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Background 

The Regional Vulnerability Assessment and Analysis (RVAA) Programme is part of the Southern African 

Development Community Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources (SADC-FANR) directorate, 

implementing the Regional Vulnerability and Assessment Committeeôs (RVAC) five year strategic plan, 

particularly the component to strengthen national and regional VAA systems through institutional support, 

training and capacity building. 

The RVAA Programme wishes to assist the SADC-FANR directorate fulfil its mandate to monitor and track 

progress of member statesô commitments to the Dar-es-salaam Declaration by working with the Namibia 

Vulnerability Assessment Committee (Nam VAC) in strengthening VAA in that country. The intention is to 

introduce livelihoods-based approaches, which have already been successfully implemented by other 

member states in the SADC region.  

The Regional Vulnerability Assessment and Analysis (RVAA) project is part of the Southern African 

Development Community (SADC) Regional Vulnerability and Assessment Committee (RVAC) programme 

designed to achieve its five year strategic plan, particularly the component to strengthen national and regional 

VAA systems through institutional support, training and capacity building. 

The national livelihoods zoning initiative in Namibia was the initial step of a three step process aimed to 

broadly identify and map out the preliminary livelihood zones of Namibia based on information derived from 

knowledgeable and experienced people in the country for purposes of:   

¶ Providing a good framework for seeing and understanding economic differences across the different 

regions of the country as they affect households. 

¶ Defining an appropriate sampling framework for national assessments ï e.g. of poverty or food security 

¶ Offering a practical means of comparing one area with another ï for policy-making and prioritizing 

interventions. 

In looking for the geography of livelihoods, the approach taken defined a livelihood zone as a geographical 

area within which households obtain the essentials of their livelihoods, notably food and cash income, by 

largely the same combination of means, both in good and bad years. The areas show homogenous ecological 

and economic factors, but richer and poorer households are able to use local resources to different degrees. 

The boundaries of such zones are unlikely to follow closely the boundaries of administrative zones: they 

cross district and regional lines. But once established, the map of livelihoods zones is always overlaid with 

the administrative map, so that the results can always be seen through the lens of constituency, district and 

regional divisions and their populations. 

Namibia already had a strong basis of livelihoods analysis, shown by the content of regional poverty 

analysis; household income and expenditure survey reports and existing secondary information. These 

sources were reviewed to complement the extensive map work carried out by the consultants to see how far 

key livelihood variables showed geographical patterns. 

The exercise was carried out by James Acidri and Charles Rethman Livelihoods Zoning Consultant for 

Regional Hunger and Vulnerability /Regional Vulnerability Assessment Committee (RVAC) 

The Livelihood Zoning Process and Result 

Understanding vulnerability or susceptibility of households and areas to shocks can be achieved through 

detailed information about livelihoods patterns in a particular location within a country. Namibiaôs varied 

ecological and climatic picture, largely determine the main factors which influence production, access to 

market and trade, the key elements applied to identify and define  the twelve livelihood zones of the country. 

Broadly the livelihood zones have similar patterns; however major variations in livelihoods options 

particularly in terms of off farm income linked with urban influence and level of self food sufficiency due to 

variation in rainfall patterns; soil types; landscape; endowment with natural resource; productive assets; 

government policies and differences in economic development have shaped the peopleôs livelihoods in 

different ways.  

 

 



To best determine livelihood patterns and their approximate locations, the team drew upon a number of 

resources: 

1. The advice of experts and key informants  

Experts and key informants were drawn from across the Government and partner agencies and invited to 

an introductory national workshop. The reasoning and the basis for livelihood zoning was described and 

the participants were then asked to provide their information in a structured way. They did this by 

providing: 

¶ Lists of livelihood activities, e.g. growing maize, keeping goats, fishing, collecting a state 

pension, etc.; 

¶ Assembling these options into patterns that are common in Namibia, e.g. households could make 

their living by growing cereals such as millet and maize, doing casual labour and keeping small 

stock mainly goats, while other households may keep larger stock such as cattle, do petty trading 

or receive remittance income from a member in town but not do any cultivating; 

¶ Showing on a map where these different livelihood patterns are likely to be followed and the 

reasons for their placement, e.g. rainfall and soils limit cultivation, etc. 

