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Abstract 
The study considers whether blended finance helps scale up private investment in southern 

Africa’s community-based conservation. It examines what are stakeholder’s perspectives on 

the opportunities, barriers and risks of using blended finance to help scale up private investment 

in this context. Further, it delves into which, if any, of the revenue- generating activities 

available to communities from conservation are most viable to upscale with blended finance, 

and via which blended finance tools. 

The questions were answered via an exploratory sequential mixed methods design, utilising 

interviews in Phase 1 and a survey completed by 104 respondents in Phase 2. The output from 

the research is a publicly available inventory of blended investment options for community-

based conservation, including seven types of non-tourism, conservation-related revenue 

streams. Five of these are ranked positively for scalability, wildlife economy, Payment for 

Ecosystem Services (PES) in carbon and restoration, and forestry and agriculture related supply 

chains. The study suggests some viable space between demand and supply for conservation 

finance at the community level and provides insight into how to overcome the barriers to these; 

particularly in the context of communal land, which is a common arrangement for southern 

African conservation.  

There are limited first-hand examples of blended finance being used for community-based 

conservation. The research points to a gap in using insurance and guarantees as blended finance 

tools to address the challenges of credit risk for investors on communal land; such tools could 

be catalytic in unlocking private investment in conservation that returns environmental and 

development benefits in this region. The study addresses the missed opportunity for 

communities to benefit from conservation at a much greater scale than presently experienced. 

It also serves to update the working theory of conservation finance to the context of 

community-based conservation. 

Keywords: Environmental finance, conservation finance, SDG finance, blended finance 

community-based conservation.
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Chapter 1. Introduction  

1.1 Background and Context of the Study 

Southern Africa’s biodiversity and ecosystems are important on a global scale, and 

conservation needs here were already under-financed and urgent before COVID-19 (van 

Heuvel, 2018). The African continent is the last on Earth with a significant assemblage of large 

mammals, and regional biodiversity includes sites designated for their global importance: 

Alliance for Zero Extinction sites, where globally endangered or critically endangered species 

occur; ecologically and biologically significant marine areas; UNESCO World Heritage Sites; 

and Biosphere reserves. Southern Africa in particularly has valuable biological diversity – 

genes, species and habitats – that are unique (endemic) and essential to human survival (IPBES, 

2018).  

 

Yet the financial resources available (globally and regionally) are insufficient to manage these 

assets sustainably (BIOFIN, 2019) and the transfers from North to South were not adequate to 

meet the shortfall even before the global recession (van Heuvel, 2018). This funding-need gap 

has been termed ‘The Conservation Finance Funding Gap’ (Huwyler, 2014; McCarthy et al., 

2012), and it had been estimated for South Africa specifically as 50% of the total cost of 

conservation, roughly ZAR 45 billion annually (Cumming, 2016; DEA 2016). Only one 

sixteenth (USD $482 million from USD $8.2 billion) of global private investment in 

conservation reaches the African continent (Hamrick, 2017, 11), and less within this sum for 

southern Africa (Hamrick, 2017, 38; Chiesa & Barua 2019; GIIN 2019a; GIIN 2016). This 

amount is disproportionately low given that this part of the world supports a significant 

proportion of the world’s most valued biodiversity (Parker et al., 2012, 31). This is both a 

practical and theoretical problem in terms of who is responsible and how to resolve the 

financing gap at scale. It is situated within the domains of mobilisation, financial 

intermediation and risk transfer within the field of development finance.  

 

The COVID-19 situation has made financing nature conservation even harder. Governments 

have more immediate priorities including the race to vaccinate the population and reversing 

growing poverty and unemployment. Tourism, a major revenue stream, has been absent for a 

year and will remain considerably reduced for some years in the future. In the past year, since 
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the international tourism sector effectively shut down, the finance gap has grown even greater. 

A catastrophic fall in revenue has forced government wildlife agencies, civil society and private 

conservation owners to scale back anti-poaching and biodiversity management operations. 

Many conservation-related enterprises are based in countries that cannot offer relief packages 

or other benefits and will increasingly be focused on public health and basic welfare needs in 

the population. Private game farms and other ‘wildlife economy’ businesses reliant on tourism 

revenue are going bankrupt. Poaching, both with the intent of illegal trafficking of wildlife and 

for bushmeat consumption, has increased markedly (Oliphant & Thornycroft, 2020). Only the 

very strongest of conservation enterprises that rely on tourism for revenue have any hope of 

surviving (Oriol, 2020).  

 

Conservation finance in this region was already heavily dependent on tourism as a revenue 

stream, a risk posed by limited diversification. Few other revenue streams have reached scale, 

and models developed in other regions of the world are not always appropriate or viable here. 

A recent study (Roe et al, 2020) found that traditional revenue sources (eco-tourism and trophy 

hunting) dominated community-based conservation finance. Promising options exist in 

generating carbon credits, Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES), sustainable agriculture, wild 

product trade and sustainable forestry, however, few of these enterprises have reached the 

necessary scale to appeal to most private investors. Options developed in other regions of the 

work (captured in international investment blueprints) do not necessarily consider the local 

governance contexts and development dimensions.  

 

The region now needs innovative, scalable ideas for private investment in conservation that do 

not rely on tourism and help meet pressing development goals. This study takes a fresh look at 

the possible financing options, with a special focus on the role of blended finance in leveraging 

diversified revenue sources for conservation on communal lands. While the challenge is 

considerable, when conservation-related financial products are offered to the market, they often 

generate huge interest and are routinely oversubscribed by 2-3 times (Environmental Finance, 

2017). The Rhino Impact Bond, launched in 2019, for example gained worldwide attention and 

was oversubscribed by 2.5 times. The expectation for ‘green stimulus and recovery’ to ‘build 

back better’ after the COVID-19 related recession adds expectation that sustainable finance 

will continue its interest in conservation (Hepburn et al., 2020). A focus on communities in 
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sustainable economic transitions for post COVID-19 economic recovery is estimated to be able 

to generate an estimated 395 million new jobs, globally, related to sustainable economic 

transitions (WEF 2020). 

 

The study focuses on finance for community-based conservation as this is: i) where the largest 

development dividend is to be found, and ii) in support of returning a conservation incentive 

to communities who steward resources and share land with dangerous wildlife. Evidence has 

shown that putting incentives in place for communities to derive benefits from conservation 

can yield dramatic results for nature and development (MET and NACSO, 2018). This region 

has very promising assets with which to mount an innovative financing strategy: strong 

community-led conservation initiatives with governance systems for Community-Based 

Natural Resource Management (CBNRM)1, an international financial hub (Johannesburg), 

good rule of law, and solid conservation science. Large-scale safari companies who operate in 

joint ventures with communities have been listed on the Johannesburg and Botswana Stock 

Exchanges. Standard Bank and Wilderness Safaris have transacted a private debt of USD $35 

million for a private conservation model which relies on strong community engagement. South 

Africa’s Treasury recently effected the world’s first functioning tax credit for biodiversity 

which includes provisions for communal landowners and stewards (Stevens, 2018), and which 

is winning awards and recognition. 

 

While there is a promising horizon, questions remain around the viability and scope of potential 

diversified revenue sources and what financial instruments can be appropriate for community-

based conservation in southern Africa. There is a further gap of understanding how blended 

finance tools can be applied in this space – with only two newly active examples, there is not 

 

 

1 A widely used approach in the region, though some countries refer to it with allied terms e.g. 

CAMPFIRE (Communal Areas Management Programme for. Indigenous Resources) in Zimbabwe and CCA 

(Community Conservation Area) in Mozambique. 
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a track record available to assess. The following section delves into how the research can 

address these barriers to progress on this topic.  

 

1.2 Definition of Research Problem and Statement of Research Question  

1.2.1 Research Problem 

The over-arching problem is insufficient finance for biodiversity conservation and sustainable 

use in southern Africa, especially where it is managed by communities who i) bear the costs 

and risks of managing the resources, ii) may face risks to their lives and livelihoods posed by 

living with dangerous wildlife, and iii) can identify a range of enterprises to monetise the 

resource, creating a virtuous circle wherein there is a monetary reward for community 

conservation (Roe et al, 2020). In terms of the primary financial processes, this relates to: 

mobilisation i.e. the challenge of moving funds from those with excess capital (savers) to those 

who need it (borrowers); intermediation i.e. the effective facilitation of linkages between those 

with loanable funds (savers) and potential borrowers with investment opportunities; and risk 

transfer i.e. a fair distribution of the inherent risk and the returns associated with putting 

together financial packages, are important factors that ensure that savings mobilization and 

investment happen in an efficient manner (Ocran, 2012).  

 

The study builds on a hypothesis that blended finance can be an effective tool for risk transfer, 

supporting financial intermediation and unlocking the flow of funds from savers to borrowers, 

in emerging markets (Jung, 2020; OECD, 2020).  This hypothesis is showing to hold true across 

a range of sustainable development objectives, including for conservation2, with at least 30 

blended- finance transactions with aggregate financing of $3.1 billion focused on financing 

conservation identified as of October 2019 (Convergence, 2019). However, currently none of 

these takes place on communal land.  

 

 

 

2 Expressed as a Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) in SDG14 (life under water) and 15 (life on land) as well 

as in the objectives, goals and targets of the Convention on Biological Diversity.  
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A key ingredient for blending finance is the basis of viable revenue streams to pay back the 

return-seeking capital, therefore the revenue streams available for up-scaling through 

investment are a considerable concern. The problem of securing return-seeking finance has 

escalated with the COVID-19 travel restrictions, limiting the most prominent and scalable 

source of conservation revenue – tourism (including both eco-tourism and trophy hunting 

tourism). Alternatives have been identified but face various challenges to scaling and viability 

without ongoing donor support (Roe et al, 2020). Indeed, almost any financial transaction may 

be structured where there is an available and acceptable revenue stream, and willing parties to 

demand and supply the transaction. In the case of conservation finance, there is rigorous theory 

to explain how to fund and develop effective conservation instruments: Figure 1: Demand and 

Supply Side of Conservation Finance (p14) shows the most complete theoretical model of 

conservation finance, covering demand, supply and the elements in between. The theory is 

generic and meant to be globally applicable, yet it involves assumptions around the enabling 

environment and governance that may fall short in emerging markets. The theory problem 

involves identifying relevant changes to the model to make it a complete theory of conservation 

finance, and more appropriate to southern Africa and communal CBNRM (Roe et al, 2019 and 

2020).  

 

Chapter 2: Literature Review provides more detail on the various challenges and barriers within 

the model, including lack of pipeline, mismatch between capital and investable projects, and 

challenge of assessing the investments. The author subsequently updates the model as a 

conceptual framework for the study (as per Figure 5 on p38). 
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Figure 1: Demand and Supply Side of Conservation Finance (Adapted from Huwyler et al., 2016:9) 

  

Demand for Conservation Finance Supply of Conservation Finance 
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1.2.2 Existing Research Linked to the Problem 

Most of the literature on investment-grade conservation finance emanates from the USA, 

Western Europe or is otherwise global in nature with specific examples cited from certain 

countries (Hamrick, 2017; NatureVest and EKO, 2014). Other research focused on the region 

(e.g. Roe et al, 2020) looks at financial incentives for conservation by communities but not 

from a return-seeking investor perspective, while others (e.g. Lindsey et al., 2020) look at the 

challenge of financing state protected areas or land for specific species. As the literature on 

conservation finance at investment-grade is still quite recent and emergent, within the still-

emerging domains of blended finance and impact investment, there are numerous region-

specific gaps in the literature which lend themselves to research opportunities (described in 

Section 2.8).  

 

The study research focuses in on the gaps in understanding of just two questions (shown next).  

 

1.2.3 Research Questions 

Considering the regional context and current state of the theory and literature (as described 

above), the study aims to answer the following two immediate research questions:  

 

Question 1  

• What are stakeholders’ [1] perspectives [2] on the opportunities, barriers and risks of 

using blended finance to help scale up private investment in southern Africa’s 

community-based conservation?  

Question 2 

• Which, if any, of the revenue generating activities available to communities from 

conservation are most viable to upscale with blended finance? 

 

The first question implies a quantitative approach: [1] the independent variable is type of 

stakeholder; and [2] the dependent variable is range of perspectives on this topic measured via 

survey instrument. The second question suggests a qualitative assessment based on evaluating 

the range of stakeholder perspectives and the viable space between them. The research 
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approach and design, outlined in Chapter 3: Methodology, intends to answer these questions 

and make a contribution to the theoretical knowledge on using blended finance for conservation 

in the context of CBNRM.  

 

1.3  Research Objectives and Hypotheses 

The objective of the study is to improve the potential for private investment in community-

based conservation that is scalable, desirable and resilient in the present context of southern 

Africa.  

 

This is to be achieved by better understanding the range of views of the different stakeholders 

who need to participate by bringing together and realising a return-seeking financial transaction 

in this space, and identifying potentially viable and desirable engagement strategies for 

bringing them into transactions. These stakeholders are investors, conservation enterprise 

managers, community members, governments (who are the owners of communal land and set 

the enabling environment) and advisors who facilitate deals.  

 

The independent variable (i.e. type of stakeholder) is applied at different levels to see how the 

outcome differs. It is applied at multiple levels (i.e. on a Likert scale for each theme) to find 

out how the independent variable affects the dependent variable (i.e. the range of perspectives 

on opportunities, barriers and risks).  

 

A potential application of the research would be to further develop the potential alternative 

revenue streams and investment opportunities with the identified stakeholders, and/or support 

other organisations in scoping out their investment options. The research could also be applied 

again in a few years’ time to measure if and how stakeholders’ views on this topic have changed 

as experience in this space grows. 

 

The hypothesis is that there are a few (though not many) options that would be mutually 

agreeable to a wide range of stakeholders and would warrant further consideration and 
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awareness of the boundaries or criteria of various groups. It is also expected, in a period of 3-5 

years, there will be more stakeholder experience and understanding of this topic, and the viable 

space between them for financial transactions to develop will grow.  

 

The research approach and design outlined in Chapter 3: Methodology is designed to meet the 

objective, aim and test the hypothesis for current and future applications.  

 

1.4 Organisation of the Research  

Beyond this introductory chapter, the report is presented as follows: 

 

• Chapter 2: Literature Review. Provides an overview of definitions, a conceptual 

framework for the research and reviews some key areas of scholarship relevant to the 

topic. The chapter concludes with an overview of gaps in the research related to the 

research questions.  

• Chapter 3: Methodology. Details the research approach and design, specifying steps 

carried out and considerations in the 3 phases of the research: Phase 1: Qualitative 

Sampling, Data Collection and Analysis; Phase 2: Quantitative Sampling, Data 

Collection and Analysis; and Phase 3: Integration and Analysis. It ends by highlighting 

limitations of the study, including areas for other researchers to attend to.  

• Chapter 4: Findings. Reviews the findings from interviews and surveys carried out in 

the exploratory mixed methods approach.  

• Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations. Summarises the findings and charts 

a way forward for different stakeholders to better support communities in accessing 

private finance for conservation.  

• Annexure A: Survey Instrument (Phase 2) 

• Annexure B: Inventory of Blended Finance Options. Collates the experience and 

available tools in the regional context, especially revenue streams – without which no 

transaction is viable.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter draws together the diverse literature from a number of disciplines and domains 

relevant to the research questions, including natural capital and ecosystem services, impact and 

blended finance, and the emerging field of conservation finance at an international level. The 

mainstream literature on conservation finance is emerging especially from Europe and the 

USA. Regionally-derived literature focuses on common pool resources, as communal land 

tenure types are common in southern African conservation and CBNRM specifically covering 

large ranges, notably half of Namibia’s conservation estate. Links between conservation 

finance and communal tenure are only beginning to be made (e.g. Mitchell & Tobin, 2021). 

