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Abstract: Tourism is a known rural economic development tool. Furthermore, sustainable tourism
seeks to enhance the quality of the resident lives through its economic benefits, among others.
One way of diversification economic bases in rural areas is through community-driven tourism
projects (CDTP). The tourism projects provide a livelihood strategy to the communities who are
involved in the projects. This study makes an attempt to build an understanding of the economic
contribution of community-driven tourism projects to sustainable livelihoods. The study draws on
a qualitative survey carried out in South Africa’s Makuleke contractual Park Community Project.
The study utilized the community capital framework (CCF) to examine the community tourism
economic capitals’ (CTEC) contribution to the community livelihoods. The study also investigated
on the ripple effect of the economic capital towards other capitals within the community. Thematic
content analysis was used to analyze qualitative data while descriptive statistics were used to analyze
the demographic data. Findings indicate that through the Makuleke Contractual Park (MCP) tourism
project, the community benefited economically in terms of employment and creation of small &
medium tourism related enterprises which provided a livelihood strategy for the community. Through
the projects’ partnerships with private investors, there was a ripple effect from the economic capital
contribution to other community capitals (physical, human, social and natural). Community-driven
tourism projects (CDTP) if well managed can transform community capital resources to economic
multipliers which can be a livelihood strategy for the community.

Keywords: economic contribution; tourism projects; community economic capital; livelihood;
ripple effect

1. Introduction

The tourism industry revenues contribute significantly to Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of many
countries in Sub-Saharan Africa [1,2]. Tourism contributes to rural development through job creation,
employment, social cultural growth, as well as infrastructural development [3]. Tourism can be a
powerful tool for community development and reducing inequalities if it engages local populations and
all key stakeholders in its development [4]. It can also contribute to urban and rural development hence
reducing regional imbalances through rendering communities the opportunity to prosper in their place
of origin [4]. The sustainable tourism indicators that influence the growth of tourism are economic,
sociocultural, environmental and management of tourism [5,6]. Tourism does not exist in a vacuum,
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it is operated and controlled by stakeholders one of them being the host community. It is paramount
to encourage rural communities to utilize the tourism resources which are at their disposal for their
livelihoods. Much research has been done on the contribution of tourism to a region’s socioeconomic
growth and community benefits. However, only few studies have been found to rigorously assess
the economic contribution of community-driven tourism projects (CDTPs) to community sustainable
livelihoods. Understanding this economic contribution is important for proper planning, operation
and management of the CDTPs and for proper management of other community tourism resources
that build up the economic capital of the community.

Thus, this study tries to fill this gap through an investigation which offers insight into how CDTPs
contribute to community economic capital. Specifically, this study focuses on the CDTPs processes that
initiate partnerships to create employment, initiation of tourism activities that enhance community
economic growth, provide a daily income, hence resulting to livelihood diversification and the ripple
effect to other capitals that contribute to quality of life for the communities.

2. Theoretical Background

The motivation for sustainability of tourism development in rural areas rests upon the
assurance of the rural community economic, environmental and social cultural benefits from tourism.
These sentiments were echoed by [7–9], who underscored the importance of community sustainability
as a key factor for tourism development in an area. Tourism has been documented as an economic
development agent as it creates employment within the rural communities and creates small and
medium size tourism enterprises [9,10]. For communities to benefit fully from their own tourism
resources, they need to not only manage, but take full control of their resources. One program that
encourages community self-reliance, own financial benefits and empowerment is community-based
tourism [11,12]. However, many community-based tourism programs fail to deliver maximum
economic benefits to communities. One of the reasons for this failure is external management
and control mechanisms which hinder the local communities’ full control over their economic
resources [12,13]. It is envisaged that communities lack capacity to operate and manage tourism
projects and this perceptiveness invites external support organizations [14–17]. Nevertheless, tourism
development initiated and purely controlled by the community is more likely to economically benefit
the community, reduce poverty and yield more sustainable livelihoods [9,18]. If sustainable tourism
was to be achieved and contribute to community livelihoods, then the community participation in the
tourism project is paramount [18–20].

