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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to investigate the contributions of environmentally

protected areas towards the livelihoods of the rural community of Mafefe village, which
is in Limpopo Province, South Africa. A mixed-method research design was followed.
A questionnaire was used to gather quantitative data from households regarding
characteristics of environmentally protected areas, determinants of rural livelihoods
and relationship between environmentally protected areas and rural livelihoods. Focus
group and key informants were interviewed using interview schedule to gather
qualitative data. Simple random sampling method was used to identify households;
key informants were identified through purposive sampling while focus group members
were recruited through snowball. Microsoft excel was used to analyse quantitative data
from households while thematic analysis procedure was used to analyse qualitative
data. The study highlighted the contributions of Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve
towards the livelihoods of the rural community of Mafefe village. The findings revealed
that establoishment of the nature reserve impacted negatively on the livelihoods of the
neighbouring community of Mafefe village and that it is currently supporting some of
the households’ livelihoods who are allowed to harvest various types of materials from
the area. Recommendations were outlined on how various government role players
can intervene to make the nature reserve share benefits with the neighbouring

community.

Key concepts: protected areas, livelihoods, rural community, sustainable.
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1. CHAPTER 1: STUDY ORIENTATION

The chapter introduces the study and provides its background while also further
discussing statement of the problem, rationale for the study, significance of the study,

definition of concepts and the purpose of the study.

1.1. Introduction and background

Environmental protection is a means of conserving the natural environment. The
establishment of protected areas is another method used to achieve multiple goals of
biodiversity, conservation and community livelihoods (Nyaupane, Poudel and York,
2022). According to Luo, Wang and Guo (2022), there are well over two thousand
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisations (UNESCO)
designated sites (UDS) globally, of which 727 are world heritage sites, 1 154 biosphere
reserves and 169 global geoparks. This categorisation represents an area of 1 000
million hectares, and it directly impacts on a population of about 300 million people
who are being supplied with basic materials for survival and potentially from which
they can get sustainable livelihoods (Luo et al., 2022). In the Bolivian forests of the
Amazon, the indigenous communities after being allocated land through restitution
within the protected areas they resided in, received exclusive rights to the natural
resources of the area as a way of protecting their basic subsistence and livelihood
Charles (2022).

Masterson, Spierenburg and Tengo (2019) examined the co-management
interventions of the protected areas where the local communities worked with the
government. They found that this is likely to succeed when the local people’s vision
about the area becomes part of the co-management. In the case study of the Wild
Coast in the Eastern Cape Province of the Republic of South Africa (RSA), it was
demonstrated that co-management has an emphasis on participation and benefits
sharing. Masterson et al. (2019 as quoted from Neuwmann, 1997), present that some
community members might see the absence of participation and involvement as

coercive conservation.



Letsoalo (2020) highlights that little time has been paid to the poverty and complex
dimensions of rural livelihoods. The author cites the communities’ lack of livelihood
development gains from the African Ivory Route, which is a tourism adventure route in
Limpopo. This route starts in the Waterberg District’'s Masebe Game Reserve and cuts
through several areas including the Mafefe village, leading to the Kruger National Park.
According to Letsoalo (2020), communities can benefit through the 200 kilometres of
road in terms of income generation, employment, and cultural revitalisation in line with

the sustainable livelihoods’ approaches.

The Lepelle-Nkumpi Local Municipality falls under the Kruger to Canyon (K2C)
biosphere which was designated for conservation in 2001. Its aim was to free some
parts of the nature conservation areas by literally putting down their fences for easy
access by the local communities. This created partnerships and collaborations in
biodiversity conservation and in sustainable development. The local communities’
livelihoods became part of the environmental management where strategies included
but were not limited to dealing with unemployment, environmental degradation,
inequality, and poverty (Schultz, West and Florencio, 2020). The K2C consists of the
Kruger National Park and the Blyde River Canyons which are the core areas with high
conservation restrictions. The nature reserves which are mostly privately owned, are
regarded as the K2C'’s buffer zones with restrictions as well while the Lepelle-Nkumpi
Municipality, which is mostly the villages of Mphahlele, Mathabatha and Mafefe, falls
under the K2C'’s transition zones with protected biodiversity wherein human settlement

and livelihood activities take place (Schultz et al., 2020).

The study adopts the perspective that the relationship between people and the
environment predates the environmental protection measures, wherein the two
coexisted in harmony. However, as the population of the world increased, so did the
demand for the environment to meet the needs of its communities, hence the need for
a sustainable development that provides a balance between the social needs of the
communities and the conservation of the natural resources. The term sustainable
development was formally introduced to the United Nations in 1987 through the

Brundtland Report as summarised by Delgado-Ceballos, Ortiz-De-Mandojana,
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Antolin-Lopez and Montiel (2023) and refers to the development that meets the needs
of the current population without impacting the environment to meet the needs of future
generations. It must be mentioned that the Brundtland Report was preceded by the

‘Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and National Heritage

that took place earlier and was aimed at conserving identified sites (Duval, 2022).

1.2. Statement of the problem

UNESCO has a mandate to conserve the environment through the UDSs, the World
Heritage Sites (WHSs), the Biosphere Reserves (BRs) and Global Geoparks (GGPs)
which are found in various parts of the world. These sites are important for sustainable
development within the context of the competing aspects of diverse environmental,
social, and economic needs (Luo et al., 2022). The Republic of South Africa also
passed National Environment Management Act (NEMA), Act No 107 of 1998 with the
sole purpose to empower the State to coordinate the environment management
activities and the cooperation among the various levels of government. The Act lays
down the principles and the procedures for the management of environmental matters.
Furthermore, the NEMA Protected Areas Act, Act No 57 of 2003 was enacted to
conserve biodiversity through the cooperatives and the community involvement
methods. According to Monyeki (2021), RSA is a signatory to several international
treaties on environmental conservation, including the Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD). It is in this way that formalising its role through the legislative

framework was paramount.

According to Vimal, Navarro, Jones, Wolf, Le Moguédec and Réjou-Méchain (2021),
the world has more than 15 000 protected areas covering a total area of 17 424 082
square kilometres, which is 13, 3% of the world’s land surface. In RSA, there are 456
terrestrial protected areas of which 51 are classified as being critically endangered, 55
endangered, and 14 are said to be vulnerable (Skowno and Monyeki, 2021). The
Limpopo Province, on the other hand, has 62 protected areas that are managed by
the Department of Economic Development, Environment and Tourism of Limpopo
Province (LEDET) and the South African National Parks (SANParks) which cover 1

367 044 hectares (ha) of which 72% is the Kruger National Park (LEDET, 2013). The
3



Integrated Development Plan (IDP) of the Lepelle-Nkumpi Local Municipality (2023)
indicates that a total of 62% of the Municipality is designated as the Critical Biodiversity
Areas (CBA) of which 17% of it is under the protected areas. The environmentally
protected areas include the K2C biosphere that is designated by the UNESCO plus
the formally protected areas of the Bewaarskloof, the Wolkberg and the

Lekgalameetse Nature Reserves.

Hardy, Wyche and Veinot (2019) observe that research has been conducted on
numerous rural communities’ livelihoods within the fields of social sciences,
geography, and rural studies with a lot of literature generated in this regard. There is
also evidence of community participation in the conservation of the environmentally
protected areas. However, according to Yuling, Xiao, Ruibing, Chunhui, Yongrui,
Weixia and Zongcai (2020), this area of research is receiving little attention, especially
for the developing countries and with regards to how the protected areas affect rural
livelihoods or lead to disruption of communities’ livelihoods and resilience capabilities.
It has become clear that a possibility exists for the Mafefe communities to have
suffered as a result of putting up fences around Lekgalameetse protected area and
due to restrictions of free movement of these communities to access the areas. On the
other hand, an opportunity exists in terms of how conservation activities can
concurrently achieve the global goals of biodiversity conservation while promoting
human development as well. This study will therefore look at the contributions of the
environmentally protected areas towards the rural livelihoods of the communities of
Mafefe village in Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality, in the Limpopo Province of Republic of
South Africa.

1.3. Rationale or motivation of the study

Policy implications of environmental protection have had negative impact on local
communities to an extent that their livelihoods were compromised. The researcher
undertook this study to interrogate the effects of environmentally protected areas
towards neighbouring rural communities’ livelihoods. Significant amounts of research
have been conducted on protected areas with little focus on its effect on human

development and livelihoods, presenting a need to also shed spotlight on what is
4



happening to communities’ livelihoods as a result of environmental protection
activities. This research sought to close that gap of scientific studies in understanding
the protected species or environment, on one hand, and the relationship between

protection activities and livelihoods of neighbouring rural communities, on the other.

1.4. Significance of the study

This study was important as it would broaden understanding about the rural livelihoods
of the communities of Mafefe village who are in close proximity with the
Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve. It may also broaden the understanding of the
livelihoods of the rural communities who are in close proximity with the environmentally
protected areas everywhere else. At a practical level, the study could help to create a
better understanding of how the protected areas impact on the rural livelihoods of the
surrounding communities and this could in turn inform guidelines on management of
the protected areas. The study would also contribute towards the theoretical body of

knowledge on sustainable livelihoods for the rural communities.

1.5. Definition of terms
The following three key concepts are defined for the purpose of clarity and context as

they are frequently used in this study;

Environmentally Protected Areas- Maxwell, Cazalis, Dudley, Hoffmann, Rodrigues,
Stolton, Visconti, Woodley, Kingston, Lewis and Maron (2020) define the protected
areas as clearly defined geographical space which is managed through formal
methods for long-term conservation of nature. The protected areas are also defined
by Visconti, Butchart, Brooks, Langhammer, Marnewick, Vergara, Yanosky and
Watson (2019) as the nature conservation by the site-based management for the
biodiversity outcomes. The latter definition was adopted for use in this study for its

simplicity yet adequacy.

Livelihoods- These are the capabilities, the assets and the capacities required by the
individuals and the households to meet their well-being needs (Oruonye, Idris and
Ahmed, 2020). Piggott-McKellar, Pearson, McNamara and Nunn (2020) define the

livelihoods as the ability of individuals to have access to the social, the human, the
5



physical, the financial and the natural assets. The first definition is adopted for this
study as it explains the activities and the assets of the individuals and the households

and what their intended outcomes are, which was at the heart of this study.

Rural area - Téth and Kaposzta (2021) describe the rural areas as being small
settlements with low housing and population densities. Nelson, Nguyen, Brownstein,
Garcia, Walker, Watson and Xin (2021) define rural areas as spatial locations with
social identity that is culturally defined. They, however, caution that even though they
are defined as such, rural areas are not homogeneous. The second definition was

adopted as it caters for the spatial definition and the functionality of a rural area.

1.6. Purpose of the study
The purpose of the study is encapsulated in the research aims and objectives from

which research questions are derived.

1.6.1. Research aim
The study’s aim was to investigate the contributions of the environmentally protected

areas towards the livelihoods of the rural communities.

1.6.2. Research objectives

The following objectives were derived from the research aim:

= To explore the characteristics of the environmentally protected areas in the Mafefe
village;

= To examine the determinants of livelihoods amongst the rural communities of the
Mafefe village;

= To analyse the contributions of environmental protection towards rural livelihoods
of the Mafefe village;

= To recommend the measures which lead to conservation areas to positively

contribute towards the rural livelihoods’ development.

1.7. Research questions
The general research question for this study was, ‘how do environmentally protected

areas contribute towards rural livelihoods?’

The following research questions were derived from the aim of the study;



= What are the characteristics of the environmentally protected areas in the Mafefe
village?

= What are the determinants of the rural livelihoods of the Mafefe village?

= What are the contributions of the environmentally protected areas towards the

rural livelihoods of the Mafefe village?

1.8. Conclusion

The chapter has introduced the study and it has helpful as a way of justifying the study
and giving orientation regarding the research topic and the study objectives. This
introduction can now be solidified with a theoretical framework which is discussed in

the chapter here below.



2. CHAPTER 2- THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The chapter looks at the theoretical framework of the study, particularly the sustainable

livelihood framework and how it affects rural communities.

2. 1. Introduction

Theory is a collection of propositions that explain the relationships between variables
and constructs. Theories exist in all academic disciplines and their logical formulations
help to provide abstract descriptions of relationships and to understand different
phenomena, patterns, interactions and situations (Varpio, Paradis, Uijtdehaage and
Young, 2020; Brydges and Batt, 2023). Theoretical frameworks on the other hand can
be explained as interconnected collections of ideas and assumptions generated from
theories. They are helpful in integrating theory to a research process upon which the
study is framed. Such theoretical framework ought of course to always be in line with

the type of research being conducted (Varpio et al., 2020; Brydges and Batt, 2023).

According to Varpio et al., (2020), a theoretical framework is penned in the beginning
of the research and is retained throughout the entire study so that it can easily serve
as the basis for turning theory and concepts into the study objectives and questions.
In this way the research is well grounded in helping to understand or test a theory in a

particular context.

Through a theoretical framework, the researcher puts theory into practice through
articulation of a particular area of study for a given theory (Varpio et al., 2020). The
framework provides an operational yet coherent theory that provides predictable,
testable and explainable assumptions about these concepts and phenomena. That is
why the theoretical framework is carried out and applied throughout the entire study
up to analysis and interpretation of data, although it is formulated at the beginning of
a research study (Varpio et al., 2020).



Larsen and Adu (2021) argue that whereas theoretical frameworks are effective in
explaining research participants’ experiences, their other pivotal role is in relation to
anchoring a theory to a particular field of research. In this instance, as Larsen and Adu
(2021) observed, the researcher is also able to see gaps in a particular field of interest
and address them through the current study. Furthermore, the study and existing

literature within the field of interest are interwoven through the theoretical framework.

This chapter and the paragraphs here below look at sustainable livelihood approach
as the theoretical framework to help answer research questions and explain the

relationship among the variables of this research.

2. 2. Sustainable Livelihoods Framework

The Sustainable Livelihoods Framework (SLF) is selected as the foundation upon
which the theoretical framework of this study was based. One of its major proponents,
Robert Chambers, explains that the SLF approach expresses the epistemological view
which values grassroots knowledge and involves the local people in its application
(Natarajan, Newsham, Rigg and Suhardiman, 2022). As defined by the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP), and Department for International Development (DFID), the SLF
has five core assets categories for establishing livelihoods. These are the human
capital, the natural capital, the financial capital, the physical capital as well as the social

capital, and these are all important for livelihoods development (Huang et al., 2022).

According to Su, Song, Ma, Sultanaliev, Ma, Xue and Fahad (2021), the SLF, first
developed by the DFID in 2003, is one of the most widely recognised frameworks by
scholars with interests in research focusing on the analysis of rural livelihood,
vulnerability index of rural households, spatial and ecological relationships with rural
communities’ livelihood and the impact of livelihood capital on rural and poor
communities’ capability. Even so, SLF approach is, according to Le, Tuan and Hai
(2024), applied by different empirical researchers from different study disciplines. It is

further argued that context along with conditions, trends and institutions, have direct



relationships with livelihood resources which determine the livelihood strategies of
rural households. In this research, which is a cross-sectional study, the framework is
applied to look at relationship between the ecology, i.e. the protected area of
Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve, and the livelihood of the rural community, using the

context of Mafefe village where quantitative and qualitative data were obtained.

Wang, Li, Jin, Yao and Ji (2021) posit that the SLF is an important tool for the research
of sustainable livelihoods, which can also help understand relationships between
poverty dynamics and environmental protection initiatives. A sustainable livelihood
approach is appropriate to dissect how communities deal with social and
environmental trends and shocks and how they maintain and improve their livelihood
without damaging the natural environment itself. According to Su et al (2021), SLF can
also offer an important basis for regional poverty alleviation policies and is a reference
for improving rural communities, like Mafefe’s, sustainable livelihood capabilities.
DFID proposed the approach for a sustainable livelihood analysis to generate
comprehensive understanding of rural communities’ concerns and constraints and

assist them find appropriate ways and opportunities to improve their livelihood.

Huang et al. (2022) proposes that the sustainable livelihoods development attempts
to balance three fundamental pillars of the ecosystem which are the environment, the
social as well as the economic needs and it further prevents undue damage to the
natural environment. The Brundtland Report was a cornerstone to implement these
global strategies of preventing environmental degradation and to manage the
environmental impact on economic resources and overall sustainable development
(Huang et al., 2022). The strategies are therefore applied to balance environmental
conservation and households’ livelihoods, especially those of the low-income

communities.

According to Wang, Mondela and Kuuluvainen (2022), the livelihoods for rural
households must be reconciled with the environmentally protected areas’

management methods. Conservation management is more sustainable when it is
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community based and there is use of local knowledge in the decision-making
regarding environmental conservation. This is because environment issues can affect
the nature based rural economies as well as the livelihoods; and threaten the
communities’ well-being and resilience if a balance is not deliberately sought.
Furthermore, in order to maintain livelihoods and environmental conservation,
promotion and application of livelihoods resilience approach, within the framework of
SLF, can be used to empower authorities and local communities to prioritise rural
livelihoods. This is because development of the people is at the centre of the SLF
approach as it empowers communities to look beyond food concerns and apply the
livelihood approach to find sustainable transformation of livelihood solutions
(Madzivhandila and Niyimbanira, 2020; Liyana, 2021; Zada, Zada, Ali, Zhang, Begum,
Han, Ariza-Montes and Araya-Castillo, 2022).

Su et al. (2021) identified three more key elements addition to the above which the
SLF may include in its application. These are, first, diversification of livelihood capital
which refers to the efforts leading to preservation of the overall livelihood capital
together with the method and assurances for sustainability of livelihoods. Secondly,
the minimisation of vulnerability to environmental risks which may have negative
impact on rural communities’ livelihood sustainability. Lastly, according to Su et al.
(2021), maximisation of livelihood output under certain environmental conditions is

reflected by usage and levels of variety of capital.

