mayaka et al. (2005) argues, it is important to prevent 
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poaching to sustain larger wildlife stocks and higher quotas. Community based 

conservation is believed to be one solution of the problem, I therefore wanted to find 

out the following things: 

o How have communities been part of the solutions? 

o Why a community based conservation management might work or fail.  

o What motivates the local communities to participate and why they might not?  

 

Two important keywords being used in this review is wildlife and community. My 

definition of wildlife is wild animals, sometimes threatened species due to poaching 

and animal trade. The definition of community is rural, local, often indigenous people 

living in a community. Them being rural means they live close or on the same 

territory as wildlife animals, and is therefore more exposed to effecting or being 

effected by large, wild animals. 

 

1.1. Why is wildlife conservation important? 

 

An increased human population and the animal trade market still being strong are 

causing overexploitation, habitat loss and species extinction. This has led to the 

conservation of biodiversity getting more and more attention (Pratt et al. 2004). Due 

to poaching, large mammals are exposed to a lot of pressure caused by poverty in 

those parts of the world where poaching is high and because of the demand of 

medicinal products in Asia (Mayaka et al. 2005; Pratt et al. 2004). Hunting is 

believed to be one threat to global biodiversity with mammals and birds being 

vulnerable to extinction (Groff and Axelrod 2013; Grey-Ross et al. 2010), another 

reason is agricultural land spreading over large areas and creating more habitat loss 

(Mukanjari et al. 2013). In Tanzania, the development of Wildlife Management Areas 

is very important for community-based conservation. The purpose is to get local 

communities to manage natural resources, and hopefully poaching will be replaced 

with sustainable harvesting (Thirgood et al. 2004). Poaching is, however, most likely 

to continue among local communities if it will benefit them more than conservation or 

other activities do (Mukanjari et al. 2013). Often biodiversity loss is due to people 

believing illegal hunting will make them a profit and allows them to support their 

families by poaching (Maroney 2005) or the type of farming that combines the 

growing of crops and livestock (agropastoralism) (Mayaka et al. 2005). This is a fact 
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in poorer areas (Mukanjari et al. 2013) because it is more vital for people to get 

employment and earn a living with today’s money oriented economy. This has 

weakened traditional management of plants and animals in Tones Valley in Himalaya 

due to people of the villages migrating to urban areas, seeking employment (Rawat et 

al. 2010). But people’s participation is important for the continued cause of 

conservation (Dhar et al. 1999). United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) 

has started to support development projects in protected areas in e.g. Myanmar, also 

known as Burma. Here, they are trying to provide close by communities with an 

alternative income to reduce the impact on parks. Local NGOs have also assisted 

local communities in ways for the same cause (Myint Aung 2007). 

 

2. Method 

2.1. Data collection 

 

A systematic data search was made with the database Web of Science Core 

Collection, since this is a widespread database that provides with research articles 

from many scientific and social science studies. The language was set for English and 

all reviews were excluded when searching. When searching, “people’s participation” 

AND/OR community was first used as search word, and later refined with the 

following words: poach*, conserv*, wildlife. For choosing the most relevant articles 

the following criteria was followed: That they were focused on communities/local 

people in some way. If the paper included subjects like community attitudes towards 

conservation, wildlife utilization and local people, and community conservation 

programs, they were included and later read. The articles not chosen were due to the 

search words giving results that could be on, for example, conservation or poaching 

but not about community engagement, plant or animal communities and tourist 

attitudes. 

 

2.2. Processing of data 

 

An overview was made to insure that the chosen articles fulfilled the criteria 

mentioned above. Some articles were merely stating, in their conclusion, that 

community conservation was a solution to the problem that was discussed, but these 

articles were then often used for their background story and introduction. The 
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majority of articles were used for their discussion and conclusions for their arguments 

regarding their results that contained new and relevant information, which were much 

rewarding to the review. Table 1 shows the final result of the data search and process. 