This review draws out the relevance between the international and regional approaches, 

drawing from the mix of theory and definitions, which are conceived of and applied differently.  

 

The review aims to illuminate these approaches and concludes with a summary of the gaps in 

the literature, where this study is positioned, and where there are opportunities for further 

research, particularly at a regional level. 

 

 2.2 Definition of Terms and Concepts 

The following terms and concepts are used in theories underlining the research problem and 

phenomenon under study and are accordingly drawn from both the financial and environmental 

disciplines:: 

 

‘Conservation finance’ is a sustainability-themed sub-set of impact investments, recognised 

by the Global Sustainability Impact Alliance (GSIA), “through which a financial investment 

into an ecosystem is made – directly or indirectly through an intermediary – that aims to 

conserve the values of the ecosystem for the long term… [the investment] activates one or more 

cash flows generated by the sustainable management of an ecosystem, which in part will 

remain within the ecosystem to enable its conservation and in part will be returned to 

investors” (per Huwyler, 2014, 5).Tobin-de la Puente (in Cornell University, 2017) further 

specifies that it is: “discipline within finance that involves private, return-seeking investment 
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capital into conservation” [emphasis added]. Conservation finance should not therefore be 

confused with the broader topics of financing of conservation, or conservation funding, which 

relates to fundraising for conservation involving public and private sources that are not 

necessarily return-seeking (WWF, 2009; Parker et al., 2012). ‘Demand’ and ‘supply’ for 

conservation finance: the demand includes the relevant projects identified, and the supply is 

generally referring to a willing investor (recalling Figure 1 p14). The financial vehicle is a tool 

that sits between the demand and supply of finance.   

 

‘Blended finance’ is the ‘use of catalytic capital from public or philanthropic sources to 

increase private sector investment in developing countries and sustainable development’ 

(Convergence, 2019, and 2017; Leytes, 2015; WEF 2015). It is a structuring approach that 

allows different types of capital (whether impact or commercially oriented), to invest alongside 

each other while each achieving their own objectives (whether financial, social, or a blend). 

Blended finance is a structuring approach, of which there are four commonly identified 

archetypes3:  

 

• Public or philanthropic investors provide funds on below-market terms within the 

capital structure to lower the overall cost of capital or to provide an additional layer of 

protection to private investors plus commercial debt and/or equity (CD/E).  

• Public or philanthropic investors provide credit enhancement through guarantees or 

insurance on below-market terms plus CD/E. 

• A grant-funded technical assistance facility that can be utilised pre- or post-investment 

to strengthen commercial viability and developmental impact plus CD/E. 

• Transaction design or preparation is grant funded plus CD/E.  

 

‘Conservation’, or ‘biodiversity conservation’, refers to the human endeavour to preserve or 

restore nature, including specific goals such as species recovery, habitat restoration, 

 

 

3 See also www.convergence.finance/blended-finance#archetypes. 
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biodiversity protection, and retaining access and benefits from nature (UN, 1992). ‘Ecosystem 

services’ are the benefits provided by nature to humans (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment 

in TEEB, 2010) and an extensive body of scholarship is dedicated to defining, measuring and 

valuing these benefits at different scales (IPBES, 2019). The relationship between biodiversity 

and ecosystem services is illustrated below in Table 1: Biodiversity, Ecosystem Services and 

Examples of PES Market Opportunities below. ‘Payment for Ecosystem Services’ (PES) 

involves direct or indirect payments from a beneficiary of an ecosystem or environmental 

service to the provider of that service. 

 

Table 1: Biodiversity, Ecosystem Services and Examples of PES Market Opportunities 
(Adapted from TEEB, 2010:7) 

Biodiversity Ecosystem Services 
PES Market  

Opportunities 

Ecosystems  

(Variety & Extent/Area) 

• Recreation 

• Water Regulation 

• Carbon Storage 

• Park Entry Fees 

• Bio-Carbon / Forest 

Offsets 

Species  

(Diversity & Abundance) 

• Food, Fibre, Fuel 

• Design Inspiration 

• Pollination 

• Certified Forest Products 

• Certified Agricultural 

Products 

Genes  

(Variability & Population) 

• Medicinal Discovery 

• Disease Resistance 

• Adaptive Capacity 

• Bio-Prospecting 

Contracts 

 

‘Community-based conservation’ refers to local and collective resource governance 

arrangements and practices for wildlife, forestry and other natural resources, with the intent of 

conserving and using the resource sustainably and generating benefits for residents (Roe et al, 

2009). The term is closely associated with the programme of Community-Based Natural 

Resource Management (CBNRM) across southern Africa as well as Community Forests 

which are similarly wide-spread in the region. Other variances exist where e.g. communities 

have resource use or access rights to other areas. The underlying theories are based on common 

property resources and resource governance, a field of scholarship (e.g. Ostrom, 1990) awarded 
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the Nobel Memorial Prize in Economic Sciences. The premise of CBNRM builds on this and 

asserts that communities have the incentive to manage common-pool resources sustainably 

whenever they benefit directly from the success of the resource. Without such incentives, 

communities only experience a cost from living with dangerous wildlife, which has existence 

value to those who do not bear the risks to their lives and livelihoods (Roe et al, 2009).  

 

2.3 Conceptual Framework and Underlying Theories 

The underlying theory of conservation finance (shown in Figure 1 p14) is, as alluded to in the 

introduction to this chapter, not necessarily adapted to the context of emerging markets and 

more specifically of operating on communal land, a tenure type which barely exists in the 

jurisdictions where conservation finance theory emerged. This can explain in part why the 

emergence of conservation finance has been so much slower than hoped, why there are so few 

viable instruments overall, and effectively none currently operational at investor-grade scale 

on communal lands. On the other hand, the theory of blended finance is intentionally aiming 

towards development objectives within emerging markets and adapted to the investment theme 

of conservation.  

 

2.4 Opportunities: Theories on the Potential Supply of Conservation Finance 

It is posited in the literature that at least some proportion of conservation finance can come 

from private investment, especially when de-risked with blended finance instruments. Most of 

the literature on the mechanisms of supply of conservation finance has emerged from a 

partnership between Credit Suisse4 and WWF, working with McKinsey as well as several 

boutique investment firms. Since 2016, these players have coalesced together with Cornell 

University as founding members of the Coalition for Private Investment in Conservation 

(CPIC). Huwyler (2014) made a major contribution to the literature on the supply side of 

conservation finance with ‘Conservation Finance – Moving beyond donor funding toward an 

investor-driven approach’. Certain aspects of the supply side of conservation finance had been 

 

 

4 Particularly Fabian Huwyler who is heavily referenced throughout.  
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studied in the wider context of impact investing (e.g. GIIN, 2013; Imprint Capital, 2012) but 

Huwyler’s, 2014 report further analyses the investor perspective in conservation finance 

specifically to develop a deeper mutual understanding between the investors and providers of 

conservation projects.  

 

Later, in ‘Conservation Finance – From Niche to Mainstream’, Huwyler et al. (2016) identified 

product structures that have the potential to establish conservation finance in mainstream 

investment markets. For this purpose, the authors thoroughly analysed both sides of the 

conservation finance equation: on the one hand, typical conservation and restoration projects, 

their cash flow patterns, associated risks, and, more generally, their operational characteristics.  

 

Martin (2016) juxtaposed these seminal 2014 and 2016 conservation finance reports and 

reflected that this field has grown significantly in both breadth and depth in just two years5. In 

complementary efforts, Credit Suisse, CBI and Clarmondial (2016) focused on the role of debt 

instruments in conservation finance, namely privately raised debt, tax credit-enhanced debt, 

corporate green bonds, development agency loan portfolio, targeted financial institution 

portfolio and public-private partnerships. Clarmondial AG (2017) provided practical guidance 

to conservation organisations on how to identify conservation projects from which investable 

assets can be derived, how to have meaningful discussions with potential investors, and how 

expected financial returns can be estimated. The Blended Finance Task Force (BTF) and 

Clarmondial (2018) then profiled the different groups of investors that may support 

investments yielding conservation outcomes in addition to financial returns, aiming to 

contribute to their successful targeting.  

 

 

 

5 Dempsey and Suarez (2016, 653) tempered the enthusiasm: ‘Despite exploding rhetoric … the capital flowing 

into market-based conservation remains small, illiquid, and geographically constrained and typically seeks little 

to no profit5.’ 



 

22 

 

CPIC has focused on blended finance approaches to unlocking private finance and developing 

new investment models and funding pipelines that practically demonstrate this. While blended 

finance (i.e. using public and philanthropic funding to create conditions where private finance 

can then flow) is considered a highly promising approach, this has not yet been attempted on 

any scale for conservation investment (IUCN, 2017). With a USD $8 million Global 

Environment Facility (GEF) and USD $2 million Rockefeller Foundation grant, CPIC is 

expected to test and contribute experience on the suitability of various options for blending 

grant and non-grant resources for conservation finance in the priority investment themes. To 

showcase then increased deal flow in conservation investment, the CPIC has and continues to 

work on developing replicable, scalable investment ‘blueprints’ (see CPIC, 2019a-d). Cross-

sectoral working groups are active in identified priority sectors: (i) coastal resilience, (ii) forest 

landscape conservation and restoration, (iii) green infrastructure for watershed management, 

(iv) sustainable agricultural intensification, and (v) sustainable coastal fisheries. There are 

currently (at May 2019) 27 deals, as a basis for blueprints within the CPIC pipeline (IUCN and 

TNC, 2019). It is not known how many – if any – projects in the pipeline have been identified 

from southern Africa6. In early 2021, several initiatives have launched with conservation 

finance as an investment rationale including the Natural Capital Investment Alliance and the 

CPIC-supported Nature+ Accelerator, putting theory into practice. To date, Huwyler’s 2016 

depiction (in Figure 1 p14), remains the most complete illustration of the mechanisms of 

conservation finance in the literature to date. 

 

A recurring problem in the international literature has been a lack of context as applies to 

emerging markets generally and regional or national granularity specifically. Regionally, a 

number of countries have undertaken a domestic biodiversity finance assessment via BIOFIN7: 

South Africa, Mozambique, Botswana, Zambia. These have varying relevance to community-

based conservation; many rather focusing on increasing finance to state protected areas. There 

are no regional studies on the feasible conservation investment opportunities in southern 

 

 

6 Though projects are meant to all be from ‘GEF-eligible’ (i.e. developing countries) and therefore it is expected 

that at least some are from this continent.  

7 See www.biodiversityfinance.net for details.  
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Africa, including scaling up of those conservation endeavours which are already revenue-

generating. There is no regional-level stock-take of assets (well-developed commercial eco-

tourism and policy framework for the wildlife economy) in place for scaling up, however, in 

any case, these kinds of assessments may be more relevant at a national level (i.e. under 

BIOFIN). Recently, work under BIOFIN has been combined with UNDP’s Sustainable 

Finance Hub (SFH) and taken on more of a private sector dimension. BIOFIN (2020) is an 

addendum to the 2018 Biodiversity Finance Workbook with a complete focus on delivering 

private finance solutions for nature. (Later in the literature review, Huwyler’s 2016 depiction 

of the mechanisms of conservation finance is updated for a regional CBRNM context, as the 

conceptual framework of the study.) 

 

2.4.1 Incentives: Theories on the Reason to Conserve  

Within conservation finance, not only are there the opportunities presented by new financial 

approaches, but also the positive conservation impacts to be derived from financial incentives 

for community-based conservation. Without these, ‘in the absence of economic or other 

incentives that encourage the husbanding of wildlife, communities across Africa will put their 

land to more profitable use through livestock grazing or cropping’ (Hutton in Roe et al., 2020, 

6). 

 

Tourism, specifically eco-tourism and trophy-hunting related, has provided the majority of 

revenue streams to community-based conservation (e.g. in MET/NACSO, 2019). While 

providing dramatic results in terms of benefits, both revenue streams are under considerable 

pressure, tourism notably since the COVID-19 pandemic (though always volatile; per Oriol, 

2020) and trophy hunting via social media scrutiny. A recent study (Roe et al., 2020) found 

few viable alternative revenue streams to tourism and recommended further research into 

potential diversification options presented to determine their viability, specifically carbon 

credits, PES, and sustainable agriculture. There is a baseline for entrepreneurship: private 

sector entities already play a key role in the southern African community-based conservation 

sector (Buckley & Mossaz, 2018; Roe et al., 2009) and have been shown to work effectively 

with government and communities (Child & Weaver, 2006). Currently the private 

entrepreneurship plays a role in this region’s conservation sector in a number of ways, with 
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varying levels of community engagement (Porras & Steele, 2020; Snyman, 2019; Snyman, 

2017; NACSO, 2017; Cumming & Daniels, 2014; Jones, 2014; MacDonald, 2010; De la Harpe, 

2004; Gallo et al., 2009; Saporiti, 2006; Bond, 2004).  

 

There are critiques of these initiatives which suggest the need for greater transformation of 

ownership and management, and that efforts are needed wherein communities move from the 

role of beneficiary to proponent. In a recent statement, President Cyril Ramaphosa said: “the 

biodiversity economy can assist in accelerating transformation by providing not only 

employment, but also business opportunities, for black South Africans”8. These voices are 

indeed part of the rationale to focus on the community level, where the development dividend 

is highest.  

 

2.5 Barriers: Theories on the Factors Limiting the Demand and Supply for 

Conservation Finance 

Many barriers to conservation finance have been identified in the literature, even in the short 

timespan since this concept was formalised and in the limited contexts where it has been 

applied. Barriers relate to the potential for viable, return-generating and conservation impact 

projects on the demand side, as well as the motivations and mechanics of securing a willing 

investor to supply finance (referring back to Figure 1 p14). Some barriers are more related to 

the enabling environment as well as to more systemic, market-related barriers, grouped 

together as ‘context-related barriers’. These are outlined next, noting the relevance to southern 

Africa where possible9 

 

 

8 Extract from speech at the launch of the Biodiversity Economy Operation Phakisa on 23 August 2018 in 

Limpopo.  

9 More detail on the barriers is compiled for reference here  
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Demand Side Barriers: Funding of conservation has become a highly contested field of 

conservation policy during recent decades and, within this, the involvement of private sector 

in financing conservation has received a lot of attention (Buckley & Mossaz, 2018; Parker et 

al., 2012). Currently, there seem to be more barriers to the pipeline of ‘desirable’ or ‘viable’ 

projects than any other barrier type. These include the for desirability: desirability of 

monetising nature and natural capital, concern for uneven power relations, unmanageability of 

risks, new forms of externalities; for viability: cultural differences, knowledge and capacity on 

both sides of an agreement, the ability to monetise without damaging the underlying resource, 

scaling challenges, development and social challenges, and the need for more time and 

flexibility in generating returns than financial agreements could allow for (Shrikanth, 2019; 

Dempsey & Bigger, 2019; Ouma, 2018a, 2018b; Kay, 2018, 2017; Clark et al., 2017; Olmsted, 

2017; Suarez, 2017; Tenorio, 2017; Huwyler et al., 2016; Fatheuer, 2016; Dempsey & Suarez, 

2016; Dempsey, 2016 Buscher et al., 2014; Sullivan, 2013). Together, these barriers limit the 

supply of investable projects (often with good reason). This picture is in contrast to other forms 

of impact investment that have faced less controversy10 and wherein pipeline development has 

been more rapid (Shrikanth, 2019).  