Yang, Feldman and Li (2021) note that in terms of the SLF approach, rural households
like those in Mafefe village acquire resources from their natural, physical, social,
financial, and human assets to survive and develop their livelihood. Unlike urban
households, who in most cases have advantage of wealth and access to services,
rural households can be vulnerable because of uncertainty in the availability of natural
resources that are inherent to a village life. Hence, as observed by Su et al. (2021),
there is a clear correlation between livelihood capital and sustainable livelihood

capability, even though different types of capital have different impacts on livelihood.
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2.3. Sustainable livelihoods Assets

According to Fieldman and Li (2021), households’ livelihoods are not within family
settings alone, but are also dependent on environmental resources and social
structures. These capital, which are both intra-familial and external, indicate whether
rural households can be resilient under shocks and trends and that they can also
develop their livelihood capabilities. This is because these capital can be stored,
improved, exchanged and applied to fight poverty and improve livelihoods of rural
communities (Wang et al., 2021; Yang, Feldman and Li, 2021). Furthermore, Le, Van
Tuan and Hai (2024) observe that rural communities choose suitable livelihood
strategies in line with the livelihood capital as they exist on the ground. As already
highlighted here above, the Sustainable Livelihood Framework as espoused by DFID
is centred on livelihood assets or capital which are identified as natural capital,
physical capital, financial capital, social capital and human capital and are discussed

in summary in the paragraphs here below.

2.3.1. Natural Capital

Natural capital are natural resources that can be used for economic production and as
source of life. Communities with higher natural capital such as rivers, forests, and
arable or grazing land, tend to rely more on agricultural income as their main source
of livelihood strategy (Su et al., 2021). Removing access to natural capital by
restricting access to protected areas like Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve may impact
on agricultural activities of rural communities’ livelihood. To mitigate these constraints
of natural resources, Wang et al. (2021) propose that rural households must diversify

and depend less on natural capital.

In that way, government departments or agencies and municipalities can thus use a
targeted approach whereby the natural capital can be beneficiated in order to unlock
the area’s economic potential for the benefit of the local communities. The village
households can in this case be assisted to take advantage of tourism business
opportunities presented by such areas and other value adding activities (Musara,
Niyimbanira and Madzivhandila, 2022).
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2.3.2. Physical assets

According to Yang et al. (2021), physical assets are built by human beings and include
community facilities and infrastructure such as roads, halls, schools, clinics, houses
and family possessions like cattle and farming implements. Adequate physical capital
therefore provides extra resources for rural communities to deal with daily life

challenges or needs and they too can enhance or provide substitute to natural capital.

2.3.3. Human capital

Different population age groups, education or skills, health and labour, among others,
are part of required human assets for a community. The more human resources
households have, the more they become resilient with capacity to survive during
natural disasters or economic recession with less negative impact on their livelihood.
This is in sync with the view that rural communities with more labourers will adapt

easily in the face of shocks and trends (Wang et al. (2021).

On the other hand, rural communities with some level of awareness on environmental
protection issues and ecological values are more likely to protect the environmentally
protected species and the natural environment, thus exposing the positive relationship
between awareness or education and conservation. Rural communities with adequate
human capital are also likely to follow livelihood strategies beyond agriculture and
generate income beyond subsistence and build financial capital in a form of savings
and wealth (Wang et al., 2021 and Yang et al., 2021).

2.3.4. Financial capital

These are the total income, savings, access to credit, donations, subsidies and debts
or liabilities of a household. Promoting healthy development of rural finance is argued
to be an effective way of improving financial capital for rural communities (Su et al.,
2021). Indeed, opportunities brought about by environmental protection activities, as
the case may be in Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve, will require a good financial
position for local communities to be able to leverage on them, including community-
based tourism and small business opportunities in the nature reserve. Hence, any

interventions to improve financial capital of rural communities must include direct
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economic subsidies for those rural communities and actively promote their financial
literacy (Su et al., 2021).

2.3.5. Social capital

According to Udofia (2021), Wang et al. (2021) and Yang et al. (2021), all resources
in the social structure beneficial to the livelihood of the family can be referred to as the
social capital. These are family relatives, people in the neighbourhood and structures
outside the family. Such reliable and resourceful relationships may come in a form of
family members, cooperatives, and governance and administration structures like

headman, municipality and community organisations.

Social capital is a reflection of the rural households’ support from social networks and
has proven that families with fewer social networks will have limited access to such
kind of support which is necessary for livelihood development. At worst, government
support to households may benefit well-off households while the poorer ones are
ignored or unintentionally excluded through some administrative barriers (Udofia,
2021; Wang et al., 2021 and Yang et al., 2021).

2. 4. Conclusion

In order to create harmony between environmental protection and rural livelihood, it
remains important to prioritise improvement of rural households’ capital. Rural
communities are also legitimate users and beneficiaries of the natural environment in
the same way that the environment must be preserved for future generations. Their
needs and aspirations should not be ignored in the name of conservation but instead,
efforts should rather be made to safeguard livelihoods and reinforce their capital. Their
human capital must be strengthened, access to financial products and natural capital
should be opened and supported, and their social and physical capital be used
adequately in order for them to have meaningful relations with the natural environment
(Liu, 2021). Through awareness, community involvement and participation,
government support and programmes and adequate provision of infrastructure,
underpinned by access to livelihood capitals, the livelihood levels of the poor
households in the rural communities will rise while they equally champion conservation

of endangered species themselves.
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3. CHAPTER 3- LITERATURE REVIEW

The chapter looks at relevant literature in respect of the research questions, by various
scholars and researchers. It also sheds spotlight on contextual framework of the topic,
looking at what other researchers found on the research topic in international, African,
South African and provincial contexts. It concludes by looking at the legal framework

regarding management of conservation activities.

3. 1. Introduction

According to Chigbu, Atiku, and Du Plessis (2023), literature review is described as a
process of evaluating previous scientific research material in relation to a research
topic and along a specific academic theme. It involves a structured process of finding
and reading published journals, books and research papers, synthesising and
summarising them; and analysing and interpreting them through an established

academic writing method.

Literature review provides the basis for all academic research studies. A variety of
sources are used and, with technological advancement, information sources are
electronically available. This electronic literature searches involve a myriad of online
databases (Juntunen and Lehenkari, 2021). The researcher used the University of
Limpopo’s e-Library, EBSCOhost and Google Scholar as primary sources of literature
review. Such information from these sources was extracted and referenced through
Harvard style whenever used as they remain not the researcher’s original ideas.
Systematic literature review, which was used in this study, involves such a detailed
step-by-step and well referenced writing to answer specific research questions along

research objectives.

Paragraphs below serve as a report on the review of literature concerning the research
topic and provides background review of information using scientific data from relevant
research findings. The review of literature shows the availability and relevance of
published knowledge in relation to the research topic. The information thereto is
arranged according to the themes and sub-themes which were derived from the

research study.
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3.2. Characteristics of environmentally protected areas

Matiku, Zuwarimwe and Tshipala, (2021) have identified characteristics of protected
areas in line with International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) definition. It is
emphasised that the areas are characterised by natural resources and distinct
ecological and scenic character, where local communities may have been moved and
now being denied access to them. These are in the forms of national parks, nature
reserves, areas for management of endangered fauna and flora, protected landscapes
and natural features where there is strict access to the area and limited use of the
natural resources therein. Most of the time, according to Matiku et al. (2021), these

features co-exist in a single physical land or sea space.

Protected areas are also distinguishable by geographic space managed by
government or its subsidiary and other restrictive means to achieve long-term
conservation of nature. They vary in terms of governance structures, ownership and
even activities which may include economic, social and ecological goals. It is
estimated that 41% of protected areas is managed through strict control measures
with reserved access for visitors as a way to conserve wild life and resources. Through
active management of the area, natural and heritage values are conserved for their
sustainable use (Palomo, Locatelli, Otero, Colloff, Crouzat, Cuni-Sanchez, Gémez-
Baggethun, Gonzalez-Garcia, Grét-Regamey, Jiménez-Aceituno and Martin-Lépez,

2021 and Vimal, Navarro, Jones, Wolf, Le Moguédec and Réjou-Méchain, 2021).

3.2.1. Physical characteristics

Palomo et al. (2021) identified presence of forestry and farming in particular as
common features of protected areas. Besides the enclosures of the protected areas
driven by legal instruments, another feature is presence of buffer zones or
neighbouring communities whose areas serve as ‘unregulated’ biosphere

conservation reserves.

Garibaldi, Oddi, Miguez, Bartomeus, Orr, Jobbagy, Kremen, Schulte, Hughes,
Bagnato and Abramson (2021) argue that there are indirect yet important benefits for

the neighbouring communities. This is because, among other things, protected areas
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decrease the impact of soil weathering and floods; provide soil regeneration, water
purification, pollination agents, and pest control. These are all necessary for

livelihoods of rural communities.

According to Garibadi et al. (2021), protected areas are managed overabundance of
certain conserved species within their precincts while they further harbour a variety of
crops and wild animals for ecological and economic purpose. Globally, and as at year
2020, protected areas accounted for 17% of the earth’s land and is estimated that this
will increase to 30% by 2030 as conservation efforts are being increased to mitigate
climate change and advance sustainable development goals. This excludes
community based conservation activities usually conducted by authorities with relaxed
rules depending mainly on awareness and consciousness. Unfortunately, protected
areas mostly do not provide agricultural land for neighbouring communities as they

come with restrictions to disallow these livelihood activities.

Gordon, Crofts, Gray and Tormey (2021) and Vimal et al. (2021), have demonstrated
that protected areas are found in forms of national parks, nature reserves, wildlife
sanctuary and voluntary conservation areas. Therein, it is not fauna and flora only that
are being protected and conserved. Also, non-living parts of the landscape like rocks,
fossils, landforms, sediments and other natural processes as well, the aggregate of
which are referred to as geoheritage, are being preserved. It is further alluded to that
this type of conservation also serves as sites for research activities for fields such as
cultural anthropology, economics, geography and sociology as they retain

geomorphological and pedological value.

3.2.2 Governance and management characteristics

Vimal et al. (2021) report that protected areas are increasingly used to benefit the local
and neighbouring community rather than being passages for tourism and conservation
agendas of external groups. The protected areas are as such integrating local
livelihoods into their management. Their strictness and exclusionary postures are

evolving and transforming to comprehensive and sustainable vehicles of local
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communities’ livelihoods development. Palomo et al. (2021) characterises this type of
relationship as harmony between local and indigenous people; and biodiversity-
friendly development. In this instance, local people can leverage and be incentivised
on opportunities presented by protected areas like employment, tourism and heritage
promotion. Authorities must therefore come up with a regime of support and facilitating
systems to empower the local community to participate meaningfully in these
opportunities, which may sometimes have latent or unintended bottlenecks. Such
support may include funding, business development and skills capacity resources

development.

Palomo et al. (2021) emphasise on governance structures for protected areas which
provide mechanisms to allow participation for stakeholders and general community
membership. Also, an array of fiscal scheme and incentive packages may also be
implemented for local communities to leverage opportunities. And this approach of
governance transformation is also in line with human rights culture sweeping the world
over to promote and protect the rights of rural communities. However, the use of legal
instruments cannot be removed as it gives assurance to achieving the global targets

stipulated for governments in preservation of the environment for future generations.

Palfrey, Oldekop and Holmes (2021) found that as biodiversity conservation slides into
a crisis in many countries, the immediate strategy should be to bring everyone on
board. It is estimated that extinction of protected species has increased 1000 fold and
the war for sustainable development goals might be lost. Government run protected
areas are at forefront of conservation and research from time immemorial. However,
there has been an emergence of partnerships or participation of private and civil
society bodies in driving the agenda for conservation whereby some of these facilities
are now run by private individuals or groups and not just government agencies alone.
It must also be indicated that, even with these new players coming forth, state-owned
protected areas globally accounted for 82% of total area coverage as at year 2020
and this figure may increase with vision 2030 of wanting to expand protected areas
network to cover 30% of the world (Palfrey et al., 2021 and Zeng, Koh and Wilcove,
2022).
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Palomo et al. (2021) and Zeng et al. (2022) believe that in order to meet the 2030’s
thirty percent target as alluded to here above, expansion of protected areas must be
implemented through involvement of multiple role players. These should include
business and indigenous local communities through relevant capacity building and

empowerment activities in terms of financial and human capitals.

3.2.3. Activities within protected areas

Activities within protected areas are mostly characterised by nature conservation.
However, Vimal et al. (2021) argue that things have changed in recent times from
focus on wilderness and endangered species to integration of people and other
aspects of nature. This paradigm shift led to exploration and opening of protected
areas to become centres of economic activities and tourism in particular. That has thus
changed stakeholder profile of protected areas to include local communities,
universities and research institutions, municipalities, government departments and
media as their common characteristic (Palomo et al., 2021). According to Garibaldi et
al. (2021), the emphasis should be to promote conservation activities which prioritise
native biodiversity species. Jung, Arnell, De Lamo, Garcia-Rangel, Lewis, Mark,
Merow, Miles, Ondo, Pironon and Ravilious (2021) explain that protected areas’
activities are also mostly targeted at terrestrial plants and vertebrate species in order

to meet the target of thirty percent by 2030.

Souza, Thapa, de Oliveira Rodrigues and Imori (2021) have written that whereas
protected areas are strategies for ecological conservation, they have proven, in some
instances, to be the backbone of some local and regional economies through tourism
interdependencies. This is because of the transformation which has been witnessed
in the sector over the years which placed protected areas at the centre of
socioeconomic and ecological values in a quest to combat natural and anthropogenic
trends and shocks (Zeng, Koh and Wilcove, 2022). Protected areas are important for
safeguarding the ecological, socioeconomic, and cultural values of our remaining

natural ecosystems against both natural and anthropogenic threats.
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3.3. Determinants of rural livelihoods

While studies agree on the role of livelihood resources in household livelihood choices,
there are disagreements in the research branches on which livelihood activities to
choose, to achieve sustainable livelihood goals. Determinants provide clarity in terms
of drivers of rural households’ income as many of them grabble with poverty,
deprivation from access to resources and underdevelopment (Mukaila, Falola and
Egwue, 2021).

Campos-Silva et al. (2021) identify the determinants of livelihoods among the rural
communities to include the community governance structures, the distance to urban
centres, the size of the community which includes the families’ sizes and the number
of adults in each family, the social grants that are received by each family. Economic
activities that are conducted by the families and the nature of their diversity are some
of key determinants for rural livelihoods, together with employed family members as
well as the remittances that are received by the households from their working
relatives. In addition to these, access to technology and the women’s participation and
empowerment are identified by Rahman and Akter (2021) as additional set of

determinants to rural communities’ livelihoods.

There are several factors that determine rural communities’ livelihood development.
The rural communities’ livelihoods are clearly influenced by the location, the unequal
distribution and scarcity of resources and the socio-economic levels. This is in display
in areas where households in the vicinity of natural resources will always generate
more of their income from the protected areas while they will also have the highest
absolute value to the area. The households with remittances, wages and self-
employment are less likely to depend on agriculture and the products from the
protected areas (Wiebe et al., 2022 and Huang et al., 2022). However, for the purpose
of this study, only five identified determinants of rural livelihood were discussed, which
are the nature of rural settlements, gender and age, household size, family income
and economic activities, and lastly, land availability and size.
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3.3.1. Nature of settlement

The rural communities should comprehensively observe the environment and
resources when choosing a livelihood strategy. The settlement patterns of the rural
households reflect the interaction between their livelihood strategy and the physical
space. This is visible in some rural communities whose livelihoods planning are
revealed by the settlements’ layout and the proximity of the households to the natural
resources. The rural livelihoods are also determined by the need to mitigate the capital
risks and the households’ vulnerability index. It has been found that rural households’
portfolio of activities is reliant on availability of market for surplus produces or business
stock. Proximity to market and services will therefore influence livelihood strategies
and their development (Huang et al., 2022, Kassegn and Abdinasir, 2023 and Le et
al., 2024).

3.3.2. Gender and age

According to Habib, Alauddin, Cramb and Rankin (2022), many experts have found
that there is actually a difference in gender in terms of livelihood choices. They cite
that adoption of livelihood strategies by women revolves around other factors like
education, trends and family size. Rural women’s availability to participate in economic
activities in general is also said to be hindered by other domestic tasks which lead to
them investing less labour hours on livelihood activities and subsequently giving
minimal production returns. Men on the other hand are able to work longer hours and
even diversify their livelihood strategies to non-agricultural activities. It is suggested
that gender interacts with and becomes influenced by livelihood capital differently so

that women and men differ in terms of how they use their livelihood strategies.

Using the example of rural Ethiopia, Goba (2021) proposes that women in many
societies have little time available in their hands but still work longer hours during the
day to fend for their families. Even so, their contributions are not necessarily
recognised and so are their available opinions about their rural households’
livelihoods.
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Age is, according to Goba (2021), used to determine the human capital as is expected
that economically active population of people aged 16 to 65 will contribute more
towards households’ livelihood. This age group is also likely to be engaged in multiple
livelihood strategies because it is active and has the energy and stamina to diversify.
Human capital is key within the SLF approach and can, to a larger degree determine

how other capitals can become beneficial to a household.

3.3.3. Household size

Habib et al. (2022) argue that the smaller the family size the lessor the chances of it
improving or diversifying in its livelihood strategies. According to Kassa (2019),
households are a source of human and social capital which affect the rural livelihoods
as they harbour knowledge, skills and the ability to perform work, all of which are key

to rural communities’ livelihoods development.

3.3.4. Family income and economic activities

The other determinants which affect the rural livelihoods are identified as the human
capitals which encompass the knowledge, skills and the ability perform work, the
financial capitals such as accumulated cash, wealth and access to credit, social
assets, natural assets like soil, land, water and air, and the physical assets which are
man-made and relate to the tools needed for production, buildings, hard infrastructure

and irrigation systems (Kassa, 2019).

Abera, Yirgu and Uncha (2021) report that the major determinants of the livelihood for
the rural communities include literacy level, number of livestock owned, access to
market and financial capital, portable skills and income level. Conversely, the absence
of these determinants, including lack of infrastructure development, can become
inhibitors to the livelihood diversification in a rural setting. The off-farm activities also
play a critical role to augment the overall agricultural nature of rural households’

income through things like beekeeping, broiler farming and wild fruits gathering.

According to Talukdar, Choudhury, Barbhuiya and Singh (2021) and Huang et al.,
2022, high income households are more likely to improve tourism livelihood activities

linked to protected areas which will have positive effects on the other livelihood
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strategies. Such households will attain some form of diversified and balanced
livelihood activities because of their strong financial capital. The commercial
harvesting of products from the protected areas may not always be sustainable due to
the overexploitation of the natural resources by the rich. This has as such proven to
lead to unequal benefits among the local rural households. The wealthier people
accrue more benefits from commercialisation of forest products while the poor

households are side-lined due to financial incapacity.