 
Author Main research focus Country 
Balakrishnan et al, 1992 Wildlife utilisation and local people Zambia 
Baral & Heinen, 2006 People's perception in conservation Nepal 
Boonzaaier, 2009 People's perception on wildlife conservation South Africa 
Borge Johannesen et al, 2005 Tourism, poaching and wildlife conservation (ICDPs) Not specified 
Bunnefeld et al, 2013 Trophy hunting Africa 
Carter et al, 2012 Coexistence between wildlife and humans Nepal 
Dhar et al, 1999 People's perception in conservation Himalaya 
Dzingirai, 2003 CAMPFIRE and migrants Zimbabwe 
Fischer et al, 2010 Community incentives for wildlife management Zimbabwe 
Gibson & Marks, 1995 Community-based wildlife management programs Africa 
Grey-Ross et al, 2010 Illegal hunting and conservation South Africa 
Groff & Axelrod, 2013 Poaching incentives Belize 
Haule et al, 2002 Wildlife management Tanzania 
Infield & Namara, 2001 Community attitudes and behaviour on conservation Uganda 
Jackson, 2005 Community engagement in conservation Asia 
Kahler et al, 2013 Poaching in community-based management Namibia 
Keane et al, 2012 Behaviour on community-based conservation Not specified 
Knapp, 2012 Risks and benefits of illegal hunting Tanzania 
Lindsey et al, 2013 Wildlife ranching industry Zambia 
Lindsey et al, 2011 Causes of illegal bushmeat trade Zimbabwe 
Mancini et al, 2011 Economic and social drivers behind poaching Mexico 
Martin & Martin, 2010 Community support reduces poaching Nepal 
Martin et al, 2012 Illegal hunting Tanzania 
Maroney, 2005 Conservation of wildlife Mongolia 
Mayaka et al, 2005 Co-management and benefits of wildlife harvesting Cameroon 
Mukanjari et al, 2013 Benefit sharing in wildlife protection Central Africa 
Myint Aung, 2007 Policy and practice in protected area Myanmar 
Naughton-Treves, 1999 Property rights and wildlife Uganda 
Pratt et al, 2004 Local community attitude to wildlife utilisation Mongolia 
Randolph & Stiles, 2011 Meat trade Cameroon 
Rawat et al, 2010 Indigenous knowledge and sustainable development Himalaya 
Redpath et al, 2013 Understanding conservation conflicts Not specified 
Rentsch & Damon, 2013 Bushmeat consumption around NP Tanzania 
Thirgood et al, 2004 NP conservation of wildlife Serengeti 
Watson et al, 2013 Community conservation in buffer zones Africa 
Winkler, 2010 Why ICDPs might fail Not specified 

Table 1: Results from the data collection with author in alphabetical order and its main research 
focus, and country where the study took place or had its main focus. 
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3. Results 

3.1. Community-based conservation, ICDP and CAMPFIRE 

 

Protected areas usually consist of managed land, such as strictly protected National 

Parks, and buffer zones. These buffer zones are intended to combine the local 

community and wildlife conservation, and also minimize the human edge effect on 

National Parks, since human settlements in the park usually are prohibited (Watson et 

al. 2013). One strategy in protecting habitat and wildlife in areas is to use the local 

communities for cooperation and support (Borge Johannesen and Skonhoft 2005). 

This type of conservation is often called community-based conservation due to its 

focus on the local communities having an important key role (Dzingirai 2003; Haule 

et al. 2002) (see box 1). It has been debated what is ought to be first priority and 

primary focus, poverty reduction or biodiversity conservation, without having a 

conflict appear (Groff and Axelrod 2013). It is also important to better understand 

what motivates people in a community in an attempt for creating a community-based 

conservation. If the incentives are clear it is easier to create these circumstances in an 

attempt to protect wildlife. This type of conservation has however been criticized for 

not taking the incentives (table 2) of the individuals serious, which might lead to 

failure of the conservation plan (Keane et al. 2012).  

 

Community-based conservation is often referred to the so-called Integrated 

Conservation and Development Program (ICDP). This is projects where the locals are 

participating in protected area conservation to some degree, at the same time as the 

local people are provided with an income, which will hopefully motivate them to 

participate in the conservation project (Borge Johannesen and Skonhoft 2005). Keane 

et al. (2012) believes it is especially important to see to the individual within a 

community since different people might respond differently to incentives. This is also 

often one of the weaknesses with wildlife management (Mayaka et al. 2005). 

Maroney (2005) believes incentives in argali habitat in Mongolia is needed because it 

could encourage communities to work with administrations and other government 

bodies in protected areas for the protection of argali sheep. Watson et al. (2013) state 

that increased revenue to the local community will decrease poaching, but other 

factors must be taken in consideration regarding the degree of support for 

conservation coming from the communities. It is important to take into consideration 
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the value of bushmeat, the history of a self-managed community, poverty and 

policies. Bushmeat is considered an important protein source for many people in 

Africa (Rentsch and Damon 2013). Local people are, in most cases, hunting illegally 

for bushmeat because it is an important source for people’s food security, due to it 

being cheaper than domestic meat from livestock (Martin et al. 2012; Randolph and 

Stiles 2011). It is also an important revenue source (Randolph and Stiles 2011). 