The output from the national workshop was a very rough draft of what might be termed livelihood 

areasðapproximate locations of livelihood patterns. This shown in Figure 1, below:  

Figure 1 ï Rough livelihood areas as identified by workshop participants 
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The team also visited various experts in the capital to gain additional insight. A key issue emanating 

from all the experts consulted was that livelihoods for the poor in Namibia are diverse and that most 

rural households rely more on non-farm income than on farm income.
1
 This raises the important question 

as whether livelihood patterns and zones, even in rural areas, should be based on non-farm activities than 

on farming. In other words, would not householdsô proximity to a major trading centre be more relevant 

in defining their livelihood patterns than the vegetation type, the rainfall and the types of crops grown 

and livestock kept? 

                                                      

1
 Farming, in the Namibian context, refers to both crop farming and livestock husbandry. Game farming, trophy hunting 

and the like can also be considered as a form of farming. 



2. An extensive literature of written reports and descriptions all aspects relating to livelihoods. Some of the 

factors in these reports that determine how people live and the patterns they follow are: 

¶ The natural environment. Climatological factors, especially total rainfall
2
, rainfall variability and 

drought frequencies determine absolutely whether and what type of crops the poor may grow, the 

type of livestock that can be raised or what income can be sought from other sources. Soils and 

natural vegetation also play a role, as does the proximity to perennial rivers, the availability of 

underground water and the physical landscape (mountainous or flat). 

¶ Human activities and environment.  Livelihoods are much determined by the geography of human 

activities and the environment human actions create.  

In particular, policy influences play a significant role as Government can influence decisions 

households make in terms of their production and productivity, their savings, their disposal of assets 

or otherwise. Simple examples are the incentives created by subsidies or Government support that is 

given for activities deemed to be in the national interest. New policies on welfare, agriculture, 

investment and land tenure have an enormous bearing but so do old policies whose effects may still 

be seen long after they have been abolished. 

Economic influences have a large bearing on livelihood patterns, particularly householdsô access to 

markets and infrastructure. Households that live far away from an important market will receive 

lower prices for the goods that they sell (including their own labour) and will also have to pay more 

for what they buy. 

Key documents that the team made use of were the Regional Poverty Reports (National Planning 

Commission, 2006), some commercial publications such as the Atlas of Namibia (Mendelsohn, J., etc.), 

Farming Systems in Namibia (Mendelsohn, J., etc.), statistical reports  such as the 2001 Census Report 

(Central Statistics Bureau) and reports of assessments into disasters (DEM, Office of the Prime 

Minister). 

3. Since this was a mapping exercise, maps of a wide range of different entities were used. These can be 

divided into three groups:  

¶ Physical maps are maps of the terrain, the climate, vegetation and biomes. They include data on the 

natural environment. 

¶ Economic maps show markets and economic activities (e.g. numbers of livestock or cropping 

patterns) as well as infrastructure like roads, railways and power distribution systems. 

¶ Human maps show populations and densities, locations of towns, political and administrative 

boundaries, etc. 

All of these have a bearing on livelihoods and all were included in the analysis to derive the zones 

presented below. 

The team used data at different levels. The lowest level or primary data consisted of data that is more or less 

directly measured, such as: 

ï Rainfall 

ï Vegetation 

ï Soil types 

ï Urban centres 

ï Communications 

ï Populations 

ï Livestock numbers 

                                                      

2
 The fact that a participant at the second national workshop remarked that the livelihood zones still closely followed 

rainfall patterns shows how central rainfall is in this dry country for peopleôs livelihoods. Even off-farm income 

activities are affected by the availability of water and rain, as these depend on there being sufficient concentrations of 

people to support themðfor which water is still a vital prerequisite. 



However, much work has already been done with this primary data to derive patterns of economic activities 

and to generalise around important components of livelihoods. Because of the quality of this work, these 

secondary (derived) data sources often proved far more useful in determining livelihood patterns than the 

primary sources, which were well referenced. Examples of the: 

ï Agro-ecological zones (descriptions & map layers) 

ï Farming systems (descriptions & map layers) 

ï Non-farm income (descriptions) 

Urban and Government Areas 

The first step is to isolate Government areas on the map. These can be considered a ólivelihood zoneô, 

although they will 

not really merit any 

further study. 