Supply Side Barriers: There are reported to be more willing investors with ‘money burning a 

hole in their pocket’ (Nicholls, 2017; NatureVest & EKO Asset Management Partners, 2014) 

than investable projects, yet barriers on the investor side can still be identified. These include 

insufficient scale or scalability of vehicles (increasing questioned by e.g. Convergence 2020), 

time- scale of returns, unpredictability of cash flows, novelty of project types, insufficient or 

inappropriate development of fiscal incentives (synthesised from Mansfield-duPont et al., 

2018; Berghöfer et al., 2017; IUCN, 2017; Forest Trends, 2016; Huwyler et al., 2016).. CPIC 

 

 

10 Amongst the critics of the enterprise of conservation finance are political ecologists and geographers studying 

green and social finance (Rosenman, 2017; Christophers, 2016) who voice existential concern with ‘for profit 

conservation finance’ (FPCF) or ‘extractivist finance’ (Dempsey & Bigger, 2019) and ‘accumulation by 

conservation’ (Büscher & Fletcher, 2015; Büscher, et al. 2014). Those from political economy backgrounds term 

this field ‘neoliberal conservation’ (e.g. Sullivan, 2013, Büscher, 2014). In Poverty Capital, Roy asks: ‘How can 

the entrepreneurial talents, social capital, and sweat equity of the poor be converted into new forms of capital?’ 

(2010, 26). Other themes of sustainability impact investing (such as renewable energy) have not proved as 

controversial. See also section 1.4.3 ‘Natural capital’ generally and conservation finance specifically.  
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(in IUCN, 2017, 3) indicates it ‘is unrealistic to imagine that the private finance world will be 

induced to cover a large proportion of conservation costs directly in the near future without 

two key components: (1) substantial risk mitigation measures, focused on establishing good 

governance and increased capacity, and (2) tested models demonstrating how such investments 

can be profitable/successful across a range of geographies and contexts’11. 

 

Context-related barriers affect the supply of projects in the pipeline, for example: a ‘regulatory 

vacuum in which most conservation finance projects operate. There is little by way of common 

standards coordinated and enforced by national and international bodies’ (in Shrikanth, 2019), 

in order words, general regulatory pre-requisites that are needed for any PES-related project to 

succeed (from TEEB, 2010).). In the policy and enabling environment there can be specific 

policy gaps such as the need for conservation easements as a pre-requisite for some projects to 

be viable.  

 

Together these barriers explain the disconnect between the purportedly available and required 

finance and the actual level of private finance invested in conservation. De-risking instruments 

aim to help overcome these barriers, particularly for investors (IUCN, 2017). Blended finance 

tools may be used sequentially through a project, as shown in Figure 2 below

 

 

11 CPIC is currently applying the GEF and Rockefeller grants to these efforts, through the newly launched Nature+ 

Accelerator so that institutional investors can increasingly develop comfort and familiarity with conservation 

investments. The intent is to establish a set of durable transaction models that can be repeated and aggregated into 

‘vanilla’ financial products, and a comprehensive approach to de-risking these projects.  
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Blended finance tools may be used sequentially through a project, as shown in Figure 3 below.  

 

Notably these suggest quite a high Internal Rate of Return though this is a theoretical proposition, not based on an extensive track record of 

demonstrated projects.  

 

Figure 2: Use of Blended Finance Tools at Different Stages in an Investment Lifecycle (Source: Kois Invest, 2018:29) 
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An important role for blended finance is to facilitate pipeline development, which is one of the biggest barriers in impact finance more generally. 

Figure 3 below illustrates a venture capital financing cycle and investor type by stage for sustainable land use.  

Figure 3: Impact Investment Maturity Lifecycle (Source: Kois Invest, 2018:27) 
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2.6 Risks: Theories on New and Old Risk Areas Presented by Conservation 
Finance  

Conservation finance is subject to financial risks as in any other investment type; there is no 

published literature available specifically on this as a sub-set, however, CPIC is working on 

the topic. Furthermore, environmental and social (E&S) risks can evolve to pose financial risks 

to firms and investors; what were previously termed “non-financial” risks are increasingly 

called “pre-financial” as they provide indications of issues that eventually materialise into 

financial risks (Moody’s, 2020). This holds true in conservation finance particularly as it 

involves working in sensitive ecosystems with often poor and remote communities. Some pre-

financial risks that can be identified (e.g. per the widely used IFC Performance Standards, CDC 

toolkit) are:  

 

Environmental Risks  

• Biodiversity and Ecosystems: Risk of damage to protected areas, vulnerable or 

endangered species and/or Critical Habitats.  

• Ecosystem Services: Impacts on local communities if ecosystem services (e.g. related 

to food, water, plants and soil) are damaged or access to use is impaired. 

• Resource Efficiency and Pollution: Pollution and GHG emissions including from 

tourism. Infrastructure, building or operational impacts. 

 

Social Risks 

• Land and Resource Access and Use: Risks related to resettlement of vulnerable 

groups for conservation activities, re-valuing of land, other land conflicts.  

• Community Health, Safety and Security: Human-wildlife conflict. 

• Distributions of Costs and Benefits: Elite capture and corruption. Power imbalances 

between investors, enterprises and affected communities. Lack of transparency or 

fairness in cost and benefit distribution. 

• Cultural or Religious: Nature being brought into capitalist systems. Worldview of 

communities affected. 
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A number of toolkits, guidelines, principles, certifications and safeguards already exist, 

although none are specifically tailored to conservation finance and the southern African 

context12: CDC Toolkit, FIRST for Sustainability / IFC ES-Toolkit, FMO Environmental and 

Social Risk Management Tools for microfinance institutions and Private Equity Funds, SANBI 

Grassland biodiversity guidelines, SANBI Biodiversity Stewardship Guidelines 2018, Equator 

Principles, Operating Principles for Impact Management, WWF Conservation Champions, IFC 

Performance Standards, and the African Development Bank Operational Safeguards.  

 

2.7 Summary of What is Known 

By bringing together the disparate literature, we can update the theory of conservation finance 

to its current context in southern Africa at the community level per Figure 4: Current Demand 

and Supply for Community-Conservation Finance without Tailored De-Risking Measures 

(adapted from Huwyler et al., 2016, 9) (p 33).  

 

As the figure illustrates, viability barriers limit investments into financial vehicles geared to 

communities, and both viability and desirability barriers limit the funds reaching community-

based enterprises.  

 

Investor expectations are not aligned with the conditions involved in engaging with 

communities who manage resources on government-owned land. The barriers block both the 

demand for, and the supply of, conservation finance in this context. The project sits on 

community-managed land with the government as a key stakeholder.  

 

 

 

12 There is scope to develop a tailored resource for this purpose building on experiences over the next 3-5 years.  
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The current theory implies that conservation finance cannot flow in this context unless a means 

of overcoming the barriers can be identified.  The author’s hypothesis is that blended finance 

can help overcome a number of these barriers and increase the flow of finance for conservation 

in the context.   
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Figure 4: ConceptualConceptual framework for the study (adapted from Huwyler et al., 2016:9) 
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2.8 Gaps in the Literature and/or Opportunities for Further Study  

Given this is an emerging field, there are many gaps in the literature to highlight. Most notably: 

 

• There is no region-specific view on how conservation finance vehicles should be 

structured in order to make them investable on a large scale, accessible to more 

investors, and geared to this region and the governance and legislative context. There 

are no feasibility studies at regional level for the viability of conservation finance 

opportunities, although some pre-feasibility studies exist at a country level. 

 

• There are no studies that indicate what the most relevant barriers are to conservation 

finance from the perspective of different actors (including communities, investors and 

entrepreneurs, specifically in southern Africa, although global studies exist).  

 

• The literature does not detail specific considerations (e.g. distribution of benefits, land 

tenure, conflict over natural resources, historical inequalities) relating to ESG risks of 

conservation finance in this region.  

 

• There are no regional studies from an investor perspective on who the relevant private 

investors are who may be most willing investors in conservation finance in this region 

or most promising partnerships. Individual financial institutions may have undertaken 

these from their own perspective, but these are not in the public domain.  

 

• The innovative Rhino Impact Bond was celebrated upon launch (in 2019) but is still 

new and therefore the only published study has focused on its development phase 

(Porras & Steele, 2020), and other learnings still in process. The Zambia community 

forestry demonstration is still in the set-up phase, as are other proposals in development. 

Hence, there is a lot of scope for learning once underway.  

 

• There are studies on the revenue streams from community-based conservation, but 

limited information on investor viewpoints of scaling them up.  
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• PES-based approaches are celebrated in the literature but attempts in the region have 

been unsuccessful. Little has been written on the realities of trying to apply PES here 

and the barriers involved. 

 

• Relevant application of financial theories to the challenges involved in conservation 

finance e.g. principal-agent theory.  

 

The interviews and survey instrument (described in Chapter 3: Methodology) considered some 

of these gaps in knowledge and served to narrow down a few sub-points to examine within this 

study. They also focused on the two immediate research questions identified and shed light on 

the three topics highlighted above (regional view on opportunities, barriers and risks). This will 

serve to provide insight on applying the conservation finance theory in a community-based 

conservation context. Still, as noted above, this is a new and emergent field with a high 

potential impact and large scope for continued research on many fronts.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology and Data  

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter describes the methodology of the study and is designed to answer the research 

questions, repeated here: 

 

Question 1  

• What are stakeholders’ perspectives on the opportunities, barriers and risks of using 

blended finance to help scale up private investment in southern Africa’s community-

based conservation?  

 

Question 2 

• Which, if any, of the revenue-generating activities available to communities from 

conservation are most viable to upscale with blended finance? 

 

This chapter explains the methodological basis of the research design and provides justification 

on the selection of the research design; procedures for data collection; population samples; 

definitions of variables used; and the method of analysis of results. It also describes the 

limitations and how these affected the undertaking.  

 

The nature of the problem is that the model of conservation finance found in mainstream theory 

is shown to be blocked in the context of southern Africa. The research therefore focuses on the 

views of key groups of stakeholders, who are the potential proponents or participants in 

conservation finance, to characterise their views on the opportunities, risks and barriers.  

 

The selection of the study design firstly allows for the topic to be explored and to develop a 

rigorous framework that will help to categorise stakeholder views by group, seeking out the 

‘viable space’ in between them. The exploratory sequential mixed methods design is seen as 

the ideal approach to first explore and then quantify, described more in detail in the next 
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chapter. It is felt that, comparing all research methods available, this approach could best 

answer the research questions.  

 

3.2 Research Approach and Design 

The research problem calls for understanding the views of different stakeholders involved in a 

challenging issue, which requires multi-stakeholder joint action and evaluating the viable space 

in between them, and consider a range of views on the barriers, opportunities and risks 

involved. The research is oriented towards ‘solving practical problems in the real world’ 

(Feilzer, 2010, p8), therefore most closely aligns to the pragmatist epistemology (Hall, 2013). 

Pragmatism provides philosophical foundation for social action research, in general, and 

mixed-methods research, in particular (Morgan 2014; Creswell, 2008).  

 

A critique of pragmatism, along the lines of ‘practical for whom and to what end?’ (House & 

Howe quoted in Shannon-Baker, 2016, 326), is from the transformative-emancipatory 

perspective. This view recognises power dynamics and encourages intentional collaboration 

with minority and marginalised groups or those whose voice is not typically heard on particular 

issues. It encourages researchers to identify the political economy dimensions and imbalance 

in power related to for example race, class, and/or gender. Shannon-Baker (2006) notes 

examples of previous pragmatic research studies that have marginalised African value systems. 

This is relevant in the context of considering large-scale financial investments in landscapes 

populated by lower-income individuals who may not have fully recognised property or 

resource rights (i.e. in communal tenure systems), have value systems antithetical to the 

commercialisation of nature or have faced historical discrimination, as compared to for 

example large, powerful investors. These aspects were considered in the research design, 

attempting to draw in community members/potentially affected individuals through question 

development/validation, effective recruitment, data collection protocol, and so on (per 

Mertens, 2003), however, limited in the Covid-19 circumstances (see research limitations). 

 

A mixed methods approach –- contrasted with purely quantitative or quantitative methods –- 

recognises the subjective worldviews involved as well as some measurable objective realities 

(Creswell, 2008, 36; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). A mixed methods design is useful when 
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qualitative and quantitative approaches are each by themselves inadequate to best understand 

the research problem, and where the strengths of both quantitative and qualitative research (and 

these types of data) can provide the best understanding (Creswell, 2008, 50; Johnson & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004).  

 

The mixed-methods approach is most relevant to conservation finance wherein there are 

multiple perspectives evident but also the potential for better understanding these through 

grouping and determining the strength of relationships between, for example, roles and beliefs 

(Hall, 2013). The pragmatic epistemology accepts that when grouped (e.g. according to 

demographic), some common elements may occur, therefore there may be some shared 

perspectives and behavioural responses to situations (Creswell, 2008, 40). The mixed methods 

researcher accepts both multiple and singular realities, with the relationship of the researcher 

being one of practicality in the choice of data collection technique, and accordingly the axiom 

that research is both biased and unbiased, allowing the researcher to move between unbiased 

and acknowledged bias (Creswell, 2008; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). The flexibility of this 

paradigm facilitates adoption of the elements of other paradigms and accommodates both 

inductive and deductive investigation (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). Mixed methods 

research emphasises that quantitative and qualitative research, when combined, allow a better 

understanding of the problem than one or the other approaches alone (Creswell & Plano Clark, 

2018; Creswell, 2008).  

 

The research design (described next) was informed by both epistemology and established 

practice on this topic, notably the PhD studies Olmsted (2017, methods in each chapter) and 

Suarez (2017: 26-38), and master’s study of MacGuire (2016) which have some similarities in 

terms of thematic focus or geographies. 

 

3.2.1 Research Design 

The research design is a comprehensive plan for data collection in empirical research, 

providing the ‘blueprint’ for answering the specific research questions. Within the broad 

approach of mixed methods, the research design or strategy of inquiry (Denzin & Lincoln, 

2011) is an exploratory sequential mixed methods design (Creswell, 2008, 44).  
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This involves firstly an exploratory qualitative phase to understand the views of participants, 

then the building of a quantitative instrument that best fits the sample under study, needed to 

go into a follow-up quantitative study. Sequential designs use analysis of one form of data to 

inform the collection of the second form of data, and as in any mixed methods design, data 

may be combined by embedding, merging or connecting. This involves using initial qualitative 

findings and, through building and connecting integration techniques, can develop instruments 

and identify variables for survey (Bazeley, 2018; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). 

 

Exploratory design is used when the researcher has little information about the geographical 

areas or little knowledge about the variables under the study, so the researcher needs to explore 

before conducting a bigger study (QUAN) that is preceded by small study of qualitative 

information (qual). The sequential approach starts with exploratory research, which provides a 

basic and preliminary understanding of a new phenomenon or topic about which little is known 

(as relevant in this case – see Chapter 2: Literature Review) and serves to develop  the methods 

to be used in a subsequent larger-scale study.  

