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A B S T R A C T  

This paper examines attitudes of a rural community towards conservation and 
the Umfolozi/Hluhluwe/Corridor Complex Game Reserve, the local 
Conservation Area. The data presented were derived from a study of the 
viability of  rural industries based on wildlife resources from this area. 

A questionnaire survey was carried out amongst households close to the 
Conservation Area. Respondents from 182 households were interviewed. A 
high proportion (65%) were found to be positive towards the concept of  
conservation though fewer were positive towards the Conservation Area and 
its managers. 

The distribution of  attitudes in the community was cross-tabulated against 
14 demographic variables. It was found that positive attitudes tended to 
increase with increasing household affluence and with the respondent's level of  
education. The most and the least westernised households tended to be positive 
towards conservation, suggesting the influence of a traditional concept of 
conservation. That households which had experienced direct benefits from the 
Conservation Area were more positive than those which had not indicates the 
importance of allowing local people access to wildlife resources and of 
encouraging structures to integrate conservation areas within local 
economies. 

I N T R O D U C T I O N  

Since the publication of  the World Conservation Strategy (IUCN, 1980), 
approaches to wildlife conservation have undergone major  changes. 
Conservat ion thinking has largely rejected 'protectionist '  policies and now 
encourages the utilisation of  wildlife resources (Martin, 1986) and the 
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inclusion of  local people in the planning and management of conservation 
areas to make them more acceptable to poor, rural communities (Brownrigg, 
1985; Dasmann, 1985). If conservation management outside protected areas 
is to be approached with the same rigour as management inside protected 
areas, then the attitudes of rural communities towards conservation and 
protected areas must be studied and their perceived needs and aspirations 
taken into account. Only in this way can the conflict, which all too often 
exists between conservationists and people living around protected areas, be 
broken down. 

Opinions on how rural people view conservation areas have ranged 
widely. Harroy (1964) claimed that there was wide support  for and 
understanding of  National Parks. Marnham (1981) believed that resistance 
to conservation areas was high and that rural Africans had little interest in 
wildlife conservation. Abrahamson (1983) found '... a wide--and heal thy--  
range of responses. . . '  where the desire to protect wildlife was tempered by 
the reality of poverty. Though all three may have been correct, their 
conclusions were based on selective interviews. Although it may be argued 
that attempts to quantify attitudes are as subjective as any other method, 
they do at least result in data which may be used to compare attitudes 
towards conservation in different regions and under different conditions 
(Harcourt et al., 1986). Thus it may be possible to predict how people's 
attitudes will be influenced by conservation policies which may in turn allow 
more effective planning. 

In an examination of the relations between local communities and 
conservation areas, the history of  the region is important, as well as the 
regional political and economic situation. The land now covered by the 
Conservation Area had been inhabited for over halfa  million years and was 
most recently occupied by members of  the Zulu tribe. Within 30 years of  the 
arrival of white men in the region, hunting had decimated the wildlife 
populations and fears for the survival of  black rhinoceros Diceros bicornis 
and white rhinoceros Ceratotherium simum led to the creation of  two game 
reserves, Hluhluwe and Umfolozi. Hunting within these reserves was 
prohibited except by licence. Attempts to control the spread of cattle 
trypanosomiasis by shooting game, a common practice, resulted in further 
destruction of wild animals both inside and outside the reserves. By the time 
that active protection of the reserves was renewed in 1953 the local Zulu 
communities, which were still greatly dependent on wildlife resources, had 
been dispossessed of these and largely alienated from the imposed 
conservation process (fencing began in 1963). In the words of  one local 
resident: 

'The white men came and killed all the wild animals. Then they drove 
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away those left and put up a fence so that they could not return. They 
are still killing the animals in that place which is why you can see none if 
you go there' (from 1979 large numbers of animals were culled as a 
response to drought, largely depopulating the Conservation Area). 

Conditions for conflict between local Zulus and those concerned with 
conservation were thus established and, today, many local people see the 
Conservation Area as an attempt to retain exclusive control over the wildlife 
resource rather than a policy to conserve it. 

A further factor in the conflict between local communities and the 
Conservation Area is the apartheid system of South Africa. The 
Conservation Area is administered by Natal, a wealthy white province, but 
is situated within KwaZulu, the declared homeland of the Zulu people, 
which is characterised by severe economic and environmental problems 
typical of many Third World countries. The government's 'influx control' 
policies have resulted in overcrowding in many 'homelands'. Apartheid 
makes relations between rural black communities and largely white 
conservationists difficult, particularly as the managers of the Conservation 
Area, the Natal Parks Board (NPB), are viewed as part of the distrusted 
white government. 

This paper examines attitudes towards conservation in general, and 
towards the Conservation Area in particular, amongst members of nearby 
rural communities. Attitudes were examined in terms of the level of support 
expressed for specific aspects of conservation practice in the Conservation 
Area, together with an examination of the distribution of support with 
respect to four variables within the sample population, the experience of 
benefits, household affluence, household modernity and respondents' 
education. The paper concludes with a discussion of the significance of these 
results, how they reflect on current conservation practices and what they 
suggest for modification of these practices. 

METHODS 

The data presented in this paper were collected as part of a study to 
determine the viability of using wildlife products from the Conservation 
Area to support rural industries. To determine how such a development 
might influence the attitudes of local people towards the Conservation Area, 
a questionnaire survey was carried out between August 1985 and February 
1986. 

Attitudes towards conservation were studied in communities surrounding 
the Umfolozi/Hluhluwe/Corridor Complex Game Reserve (the Conserv- 
ation Area), located in the province of Natal in the Republic of South Africa 
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between 28 ° 00' and 28 ° 26'S and 31 ° 42' and 32 ° 09'E (Fig. 1). This reserve 
was chosen for study because it is surrounded by dense human populations 
and increasingly degraded subsistence farming land, and thus typifies the 
situation in which many conservation areas exist in developing countries. 

A 10 km wide study area was established around the Conservation Area 
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to allow the research effort to be concentrated on those communities likely 
to be most affected. Effects on attitudes resulting from either positive or 
negative influences emanating from the Conservation Area will generally be 
most pronounced in those communities living in closest proximity. 
Households within the study area which comprised the study population 
were defined as all people normally resident within or making economic 
contributions to a kraal, a group of huts traditionally fenced. A two-phase 
random sample was taken. The study area was divided into 140 numbered 
blocks making use of prominent topographical features and a simple 
random sample taken. From each of the 14 selected blocks 13 households 
were randomly selected. 

The stratified block samples were classified as either benefited or non- 
benefited with respect to the number of Conservation Area employees living 
within the block and/or the community's past access to game meat and 
thatching materials from the Conservation Area. Individual households 
were classified similarly. 