Government areas 

include protected 

land (such as parks 

and game reserves), 

land reserved for 

experimental or 

public purposes 

(such as research and 

quarantine farms), 

restricted areas, and 

parastatal land, etc. 

The next step is to 

identify the urban 

areas. These are the 

areas included in 

municipal 

boundaries as well as 

all informal 

settlements that may 

reside on the 

periphery (peri-

urban). The resulting 

small areas, scattered 

across the country, 

can be called the 

urban and peri-

urban livelihood 

zone and they do 

contain large 

numbers of poor and 

vulnerable people, 

whose livelihoods 

will need to be 

analysed. However, 

it should be noted that: 

Å Populations and livelihoods within urban areas are diverse and do not necessarily follow geographical 

patterns, making the concept of ólivelihood zoningô more difficult or even impossible to apply. Urban 

and peri-urban areas can therefore be considered as a zone, into which detailed studies will need to be 

done. 

Figure 2 ï The urban/peri-urban centres and Government protected areas in the 

country 



Å Because of this diversity, it 

may also prove difficult to 

apply many of the techniques 

used to gather information in 

rural areas. Livelihoods 

assessment techniques may 

therefore depend more on 

random samples of 

individual households, rather 

than purposive sampling and 

focus group interviews. 

The Government lands and urban 

and peri-urban areas that are to 

be identified as their own zones 

are shown in Figure 2. 

Rural Livelihoods 

After identifying the Government 

and urban and peri-urban zones, 

the rest of the country was 

considered as rural. However, it 

is interesting to note that most 

information sources stated that 

farming is not necessarily the 

main source of cash and food 

income for the majority of rural 

households. For many, cash and 

food come from remittances, 

petty trading, crafts, natural 

resources, labour sale 

(particularly for the poor), pensions and welfare (again, this is especially important for the poor and food 

purchase, rather than through farming activities. This is just as true for households living in the crop-growing 

areas as it is for areas where only livestock are kept. Knowing this means that we must consider the any 

patterns in these livelihood components when drafting our livelihood zones in rural areas. 

However, as a starting point only, we will factor in farming for livelihoods as the type of farming itself may 

determine what other livelihood options are necessary or available. 

Farming Systems 

Much work on Farming Systems
3
 has already been done, so the team drew on existing information, which, 

outside of the protected parks and reserves and the restricted (mining concession) areas, divides rural 

Namibia into five categories: the small-scale cereal farming and livestock area, the cattle ranching area, the 

small stock ranching area and overlaying them are two other systems that have an important bearing on 

livelihoods: the intensive farming areas and the natural resources areas. 

These farming systems are based on the human and natural environments, with livestock areas located in the 

drier parts of the country far from perennial rivers, where soils are rocky and sandy and are much poorer. 

Conversely, areas with cropping have much higher rainfall and are closer to perennial rivers, with much 

more fertile soils. The exception is with some intensive farming, where is some areas (for example, west of 

Mariental), use is made of groundwater. Intensive farming, therefore, overlaps with other farming systems; 

from a livelihoods point of view, intensive farming may also benefit those who do not actually own the 

farms, by providing labour and service provision opportunities. 

                                                      

3
  J. Mendelsohn, with contributions by S. el Obeid, N. de Klerk and P. Vigne: Farming Systems in Namibia, RAISON 

2006 

Figure 3 ï The farming systems in the country (see footnote 3) 



More and more use is being made of natural resources for livelihoods. These overlap with other farming 

systems. Tourism and game farming have become significant big 

earners with forest products having become significant as well. Small 

scle mining may also contribute as well as petty trading. 

Land Use 

Land tenure patterns in the country are significant for access to 

services, markets and capital. They therefore play an important role in 

livelihoods as well. According to Mendelsohn
3
, there are four broad 

categories of land use and these are based on historical and cultural 

precedents as well as government policies. The four categories are: 

Å The central and southern part of country is mainly freehold land, 

although there are exceptions with the communal land that 

straddles Hardap and Karas regions, the small communal land area in southern Karas and the protected 

and restricted areas 

of the Namib Desert 

and the fish river. 