3.3.5. Land availability and size

Abera et al. (2021) note that land availability makes more sense when the local
community has access and ownership over the land. Actually, rural households with
ownership of large sizes of land have shown to make long-term plans for their farms
by acquiring more labourers to work the land and investing more in expansion of their
physical capital. This makes it easier for them to improve and balance their livelihood
and economic productivity in particular as land resource is an important factor in

agriculture which is popular in rural communities (Goba, 2021).

The natural resources’ availability, according to Huang et al. (2022), determines how
a rural community will apply the other livelihoods strategies in addition to agriculture
as a major source of rural livelihood. Rural households with the access to financial
capital are said to be less likely to engage in the agricultural activities and they may in
fact instead have multiple streams of livelihoods sources. Furthermore, the
households with the access to natural resources may be discouraged from seeking
employment. This is because of a positive correlation relationship between the spatial
factors and the rural households’ livelihoods strategies. Settlement elevation, the
accessibility to transport, the level of economic development and ethnicity are also

found to have an impact on the rural communities’ livelihoods.

3.4. Environmentally protected areas and rural livelihoods

The environmentally protected areas support the dualistic global goals of the
environmental conservation and the human development (Naidoo et al., 2019). This
suggests that there must be harmony between conservation efforts and rural

livelihoods which can be achieved through consideration of the needs and opinions of
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the local communities. In line with sustainable livelihood approach, Matiku et al. (2021)
advocate for maximisation of socio-economic benefits and minimisation of socio-

economic adverse impact of conservation activities.

3.4.1. Positive relationship

Naidoo, Gerkey, Hole, Pfaff, Ellis, Golden, Herrera, Johnson, Mulligan, Ricketts and
Fisher (2019) and Li, Wu, Pimm and Cui (2024) looked at the contributions of
environmental protection activities towards the rural livelihoods development and
found that environmental protection can actually positively impact the well-being of
rural communities in developing countries. This can occur through the tourism
activities within protected areas where the households may generate wealth and other
value chain benefits including job creation for the rural communities. Itis further argued
that the households that are nearer to the protected areas tend to be well-off compared
to those that are further than ten kilometres from the areas. If they are appropriately
run, the environmental conservation activities in the protected areas can contribute to
poverty reduction, food security, health, infrastructure improvement and the income

generation of the neighbouring communities.

The protected areas are a source of livelihoods for thousands of households across
the globe, especially those situated in developing countries of Africa, Asia, and South
America. In many parts of these areas, their products account for substantial shares
of cash and incomes of neighbouring communities. The natural forests are estimated
to contribute directly to the livelihoods income of about 1.6 billion people across the
globe. These are the people who use the forests’ products as part of their livelihoods,
while an estimated 350 million depend on these forests as their only source of income
and sustenance (Shackleton and de Vos, 2022 and Wielbe et al., 2022).

Zada et al. (2022) also found that protected areas are a source of subsistence and
nutritional needs of most neighbouring communities and directly play an essential role
in these communities’ livelihood. Most notably, the protected areas provide food
products like fruits, nuts, honey and edible leaves and roots, medicines, fodder for
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livestock, woods and fibres. This is nutrition security for the communities, especially
during periods of droughts and scarcity of animal feed. The medicinal value of the
forests became evident during Covid-19 pandemic when most people, including those
from the cities, ran to protected areas to harvest useful plants to overcome Covid-19.
It has also been observed that people responsible for management of protected areas,
mostly coming from outside the area, may benefit from traditional practices of local
indigenous communities. This was seen in Brazil where the local people’s techniques
of farming were adopted by colonists who reaped high production returns as a result

of having experimented with the local community’s farming methods.

These protected areas’ products are also used at different quantities and levels of
collection by different users. Different adverse conditions and the varying livelihood
significance to various communities and households also determine the quantity and
levels of use required. What is clear is that the products from the protected areas,
derived from both the trees and the animals, are used by the communities for various
purposes such as health, medicine, food, nutrition, livestock grazing, fibre materials,
agricultural amenities, domestic materials, energy, and shelter as well as for
construction materials for rural households’ benefits. Religious beliefs and cultural
practices are also common in the use of these products (Talukdar, Choudhury,
Barbhuiya and Singh, 2021; Shackleton and de Vos, 2022 and Wiebe et al., 2022).

The use of products from the protected areas, if they properly approached by
authorities, may lead to the local economic development of the rural communities. This
can be done through the government policy interventions and implementation of
relevant programmes. The immediate ones are those which are aimed at the reduction
of the problems of unemployment and poverty (Talukdar et al., 2021 and Wiebe et al.,
2022).

Wang et al. (2021) highlight that knowledge of environmental conservation by rural
communities may actually serve as a precursor to a sustainable environmental
protection that co-exists with livelihood activities of the rural communities.

Furthermore, households with environmental awareness are said to be more likely to
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use the environment quite optimally and at the same time succeed in farming activities
than those with minimal awareness. This is because such households are easily
inclined to find environmentally friendly farming methods and abandon anti-ecological
implements in favour of the protection of the natural environment, which they now see
as their civil duty. Somehow this will lead to moderation of negative livelihood
strategies so that they become positive environmental protection behaviour. More so
because indigenous rural communities are well documented to have shown successful
ecological conservation where they have direct benefits from the protected areas as it

may have impacted the value chain of their livelihood capitals.

Zada et al. (2022) found that through proper involvement of local communities,
conservation can serve as part of development and improvement of livelihoods of poor
communities. This happens by way of helping such communities to adapt to new
situations through awareness, consultations and opportunities within the broader
objective of conserving the environment. Protected areas, when managed with
consideration of local communities’ livelihoods, can help with the development of local
businesses, build resilient households and achieve the goal of conservation with ease.
If local communities are not considered, there may be negative effects to these

communities’ livelihoods and a total resentment towards conservation initiatives.

3.4.2. Negative relationship

Stone and Nyaupane (2018) argue that this relationship between conservation and the
livelihoods can sometimes fail to incorporate the changing needs of the neighbouring
rural communities because of its complexity. The context of environmental
conservation is land and security of tenure. Unfortunately, these are mostly the first
assets to be lost by rural communities when environmentally protected areas raise
their fences. Obviously, the other community capitals are also going to suffer as rural
households practise livelihood strategies in accordance with available natural

resources like land.
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In fact, according to Campos-Silva et al. (2021), Li et al. (2024) and Matiku et al.
(2021), there is evidence to show that the local communities may incur loss with the
establishment of the environmentally protected areas. This may at times even lead to
displacement of families and restricted access to the natural resources by the
community which they previously had unlimited access to. This, they argue, can lead
to poverty, local resentment, and the social unrest among the affected communities

and interest groups.

Madzivhandila (2014) reports that high poverty levels, lower or no income levels and
low literacy levels can be development inhibitors and the aim could therefore be to
facilitate their empowerment beyond food security. Conversely, the high levels of
deprivations and underdevelopment in rural communities coexist with abundance of
natural resources. Unfortunately, putting up fences may not only delay development
of livelihood capital, but actually exacerbate such poor living conditions as they may

further take away these rural families’ livelihood strategies.

Le et al (2021) cautions physically putting up of fences in occupied areas as a
conservation measure as this usually disrupts community livelihoods whereby
financial capitals are strained or even lost. This can be further compounded by issues
of climate variability where the capacity of natural capital to provide the community
with enough resources for their livelihood is meaningfully dented. In such cases, it is
suggested that care must also be taken to develop affected rural communities’
livelihoods using the environmental protection activities in order to promote
compatibility between the two. Care must therefore be taken where relocation of

households is the last available option to attain sustainable development goals.

Furthermore, environmentally protected areas can also be a source of diseases if not
properly controlled. Deforestation may disrupt ecology of the area and spiral into
Malaria endemic, cholera and other typical diseases. The impact of this is felt by

households whose human capital diminishes in the face of these infections, also
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resulting in declining productivity on farming activities which are commonly practised

by rural communities (Lopez-Carr, 2021).

The commercial harvesting of products from the protected areas may, however, not
always be sustainable due to the overexploitation of the natural resources. This has
proven to lead to unequal benefits among the local households. The wealthier people
accrue more benefits from the commercialisation of the protected areas while the poor
households lack the muscles to take advantage of the economic power presented
thereto. However, this is because the neighbouring communities are generally not
dependent on the forests’ products for income generation, instead they rely on them
mainly for subsistence, food, and medicine. Even so, there is potential to get the
ordinary households involved in forest-products value chain and the available
opportunities at the smallholder level (Talukdar, Choudhury, Barbhuiya and Singh,
2021). International and local context have provided experience and results on this

phenomenon.

3.5. The Role of International Conventions and Institutions on Environment
Protection

According to Ramaano (2025), the legal framework, which stem mostly from
international conventions and multilateral agreements among governments, provide
the foundation for attainment of environmental protection objectives. Institutional
structures, including conservation agencies, local authorities, and collaborative
governance mechanisms with community stakeholders, are equally critical in
operationalizing these laws and agreements. Shelton (2025) observed that there is
no single country in the world which can claim capacity to solve environmental problem
by itself, and that international forums and regulations are therefore central to
environmental protection. The ecological system is transboundary by nature and its
challenges are better and effectively dealt with at global level through existing

international bodies or multilateral and bilateral forums.
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According to Shelton (2025), world countries have today adopted a number of treaties
and even developed local laws and policies as practical instruments to enforce
environmental protection. Through these treaties and laws, the legal system is
available for use to hold governments accountable in performing their civic duties of
protecting the environment. Environmental problems know no state sovereignty or
political boundaries and it is important for the international community to work together
to prevent or mitigate them before they spill over and expand further afield. According
to Reynaert, Souza-Rodrigues, and van Benthem (2024) the world has already lost a
third of its natural forests and the trend has started slowing down in the last two
decades, thanks to legislation, international cooperation and environmentally

protected areas.

According to Tang, Huang, Jin and Hu (2024), this visible progress has been possible
due to regional cooperation through institutionalised structures among governments
which is clear when there is adoption and compliance with regional biodiversity
conservation legislation. Decision-making and coordination of implementation
mechanisms and resources also become easy to facilitate whereas joint initiatives on
peer-review, monitoring, research and innovation are promoted among the affected

parties.

United Nations General Assembly and its subsidiary UN Environment Programme are
at the forefront of leading campaigns against degradation through programmes such
as conference of parties and summits on sustainable development. This is in addition
to treaties and conventions entered into by the international community and ratified or
adopted by respective member states. In 2022 Global Biodiversity Framework set a
target for establishment of protected areas at a scale of thirty percent of coverage of
the ecosystem by year 2030, referred to as goal 30:30. South Africa adopted the target
and protected areas are being expanded to reach this goal. The focus of this
framework is to assist the world to deliver benefits of conservation to rural communities
by promoting rural livelihoods development in conservation areas. This sustainable
development goal was ratified by hundred and ninety-six countries from across the
globe (Mohamed, 2023).
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At the global stage, besides the popularly known Stockholm Declaration on the Human
Environment of 16 June 1972 and the Rio Declaration on Environment and
Development of 14 June 1992, Johannesburg Declaration on Sustainable
Development of 4 September 2002, Shelton (2025), identifies some key legal
imperatives for the global community which identified desired action and targets to
environmental protection. These are treaties stemming from the maiden
environmental conference of 29 November 1868 held in St. Petersburg that resolved
on Renouncing Use of Explosives Projectiles in Period of War, the 2 February 1971
Ramsar Convention on Preservation of Wetlands of International Importance and the
11 December 1997 Kyoto Protocol to the UN Framework Convention on Climate

Change.

Africa is on its side is also playing her role of cooperation and self-regulation to reverse
and halt the dangers of extinction and anthropogenic destruction of the environment.
As early as May 1900, the countries met under Convention for the Preservation of Wild
Animals, Birds and Fish in Africa followed by 15 September 1968 Africa Convention
on Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources and the 21 July 2003 African
Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources held in Maputo.
(Shelton, 2025).

The government of South Africa is a signatory to the Convention on Biological Diversity
and the Kunming-Montreal agreements which are aimed at sustainable use of natural
resources while promoting livelihoods of adjacent communities (Smit, Maze and van
Wilgen, 2024 and Li et al., 2024).

According to den Braber, Oldekop, Devenish, Godar, Nolte, Schmoeller and Evans
(2024) and Mallick, Singh and Pandey (2024), anthropogenic human activities are
threatening or halting the envisaged vision 30:30 due to lack of trade-offs from
authorities who are only seen by the locals as potential agents of forced migration.

This perceived lack of common concern is a threat to sustainable development and
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may actually disrupt the aesthetics of the protected areas and rural communities’
livelihoods on the opposite side. The policy makers and legislators’ need to use laws
to balance the two competing imperatives and ensure that local communities’
livelihoods and socio-economic growth are not put on the side-lines when planning for

expansion or establishment of protected areas.

3.6. Contextual Framework

3.6.1. International Context: South America

The experience of South America is unique as most of the protected areas have a
dominant feature of the presence of human settlement of indigenous communities on
site. Biodiversity conservation is as such protected and/or threatened from within than
by people from outside. Within the Amazon biosphere, nineteen percent of the land,
which is about 164 million hectares, is occupied by indigenous rural communities who
depend largely on agriculture for their livelihoods (Finer and Mamani, 2023 and

Mestanza-Ramon, Carlos, Monar-Nunez and Paola, 2023).

According to Mestanza-Ramon (2023), Ecuador, a home to some of South America’s
biodiversity hotspots and a big part of the Amazon region, is experiencing
anthropogenic pressures of human settlement and infrastructure development by local
communities, which come with problems of deforestation and poaching. Like the most
part of South America, the rate and impact of development on protected areas are
being monitored through union of communities, which a model of cooperation, co-
planning and joint monitoring with local communities. The model is also used to plan
and monitor the level at which protected areas do benefit the livelihoods of resident
communities and further ensures that there are job creation and training, in addition to
unlimited access to natural resources in protected areas, for local people (Mestanza-
Ramon, 2023).

The context of South America’s conservation model is based principally on the
practicalities that protection areas are sites for conservation and social life. They can
differ in terms of management models where there may be private and non-

governmental agencies, but they all consider and promote local communities’

31



livelihoods to co-exist with wildlife conservation. This allows for sustainable use of
natural resources, including farming activities by local households, in conservation
units which are used in Brazil. However, with such arrangement of physical co-
existence, Verjel and Vieira (2024) found that some of the local households within the
Amazon, particularly on the Colombian side, actually became engaged in illegal
income generating activities like drugs manufacturing and dagga plantations for their
livelihoods. On the other hand, Campos-Silva (2021) observed that households
staying in the Brazilians part of the Amazon actually had much better living conditions
than households outside the protected areas, hence the recognition for the need to
roll-out large scale livelihoods benefit scheme for communities in the protected areas

to fight poverty and combat illicit activities in these areas.

3.6.2. Regional Context: Africa

Forje, Tchamba and Eno-Nku (2021) stated that Africa’s conservation challenges
attracted local and global concerns during the last three decades and an ideal plan
had to be sought in order to protect the environment while providing livelihood needs
for local communities. As such, Africa held its maiden Protected Areas Congress in
Rwanda in 2022 in order to position itself to be able to address such challenges and
deal with new conservation imperatives. The conference was held under the theme
‘For People and Nature’ to express a clear intention to manage Africa’s protected
areas in a manner that is fair and responsive to indigenous communities’ needs
(Mohamed, 2023).

According to Mohamed (2023), Africa’s nature reserves should contribute towards
safeguarding the well-being of communities adjacent protected areas while making
efforts to meet the global conservation goal of 30:30. In order to make such
contribution in this SDG goal, Africa set itself a target to expand the existing nine
thousand designated areas in terms of land size and by establishing new conservation
areas. Hence it is important to note that the 30:30 goal also has a key component of
ensuring that conservation activities are people-centred so that they respond to local

communities’ well-being needs.
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Unlike other regions of the globe, Africa’s nature conservation areas are delineated
fortresses and fenced away from human settlement, with clear land ownership and
management (Denny, Englander and Hunnicutt, 2024). Hence, according to Mohamed
(2023), it is easy to outsource some of these protected areas’ operation and
management to private sector and non-governmental entities and still go beyond
contributing to local livelihoods by providing for the communities’ participation and

empowerment through representation in governance structures of the nature reserves.

Ecotourism has made nature reserves centres of economic activities, especially on
the African continent. According to Denny et al. (2024), rural wealth of these
neighbouring communities has improved when compared with communities far from
the protected areas. On the other side, conflicts and resentments from local
communities have risen where access to the nature reserves is limited, resulting in
community unrests and vandalism of infrastructure. There is therefore a positive
relationship between community involvement and participation and success of

conservation activities within rural community environment.

Teshome, Shita and Abebe (2021) note that in Menz Guassa conservation area, which
is in Ethiopia, adjacent communities’ livelihoods were guaranteed from planning
wherein concessions were made regarding permitting the communities unlimited
access to wood, cattle feed, roofing grass and plants for medicines from the nature
reserve. Forje (2021) observed similar practice in the Congo basin whereby local well-
being’s needs were deliberately addressed through ecotourism joint-ventures and jobs
as a way of integrating local communities to conservation activities. However, this was
only adopted after years of illegal and mass usage of protected resources by
communities and sustained conflict with authorities, and the root cause of which was
the initial disregard of communities which led to their diminishing livelihoods as a result
of the establishment of these protected areas.

3.6.3. South African context
According to Spenceley, Snyman and Rylance (2021), protected areas in South Africa
are situated in the vicinity of mostly poor rural communities. These communities have

to grabble with loss of livelihoods and new struggles for participation, land restitutions
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and benefits sharing from the operation of protected areas. Smit et al. (2024) report
that protected areas cover ten percent of the South African land extending to twelve

million hectares.

South Africa’s socio-ecological systems approach to conservation seeks to integrate
protected areas with respective neighbouring communities. The country is home to
Africa’s first protected areas established under colonial rule and with the purpose of
mere ‘game’ protection, and possibly hidden objective of removal of African
communities from strategic land parcels. The introduction of more protected areas was
done with total disregard for consultation and rural livelihoods even though there was
an opportunity for consultation and proper resettlement of these poor households
(Smit et al., 2024).