  

Wildlife co-management was studied in Northern Cameroon (Mayaka et al. 2005), 

where the efficiency of a management was tested where state, private enterprises and 

the civil society (local communities) all work together and shares the wildlife 

management duties and benefits. Maroney (2005) state that some conservation and 

development projects have succeeded to some extent, with benefits provided to the 

involved community groups. It has, for example, created small business opportunities, 

local information and resource centres. This shows that community based 

conservation could be effective, but Maroney (2005) claim that this type of wildlife 

management often is too general for large regions and their local communities when 

they are based on simplified evaluations of these diverse regions and therefore risk of 

inefficiencies and failure. This could lead to increased authoritarian policies, which in 

turn could lead to a reduced long-term conservation.  

 

ICDPs would in theory combine conservation with development activities in order to 

develop a win-win situation where natural habitats and wildlife are protected and 

local communities receive an income, which leads to less poverty. In practice these 

goals have, however, failed (Winkler 2011). Winkler summarizes reasons why ICDPs 

fail and one of them is the risk of giving the wrong incentives (table 2). Here the 

Box 1. The making of a community-based conservation programme. 
 
Tourism and safari enterprises can benefit a great amount from wildlife and new policies have 
been linked to create jobs and other services to communities near conservation areas. One key 
assumption to a successful conservation management is that it will only work if local 
communities receive enough benefits to motivate them to conservation. In the Luangwa 
Valley, the Zambian government departments and the National Parks and Wildlife Services 
had a workshop, which concluded in the importance of preserving the countries wildlife and 
that the participation by local communities was the key to a successful wildlife management. 
This is how the Lupande Development Project in Zambia initially started (Gibson & Marks, 
1995). Workshops, interviews and questionnaires are also a way to start getting local people 
involved in future conservation programmes (Dhar et al. 1999)  
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failure is that there is a lack of connection between the conservation of wildlife and 

community development. There is also a risk of giving too little incentives. If the 

ICDP does not promise a big enough gain from conservation activities it is likely to 

fail, since other, not always legal, activities might give a larger profit. There is also a 

risk that influences from the ICDP by development activities would lead to the 

optimal conservation goals not being fulfilled. Many ICDPs tend to fail when too 

many communities are involved since this create social gaps because of the negative 

impact on other communities caused by a single community (table 2). Another issue 

could be that people that hunt illegally will continue to do so as long as it is more 

profitable (Mukanjari et al. 2013), or will find revenue from ICDP as a 

complimenting income rather than a substitute (table 2). When people do not have 

employment or other income opportunities they tend to use more natural resources 

(Groff and Axelrod 2013). Therefore, Borge Johannesen and Skonhoft (2005) argues 

that the incentives are important and most of all, directed in the right direction. Myint 

Aung (2007) claims that local communities are more likely to participate in 

conservation if they understand ecology and ecosystem services provided by 

protected areas. Future conflicts could be minimized and cooperation between park 

managers and local communities increase through education (table 2). 

 

The CAMPFIRE project (The Community Areas Management Programme for 

Indigenous Resources) is a community-based management programme (Mayaka et al. 

2005) where the local indigenous people are gaining from the conservation of wildlife 

(Dzingirai 2003). Revenues from tourism and hunting quotas are provided to the local 

communities from which they share the profit (Fischer et al. 2011). It was created in 

Zimbabwe as a way to give back the land to the indigenous people and protect 

animals as well as local communities making a profit out of it (C.A.Z. 2009; Dzingirai 

2003).  The conservation parks are for wildlife conservation animals only, while 

livestock and crop production is allowed outside. Wildlife, however, can stretch 

outside the park area and compete with the grazing livestock and feed or trample on 

growing crops (Fischer et al. 2011; Borge Johannesen and Skonhoft 2005). Fischer et 

al. (2011) found that the CAMPFIRE project was a success where poaching decreased 

thanks to help from the community. But if the community, however, did not get the 

promised benefits, the decrease of poaching was only temporary.  
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Incentives Issues Articles discussing the issues 
• Employment - Wrong incentives 

- Supplement to poaching 
- Only benefit some 
 

Balakrishnan et al 1992; 
Boonzaaier 2009; Borge 
Johannesen & Skonhoft 2005; 
Haule et al 2002; Kahler et al 
2013; Keane et al 2012; Lindsey 
et al 2011; Maroney 2005; 
Martin 2010; Mayaka et al 
2005; Mukanjari et al 2013; 
Naughton-Treves 1999; 
Thirgood et al 2004; Watson et 
al 2013; Winkler 2011. 