The questionnaire elicited information on attitudes towards the 
Conservation Area and conservation in general and relevant demographic 
data. This enabled the testing of household and/or respondent character- 
istics for correlation with particular attitudes. Because of the complexity of 
attitudes, three forms were employed and several questions were presented 
to examine the same point (Table 1). Responses were generally consistent, 
though in some cases of closely related issues or ideas, they appeared 
contradictory. Discussion after completion of the questionnaire generally 
resolved apparent contradictions but attitudes towards different issues 
cannot be directly compared and are discussed separately. 

Fixed response questions were used to gather information about the 
respondent's attitude towards specific issues. These allowed easier 
interpretation and analysis than open-ended questions. A series of 
statements were presented and respondents were asked to agree or disagree. 
Finally, paired statements giving contradictory views were presented and 
respondents were asked which one they most agreed with, thus excluding 
difficult to interpret 'Don't know' responses. Tests were designed to indicate 
general attitudes by referring to specific issues. A 'trick question' was 
included to identify invalid or false responses to the questionnaire (Infield, 
1986a) which caused 31 questionnaires (17% of the sample) to be excluded, 
leaving the results from 151 questionnaires to be analysed. 

Data gathered during the survey were used to formulate three indices. An 
index of the 'modernity' of households interviewed, the degree to which they 
had been influenced by western values and knowledge, was scored using the 
level of western influence or retention of traditional values. Eight factors 
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TABLE 1 
Tests,put to Respondents to Examine Attitudes towards Conservation and the NPB 

Test Test type Test wording 

1 Question 
2 
3 Statement 

4 

5 

6 
7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 Paired 

14 

15 

16 

17 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 

Is the protection of animals and plants a good or a bad thing? 
Is the prevention of hunting a good or a bad thing? 
It would be good if people were allowed to hunt in the Conser- 
vation Area. 
It is important to keep a place where the animals and plants can 
live. 
It would be good to give the Conservation Area to people who 
need land. 
People like to visit the Conservation Area to see animals. 
If hunting in the Conservation Area were allowed all the animals 
would soon be gone. 
The Conservation Area is a waste of land. 
The tourists that visit the Conservation Area are good for 
KwaZulu. 
The NPB keeps the Conservation Area because they don't want 
the people to have the land. 
The conservation authority keeps the Conservation Area for us 
and our children. 
It would be good to allow people to collect reeds and grasses in the 
Conservation Area. 
The Conservation Area is a waste of land. It is no good to anyone 
and we need that land. 
No! Even though we need more land it is important to keep a place 
where the animals and plants can live. 
The NPB protects the animals and plants so that our children and 
grandchildren may know them. 
No! They keep the animals and plants for others. Because of the 
laws we cannot even see them. 
The NPB keeps the Conservation Area to supply us with reeds and 
grasses and meat. 
No! They keep it for others who like to visit or want to take away 
the animals. 
The Conservation Area should be given to the people to do what 
they want with it. 
No! If that were done the animals and plants would soon be 
destroyed. 
It is wrong to say that we would kill all the animals in the 
Conservation Area. Our forefathers hunted and there are still 
plenty of animals. 
But now there are many more of us who would want to hunt and 
only a few animals. Without protection they would soon be gone. 
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were used to measure such influences. Each migrant  worker  (defined as a 
household member  working on contract  in an urban area) was scored as + 1 
while each non-migrant  worker  scored - 1. Possession of  a modern  asset 
such as a bicycle, sewing machine or radio was scored + 2. Sale of  livestock 
was taken to indicate that monetary  valuation of  livestock had replaced 
traditional valuations and was scored + 2. A household member  who was a 
local entrepreneur,  teacher, nurse or salesman, etc. was scored + 2. A 
household member  who held a traditional position in the community,  such 
as iNyanga (herbalist), iSangoma (witch-doctor) or Induna's policeman 
(headman's assistant) was scored - 2 .  Two or more wives within one 
household was considered to indicate adherence to traditional values and 
was scored - 2 .  Household heads with more than six children was taken to 
indicate that modern  economic constraints on family size were weak and 
was scored - 2 .  Household members  that had received some degree of  
formal education were scored + 1 while those with no education were scored 

- 1. To prevent the size of  the family influencing the final score, the score 
totals were divided by the number  of  household members scored for the 
education factor. The range of  scores were grouped into five equally sized 
classes: 'Very traditional', 'Traditional' ,  'Neutral ' ,  'Modern '  and 'Very 
modern' .  

Eight of  the tests of  atti tude dealt with general concepts of  conservation in 
relation to the Conservation Area (Table 1, Tests 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 13, 16 and 17) 
and were used to construct  an index of  attitudes towards conservation whilst 
seven dealt with specific aspects of  management  (Table 1, Tests 3, 7, 10, 11, 
12, 14 and 16) and were used to create an index of  attitude towards the 
conservation authority, the NPB. A response which indicated a positive 
attitude was scored + 1, 'Don' t  know'  responses were scored zero and a 
response indicating a negative att i tude scored - 1. The range of  scores was 
divided into five classes: 'Very negative', 'Negative', 'Neutral' ,  'Positive' and 
'Very positive'. 

Households were classified on a five point scale of  affluence. Classification 
of  households as 'Rich', 'Well off', 'Comfortable' ,  'Poor'  or 'Very poor '  was 
performed by the research assistant/interpreter, a Zulu. Classification was 
made with regard to income, livestock, assets, and with respect to the general 
appearance of  the kraal and household members  and after consultation with 
the Induna of  the area. 

Respondents were divided into four groups with regard to their level of  
formal education. Those with no schooling make up the 'Nil' category; 
others were divided into three groups; those with one to four years of  
schooling, those with five to eight years and those with more than eight. 

Chi-squared tests were performed on 14 demographic variables to 
determine their effect on responses to 17 tests and two indices of  attitude. 
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RESULTS 

Attitudes towards conservation 

Tests 1, 4 and 13 examined attitudes towards the desirability of conservation 
as a concept. Though high levels of 'Don' t  know' responses were recorded, at 
least twice as many respondents supported the concept of conservation as 
rejected it. Only 6% of the sample population disagreed that it was 
important to retain conservation areas. This suggests that, contrary to the 
assumptions of many western conservationist and development agencies 
that Third World rural populations are almost entirely antagonistic to 
conservation and ignorant of conservation issues, the concept of conserving 
wildlife, and indeed setting aside an area specifically for this purpose, was 
well supported. 