In the effort to promote development and conserve natural resources in rural areas, tourism has
become one of the key development platforms within South Africa [21,22]. The Makuleke Contractual
Park (MCP) community-driven tourism project is one example of the many tourism projects in South
Africa that have seen community development through tourism. The Makuleke community pursued
an eco-tourism joint venture with private lodges to conserve the pristine nature of the park and generate
employment and significant economic benefits for the community [23,24].

2.1. Community-Driven Tourism Projects (CDTPs)

Community-driven tourism projects is a way of providing social and physical services to the
poor, creating economic activities through utilization of tourism attractions and resource management.
CDTPs are a platform for community development. They empower the poor and improve governance.
Just like other community-driven developments (CDDs), CDTPs give control of resources to community
groups [25]. These groups may work in partnership with demand-responsive support organization
such as NGOs, tourism private investors or local government agencies [25]. By directly relying on poor
people to drive development activities, [26] alludes that CDDs have the potential to make poverty
reduction efforts more responsive to demands, more inclusive, more sustainable and more cost-effective
than traditional centrally led programs [25]. Manzuri and Rao [27] recognize that CDDs play a key
role in poverty alleviation exertions, realizing immediate and lasting results at the grassroots level and
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complementing market economy and government-run programs. By use of CDD approach the private
sector and NGOs are able to provide some of these services for poverty reduction [28–30].

Community-driven tourism projects (CDTPs) enhance sustainability. As consumers the local
communities are the most legitimate and well informed of their priorities [31]. Demand is better
expressed when the communities contribute to investment costs and control investment choices hence
making it sustainable. [25,32] reveal that when Community Based Organizations (CBOs) are allowed
to control their investments, there is higher sustainability of resources because the communities are
willing to pay for what they want. Furthermore, since responsibilities and resources are devolved
to grassroots, development activities are instantaneous and as a result poverty is alleviated [25,33].
All these can be achieved if the community participate fully in development. The tourism projects
enable the communities to access tourism resources and utilize them for economic gain. This study
used the community capital framework (CCF) to examine the economic contributions of CDTPs to the
livelihoods of the communities involved in the projects.

2.2. Community Capital Framework (CCF)

Community capital framework (CCF) provides a tool for analyzing community-driven tourism
project economic contributions to community livelihoods. This framework (CCF) provides an instrument
to examine and analyze community development exertions through identification of economic resources
in each investment, the economic capital invested (flow), the interaction and relationships among other
capitals and the subsequent effects across them [34]. Flora and Flora [35] introduced the CCF so as
to comprehend measures relating to poverty, natural resource management and social fairness. This
model emerged from the practice and application of the sustainable livelihoods approach (SLA) as
well as other participatory strategies [36]. The SLA was developed with the belief that livelihoods are
sustainable when individuals or households can recover from shocks while maintaining their stocks of
capitals, including natural resources.

Many sustainable livelihood approaches (SLA) track five capitals (human, economic, social,
natural and physical). In many cases, the five capital assets presented in the SLA framework establish
livelihood ‘building blocks’ [3,37]. A capital can be converted into another capital [37]. In other words,
one capital can spiral up to other capitals [31]. For example, natural tourist attractions (natural capital)
such as wildlife or landscapes may be transformed into financial capital through entry fees for viewing.
The entry fee may then be used to construct physical tourist attractions (physical capital) such as
restaurants and/or accommodation facilities. These facilities create employment opportunities for the
local communities, create market for local produce and hence build the local economy and increase the
sustainability of livelihoods of the local communities.

Community capitals have been used to analyze community development efforts, as well as how
communities utilize them for livelihood diversification [3,31,35,38,39]. However, few studies have
examined the community-driven tourism projects’ economic contribution to community livelihoods.
In this study, the community tourism economic capital (CTEC) was used to analyze the Makuleke
Contractual Park tourism project economic contributions to community livelihoods. It also looks at the
rippling effect of the economic capital towards other capitals.