Because of the historical rift that existed between protected areas and neighbouring
communities, South African National Parks, government body responsible for
management of national parks, has put a new system to harmonise relations with
neighbouring communities through Mega Living Landscapes (MLLs). These structures
are used to plot expansion of protected areas and how neighbouring communities will
benefit from conservation activities from South African parks. This integrated
landscape approach is used to guarantee local communities of their livelihood where
they are allowed to graze their livestock, participate in joint cultural and ecotourism

activities and preferential jobs and procurement from the parks (Smit et al., 2024).

3.6.4. Limpopo Province context

Limpopo is one of the nine provinces of the Republic of South Africa and uniquely
shares more international borders with other neighbouring countries of Botswana,
Mozambique and Zimbabwe. The province is home to Kruger National Park together
with Mpumalanga Province and it is also part of the Great Limpopo Transfrontier
Conservation, which is a consolidation of national parks from South Africa,
Mozambique and Zimbabwe (Ntuli, Sundstrom, Sjostedt, Muchapondwa, Jagers and
Lineli, 2021).
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Dalziel (2024) has identified a model of conservation corridors for management of
nature reserves in various districts of the province. As per research findings from
Vhembe district, it is noted that some local communities may receive establishment of
protected areas well in their neighbourhood with the hope that they will create jobs for
local households and also that they may stimulate local economic growth and

therefore improve their livelihoods.

Rasethe, Potgieter and Pfab (2021) found that South Africa generally used simple yet
cost effective methods of community nature conservation through taboos and
traditional by-laws to protect and enforce compliance among various communities and
traditional leaders. It is therefore argued that conservation benefited from these local
traditional methods and somehow local communities should therefore benefit from the
protected areas through policy and empowerment by safeguarding their livelihoods

and opportunities therefrom.

3.7. Conclusion

The relationship between protected areas and neighbouring rural communities
predate conservation restrictions. The reviewed literature has depicted how
imbalances of sustainable development goals are always tilted in favour of
environmental protection. Communities, who are usually not involved in the initial
planning and conceptualisation of conservation of identified species and landscape,
may suffer acute loss of their livelihood. However, if properly planned with
consideration of rural communities’ livelihood, environmental protection may actually
bring about opportunities for the neighbouring communities within the value-chain of
conservation activities. Thus, the rural communities should somehow be assisted
through improvement of their livelihood capital so that they do not put pressure on the

natural resources but instead diversify their livelihood strategies.
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4. CHAPTER 4. RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The chapter looks at research methodology along issues of how the plan was followed
for data collection, data analysis and interpretation on this mixed-methods research.
It covers research design, data collection tools and sampling methods, trustworthiness

and ethical considerations of the study.

4.1. Introduction

A research design is an elaboration of how research is going to be structured and
conducted. It is intended to provide the conceptual structure within which research
may be conducted (Pandey and Pandey, 2021) and includes the plan for collecting,
analysing, and evaluating data. The research methodology on the other hand, is a
strategy that is employed in the collection of data to uncover new information or to
better understand a particular topic. The research approach which was followed in the

study is a mixed method research design.

4.2. Research design

The research was designed as an explanatory study within the mixed method research
approach. Adopting this method for the topic has helped to increase the knowledge of
understanding of the rural communities’ livelihoods. Explanatory research, according
to Leavy (2022), is aimed at explaining the causes and the effects, including the
correlations of the study’s aspects, and it can provide evidence for the causal
relationships. Such method helps in increasing the understanding of an area of study,
as well as to prove how and why a phenomenon is changing or occurring. The mixed
method research was used in this study to explain the relationship between the

environmentally protected areas and the livelihoods of rural communities of Mafefe.

4.3. Research paradigm

Paradigm is a framework or a set of assumptions that guide research about knowledge
and reality of a phenomenon (Turin, Raihan & Chowdhury, 2024). The study followed
the pragmatism research paradigm. According to Elgeddawy and Abouraian (2024),

pragmatism focuses on usefulness and applicability of research findings and allows
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for use of both quantitative and qualitative research methods. The paradigm is aligned
with a mixed-method research design where, through convergent design, quantitative
and qualitative research designs are used for collection and analysis of data. The
research topic sought to explain the contributions of the protected areas on rural
livelihoods and the information regarding this topic was obtained from the people with
the lived experience. The paradigm subscribes to the view that human experience and
nature are interwoven and that it is easier to understand behaviour from its interaction
with nature (Elgeddawy & Abouraian, 2024).

4.4. Data required

Midamba, Ndolo, Chepkoech, Agbolosoo, Ouya and Jjengo (2025) propose that a
research design must include the types of data required so that only relevant data that
is to be analysed is collected. The type of data obtained through the study is factual,
and descriptive. It is about the lived experiences of the local community members and
the relevant service providers of the area. These were the primary data sources, and
they were augmented by the literature review as well as the content analysis of the
Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve’s records. The data which was obtained through these
methods was in relation to the status of the current rural livelihoods and what the
households do to provide for their daily needs and well-being, the determinants of rural
livelihoods development, as well as the protected areas and the livelihoods of the
neighbouring rural areas. The study also got information in relation to what is being

conserved within the sites of the protected areas.

4.5. Study area

Lepelle-Nkumpi Local Municipality is found in the Southern side of Polokwane City
which is in Limpopo Province. According to Census 2022, the province has about 6.5
million people while the Municipality has an estimated total population of 284 000,
which is 19% of the Capricorn District Municipality’s total population of 1.4 million
people. The municipality has 78 217 households according to the 2022 Census results
(Lepelle-Nkumpi Local Municipality 2023/2024 IDP).
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There are several environmental and heritage conservation activities within the
municipal area. The Mafefe village was selected to be the study area because it falls
under the Blyde-to-Canyon biosphere as declared by the UNESCO. However, there
is an environmentally protected area in the Eastern side, that is, Lekgalameetse

Nature Reserve which falls under the Mafefe village with about 200 households.

4.6. Population of the study

There were two sets of the study population. First, the households of the rural
communities which are within proximity to the nature reserve. It is estimated that there
is a total of about 200 households in this village. The households were also used as
the sample units in that regard. The other set of the study population was the key
informants who are the people who know about the study area, and were not
necessarily the residents in the village. These were the officials of the Lepelle-Nkumpi
Local Municipality, the officials of Capricorn District Municipality and the game rangers
from the Department of Environmental Affairs. Knowing the population characteristics
and its accessibility determine the selection of the right sample size and the correct

data collection tools for a study (Renthlei & Lallawmkima, 2025).

4.7. Sampling, sampling method and sample size

It is not always practically possible to study the whole study population and as such a
sample was used to select both households and key informants, three sampling
methods were used. According to Ahmed (2024), sampling is a process of finally
identifying participants to the study from the defined study population. A simple
random sampling method was used to select ten percent of the households under the
study area and another set of six people to serve as a sample for the focus groups.
According to Turin, Raihan and Chowdhury (2024) this non-probability method

reduces bias as it gives everyone a chance to be selected.

The study’s population was estimated at 200 households and 20 households were
selected to represent its total 10%. A simple random number table was used whereby

a table of random numbers was applied to select a sample of twenty households. In
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terms of the focus group, a sample of six people was selected through snowball where
households were the sample units. This was selected from local people who stayed in
the area or previously volunteered in organisations with environmental conservation

objectives.

The third sample consisted of three key informants which was selected by using a
purposive sampling method. The method is relevant for selection of people who can
be helpful to best understand the study topic. The sample representative was drawn
from the Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality’s Local Economic Development directorate, the
Capricorn District Municipality’s Environmental Services and one official working at the
nature reserve responsible for the daily management duties of the facility. The total
sample size for the study was 28 individuals, these include 20 household heads, 5

focus group members and 3 key informants.

4.8. Data collection technique

Selection of an appropriate data collection technique influences the quality of data to
be collected (Midamba et al., 2025). There were two methods of data collection used
in this study in line with mixed method research approach. A questionnaire was used
for households while interview schedule was used for focus group and key informants.
The questionnaire was translated into Sepedi which is the local language spoken in
the area and was administered as assisted questionnaire. Interview schedule as a
data collection tool was administered by the interviewer than the respondent and was
as such not translated from English. The interview schedule was administered through
contact interviews with the key informants and focus group meetings, wherein a semi-
structured interview schedule was used. The reason for using focus group method
was to collect data on the community’s understanding of environmental protection and

the usefulness of the protected areas towards the rural livelihoods.

4.9. Data analysis procedure
Microsoft Excel, which applies tables and graphs, was used to analyse quantitative

data. The thematic analysis method was used to analyse data collected using
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qualitative method. The thematic analysis assists in describing the collected qualitative
data through coding, classifying data, or generating themes and then making
predictive connections as per the established themes. The researcher used Braun’s
method of themes for analysis and for the interpretation of the data. Lochmiller (2021)
states that the thematic analysis procedure is concerned with identification of the

patterns which are captured as generated themes.

4.10. Trustworthiness
Trustworthy establishes the truth value of data or findings along the criterion of

credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability.

4.10.1. Credibility refers to the confidence in the data collected and interpreted.
For purpose of credibility of this study, information was obtained from multiple sources
which included literature that is peer-reviewed and from the content analysis while the
primary information was obtained from the households, the key informants, and the
focus group. This is therefore accuracy in the information collected and that it

represents the actual perspectives of participants.

4.10.2. Transferability: This helps other researchers to know if the results of this
study can be relevant to their situations. Quite sufficient information has been

collected and reported about the area and the topic for a mini-dissertation.

4.10.3. Dependability: The study established consistency and reliability of the
research findings through multiple data collection methods of questionnaires with
households, the key informants’ interviews, the focus groups, the content analysis,
and the literature review. Furthermore, a rigorous and transparent process of the

research was undertaken step-by-step and subsequently documented.

4.10.4. Confirmability assists in ensuring that the research’s findings are shaped
by the participants’ responses than the researcher bias. Documenting the research
process and getting information from multiple sources created a deeper understanding
of the topic and it also ensured that there was validity and the reliability of the findings.
This is so because of accuracy of the data which is interpreted in the study report and

is also based on what participants said.
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4.11. Ethical considerations

Crawford, Fichtner, Guntrum, Jansch, Krosche, Soulier and Sub (2025) explain that
ethical considerations create a balance between research goals and participant’s
wellbeing and safety during the research. They assist to ensure that the researcher
upholds accepted standards of professionalism and respect and dignity for
participants. The study did not have any identifiable hazards which brought harm to
the participants. However, high ethical standards were adhered to in relation to how
the participants were treated and their well-being and safety guarded during the
research process. The university’s ethical research practice, professionalism and the
Nuremberg Code of Ethics were followed to protect the integrity of the university and

to accord the participants their rights;

Confidentiality protects the participant by concealing records and information which
may link about individuals involved in the study to their responses. In this study,
participants’ responses were not linked to individuals’ identifying characteristics like
stand numbers of sampled households and ID numbers. Study responses are
nonetheless stored and handled in a way that they may not be accessed just by any

person.

Privacy relates to when participants are able to determine what other people can know
about their participation and responses in the study. The researcher protected the

identity of the respondents by choosing appropriate settings for interviews.

Voluntary participation implies that it was the decision of the participants to be
involved in the study and also that they were granted the freedom to withdraw at any

point of the study, of which this was explained to them before the start of the interviews.

Informed consent was attained by explaining the purpose of the study, how
confidentiality, respondents’ anonymity and who within the hierarchy of the study
management may have access to any of the study information. Focus group members

and key informants were also asked to sign consent forms.

No harm. Efforts were made to ensure that there were no physical and psychological
harm to everyone involved in the study. Participants were not exposed to any hazards

during the study.
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4.12. Structure of the mini-dissertation

This section is an outline of how the mini-dissertation report is structured and it has six
chapters in total. Chapter one is the study orientation and has the introduction and
background of the study, the problem statement, the research questions, the aims and
objectives, definition of terms and purpose of the study as well as the chapter's
conclusion. Chapter two is the theoretical framework and consists mainly of a
discussion of the specific conceptual arguments that are pertinent to the relationship
between the concepts of interest to the study. This is captured in terms of the
subthemes of the study. It also has an introduction as its opening and a conclusion at
the end.

Chapter three is a report on the review of literature (which is not theoretical) and it
provides background information such as the legislation and policy, the programmes,
and the geographical reviews. The chapter has an introduction as its opening and a
conclusion at the end while its core component are some subsections which contain
relevant background information to understand the results of a scientific study.
Chapter four discusses the methodology of the study and contains the research
design, research paradigm, study area, sampling and data collection techniques
together with data analysis procedures. It had an introduction at the opening and

conclusion at the end.

Chapter five is data analysis and interpretation and has an introduction, some sections
of the research results and a conclusion. Here the results are presented to
demonstrate an outcome of a scientific research with the interpretation of the results
to connect to the conceptual frameworks in accordance with the study themes.
Chapter six is the presentation of the research findings and also presents the study’s
recommendations and conclusion. It will be opened by an introduction, a highlight of
what the study would have achieved, a point form tabulation of the recommendations
and a study’s conclusion. Paging for all the chapters follows consecutively from the
previous chapter. Furthermore, the research report is presented with the Harvard style

references at the end plus appendices which accrued during the study.
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4.13. Limitations of the study

It was expected that the study might encounter practical and theoretical constraints.
According to Clarke, Alley, Ghai, Flake, Rohrer, Simmons, Schiavone, and Vazire
(2024) limitations are part of the research and should be approached with honesty so
that they are dealt with before they impact on the research results. Such limitations
can be as a result of the sample size, the design and methodology of the research.
The researcher did not experience limitations during the study nor challenges with
regard to the participation of various sampled population members. The study is cross-
sectional in nature and the sample size mattered. However, multiple data sources

were used and all participants were reached.

4.14. Conclusion

The research design assisted in making it possible to execute the study as planned.
Twenty-eight participants were reached using both non-probability and probability
methods of sampling which are well aligned to the mixed-methods approach. Both
quantitative and qualitative data were planned to be collected and the chapter here

after shows the analysis and interpretation of such data.
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5. CHAPTER 5: DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

The chapter is dedicated to data analysis and interpretation looking at data collected
along the research questions and which was obtained through literature review,
interviews and questionnaire. This is further depicted through graphs and figures

throughout the discussions.

5.1. Introduction

Mafefe village is one of many rural areas under Lepelle-Nkumpi Local Municipality,
which is in Capricorn District of Limpopo Province and is under traditional authority of
Chief Thobejane of Mmafefe. Farming is a common feature for the households which
serves as primary livelihood activity. Services from government and other agencies
are practically non-existent in the village, unless one travels for long distances in order
to access them. Historically, the community is composed of families who were
relocated out of Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve in order to give way to environmental
conservation. A land claim has recently been finalised in favour of the communities for
compensation as resettlement may not be feasible due to declaration of the area as
an environmentally protected area. However, the local community is involved and kept
abreast with the happenings in the nature reserve where they are an important

stakeholder and integral part of the nature reserve’s governance structure.

Protected areas are known for their access restrictions and regulations on how the
nearby community can relate to them. The Mafefe community has been unfortunate
to be moved to an area where it has proven to be difficult to visit and access the
Lekgalameetse due to difficult terrain and poor roads infrastructure. This has somehow
brought a resentment by the local community towards the provincial government in
respect of the activities of the nature reserve. This is because the other relocated
community of Callies village from the other local municipality, and on the other side of
the mountain, is believed to be well looked after by the government. Hence the major
issue preoccupying the residents of Mafefe is the upgrading of an access road to
Lekgalameetse which they believe will unlock opportunities for them and improve their

livelihoods.
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The Mafefe village, which forms part of the buffer zone for Kruger-to-Canyon
conservation biosphere, is immersed in mountains and indigenous bushes, and boasts
abundance of water and fertile land although not as vast. The water is coming from
two perennial rivers which merge in a narrow valley to flow into Lepelle/Olifants river.
Lekgalameetse, loosely translated as the source of water from Sepedi language, is
the water basin for some few tributaries and also provides seven eyes to the nearby
Mohlapitsi wetland, which is also declared a protected area by UNESCO. The other
river that feeds Mohlapitsi wetland comes from about fifty kilometres away in the area
of Tzaneen, west of the village, and is also flowing throughout the year to join other
tributaries in the village and create waves of strong river currents even in the middle
of winter. This water abundance has proven to be problematic during heavy rains as
most of the agricultural fields are flooded and wiped away. Unfortunately, such disaster
incidents have been frequenting the area with strong ones coming at twenty years’
interval. The floods have destroyed most part of the wetland and usually cut out the

village from the rest of the outside world when it hits.

This chapter was preceded by a series of data collection activities about protected
areas and rural livelihoods, and conducted through review of literature and interviews.
The interviews were conducted with households to administer a questionnaire among
households’ heads to obtain quantitative data, while qualitative data was obtained from
the key informants from different service providers of the area and a focus group
constituted by local community members who were at one stage involved in

environmental conservation work in the area.

The chapter will therefore analyse and interpret this data along the different themes
pertaining to environmental protection areas and rural communities’ livelihoods
looking at Mafefe village, with the assistance of usage of graphs, charts and figures to
depict the results. The analysis in this chapter first looked at characteristics of
protected areas, dissected through sub-themes. Secondly, various determinants of
rural livelihoods were then looked at while the third area was analysis of the
relationship between protected areas and neighbouring rural communities’ livelihoods,

also using sub-themes to assist in expanding the analysis.
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Table 5.1. Codes for interviewed participants

Code | Participants Status Gender | Age
range
P1 Participant 1 Limpopo Department of Economic | Female | 50-55
Development, Environment and Tourism
employee
P2 Participant 2 Capricorn District Municipality employee Male 55-60
P3 Participant 3 Lepelle-Nkumpi Local Municipality employee Male 55-60
FGP1 | FGD Participant 1 | Previous member of Lekgalameetse Committee | Male 65-70
FGP2 | FGD Participant 2 | Previous member of Lekgalameetse Committee | Male 65-70
FGP3 | FGD Participant 3 | Current member of Lekgalameetse Committee | Male 30-35
FGP4 | FGD Participant 4 | Current member of Lekgalameetse Committee | Male 50-55
FGP5 | FGD Participant 5 | Current member of Lekgalameetse Committee | Female | 30-35

5.2. Characteristics of environmentally protected areas

Theme one of the analysis looks at the characteristics of the protected areas with
specific attention given to the importance of the existence of protected areas, specific
things that are being protected in the Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve and community

involvement in governance structure in the nature reserve.