A major local issue was the hunting/poaching question. The punitive 
policing of the Conservation Area was the most visible of the NPB's 
activities. When questioned, 8% of the sample population believed that the 
actual function of the Conservation Area was to prevent hunting (Infield, 
1986b) whilst nine respondents said that they were afraid to walk near the 
Conservation Area for fear of being arrested (Infield, 1986a). Surprisingly, 
responses to tests of attitude towards the hunting issue (Tests 2 and 3) 
revealed that opinion was quite evenly divided between the desire to hunt 
and support for the ban. The relatively few 'Don't  know' responses indicate 
that firm attitudes were held on this issue. 

There are many self-evident reasons why respondents should have wanted 
to hunt but it is less clear why the idea should be rejected. Though 19 
respondents gave fear of dangerous animals as their reason, the majority 
believed that if hunting were allowed, the wildlife would be decimated. This 
concern for the wildlife was supported by responses to Test 7. Seventy-one 
per cent of the sample population agreed that hunting would destroy the 
wildlife (Table 2). Even when the view that people used to hunt without 
destroying the wildlife was presented, 58% of the sample population 
continued to believe that control was necessary (Table 3). 

An understanding of the need for protection was not restricted to those 
that supported the hunting ban. Fifteen of the respondents who felt that 
hunting should be allowed made a qualifying suggestion that proper control 
was necessary (Infield, 1986a). Hunting was not seen as inevitably 
destructive of wildlife, whilst the NPB were often viewed as destroyers of 
wildlife rather than protectors. The hunting issue was closely related to the 
question of access to a valued resource but also to the controversial subject 
of poaching and law enforcement, which may have influenced responses. No 
such complication existed in relation to the question of access to reeds and 
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Responses 
TABLE 2 

Indicating Agreement or Disagreement with Tests 
Conservation Issues 

1 to 12 Examining 

Test Frequeno' 

D/N b Good Bad 

Re~tive~equen O, Corrected relativefrequeno ,~ 

DIN Good Bad DIN Good Bad 

1 72 57 22 48 38 15 51 32 17 
2 40 60 51 26 40 34 30 38 32 

DIN Agree D~agree DIN Agree D~agree D/N Agree Disagree 
3 46 52 53 30 34 35 32 35 33 
4 55 88 8 36 58 5 40 54 6 
5 44 72 35 29 48 23 31 50 19 
6 39 102 10 26 67 7 30 63 7 
7 23 112 16 15 74 11 18 71 11 
8 55 48 48 36 32 32 40 32 28 
9 74 55 22 49 36 15 52 33 15 

10 77 41 33 51 27 22 55 28 17 
11 51 81 19 34 54 13 39 48 13 
12 12 119 20 8 79 13 9 77 14 

The stratified sample drawn from the study population contained sample 
the sampling ratios varied greatly. To overcome the potential for bias results 
give the correct relative frequency of responses. 
h D/N, Don't know. 

blocks for which 
were weighted to 

TABLE 3 
Responses to Tests 13 to 17 which Presented Paired Con- 
tradictory Statements Indicating Alternative Views on Conser- 

vation Issues 

Test Frequeno' Relative .[requency Corrected 
relative frequen O' 

A B A B 
A B 

13 43 108 28 71 32 68 
14 90 61 60 40 56 44 
15 97 54 64 36 60 39 
16 55 96 36 64 43 57 
17 56 95 37 63 42 58 
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grasses and the strong response in support  of access is quite unequivocal 
(Test 12). 

Land shortage is a critical issue in KwaZulu. More than twice as many 
respondents agreed with the idea of  giving the Conservation Area to people 
who needed the land as disagreed (Test 5) but it was invariably suggested 
that only a portion of  the Conservation Area should be de-gazetted. This 
indicates a conflict between support  for conservation and pursuit of  basic 
needs. When the idea ofde-gazetting the Conservation Area was paired with 
a statement suggesting the consequent  destruction of  the wildlife, 
disagreement with the idea increased dramatically (Test 16). This result is 
comparable to those found in other regions of Africa (Harcourt et al., 1986). 

Discussion on the use of the Conservation Area revealed a sense of  
outrage that the NPB chose to burn valuable thatching materials and 
firewood (as part of  long-term bush control) rather than allow people to use 
them. This perception influenced responses to Test 8. Though the high 
'Don' t  know' responses indicated uncertainty two explanations were given 
for agreement with the statement. Nine respondents believed that the 
Conservation Area was unnecessarily large whilst 18 argued that they 
derived no benefit from it and needed more land themselves. Thus, 
agreement with the statement did not necessarily demonstrate that 
conservation was valued lowly but rather indicates the needs and desires of  
respondents. Indeed, only four respondents suggested that the Conservation 
Area was a waste of land because it was being conserved. 

The value placed on a Conservation Area will certainly relate to an 
appreciation of  its conservation value. Such areas, however, may be valued 
as a source of  revenue from tourists, or as a leisure facility or source of 
education (Keenan, 1984). Respondents '  appreciation of  these aspects were 
examined by Tests 6 and 9. Though only eight households had had a member 
visit the Conservation Area (Infield, 1986a), a large majority appreciated the 
potential of the Conservation Area as an education and leisure facility. 
Seven respondents expressed great excitement and pleasure at the wildlife 
they had seen while travelling by bus through part of  the Conservation Area. 
The value of  tourism was little appreciated. Test 9 attracted a high level of 
'Don' t  know' responses while few of those who agreed with the statement 
could give a satisfactory explanation of their view. The most commonly 
perceived benefit was that visitors would see the wildlife of the Zulu people 
and then carry the name of  the Zulus throughout  the world. Very few 
respondents gave any tangible benefits that accrued to KwaZulu and only 
four perceived a link between tourists, revenue and employment. The 
majority of  those who disagreed with the statement claimed that KwaZulu 
did not benefit from tourism and that all the benefits went to the NPB. 

Just why the Conservation Area was conserved, and for who, was the 
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subject of much informal debate. Though only 28% of respondents agreed 
with the suggestion that the Conservation Area was maintained to deprive 
people of the land (Test 10), even fewer disagreed and the NPB was 
frequently described as selfish. The high level of 'Don't know' responses 
seems to have been caused not by doubt as to whether the authorities' 
motives were good or bad but by a lack of understanding of what their 
motives were. 

This impression is strengthened by comparing responses made to Tests 11 
and 14. Disbelief that the Conservation Area was kept for the benefit of the 
Zulu people tripled when this alternative was put forward. Certainly, that 
the area was conserved would mean that it would be available for later 
generations, but was this the authorities' motivation? The low level of 
personal identification with the Conservation Area suggested by this result 
was confirmed during informal discussion. 