2.3. Economic Capital Contribution to Community Livelihoods

Scholars and researchers have adopted the economic capital description depending on the issue
on their focus. The description has also been modified from time to time to suit the issues or the
phenomenon under study. Scoones [40] p. 8, described economic/financial capital as “the capital base
such as cash, credit/debt, savings, and other economic assets”. Flora on the other hand [41] p. 33,
described economic/financial capital as “savings, income generation, fees, loans and credit, gifts and
philanthropy, taxes, and tax exemptions”. Additionally, previous studies focusing on tourism described
economic capital as income generated from tourism related activities such as employment in a tourism
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establishment, income from tourism activities and own tourism businesses such as restaurants, hotels,
sell of arts & crafts, tourist attraction entry fees and traditional dance incentives [42–44].

Several studies have described economic contribution of tourism through sustainable tourism
indicators, community development or through the impacts of tourism [45–47]. In their study on
community capitals stocks and flows, Emery and Flora [34] found that when the state development
agencies invested in local resources, local businesses increased hence expanding job employments,
local entrepreneurs increased assets and personal income also increased. In this vein, the present
paper defines economic contribution of tourism projects as enhancement of income and employment
multipliers within the local communities. The indicators of income and employment multipliers are job
creation, tourism related small and micro enterprises, locally owned tourism businesses and creation
of market for local produce.

In this study, the economic capital contribution of community-driven tourism project to livelihoods
was analyzed using indicators such as both direct and indirect income from the tourism project activities.
Direct income is the one attained through daily tourist activities where the service provider or the
seller of a tourism related item is paid directly by the tourist for the service rendered or the item sold
as well as income from employment in a tourism establishment or tourism project. Indirect income is
earning through group savings or group project businesses, dividends or organization trust fund.

2.4. Sustainable Livelihoods

Sustainable livelihood comprises people accessing resources (financial, physical, natural, human
and social), the ways in which people combine these capital assets to generate livelihoods and their
ability to expand their asset base through relations with other actors and institutions [48]. For livelihood
to be sustainable, there must be a secure ownership of or access to resources and income earning
activities [48–50]. Community-driven tourism projects employ the local communities, provide an
income through profits and communities have access to capital assets. Chambers and Conway [51]
referred to this ownership of and access to resources as security. This security may comprise reserves
and possessions to counterbalance risk, reduce shocks and deal with eventualities.

A household may be empowered to achieve sustainable livelihood security in many ways. It may
be through ownership of property like land, livestock or having rights to grazing, fishing, through
steady employment with adequate remuneration or through varied collection of activities [49,50].
In respect of community-driven tourism project, a household is a family whose members or at
least one member of the family is a member of the project. A household which has membership
in a community-driven tourism project is expected to own capital assets such as traditional skills,
indigenous/cultural knowledge, natural tourism attractions, employment in tourism facility and
earning an income from the tourism project, hence one can say that the CDTP provides sustainable
livelihood to the household.

3. Methods and Materials

3.1. Study Area and Sample Size

This study was conducted in Makuleke ward, located in the Collins Chabane Municipality in
Vhembe District of Limpopo Province, South Africa. The study involved the community members
involved in the Makuleke Contractual Park (MCP) project. MCP is located in the Pafuri Triangle
within the Kruger National Park, in northern part of South Africa in Limpopo Province [52] (see
Figure 1 below). The specific area understudy comprises of the three villages which are occupied by
the Makuleke community. These villages are; the Makuleke, the Mabilingwe and the Makahlule under
the Collins Chabane Municipality [53].

Through the Makuleke Communal Property Association (MCPA), the community signed several
contracts with different private tourist investors and allowed them to construct tourist facilities in the
Makuleke Contractual Park (MCP) for preservation of ecological integrity. The contractual agreement
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obligated the investors to contribute a percentage of their annual earnings for the development of
the community.