5.2.1. Importance of existence of environmentally protected areas

A significant number (eighty-five percent) mentioned that there is a need for
environmentally protected areas like Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve to exist while
very few (fifteen percent) did not see the importance of protected areas. The level of
awareness regarding the importance of protected areas is high in this rural community
as Mafefe village has had a number of environmental conservation activities which
have instilled the importance of the existence of environmentally protected areas as a

method of preservation of natural resources for future generations.
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Figure 5.1. Proportion of those seeing the importance of the
existence of environmentally protected areas
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Focus group discussions alluded to the fact that local indigenous people used to stay
in the area with European people who were prisoners of war and who arrived around
1902 from Zambia, until they voluntarily left the area for city life. The area became
formally established for nature conservation in 1982 wherein the communities were
forcefully removed and relocated to Mafefe and Callies villages by the defunct Lebowa
Bantustan government. FGP1 explained that: “Then Prime Minister of Lebowa
Government Honourable Noko Ramodike declared Lekgalameetse as a protected
area in 1982 to preserve endangered fauna and flora species where human settlement
was not going to be permitted”. Literature as presented by Palomo et al. (2021) and
Vimal et al. (2021) also describe the protected areas as by nature being secluded
areas which are managed through strict control measures with reserved access in

order to conserve wild life and natural resources.

5.2.2: Knowledge of what is being protected in Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve

A significant number (eighty-five percent) reported to have knowledge of what was
being protected in the Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve and just a mere fifteen percent
did not know what was being protected in the area. The community of Mafefe has a
historical relationship with the nature reserve. Besides being former occupiers of that
land, they are part of the management of the area through CPAs who regularly provide
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them with information of what is happening in the nature reserve. Some of the
protected animals do roam the village due to poor fencing infrastructure which they

easily pass through or jump over.

Figure 5.2. Percentage of knowledge of what is being
protected in Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve
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The key informants and focus group interviews identified specific animals being
protected in the area as mango monkeys, baboons, tudu, eland, bushbucks, bachelor
zebras, steenbok, water bucks, warthogs and antelopes, among others. They also
identified protection of the endangered species of butterfly only found in the vicinity
and surrounding area and birds such as cape vultures, cape parrot and African con
eagle all of which are indigenous to the area. Reptiles under conservation in the nature
reserve are black mambas, South African pythons, puff adders and the northern rain
frogs. The key informants and focus group further reported that the nature reserve
also has protected plant species like baobab trees, marula trees, natal mahogany and
common quoran, in addition to the indigenous bushes and the waterfalls and waterfall
pools. The focus group reflected on the fact that the nature reserve serves as a water
basin for some big rivers and small tributaries, waterfalls and indigenous bushes which

are also under regulatory protection.

According to respondent P1: “Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve, like other protected
areas, was established with sole purpose of nature conservation and protection of

endangered species of fauna and flora. As such, there are some species indigenous
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to the area while other identified endangered animal species are being introduced into
the nature reserve from time to time for conservation”. On the other side, the nature
reserve is continuously fighting to control alien plants which disturb conservation
activities and which P2 mentioned that: “neighbouring communities should be allowed
to harvest unwanted plants for wood under strict supervision so that they are not

eradicated with endangered species”.

Content analysis of records of the nature reserve has confirmed that there are a variety
of animal and plant species in the nature reserve that are under conservation. Animal
species include mongoose, chacma baboons, leopard, jackal, vervet monkeys,
Samango monkeys, various antelopes, common duicker, bushbucks, mountain
reedbuck, buffalo, thick-tailed bushbaby, zebras, klipspringer, and reptiles. The nature
reserve’s records also show that there are different types of butterflies and birds, which
include bush shrike, Cape parrot, eagles, vultures, chorister robin, Narina trogon,

warblers, and green twinspot.

Plant species available in the nature reserve are thick indigenous bushes, various
grass types covering the bigger part of the exposed landscape, wild peaches,

Outeniqua trees, arcacia thorn trees, yellow woods, lemonwoods, malta fruits and

avocados, among others.

Figure 5.3. Zebras grazing in Lekgalameetse
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5.2.3: Awareness of conservation activities outside the protected areas

Only a few percent of forty indicated that they had no knowledge of conservation
activities outside protected areas while most people (sixty percent) were aware of
conservation activities outside the protected areas. Mafefe area is part of UNESCO
declared biosphere of Blyde to Canyon and a lot of endangered species can be found
in the area where they are conserved through community traditions and taboos. Most
African communities like Mafefe have folklores around endangered plants and animal
species in their areas where they live and this is in itself the beginning of awareness

regarding conservation.

Figure 5.4. Percentage of awareness of conservation
activities outside the protected areas
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According to focus group discussions, there are many conservation activities in the
neighbourhood outside of the Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve. Amongst those which
were cited are the Makhune caves with deep water pools, which legend has it that they
swallowed people who visited the caves without proper procedures, and have red bats
which are reported to be unique to the area and are currently subject of a longitudinal
study being conducted by University of Pretoria. There is UNESCO declared wetland
at GaMampa section called Mohlapitsi. There is a ‘bottomless’ pit called Naneding,
meaning place of star, where there is a view that the hole was caused by a falling star.
There are also seven tributaries in the area which feed Mohlapitsi river and eventually
lead to Lepelle-Olifants river to boost its flowing capacity, according focus group.
FGP2 mentioned that: “There is another big waterfall outside the area with bushmen
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footprints within its vicinity in the bushes” in relation to other landscapes being

conserved outside the nature reserve.

According to key informants, the area of Mafefe is itself a UNESCO protected area
with various levels of restrictions, with Mohlapitsi wetland being the major one. The
area outside the nature reserve also has its attractions including the bushes and the
water sources which are being protected so that livelihoods activities, development
activities and human settlement should not impact negatively on their sustainable
existence. These areas outside the protected areas are, according to Palomo et al.
(2021), identified as the buffer zones or ‘unregulated’ biosphere conservation reserves

and are also important for nature conservation.

5.2.4. Governance and management characteristics of environmentally protected
areas

In terms of ownership and management of the Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve, the
facility is fully owned by government under Limpopo provincial government. The nature
reserve is under environmental affairs branch of the provincial department and has a
full-time manager on site. There are three sections each with a senior person reporting
to the nature reserve manager. On the organogram, there are senior rangers and
rangers for conservation services section which is the main office. There is also a
tourism section with guest officers, guest assistants, room attendants and general

assistants, admin and support services section has an admin clerk and cleaners.

P1 and focus group reported that there is community representative structure in a form
of co-management committee which represents the community in the affairs of the
nature reserve. Community representatives are selected from the six communal
property associations which are elected by respective communities who were removed
from the area to give way for the establishment of the nature reserve. Mafefe
community structure has sent two representatives to be part of the broader committee
but focus group felt that they should get more seats in the committee. FGP3 said:

“Mafefe community should have more representation because we owned more than
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half of the land which is nine thousand eight hundred hectares under Mamashie farm
while others have below twenty hectares in the area. the second largest is Paris farm

which was lucky not to have been swallowed all of it.”

The community representatives do attend the co-management committee meetings
and related activities, and provide feedback to their communities through community
meetings or meetings at headmen’s areas or kgoro. The committee is assigned with
an oversight role in the operations of the nature reserve and there is a memorandum
of agreement signed for every newly elected Community Property Association (CPA)

whose tenure is three years.

Six communities were relocated out of the area when the nature reserve was
established. These communities each formed a committee who together constituted a
central committee of Lekgalameetse Community Property Association. This CPA was
given the responsibility to represent the six communities in relation to the land claim
processes and the management of the nature reserve. Together with the management
of the nature reserve, there is a bilateral structure called Lekgalameetse co-

management committee.

However, the newly elected CPA refused to sign its term of office’s co-management
agreement and according to FGP3 ‘the local committees have refused to sign a new
co-management agreement and are insisting on being granted more powers and on
being given the responsibilities of hiring of personnel and service providers for the
nature reserve’. The Limpopo Department of Economic Development, Environment
and Tourism was requested to revise the draft agreement in order to allocate more
powers to community structures. Expectations of the committees may at this point not
be in line with the purpose of their conceptualisation, more so that the nature reserve
is a public entity managed in terms of Public Services Act for the appointment of staff

and Public Finance Management Act for procurement of goods and services.
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However, what is clear is that there is a relationship between the community and the
nature reserve where decisions are being discussed with the community structures

from all affected areas, including Mafefe village.

It was confirmed from the documents content analysis that co-management
committees in protected areas of South Africa were established to represent interests
of communities who lodged land claims in order to safeguard their interests. This
includes the community’s land tenure rights, shared benefits and access to biological
resources in protected areas. The co-management dispensation has direct positive
impact on the livelihood of these rural communities while ensuring that there is no
disruption in the conservation activities taking place within the protected areas as

aspired by National Environmental Management Plan.

Also, content analysis has revealed additional activities being run in the nature reserve
include ecotourism, camping and picnic sites with accommodation. There are thirty
beds for visitors” accommodation provided for by the seven chalets and the lodge
within the nature reserve, all with self-catering facilities. This is in addition to a camp
site which offers ablution and bathing facilities for visitors with caravans and tents for
sleeping. Guests except, for local people, enter the nature reserve via the main gate
while those who use Mafefe gate still have to go to the main gate for reception and

registration.
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igure 5.5. Lealametse guest house Wch provide facilities for leisure and accommodation

5.3. Determinants of rural livelihoods

Campos-Silva et al. (2021) identify the determinants of livelihoods among the rural
communities to include the education and skills levels, land availability, the distance
to urban centres, the size of the community and respective families’ sizes thereto and

the income sources received by each family.

5.3.1. Levels of highest education qualifications

A negligible percentage of people (less than one percent) have attained qualifications
above secondary education in the area. However, literacy level is high as most people
(sixty percent) have attained secondary education level, at least up to matric. The
government of Republic of South Africa has at policy level opened the doors of learning
for poor households. However, rural villages like Mafefe may have difficulties in
retaining professionals like teachers in local schools to provide quality education as
highly qualified and experienced teachers may opt to work next to city centres. Also,
remote rural areas are unable to retain their own learned population who are likely to
emigrate to the cities after graduating, thus leaving the local youth over each

generations with no role models or people who motivate them to achieve academically.
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Figure 5.6. Porportion of levels of education qualification obtained
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Focus group discussions exposed that there are a lot of people in the area with no
education relevant for opportunities presented by the area such as skills to work the
land or qualifications to lend a job in the nearby Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve and
FGP3 stated that: “Parents must guide their children about agriculture, tourism and
hospitality career opportunities available at the local potential employers like the

nature reserve”.

Literature has also exposed that education actually has a bearing on income levels of
households and their ability to diversify livelihood strategies, provide for their well-
being and become resillient in the face of shocks such as drought and floods. Kassa
(2019) has found that the other determinant towards the rural households’ livelihoods
is the human capital which encompasses the knowledge, skills and the ability to

perform work.

5.3.2. Households’ major sources of income and livelihoods.

Majority of households (55 percent) depend on social grants for their livelihoods, owing
to high unemployment rate in the village. A slightly different percent of forty-five use
other sources of income to provide for their households’ livelihood, while slightly above

half of this, that is twenty percent, has no income. The situation is influenced by the
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fact that the area of Mafefe has not got any major employment absorbing sector to can
provide work for job seekers and therefore most people qualify for, and depend on,
government welfare grants to sustain their families. Hence there is also a negligible
proportion of one percent who receive remittances to support their households’

livelihoods.

Figure 5.7. Proportion distribution of major sources of
households' income
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According to focus group discussions, households engage in farming as a way
providing for their livelihoods and a method of generating cash income for households’
livelihoods. This is because households do have access to land and conduct farming
for subsistence, and the surplus harvest is sold at local market. Focus group further
highlighted that the households conduct both crop and livestock farming whereby most
popular produces are sweet potatoes, beans, nuts, maize and sorghum. There are
some banana and mango orchards as well in the community that are no longer as
productive as they used to be. Those who have livestock are farming cattle, chicken
and goats. Work seekers also go to Tubatse- Burgersfort for opportunities to try to lend
jobs as unskilled labourers in the mines to provide for their livelihoods. Otherwise there
are part-time temporary employment opportunities under the Expanded Public Works

Programme, where some of the community members may be employed.
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5.3.3. Household assets to support livelihoods.

Most households (sixty-four percent) have access to agricultural land and engage in
crop farming for livelihood, while a negligible number of people (four percent) have
businesses of their own. Some households (twenty-three percent) have cars in their
households. Possession of physical assets are a determinant of livelihood and
households with more and relevant assets are able to support their families’
livelihoods. Land on the other hand is a natural asset which also requires other capitals
for it to become a productive asset. With high unemployment, abundance of water and
availability of youthful population in the area, agriculture and related activities have
become the majority of households’ livelihood where various types of crops are

planted in various seasons of the year.

Figure 5.8. Proportion of ownership of household assets
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Focus group discussions confirmed that most households have access to small
holding agricultural fields where they practise subsistence farming. During high yield
seasons, these households are also able to sell the surplus harvest to local markets
and generate income. FGP1 has confirmed this in his assertion that: “Farming is the
main source of income for households’ livelihood. It is mostly subsistence but the
surplus can be sold. Most households in Mafefe conduct small crops and livestock
farming”. Goba, (2021) found that land resource is an important factor in agriculture,
which is popular for rural communities’ livelihood activities. Also, rural households with

ownership of large sizes of land have shown to have improved and balanced
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livelihood, especially when they are able to invest and expand their farming activities
on such land (Goba, 2021).

Figure 5.9. Land neighbouring Lekgalameetse that is used by households for agriculture

5.3.4. Distance to urban centres for banking services.

According to information obtained from household interviews, a significant number
(sixty percent) prefers to do their banking in Lebowakgomo while some, forty percent,
go to Polokwane as depicted in the figure here below for banking services. Both these
urban centres are outside the village of Mafefe whereby community members have to
travel ninety kilometres to Lebowakgomo, comparatively shorter distance, or hundred-
and-forty kilometres to Polokwane city for banking services. It seems the area has
difficulty attracting private sector investment like grocery shops and banks, possibly

because of its small population.
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Figure 5.10. Distance to urban centre for banking
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Focus group also agreed with the households’ interviews results when it was shown
that households do go to Lebowakgomo or Polokwane for banking services. Campos-
Silva et al. (2021) found that the rural communities’ livelihoods are also influenced by
the location, including especially as it relates to distance to urban centres. The focus
group decried the distance to urban centres where some part of their income is spent

on transport before it can be used for households’ to eke out their livelihoods.

5.3.5. Distance to urban centres for monthly shopping.

A significant number (seventy percent) do their shopping in Lebowakgomo, which is
about ninety kilometres away, while some (thirty percent), go to Polokwane which is
about hundred-and-forty kilometres away for their shopping. Both these urban centres
are outside the village of Mafefe and local shops do not have most of the households’
required grocery items. The situation is compounded by the fact that private investors
may not contemplate a huge retail development in the area as there is not much
economic activities in pulling sectors like mines and firms and the buying power is very
low to make such shops profitable, owing to low income levels and small population

size of the village.
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Figure 5.11. Distance to urban centre for shopping
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It was also confirmed during focus group discussions that indeed local households go
to Lebowakgomo and Polokwane to do their monthly shopping. However, they decried
the expensive transport costs because of the distance whereby their money is already
depleted by transport costs and thus impacting heavily on their capacities to meet their
livelihood needs. Campos-Silva et al. (2021) found that the location, and especially
distance to urban centres, does impact on the rural communities’ livelihoods as shown
in above discussions where possibly a major part of households’ income may be spent

on transport.

5.4. The environmentally protected areas and rural livelihoods

This theme puts spotlight on relationship between Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve and
the livelihoods of the community of Mafefe village. According to Naidoo et al., (2019),
the environmental conservation activities in the protected areas can actually contribute
to poverty reduction, food security and the income generation capabilities of the

neighbouring communities if they are run appropriately.

5.4.1. Family members who ever worked at Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve.

Less significant proportion (a mere ten percent) have had family members who ever

worked at Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve while significant number (ninety percent)

never had a family member employed at the nature reserve. The majority of
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respondents (fifty-five percent) did not know of persons from their community who
once worked, or were currently employed, at the nature reserve. However, some
(fortyfive percent) did know of persons who had worked at the nature reserve from
their area signalling that the nature reserve does provide job opportunities to the local
people, but at a lower than expected rate because these are the closest communities,

together with Callies on the Maruleng Municipality side.

It may be difficult for the community members of Mafefe to take up work at the nature
reserve because of unavailability of proper access road and transport. Although the
village is within ten kilometres radius by foot, one has to travel more than hundred and
fifty kilometres by normal motor vehicle to get to the nature reserve. It is not practically
possible to commute daily by foot to the nature reserve as the area is on some very
high mountains from Mafefe side, and it can take the whole day to ascend them. Even
so, government departments do not have a policy to provide exclusive employment

opportunities for the nature reserve’s neighbouring communities.

Figure 5.13. Percentage knowing persons who
are working., or ever worked, at Lekgalameetse
Nature Reserve other than those in their
household
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However, the key informants together with the focus group indicated that local people
were being considered and hired for unskilled work opportunities in the nature reserve.
These are jobs created through the government’s Expanded Public Works Programme
and construction projects which take place in the nature reserve from time to time. The
focus group explained that when these types of temporary employment opportunities
come, the co-management committee was involved in the advertisement and
identification of suitable persons. P1 confirmed this by indicating that: “Labourers for

Expanded Public Works Programme and construction projects are being sourced from
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the local communities. Seventy-five percent of these jobs in the nature reserve is

usually allocated for the local people”.

This is what was also found in the literature whereby Vimal et al. (2021) report that
protected areas are integrating local communities’ livelihoods into their management.
Their strictness and exclusionary postures are evolving and transforming to
comprehensive and sustainable vehicles of local communities’ livelihoods
development. Talukdar et al. (2021) and Wiebe et al. (2022) found that government
policy interventions and implementation of relevant programmes aimed at the
reduction of the problem of unemployment using protected areas can impact positively

on rural households’ livelihoods.