 

Connected data arises when the research process is sequential, where one form of data informs 

and supports a subsequent phase or phases. The second study or phase should in turn provide 

evidence that supports the initial qualitative findings (see Figure 5: Generic Overview of 

Exploratory Sequential MMR Design p40) and be supported by an effort at triangulation and 

integration.  
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Figure 5: Generic Overview of Exploratory Sequential MMR Design (Source: Creswell, 
2008:279-280) 
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Characteristics specific to the method adopted for this research include the division of the 

research into two phases, the first of which (Phase 1) will be qualitative and theory building, 

which will be followed in Phase 2 by testing of the theory through analysis of quantitative data.  

 

In exploratory sequential, one normally starts with small qualitative study (qual) i.e. informal 

interviews or observation, then analyse the data and then start preparing instrument(s) for a big 

quantitative (QUAN) study, designed through the assistance of the findings from the qualitative 

study (qual). As above, from the transformative-emancipatory perspective, it also allows the 

engagement of those affected by the research to participate in the design of the subsequent 

research phase, as well as analysis of the integrated findings.  

 

The approach to data analysis was guided by Onwuegbuzie and Teddlie’s (2003) seven-stage 

conceptualisation of the mixed methods data analysis process, and further guidance linking 

research questions to data analysis in Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2006). It is also informed by 

Creswell and Plano Clark (2018, 128), who note that ‘Data analysis in mixed methods research 

consists of analysing the quantitative data using quantitative methods and the qualitative data 

using qualitative methods.’  

 

An extensive ‘audit trail’ was generated at each step to ensure the methods can be repeated 

(Creswell & Miller, 2000, 126). 

 

This approach will be further detailed by Phase in the following sections. 
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3.3 Phase 1: Qualitative Sampling, Data Collection and Analysis 

As per the description in 3.2.1 Research Design, in explorative sequential MMR, the qualitative 

sample is typically much smaller than the quantitative sample, hence the shorthand ‘qual’ and 

‘QUAN’ (see Figure 5: Generic Overview of Exploratory Sequential MMR Design p39). The 

research design for Phase 1 consists largely of a handful of exploratory interviews, described 

in detail here.  

 

3.3.1 Unit of Analysis and Sampling Frame 

Phase 1 targeted individuals from the six stakeholder groups including those from the region 

and those with global expertise.  

 

The objective was to explore different perspectives, selected because they are considered 

essential in realising private finance for conservation at the community level, and can give 

insight into context, considerations and range of views relevant to the viable space between 

demand and supply. 

 

1. Investors, bankers and fund manager (private sector, commercial) 

2. Representing a public donor or foundation (non-profit)  

3. Entrepreneurs or managers related to biodiversity enterprises  

4. Technical experts, academics, and/or researchers 

5. Residents in or near a conservation area, affected group, or civil society  

6. Government representatives 

 

Choosing a sample size for qualitative research is a matter of extensive debate, with relevant 

considerations being the composition and size of the population, as well as factors relating to 

epistemological, methodological and practical matters. The concept of sufficiency is when no 

new major insight is gained from further sampling. A widely used approach is that of 

‘saturation’ i.e. continuing until no further novel insights can be obtained. This approach can 

be scaled to the level of ambition of the study and other practical factors (Mason, 2010). 3.3.2
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3.3.2        Sampling Process 

Non-probability, proportional quota sampling was used to obtain a balance of perspectives 

from the six main groups defined above. From a long list of possible interviewees personally 

known or recommended to the researcher, and then from a short-list of willing participants, a 

quota sample was drawn to cover the six groups. As a non-probability sampling method, the 

advantages are that it allows discovery of characteristics about a population that the researcher 

was not aware existed. Disadvantages are that it is usually impossible to determine the 

sampling error or make inferences about populations based on the obtained sample. It relies on 

the judgment/bias of the researcher. It also relies on the willingness of interviewees to share 

their time, without compensation. The sampling continued until the criteria of saturation was 

reached with 15 interviewees (detailed next), defined by having enough information to design 

the survey instrument for use in Phase 2.  

 

3.3.3 Instrument Development and Data Collection Process 

In Phase 1, qualitative data analysis is used to develop a quantitative instrument that is most 

appropriate, valid and reliable.  

 

The qualitative data analysis yields quotes, codes and themes. The quantitative instrument can 

make use of quotes in the questions, use the codes to develop variables that group items, and 

establish themes that group the codes into scales. This is a useful procedure to move from a 

general exploration of the theme to scale development, enabling the realisation of a good 

instrument that fits the sample and the population under study. In more detail, qualitative data 

was gathered during Phase 1 of the research through semi-structured interviews. This is one of 

the most common methods of exploratory research. The procedure for the interview template 

is that the researcher has drafted it and obtained supervisor feedback, then piloted it with four 

GSB faculty members and students, prior to obtaining ethical clearance to use it with 

interviewees. Ethical clearance was obtained on 10 June 2020. The interview template evolved 

into the survey instrument presented in Annexure A: Survey Instrument (Phase 2). Consistency 

was ensured by having one interviewer (the researcher) who was available to respond and 

clarify in a consistent manner. The interviews were held one-on-one, via phone or Skype. The 



 

43 

 

questions were tailored or filtered based on relevance. The interviewer strove to be neutral on 

the topic and to proactively avoid artificially creating biases. 

 

3.3.4 Data Analysis 

Phase 1 qualitative data was transcribed and coded by themes. It was reduced in quantity, 

displayed, transformed, and correlated. The results from this were presented in draft, alongside 

a draft survey and analytical framework for the results for feedback (shown in Annexure B: 

Inventory of Blended Finance Options). The analysis remained at a descriptive level as it met 

the goal of adequately quantifying the different stakeholder views. Furthermore, on analysing 

the data more deeply, no further insight was seen as relevant as the descriptive level was able 

to give a clear picture.  

 

3.3.5 Validity and Reliability  

Phase 1 of the research requires data to be collected from individuals and organisations 

representing different stakeholder groups in conservation finance globally and in relevant 

sectors in the region. This involved qualitative research, wherein reliability refers largely to the 

consistency of approach employed by a researcher (Gibbs, 2007).  

 

An interview protocol helped to establish consistency across all of the interviews. The 

researcher documented the procedures used to carry out the research and report findings, to 

enable the procedures to be duplicated or followed by another researcher (Gibbs, 2007).  

 

Validity in qualitative research refers to the accuracy of the research findings (Gibbs, 2007; 

Creswell & Miller, 2000). Yardley (2016) proposes five methods for enhancing the validity of 

qualitative research: triangulation, participant feedback, comparing researcher’s coding, 

disconfirming case analysis and establishing a paper trail.  

 

These methods aim to enable the following four criteria of valid qualitative research to be met: 

1) sensitivity to context, 2) commitment and rigour, 3) coherence and transparency, and 4) 
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impact and importance (Yardley, 2016). Per Creswell and Miller (2000, 126) the lens of the 

study participants was employed in the validation.  

 

3.3.6 Interviews 

Interviews of 20-60 minutes were carried out during June 2020 with 15 individuals as follows: 

Table 2: Number of Interviews by Stakeholder Type and Location in Phase 1 

Stakeholder Type 
Number of  

Interviews Phase 1 

Saturation met 

Commercial investors, bankers and fund 

managers; Impact and themed investors 
n=4 Yes 

Philanthropic funders, donors or foundations  n=2 Yes 

Entrepreneurs or managers related to biodiversity 

enterprises  
n=2 Yes 

Residents in or near a communal conservation 

area, other affected groups, civil society 
n=0 No 

Advisory e.g. consultants, technical experts, 

academics, or researchers 
n=6 Yes 

Government representatives e.g. Treasury, 

Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Environment, 

parks department 

n=1 No 

Country 
Number of  

Interviews Phase 1 

 

South Africa n=6 n/a 

Other Regional (Botswana, Namibia) n=3 n/a 

International  N=6 n/a 
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The saturation point was met for four of the six target populations, however, no further 

community or government representatives could be accessed (discussed under limitations of 

the study). The findings of the initial interviews were synthesised and a quantitative survey and 

analytical framework for Phase 2 drafted. This material was then shared via email with the 

initial interviewees to allow for participant feedback (over two weeks) on the findings of Phase 

1 and input to the survey design for Phase 2 of the research. 

 

3.4 Phase 2: Quantitative Sampling, Data Collection and Analysis 

Following the description of explorative sequential MMR, the quantitative sample is typically 

larger (see Figure 5: Generic Overview of Exploratory Sequential MMR Design p39). 

Accordingly, the majority of effort is ascribed to Phase 2 which consists of a survey, described 

in detail here.  

 

3.4.1 Unit of Analysis and Sampling Frame 

The unit of analysis or target population for this study is any actual or potential stakeholder of 

or participant in conservation finance in southern Africa, at the individual level (rather than a 

firm) as it is speculative about their perceptions, not generally related to a current mandate or 

activity. This includes those who are employed in impact investment or investment banking, 

eco-tourism, the conservation sector, relevant policy fields, in government, and community-

members who live amongst or adjacent to valued biodiversity. The United Nations scheme of 

geographic regions defines southern Africa as five countries: Botswana, Eswatini, Lesotho, 

Namibia and South Africa, while the Southern African Development Community is broader 

including e.g. Zambia, Zimbabwe, Angola, Mozambique and others. Conservation finance 

experts may be based worldwide, however, special emphasis will be made to find those either 

based in or familiar with the region; and indeed most (if not all) stakeholders are physically 

present in the region.  
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The organisations named in Table 3 are illustrative of the populations of interest. 

Table 3: Illustrative Overview of Target Populations for Phase 2 Surveys in Conservation, 
Finance, Development and CBNRM 

Country Conservation Finance 
Development & 

CBNRM 

Botswana • Ministry of 

Environment, 

Wildlife and 

Tourism 

• Conservation 

International – 

Gaborone 

Declaration for 

Sustainability in 

Africa (GDSA) 

office 

• BIOFIN country 

team 

• Stanbic Bank 

Botswana 

• FNB Botswana 

• Registered 

conservancies 

• Ministry of Local 

Government and 

Rural 

Development 

• Land Boards 

• University of 

Botswana 

Okavango 

Research Centre 

Namibia • Namibia Nature 

Foundation (NNF) 

• Integrated Rural 

Development and 

Nature 

Conservation 

(IRDNC) 

• Namibian 

Association of 

CBNRM support 

organisations 

(NACSO) 

• Wilderness Safaris 

• Gondwana Safaris 

• Environmental 

Investment Fund 

• Nedbank Namibia 

 

• Registered 

conservancies 

accessed through 

NACSO support 

organisations 

and/or 

participating in 

relevant projects 

• University of 

Namibia 
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Country Conservation Finance 
Development & 

CBNRM 

South Africa • Department of 

Environment and 

Tourism 

• Conservation 

South Africa 

• Wilderness Safaris 

• IUCN regional 

office 

• UNEP regional 

office 

• BIOFIN regional 

and country team 

• Development Bank of 

Southern Africa 

Nedbank 

• Standard Bank 

• Bertha Centre – 

Innovative Finance 

team 

• SouthSouthNorth 

• Impact Amplifier 

• Community-based 

conservancies and 

organisations, 

especially those 

participating in 

relevant GEF-

supported projects 

• Biodiversity 

stewards and 

Section 37D tax 

sites13 

• University of 

Johannesburg 

Eswatini • Big Game Parks 

and Eswatini 

National Trust 

Commission 

(ENTC) 

 • Lubombo 

Transfrontier 

Conservation Area 

residents 

International • Coalition for Private Finance in Conservation (CPIC) core members 

including Credit Suisse, Cornell University, and NatureVest as well as 

members of working groups.  

• European Investment Bank (EIB) - Natural Capital Financing Facility 

team 

 

 

 

13 See www.researchgate.net/publication/339875818_Innovative_Finance_Fiscal_Solutions_-

_Testimonials_about_South_Africa%27s_first_biodiversity_tax_incentive.  
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The desired sample size can be obtained via a widely-used formula  

 

 

where … 

N = population size  

e = Margin of error (percentage in decimal form, in this case 0.15 for 15%)  

z = z-score (in this case 1.28 for 80% confidence) 

 

 

Table 4:    Numbers in Target Populations, Margin of Error, Confidence Level and Sampling 
Sizes 

  Target population Estimated number of 
individuals in target 
population  

Margin of 
error 
(desired)  

Confidence 
level 
(desired) 

Sampling 
size 
(desired) 

Investors, bankers and 
fund manager (private 
sector, commercial) 

50 15% 80% 14 

Representing a public 
donor or foundation 
(non-profit)  

30 15% 80% 12 

Entrepreneurs or 
managers related to 
biodiversity enterprises  

80 15% 80% 15 
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  Target population Estimated number of 
individuals in target 
population  

Margin of 
error 
(desired)  

Confidence 
level 
(desired) 

Sampling 
size 
(desired) 

Technical experts, 
academics, and/or 
researchers 

100 15% 80% 16 

Residents in or near a 
conservation area, 
affected group, or civil 
society  

3,000 15% 80% 19 

Government 
representatives 

60 15% 80% 15 

 

3.4.2 Sampling Process 

Phase 2 (Survey) aimed to reach as many of the stakeholders as possible, yet there were 

practical considerations and access challenges14.  

 

One hundred individuals, roughly divided between the stakeholder groups, were assessed as a 

fair representation of views on this topic to gain an adequate level of internal consistency in 

the findings. Initially, 40 personal contacts were asked to complete the survey, and the 

researcher requested for it to be circulated via social media and a number of email lists. The 

survey was open for one month (18 June-17 July 2020) to allow for chasing responses and 

sending reminders to expected respondents.  

 

Aligned with Phase 1, non-probability methods were used with the intent to reach an even 

number of respondents from each stakeholder group, through a combination of self-selection 

sampling – wherein the respondent decides whether or not to participate, typically in one 

 

 

14 The original intention was to interview stakeholders in-person, visiting a number of regional conservation areas, 

which became practically unfeasible during the COVID-19 pandemic. A best effort was made to reach 

stakeholders remotely.  
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request – and purposive, expert sampling – with their expertise left to the judgment of the 

researcher. The advantages are reaching the largest possible proportion of the target population, 

with the disadvantage that some populations will be harder to reach than others.  

 

3.4.3 Instrument Development and Data Collection Process 

The quantitative data comes from Phase 2 through the survey. Surveys are an appropriate 

method for exploratory research and best suited for studies that have people and 

groups/organisations as the unit of analysis, such as this one. They are excellent tools for 

measuring perspectives (Creswell, 2008). The survey instrument will consist of a set of 

questions intended to capture responses in a standardised manner. They will be largely 

structured to improve comparability but also have a limited number of opportunities for write-

in comments. The survey design will aim to maximise aggregation into a composite scale or 

index for statistical analysis. The questions were designed to be readable, concise and 

understandable to ensure meaningful responses. The procedure for the survey template was 

that it would be drafted by the researcher, confirmed with the supervisor, shared with the 

respondents from Phase 1 and updated based on their feedback.  

 

The survey was placed in Survey Monkey (surveymonkey.com), then emailed and posted as 

described above, up to the response deadline. If individuals (especially community members) 

could not access a webform, the survey was offered via WhatsApp.  

 

The data collected was mainly quantitative, however, there was scope for additional qualitative 

data through write-in responses. Surveys were self-administered online via Survey Monkey: 

www.surveymonkey.co.uk/r/XJTJSRZ (included as a PDF in Annex A: Survey Instrument 

(Phase 2)).  