Å The northern 

regions are mostly 

open-access, except 

for the parks and 

game reserves and 

the freehold land 

around Outjo in 

Kunene and 

Tsumeb in 

Oshikoto. There is 

also some freehold 

land in Caprivi and 

Kavango regions. 

Å Communal 

exclusive land use 

areas are areas 

where land has been 

fenced so grazing is 

controlled and 

access is limited, as 

with freehold areas. 

They are mostly 

located in formerly 

open-access areas in 

north and north-

eastern regions. 

Å Resettlement farms are farms in freehold areas that have been provided by Government to historically 

disadvantaged people. These farms are usually still fenced off and are therefore considered as a variant 

of the freehold land use area. 

Urban, peri-urban and Government lands have also been included in this analysis of land use. 

Combining Urban, Peri-Urban, Government, Farming Systems and Land Use 

By combining the maps in Figures 2, 3 and 5 into one we may sub-divide the ranching areas: 

ï Cattle ranching into three categories: communal, communal exclusive and freehold; 

ï Small-stock ranching into two categories: communal and freehold 

LAND USE 

(1) 
Communal 

(2) 
Freehold 

(3) 
Communal 
Exclusive 

(4) 
Resettlement 

Areas 

Figure 4 ï Land use breakdown 

Figure 5 ï Land uses in Namibia (see footnote 3) 



Small-scale cropping and 

livestock remains in 

communal land use areas 

only, while intensive 

farming is mostly 

freehold (although there 

are exceptions along the 

Okavango River, in 

Caprivi and in Omusati). 

Resettlement farms are 

scattered across the 

freehold areas of the 

country.  

Small-scale cropping 

L ivelihood Zones 

There are some 

differences in crops 

grown and types and 

numbers of livestock kept 

in the large Small-scale 

cereals and livestock 

farming system. 

Originally, the team 

defined four livelihood 

zones out of this system, 

using agro-ecological 

zones and natural 

vegetation patterns for 

determining the 

boundaries. The 

livelihood zones were: 

ï The Okavango riverine: this is a narrow strip along the Okavango River, where households grow maize, 

keep livestock (including goats) and have some access to fishing in the river for income. 

ï The Caprivi Riverine: this is a very small livelihood zone along parts of the Zambezi, and the 

Kuambo/Linyanti/Chobe rivers livelihoods are based on fishing at certain times of the year, growing 

maize as a cereal and keeping cattle (not goats). 

ï The Caprivi Flood plains: The plains allow some recession maize farming and households also keep 

cattle (not goats) but do not fish significantly. Some millet may also be grown. 

ï Upland cereal cropping and livestock: This is the reminder of the area and the preferred cereal is millet 

(mahangu), while livestock (cattle and goats) are also kept. Additional income may be derived from 

crafts and forest products. 

However, participants at the national decided that the differences between the three lowland zones were no 

greater than the differences within them. There was also an argument that the livelihood differences within 

the small-scale cereal cropping and livestock farming system were greater in terms of other considerations 

such as proximity to urban centres, rather than cereal crop grown or livestock type kept. However, from a 

vulnerability  point of view, households growing maize close to the river or in lowland areas are vulnerable 

to different types of shocks than their upland counterparts will be. Hence, a decision was taken to isolate 

lower riverine and flood plain areas in the north-east small-scale cereal cropping and livestock farming 

system to become the: 

ï Lowland maize and livestock livelihood zone: This lies along all the lowland areas close to the river 

banks and on the flood plains in Caprivi. 

The óuplandô remainder of the small-scale cereal cropping and livestock farming system will be further sub-

divided into livelihood zones later as there are differences in livestock numbers and types. It will also be seen 

Figure 6 ï The farming systems and land use in the country (see footnote 3) 



later that these sub-divisions of the farming system into the livelihood zones may further be justified when 

consideration is taken of proximity to trading or óurbanô centres as well as numbers and types of livestock 

kept. 