• Revenue from tourism - Supplement to poaching 
- People’s perception and 
attitude 
- Community-management 
conflict 

Baral & Heinen 2007; Borge 
Johannesen & Skonhoft 2005; 
Fischer et al 2011; Haule et al 
2002; Infield & Namara 2011; 
Jackson 2005; Kahler et al 
2013; Keane et al 2012; Lindsey 
et al 2011; Maroney 2005; 
Martin 2010; Mukanjari et al 
2013; Naughton-Treves 1999; 
Pratt et al 2004; Redpath et al 
2013; Thirgood et al 2004; 
Watson et al 2013. 

• Investments would 
provide with projects: 

 - Assistance and service to local 
school and health care 
- Distribution of meat to 
communities and workers 

- Only benefit some 
- Community-management 
conflict 

Baral & Heinen 2007; 
Boonzaaier 2009; Dzingirai 
2003; Fischer et al 2011; Groff 
& Axelrod 2013; Haule et al 
2002; Mayaka et al 2005; 
Mukanjari et al 2013; 
Naughton-Treves 1999; Winkler 
2011. 

Table 2: Community-based conservation. Summary of the incentives and issues that could come with 
the community-based conservation programme. 
 

Groups of people that migrate to areas to benefit from agriculture there does not get 

anything from the CAMPFIRE conservation and will, most likely, instead hunt 

wildlife and feel opposed by the management program, stating the animals is a threat 

to their agricultural business due to the destruction of crops (table 2, Dzingirai 2003). 

In Zambezi Valley, Zimbabwe, where a CAMPFIRE project takes place with the local 

Tonga people, discrimination towards migrants has been evident, since the Council 

does not regard them as residents (Fischer et al. 2011). It is common that migrants do 

not get any revenue from the programme at all. When these migrants feel left out and 

not part of the programme, they have no need to save the wildlife since they won’t 

earn from it and might instead fear for both lives and their crops by large animals. 

Here, the fear of getting financially ruined after trampled crops; some farmers start 

using guns as protection and the killing of these animals could mean a threat to the 

CAMPFIRE programme (table 2, Dzingirai 2003). This is when a so-called human-

wildlife conflict might arise. Human-wildlife conflicts are referred to those that 
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involve species (Redpath et al. 2013). People that in any way feel threatened by 

certain wild animals, either if it is an animal that might feed on livestock, destroy 

crops or is considered dangerous to man, is motivated to poach on these animals as 

protection (Kahler et al. 2013). 

 

3.2. People’s perception, attitude and participation 

 

Many new conservation models are stressing the importance of understanding 

people’s perception and decentralization of the power to local communities for the 

management of protected areas and conserving of wildlife (Baral and Heinen 2007). 

Pratt et al. (2004) state the importance of a future wildlife management that is 

sustainable for all. For this to be achieved it is important to understand the attitudes 

toward wildlife utilisation of local communities. According to Infield and Namara 

(2001), it is people’s perception and their experience of a reserve that form attitudes 

towards wildlife conservation. Many communities has been displaced due to the 

establishment of protected areas, which has lead to a negative economic effect for the 

local people and also a negative view of the wildlife being held in these areas, taking 

“the local people’s land” (Borge Johannesen and Skonhoft 2005; Fischer et al. 2011). 

Despite promises of management systems, which would benefit local people, give 

them back land for wildlife and with a purpose to reduce human-wildlife conflicts, 

wildlife is still under state authority in many places (Naughton-Treves 1999) and has 

been so for many centuries (Dzingirai 2003). In Uganda wild animals recently became 

property to the government. Farmers that have little trust with state authority illegally 

set snares to trap the animals close to the Kibale National Park (Naughton-Treves 

1999). Dzingirai (2003) argues that when other social groups feel left out it could 

create a feeling of hostility towards the management groups and the protected 

wildlife. It is situations like this that create a conflict (Redpath et al. 2013). Strict 

enforcement could also create conflict situations, such as mistrust and resistance to 

conservation rules (Groff and Axelrod 2013). Local tribes living around Masebe 

Nature Reserve, South Africa, did not feel they gained anything from the reserve, they 

were shut out from the area and has to apply access from the reserve management to 

graves and did not gain access to other places of great importance to the community, 

such as spiritual locations (Boonzaaier 2009). The local’s attitudes therefore become 

negative towards wildlife conservation because many national parks leave out the 
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communities (table3, Mukanjari et al. 2013). This feeling of loosing what once was 

theirs is also one of the perceived reasons for poaching by local people, because they 

believed that the reserve belonged to the surrounding villages (Boonzaaier 2009). 