The agreement also stated that the investors would employ the Makuleke youth in the concession
and train them in the Eco-training Camp. Kruger National park would then oversee biodiversity
conservation. Through well-wishers (also known as the friends of the Makuleke), the MCP community
was able to build a BnB facility meant to earn a revenue for the community project. Following
the information gathered from the MCPA executive committee, the Makuleke contractual park had
150 households represented in the project from the three villages under study (Makuleke, Mabilingwe
and Makahlule). Out of the 150 households, only 80 were actively involved in the activities of the
tourism project (MCP). The 80 households therefore formed the study target population hence N = 80.
Considering the limitation of resources and the qualitative approach of the study, the researchers
needed to identify and understand issues from the viewpoint of the study participants [54,55] and
therefore a selection of a smaller sample was inevitable.

Using the Yamane equation, [56], the sample size was calculated. The Yamane formula was
preferred in this study for it provided a simplified method to calculate and apportion the sample size
from the total targeted households. Assuming a degree of variability (i.e., proportion) of 0.5 and a
confidence level of 95% the formula is demonstrated below.

The Yamane equation formula is:

n =
N

1 + N(e)2

where n is the sample size, N is the population size and e is the level of precision. Using the household
as the sampling unit and setting the sampling precision at 5% (i.e., e = 0.05) the sample size for the
study area household representation is calculated as follows: MCP active households—N = 80.

n =
80

1 + 80(0.0025)
= 66.6 (rounded off to 67)

The sample size was therefore n = 67.
The sample size (67) was then proportionately apportioned to the 3 villages with each being

apportioned a sample of 22 households. The sample size (67) household representatives were
randomly selected from the 80 households which were actively involved in the project. Fifteen key
informants drawn from the executive committee, project administration and traditional leaders were
purposively selected.
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3.2. Research Design and Data Collection and Analysis

The purpose of this research was to examine the economic contribution of CDTPs to community
livelihoods. The study also aimed to explore the ripple effect of the economic capital to other
community capitals. In order to achieve these aims, the study adopted qualitative research method,
utilizing exploratory design. Interviews allow the researcher to probe more into the experiences and/or
knowledge of the participants on the research issues [57]. Open-ended interview questions were
structured to understand the context in which the community-driven tourism project was operated and
to gain maximum information regarding the CDTP from the interviews. Exploratory design is conducted
to gain in-depth information regarding factors to a phenomenon [58]. Focus group discussions were
used in order to gain insight in to economic capital contribution to community livelihoods.

Data were collected from the household representatives active in the MCP project and key
informants including the projects management executive committee, the traditional leaders and
the project administration through face-to-face interviews and focus group discussions. The first
author sought permission from the traditional leaders of the three Makuleke villages to conduct
the study in the area. Once permission was granted the MCPA executive committee chairperson
provided the information on the households who were actively involved in the project. The selected 67
household representatives were invited for a meeting where the purpose of the research was stated
and permission was sought to visit their homes for interviews. Following information gathered from
the project office and existing literature regarding the project, the interview question list was prepared.
Eventually, interviews were conducted with all the 67 household representatives. Each interview
session lasted approximately 45–1 h and was recorded with interviewee permissions on a voice
recorder. The household representatives were later congregated at the Makuleke cultural center for
group discussions.

The focus group discussions were implemented through 7 focus groups. To ensure that participants
were free to express their views truthfully the groups were separated based on gender (adult male and
adult female). The groups were made up of 7–12 members. The participants comprised of registered
members of the Makuleke Contractual Park (MCP). The views of each group were recorded and
consolidation of responses and preliminary data cleaning followed thereafter. Themes and patterns
were then formulated accordingly and recorded.

Numerous literatures have focused on community-based tourism, sustainable tourism and the
economic benefits which tourism contributes to local communities through CBTs, CBRNs [32,59,60].
The results of these previous studies have provided the current research an insight on possible
expectations which assisted in formulation of study questions. The study also considered facts from
the survey site and earlier literature [24,61], to conceptualize the group discussion question guide
in the quest of attesting the projects economic contribution to livelihoods, the ripple effect to other
capitals and the role of tourism in community livelihoods. The discussions focused on the issues
around the community-driven tourism project and its contribution to community livelihoods. Further,
in-depth interviews with key informants were also conducted to get their perceptions regarding the
project management and its economic benefits to communities. The survey was conducted between
14 June–10 August 2019.