Intensive Farming Areas 

The intensive farming areas are scattered across the country and are treated as a separate livelihood zone. 

They are most concentrated in: 

1. Kavango and Caprivi regions  in the river valleys; 

2. The Maize (Tsumeb/Otavi/Grootfontein) triangle; 

3. The Rehoboth area; and 

4. The Orange River valley 

These farms emerged and grew in number since independence, driven by Government policy to increase 

crop productivity. They are capital intensive and are focussed on specific high-value crops. 

Access to markets and non-farm income 

Rural householdsô livelihoods are as much or possibly more determined by non-farm options and activities as  

they are by farming. Non-farm options, in turn, are particularly determined by access to infrastructure and  

proximity to trade centres and markets. The freehold areas are very well-served by infrastructure, especially 

roads, and consequently all parts of the freehold zones have more or less the same density of infrastructure 

and market access. 

The same cannot be said of communal farming areas. Some parts are much better served by roads and are far 

closer to markets and trade centres, with the consequence that opportunities for non-farm income are far 

greater than in the remoter areas. To determine the geography of these better served areas in the communal 

lands, the team buffered areas that were either within a 20 km radius of major towns and cities, a 10 km 

radius of any other trade centre or were 3 km from an improved road (a trunk, main or district road). These 

buffered areas were then clipped down to the communal areas only. The reasoning was that if one lives 

within these buffered areas, one could travel quickly and easily to a market centre (within a few hours) as 

one was either directly close enough or within reach of some sort of transport. This analysis will certainly 

need testing by fieldwork future but in the interim, it was found to give some interesting results. 

 

 

Figure 7 ï The cropping areas in Kavango and Caprivi regions 



It is clear from the 

map in Figure 8 

showing these 

buffered zones against 

the farming systems 

and livelihood zones 

that there are 

differences: 

1. In Caprivi and 

Kavango regions, 

the buffered areas 

coincide with the 

lowland livelihood 

zone identified 

before (see section 

above: Small-

Scale Cropping 

Livelihood 

Zones). This 

further reinforces 

the determination 

of the lowland 

maize and 

livestock 

livelihood zone. 

2. The upland cereal 

and livestock  area 

has a section that 

has a high density 

of roads and 

towns, trade 

centres and 

markets, located 

in north-east 

Omusati, northern 

Oshana, western 

Ohangwena and 

north-west 

Oshikoto. Clearly, 

many options exist for non-farm income for households in this area. The question is: do land and 

livestock holdings as also differ in this area as well. This will be discussed in the next section, Livestock 

Husbandry. 

3. The communal small stock farming system in the south is reasonably homogeneous, having fairly good 

infrastructure, with a number of towns either in or around the area. Householdsô dependence on this 

infrastructure for their livelihoods will be seen when investigating Livestock Husbandry, below. 

4. In the eastern communal cattle ranching farming system in Otjozondjupa and Omaheke regions there is 

definite divide: with a more densely populated area that is better service by markets and roads (including 

the Aminuis block). This area has a higher access to non-farm activities and is the basis for defining the 

communal cattle and non-farm income livelihood zone. The more sparsely populated eastern part of the 

farming system that stretches up to the Botswana border remains a communal cattle farming area only 

(with very limited off-farm income opportunities). 

Other communal farming system areas in the country appeared more homogeneous. 

(1) Lowland maize 
cropping areas 
(discussed and zoned 
previously) 

(2) High population density area (to 
be discussed under livestock section) 

(4) Communal cattle 
ranching areas with high 
access to non-farm 
activities ï DEFINE 
LIVELIHOOD ZONE 

(3) Communal small stock 
with fairly high access to 
non-farm (to be discussed 
under livestock section) 

Figure 8 ï First livelihood zones: farming systems and infrastructure 



Livestock Husbandry 

In characterising 

livelihoods and the 

benefits of different 

species to households, the 

geographic distribution of 

each main species per 

household or per capita is 

the important measure. 

However, the data 

available shows species 

per square kilometre, not 

per household. 