Haule et al. (2002) suggests that a primary action for people’s motivation for 

conservation was to create a mutual trust between the government wildlife managers 

and the local people. Infield and Namara (2001) also state that the management of 

reserves could be hard on local communities that get excluded from their natural 

resources in now protected areas. Conservation conflicts are one of the most difficult 

problems to manage. Redpath et al. (2013) explains that conservation conflicts 

primarily are between humans. The conflict arises when one out of two parties gain 

over the other in opinions that is disagreed upon, and usually this happens at the 

expense of another. 

 

Martin and Martin (2010) noticed from their studies in 2008/09 that improved 

community concern had lowered rhino poaching in national parks in Nepal from 

studies from previous years. One believed reason to why poaching was once greater is 

because of lack of information to the communities within the studied buffer zone 

areas regarding conservation and anti-poaching strategy. Maroney (2005) state that 

conservation programs that tend to be more successful in achieving their goal are the 

ones that offer compensation in a way to create economic incentives, or by increasing 

the fines per poached animal (Keane et al. 2012). One motivation to prevent poaching 

is the risk of bad reputation that would lead to smaller park revenue since less visiting 

tourists will go to a park where endangered animals are being poached (Martin and 

Martin 2010). The main occupation of many communities in the mountain of 

Himalaya is livestock, which is dependent on the forest. This therefore motivates the 

local communities to manage the vegetation due to its direct impact on livestock and 

the communities’ livelihood (Rawat et al. 2010). Baral and Heinen (2007) did a 

survey on people’s participation in western Terai of Nepal and saw a connection of 

people’s background and their views of the suggested conservation program. For 

example, women were often more likely to participate, as well as those with a higher 

level of education. People that were poorer were not as likely to participate than those 

that were better off. In Himalayan biodiversity conservation, a survey with the local 

people was made and conclusions could be made that there were some issues. Here 

the economic role was important and the incentives were lacking, so a programme 
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was developed, with a focus on effective information exchange, training to observe 

awareness and by sharing responsibility and knowledge (table 3). Development of 

preservation models in school and community lands was also made, and in the end 

there was a follow-up to receive input from the different target groups. Methods for 

this programme was, for example, group discussions and later follow-ups were made 

to see what progress had been done (Dhar et al. 1999). Myint Aung (2007), however, 

highlights an issue with getting people in Myanmar to preserve protected areas, which 

is because the land is valuable space for agriculture or possess natural resources for, 

not only local people, but also businesses and neighbouring countries, such as China. 

 

3.3. Community benefits and consequences from a socio-economic aspect 

 

Human and land use development is, according to Watson et al. (2013), standing in 

the way of the goals for community-based wildlife conservation. It is also known for 

being correlated with snares being used to trap animals illegally. Watson found a 

connection between snares and roads in Game Management Areas (GMAs) that 

connected the villages and were used for community travel and trade. According to 

Haule et al. (2002), local people would get financial support from the community-

based project (such as CAMPFIRE) for development projects in the village and also 

benefit of wildlife meat quotas set up for the community. But poaching is also looked 

upon as being beneficial to the community. Poachers could provide the entire 

community with cheap meat, as well as reducing the wildlife close to the settlements 

and thereby decrease damaged crops, predation on livestock and threats towards 

humans. This goes hand in hand with an increased farming which leads to a larger 

land use and crop production (Infield and Namara 2001). 

 

Lindsey et al. (2013) point out the benefits of wildlife ranching, in Zambia, where the 

bordered communities could benefit by it. The industry would provide with several 

benefits via, for example, employment and business relations. Investments would also 

provide with projects such as assistance and services to local school and health care, 

but also the distribution of meat to communities and workers (table 3). There are 

examples (Lindsey et al. 2011) where the programme has been a success and reduced 

illegal hunting and where wildlife populations been recovered due to benefits from 

safari hunting. Game viewing and safari hunting is beneficial for local communities 
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with the revenues they provide from tourist fees, jobs and a market for local products 

and handicraft. Safari revenues also increase important non-financial incentives such 

as local democracy and the sense of ownership (Mayaka et al. 2005). These projects 

are trying to assure the decline in poaching, it is however not as appealing to 

everyone, or does not benefit everyone equally and might therefore not work well as 

an incentive (Mayaka et al. 2005). These countries earn a lot of revenue from tourism, 

but the revenues to the community is very limited, despite that it is their damaged 

crops or them loosing land for agriculture (Mukanjari et al. 2013). The study made by 

Mayaka et al. (2005) showed that the community could earn a smaller income from 

shareholding. It is usually somewhere between 5-30%, depending on the country  

(Mukanjari et al. 2013). However, only 3% of safari companies’ revenue in Northern  

Cameroon goes to the local communities, which, due to its unfair return is a bad 

incentive for conservation (Mayaka et al. 2005). 