When presented with Test 15, which examined the goal of the 
Conservation Area, more respondents indicated a belief that it was 
conserved to supply reeds and grasses than that it was for tourists. This is a 
surprising result as only 9% of the sample population had had access to 
these resources (Infield, in prep.). However, comments made by respondents 
suggested that the first statement was interpreted as, 'The fact that the 
Conservation Area is kept means that there is the potential to supply us with 
reeds and grasses and meat.' This interpretation of the question may suggest 
that continued frustration of this view may eventually lead to a loss of 
support. 

Attitudes towards conservation were extremely polarised, with the large 
majority of respondents being classed as either 'Very positive' or 'Very 
negative' (Table 4). The distribution of attitudes towards the NPB, however, 
presents a very different picture. The highest score was for the 'Neutral' 
category. 'Positive' and 'Negative' categories scored approximately equally 
and both 'Very positive' and 'Very negative' categories received low scores. 
The great difference in the distribution of scores may be due to general 
conservation issues being more interdependent than specific management 
issues. It is also possible, however, that respondents were more likely to 
equivocate over issues relating to the authorities than they were over 
personal opinions. 

Despite a belief that the Conservation Area caused many problems for 
local people (Infield, 1986b) and an awareness that resources and benefits 
were not forthcoming, the level of support expressed for conservation was 
high with 63% of the sample population being classified as 'Very positive'. 
This would seem to indicate that a large body of people within the local 
communities recognised the desirability of conservation. The much lower 
level of support shown for the NPB, however, suggests a level of 
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TABLE 4 
Indices of Attitude Towards Conservation and the Natal Parks Board 

Frequency Relative Corrected 
.frequency relative 

frequency 

Index of attitude towards conservation 
Very negative 43 28 33 
Negative 0 0 0 
Neutral 5 3 3 
Positive 0 0 0 
Very positive 103 68 63 

Index of attitude towards the NPB 
Very negative 6 4 5 
Negative 30 20 23 
Neutral 64 42 40 
Positive 38 25 25 
Very positive 13 9 8 

disagreement with specific management  actions, the process of conservation 
rather than the concept. This distinction is important  and may indicate why 
so many impoverished rural communities have been branded as negative 
towards conservation. 

FACTORS I M P O R T A N T  IN THE F O R M U L A T I O N  OF 
ATTITU DES 

Benefited households 

The effects of benefits from the Conservation Area on attitudes are shown in 
Table 5. Tests 1, 4 and 13 showed that benefited households were more likely 
to be positive towards conservation than non-benefited households. A 
frequent reply to questions probing people's motivation for supporting 
conservation was, 'It is important  to keep the wildlife so that we can use it. If 
there were no animals how could we get meat?' This explanation was given 
by respondents who had never received meat as well as by those who had and 
indicates the utilitarian view of  wildlife commonly held. 

Attitudes towards the controversial issue of  hunting were also affected by 
the experience of  benefits. Over half the benefited households thought  that 
the prevention of hunting was a good thing compared with only one-third of  
non-benefited households (Test 2) and twice as many benefited households 
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TABLE 5 
The Effect of Benefits from the Conservation Area on 
Responses to Tests of  Attitude towards Conservation and 

the NPB ° 

Test Response Benefited Non-benefited 
household household 

1 Good 62 (28) 27 (29) 
Bad 7 (3) 18 (19) 
D/N 31 (14) 55 (58) 

~--- 16"6113, D F = 2 ,  P < 0.0002 

2 Good 56 (25) 33 (35) 
Bad 31 (14) 35 (37) 
D/N 13 (6) 32 (34) 

Z = 8-361 4, D F = 2 ,  P<0-0153  

3 Agree 29 (13) 37 (39) 
Disagree 53 (24) 27 (29) 
D/N 18 (8) 36 (38) 

X= 10"0316, D F = 2 ,  P < 0"0066 

4 Agree 82 (37) 48 (51) 
Disagree 7 (3) 5 (5) 
D/N 11 (5) 47 (50) 

X= 17-8095, D F = 2 ,  P <0.000 1 *b 

5 Agree 36 (16) 53 (56) 
Disagree 47 (21) 13 (14) 
D/N 18 (8) 34 (36) 

X = 20-074 0, DF = 2, P < 0.000 0 

8 Agree 27 (12) 34 (36) 
Disagree 56 (25) 22 (23) 
D/N 18 (8) 44 (47) 

Z = 18'039 4, DF = 2, P < 0.000 1 

10 Agree 20 (9) 30 (32) 
Disagree 49 (22) 10 (11) 
D/N 31 (14) 59 (63) 

Z = 27'6152, D F = 2 ,  P < 0"0000 

13 A 16 (7) 34 (36) 
B 84 (38) 66 (70) 

7, = 4'389 9, DF = !, P < 0"036 2 

14 A 76 (34) 53 (56) 
B 24 (11) 47 (50) 

7=5 '8646,  D F = 1 ,  P<0 .0154  

16 A 18 (8) 44 (47) 
B 82 (37) 56 (59) 

~(= 8"511 6, D F =  1, P < 0 ' 0 0 3 5  
(continued) 
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TABLE 5---contd 

Test Response Benefited Non-benefited 
househoM household 

Index of attitude towards conservation 
Very negative 13 (6) 35 (37) 
Negative 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Neutral 2 (1) 4 (4) 
Positive 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Very positive 84 (38) 61 (65) 

Z = 7-868 2, DF = 2, P < 0"019 6* 

Index of attitude towards the NPB 
Very negative 2 (1) 5 (5) 
Negative 13 (6) 23 (24) 
Neutral 36 (16) 45 (48) 
Positive 29 (13) 24 (25) 
Very positive 20 (9) 4 (4) 

X= 12.591 7, D F = 4 ,  P<0 .0135"  

° It should be noted that in this and the following tables 
the numbers in the first column of each variable class refer 
to the percentage of respondents who answered in a 
particular way, rounded to the nearest percentage point, 
and the numbers in parentheses show the actual numbers 
of  people who responded in a particular way. 
b Chi-squared tests which are technically invalid due to 
the small sample size and the uneven distribution of 
responses to some questions causing less than five to be 
scored in some cells have been indicated with an asterisk 
(*). Where the result appears to be meaningful it has been 
discussed. 

disagreed with the idea of  allowing hunting as non-benefited households 
(Test 3). The most  common benefits to households were access to meat or 
employment,  which gave an entitlement to a game meat ration. These 
households did not need to hunt to obtain game meat. For  those that had no 
legitimate access to game meat, hunting was seen as the only way of  getting a 
share. 