Thematic content analysis was used to analyze and report themes and patterns formulated
during the interviews and group discussions. Quantitative data on demographics was analyzed
using descriptive statistics to generate frequencies and percentages. Results are presented in tables
and charts. The interviews helped in understanding the aspects of the project management and the
perceptions emanating from the narratives given during focus group discussions. Interviews focused
on economic benefits of CDTP to livelihoods, conforming within the community capital framework
(CCF). The community capital assets are interrelated and sometimes have a cumulative effect to
community livelihoods [41]. The aim of this survey was to examine the project’s economic contribution
to livelihoods and the economic ripple factor to other capitals (human, social, physical and natural).
Verbatim quotations are used in presentation.
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4. Results and Discussion

In this section, the projects’ contribution in terms of economic capital are presented. Both qualitative
and quantitative approaches were used to achieve the objective.

4.1. Demographic Characteristics of Household Representatives

A self-administered questionnaire was issued to the randomly selected 67 sampled respondents
and the following are the results for social demographic characteristics of the respondents.

Considering the heterogeneity nature of communities, it is important to understand the age and
gender of the respondents. As indicated in Table 1 below, majority of the respondents were male
(53.7%), compared to female respondents who were 46.3%. Of all the participants, 46% were between
the ages of 18 and 35 years. The household headship and family size were an important factor in this
study in understanding household livelihoods and strategies. Male participants who were heads of
households were 53% and female 47%, with a significant 46.3% of respondents having a family size of
between 6–10 members.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of household representatives.

Characteristics Description Percent (%)

Age 18–35 46.3
36–45 22.4
56–65 23.9
>65 7.5

Total 100

Gender Male 53.7
Female 46.3

Household position Household head—male 53
Household head—female 47

Family size 1–5 38.8
6–10 46.3

11–15 13.4
>15 1.5

4.2. Education Level

Lack of basic education and tourism knowledge has been seen to be a major constrain and a
limitation for communities to actively participate in community-based tourism development [62].
For communities to drive and control their own tourism project for economic gain, they need to have
basic education. The local communities therefore need to be equipped with the required tourism
knowledge and skills.

Examining the education level of the participants in this study was key for evaluation of the
community capabilities to plan, operate and manage the tourism projects. As demonstrated on Table 2,
in Makuleke, 10.4% of the respondents had attained university level of education with 11.9% having
tertiary or technical college level, 19.4% had attained matric, 13.4% grades 8–11 while 12% reached
grades 1–7. Furthermore, only 26.9% of the respondents had no formal education.

The results show that majority of the respondents had the minimum education level to enable
them to make better decisions in regard to running their tourism projects for economic growth.
These findings correspond with [31], who emphasized that educated communities make informed
decisions as regards to tourism development. Thrane [63] also argued that basic education is a central
issue in social development and poverty eradication strategies.
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Table 2. Education level of household representatives.

Education Level Percentage (%)

Grade 1–7 12.0
Grade 8–11 13.4

Matric 19.4
Tertiary/technical college 11.9

University 10.4
None (illiterate) 26.9

4.3. Community Economic Capital Contribution of the Makuleke CDTP

The interviews with the key informants revealed that the MCPA executive committee (Exco) was
mandated to act on behalf of the Makuleke community and to assist the community to realize the
objectives of the CDTP. The MCPA then signed contracts with private investors—also known as the
concessionaires—to preserve and conserve the pristine nature of the park.

The concessions were; the Outpost Lodge, Return Africa Lodge, the Eco-training Camp and the
South African National Parks (SANP). As depicted by the interview results, the economic benefits
received from the project were majorly indirect. An excerpt from the contractual agreement between
the MCPA and the private concessions stated that;

“ . . . the eco-tourism concessions would remit a percentage of their annual returns to the MCPA”.