Table 3. Summary of issues and conflicts in mentioned areas, with suggested solutions. Referred to the 
authors for the article that is discussing the issue or conflict in question. 
 

 

Issues/conflicts Solutions Articles including the issues  Study area 

‘Wrong’ incentives Education, clear aim, clearer 
incentives and benefits  

Balakrishnan et al 1992; Boonzaaier 
2009; Winkler 2011. 

Zambia, South Africa, 
Uganda 

Supplement to 
poaching/illegal 
hunting 

Incentives (e.g. employment, 
community projects), stricter 
legislation, government funding, 
revenues 

Borge Johannesen & Skonhoft 2005; 
Haule et al 2002; Kahler et al 2013; 
Keane et al 2012; Lindsey et al 2011; 
Maroney 2005; Martin 2010; 
Mukanjari et al 2013; Naughton-
Treves 1999; Thirgood et al 2004; 
Watson et al 2013. 

Tanzania, Namibia, 
Zambia, Zimbabwe, 
Mongolia, Nepal, 
Uganda, Serengeti 

Overexploitation of 
habitat and animals 

Incentives, community-based 
projects, sustainability 

Groff & Axelrod 2013; Infield & 
Namara 2001; Maroney 2005; Winkler 
2011. 

Belize, Uganda, Mongolia 

Only benefit some More fair benefits, incentives, 
education 

Mayaka et al 2005; Mukanjari et al 
2013; Winkler 2011. 

Cameroon, Central Africa 

People's perception & 
attitudes 

Education, trust of other parties, 
team work, workshops, projects, 
respect of traditions 

Baral & Heinen 2007; Borge 
Johannesen & Skonhoft 2005; Fischer 
et al 2011; Haule et al 2002; Infield & 
Namara 2011; Jackson 2005; 
Naughton-Treves 1999; Pratt et al 
2004; Redpath et al 2013.  

Nepal, Zimbabwe, 
Tanzania, Uganda, Asia, 
Mongolia 

People's participation Education, incentives, 
responsibility 

Baral & Heinen 2007; Grey-Ross et al 
2010. 

Nepal, South Africa 

Human-wildlife 
conflicts 

Feeling of ownership, 
responsibility, protect wildlife, 
separate land areas, mapping up 
the areas for good overview 

Fischer et al 2011; Infield & Namara 
2001; Jackson 2005; Kahler et al 2013; 
Lindsey et al 2013; Naughton-Treves 
1999. 

Zimbabwe, Uganda, Asia, 
Namibia, Zambia  

Community-
management/gov. 
conflicts 

Create trust, education, ownership 
of land/animals, team work, less 
people/parties involved 

Baral & Heinen 2007; Boonzaaier 
2009; Dzingirai 2003; Fischer et al 
2011; Groff & Axelrod 2013; Haule et 
al 2002; Mukanjaro et al 2013; 
Naughton-Treves 1999; Winkler 2011. 

Nepal, South Africa, 
Zimbabwe, Belize, 
Tanzania, Central Africa, 
Uganda 

Hard to predict future 
benefits 

More research/models, other 
examples 

Lindsey et al 2013; Myint Aung 2007. Zambia, Myanmar 
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4. Discussion 

4.1 Discussion of the results 

 

The ultimate goal is to achieve a win-win situation where both the communities and 

wildlife gain from the situation (Redpath et al. 2013). Mukanjari et al. (2013) state 

that protected areas, community involvement and local collaboration is, in theory, the 

main tool for wildlife protection and preservation of biodiversity. In order to achieve 

a win-win situation there are interests that might need negotiation between the 

involved parties and trust need to be created (Redpath et al. 2013). Lindsey et al. 

(2011) state that separated land used for wildlife and agriculture would make it easier 

to protect wildlife. This would reduce the damage to crops and livestock for 

communities. Mapping up the area is a good way to get an overall picture of the 

community and the surrounding area with where the livestock is located and where 

the wildlife often moves around in order to prevent future wildlife conflicts (table 3, 

Jackson 2005). 

 

There are several reasons to what might hinder participation within the communities. 

Social and economic influences are important and Baral and Heinen (2007) 

discovered that gender, education and attitudes mattered with participation in a 

positive way. Education and a good conservation attitude is a good influence for 

people. They do, however, state that when expectations are not met during these 

circumstances, the relation between education and participation is instead negative. 

The major differences between, not only countries, but also areas within countries are 

the socio-economic differences and institutional characteristics, and it is therefore 

vital to see the conflict from more than one perspective, and consider ecological, 

social and political implications (Carter et al. 2012; Redpath et al. 2013). It has been 

highlighted many times (e.g. Borge Johannesen and Skonhoft 2005; Fischer et al. 