Benefited households were less prepared to see the Conservat ion Area 
broken up and distributed to needy people than non-benefited households 
(Test 5). Benefited households had tangible p roof  o f  the value of  the area and 
therefore of  the importance of  conservation. For  those that received no 
benefits, de-gazetting would seem the only way to derive some benefit from 
the area. Even when the idea of  de-gazetting the Conservat ion Area was 
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countered by the suggestion that thls would result in the destruction of the 
wildlife (Test 16) non-benefited households showed little change in support 
for de-gazetting whilst support amongst benefited households fell to less 
than 20%. Having had access to the wildlife resource their destruction would 
naturally be viewed as counter-productive. That  non-benefited households 
were more than twice as likely to accept the suggestion that the 
Conservation Area was a waste of  land as benefited households (Test 8) 
would seem to support this conjecture. Thus, whether for reasons of self 
interest or through a stronger understanding of the value of conservation, 
benefited households were considerably more positive towards the 
Conservation Area, both in terms of accepting its value and in terms of 
wishing to see its continued existence. 

In response to Tests 10 and 14, benefited households were generally more 
positive towards the NPB than the non-benefited households. Though they 
could not deny that conservation resulted in a loss of access to land they 
were able to refute the suggestion that this was the motive for its existence. 
Benefited households were also twice as likely to believe that the 
Conservation Area was kept for the people and their children. Clearly, if 
benefits had been experienced then the Conservation Area must, in part at 
least, be kept for them. 

Scores for the indices of attitude towards conservation and towards the 
NPB showed that households that experienced benefits were more likely to 
be classified as 'Very positive' towards the concept of conservation whilst 
non-benefited households were more than twice as likely to be classified as 
'Very negative'. Households which had experienced benefits were also more 
positive towards the NPB than those which had not. This supports the 
conjecture that benefits alter the recipient's view of  a reserve by changing his 
experience of  it. The production of a more positive attitude towards 
conservation creates a more healthy environment  for conservation 
objectives to be achieved. 

Household affluence 

Results showing the effect of household affluence on attitudes are shown in 
Table 6. Tests 1, 4 and 13 show that richer households were less likely to 
express negative attitudes than poorer ones. Indeed, no households classified 
as 'Rich' answered that protection of wildlife was a bad thing whilst nearly a 
quarter of 'Poor '  households did. None of the 'Rich' or 'Well off' households 
disagreed with the Statement that conservation was important. The rich 
could afford the existing form of conservation but the poor, in more need of 
the resources denied them, were unable to support  the institution that caused 
this hardship. That  the poorer households would be most dependent on 



36 Mark lnfieM 

TABLE 6 
The Effect of Household Affluence on Responses to Tests of  Attitude towards 

Conservation and the NPB 

Test Response Rich Well-off Comfortable Poor Very poor 

1 Good 71 (10) 52 (13) 32 (15) 23 (10) 33 (2) 
Bad 0 (0) 4 (1) 21 (10) 23 (10) 17 (1) 
D/N 29 (4) 44 (11) 47 (22) 54 (24) 50 (3) 

X= 16.9144, D F = 8 ,  P <  0.0310" 

2 Good 71 (10) 60 (15) 36 (17) 25 (l 1) 17 (1) 
Bad 29 (4) 16 (4) 30 (14) 48 (21) 50 (3) 
D/N 0 (0) 24 (6) 34 (16) 27 (12) 33 (2) 

X = 20-054 5, DF = 8, P < 0-010 1" 

3 Agree 36 (5) 24 (6) 34 (16) 45 (20) 33 (2) 
Disagree 64 (9) 44 (11) 38 (18) 16 (7) 17 (1) 
D/N 0 (0) 32 (8) 28 (13) 39 (17) 50 (3) 

X = 17-9162, DF = 8, P < 0-021 9* 

4 Agree 93 (13) 88 (22) 60 (28) 32 (14) 50 (3) 
Disagree 0 (0) 0 (0) 8 (4) 7 (3) 17 (1) 
D/N 7 (1) 12 (3) 32 (15) 61 (27) 33 (2) 

X = 31.6297, D F = 8 ,  P < 0.000 1" 

5 Agree 43 (6) 24 (6) 53 (25) 59 (26) 33 (2) 
Disagree 21 (3) 48 (12) 19 (9) 11 (5) 33 (2) 
D/N 36 (5) 28 (7) 28 (13) 30 (13) 33 (2) 

X= 15.1115, DF---8, P <  0-0570" 

36 (5) 12 (3) 30 (14) 48 (21) 17 (1) 
29 (4) 52 (13) 34 (16) 14 (6) 50 (3) 
36 (5) 36 (9) 36 (17) 39 (17) 33 (2) 

X= 15.8243, D F = 8 ,  P <  0.0450" 

14 (2) 8 (2) 25 (12) 48 (21) 50 (3) 
86 (12) 92 (23) 75 (35) 52 (23) 50 (3) 

8 Agree 
Disagree 
D/N 

13 A 
B 

X--- 15.7387, D F = 4 ,  P<0 .0034"  

Index of attitude towards conservation 
Very negative 14 (2) 16 (4) 30 (14) 41 (18) 50 (3) 
Negative 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Neutral 7 (1) 0 (0) 4 (2) 2 (1) 0 (0) 
Positive 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Very positive 79 (11) 84 (21) 66 (31) 57 (25) 50 (3) 

X = 9"708 1, DF = 8, P < 0-286 1" 
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wildlife resources could, however, lead to support  for conservation (perhaps 
for a traditional concept of  conservation which will be discussed later) and 
may have caused the uncertainty and conflict which resulted in high 
numbers of  'Don' t  know' responses. 

Responses to Tests 2 and 3 showed that richer households were less likely 
to sanction demands for hunting than the poorer households. In both cases 
answers indicating disagreement with hunting decreased steadily as 
affluence decreased and three times as many of  the poorest households were 
negative towards the hunting ban as supported it. The richer households, 
able to purchase meat or slaughter livestock to supply their needs, were less 
concerned about the prevention of hunting. In response to Tests 1, 4 and 13, 
households that had eaten meat during the week preceding the interview 
were more positive towards conservation than those which had not (Infield, 
1986a). Although this may merely reflect the effect of  household affluence 
discussed above, protein shortage is in itself a significant factor in a family's 
existence. 

When presented with the statement, 'The Conservation Area is a waste of  
land' three times as many of the poorest households disagreed as agreed. The 
poorer households, still strongly dependent on wildlife resources (Lind, 
1984), may have viewed the Conservation Area as a potentially valuable 
supplier of these resources. When this statement was opposed with the belief 
that conservation is important  (Test 13) the poorest were evenly divided in 
their responses whilst the richest households were five times as likely to agree 
that conservation was important  as that the Conservation Area was a waste 
of land. Responses made by the poorer households suggest that a conflict 
existed. Though the majority indicated that the Conservation Area was not 
viewed as a waste, when faced with the fact of  land shortage, which most 
affects the poorer households, 'Don' t  know' answers changed to negative 
ones. 