It was noted that the contribution percentages differed from one concessionaire to the next.
Another excerpt stated:

“Return Africa Lodge would contribute 15% of its annual earnings, and Outpost Lodge would
contribute 10% of its annual returns. The Eco-training camp would contribute in terms of training 3
Makuleke youths per year in tour guiding and conservation”.

“SANP through Kruger National Park (KNP) would contribute through Managing and conservation
of biodiversity within the Makuleke Contractual Park”. Through the partnerships the community have
also learned how to conserve and preserve biodiversity and hence contributing to natural capital.
In other studies, partnerships have been found to produce benefits in community-based tourism
initiatives [32,64].

When asked approximately how much the concessions contributed per year, the executive
chairperson (female aged 46) explained;

“ . . . In total we receive approximately R1.4 million from the concessions”.

When asked how the money was used, she explained further; “ . . . ..60% of this money is used to run
the administration of the CPA such as paying wages for MCPA office employees, executive committee meeting
allowances, office maintenance and other costs like running and maintenance of the MCPA van. The remaining
40% is used for community development in terms of physical assets such as building community halls, crèche,
public library, digging community boreholes and others. It is also used to assist on education bursaries disbursed to
needy students from the villages”. The financial benefits received from these concessions have contributed
to the communities physical and human capitals, hence creating a spiral effect to the communities’
capitals [31,34].

Further interview results indicate that the concessions also employ people from the
Makuleke community.

The economic benefits are further projected on Table 3 below. Table shows the percentages of the
respondents against the economic activities they participated in and approximated amounts earned
per person per month. It also shows the funds accrued through indirect earnings for the project.
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(a) Direct income

(i) Small & micro enterprises

As shown in Table 3, only 6% of participants in Makuleke were involved in sell of arts and crafts,
which they sell to tourists entering or coming out of the Kruger National Park. These vendors do not
have curio shops by the Punda Maria gate, so they sell by hawking. One vendor (female aged 38) said;

“ . . . It is not a reliable income, sometimes we sell sometimes we go back with nothing, but in a good month I can
say . . . .. I earn approximately R1200”.

Another 15% of respondents participated in song and dance during cultural festivals such as the
Heritage Day (this happens once per year). They also perform dance to tourists who visit Makuleke
cultural center. This happens a few times in a year and therefore earns them only an approximate
of R300 per person. One dancer explained smiling; . . . .. . . . .”when we have tourists around, I go to
the food store and buy groceries, I sometimes buy Pitza . . . .laughter” This agrees with studies by [42,65],
that tourism related incomes supplement to household livelihood portfolios.

Only 1.4% of respondents buy food crops from the irrigation scheme that was acquired by the
project and supply to the local restaurants. They earn approximately R8600 per month. One supplier
(male respondent aged 40) noted;

“This is a good business that takes care of my family needs, but many people complain they don’t have
capital that is why many are not involved”. These results correspond with [66] that tourism provides a
market for local produce. A few of the respondents (6%) were operating tourism related businesses
such as restaurants and curio shops earning approximately R10000 per month. The 6% comprised two
men who operated restaurants, one next to the project office and one at the Makuleke shopping center.
The curio shops were operated by two women. One curio shop located at the Return Africa Lodge
compound while the other was at the Makuleke cultural center. This shows that community-driven
tourism projects can be a platform for community development through which tourism related small
and medium enterprises (SMEs), and microenterprises can emerge and enhance the local economy
hence improving local people’s livelihoods [67].

(ii) Employment opportunities

Employment through the project by the concessions was found to be one of the main benefits
of the people of Makuleke. Results on Table 3 show that those employed as tour guides (26.8%)
earned a salary of approximately R7500, housekeepers (9%) earned R5500, cooks (12%) earned R5000.
Those employed by the project as administrators (4.5%) earned approximately R8000, accountants
(3%) earned R6000, project secretary/receptionist (3%) earned R5000, project drivers (1.4%) earning
R4000 per month. The employment benefits through the project has improved the livelihoods of many
households in the villages as one lady aged 36 (mother of four kids) said;