 

Views on preferences were captured on a Likert scale, a simply worded statements to which 

respondents can indicate their extent of agreement or disagreement on a five- or seven-point 

scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. Other questions involved ranking and 

rating.  
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3.4.4 Data Analysis 

In quantitative Phase 2, prior to conducting the survey data analysis, basic descriptions were 

made of the data. Basic descriptive statistics such as the mean score, standard deviation, 

variance and coefficient of variation will be calculated in order to give a description of the 

survey data. The results included rankings of perception by different stakeholders on the 

barriers, opportunities and risks related to conservation finance in southern Africa.  

 

The independent variable (stakeholder type) was applied at different levels to see how the 

outcome differs and to find out if the independent variable had an effect at all. It was applied 

at multiple levels (i.e. on a Likert scale for each theme) to find out how the independent variable 

affects the dependent variable (perspectives). Value and attitude statements measured through 

Likert scales to assess agreement/disagreement were analysed using factor analysis for 

correlation in patterns of responses across questions and groups of questions.  

 

The specific analytical framework for the quantitative data was finalised and validated, 

working with the supervisor and a reference group of initial interviewees. Write-in qualitative 

responses were analysed according to the qualitative protocol (established above, in Phase 1) 

to provide basic narrative descriptions in the framework established in Annex B: Inventory of 

Blended Finance Options.  

 

3.4.5 Validity and Reliability 

In quantitative research, reliability refers to the replicability of results and the consistency or 

accuracy of the research instruments (Heale & Twycross, 2015; Creswell, 2008). The reliability 

of the survey questionnaire will be determined using Cronbach's alpha, a measure of internal 

consistency, that is, how closely related a set of items are as a group. This is considered a 

measure of scale reliability. A ‘high’ value for alpha does not imply that the measure is 

unidimensional (Burns, 2000). Validity refers to the accuracy of measurement of a concept or 

how truthful the research findings are (Creswell, 2008). Content validity is the extent to which 

the items in an instrument capture or represent what is being measured.  
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The opportunities and barriers in the questionnaire will be derived from responses given by 

experts in Phase 1 of the researcher, which considerably enhances the content validity. External 

validity refers to generalisability of the study findings outside the setting of a study (Creswell, 

2014).  

 

The focus on southern Africa, and the specific contexts for conservation and finance in each 

country, means that the intent is not to generalise findings to other contexts. The research 

findings will be validated through expert review, in a standalone annexure providing all the 

quantitative findings and analysis prior to the integration phase. This will support reliability 

and validity.  

 

3.4.6 Survey 

A survey instrument was completed during 18 June to 17 July 2020 by 104 individuals as 

shown in Table 6. 

 

Table 6: Number of Survey Respondents in Phase 2 by Stakeholder type and location 

Stakeholder Type 
Number of  

Survey Responses 

Desired sample 

size met  

Commercial investors, bankers and fund 

managers; Impact and themed investors 
n=15 

 

Yes 

Philanthropic funders, donors or foundations  n=16 Yes 

Entrepreneurs or managers related to biodiversity 

enterprises  
n=17 Yes 

Residents in or near a communal conservation 

area, other affected groups, civil society 
n=4 No 
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Advisory e.g. consultants, technical experts, 

academics, or researchers 
n=45 Yes 

Government representatives e.g. Treasury, 

Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Environment, 

Parks Department 

n=7 No 

Geographical Location 
Number of  

Survey Responses  

 

South Africa 26 n/a 

Other SADC regional: Botswana, Namibia, 

Mozambique, Eswatini, Zambia 
23 n/a 

Rest of Africa and International: Kenya, Ethiopia, 

Cote d’Ivoire, USA, UK, Canada 
24 n/a 

Undisclosed Location 31 n/a 

 

* Calculated as illustrative for all questions, however response levels to each individual 

question vary as shown.  

 

The count of responses rarely totals 104 as nearly all questions were voluntary (except 

stakeholder group) – so respondents only answered as relevant to them. Response levels per 

question are shown in the analysis, highlighting potential consequences or implications of non-

response in the analysis where relevant.  

 

Overall, the results for community residents and government officials do not meet minimum 

thresholds, thus are presented with caveats as illustrative.  
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3.5 Phase 3: Integration and Analysis 

The integration phase allows for triangulation of data between sources, including the literature 

review (in Chapter 2: Literature Review) and results from Phases 1 and 2. Integration will also 

employ ‘narrative analysis’ (Roe, 1999): this is a useful tool especially when weighing up 

competing speculative claims. ‘Narratives’ are simple stories (scenarios and arguments) that 

convey powerful and widely understood storylines about the viability of competing policies or 

strategies, especially in situations of ‘high complexity and uncertainty’ (Roe, 1999, 13) as is 

the current case. Narratives have premises and conclusions and are supported and enhanced 

through science, research and other compatible policies. Potential supporters weigh claims 

about how valid the policy narratives are and, especially where empirical credibility is hard to 

decipher, how reliable are the frame’s supporters. This approach was applied to integrate the 

findings of Phase 1 and 2 and summarise these into digestible key messages emerging from the 

study from the perspectives of the target population. It also includes a step of comparing and 

contrasting whether and how the findings differed between Phase 1 and 2 as a point of 

discussion in the findings.  

 

This step was carried out in January-February 2021 on the basis of the draft findings and 

conclusions, mainly via individual conversations and email feedback on a draft version of this 

paper from the Phase 1 interviewees and some key informants who self-identified during Phase 

2.  

3.5.1 Validity and Reliability 

The integration phase aimed to validate the findings with what practitioners are experiencing 

in their work. The reliability is further supported through extensive documentation of the 

process.  

 

3.6 Significance of the Research  

Despite the limitations described next, the study is poised to address any gap in the theoretical 

understanding of the application of private and blended finance to community-based 

conservation in southern Africa. The intent is to address any gap in understanding in a 

constructive manner and from the perspective of increasing the number of options available to 
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communities to raise finance for the nature conservation activities that they undertake and for 

which they bear risk.  

 

What we do not know particularly is the viable space between demand and supply for 

conservation finance at the community level, and how to overcome the barriers to these, 

particularly in the context of communal land, which is a common arrangement for southern 

African conservation. The problem that this study addresses is the potential missed opportunity 

for communities to benefit from conservation at a greater scale than public finance alone could 

allow.  

 

3.7 Constraints: Study Limitations in General and During COVID-19 

General Limitation 

• Time and resource limitation to complete the research, scaled to the dissertation 

expectation for MCom.  

• Challenge in accessing CBNRM residents, and sometimes managers, through 

electronic channels, and limited response from government officials.  

 

COVID-19 Specific Limitations  

• National lockdown measures in most of the countries under study, and various 

pressures on individuals that affect time available to respond to surveys.  

• Researcher’s ability to conduct-in person interviews and site visits as initially planned. 

It affected particularly the ability to reach community members, who are less likely to 

be able to respond to an online survey.  

 

Specifically, fewer CBNRM and government officials were reached, hampering the 

understanding of that important perspective. This is a gap to consider for future research efforts 

in this domain. The survey was particularly successful in reaching the advisory and investor 

groups despite the challenges.  
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Chapter 4: Results and Findings 

4.1 Introduction  

This chapter presents the results and the detailed analysis of findings on which the conclusions 

and recommendations are based. It is presented according to the three research phases: Phase 

1: Qualitative, Phase 2: Quantitative, Phase 3: Integration and Analysis.  

 

The findings are presented according to the opportunities, barriers and risks to using private 

finance for up-scaling private finance of community-conserved areas, drawing out each 

stakeholder group’s perceptions to identify the viable space between demand and supply.  

 

A summary of the Phase 2 findings fed into discussions during Phase 3. The final stage served 

to validate the study findings and further support the validity and reliability of the results, 

mainly for those stakeholder groups where the sample size was adequate.  

 

The regional inventory (provided in Annexure B: Inventory of Blended Finance Options) 

collates the landscape on private and blended finance for community-based conservation in the 

region, giving rich detail on current transactions, available sources of blended finance, and 

reviews the pros and cons of different revenue sources for up-scaling. This is a deliverable 

aimed at stakeholders of the study and to support them in continuing their efforts of looking 

for feasible solutions.  

 

4.2 Phase 1: Qualitative and Phase 2: Quantitative 

Phase 1 and 2 were designed to answer research question 1 on stakeholder’s [1] perspectives 

[2] on the opportunities, barriers and risks of using blended finance to help scale up private 

investment in southern Africa’s community-based conservation: [1] the independent variable 

is type of stakeholder; and [2] the dependent variable is range of perspectives on this topic 

measured via survey instrument (in Phase 2) as the basis of the quantitative approach, per the 

exploratory sequential mixed methods design.  
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Phase 1 (involving 15 qualitative interviews) supplied important contextual information such 

as: 

• What is the relevance of the COVID-19 pandemic on private finance for conservation 

including tourism sector strategies; 

• Importance of looking more at blended finance which is meant to bridge and help 

leverage private finance for development impact;  

• How will governments, donors, investors and others respond to the recent recession and 

how does this affect the outlook for private finance for conservation; 

• Importance of distinguishing conservation between state, private and communal lands; 

• What is the practical application of this research and for whom could it be useful; 

• Pros and cons of focusing on the risk or impact side of conservation finance;  

• Scope of relevant initiatives such as BIOFIN and status of implementation of domestic 

biodiversity finance plans where available;  

• What examples of conservation finance exist outside the published literature e.g. ideas 

or proposals under discussion; 

• What other studies are planned or underway (unpublished) on this topic, and what 

efforts exist in plans or initial stages that do not appear in the literature;  

• Discussion of strengths and weaknesses of alternative revenue streams for community-

led conservation;  

• Perceptions of stakeholders in and out of the region on the available options; and 

• Relative importance of questions of scalability, viability, feasibility, resilience, 

desirability and other criteria.  

This information served to further refine the research question and detail of the survey 

instrument (Annexure A: Survey Instrument (Phase 2)) for use in Phase 2. The second phase 

comprised the survey instrument completed by 104 respondents, as described in methods. This 

section provides a synthesis of the results, presented here according to the opportunities, 

barriers and risks as perceived by each group. 

 

4.2.1       Opportunities 

The survey aimed to identify how each stakeholder group perceived the opportunities around 

private finance for community-based conservation, and within these how consistent were the 
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views and if any nuance can be identified. Participants were asked on a Likert scale (Question 

2) their view on whether there are ‘many opportunities for return-seeking investment in 

southern Africa’s community-based conservation’. This was a general measure of their outlook 

on the question, and results shown in Table 6 (p60) are presented by the following scale:  

 

• Strongly agree = 2 

• Agree = 1 

• Neutral = 0 

• Disagree = -1 

• Strongly disagree = -2 
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Table 5: Descriptive Statistics of Responses by Stakeholder Group to Question 2: Opportunities 

 
Investor, Banker 

/Fund Manager 

Public Donor 

/Non-Profit 

Entrepreneur 

/Manager 

Resident 

/Civil Society 
Advisory Government 

Count n 14 15 15 4 43 7 

Mean -0.14 0.93 -0.13 0.75 0.65 1 

Median 0 1 0 0.5 1 1 

Mode 1 2 -2 0 1 1 

Range From -2 to +2 From -2 to +2 From -2 to +2 From 0 to +2 From -2 to +2 From 0 to +2 

Standard 

Deviation 
1.23 1.1 1.55 0.96 1.15 0.58 

Variation 1.52 1.2 2.4 0.92 1.32 0.33 

Legend: Colour scale from green being most in agreement to red being least in agreement; for standard deviation and variation green represents more consistent responses and 

red is less consistent responses within the group.  Responses from residents and government are italicized as a reminder that the results are illustrative and did not meet minimum 

sample size thresholds.  
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Overall, the public donor/non-profit group and the government were more optimistic about the 

opportunities for private finance in community-based conservation than investors and 

entrepreneurs/managers. Those in the advisory services were somewhat optimistic. Most 

groups had a wide range of responses from the top to the bottom of the scale, although 

government and residents of community-conserved areas had lower variation in their 

responses. Reflective of the ‘wicked gap’ between the outlook of entrepreneurs and investors, 

in other words a mismatch of funding between willing investors and investees (Gianoncelli, 

2020), write-in comments reflect different perceptions of where the problem lies, as shown in 

Table 7 below. 

 

Table 6: Different Stakeholder Perspectives on the Mismatch between Projects and Finance 

Problem Commentary 

Lack of finance. “Very difficult market in which to find sustained success, both due to 

lack of financing as well as business environments.” – Entrepreneur 

or manager of conservation enterprise 

 

“Many rural communities do not have enough interest to garner the 

support of large-scale (especially private) funding.” – Advisory 

Mismatch between 

projects and 

available finance. 

“At this stage I have only come across very few that would meet the 

financial return hurdles of private equity investors.” – Investor 

Lack of pipeline. “There may be potential but ready-made opportunities are not widely 

available or currently palatable to investors” – Advisory 

 

“Community based conservation is not structured in a way that it can 

take advantage of the existing [financing] opportunities” – Advisory 
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Problem Commentary 

“[A conservation -banking partnership] has investigated this but there 

is a lack of deal flow.” – Advisor  

 

Looking in more detail at this question, responses were filtered by location of the respondent. 

In all cases, groupings were categorised based on write-in response.  

 

Table 7: Descriptive Statistics of Responses by Location to Question 2: Opportunities  

 South Africa 

Other 

Southern Africa 

Other Africa & 

International 

Count n 26 21 24 

Mean 0.35 0.38 0.75 

Median 0.5 1 1 

Mode 1 1 2 

Range From -2 to +2 From -2 to +2 From -2 to +2 

Standard 

Deviation 
1.26 1.36 1.42 

Variation 1.59 1.85 2.02 
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Legend: Colour scale from green being most in agreement to red being least in agreement; for 

standard deviation and variation green represents more consistent responses and red is less 

consistent responses within the group.   

 

Those located overseas or outside of southern Africa, but often in regional offices of investors, 

advisory or donors, were more optimistic about the opportunities than those currently resident 

in South Africa or the rest of southern Africa. The further the group was from South Africa, 

the larger the variation was in response to the question.   

 

Respondents were asked (in Question 3) to scale a number of examples of ‘non-tourism 

revenue streams which can be derived from community-based conservation’; respondents 

received one-line descriptions of each option (shown in the survey instrument) and were 

directed to a link to Roe (2020) for further information. Responses in Table 9 (p63) were as 

follows on a scale from 1 = most scalable to 8 = least scalable. 
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Table 8: Descriptive Statistics of Responses by Stakeholder Group to Question 2: Opportunities  

    Average (Mean) Rating 

Stakeholder 

Group 

Count  

n 

Mode: Most 
Likely Rated 1 
(Most Scalable) 

Mode: Most 
Likely Rated 8 
(Least Scalable) W

ild
lif

e 
Ec

on
om

y 

PE
S:

 C
ar

bo
n 

PE
S:

 B
D

 
R

es
to

ra
tio

n 

PE
S:

 W
at

er
 

Fo
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st
ry

-R
el

at
ed

 

A
gr

ic
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tu
re

-
R

el
at

ed
 

R
es

id
en

tia
l 

B
un

dl
in

g/
 B

D
 

C
o-

B
en

ef
its

 

Investor 10 
Long-term 
residential 
agreements 

Tie between long-
term residential 
and bundling 

3.00 4.67 4.30 4.10 3.20 3.45 3.75 6.38 

Public Donor 
/Non-Profit 13 PES carbon 

market 
Long-term 
residential 4.67 3.077 3.36 4.5 5.17 3.38 5.56 4 

Entrepreneur 
/Manager 8 4-way tie Bundling 4.12 3.42 3.64 4.3 4.9 3.18 4.82 6.5 

Resident 4 
Long-term 
residential 
agreements 

Bundling 3.93 3.72 3.77 4.30 4.42 3.34 4.71 5.63 

Advisory 39 Wildlife economy Bundling 3.47 2.88 4.41 4.03 4.24 4.11 4.69 5.60 

Government 6 Agriculture-
related 3-way tie 3.84 3.55 3.89 4.25 4.39 3.49 4.71 5.62 
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Legend: Colour scale from green being most in agreement to red being least in agreement; for standard deviation and variation green represents more consistent responses and 

red is less consistent responses within the group.  Responses from residents and government are italicized as a reminder that the results are illustrative and did not meet minimum 

sample size thresholds. threholds.  
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All groups except public donors were aligned that bundling of biodiversity under other services 

is less a less desirable approach to revenue generation – this may be in part due to the target 

audience of the survey being self-selected as those who have an interest in finance for nature. 