Not  surprisingly, households that viewed the Conservation Area as a 
waste of land were more likely to accept the idea of de-gazetting it (Test 5). 
As affluence decreased, resistance to the suggestion of de-gazetting 
decreased. The poorer the household the more keen to see at least part of  the 
Conservation Area de-gazetted. One-third of the 'Very poor'  households, 
however, disagreed with the idea of de-gazetting. Local people were aware 
that de-gazetting would result in the loss of  the wildlife. Also, irregular 
labour, an important  economic factor for the poorer households, would be 
lost. 

Though the effect of household affluence on scores on the index of  
attitudes towards conservation was not statistically significant, division of 
scores into either positive or negative and removal of 'Neutral '  scores gives a 
significant result (~ = 25-3526, DF = 4, P < 0.0001). Figure 2 also shows 
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that as household affluence declines, negativity rises and as affluence 
increases, positive attitudes increase. This supports the conjecture that richer 
households are more positive towards conservation than poorer ones. This 
result is important  because 39% of the households sampled were classified as 
'Poor' or 'Very poor '  and most Third World conservation areas are 
surrounded by similarly deprived communities. 

Household modernity 

Results showing the effect of  household modernity on attitudes are shown in 
Table 7. Tests 1, 4, and 13 showed that both 'Very modern '  and 'Very 
traditional' households were more positive towards conservation and scored 
lower for 'Don' t  know' responses than the other classes. Though the result 
for Test 1 is not statistically significant, removal of the 'Don' t  know' scores 
clearly reveals the trend with 100% of the 'Very modern '  and 90% of the 
'Very traditional' households being positive towards conservation com- 
pared with only 60% of  'Neutral' households. 

That  the most  traditional and the most modern households both strongly 
supported conservation requires explanation. It is argued that this indicates 
that two concepts of conservation were operating. The people of modern 
households, who have had greater access to the propaganda and education of 
conservation bodies, were perhaps better equipped to understand and accept 
western concepts of wildlife preservation for aesthetic, educational, genetic 
and environmental reasons. The most traditional households have been 
least exposed to western ideas and would be least likely to understand the 
western concept of  preservation. It is suggested that their support  stems 
from an understanding of conservation acquired through tribal custom and 
culture which centres on the use of wildlife resources. Households 
intermediate on the index of modernity, those which had not made the 
transition from one belief structure to the next, showed a considerably more 
negative attitude towards conservation. 

Attitudes towards the hunting issue were also affected by household 
modernity (Tests 2 and 3). Though the result shown in Table 7 is not 
statistically significant, removal of the 'Don' t  know' responses causes the 
result to become significant (X = 10.1869, D F - - 4 ,  P < 0.0374). The more 
traditional and the more modern households were more positive about 
hunting restrictions. Though one might expect the most modern households 
to be less interested in hunting, intuitively one would expect the most 
traditional to be anxious to hunt. That  the opposite was found may indicate 
the influence of traditional views on hunting control. Eleven respondents 
made reference to these explaining that, traditionally, hunting only took 
place at certain prescribed times of the year, that only certain species and age 
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TABLE 7 
The Effect of Household Modernity on Responses to Tests of Attitude towards 

Conservation and the NPB 

Test Response Vet ' ) ,  Traditional Neutral Modern Very 
traditional modern 

1 Good 71 (5) 35 (9) 30 (21) 42 (13) 50 (9) 
Bad 0 (0) 8 (2) 20 (14) 16 (5) 6 (1) 
D/N 29 (2) 58 (15) 49 (34) 42 (13) 44 (8) 

Z = 9"851 3, D F = 8 ,  P <  0"2756" 

2 Good 71 (5) 46 (12) 27 (19) 45 (14) 56 (10) 
Bad 14 (1) 23 (6) 45 (31) 26 (8) 28 (5) 
D/N 14 (1) 31 (8) 27 (19) 29 (9) t7 (3) 

X= 12.3037, D F = 8 ,  P<0-1382" 

3 Agree 0 (0) 35 (9) 42 (29) 26 (8) 33 (6) 
Disagree 86 (6) 27 (7) 25 (17) 45 (14) 50 (9) 
D/N 14 (1) 38 (10) 33 (23) 29 (9) 17 (3) 

~=  16.5109, D F = 8 ,  P<0.0356"  

4 Agree 86 (6) 69 (18) 36 (25) 74 (23) 89 (16) 
Disagree 0 (0) 4 (1) 7 (5) 7 (2) 0 (0) 
D/N 14 (1) 27 (7) 56 (39) 19 (6) 11 (2) 

Z = 28.3197, D F = 8 ,  P < 0.0004" 

8 Agree 14 (1) 23 (6) 41 (28) 32 (10) 17 (3) 
Disagree 57 (4) 38 (10) 20 (14) 42 (13) 39 (7) 
D/N 29 (2) 38 (10) 39 (27) 26 (8) 44 (8) 

Z=  11.7735, D F = 8 ,  P<0.161 6 

10 Agree 14 (1) 15 (4) 35 (24) 29 (9) 17 (3) 
Disagree 43 (3) 31 (8) 9 (6) 29 (9) 39 (7) 
D/N 43 (3) 54 (14) 56 (39) 42 (13) 44 (8) 

7 =  16-1438, D F = 8 ,  P <  0.0404" 

13 A 14 (1) 23 (6) 41 (28) 23 (7) 6 (1) 
B 86 (6) 77 (20) 59 (41) 77 (24) 94 (17) 

Z= 11-1990, D F = 4 ,  P < 0.0244" 

16 A 0 (0) 50 (13) 39 (27) 39 (12) 17 (3) 
B 100 (7) 50 (13) 61 (42) 61 (19) 83 (15) 

Z = 9.402 2, DF = 4, P < 0-051 8* 

Index of attitude towards conservation 
Very negative 0 (0) 35 (9) 38 (26) 16 (5) 17 (3) 
Negative 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Neutral 14 (1) 4 (1) 0 (0) 10 (3) 0 (0) 
Positive 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Very positive 86 (6) 61 (16) 62 (43) 74 (23) 83 (15) 

Z = 17"776 6, DF = 8, P < 0"023 0* 
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TABLE 7--contd. 
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Test Response Very Traditional Neutral Modern Very 
traditional modern 

Index of attitudes towards the NPB 
Very negative 0 (0) 4 (t) 1 (1) 3 (1) 17 (3) 
Negative 0 (0) 23 (6) 29 (20) 13 (4) 0 (0) 
Neutral 29 (2) 35 (9) 48 (33) 48 (15) 28 (5) 
Positive 43 (3) 27 (7) 20 (14) 26 (8) 33 (6) 
Very positive 29 (2) 11 (3) 1 (1) 10 (3) 22 (4) 

7~ = 33"3707, D F =  16, P <0'0066* 

classes were taken and that a hunt  could only be initiated by the Chief. A 
man hunting alone with dogs without the express permission of the Chief 
was acting illegally. Seven respondents expressed a strong belief that these 
rules acted to conserve wildlife and an equally strong conviction that today's 
authorities had no interest in, or understanding of, conservation. The 
negative responses of  the 'Very traditional' households may indicate a 
preference to see hunting remain banned rather than see what they believe 
would be uncontrolled hunting. This attitude may also have been important  
in forming attitudes towards poachers, who drew almost universal 
condemnation.  