“I thank the MCP tourism project for employing me. Things were very bad before I got this job. I could
not feed my children or provide them with basic needs. At least now I have a monthly salary and my
family’s wellbeing is better”

The above results are in line with [32] who affirmed that tourism employment has the capacity to
improve people’s livelihoods. However, it is important to note that despite the Makuleke communities
sharing borders with the Kruger National Park and the project having invested in tourism physical
facilities 12% of the participants did not engage in any tourism income generation activities. This may
be attributed to the institutional structures in the villages and at the project and also due to the fact
that there was low turnout of tourists visiting the site. One respondent (male aged 45) claimed:

“There are no visitors nowadays in Makuleke so there’s nothing to do”

It was established that the low turnout of tourists was caused by non-marketing of the attractions
in the study area.
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(b) Indirect income

Since the most profits accrued for the project were paid into MCPA as a trust, accruing to
approximately R1.4 million per year, the money was used for community development, mostly for
development of public facilities (physical capital). The revenues collected from the concessions also
enabled the MCP to build five cottages used as a BnB facility. This facility has the potential to not only
generate income for the project, but also provide employment to the community. However, during the
interview session with the key informants, it was revealed that the five cottages which were operated
as BnB did not have full occupancy in any given week. It only received three guests per week unless
during the December holiday when all the five cottages would be occupied. Due to the low occupancy,
it only accrued approximately R63000 per annum. It was observed that there was no marketing strategy
for the attractions in Makuleke and this attributed to the low returns from the facility.

Table 3. Economic capital contribution to the community.

Direct Income Generated from Tourism
Project Activities Income per Month

Tourism Activity Participants Involved (%) Approx. Earnings (Zar)

Sell of arts crafts through hawking 6 1200
Incentives for song & dance 15 300

Supply farm produce to restaurants, hotels/lodges 1.4 8600
Own businesses (restaurants & curio shops) 6 10,000

Motor boat-riding 0 0
Canoeing 0 0

Tour guiding 26.8 7500
Employed by project—administrator 4.5 8000

Employed by project—marketing personnel 0 0
Employed by project—accountant 3 6000

Project secretary/receptionist 3 5000
Project drivers 1.4 4000

Cooks 12 5000
Housekeeping 9 5500

Fish selling 0 0
No direct income from tourism activity 12 0

Indirect income from the projects Approximate cumulative earnings per annum
BnB 63,000.00

Contribution from concessions per annum (25% of
annual returns) to Makuleke’s trust fund 1.4 million

Dividends to members 0

4.4. Ripple Effect of Economic Capital to Other Capitals

The partnership with the three (3) concessions and the Makuleke community (social capital)
improved the community economic capital to some degree. Results indicate that the revenues collected
from the tourism project has been invested in community physical assets such as the project office, BnB,
public library as well as Wi-Fi installation at the library and in the office, among others. The project has
also employed administrative personnel and equipped the office. Through the partnerships, several
community members have been employed by the concessions since the agreement was reviewed in
2008. Partnerships in tourism development have been seen to benefit the community through investing
in infrastructure as was noted in previous studies [16,32,68,69]. There have been no annual dividends
paid to the members from the project.

In summary, the economic capital for Makuleke was elevated through the CDTP and resulted
to better infrastructure (physical capital) for the community and many acquired new skills (human
capital). The Makuleke contractual park has maintained its pristine nature and its biodiversity has
been conserved hence contributing to natural capital as tabulated on Table 4 below.
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Table 4. Summary of contribution and ripple effect of economic capital to other capitals.