On the other side, key informants and focus group interviews have all observed that it
is difficult to employ local people from Mafefe village due to the fact that there is no
proper road to provide easy access for workers to commute to work, unlike the side of
Callies village which is at the door step of the nature reserve’s main enterance with a
tarred road. Focus group also agreed with this when FGP1 said: “The local community
of Mafefe does not benefit much from the nature reserve for their livelihoods. This is
because it is more accessible for the residents of Callies village who receive
information early while the Mafefe side usually receives information on the eleventh
hour. The issue of the road is an inhibitor to the opportunities available in the nature
reserve for Mafefe residents”. And this was further added to by P2 when it was said
that: “Job opportunities are created from the Mopani District side and this is where

most of the current local staff stay’.

5.4.2. Types of jobs which members of local community think they may have at the
Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve.

Most people (forty-five percent) think that the local residents should get operational
jobs to look after the protected animals in the nature reserve while some (thirty
percent) chose plant care. Very small proportions (five percent) would prefer local

community members to get technical jobs and management positions respectively.
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This may be symbolising lack of awareness of professional employment opportunities
offered by the protected areas as all professional jobs and management positions

were avoided, which local people can still compete for and be appointed.

Figure 5.14. Proportion of types of jobs local community members think they may have
at the Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve.
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Key informants and focus group also identified non-skills jobs which the neighbouring
communities of Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve can benefit such as tree cutting and
roads sides clearance, culling of animals, alien plants control, construction labourers
and maintenance related casual jobs. P2 also explained this by stating that: “Most
part of the four-by-four route around the mountain side of the nature reserve needs
debushing and local community of Mafefe can also be used to clear the roads.
Generally, the Orie Baragwanath path is not being maintained, and government can
create temporary job opportunities by using local people to do that under EPWP
programme. The road may not even need a grader, or any form of machinery, because

it is for off-road riders”.

Focus group discussions reflected that local people can actually be hired to occupy
professional and technical positions in the nature reserve. The focus group

discussions noted that there has not been interest among the youth of the area to
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study the required qualifications which was going to assist them to get such jobs. Key
informants also agreed that local people must be considered for training on skills
required in the running of the nature reserve to prepare them for permanent positions
in the Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve. This is in line with what Palomo et al. (2021)
also postulated, that in order to have a biodiversity-friendly development, authorities
must come up with a regime of support and facilitating systems such as skills capacity
resources development to empower the local community to participate meaningfully in

the employment opportunities.

5.4.3. Types of material and resources obtained from Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve
to support livelihoods

A significant proportion (fifty-two percent) from the community go into the
Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve to collect wood while negligible number (five percent)
go into the nature reserve for nature meat. Also, very few (ten percent and nine percent
respectively) go to the nature reserve to harvest fruits and roots while a similarly low
percentage (fourteen) obtain traditional medicinal products from the nature reserve. It
is clear that the nature reserve is providing useful resources for the local community

and that it is a source of livelihood for its households.

Figure 5.15. Proportion of useful material or resources obtained from lekgalameetse
Nature Reserve.
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Limpopo Department of Economic Development, Environment and Tourism and focus
group also confirmed the collection of resources from the nature reserve. They
reported that the local people have been going to the nature reserve to graze their
cattle during drought seasons and to collect wood using trucks with the approval of the
nature reserve’s management. FGP2 stated that: “People have been freely grazing
their cattle in the nature reserve from a part where the fence has been destroyed, and
also to collect wood for social events and business”. Focus group and P1 have
mentioned that others go inside the nature reserve to perform rituals at their loved
ones’ graves and the waterfalls, and Talukdar et al. (2022) confirmed this to be a

common practice in the use of products from protected areas.

The focus group reported that another business person from the village was also
harvesting naturally purified water from the waterfalls and fountains in and outside the
nature reserve, for bottling and selling. The key informants and the focus group further
identified that some more resouces which are being collected from the nature reserve
include bush tea and water from the reserve’s waterfalls for religious practices. Zada
et al. (2022) also concur that protected areas are a source of subsistence and
nutritional needs of most of their neighbouring communities and directly play an
essential role in these communities’ livelihood strategies. Most notably, the protected
areas provide food products like fruits, nuts, honey, edible leaves and roots,

medicines, fodder for livestock, woods and fibres.
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| Figure 5. 6 Wo being collect by households from Lekgalameetse

5.4.4. The use of material obtained from the Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve

A significant number (ninty percent) believe that resources and materials being
collected and harvested from Lekgalameetse nature reserve are used for business
purpose. A negligible percentage (ten) thought that the materials from the nature
reserve are collected by houseolds to support their livelihood than selling. The
distance to the area makes it difficult for households to use the area as a regular
source of support for their livelihood and clearly opt for other means of providing for
their daily needs. Households with motor vehicles, especially trucks and light delivery
vehicles, and those who can afford to hire same, have advantage for easy access to
the area and with abundance of such materials, especially woods, they can harvest
large quantities. This is used as a way of generating income for these households to

diversity their livelihood strategies.
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Figure 5.17. Percentage of usage of material and resources obtained
from the Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve
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Focus group and one key informant confirmed that indeed people have been going
into the nature reserve to collect wood using trucks and light delivery vehicles. In this
instance the P1 said: “The nature reserve management has been granting approvals
to Mafefe community members collect of woods with conditions of not tempering with
other conservation activities, and monitoring them of the type of wood they removed”.
Due to the high mountains and distance, ordinary households from Mafefe village are
unable to collect whatever materials maybe be available from the area unless they
hire a car to help them. And this also aligns with what literature has found wherein
Talukdar et al., (2021) and Huang et al., (2022) observed that commercial harvesting
of products from the protected areas may not always be sustainable due to the
overexploitation of the natural resources by the rich as the poor households are side-
lined due to financial incapacity. Talukdar et al., (2021) and Huang et al., (2022),
further caution that only high income households are more likely to improve their
livelihood activities linked to protected areas which will have positive effects on the
other livelihood strategies. It is said that such households will attain diversified and
balanced livelihood activities because of their strong financial capital. This is because
financial resources enable households to acquire assets, additional labour and

implements to work the land productively in a rural setting.
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5.4.5. Accessibility of Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve

Some people (forty-five percent) have indicated that the nature reserve is not
accessible while majority of fifty-five percent thought it was actually accessible, as
depicted by the chart below. This could be because there are no strict restrictions
limiting the local community members to enter the nature reserve while, on the other
hand, the distance and the physical landscape on the Mafefe side make it difficult for
households to easily access the area. The road from Mafefe side is Orrie Baragwanath
and is built right on mountain top with scary uphills where it is not possible to provide
public transport or private taxi business. However, those who may want to graze their
livestock, or collect wood or practice religious rituals are permitted without much
hustles through a makeshift gate, and how one gets there is on the local community
member. This level of access can therefore not be used by households to support their

livelihoods.

Figure 5.18. Percentage of see local households having
access to Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve
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The focus group and key informants agree that the nature reserve is just not accessible
due to the high mountains and a not so ridable road which scaringly goes up the high
mountain on the Mafefe’s side. P1 mentioned that: “There are no restrictions for the
local community members to enter the nature reserve to collect what they require or
perform rituals at the waterfalls areas. On the other side of the nature reserve, the

fence is vandalised by cattle herders who freely graze their livestock within the nature
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reserve. Unfortunatley, this is the side where most of the poaching and illegal mining
activities are taking place”.

On the other hand P3 stated that: “Introducing a tarred road may have a direct negative
impact on the community’s livelihood activities as the area is dominated by farming
activities, both livestock and crop farming, and high traffic volume of big trucks might
take that away. The rural nature of the area must be retained whereby agriculture

instead of urban infrastructure is developed”.
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5.5. Interventions by stakeholders
This theme looks at the roles which could be played by the municipality and provincial
government to make the Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve work for enhancement of the

of Mafefe village community’s livelihoods.

5.5.1. Lepelle-Nkumpi Local Municipality’s role
Most people (sixty-five percent) felt that the municipality has a role to play in order to
make Lekgalameetse work for the betterment of their livelihoods. However, a less

significant percentage (thirty-five percent) felt that the municipality had little role to

69



play. This could be due to the level of awareness among citizens regarding powers
and functions of various spheres of government, and the operation and management
of the nature reserve is known to be the sole responsibility of provincial government.
On the other hand, the residents may be putting their hopes on municipal councillors
to address their livelihoods issues because they live with them and probably think that

they can have the capability to facilitate their aspirations regarding the nature reserve.

Figure 5.20. Percentage of those who see municipality
as having a role to play in order to make Lekgalameetse
Nature Reserve work for Mafefe community
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20%
10%
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Key informants and focus group confirmed that indeed the municipality has a role to
play in making the nature reserve work for Mafefe community’s livelihoods. They argue
that such a role could be that of facilitation of developmental needs through the IDP
processes, capacity building or upskiling and products development for local
households to be able to leverage on value chain opportunities brought about by the
nature reserve. However, key informant P2 is of the view that: “... the local community
must be allowed to determine what could be the best possible route for them to
improve their livelihoods. In which case the community may then be engaged in a
more empowering process where they are assisted to identify their needs and develop
an intervention strategy which gives them ownership of solutions they may adopt to

deal with their challlenges.’
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FGP2 stated that: “Municipality has a role to play as a local stakeholder in making
Lekgalameetse work for the betterment of community livelihoods. Municipality can also
assist with regravelling and maintenance of the access road to the nature reserve and
information dissemination about employment and tenders opportunities available in
the nature reserve”. Udofia (2021), Wang et al. (2021) and Yang et al. (2021) found
that the community’s relationship with the municipality and government in general
could serve as a social capital for rural households. This kind of cooperation and

support is necessary for households’ livelihood development.

5.5.2. Limpopo Department of Economic Development, Environment and Tourism’s
role

Some (forty percent) thought that LEDET had a role to play in making Lekgalameetse
improve the local community members’ livelihoods while the majority of sixty percent
do not see the role of the department . It seems that the attitude of the community
towards the nature reserve, and by extension the department, is not healthy. It could
be that the nature reserve was established without proper consultation with the Mafefe
community and it is now being resented and blamed for most of the challenges the
community is experiencing; with their land having been taken away and redemarcated
as Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve and their livelihoods lost. This is confirmed by
literature where Mohamed (2023) concurs that local stakeholders and community
participation is important when nature conservation affects the local indigenous

households as their livelihood mostly depended on the protected areas.
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Figure 5.21. Percentage of those who see Limpopo Department of
Economic Development, Environment and Tourism as willing to make
Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve work for Mafefe community
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Contrast to households interview results, all key informants and focus group
participants agree that LEDET has a role to play in making Lekgalameetse contribute
directly to livelihoods of the neighbouring community of Mafefe. These include, firstly,
the actual upgrading of the nature reserve’s infrastructure. Secondly, providing tailor-
made local content for procurement and employment opportunities and training or
providing bursaries for local achieving students to study skills required in the operation
of the nature reserve. Lastly, P3 said: “by making concessions for local people to
harvest culled animals and identified unwanted or alien plants which to be used as

wood”.

Focus group discussions stipulated that LEDET must talk to sister department
responsible for upgrading of roads in the province so that the access road can be
tarred. It is hoped that this will unlock livelihoods opportunities for the community of
Mafefe. According to Musara et al., (2022), government departments or agencies can
use targeted approach to unlock the protected areas’ economic potential for the benefit
of the neighbouring communities’ livelihoods. P2 proposed for future planning by the
department and cautioned that: “There may be problems in future if LEDET is not pre-
emptive in making the nature reserve responsive to the livelihood needs of the Mafefe
community. Due to population explosion and increasing levels of unemployment, the

protected area might be destroyed by uncontrollable land encroachment, poaching,
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vandalism of infrastructure, illegal mining and conflict between human and spatial

nature”.

5.6. Conclusion

The establishment of Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve as an environmentally protected
area was intended to achieve nature conservation in line with global sustainable
development objectives. In doing so, there were unintended consequences of
displacement and separation of communities and families where livelihoods were lost.
The area of Lekgalameetse was a land of milk and honey for these communities who
were removed and settled in an area of obscurity and hopelessness to fend with no
assistance to start a new life. These families lost big hectares of land for the
conservation activities and only to be settled in areas where it has become difficult to
find an open field to start a big farming operation. Most worse for Mafefe communities
is that they were moved to an area deep down the escarpment with mountains to
overcome whenever they would want to visit their relatives from the Callies village or
perform rituals in the nature reserve where their ancestors are buried. A new approach
in nature conservation seeks to achieve harmony between the protected areas and
neighbouring communities, and is aimed at placing protected areas as islands where
they exist. This makes it easy to integrate the objectives of protected areas with their
neighbouring communities’ livelihood strategies. In the next chapter, the study’s
findings, conclusion and recommendations are discussed in relation to
environmentally protected areas and their contributions to livelihoods of rural

communities.
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6. CHAPTER 6: STUDY CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The chapter is a presentation of study findings with recommendations and conclusion.

6.1. Introduction.

This chapter looks at the findings in relation to the research questions, presents the
conclusion and proposes recommendations of the study. It is clear that many
communities have had to be relocated to give way to conservation activities and, in
the process, their usual methods of creating livelihoods were disrupted as households
and relatives were disintegrated and separated. The erection of a fence to protect
Lekgalameetse meant that the community’s identity and social structures had to be
abolished, as new communities with new social dynamics were formed. Agricultural
fields, grazing land, houses and orchards had to be abondoned due to these removals.
New livelihood strategies had to be established, now for survival, in a new environment
without any practical support from the authorities. The new area where the Mafefe
community was relocated separated them from any easy physical relations to the
nature reserve. There is no proper access road to the nature reserve, except for Orrie
Baragwanath pass which is scaringly unridable from the side of the Mafefe village.
This makes it difficult for households to contemplate any livelihood activities around
the resources offered by the nature reserve. However, those with the means have
been able to visit the area for collection of wood, to graze their cattle during dry

seasons and perform rituals at sacred places like waterfalls and gravesites.

The aim of this study was to investigate the contributions of environmentally protected
areas towards the livelihoods of rural community of the Mafefe village. The study
objectives gave rise to the research questions which were answered by the study, and
those are; to study the charactreistics of environmentally protected areas; to describe
the determinants of livelihoods among rural communities and also to analyse

contributions of environmentally protected areas towards rural livelihoods.

Research designs were followed in order to structure and guide the activities of the

study and also to achieve completeness of the research stages. The study is an
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explanatory research conducted along the mixed method approach to explain
relationship between environmentally protected areas and livelihoods of rural
communities. Data was obtained from various sources including evaluation of existing
peer-reviewed literature using various online library databases, household interviews
using assisted questionnaire method, interviews with key informants and a focus group
meeting. The quantitative data was analysed using Microsoft Excel application while
qualitative data was analysed through description, classification and creation of

connections of themes; and the findings are presented in the paragraphs below.

6.2. Study Findings

This study was conducted in the rural village of Mafefe, which is found in the Eastern
side of Lepelle-Nkumpi local municipality and which lies among beautiful landscapes
of bushes, mountains and everflowing rivers. The findings of this study for both
quantitative and qualitative data were integrated according to each theme in order to
create a holistic understanding of the research questions. Integrating the findings is
also premised on the view that the two data sets reinforce each other as they are
based on the same research objectives. These study findings are discussed in the

following paragraphs here below.

The study found that the existence of protected areas is important to achieve nature
conservation where declared and endangered species are kept. A significant number
of respondents also agreed that indeed there is a need for establishment of protected
areas like Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve. This level of awareness could be due to
the same existence of the nature reserve within the proximity of their village as they

now understand the purpose of environmental protection.

The study found that the nature reserve has a lot of ecotourism activities and
attractions because of its scenic landscape and wildlife. The study found that there is
participation of local community in the governance structure of the nature reserve
through a co-management committee which was constituted by elected

representatives from communal property associations. The elections are conducted
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democratically with facilitation of the Limpopo Department of Economic Development,
Environment and Tourism. Focus group highlighted that the land reclaimed by Mafefe
community constitute more than half of Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve in hectares,
but also felt that their voice is not adequately represented as only two representatives
were selected from their village while Callies village had six persons representing three
communal property associations. The focus group believes that the committee is not
efficient as it has become sweetheart structure to nature reserve management instead

of advocating for community aspirations about Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve.

The study found that the skills levels in the community is very low and physical assets
are also not adequate. Skills shortage is caused by absence of middle aged individuals
in the area as they emigrate to urban centres or areas of opportunities, instead of
opting to stay in the area and get employment or run businesses. This is more so
because land which is available in the area is only suitable for small holder farming
activities and is allocated to each of the households to conduct subsistence farming,
which is also hybrid whereby profit generation is possible during seasons of good

harvest.

The study found that the livelihoods of Mafefe households are based on agriculture
and social grants. Most families have smallholder farming fields, breed cattle and
goats and also get social grants from government as major source of income for

households.

The study found that Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve has not offered tangible
livelihood opportunities for the community of Mafefe. This is so because there is no
guiding policy to allow management of the nature reserve to provide livelihood
opportunities tailor-made for neighbouring communities. However, the community is
allowed to harvest some materials like wood from the nature reserve. This was found
to be less helpful towards households’ livelihoods as only a few individuals with trucks

and light delivery vehicles are able to ascend the mountains to collect the wood. A
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high significant number of respondents highlighted that people who collect materials

from the nature reserve do so for business purpose.

The study found that there is an open-door access for the households into the nature
reserve. The majority of the household respondents stated that the nature reserve is
accessible for the community, and this is without any strict restrictions for entry. This
was also confirmed by key informants and focus group. However, the focus group and
key informants observed that a big barrier for households to access and benefit from
the nature reserve is the distance and the condition of the access road from the Mafefe
village. The study found that resources from the nature reserve are benefiting the well-

to-do households who have assets to remove such materials from the nature reserve.

The study also found that the community is generally warm to the idea of working with
other stakeholders in improving their relationship and access to the nature reserve so

that they could improve their own households’ livelihoods.