Responses to Test 8 showed that the most traditional households were 
least likely to indicate a belief that the Conservation Area was a waste, which 
suggests that their concept of conservation remains strong. The second 
highest level of disagreement was shown by the most modern households. 
The more neutral households were most likely to view the Conservation 
Area as wasted land and would thus appear to have little support for 
conservation. 

Household modernity also influenced responses made to Test 16. None of 
the 'Very traditional' households and less than one-fifth of the 'Very modern'  
households were prepared to see the Conservation Area de-gazetted, which 
again indicates a strong belief in its value. This in turn allowed these 
households to reject a negative interpretation of the NPB's motives for 
retaining it (Test 10). 

The indices of  attitudes towards conservation and the NPB show that the 
'Very traditional' households scored zero for 'Very negative' attitudes in 
both cases and highest for 'Very positive' attitudes. They were closely 
followed by the most modern households, again demonstrating the 
similarity of response between these two groups. It is interesting to note, 
however, that the most modern households also scored highly for the 'Very 



TABLE 8 
The Effect of Respondents' Education on Responses made to Tests 

of Attitude towards Conservation and the NPB 

Test Responses Nil 4 years' 8 years' More than 8 
school school years" school 

1 Good 26 (21) 40 (12) 59 (16) 73 (8) 
Bad 21 (17) 7 (2) 4 (1) 9 (1) 
D/N 53 (43) 53 (16) 37 (10) 18 (2) 

;(= 19.2907, D F = 6 ,  P < 0'003 7" 

2 Good 32 (26) 43 (13) 48 (13) 73 (8) 
Bad 37 (30) 43 (13) 19 (5) 18 (2) 
D/N 31 (25) 13 (4) 33 (9) 9 (1) 

Z = 12-7739, D F = 6 ,  P < 0.0468" 

3 Agree 41 (33) 27 (8) 26 (7) 27 (3) 
Disagree 27 (22) 40 (12) 41 (11) 73 (8) 
D/N 32 (26) 33 (10) 33 (9) 0 (0) 

Z = 12'0564, DF = 6, P < 0'0607* 

4 Agree 43 (35) 73 (22) 78 (21) 91 (10) 
Disagree 10 (8) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
D/N 47 (38) 27 (8) 22 (6) 9 (1) 

=21-8067, D F = 6 ,  P <  0.001 3* 

5 Agree 48 (39) 67 (20) 37 (10) 18 (2) 
Disagree 21 (17) 10 (3) 33 (9) 55 (6) 
D/N 31 (25) 23 (7) 30 (8) 27 (3) 

Z= 13-5393, D F = 6 ,  P <0.0352" 

13 A 44 (36) 10 (3) 11 (3) 0 (0) 

16 

B 56 (45) 90 (27) 89 (24) 100 (11) 

7, = 23.685 0, DF = 3, P < 0.000 0* 

A 51 (41) 7 (2) 22 (6) 36 (4) 
B 49 (40) 93 (28) 78 (21) 64 (7) 

Z=21.0401, D F = 3 ,  P<0-0001* 

Index of attitude towards conservation 
Very negative 42 (34) 7 (2) 11 (3) 18 (2) 
Negative 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Neutral 4 (3) 3 (1) 4 (1) 0 (0) 
Positive 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Very positive 54 (44) 90 (27) 85 (23) 82 (9) 

Z = 20-0136, 

Index of attitude towards the NPB 
Very negative 
Negative 
Neutral 
Positive 
Very positive 

D F = 6 ,  P < 0-002 8" 

2 (2) 0 (0) 7 (2) 18 (2) 
26(21) 17(5) 11 (3) 0(0) 
42 (34) 53 (16) 37 (10) 27 (3) 
26 (21) 17 (5) 33 (9) 27 (3) 

4 (3) 13 (4) 11 (3) 27 (3) 

Z= 23-7044, D F =  12, P < 0.022 3" 
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negative' category. Being more politically and economically aware, these 
households were critical of the existing management  of the Conservation 
Area. 

Respondents' education 

Results showing the effect of respondents' education on attitudes are shown 
in Table 8. Respondents with no education were consistently more negative 
towards conservation than respondents with some schooling. However, 
amongst the most educated there was a tendency to be negative towards the 
NPB and specific management  practices (Table 8). This may have been the 
result of  a keener economic and political awareness and hence a greater 
dissatisfaction with the NPB. 

In Tests 1, 4 and 13, positive attitudes towards conservation increased 
with increasing years of education and 'Don' t  know' responses, perhaps 
indicating uncertainty, decreased. That uneducated respondents were 
considerably more negative towards the concept of preserving wildlife than 
educated respondents is an important  result. Indeed, that none of the 
respondents with more than 8 years' schooling indicated a belief that setting 
aside land for conservation was unimportant  clearly demonstrates the value 
of education in creating support  for conservation. 

The more educated respondents were more prepared to accept the 
hunting ban than less educated respondents. A respondent with eight years' 
schooling was more than twice as likely to see the ban in a positive light as a 
respondent with no formal education. This may demonstrate the effect of 
greater exposure to conservation propaganda and suggests that educated 
respondents saw the potential dangers to wildlife of hunting more clearly. 
Most respondents had little understanding of the hunting ban. Less than 
20% realised that it was intended as a conservation measure while over half 
could give no reason for the law (Infield, 1986a). 

Responses to Tests 5 and 16 also demonstrate the positive influence of 
education for conservation. The more educated respondents were less 
prepared to see the Conservation Area de-gazetted than the less educated 
respondents. A limited understanding of the wildlife resource and the extent 
of the human population pressure may have led less educated respondents to 
disregard the danger that the wildlife would be destroyed and to concern 
themselves with the obvious attraction of receiving additional land. Less 
educated people may be more dependent on subsistence farming while the 
more educated section of  the population may think more in terms of wage- 
earning. As land shortages reduce the viability of subsistence farming, the 
uneducated respondents become more influenced by the need for more land. 