Public donors/non-profit, advisory and government rated PES solutions linked to carbon and 

biodiversity restoration higher than other groups. Investors thought that wildlife economy – an 

already proven sector – is the most scalable. 

 

All groups except advisory were fairly aligned that there are scalable opportunities related to 

food and agriculture e.g. through biodiversity certification.  

 

Table 10 (p65) looks at the same data, categorised by location, with the scale: 1 = most scalable, 

8 = least scalable. 
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Table 9: Descriptive Statistics of Responses by Location to Question 2: Opportunities  

    Average (Mean) Rating 

Location Count n 

Mode: Most 

Likely Rated 1 

(Most Scalable) 

Mode: Most 

Likely Rated 8 

(Least Scalable) W
ild

lif
e 

Ec
on

om
y 

PE
S:

 C
ar

bo
n 

PE
S:

 B
D
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sto

ra
tio

n 

PE
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-
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South Africa 17 Wildlife economy 
Residential 

agreements 
3.21 3.31 4.32 4.47 4.47 3.48 4.11 4.65 

Rest of 

Southern 

Africa 

14 PES: Water Bundling 2.85 3.43 3.56 4.21 5.00 3.72 4.47 6.62 

Rest of 

Africa & 

International 

23 PES: Carbon Bundling 4.70 2.55 4.14 4.11 4.19 3.82 5.50 5.29 

 

Legend: Colour scale from green being most in agreement to red being least in agreement; for standard deviation and variation green represents more consistent responses and 

red is less consistent responses within the group.   
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Southern African residents (including RSA) were more likely to rank wildlife economy as 

scalable as compared to those outside the region. They were marginally less optimistic about 

the prospects for PES related to carbon than those outside the region.  

 

Generally, all groups were aligned that bundling is the least scalable route (perhaps for the self-

selection bias reason noted before). Those living in South Africa are more optimistic about the 

scalability of residential agreements, potentially due to the already established market segment 

in that country, which those outside the region do not consider to be scalable (maybe because 

outside e.g. Conservancies in Kenya where the concept is less known).  

 

More detail on perspectives on opportunities from each revenue stream (from write-in 

responses to Questions 3 and 8) is provided in Annexure B: Inventory of Blended Finance 

Options.  

 

Further exploring the question of perception of opportunities, survey participants were asked 

to react on a Likert scale (in Question 7) to the statement that: ‘There are just not that many 

viable deals that will give an attractive level of return for investors AND positive impacts for 

nature and development.’ 

 

Table 11 (p67) shows their responses according to Stakeholder Group. The scale used is: 

Strongly agree = 2, Agree = 1, Neutral = 0, Disagree = -1, Strongly disagree = -2. 
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Table 10: Descriptive Statistics of Responses by Stakeholder Group to Question 11: Outlook  

Stakeholder 

Group 
Count n Mode 

Average 

Rating 

Standard 

Deviation 
Variation 

Investor 11 -2 -0.91 1.22102788 1.49090909 

Public Donor 

/Non-Profit 
13 -1 -0.46 1.19828938 1.43589744 

Entrepreneur 

/Manager 
10 -2 -0.80 1.31656118 1.73333333 

Resident 4 -1 -0.50 1 1 

Advisory 35 -1 -0.31 1.27812888 1.63361345 

Government 3 0 0.00 1 1 

Legend: Colour scale from green being most in agreement to red being least in agreement; for standard deviation 

and variation green represents more consistent responses and red is less consistent responses within the group.  

Responses from residents and government are italicized as a reminder that the results are illustrative and did not 

meet minimum sample size thresholdsthreholds.  

 

Investors followed by entrepreneurs were the most sceptical of the level of possible deals that 

would meet all criteria. Government followed by Advisory were most optimistic. Of the 

handful who ‘strongly disagreed’ with this statement, three of the four were from Namibia, 

reflecting that there are great examples of deals that balanced all objectives in that country. An 

entrepreneur from southern Africa who disagreed with the statement added that “With a better 

understanding of blended finance models, more opportunities will avail themselves and once 

successful scaling up will become more obvious.” Another southern African entrepreneur noted 

that the financial ‘gimmicks’ involved in blended finance do not overcome the basic laws of a 

viable enterprise. A respondent in the Advisory group, based internationally, noted “There may 

not be many examples but I believe that with the right level of government involvement and buy 

in to own and deliver an enabling framework, this can be rolled out with returns within five 
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years or less. Also, with more companies committing to carbon neutrality, there is a new market 

for REDD+ projects.” Investors and Entrepreneurs were the most pessimistic about the outlook 

for deals in this space. Government followed by Advisory were more optimistic.  

 

The perception of opportunities involves not only looking to the horizon but considering the 

existing first-hand experience particularly with blended finance tools for this purpose. 

Identifying the detail of first-hand experience distributing, accessing blended finance by 

various types (Question 10), the results are presented next.  

Table 11: Percentage of Write-in Responses by Stakeholder Group for Question 10: First-
hand Experience 

Stakeholder 

Group 
Count n 

Concessional 

Capital 

Guarantee 

/Insurance 

Design-Stage 

Grant 
TA Funds 

Investor 15 26.7% 0.0% 6.7% 6.7% 

Public Donor  

/Non-Profit 
16 18.8% 0.0% 12.5% 25.0% 

Entrepreneur 

/Manager 
17 17.6% 0.0% 5.9% 11.8% 

Resident 4 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Advisory 45 4.4% 0.0% 15.6% 17.8% 

Government 7 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 

Responses from residents and government are italicized as a reminder that the results are 

illustrative and did not meet minimum sample size thresholdsthreholds.  
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As may be expected, investors followed by public donors and entrepreneurs had the most 

experience with concessional capital, while public donors had most experience with TA funds. 

None of the respondents had any experience with guarantees or insurance as a blended 

finance tool in this space. (This category had write-in entries but on investigation these were 

not categorizable as relating to blended finance.) The Conservancy resident and government 

respondents (remembering these groups had small sample sizes) had no first-hand experience 

with blended finance, while those in Advisory’s experience was as may be expected skewed 

towards TA funds and design-stage grants.  

 

Notably, a lot of write-in comments around the distribution of concessional capital, for 

example: 

 

•  “Generally, there is always the available capital for the private sector. But rarely for 

the communities who do not have the necessary collateral for the banks.” – Investor 

 

•  “Fair distribution [of concessional capital] is an issue.” – Public Donor 

 

•  “The systems appear to be in favour of the brokers taking the lions share, while the 

implementers are treated like begging jungle bunnies.” – Government  

 

Regarding design grants, an investor noted that: “Funders typically come in with much bigger 

agendas and if these agendas don't seem like they can be met they quickly walk away.”  

 

Regarding TA funds: “incredible amount of paperwork (requiring its own technical assistant) 

and hurdles with no guarantee” a public donor wrote-in, while an advisor relayed: “Technical 

assistance often does not relate to actual tangible work being done on the ground. The 

assistance often comes from afar and does not work well locally.” 
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As a summary on the detail of perceived opportunities (Question 11), respondents were asked 

about which types of investments that meet financial, environment and development objectives 

together are most promising at various levels. Aggregation of responses is shown in Table 13 

(p71). 
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Table 12: Summary of Written Responses to Question 11: Overall Assessment  

ZAR 17 million 

/USD $1 million 

No of Written 
Responses 

(High to Low) 

ZAR 170 million 

/USD $10 million 

No of Written 
Responses 

(High to Low) 

ZAR 1.7 billion 

/USD $100 million 

No of Written 
Responses 

(High to Low) 

Small-scale, artisanal 
agricultural products 

4 Wildlife economy, Training 
and education in the 
‘economy of biodiversity’ 

4 Carbon offsets, carbon PES 9 

Wildlife economy, wildlife 
hunting, gaming 

3 Concessions for mixed 
NRM business, wildlife-
forestry mix, bundling of 
projects in a brand. 

4 Landscape-wide / area-based 
approaches: Large-scale 
combination of wildlife 
reserve, carbon and 
biodiversity offsets and 
wildlife-friendly small 
business developments and 
agriculture, Community-
private partnerships 
accessing multiple revenue 
streams with strong public-
philanthropic support. 

7 

Sustainable apparel / 
furniture / crafts, Alien 
invasive plant material 
beneficiation 

3 Forestry, Commodities, 
Sustainable meat value 
chains 

3 PES - All types 4 
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ZAR 17 million 

/USD $1 million 

No of Written 
Responses 

(High to Low) 

ZAR 170 million 

/USD $10 million 

No of Written 
Responses 

(High to Low) 

ZAR 1.7 billion 

/USD $100 million 

No of Written 
Responses 

(High to Low) 

Community-led tourism 
infrastructure and services: 
lodges, restaurants, 
campsites, access roads 

3 Tourism, eco-tourism 
investments (even during 
COVID-19) 

3 Biodiversity offsets 3 

Holiday homes, residential 
agreements 

2 Long term lease of land, 
semi-privatisation of 
Community conservation 
areas, PPP for CBNRM 
infrastructure 

3 Infrastructure investments 
linked to biodiversity co-
benefits, sustainability-
linked infrastructure loans 

3 

Basic facilities and 
mitigation activities to create 
small conservation areas, 
small businesses 

2 Carbon credits 3 Re-wilding, conservation 
area expansion and 
community investment 
around these areas 

2 
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ZAR 17 million 

/USD $1 million 

No of Written 
Responses 

(High to Low) 

ZAR 170 million 

/USD $10 million 

No of Written 
Responses 

(High to Low) 

ZAR 1.7 billion 

/USD $100 million 

No of Written 
Responses 

(High to Low) 

Water PES at sites with high 
potential 

2 Biodiversity offsets 2  

 

Blended tourism and 
conservation 

2 Forestry, commodities, 
sustainable meat value 
chains 

3  

 

Small nature-based 
enterprises (e.g. NTFP, 
micro-farming, regenerative 
resource management) 

2    

 

 

Legend: Darker green represents strength of agreement, lighter represents more variation to white which is just a few answers in agreement.   
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There was interesting convergence amongst respondents that, at the upper end of the scale, the 

carbon market presented the biggest opportunities for CBRNM finance, followed closely by 

landscape-wide efforts. If all types of PES and biodiversity offsets were combined, they would 

equal the level of support for landscape-wide approaches. 

 

4.2.2       Barriers 

The second major theme of perspectives explored is the barriers to private finance for 

community conservation, which are well-covered internationally in the literature but not 

explored at a regional level beyond anecdotes. This section focuses on ranking a series of 

internationally identified barriers from a regional perspective. Asked to consider the 

‘significance of barriers’ to scaling up community-based conservation (in Question 9) in 

southern Africa with blended finance, respondents provided rating on a Likert scale, where 

Manageable issue = 0, Considerable barrier = 2, Significant or insurmountable barrier = 4. 
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Table 13: Descriptive Statistics by Stakeholder Group for Question 9: Barriers 

Stakeholder 

Group 

Count 

n 

Mode:  

Most likely  

to be rated 

Manageable 

(0) 

Mode:  

Most likely  

to be rated 

Significant  

(4) 

Lack of skilled  

intermediaries w

ho understand 

finance and  

the context at 

sufficient levels 

Available 

revenue 

streams  

are not 

proven or 

promising 

enough 

Too much 

time and 

investment 

required at 

the design 

stage 

Lack of  

willing payers for 

concessional 

capital, guarantee/ 

insurance, design 

stage grants or TA 

Concern  

for risks 

involved, 

stakeholders 

unwilling 

Investor 12 

Too much time 

and investment 

required at the 

design stage 

Available 

revenue 

streams are not 

proven or 

promising 

enough 

1.82 2.50 1.09 1.45 2.18 

Public Donor 

/Non-Profit 
14 

Available 

revenue 

streams are not 

proven or 

promising 

enough 

Lack of willing 

payers for 

concessional 

capital, 

guarantee / 

insurance, 

design stage 

grants or TA 

1.29 0.71 1.08 1.33 1.14 

Entrepreneur

/Manager 
11 Too much time 

and investment 

Tie between 

lack of 

skilled interme

diaries and 

1.63636364 1.63636364 0.72727273 1.2 1.45454545 
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Stakeholder 

Group 

Count 

n 

Mode:  

Most likely  

to be rated 

Manageable 

(0) 

Mode:  

Most likely  

to be rated 

Significant  

(4) 

Lack of skilled  

intermediaries w

ho understand 

finance and  

the context at 

sufficient levels 

Available 

revenue 

streams  

are not 

proven or 

promising 

enough 

Too much 

time and 

investment 

required at 

the design 

stage 

Lack of  

willing payers for 

concessional 

capital, guarantee/ 

insurance, design 

stage grants or TA 

Concern  

for risks 

involved, 

stakeholders 

unwilling 

required at the 

design stage 

available 

revenue 

streams 

Resident 4 

Too much time 

and investment 

required at the 

design stage 

Lack of willing  

payers for 

concessional 

capital, 

guarantee / 

insurance, 

design stage 

grants or TA 

1.58 1.62 0.97 1.33 1.59 
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Stakeholder 

Group 

Count 

n 

Mode:  

Most likely  

to be rated 

Manageable 

(0) 

Mode:  

Most likely  

to be rated 

Significant  

(4) 

Lack of skilled  

intermediaries w

ho understand 

finance and  

the context at 

sufficient levels 

Available 

revenue 

streams  

are not 

proven or 

promising 

enough 

Too much 

time and 

investment 

required at 

the design 

stage 

Lack of  

willing payers for 

concessional 

capital, guarantee/ 

insurance, design 

stage grants or TA 

Concern  

for risks 

involved, 

stakeholders 

unwilling 

Advisory 34 

Too much time 

and investment 

required at the 

design stage 

Available 

revenue 

streams are not 

proven or 

promising 

enough 

1.59 2.00 1.24 1.70 1.39 

Government 3 3-way tie 3-way tie 2.00 1.00 0.67 2.00 2.00 

 

Legend: Colour scale from green being most in agreement to red being least in agreement; for standard deviation and variation green represents 

more consistent responses and red is less consistent responses within the group.  Responses from residents and government are italicized as a 

reminder that the results are illustrative and did not meet minimum sample size thresholds. threholds.  
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Most stakeholders agreed that the issue of time and investment at design stage was a 

manageable issue. The disagreement was stronger around which barriers were more serious or 

even insurmountable: investors, advisory and entrepreneurs agreed on the importance of 

revenue streams being proven or promising enough. Public donors and Conservancy residents 

pointed to the lack of willing payers for concessional finance as the main barrier. Notably, 

many government participants did not respond in this section of the survey. Entrepreneurs and 

Managers were most concerned about the lack of skilled intermediaries who could successfully 

navigate the local context and investor expectations.  