6.3. Recommendations
Looking at the analysis of the literature and the data collected from Mafefe and key
informants and given what the findings of the study are, the recommendations for the

study are captured and discussed in the following paragraphs here below.

There is a need to conduct further research about the perceptions of community
members of neighbouring villages towards the protected areas. There is a sense of
resentment and general negativity towards the nature reserve. There is a possibility
that the removal of the community itself may have had a psychological scar to the local
communities, compounded by hardships in attaining livelihoods due to minimal
benefits provided by the nature reserve. The key informants reported of incidents of
poaching, vandalism on the fences, illegal grazing of livestock and illegal mining from
the nature reserve. The focus group also thought that there were no efforts made to

accommodate the livelihood needs of the local communities.
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A community based development plan should be crafted using participatory approach
to analyse the current community challenges and opportunities, and how locally
available resources’ use could be maximised to provide livelihoods for the households.
This would inform compilation of a local plan with strategies and interventions required
to improve households’ livelihoods and the local economy. Such a process of planning
and execution has to be centred around the community itself, while its stakeholders
should only come to facilitate and support. The nature reserve on its own may actually
not be a panacae to livelihood challenges of the households, more so because there
is a lot of money required to improve physical accessibility of the area through
construction of a multi-million rands road. However, the responsible department could
still contribute towards some of the focus areas of the local development plan which
may include development and support for local businesses, training and allocation of
bursaries to the youth to study relevant qualifications to enable them to qualify for

opportunities and quality jobs in the nature reserve.

The department responsible for protected areas must develop a social responsibilty
plan for the neighbouring communities in order to empower the managers of these
facilities to run programmes which will assist in improving the lives of these
neighbouring communities. This will harmonise the relationship between the nature
reserves and their neighbouring communities. Private sector companies are already
using this method by developing corporate social investment plans which are aimed

at intervening in communities’ challenges.

The study topic of this mini-dissertation can enrich body of knowledge in the academic
field of development planning and management more if it were to be applied to the
vilages of the Maruleng Local Municipality to look at ‘Contributions of the
environmentally protected areas towards the rural livelihoods of the Maruleng

Municipality’s villages’.
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6.4. Conclusion

Environmentally protected areas are important to conserve natural resources for
purpose of survival of humankind and their establishment is as such not debatable.
However, rural communities may not garner capacity within their livelihood
determinants to coexist harmoniously with the protected areas if consideration for
these rural communities’ needs is not made at conceptualisation of putting up fences
to protect nature. Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve has very little to offer to Mafefe
community in order for households to meet their well-being needs, this is mainly
because there is no legislative framework in South Africa to guide such expectations
while the physical access is a major inhibitor. As such, there is an apparent need for
the community to look within itself to improve its capabilities so that it can leverage on

value chain opportunities available in the operation of the nature reserve.

The Mafefe community seems to look at the nature reserve as a business operation
where profit or revenue is generated, and by virtue of being the indigenous community
removed from the area, they seem to expect that they must get financial benefits from
its operation. They cite that they are the ones with a bigger size of land in the nature
reserve and also reported to be having a title deeds of that land. They need to be
recognised and validated as the indigenous land owners of Lekgalameetse Nature

Reserve through some form of shareholding and operations of the area.

Neighbouring communities to protected areas are passages for big businesses and
rich households who use local people to harvest resources from the protected areas
and make money from markets outside the area. Poverty levels and availability of
markets for products from the protected areas make it easy for locals to work with
these business persons. Procurement opportunities in the nature reserve are not
within reach to local people as the requirements are set at high level, sometimes as
the management has to comply with policies and legislation when setting such

requirements.
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There seems to be resentment of the nature reserve by the local community who feel
that it was established to benefit the other adjacent communities while they were
relocated to their current area in order for them to suffer in abject poverty and
hopelessness while no one seems prepared to want to assist them. They seem to
think that when opportunities come from the nature reserve for local communities,
households from Mafefe side are being overlooked or intentionally excluded through

administrative barriers.
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APPENDIX C: DATA COLLECTION TOOLS

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR HOUSEHOLDS

Gender of Respondent: .........cccciiiiiii i
Role inthe Household & .o nnnes
Ward No. and Section L e eeee e saeeeesssssssresessasssssrrrennnssnanrrrnns

Summary of background of the study

The study is about the environmentally protected areas and rural livelihoods in Mafefe
village located in Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality in South Africa. We selected Mafefe
village for the study because of its close proximity to protected area of Lekgalameetse
Nature Reserve. We would like to ask you some questions regarding environmentally
protected areas and rural livelihoods in your community. Your name will not be
recorded anywhere nor it will be connected to the responses you provide. The study
results are going to be published by University of Limpopo and may help improve
management and maximization of protected areas to benefit livelihoods of rural

households.

1. Biographic information of households (please, tick whichever is

applicable)

Item Description

1.1. Type of structure for | Tick one below

main dwelling Mud house

Cement bricks house

Zinc sheets house

Other (please specify)

1.2. Respondent’s age Tick one below

Below 18 (please, specify)
19-21
22-35
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35-59

60 and above

1.3. Households head

Tick one below

employment status

Permanently employed

Contract worker

Self-employed

Pensioner

Child headed

Unemployed

Other (please, specify)

1.4. Respondent’s Income

Tick one below

per month

No income

R0,00-R4 000

R4 001- R15 000

R15 001- 25 000

25 001- 35 000

35 000- 50 000

R50 001 and above

2. FAMILY COMPOSITION

Please, indicate the number of household’s members according to age and gender

Age Gender

Male

Female Non-binary

Prefers not

disclose gender

to

Total

19-21

22-35

35-59
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60 and

above

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF ENVIRONMENTALLY PROTECTED AREAS
3. Do you think there is a need to have environmentally protected area?

Please, select what is applicable

Yes
No

4. Do you know what is being protected in Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve?

Please, select what is applicable

Yes
No

6. Are you aware of any conservation activities outside the protected areas?

Please, select what is applicable

Yes
No

THE DETERMINANTS OF RURAL LIVELIHOODS

7. Please, indicate levels of highest education qualification obtained by family

members

Qualification Please, indicate number of family

members

Grade 0- 5
Grade 6-7
Grade 8-11

Matric
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Post matric certificate

Diploma

Degree

Above degree

8. What is your household’s major source of income? Please, select only one

Income Source

Tick only one

= Noincome

» Employment

= Remittances

» Social grants

= (Casual work

=  Own business

= Other (please, specify)

9. What assets does your household own? Please, select all that is

applicable

Asset

Please, select all that is applicable

Farm

Car

Agricultural Motorised Implements

Business

High power tools

10. Where is the nearest place where your household gets the following

government services?

Government Services

Area

terms of kilometres

Estimated distance

in

Social services

Vital registration (Home Affairs)

Agricultural extension
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Primary Health Care (clinic)

Hospital

Fire and Disaster

Business  registration  and

support

Municipal services (not ward

councillor’s place but offices)

11. Where does your family access the following services

Service Area Estimated distance in terms

of kilometres

Banking

Monthly shopping

THE ENVIRONMENTALLY PROTECTED AREAS AND RURAL LIVELIHOODS

12. Is there any of your family members working at Lekgalameetse Nature
Reserve?

Please, select what is applicable

Yes
No

13. Do you know any local person other than those in your household who is

working, or has ever worked, at Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve?

Please, select what is applicable

Yes
No

14. What types of jobs do you think local community members should have at

the Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve?
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Types of jobs

Tick two most preferred

Admin

Management

Technical maintenance

Animal husbandry

Plant care

Other, please specify

15. What useful material or resources does your household obtain from

Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve?

Useful material or resources

Please, select two most applicable

Medicinal

Wood

Fruits

Roots

Game meat

Other

16. Main purpose of use of material and resources obtained from the

Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve

Family and private use

Business use

17. Do you think Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve is easily accessible for your

household?

Yes
No
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RECOMMENDATIONS

18. Do you think municipality has a role to play in order to make Lekgalameetse

Nature Reserve work for Mafefe community?

Yes
No

19. Do you think Limpopo Department of Economic Development, Environment
and Tourism is willing to make Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve work for Mafefe

community?

Yes
No

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION

THE END!!!
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Lenaneo la dipositso ka leleme la Sepedi

Karolo-kgetho le motsana : ..........ccoiiiiiiiii i

Boripana mabapi le dinyakisiso

Dinyakisiso tse di mabapi le mafelo ao a bolokilwego le lephelo la badudi ba nagaeng
ba motsana wa Mafefe leo le humanegang ka masepaleng wa se legae wa Lepelle-
Nkumpi nageng ya South Africa. Mafefe e kgethilwe ka ge e le kgauswi le lefelo leo le
bolokilwego la Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve. Re kgopela go go botsisa dipotsiso
tse mmalwa mabapi le lefelo le la bo bolokelo le lephelo la badudi mo motseng wa
geno. Leina la gago le ka se ngwalwe felo goba go kgolaganywa le dikgopolo tsa
gago. Gomme dikutollo tsa dinyakisiso di tla kwalagwatswa ke ba Unibesithi ya
Limpopo go thusa go kaonafatsa taolo ya mafelo a go lotwa le ka moo a ka kgolang

badudi ba magaeng.

1. Biographic information of households (please, tick whichever is applicable)

Tlhaoloso ya seemo

1.1. Ntlo e somishwang | Kgetha e tee

segolo ka gae Ntlo ya mobu

Ntlo ya samente

Mogwafase wa masenke

E nngwe (hlee, hlaolosa)

1.2. Mengwaga ya leloko la | Kgetha e tee
go araba dipotsiso

18 go ya fase
19-21

22-35

35-59

60 go ya godimo

Kgetha e tee
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ya lapa

1.3. Tsa mesomo tsa hlogo

O soma goyagoile

Matogwana a nakwana

O aipereka

Phensenara

Ngwana

Ga a some

E nngwe (hlee, hlaolosa)

kgwedi

1.4. Letseno la leloko la go
araba dipotsiso go ya ka

Kgetha e tee

Ga go letseno

R0,00-R4 000

R4 001- R15 000

R15 001- 25 000

25 001- 35 000

35 000- 50 000

R50 001 le go ya godimo

2. BA GO BOPA LAPA

Hle bontsha palo ya maloko a lapa go ya ka mengwaga le bong

Mengwaga

Bong

Banna

wele ka felo

Basadi Bong bja go se

Ga a kganyoge
go kgetha bong

Ka moka

0-6

7-18

19-21

22-35

35-59

60 go

godimo

ya
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THE CHARACTERISTICS OF ENVIRONMENTALLY PROTECTED AREAS
3. Naa o bona bohlokwa bja go ba le mafelo a go boloka tikologo?

Hle, kgetha e tee

Ee

Aowa

4. Naa o tseba gore go lotwa eng ka Lekgalameetse Nature reserve?

Hle, kgetha e tee

Ee

Aowa

5. Naa o tseba ka ga go lotwa bohwa ka ntle le lefelo la go boloka tikologo?

Hle, kgetha e tee

Ee

Aowa

THE DETERMINANTS OF RURAL LIVELIHOODS

7. Hle, kgetha thuto yeo maloko a lapa ba e fihleletsego

Dithuto Hle bontsha bontshi bja maloko a

lapa

Kgerata ya 0- 5

Kgerata ya 6- 7

Kgerata ya 8-11

Marematlou

Setifikarata ka godimo ga marematlou

Tipoloma

Tikiri

Ka godimo ga tikiri
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8. Naa lapa le iphidisa ka eng kudu? Kgetha e tee

Mokgwa wa go iphidisa Kgetha e tee

= Gago letseno

= Mosomo

» Tshalete ya go romelwa

= Mphiwafela

= Matogwana

= Kgwebo

= Enngwe (hle hlaolosa)

9. Naa ke thoto efe yeo lapa la geno le neng le yona?

Thoto Kgetha ka moka tseo di lego gona

Mashemo

Koloi

Didiriswa tsa temo

Kgwebo

Dikgerekgere tsa go duma

Enngwe (hle hlaolosa)

10. Naa ke mafelo a feng moo lapa la geno le hwetsang ditirelo tsa mmuso?

Ditirelo tsa mmuso Lefelo Tshisinyo ya bokgole

Tsa leago

Tsa selegae

Thekgo ya balemisi

Kleniki

Sepetlele

Tsa tshoganetso

Boingwadiso le thekgo ya tsa go

sepetsa kgwebo

Tsa masepala ka ntle le

moletkgotla wa tikologo-kgetho
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11. Naa lapa la geno le hwetsa ditirelo tseo di latelago kae?

Tirelo Lefelo Tshisinyo ya bokgole

Dipanka

Mabenkele go reka

disomiswa tsa kgwedi

THE ENVIRONMENTALLY PROTECTED AREAS AND RURAL LIVELIHOODS

12. Na aka mo gae go ne le yoo a somago ka Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve?
Hle, kgetha e tee
Ee

Aowa

13. Naa go ne le yoo le mo tsebang mo motseng wa go soma ka Lekgalameetse

Nature Reserve?

Hle, kgetha e tee

Ee

Aowa

14. Naa ke mehuta efe ya mesomo yeo e ka bago ya badudi ba motse wa geno ka

mo Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve?

Mohuta wa mosomo Kgetha e tee

Ya ofising

Ya taolo

Ya go ikgetha ya go lokisa

TIhokomelo ya diphoofolo

TIhokomelo ya mehlare

Enngwe (hle hlaolosa)

15. Naa ke eng se bohlokwa seo lapa la geno le se bunang go tswa ka Lekgalameetse

Nature Reserve?

Se bohlokwa Kgetha e tee
Meriana
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Dikgong

Dikenywa

Digwere/ magaba

Nama ya diphoofolo tsa naga
Enngwe

16. Mohola o mogolo wa tseo di hwetsagalang ka Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve

Ka gae go seng sa bona

Go rekisa

17. Naa o nagana gore go bonolo go ba lapa la geno go tsena ka Lekgalameetse
Nature Reserve
Ee

Aowa

RECOMMENDATIONS

18. Naa o nagana gore masepala o ne le tema yeo o ka e kgatang go dira gore
Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve e kgole badudi ba Mafefe?
Ee

Aowa

19. Naa o nagana gore Lefapha la tsa Tikologo, Tlhabollo ya Moruo le tsa Boeti le
bontsha kgahlego ya go dira gore Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve e kgole badudi ba
Mafefe?
Ee

Aowa

RE LEBOGA GO KGATA TEMA GA GAGO.

MAFELELO!!!
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INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR FOCUS GROUPS MEETINGS

Name of interviewer L e eeee e saeeeesssssssresessasssssrrrennnssnanrrrnns
Date of focus group meeting  : .....ooiiiiiiiii

Venue of meeting P

Summary of background of the study

The study is about the environmentally protected areas and rural livelihoods in Mafefe
village located in Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality in South Africa. We selected Mafefe
village for the study because of its close proximity to protected area of Lekgalameetse
Nature Reserve. We would like to ask you some questions regarding environmentally
protected areas and rural livelihoods in your community. Your name will not be
recorded anywhere and neither will it be connected to the responses you provide. The
study results are going to be published by University of Limpopo and may help improve
management and maximisation of protected areas to benefit livelihoods of rural

households.

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF ENVIRONMENTALLY PROTECTED AREAS

What are environmentally protected areas?
What are the things which are being protected in Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve?

Do you think there is a need to have protected areas? Please, explain

W bh =

Which protected species/sites do you know and which ones also exist outside the
protected areas?
THE DETERMINANTS OF RURAL LIVELIHOODS

What assets do local people (individuals and households) own?
What are the major income sources for households in the community?

How do local people travel for shopping and banking services?

© N o o

Are government services accessible and user friendly for local people?
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THE ENVIRONMENTALLY PROTECTED AREAS AND RURAL LIVELIHOODS

9. How does local community access Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve?

10.How is the local community of Mafefe benefiting from Lekgalameetse Nature
Reserve for their livelihoods? Explain

11.What role does the local community of Mafefe play in the governance structures of
Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve? Explain

12.Are local communities made aware of jobs and business opportunities available
within Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve?

13.What kind of jobs are community members having at Lekgalameetse Nature
Reserve?

14.Does the community ever receive any assistance or contributions from
Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve?

15.1f yes, what kind of assistance, if no, what do you think could be the reasons the
nature reserve does not assist the local communities?

RECOMMENDATIONS

16.What role does you think municipality can play in order to make Lekgalameetse
Nature Reserve work for Mafefe community?

17.What do you think can be the role played by Limpopo Department of Economic
Development, Environment and Tourism in order to make Lekgalameetse Nature

Reserve work for Mafefe community?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION

THE END!!!
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR KEY INFORMANTS (LOCAL AND DISTRICT
MUNICIPALITIES)

Name of interviewer D e eeeessessaeeeeessssssssrrserasaerennnnnns
Name of Key Informant : ...

Institution of Key Informant: ...............cooriiiiiiie

Date of interview D e eeeeesessaseeesssssseesessssssssrrrsnnnnns

Summary of background of the study

The study is about the environmentally protected areas and rural livelihoods in Mafefe
village located in Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality in South Africa. We selected Mafefe
village for the study because of its close proximity to protected area of Lekgalameetse
Nature Reserve. We would like to ask you some questions regarding environmentally
protected areas and rural livelihoods in your community. Your name will not be
recorded anywhere and neither will it be connected to the responses you provide. The
study results are going to be published by University of Limpopo and may help improve
management and maximisation of protected areas to benefit livelihoods of rural

households.

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF ENVIRONMENTALLY PROTECTED AREAS
1. What knowledge do you have about environmentally protected areas?

2. What are the major activities taking place within Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve?
3. What is the role of your institution regarding environmentally protected areas?
THE ENVIRONMENTALLY PROTECTED AREAS AND RURAL LIVELIHOODS

4. What are specific activities/ opportunities within Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve
which are directly benefiting households’ livelihoods?
5. How is the local community of Mafefe involved in the governance structures/

processes of Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve?
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RECOMMENDATIONS

6. What do you think are the roles/ interventions which the municipality should play in
order to make Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve work for the Mafefe community?

7. What do you think can be the role played by Limpopo Department of Economic
Development, Environment and Tourism in order to make Lekgalameetse Nature

Reserve work for Mafefe community?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION

THE END!!!
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR KEY INFORMANTS (GAME RANGERS)

Name of interviewer D e rrerieraareanrrarasrnrararanraan
Name of Key Informant @ ...,
Institution of Key Informant: ...