Because of their value, we 

begin with cattle. The 

cattle density (head of 

cattle per square 

kilometre) map is shown 

in Figure 9
4
. Note that the 

highest density is in north, 

especially in the northern 

part of Kavango and 

eastern Caprivi. There are 

also higher concentrations 

in the communal cattle and 

non-farm income 

livelihood zone in central 

Otjozondjupa.  

In particular, note the high 

density of cattle in north-

east Omusati, northern 

Oshana, western 

Ohangwena and north-wet 

Oshikoto regions. These concentrations show that there are clear linkages between cattle densities and 

rainfall and grazing capacity. 

The next step was to divide the cattle density by the population density and the result is an approximation of 

cattle numbers per capita, a measure that is more useful for livelihoods analysis. 

The population density is shown in the map in Figure 10
4
. 

Population density follows a similar pattern as cattle density, with more people per square kilometre living in 

the northern regions of Omusati, Oshana, Ohangwena, Oshikoto, Kavango and Caprivi (except for urban 

centres such as the capital, Windhoek). 

The resultant map is shown in Figure 11 and produces some surprising and interesting results. Both cattle 

and population densities are visible on this map as the density of the dots, with the colour indicating 

the approximate cattle per capita as shown in the key 

The first result is that the high cattle density area covering north-east Omusati, northern Oshana, western 

Ohangwena and north-west Oshikoto has a low number of cattle per capita. This is shown by the pink 

colouration of the area marked within the blue boundary in Figure 11. The reason for this low number per 

capita is the high population density in the area (shown by the continuous shading of the area as well). 

                                                      

4
 The cattle density and the population density maps were provided to the team by RAISON. These maps are available 

in the publication: John Mendelsohn, Selma el Obeid, Nico de Klerk and Piers Vigne, Farming Systems in Namibia, 

Raison, 2006, pages 15, 43 & 54.  

Figure 9 ï Cattle density (numbers per square km) (see footnote 4) 



This area is part of the 

small-scale cereals and 

livestock farming 

system; as the cattle 

component per capita of 

livestock is low then 

households would have 

to do something other 

than animal husbandry to 

save their capital and to 

gain income. 

Goats and small stock 

may be an alternative 

and it can be seen in 

Figure 12 that the area 

has a greater number of 

goats per capita 

(although there is still a 

pink area, denoting more 

than two people per goat, 

in Ohangwena and much 

of the rest of this area 

has less than one goat 

per person. 

Clearly, with the 

infrastructure, towns and 

markets available in 

these regions, households 

will be more dependent 

on incomes from non-

farm sources than 

elsewhere in this farming 

system. This justifies 

defining the upland 

cereals and non-farm 

income livelihood zone. 

Excluding the lowland 

maize and livestock 

livelihood zone, the 

remainder of the small-

scale cereals and 

livestock farming system 

is then defined as the 

upland cereals and 

livestock livelihood zone. 

Note that there are high 

numbers of cattle per 

capita in northern 

Kunene, Kavango, 

Caprivi and the central 

regions (except for 

Erongo) and also note 

that there are low 

numbers of cattle per 

capita in southern 

regions. 

Figure 10 ï Population density (numbers per square km) (see footnote 4) 

Area that, despite having a 
high cattle density, has a low 
cattle count per person (and 
per household) + a high 
concentration of markets and 
infrastructure (see before) ï 

DEFINE LIVELIHOOD ZONE 

Figure 11 ï Approximate cattle numbers per capita, derived from cattle density and 

population density 



The same process of 

dividing goat density by 

population density gives 

an approximate number 

of goats per Capita. This 

outcome is shown in 

Figure 12. 

Once again, an 

interesting result is seen: 

that the number of goats 

per capita in northern 

Kunene, part of the 

communal cattle 

ranching farming system, 

is quite high. This is 

quite distinguished from 

the communal cattle 

ranching areas to the east, 

in Kavango, 

Otjozondjupa and 

Omaheke. This justifies 

defining the communal 

cattle and small stock 

livelihood zone.  

The remainder of the 

communal cattle 

ranching farming system 

is thus the communal cattle ranching livelihood zone. 