 

The same data was dis-aggregated by the location of the respondent (available on request). 

Here, six (6) of 13 respondents, who rated lack of willing concessional payers most severely, 

were based in Namibia and it is not clear if an experience here formed this opinion. 

  

4.2.3       Risks 

Risks involved in private finance of community-based conservation span financial risks, 

environmental risks and social risks. Contextually, these are significant given the transactions 

would take place in an emerging market, in sensitive conservation areas and locations with 

high poverty and inequality. Respondents were asked to write-in (in Question 5) where they 

saw significant risks in scaling-up private investment to community-based conservation in 

southern Africa. The following table shows the percentage of respondents in this category that 

wrote-in examples of risks in this category.  
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Table 14: Percentage of Write-in Responses by Stakeholder Group for Question 5: Risks 

Stakeholder Group Financial Environmental Social Other 

Investor 86.7% 40.0% 53.3% 13.3% 

Public Donor  

/Non-Profit 
68.8% 56.3% 75.0% 50.0% 

Entrepreneur 

/Manager 
58.8% 58.8% 64.7% 35.3% 

Resident 25.0% 25.0% 100.0% 25.0% 

Advisory 68.9% 66.7% 68.9% 31.1% 

Government 85.7% 57.1% 57.1% 14.3% 

Legend: Colour scale from green being most in agreement to red being least in agreement; for standard deviation 

and variation green represents more consistent responses and red is less consistent responses within the group.  

Responses from residents and government are italicized as a reminder that the results are illustrative and did not 

meet minimum sample size thresholds.  

 

Following expectations, investors had the most concern about financial risks whereas public 

donors and residents of Conservancies or civil society (small sample of four) were most 

concerned about social risks; although a small sample (of seven) government respondents also 

expressed more concern about financial risks. Public donors listed the largest proportion of 

additional risks. In the write-in comments, the top-mentioned risks were heavily focused on 

credit risk (general and of specific types), over-exploitation, and conflict over benefit 

distribution.  
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Table 15: Summary of Written Responses to Question 5: Financial, Environmental, and 
Social Risks 

Type of Risk 
No. of 

Comments 

Financial 

Credit - General 14 

Credit - Political risk, corruption, capture of funds 11 

Credit - Counterparty risks including lack of collateral 10 

Market / Systemic 11 

Market - Currency risk 2 

Investment - Poor risk / return profile, mismatch 11 

Operational - Incentives not aligned to costs, lack of risk transfer / uneven 

burden of risk - Where communities are shareholders - risk of having to bear 

burden if profit not made; or where communities receive only a concession 

fee, risk of an unfairly small share of the eventual profits coming to them. 

4 

Operational - Conflict / uneven distribution of benefits undermines financial 

sustainability 
7 

Operational - Donor dependence 4 

Operational - Limited financial skills in conservation areas 2 

Investment - Poor risk / return profile, mismatch 5 

CapEx  5 

Other - Small sizes of projects, high transaction costs, realising economies of 

scale 
3 

Environmental  

Over-Exploitation - mismanagement of resource, habitat and biodiversity 

loss - esp. due to pressure of return to investor 
22 
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Type of Risk 
No. of 

Comments 

Climate Change - impacts super-imposed on inherent natural variability, 

could make e.g. tree planting schemes unviable and/or shift current carbon 

sinks to being sources 

12 

Insufficient Safeguards or monitoring/impact measurement in place to 

prevent negative impacts, failure of sustainability-linked criteria 
7 

Other - Increased traffic, pollution, damage caused by infrastructure 5 

Other - Drought, Feedstock reliability 2 

Social  

Conflict over benefit distribution (revenue sharing formula) 15 

Exacerbation of inequalities - exclusion of women and youth, other 

marginalised communities when benefits are shared; elite capture of benefits 
9 

Effects on culture, traditions; cultural erosion 6 

Perception - for example in the shoot to kill or gaming industry. Very 

misunderstood outside of most Southern African countries 
5 

Human-wildlife conflicts 5 

Governance - hard to define what a community is, who the stakeholders are 

and what the sharing mechanism is in some cases 
5 

Land conflicts, risk that people without secure tenure ownership rights might 

be easily for conservation schemes, conflicting tenure claims 
4 

Lack of meaningful inclusion, inappropriate imposition of options 4 

Treating community as beneficiaries only, lack of local community buy-in 3 

Elite capture of benefits 3 

 

(Does not add up precisely to above where shown as percentages as some responses were split 

or combined during coding.) 
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In the write-in comments, investing where there is communal land tenure was highlighted as a 

major challenge for investors to grapple with, particularly lack of collateral. Just a few 

countries, mainly Namibia but also South Africa, were noted to have adequate governance that 

allows for operating in communal areas with enough certainty. 

 

 4.3 Phase 3: Integration and Analysis – from results to findings  

Phase 3 involved the synthesis of the results from phase 1 and 2 into findings to derive at an 

answer to the research questions. First of all: What are stakeholder’s perspectives on the 

opportunities, barriers and risks of using blended finance to help scale up private investment 

in southern Africa’s community-based conservation? There were distinguishable views within 

each stakeholder group on their views of the prospects or opportunities for private finance for 

community-based conservation in southern Africa: There were distinguishable views amongst 

each stakeholder group on their views of the prospects or opportunities for private finance for 

community-based conservation in southern Africa:  

 

Table 16: Summary of Perspectives on Opportunities 

Stakeholder Group Summary of Perspectives on Opportunities  

Commercial investors, 

bankers and fund managers; 

impact and themed investors 

Most pessimistic about the opportunities in this space but of 

the view that financial models (blended or not) can be 

developed wherever revenue streams exist. More 

comfortable where the revenue streams are already proven 

e.g. wildlife economy, forestry, and residential agreements, 

than more innovative approaches such as PES which are 

less proven. Relatively more first-hand experience with 

blended finance approaches than any other stakeholder 

group.   
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Stakeholder Group Summary of Perspectives on Opportunities  

Philanthropic funders, donors 

or foundations  

Most optimistic about the opportunities (with government) 

especially regarding PES. Concerned about reaching 

intended beneficiaries with concessional capital. 

 

Entrepreneurs or managers 

related to biodiversity 

enterprises  

Least optimistic about practical matters in scaling-up and 

concerned about the level of expectations linked to 

engaging in blended finance.  

  

Residents in or near a 

communal conservation area, 

other affected groups, civil 

society 

Optimistic about potential opportunities especially 

agriculture related. Concerned that beneficiaries are reached 

with concessional capital. Tied for government for lack of 

first-hand experience with blended finance. (Though 

reminder there is lower validity for findings in this 

stakeholder group due to small sample size, not meeting 

research threshold.) 

  

Advisory e.g. consultants, 

technical experts, academics, 

or researchers 

Overall optimistic about the potential for up-scaling 

revenues using blended finance, especially from revenue 

streams derived from PES.  

 

Government representatives 

e.g. Treasury, Ministry of 

Finance, Ministry of 

Environment, Parks 

Department 

Most optimistic about the opportunities (with public 

donors) especially PES and agriculture related. (As above, 

low validity in this stakeholder group due to small sample 

size.) 
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Similarly, there were distinguishable views amongst each stakeholder group on their views of 

the barriers to private finance for community-based conservation in southern Africa:  

 

Table 17: Summary of Perspectives on Barriers 

Stakeholder Group Summary of Perspectives on Barriers 

Commercial investors, 

bankers and fund managers; 

impact and themed investors 

Most challenged by the lack of skilled intermediaries (from 

their perspective though the advisory group disagrees) and 

most concerned that available revenue streams are not 

sufficiently proven or will not be promising enough.  

Philanthropic funders, donors 

or foundations  

Most concerned that there are insufficient willing payers 

that will enable blended finance approaches.  

Entrepreneurs or managers 

related to biodiversity 

enterprises  

Concerned with lack of skilled intermediaries who can 

facilitate successful deals and whether the available revenue 

streams are insufficient or not sufficiently proven. 

Residents in or near a 

communal conservation area, 

other affected groups, civil 

society 

Most concerned that there are insufficient willing payers 

that will enable blended finance approaches. (Though 

limitations on the validity of findings in this group due to 

small sample size.) 

Advisory e.g. consultants, 

technical experts, academics, 

or researchers 

More concerned about lack of finance, feeling that viable 

project pipeline is on its way.   

 

Government representatives 

e.g. Treasury, Ministry of 

Finance, Ministry of 

Environment, Parks 

Department 

Many issues in the enabling environment that could be 

facilitated by government. (As above, limited validity due 

to sample size.) 
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Again, there were distinguishable views amongst each stakeholder group on their views of the 

risks involved in private finance for community-based conservation in southern Africa:  

 

Table 18: Summary of Perspectives on Risks 

Stakeholder Group Summary of Perspectives on Risks 

Commercial investors, 

bankers and fund managers; 

impact and themed investors 

Most concerned with credit and operational risks especially 

around lack of tenure and collateral, and the dual layer of 

communities (who hold rights) and governments (who own 

the land) 

Philanthropic funders, donors 

or foundations  

Concerned with financial especially operational risks. 

Second highest level of concern for social risks after 

residents themselves.  

Entrepreneurs or managers 

related to biodiversity 

enterprises  

Concerned with social conflicts followed by the potential 

exploitation of the underlying resource. 

Residents in or near a 

communal conservation area, 

other affected groups, civil 

society 

Most concerned with social risks (though low sample size 

limits validity of results for this group) 

Advisory e.g. consultants, 

technical experts, academics, 

or researchers 

Identification and concern with risks of all types, but 

highlighted mitigation measures.  

Government representatives 

e.g. Treasury, Ministry of 

Finance, Ministry of 

Environment, Parks 

Department 

More concern on financial risks that may be expected 

(though as above, validity is challenged by low sample size) 
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Taken together, the range of views were quite consistent particularly for those groups with 

larger sample sizes. This insight allows for the development of generic stakeholder mapping 

that could be broadly used as a starting point for developing an engagement plan (addressing 

each actor’s perceived opportunities, barriers and risks) for a live transaction (see Figure 6 

below for example).   
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Figure 6: Example Engagement Plan for an Innovative Financial Transaction in a CBNRM 
area15  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

15 Developed by the author in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the Innovative Finance in Africa Elective 
Module on the Master of Commerce in Development Finance Degree, per assignment guidance provided by 

Aunnie Patton Power.  
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Question 2 

 

• Which, if any, of the revenue generating activities available to communities from 

conservation are most viable to upscale with blended finance, and via which blended 

finance tools, in this context? 

 

Next, the study examined which, if any, of the revenue generating activities available to 

communities from conservation are most viable to upscale with blended finance? 

 

Four of eight revenue streams were considered most scaleable, with quite consistent results 

between stakeholders:  

Table 19:Which, if any, of the revenue generating activities available to communities from 

conservation are most viable to upscale with blended finance? (detail from Table 10) 

Stakeholder 

Group 

Average (mean)  

Wildlife 

Economy 
PES: Carbon 

PES: BD 

Restoration 

Agriculture 

Related 

Investor 3.00 4.67 4.30 3.45 

Public Donor 

/Non-Profit 
4.67 3.077 3.36 3.38 

Entrepreneur 

/Manager 
4.12 3.42 3.64 3.18 

Resident 3.93 3.72 3.77 3.34 

Advisory 3.47 2.88 4.41 4.11 

Government 3.84 3.55 3.89 3.49 
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Legend: Colour scale from green being most in agreement to red being least in agreement; for standard deviation 

and variation green represents more consistent responses and red is less consistent responses within the group.  

Responses from residents and government are italicized as a reminder that the results are illustrative and did not 

meet minimum sample size thresholds.  

 

When presented with these draft study findings, reviewers found these findings “resonant” 

based on their experience in the region working in this space. Reviewers agreed with the 

identification of four of eight CBNRM revenue streams that were positively rated in terms of 

their potential scalability with blended finance. There was broad convergence also on the 

finding in ‘Question 11: Overall Assessment’ that, despite its challenges, the carbon market 

presented the biggest opportunities for large-scale private finance of CBRNM, followed closely 

by joined-up landscape-wide efforts. Each of these requires considerable early and sustained 

efforts in the enabling environment to build the offering and reach the market. Reviewers 

agreed with the finding that long-term residential agreements (especially for holiday homes) 

were noted to have cultural and social drawbacks but a very promising approach to upscale 

private finance in the more immediate term. 

 

While there are external challenges to the wildlife economy (growing backlash against trophy 

hunting), this is still seen as a viable sector with a range of tangible opportunities especially by 

regional investors. Perhaps efforts such as Resource Africa’ ‘Let Africans Decide’ 

(youtu.be/JcZ1tQsFQx0) campaign will turn the tide on this issue.  

 

The integration phase also served to identify a number of new initiatives that are being 

developed in the six months between the survey and the finalisation of this research paper. In 

the months between the onset of the pandemic and its advancement, a number of efforts to 

support resilience and stabilisation measures in the face of the significant negative impacts of 

COVID-19 on sustainable livelihood opportunities emerged. 

 

In more in detail on the topic of which blended finance tools are relevant in this context there 

were numerous strong views about the distribution of concessional capital. It seems generally 

available though the beneficiaries are those most able to access it i.e. who have relevant legal 
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entities, track records, time and capacity to apply, etc. Notably, none of the respondents had 

any experience with guarantees or insurance as a blended finance tool in this space. 

However, when looking at the risks of concern to potential investors (credit and operational 

risks especially around lack of tenure and collateral, and the dual layer of communities and 

governments), this seems to be a potentially very powerful tool in this context to de-risk 

transactions and unlock further investment. The finding on lack of tailored insurance 

mechanisms for operating on communal land was deemed (by reviewers) novel and interesting, 

and relevant also for the context of state operated parks as well. 

 

4.4 Did the Method Answer the Research Question? Reliability and Validity of 
Results. 

The exploratory sequential mixed-method was able to answer the research questions 

(summarised in conclusions, next), with one caveat: with the inability to travel to conservation 

areas during the COVID-19 pandemic and reach the community and government categories of 

respondent, limit the validity of results for this smaller sample size. These have been marked 

throughout to note the limitation.  

 

Otherwise, the methods documented enable the following four criteria of valid qualitative 

research to be met as related particularly to the investor, advisor and entrepreneur/manager 

categories of study participant: 1) sensitivity to context, 2) commitment and rigour, 3) 

coherence and transparency and 4) impact and importance (Yardley, 2016). Per Creswell and 

Miller (2000, 126) the lens of the study participants was employed in the validation of the final 

results by circulating a draft of the research output for their comments prior to finalisation. The 

sample sizes and representation, particularly in the advisory group, were very strong and 

represent a cutting-edge view on this topic.  
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations 

5.1 Introduction  

This chapter presents the conclusions and recommendations resulting from the study. It 

synthesises what is novel and has been contributed to the literature through this exercise, and 

where there are paths for further research on its shoulders.  