2011; Infield and Namara 2001; Naughton-Treves 1999; Pratt et al. 2004; Redpath et 

al. 2013) that the problem is related to people’s attitudes and deep-rooted social 

values (table 3). As Haule et al. (2002) states, people might even tolerate some crops 

being destroyed by animals knowing that eventually it will earn them money from 

trophy hunting. Grey-Ross et al. (2010) suggests that local communities need to feel 

some sort of ownership over the wildlife in order to want to conserve them in a 

community-based conservation project (table 3). The belonging to a group seem 
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important in many communities where outsiders are not welcome (Dzingirai 2003) or 

rather seen upon as competition (Mancini et al. 2011). But it could also be a concern 

that people not from the community, do not respect the community-based 

conservation since they do not gain any revenue from it. Baral and Heinen (2007) 

enumerate three reasons why participation might be lacking. These reason are the risk 

of discrimination due to caste, gender and educational level, the lack of private 

resources and risk of corruption due to, for example, lack of funding transparency. 

 

It is important to motivate people in to conservation, but the most difficult is perhaps 

to be able to offer such benefits that would make it worth for them to stop poaching 

(Lindsey et al. 2011). In especially poor areas, illegal hunting is often seen as an 

additional income and here the incentives must be very powerful and convincing to 

make it stop. With today’s weak economy, it could be hard to imagine the future 

benefits of conservation. Watson et al. (2013) state the importance of increasing law 

enforcement to prevent poaching, especially were there is no wildlife-based tourism 

in the community areas. It is therefore essential that governments, communities and 

other stakeholders take measures. Infield and Namara (2001) are pressing on the 

importance to work with people’s perception and attitude towards wildlife 

management and try to achieve a change of behaviour, this including both the park 

management and the community (table 3). Baral and Heinen (2007) suggests, local 

communities should be given more power in order to go out for new challenges, reach 

achievements and obtain a feeling of responsibility. Financial incentives have a risk of 

ending up badly if designed incorrectly and could lead to, for example, bankruptcy 

(Redpath et al. 2013). It is also crucial not to divide groups and discriminate people, 

either on a local/management level or between local people, as was discovered by 

Dzingirai (2003) in Zimbabwe. Instead of limiting group participation, it is better to 

make them part of the solution, because it is of great value to get the community to 

participate in order for conservations goals to be accomplished. It is also central to see 

the conflict from more than one perspective since there are many aspects to consider 

(Infield and Namara 2001). I believe a good cohesiveness is important within both the 

community but especially between the community and the conservation management. 

This will facilitate the cooperation and the work towards the goal. It is also central to 

create a pleasant attitude and team spirit among the involved people in order for no 

conflicts to arise (table 3). Infield and Namara (2001) explain the risk in CAMPFIRE 
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communities where revenues earned from wildlife conservation is undermining 

conservation and is instead invested in agriculture, which in turn might compete with 

the aim of conserving wildlife. If conflicts arise a provision could be made in an 

attempt to remove the source of conflict. The issue here is, however, that not many 

funded projects are being made, mostly because it is not being prioritized (Infield and 

Namara 2001). To prevent any conflicts, it is perhaps worth to have someone from the 

outside, such as a non-profit organisation, who does not benefit from the project to 

work as a mediator that both sides would trust. Someone that could create 

compensation schemes and monitor to ensure compliance (Redpath et al. 2013). 

 

 Another risk is when people’s involvement and commitment is lacking and illegal 

hunting and grazing is becoming a more tempting incitement than the revenue itself. 

This could be done with programmes designed to enhance effectiveness, efficiency 

and equality through collaboration with central government and local communities 

(Baral and Heinen 2007). As Infield and Namara (2001) claim, what is important is an 

attitude change where conservation agencies will view local people as partners and 

not potential poachers. Whereas local communities need to wipe out the corruption 

stamp many management people, wardens and rangers get, and instead see them as 

neighbours that are trying to achieve a common goal (table 3). 
 

 4.2 Source criticism 

 

For this review article a systematic search was made using the database Web of 

Science Core Collection. Articles were chosen to represent the subject on community-

based conservation programmes from several places around the world to get an 

overview of the topic from more than one location. All used articles were published 

scientific articles and all fairly resent publication dates (with the exception for one 

from 1992, and the rest from 1999 and later), and can therefore be considered reliable. 