The second highest level of  support for the notion of de-gazetting the 
Conservation Area came from the most educated respondents. This may 
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indicate a greater political and socio-eonomic understanding of the 
relationship between the Conservation Area and the local people (though 
probably not a sufficient understanding of the ecological constraints of 
conservation management) and hence a dissatisfaction with the present 
management. Education has enabled an appreciation of the value of 
conservation and of the Conservation Area in particular but also the ability 
to identify and criticise perceived faults in its management. Educated 
respondents may believe that the legitimate demands of the people could be 
satisfied without destroying the wildlife, through a rational system of 
utilisation. Prior to the arrival of the white man in Zululand, wildlife was 
abundant and played an important part in the traditional economy. Though 
it may be argued that the Zulu population was too low to materially affect 
the wildlife, it is also possible that the Zulus employed effective conservation 
measures. Certainly, within tribal memory there is the knowledge that 
wildlife was used and not destroyed and failure to recognise this makes 
communication between the NPB and local communities fraught with 
misunderstandings. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The results discussed above offer direction for the planning of new 
conservation areas and indicate changes that may be advisable in the 
management of existing areas. That the level of support for conservation in 
the community studied was high is encouraging. Though faced with 
problems of poverty, land shortage and other difficulties directly associated 
with the existence of the Conservation Area, more respondents strongly 
supported the protection of wildlife than rejected it. This is a similar result to 
that of Pennington who found that 4 5 0  of primary school students 
supported the existence of reserves in Tanzania, and of Weber who found 
that 4 9 0  of farmers rejected the idea of converting a National Park into 
farm land in Rwanda (Harcourt et  al., 1986). It is important that such 
positive attitudes are recognised and fostered as continued major differences 
between local communities' legitimate demands and perceived problems 
and conservationists' management practices will increase conflict, further 
strain relations and are sure to erode such support. Care must be taken to 
avoid policies which will be interpreted as being against the interests of 
communities living adjacent to conservation areas but in the interests of 
other groups (e.g. tourists). 

The difference between attitudes towards conservation as a concept and 
towards the NPB suggests that the local communities were negative towards 
the authorities because they were dissatisfied with existing management of 
the Conservation Area. Present management practices are partly deter- 
mined by ecological considerations but historical and political factors and 
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the influence of the 'protectionist' approach to conservation are also 
important.  If reserve management  worked to accommodate legitimate 
demands of local communities, conflict would be diminished and the jointly 
held desire for conservation pursued more efficiently. A major issue for the 
community  studied was the question of  access to wildlife resources. 
Preventing access to these resources weakened support  for the Conservation 
Area, whilst facilitating access to them demonstrated its value. A similar 
result was found when the harvesting of  thatching materials was permitted 
in Nepal's Royal Chitwan National Park (Mishra, 1982). Demonstrat ing 
that conservation can bring tangible and immediate benefits increases 
support, perhaps by reactivating or strengthening a traditional concept of 
conservation based on the presumption of  utilisation, and should be a 
primary management  objective. 

The influence of affluence on attitudes indicates that communities or 
individuals that are impoverished do not  have the leeway to support the 
practice of conservation, even if they support  the concept. The economic 
constraints on them are too powerful and wildlife and wild areas are 
destroyed out of  necessity (Sai, 1984). Only by creating rural wealth can 
wildlife be saved. Though the conservation movement  cannot itself achieve 
this it must continue to stress the urgent need for appropriate rural 
development and take every opportunity to be seen to be actively involved. 
Wildlife resources can certainly play a role in this (Infield, 1986b). At present, 
many poor rural farmers see conservation areas as part of  their problem, a 
feeling only increased by the very visible punitive policing of these areas. 
Management  must demonstrate that conservation can be part of  the 
solution. If some of the resources spent on policing were used to integrate 
local communities into the conservation programme through better 
education programmes, public relations and packaging of the conservation 
message, a dramatic change in a t t i tudes--and quite likely in the need for 
such high levels of policing---could be effected. 

A C K N O W L E D G E M E N T S  

I thank Dr J. Hanks and Dr A. H. Harcourt  for reading this manuscript and 
making many useful criticisms and comments.  

R E F E R E N C E S  

Abrahamson, D. (1983). What Africans think about African wildlife. International 
Wildlife, 13, 38-41. 

Brownrigg, L. A. (1985). Native cultures and protected areas; management options. 
In Culture and conservation; The human dimension in environmental planning, ed. 
by J. A. McNeely and D. Pitt, 33-44. London, Croom Helm. 



46 Mark lnfieM 

Dasmann, R. F. (1985). The relationships between protected areas and indigenous 
peoples. In National parks, conservation and development; The role of protected 
areas in sustaining society, ed. by J. A. McNeely and K. R. Miller, Washington 
DC, Smithsonian Institution Press. 

Harcourt, A. M., Pennington, H. & Weber, A. W. (1986). Public attitudes to wildlife 
and conservation in the Thirld World. Oryx, 20, 152-4. 

Harroy, J. P. (1964). Utilization of wildlife in national parks. In Utilization of wildlife 
in developing countries; Report on an International Conference hem in Bad 
Godesberg, 7-10 December 1964. 

Infield, M. M. (1986a). Wildlife resources, utilization and attitudes towards 
conservation: A case study of the Hluhluwe and Umfolozi Game Reserves in 
Natal/KwaZulu. MSc thesis, University of Natal, Pietermaritzburg. 

Infield, M. M. (1986b). Improving local support for African conservation areas. 
Monographs Institute of Natural Resources, University of Natal, Pietermaritz- 
burg, 8. 

IUCN (1980). Worm conservation strategy. Morges, IUCN. 
Keenan, J. (1984). The Pilanesberg Game Reserve; Report on the socio-economic 

effects of the Pilanesberg Game Reserve on the surrounding population, and the 
attitudes of the surrounding population to the Game Reserve. Bophuthatswana, 
Management of the Pilanesberg Game Reserve. 

Lind, G. (1984). Interim report. Pietermaritzburg, Institute of Natural Resources 
(internal report). 

Marnham, P. (1981). Dispatches from Africa. London, Abacus Edition, Sphere 
Books. 

Martin, R. B. (1986). Communal areas management programme for indigenous 
resources (CAMPFIRE). Branch of  Terrestrial Ecology, Department of  
National Parks and Wildlife Management, Harare, Zimbabwe, Campfire 
working document No. 1/86. 

Mishra, H. T. (1982). Balancing human needs in Nepal's Royal Chitwan. Ambio, 11, 
246-51. 

Sai, F. T. (1984). The population factor in Africa's development dilemma. Science, 
N.Y., 226, 801-5. 