 

Specific steps for each stakeholder group are recommended, to further the prospects that private 

finance can make a considerable contribution to sustainable rural livelihoods particularly as we 

try to mount an economic recovery from the COVID-19 pandemic and recover from the 

devastation of the main established revenue stream for conservation in the region – tourism.  

 

5.2 Author Conclusions 

Findings according to the two research questions can be summarised as follows: 

 

1: What are stakeholder’s perspectives on the opportunities, barriers and risks of using 

blended finance to help scale up private investment in southern Africa’s community-based 

conservation?  

The detail of the findings on perceptions of each stakeholder type is presented according 

to opportunities, barriers and risks in detail in Chapter 4: Findings.  

In broad strokes: 

• Investors, bankers and fund managers: most pessimistic but willing to enter 

transactions that are sufficiently de-risked and with perceived viable and whose 

revenue streams seem realistic. 

• Philanthropic funders, donors or foundations: concerned with distributional benefits 

and sufficiency of blended finance inducements to leverage private finance. 
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• Entrepreneurs or managers related to biodiversity enterprises: Concerned about 

operational risks and the pressure on the underlying resource from up-scaling but are 

pragmatic.   

• Residents in or near a communal conservation area: Response levels limit validity of 

findings. 

• Advisory: Knowledgeable and available to support  

• Government representatives: Response levels limit validity of findings. 

 

2: Which, if any, of the revenue generating activities available to communities from 

conservation are most viable to upscale with blended finance?  

The hypothesis of the study was that a few (though not many) options for private finance 

of community-based conservation could be identified that would be mutually agreeable to 

the necessary range of stakeholders.  

There was general convergence on four CBNRM revenue streams that have potential 

scalability with blended finance (i.e. that could overcome barriers of viability and 

desirability). These are agriculture-related enterprises, PES with carbon, wildlife 

economy, and PES with restoration.  

The inventory presented in Annexure B provides extensive feedback which could serve 

as a basis for further examination of these options.  

While stakeholders approach this topic from different perspectives, there is convergence 

on the importance of looking for solutions in this space and appetite for identifying those 

potential options that warrant further consideration. 

 

More broadly, the study showed that there are currently only limited ‘first-hand’ examples of 

blended finance being used for community-based conservation in southern Africa (outlined in 

the inventory) but high interest in this topic.  
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The current challenges of bringing finance were summarised in Figure 5 (p32), in the current 

status, viability barriers limit investments into vehicles geared to communities, and both 

viability and desirability barriers limit the funds reaching community-based enterprises.  

 

The potential to unlock this with blended finance can be summarised as per Figure 7 (p99).  

This figure essentially updates our theory of conservation finance for the context and shows 

that it can be viable when the right measures and considerations are applied. 
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 Figure 7: Potential future demand and supply for Community-Conservation Finance with Tailored De-Risking Measures  

 
                     (Adapted from Huwyler et al., 2016, 9 
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While more attention has been given to concessional capital and TA grants in this space, not 

enough attention has been paid to the potential for insurance and guarantees tailored to the 

needs of Community-based conservancies and their investors. While credit and operational 

risks were very prominent amongst stakeholders’ risk concerns, tools to manage these did not 

appear in the inventory of products available to the region. A large concern was expressed with 

credit risk in such transactions, but fortunately there are many established tools to deal with 

this in the financial sector, even though not bespoke to the needs of conservancies. For 

example, credit insurance or credit derivatives transfer risk from the lender to the seller 

(insurer) in exchange for payment: an example could be a bespoke, donor- or government-

backed ‘CBNRM credit default swap (CCDS)’ to compensate the buyer (a private investor in 

CBNRM) in the event of a debt default (by the debtor, a Conservancy).  

 

Indeed, guarantees backed by for example, a national government or a development bank for 

private investments on communal land could be transformational. These are typically seen as 

tools that come in at later maturity stages in the investment cycle, but in the case of working 

with communal land, they could be catalytic in assuaging investor concerns about credit risks 

and operational risks. Loan guarantees (a legally enforceable agreement by a third-party to 

make payment on behalf of the borrower in case of default) are common in development 

finance but not (yet) applied for conservation. The idea of pooled loan guarantees for 

conservation in the USA has emerged only recently (Wrocklage, 2020). This is an idea that 

could be further explored for its application to networks of CBNRM areas in a country, large 

landscape or ecological region.  

 

While there was promising feedback on the range of potential options to up-scale with blended 

finance, this is clearly tempered with the reality that there is no ‘silver bullet’: most of the 

options involve considerable up-front investment, long development phases, changes to policy, 

or rely on international trends that can fluctuate unpredictably. Private finance on communal 

land remains a level more challenging than private finance on private freehold or state-owned 

conservation land, which is itself not obvious. Communities face greater hurdles, but on the 

other hand the development dividends are also expected to be higher.  



 

97 

 

 

A personal hypothesis before the work began would be that there would be a lack of skilled 

intermediaries available to work constructively between investors and communities on this 

topic. In fact, there were more advisors than any other group type who responded to the survey, 

with deep insights into the challenges occurring on both sides of the equation. The researcher 

faced a challenge reaching CBNRM residents and governments, whose views should be 

addressed more fully in future research.  Although investors were the most sceptical group of 

respondents, it was encouraging how many replied to the survey request with thoughtful 

insights, suggesting that they might be more favourable as the models become more proven 

and de-risking tools become more sophisticated. Entrepreneurs and managers of conservation 

enterprises in this region offered valuable perspectives, particularly from South Africa and 

Namibia where private ventures and conservancy partnerships, such as joint ventures, have 

decades-long successful track records.  The responses revealed something unique about 

Namibia, with its very well-established national CBNRM programme, unparalleled level of 

civil society and technical cooperation, forward-thinking, and joined-up approaches through 

different of government to create the enabling environment. Recent challenges, though, come 

from the international controversy over hunting as well as the COVID-19 shock on demand.  

 

From an economic recovery perspective, especially now in a post-COVID-19 context (WEF, 

2020; Tobin-de la Puente & Mitchell, 2021), private finance for community-based 

conservation in southern Africa is an exciting prospect that needs to be attended to. This study 

has shown that stakeholders in this region and internationally are cautiously positive about the 

potential to scale up various nascent revenue streams with a smart application of blended 

finance tools combined with conducive policies and good governance, as well as intelligence 

about international markets.  

 

Connecting back to the literature review: conservation finance has a body of emerging theory 

built on the context and assumptions in Europe and the United States. There are considerable 

gaps in granularity at a regional level given the context of governance and the unique approach 

to indigenous- and community-conserved areas prevalent here through CBNRM programmes.  
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This study has contributed: 

• An updated theoretical model for community-based conservation finance.  

• Pre-feasibility insight into potentially viable conservation finance opportunities that can 

be structured into model conservation finance vehicles for further investigation into 

making them investable on a large scale, in the governance and legislative context of 

the region.  

• A regional view on the most relevant barriers to conservation finance from the 

perspective of different actors including communities, investors and entrepreneurs 

specifically in southern Africa.  

• Regional considerations (e.g. distribution of benefits, land tenure, conflict over natural 

resources, historical inequalities) relating to risks (financial and pre-financial / ESG) of 

conservation finance in this region particularly on communal land. 

 

Figure 4 (p32) and Figure 7 (p99) uniquely characterise both the current understanding of the 

actual status of conservation finance on community-managed land and the potential future 

situation with the recommended measures. Chapter 4: Findings plus the inventory in Annexure 

B share rich detail on these topics, which can also provide a platform for further research.   

 

The objectives of the study were to improve potential for private investment in community-

based conservation that are scalable, desirable and resilient in the present context of southern 

Africa. The study has contributed to this objective particularly through showing the viable 

space between demand and supply of conservation finance between investors, public and 

philanthropic donors, and entrepreneurs and managers, who can be supported by a strong pool 

of advisors. The study objectives were not met for residents and government as groups of 

stakeholders due to prevailing limitations during the pandemic.  

 

5.3 Recommendations to Different Stakeholders  

Based on the findings of this study, the author makes the following general recommendations 

to each group:  
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• Investors – Do not overlook opportunities to integrate adjacent communities into 

private finance for state and private conservation; and maintain willingness to look at 

transactions on communal land especially where guarantees are provided.  

 

• Advisory - A regional organization such as the Bertha Centre should maintain/update 

the inventory of solutions, experiences in this space to crystalize a community of 

practice – very particularly on private finance for conservation on communal land.  

 

• Public Donors - More support for dedicated research on the potential for insurance and 

guarantees in unlocking private finance for community-based conservation.  

 

• Development Banks – Look more at insurance and guarantees, which are more 

established for development than conservation. Bring over that expertise to support 

conservation on communal land, in particular, where development dividends are 

highest.  

 

• Government - Actively invest at the community-level as you work to ‘build back 

better’ after these challenging years of downturn in tourism and the economy more 

broadly.  

 

5.4 Future Research  

As this is a relatively new topic with considerable theory but limited hands-on experience 

particularly in a regional context, there are many avenues for future research. An immediate 

follow-on study would be to develop and test the perception of a number of model transactions 

based on innovating blended finance approaches linked to the highest-promise revenue 

streams, with different groupings of stakeholders, for example bundling regional groups of 

Conservancies with common potential. Another could consider the potential applications of 

spatial finance, i.e. the integration of geospatial data and analysis, for the further development 

of climate- and nature-related risks and opportunities in the region.  Further effort could be 

applied to develop the taxonomy and typology of risks related to conservation finance on 

communal land. Finally, valued insight would come from further examining the potential for 
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insurance and guarantees as tools of blended finance for conservation particularly in communal 

areas. Further, the stakeholder survey could be repeated in 3-5 years to measure each 

stakeholder group’s changes in perceptions on the various topics over time: hopefully at this 

point there will be fewer Covid-19 restrictions allowing for travel to CBNRM areas to gain 

more insight from community members and relevant governments officials who were 

insufficiently represented in this study. The author hopes to pursue these research topics in the 

coming years.  
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Annexure A: Survey Instrument (Phase 2) 
 

Original was available via: www.surveymonkey.co.uk/r/XJTJSRZ  

 

Saved as a PDF on Dropbox:  

www.dropbox.com/s/395cz4012zy3430/Survey%20instrument%20-

%20Financing%20Nature%20and%20Development%20June-July%202020.pdf?dl=0
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Annexure B: Inventory of Blended Finance Options 
 

Examples of Blended Finance for Community-Based Conservation in Southern Africa. 

 

Transaction and Location 
Type of 

Blended Finance 
Status Learnings 

Active 

Rhino Impact Bond (South Africa) 

 

rhinoimpact.com/  

Design Stage 

Grant and 

Concessional 

Capital plus CD/E 

 

Launched in 

2019 (after 5 

years in 

development) 

 

2.5x  

over-

subscribed 

Challenge of 

obtaining 

outcomes 

payer 

 

Number of 

years 

development  
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Transaction and Location 
Type of 

Blended Finance 
Status Learnings 

Millennium Challenge Account 

(Namibia)  

 

Funding for communal 

conservancies whereby 

conservancies together with an 

investor would access funding to 

build lodges whereby an investor 

brings in about 30% of the required 

capital and the rest provided by 

grant while the conservancies avail 

their wildlife and the conservancy 

land for construction of a lodge. The 

investor would operate the lodge for 

a certain period of time whereafter, 

they hand it over to the conservancy. 

 

Design Stage 

Grant and 

Concessional 

Capital plus CD/E 

 

Delivered in 

2006-2010  

Saturation of 

tourism in 

Namibia 

In Development 

REDD+ / sale of Carbon Credits to 

facilitate community forest 

conservation (Zambia) 

 

biocarbonpartners.com/  

Convertible Grant 

plus CD/E 

In 

development  

 

Proposal Stage 
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Transaction and Location 
Type of 

Blended Finance 
Status Learnings 

Rhino relocation (Botswana) 

 

 

Rangeland management and 

restoration 

Design Stage 

Grant and 

Concessional  

 

Capital plus CD/E 

Proposal stage  

 

Relevant Examples of Public-Private Finance but not Strictly Blended Finance 

• 37D tax code (South Africa): Tax breaks that incentivize additional investments in 

conservation (on private and communal land).  

• Wildlife Credits (Namibia): wildlifecredits.com/  

• Conservation Trust Fund, Namibia: aims at securing US$ 50 million fund for 

supporting long term technical services requirement for CBRNM 
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Sources of Blended Finance  

Archetype Available From (For This Purpose) 

All Intermediaries: 

• Nature + Accelerator Fund (IUCN, Mir ova, GEF, CPIC): 

Starting in 2021, the Accelerator Fund will offer financing (e.g., 

loans and equity) through the three financing windows 

www.iucn.org/theme/nature-based-solutions/initiatives/nbs-

finance-mechanisms-and-funds/nature-accelerator-fund  

 

Public:  

• United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 

• Federal Ministry of Economic Co-operation and Development 

(BMZ) Germany 

• IDB Lab 

• Netherlands Development Finance Company (FMO) 

• International Finance Corporation (IFC) 

• European Investment Bank (EIB) 

• DFC (formerly OPIC) 

 

Philanthropic:  

• Shell Foundation 

• Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 

• Omidyar Network 

• Oikocredit. 

Concessional 

Capital 

The Catalytic Capital Consortium (C3) / MacArthur foundation 

www.macfound.org/programs/catalytic-capital-consortium/ 

LDN Fund  

www.unccd.int/actions/impact-investment-fund-land-degradation-

neutrality   
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Archetype Available From (For This Purpose) 

Design Stage Grant Convergence: Three current/recent funding windows funded by 

Canada, Australia and a family office  

www.convergence.finance/design-funding  

TA Grants Partnering to Accelerate Entrepreneurship (PACE)  

www.usaid.gov/PACE 

Blue Orchard Impact Investment Managers  

www.blueorchard.com/investment-expertise/blended-finance/ 

Insurance / 

Guarantees 

Development banks (though not applied specifically for 

conservation, relevant as development guarantees) 

Other Convergence deal platform for minimum $5 million transaction size 

in a blended structure: www.convergence.finance/membership  

 

References on Revenue Streams Overall from International Sources 

• UNDP (2020). Moving Mountains: Unlocking Private Capital for Biodiversity and 

Ecosystems. New York. Includes: List of Impact Investment Funds and Fund Managers 

Active in Developing Countries. 

• Little Book of Investing in Nature (Tobin-de la Puente & Mitchell, 2021): 

globalcanopy.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/LBIN_2020_EN.pdf 

• List of resources on conservation finance: cpicfinance.com/resources/related-reports/  

• BIOFIN catalogue, a continuously updated ‘living document’, features over 150 finance 

solutions that are applicable to biodiversity. Each catalogue entry includes a brief 

description and links to guidance material and a few case studies. It can be accessed at: 

biodiversityfinance.net/index.php/finance-solutions   

• The Financing Solutions for Sustainable Development - 

www.sdfinance.undp.org/content/sdfinance/en/home/   
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More specific to the context of southern Africa CBNRM: shared in full on Google Drive - 

docs.google.com/document/d/1UA0XbVZHVBoICFtoscoyuc6qx4xlHxe27JYMmEkKRYQ/

edit?usp=sharing 

1) Wildlife Economy

2) PES: Carbon Market

3) PES: Biodiversity Offsets, Restoration

4) PES: Water

5) Wildlife-Friendly Forestry

6) Wildlife-Friendly Food, Agriculture, Commodities

7) Residential Agreements

8) Sustainable Apparel, Furniture, Hand Crafts

9) Other