Date of interview L et eeeaasmeereeeeereeaannneerrraiaaannnnen

Summary of background of the study

The study is about the environmentally protected areas and rural livelihoods in Mafefe
village located in Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality in South Africa. We selected Mafefe
village for the study because of its close proximity to protected area of Lekgalameetse
Nature Reserve. We would like to ask you some questions regarding environmentally
protected areas and rural livelihoods in your community. Your name will not be
recorded and neither will it be connected to the responses you provide. The study
results are going to be published by University of Limpopo and may help improve
management and maximisation of protected areas to benefit livelihoods of rural

households.

Interview schedule with key informants is administered with municipal officials, local

community conservation groups, and the game rangers.

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF ENVIRONMENTALLY PROTECTED AREAS

1. What are the major activities taking place within the Lekgalameetse Nature

Reserve?

2. Which are the specific species/ sites being protected in the Lekgalameetse Nature
Reserve?

3. What is the mandate of your institution regarding environmentally protected areas?

4. How is management/ownership and governance structure of the Lekgalameetse

Nature Reserve?
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THE ENVIRONMENTALLY PROTECTED AREAS AND RURAL LIVELIHOODS

5. What policies and programmes does Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve have to allow
local communities to benefit directly from the institution?

6. What is the impact of the proximity of the Nature reserve to the community?

7. How are local communities like Mafefe involved in the governance / decision-
making structures/ processes in Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve?

RECOMMENDATIONS

8. What do you think should be the interventions/role played by the local municipality
in order to make Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve work for the Mafefe community?
9. What do you think are specific roles/ responsibilities which the community of
Mafefe community Provincial should have/ play in order to make Lekgalameetse

Nature Reserve work for them?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION

THE END!!!
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INFORMATION SHEET FOR KEY INFORMANTS (LOCAL AND DISTRICT
MUNICIPALITIES)

Who we are

Good day, my name is Tshepo Mphahlele. | am studying towards a Master of

Development in Planning and Management with University of Limpopo at TGSL.

What we are doing

The University has accepted my proposal to undertake a study on the environmentally
protected areas and rural livelihoods in Mafefe village, located in Lepelle-Nkumpi

Municipality, Limpopo Province, South Africa. This is part of curriculum of my studies.

Your participation

We would love to ask you some questions regarding environmentally protected areas
and rural livelihoods in your community. The interview will take about one hour, if you
do agree to participate. To do this, we require that you please sign the consent form

as agreement to voluntarily participate in this study.

Kindly note that your participation in this study is voluntary, and that you are not being
forced to participate in this study. If you choose to participate, you will not be affected
in any way and you may also opt out at any time during our interaction. There will be

no penalties or prejudice as a result of you deciding not to continue.

Confidentiality

Identifying particulars are going to be kept safe and will only be available to those
affected by the study in the University, and who are legally bound by the confidentiality
of the study. Such records are to be reviewed for sole purpose of making sure that the
study was indeed conducted according proper procedures and ethical considerations.

We are requesting you to give us a go-ahead to record the interview electronically in
other to generate accurate records for the study and so that we do not miss important

information from your responses.
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Risks

This study does not present any apparent risks or harm to participants. Any of such

which may emerge are not peculiar to normal risks encountered in our daily life.

Benefits to participation

The study does not come with any transient benefits for you as a participant.

In the event that you would may want to get the study report, we are happy to get your

contact details on a separate sheet and send you the results once they are published.

Who to contact in case of harm or any concerns

The research proposal has been submitted to the University of Limpopo- Faculty of
Management and Law’s Research Ethics Committee for consideration for approval.
For any complaints surrounding ethical issues, please feel free to contact the
University Ethics Hotline on 0152684713 or the TGSL Administrator on Tel: 015 268
3735

You may also contact my supervisor, Prof. Thanyani Madzivhandila, by telephone on

015 268 4141 or e-mail at thanyani.madzivhandila@ul.ac.za, in case of any concerns

or questions regarding the study,
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CONSENT FORM FOR KEY INFORMANTS (LOCAL AND DISTRICT
MUNICIPALITIES)

LETTER OF CONSENT: To complete interview schedule

L (name in full) confirm that | have received
information regarding environmentally protected areas and rural livelihoods study and
also had an opportunity to ask questions related to the research, which were

adequately answered.
| do agree to participate in the research.

| am aware that my participation is voluntary and that | can elect to withdraw from the

study any time without prejudice.

| am also aware that my responses may form part of a research that may be published

by the University. However, my name may still be / not be used (circle applicable)
| consent to electronic recording of my interview (Yes ....... No....... )

| agree to respond to all questions to the best of my ability.

| am aware that my participation will be confidential during the study and beyond.
| understand that | can also not answer any or all of the questions

| therefore append my signature here below to give my free and informed consent to

participate in the study.

The information provided by myself in the study may be stored electronically and used

even later.

Name of participant

Signature of participant : Date

Name of interviewer

Signature of interviewer : Date
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INFORMATION SHEET FOR HOUSEHOLDS

Who we are
Good day, my name is Tshepo Mphahlele. | am studying towards a Master of

Development in Planning and Management with University of Limpopo at TGSL.

What we are doing

The University has accepted my proposal to undertake a study on the environmentally
protected areas and rural livelihoods in Mafefe village, located in Lepelle-Nkumpi

Municipality, Limpopo Province, South Africa. This is part of curriculum of my studies.

Your participation

We would love to ask you some questions regarding environmentally protected areas
and rural livelihoods in your community. The interview will take about thirty minutes, if
you do agree to participate. To do this, we require that you please sign the consent

form as agreement to voluntarily participate in this study.

Kindly note that your participation in this study is voluntary, and that you are not being
forced to participate in this study. If you choose to participate, you will not be affected
in any way and you may also opt out at any time during our interaction. There will be

no penalties or prejudice as a result of you deciding not to continue.

Confidentiality

Identifying particulars are going to be kept safe and will only be available to those
affected by the study in the University, and who are legally bound by the confidentiality
of the study. Such records are to be reviewed for sole purpose of making sure that the

study was indeed conducted according proper procedures and ethical considerations.

We are requesting you to give us a go-ahead to record the interview electronically in
other to generate accurate records for the study and so that we do not miss important

information from your responses.
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Risks

This study does not present any apparent risks or harm to participants. Any of such

which may emerge are not peculiar to normal risks encountered in our daily life.

Benefits to participation

The study does not come with any transient benefits for you as a participant.

In the event that you would may want to get the study report, we are happy to get your

contact details on a separate sheet and send you the results once they are published.

Who to contact in case of harm or any concerns

The research proposal has been submitted to the University of Limpopo- Faculty of
Management and Law’s Research Ethics Committee for consideration for approval.
For any complaints surrounding ethical issues, please feel free to contact the
University Ethics Hotline on 0152684713 or the TGSL Administrator on Tel: 015 268
3735

You may also contact my supervisor, Prof. Thanyani Madzivhandila, by telephone on

015 268 4141 or e-mail at thanyani.madzivhandila@ul.ac.za, in case of any concerns

or questions regarding the study,

112


mailto:thanyani.madzivhandila@ul.ac.za

CONSENT FORM FOR HOUSEHOLDS

LETTER OF CONSENT: To complete assisted questionnaire

L (name in full) confirm that | have received
information regarding environmentally protected areas and rural livelihoods study and
also had an opportunity to ask questions related to the research, which were

adequately answered.
| do agree to participate in the research.

| am aware that my participation is voluntary and that | can elect to withdraw from the

study any time without prejudice.

| am also aware that my responses may form part of a research that may be published

by the University. However, my name may still be / not be used (circle applicable)
| agree to respond to all questions to the best of my ability.

| am aware that my participation will be confidential during the study and beyond.
| understand that | can also not answer any or all of the questions

| therefore give my free and informed consent to participate in the study.

The information provided by myself in the study may be stored electronically and used

even later.

Name of participant

Signature of participant : Date

Name of interviewer

Signature of interviewer : Date
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INFORMATION SHEET TO FOCUS GROUP

Who we are

Good day, my name is Tshepo Mphahlele. | am studying towards a Master of

Development in Planning and Management with University of Limpopo at TGSL.

What we are doing

The University has accepted my proposal to undertake a study on the environmentally
protected areas and rural livelihoods in Mafefe village, located in Lepelle-Nkumpi

Municipality, Limpopo Province, South Africa. This is part of curriculum of my studies.

Your participation

We would love to ask you some questions regarding environmentally protected areas
and rural livelihoods in your community. The interview will take about one hour thirty
minutes, if you do agree to participate. To do this, we require that you please sign the

consent form as agreement to voluntarily participate in this study.

Kindly note that your participation in this study is voluntary, and that you are not being
forced to participate in this study. If you choose to participate, you will not be affected
in any way and you may also opt out at any time during our interaction. There will be

no penalties or prejudice as a result of you deciding not to continue.

Confidentiality

Identifying particulars are going to be kept safe and will only be available to those
affected by the study in the University, and who are legally bound by the confidentiality
of the study. Such records are to be reviewed for sole purpose of making sure that the

study was indeed conducted according proper procedures and ethical considerations.

We are requesting you to give us a go-ahead to record the interview electronically in
other to generate accurate records for the study and so that we do not miss important

information from your responses.
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Risks

This study does not present any apparent risks or harm to participants. Any of such

which may emerge are not peculiar to normal risks encountered in our daily life.

Benefits to participation

The study does not come with any transient benefits for you as a participant.

In the event that you would may want to get the study report, we are happy to get your

contact details on a separate sheet and send you the results once they are published.

Who to contact in case of harm or any concerns

The research proposal has been submitted to the University of Limpopo- Faculty of
Management and Law’s Research Ethics Committee for consideration for approval.
For any complaints surrounding ethical issues, please feel free to contact the
University Ethics Hotline on 0152684713 or the TGSL Administrator on Tel: 015 268
3735

You may also contact my supervisor, Prof. Thanyani Madzivhandila, by telephone on

015 268 4141 or e-mail at thanyani.madzivhandila@ul.ac.za, in case of any concerns

or questions regarding the study,
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CONSENT FORM FOR FOCUS GROUP

LETTER OF CONSENT: To complete interview schedule

P (name in full) confirm that | have received
information regarding environmentally protected areas and rural livelihoods study and
also had an opportunity to ask questions related to the research, which were

adequately answered.
| do agree to participate in the research.

| am aware that my participation is voluntary and that | can elect to withdraw from the

study any time without prejudice.

| am also aware that my responses may form part of a research that may be published

by the University. However, my name may still be / not be used (circle applicable)
| consent to electronic recording of my interview (Yes ....... No....... )

| agree to respond to all questions to the best of my ability.

| am aware that my participation will be confidential during the study and beyond.
| understand that | can also not answer any or all of the questions

| therefore append my signature here below to give my free and informed consent to

participate in the study.

The information provided by myself in the study may be stored electronically and used

even later.

Name of participant

Signature of participant : Date

Name of interviewer

Signature of interviewer : Date
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INFORMATION SHEET FOR KEY INFORMANTS (LEKGALAMEETSE GAME
RANGERS)

Who we are
Good day, my name is Tshepo Mphahlele. | am studying towards a Master of

Development in Planning and Management with University of Limpopo at TGSL.

What we are doing

The University has accepted my proposal to undertake a study on the environmentally
protected areas and rural livelihoods in Mafefe village, located in Lepelle-Nkumpi

Municipality, Limpopo Province, South Africa. This is part of curriculum of my studies.

Your participation

We would love to ask you some questions regarding environmentally protected areas
and rural livelihoods in your community. The interview will take about one hour, if you
do agree to participate. To do this, we require that you please sign the consent form

as agreement to voluntarily participate in this study.

Kindly note that your participation in this study is voluntary, and that you are not being
forced to participate in this study. If you choose to participate, you will not be affected
in any way and you may also opt out at any time during our interaction. There will be

no penalties or prejudice as a result of you deciding not to continue.

Confidentiality

Identifying particulars are going to be kept safe and will only be available to those
affected by the study in the University, and who are legally bound by the confidentiality
of the study. Such records are to be reviewed for sole purpose of making sure that the
study was indeed conducted according proper procedures and ethical considerations.

We are requesting you to give us a go-ahead to record the interview electronically in
other to generate accurate records for the study and so that we do not miss important

information from your responses.
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Risks

This study does not present any apparent risks or harm to participants. Any of such

which may emerge are not peculiar to normal risks encountered in our daily life.

Benefits to participation

The study does not come with any transient benefits for you as a participant.

In the event that you would may want to get the study report, we are happy to get your

contact details on a separate sheet and send you the results once they are published.

Who to contact in case of harm or any concerns

The research proposal has been submitted to the University of Limpopo- Faculty of
Management and Law’s Research Ethics Committee for consideration for approval.
For any complaints surrounding ethical issues, please feel free to contact the
University Ethics Hotline on 0152684713 the TGSL Administrator on Tel: 015 268
3735

You may also contact my supervisor, Prof. Thanyani Madzivhandila, by telephone on

015 268 4141 or e-mail at thanyani.madzivhandila@ul.ac.za, in case of any concerns

or questions regarding the study,
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CONSENT FORM FOR KEY INFORMANTS (LEKGALAMEETSE GAME RANGERS)

LETTER OF CONSENT: To complete interview schedule

P (name in full) confirm that | have received
information regarding environmentally protected areas and rural livelihoods study and
also had an opportunity to ask questions related to the research, which were

adequately answered.
| do agree to participate in the research.

| am aware that my participation is voluntary and that | can elect to withdraw from the

study any time without prejudice.

| am also aware that my responses may form part of a research that may be published

by the University. However, my name may still be / not be used (circle applicable)
| consent to electronic recording of my interview (Yes ....... No....... )

| agree to respond to all questions to the best of my ability.

| am aware that my participation will be confidential during the study and beyond.
| understand that | can also not answer any or all of the questions

| therefore append my signature here below to give my free and informed consent to

participate in the study.

The information provided by myself in the study may be stored electronically and used

even later.

Name of participant

Signature of participant : Date

Name of interviewer

Signature of interviewer : Date

119



LETTER TO REQUEST PERMISSION FROM LOCAL MUNICIPALITY

P O Box 1432
Mphahlele
0736
20 August 2024
The Acting Municipal Manager
Lepelle-Nkumpi Local Municipality
Private Bag X07
Chuenespoort

0745

Dear Madam!

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO CONDUCT STUDY IN LEPELLE-NKUMPI
MUNICIPALITY

| am a student studying towards Master of Development in Planning and Management
with the University of Limpopo. This letter serves to request for permission from the
municipality to conduct research in Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality which is a pure

academic study in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree.

The proposed title of my research is “Contributions of the Environmentally
Protected Areas towards the Rural Livelihoods of the Mafefe Village in Lepelle-
Nkumpi Municipality, in Limpopo, South Africa”. | have also attached, with this
letter, the data collection tools which | am going to use to interview participants of the

research.
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You may contact myself or my supervisor should you wish to get more information

regarding the study. Here below are our contact details;
Supervisor: Prof Thanyani Madzivhandila

Email address: thanyani.madzivhandila@ul.ac.za

Work phone: 015 268 4246
Cell phone number: 0735226776
Student: Mr T Mphahlele

Email address: mphahleletshepo096@amail.com

Cell phone number: 0714090719/ 0823717963

| hope my request will reach your favourable consideration.

Kind regards,

Mphahlele T (Mr.)
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LETTER TO REQUEST PERMISSION FROM DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY

P O Box 1432
Mphahlele
0736
20 August 2024
The Municipal Manager
Capricorn District Municipality
P O Box 4100
POLOKWANE

0700

Dear Sir!

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO CONDUCT STUDY IN CAPRICORN DISTRICT
MUNICIPALITY

| am a student studying towards Master of Development in Planning and Management
with the University of Limpopo. This letter serves to request for permission from the
municipality to conduct research in Capricorn District Municipality which is a pure

academic study in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree.

The proposed title of my research is “Contributions of the Environmentally
Protected Areas towards the Rural Livelihoods of the Mafefe Village in Lepelle-
Nkumpi Municipality, in Limpopo, South Africa”. | have also attached, with this
letter, the data collection tools which | am going to use to interview participants of the

research.
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You may contact myself or my supervisor should you wish to get more information

regarding the study. Here below are our contact details;
Supervisor: Prof Thanyani Madzivhandila

Email address: thanyani.madzivhandila@ul.ac.za

Work phone: 015 268 4246
Cell phone number: 0735226776
Student: Mr T Mphahlele

Email address: mphahleletshepo096@amail.com

Cell phone number: 0714090719/ 0823717963

| hope my request will reach your favourable consideration.

Kind regards,

Mphahlele T (Mr.)
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LETTER TO REQUEST PERMISSION FROM LIMPOPO DEPARTMENT OF
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, ENVIRONMENT AND TOURISM

P O Box 1432
Mphahlele
0736
20 October 2024
The Head of Department
Department of Economic Development, Environment and Tourism
20 Hans van Rensburg Street
POLOKWANE

0700

Dear Sir!

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO CONDUCT STUDY IN LEKGALAMEETSE
NATURE RESERVE

| am a student studying towards Master of Development in Planning and Management
with the University of Limpopo. This letter serves to request for permission from the
municipality to conduct research in Lekgalameetse Nature Reserve which is a pure

academic study in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree.

The proposed title of my research is “Contributions of the Environmentally
Protected Areas towards the Rural Livelihoods of the Mafefe Village in Lepelle-
Nkumpi Municipality, in Limpopo, South Africa”. | have also attached, with this

124



letter, the data collection tools which | am going to use to interview participants of the

research.

You may contact myself or my supervisor should you wish to get more information

regarding the study. Here below are our contact details;
Supervisor: Prof Thanyani Madzivhandila

Email address: thanyani.madzivhandila@ul.ac.za

Work phone: 015 268 4246
Cell phone number: 0735226776
Student: Mr T Mphahlele

Email address: mphahleletshepo096@amail.com

Cell phone number: 0714090719/ 0823717963

| hope my request will reach your favourable consideration.

Kind regards,

Mphahlele T (Mr.)
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APPENDIX D. TURNITIN REPORT

environmentally protected areas and rural livelihoods
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