Note that there are high 

numbers of goats per 

capita in southern Kunene 

and Erongo regions; this 

is in line with their being 

part of the small stock 

ranching farming system. 

Numbers of goats per 

capita are medium in 

Kavango, Omusati, 

Oshana, Ohangwena, 

Oshikoto and Southern 

regions, while in Caprivi, 

they are very low. They 

are also low in cattle 

ranching areas. 

The same exercise was 

also conducted for mutton 

sheep, to obtain and map 

the numbers per Capita, 

the resultant map is 

shown in Figure 13. 

There are high sheep 

counts per capita in 

Kunene, and Erongo 

regions, but low sheep per 

capita numbers in the 

southern communal small stock farming system areas. This is one way that the north-west communal small 

Figure 13 ï Mutton sheep numbers per capita 

Area that despite being in 
the cattle farming system, 
has a high number of goats 
per capita ï DEFINE 
LIVELIHOOD ZONE 

Figure 12 ï Goat numbers per capita 



stock area (part of Erongo and the southern part of Kunene) differs from the southern area straddling the 

Hardap and Karas border. 

Sheep holdings are also very low on northern strip from Omusati east to Caprivi. 

Additional income from natural resources: 

Note from the map in Figure 14 that most of the communal small stock farming system land in Erongo and 

in southern Kunene is under conservancies. These conservancies were set up to provide additional income 

and jobs to local communities through tourism and conservation management.  

The additional income derived either directly or indirectly from these projects may factor into householdsô 

livelihoods. Therefore, the Communal small stock and natural resources livelihood zone is defined for the 

communal small 

stock farming 

system area in 

Erongo and 

southern Kunene.   

The remainder of 

the communal 

small stock 

farming system 

(that located in 

Hardap and Karas 

regions) belongs 

to the Communal 

small stock 

livelihood zone.  

It is to be noted 

that other 

livelihood zones 

close to parks and 

other natural 

resources also 

derive additional 

income from 

these areas. 

 

Next steps 

It must be 

emphasised that 

the livelihood zones presented here are just an initial draft and that more realistic definitions and boundaries 

may be agreed upon after appropriate field work has taken place. The team who drafted this report did not 

visit the field due to the time available and the scale of the coverage. To be useful, further work is needed 

and is planned: 

¶ Household economy baseline assessment training with a short introduction to analytical processes 

¶ The generation of baseline profiles for two livelihood zones.  

¶ In-depth analytical training and introduction to analytical processes, problem specifications, scenario 

planning, using the spreadsheet and outcome analysis. 

¶ Further baseline assessments (the remainder of the livelihood zones with communal land use) 

¶ Urban and peri-urban assessments 

Area mostly under 
conservancies, which 
provides alternative 
income ï DEFINE 
LIVELIHOOD ZONE 

Areas with few options other 
than stock and remittances ï 

DEFINE LIVELIHOOD ZONE 

Figure 14 ï Conservancies and community forests 



Table I ï Breakdown of Livelihood Patterns 

 

 

(Farming System) 

LIVELIHOOD 

Rural Areas Urban / Peri-Urban 

Areas LZ 

Cattle Ranching 

 Government Areas 
(Restricted & protected) 

LZs (4) 

Small Stock Small Scale Cereals & 
Livestock 

Intensive Farming Natural Products 

Free Hold Freehold 

Communal 

Freehold Small  
Stock LZ 

Communal Exclusive 
Farm Lands LZ 

Communal Grazing  

Communal Grazing Areas 

Upland Cereal and Non-
Farm Income LZ 

Upland Cereal  
and Livestock LZ  

Lowland Maize and 
Livestock LZ 

Freehold Intensively 
Cultivated Farming LZ Conservancies 

Game farming 

Communal Cattle 
Ranching LZ 

Tourism, trophy 
hunting & hospitality 

Mineral Resources and 
Mining 

Free hold Cattle 
Ranching LZ 

Communal Cattle and 
non-Farm Income LZ 

Communal small stock 
and Natural Resources 

LZ 

Communal Small 
Stock LZ 

Resettlement 
Areas LZ 

Communal Cattle  

and Small Stock LZ 

Local collection 
 and Manufacture 



 