The factor that could be limiting the possibility to get relevant articles is the choice of 

search words. It could also have been relevant to use an additional database, but since 

Web of Science Core Collection include published articles from both environmental 

and Social science, this was considered sufficient. 
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The search resulted in a majority of articles used being studies from African countries 

compared to south-central America and Asia (see table 1 and 3). I believe this is due 

to the big poaching issue that Africa is dealing with and the attention this has given 

the continent. African poaching has a long history and I believe this is why a lot of 

focus has been given to these countries. Perhaps also other continents have 

conservation programmes, but maybe not with as much focus on the local 

communities. I also believe that more and more attention is given to other continents, 

like Asia and South America for example, with time and especially when animals 

here is getting more and more threatened, with the risk of getting endangered. There 

is also the risk that studies being made but written in other languages than English 

were filtered out when choosing the language to English during the search. 

 

4.3 Future research 

 

Many articles have compiled different models and theories on how a community-

based conservation programme could function and succeed. Therefore more practical 

research is needed to be sure the models work in practice and in the long run. It is also 

highly valuable to do follow-ups on these programmes and to communicate and create 

a dialogue with the community and its inhabitants. It is also possible to take things a 

step further and do more research within the same topic in more developed countries, 

but it will most likely look quite different since the economy is more stable here than 

in the ones included in this review. 

 

5. Conclusions 

 

I believe that in order to achieve a well functioning community-based conservation 

programme, creating a feeling of togetherness and team spirit is important and to do 

so it is vital that participants from all groups may attend and participate. People from 

all age groups, gender, ethnicity and socio-economic classes should be a part of this. 

It is essential that everyone shows commitment, get the chance to make their voices 

heard and have the opportunity to actively participate. This is to get every aspect of 

the situation put out in order to move forward towards the community-conservation 

goals, and in order to be able to deal with any possible issues. Other things, like 

natural features and resources are also important to point out in the area according to 
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Jackson (2005), and also local skills, knowledge and traditions; the value of livestock 

and wildlife, to create a general impression of the area, its livestock and the 

community. 

 

Ways for the community to earn from conservation is tourism, where safari is offered 

as well as licenced safari hunting. Here local traditional food, entertainment and 

handicraft could be offered as well. Other ways is through revenues where the 

community would get a small fee from, for example, the national park, but also where 

larger donations are given to the community by building schools, health care and 

water wells, among other things. But in order to prevent conflicts among involved 

community people, park managers and stakeholders, it is of great importance that 

there is a mutual understanding for the usage of the protected area. As Balakrishnan 

and Ndhlovu (1992) state, for example, not all local people would agree that safari 

hunting is fair since this is only giving tourist the opportunity to hunt wildlife, and not 

the inhabitants. I think it is unfortunate, but a fact, that illegal hunting will continue in 

poorer communities as long as it benefits the hunter. But it is this sort of thinking that 

need to be turned around and it is vital to educate people in order to figure out what 

would work as an incentive in order for the conservation to be sustainable and 

successful. Bunnefeld et al. (2013) point out that benefits from trophy hunting should 

be transferred as a way to reduce poaching. There are examples in Tanzania where 

people have set aside land for conservation as a result of tourism and direct revenues. 

 

I claim that what is most difficult is probably when people's principles and tradition 

goes against the conservation management. This is when you have to try and change 

the communities’ perspective of things and get them to see the situation from other 

approaches, and make them realize the benefits of change (Redpath et al. 2013). My 

apprehension is that it is hard to achieve a perfectly balanced win-win situation within 

the community-based conservation programmes. I believe that too many involved 

parties could make this hard, since this means many different minds to please. With 

less people involved there is a smaller chance of conflict between, for example other 

communities and also conservation management, also stated by Mukanjari et al. 

(2013). Poverty, as already stated, is also one of the key factors for continued illegal 

hunting and it is therefore vital to try and get to the bottom of the problem and get 
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household out of poverty. Employment for the poor community and illegal hunters are 

important, as Knapp (2012) also suggests.  

 

My aim was to find out how communities have been part of the solutions, which is 

through community-based conservation, with an example in box 1. This type of 

conservation management will in theory work with the right incentives that will 

provide with benefits for the community. A positive attitude towards the conservation 

project is also vital for it to succeed. Reasons why it might fail however are conflicts 

between different involved parties, within the community, with outstanding 

individuals and between park management and community. Poverty is also an issue 

since poaching in especially these cases might seem as a good supplementary income, 

hence, why the incentives are so important. The motivation for community-based 

conservation is also important and a few motivational points are the revenues the 

conservation programme could provide, also local projects like for example, building 

a school or water well for the community. The feeling of ownership over the wildlife 

and land area is also of great importance for many community members and gives 

them motivation to want to preserve and use the land and animals in a sustainable 

way. 
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