Capital Contribution & Ripple Effect

Contribution of economic capital Employment created, creation of tourism related SMEs—these
provided a livelihood diversification to the community,

Ripple effect from economic to other capitals

Physical capital
Collection from the concessions used to build public

infrastructure (library, project office, project van, sunk boreholes).
Built the BnB

Human capital
Those employed in tourism facilities gained new skills (tour

guiding, leadership, etc.).
Project has trained the youth on conservation

Natural capital The private concessions operate eco-lodges in the park.
Park entry fee is used for conservation of biodiversity

Social capital Through the partnership, employment has been created hence
alleviation of poverty in the villages

4.5. Profits and Income Reliance for Livelihoods
The research sought to know the reliance of the income from the tourism projects as a source

of livelihood. The livelihood approach in this study placed the community at the center of interest
in regard to tourism development in rural areas. It sought to reflect more on the role of tourism to
rural community concerns, rather than tourism as a commercial activity seeking commercial returns.
The results show that only 29% of the respondents in Makuleke highly relied on the income generated
from the project (Figure 2). This was because there were no frequent tourists in the site and therefore
there were no variety of income generation activities. However, those employed through the project
made the 29% who also expressed being satisfied with the salary and that it was enough for their
household needs as displayed by the pie chart below. Those with own restaurants and small businesses
like selling artefacts expressed moderate reliant to the project (32%). In this study, tourism emerges as
a component of livelihood strategy for rural communities. These results are consistent with earlier
studies by [32,44,65,70,71].

The rest (39%) indicated non-reliance to the project income as a livelihood strategy and that they
relied on other sources such as government grant. The low reliance on tourism project for livelihood
was contributed by non-marketed tourism products in Makuleke. tourism product marketing is very
important as it raises awareness and interest of potential tourists to not only visit the destination, but
also consume the products therein [22]. tourism is seasonal and therefore there was need to market
the products in the study site, so as to regenerate the image of the destination especially after the
experienced decline.
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5. Conclusions

The participants in this study were adults who were heads of households and therefore livelihood
strategy was key. The Makuleke community had basic education needed to organize and participate in
planning and development of their CDTP.

Even though there were not many income generation activities in the area, the project had
arrangements with partners who provided employment to the Makuleke youth. This has reduced
unemployment in the villages greatly. The tourism physical capital development efforts such as
the BnB accommodation facility, significantly contributed to employment of the community hence
improvement of standard of living of the several households in Makuleke. Partnerships in tourism
development have been seen to benefit the community through investing in infrastructure as was
noted in previous studies [16,32,68,69]. The project has also employed administrative personnel and
equipped the office. Through the partnership several community members have been employed by
the concessions ever since the agreement was reviewed in 2008. Despite the fact that the Makuleke
participants seemed to rely more on other sources rather than income generated from the tourism
project, the project had financed better physical facilities including the five cottages which if well
managed could employ more youth and lessen unemployment in the area. The cultural center could
also provide a market for the Makuleke traditional artefacts if well marketed and open throughout
the year. Numerous studies have been conducted on community-based tourism, sustainable tourism
and the benefits they contribute to livelihoods [31,32,65,68]. Moreover, this study has gone further to
extract the ripple effect of the economic capital contribution to other community capitals.

Another contribution of this study to the body of knowledge resides on the methodology used.
Mostly, similar studies have been conducted using quantitative methods. The qualitative approach
used in this study was chosen to understand the context in which the community-driven tourism
project was operated. This approach gave researchers an opportunity to explore the problem rather
than using encoded information from the literature or utilize results from other studies. It provided
an intricate detailed understanding of the issues around the economic capital. The qualitative
approach empowered individual participants to express themselves and share their stories through
the interviews. By carrying out this qualitative survey we allowed the participants’ voice to be heard
through dialog [72].

The study also provides communities, tourism managers and planners with viable information
regarding the potentiality of CDTPs to contribute to community livelihoods. This information
can be used as a guide for proper planning, operation and management of the CDTPs and for
proper management of other community tourism resources that build up the economic capital of
the community.

6. Implications of Economic Contribution of CDTPs to Community Livelihoods

The project has contributed economically to the livelihoods of the communities and the Makuleke
Contractual Park CDTP opened prospects for livelihood diversification for the communities in the
three villages. Institutional Management Structures in this tourism project played a major role in
determining the partnerships to be put in place and the income generation activities to be initiated in
Makuleke villages. Through the partnerships, employment was created, training agreements were
signed and the BnB facility was built. This has seen many youths acquire jobs in the tourist concessions
and others gain new skills. Through the CDTP, the community economic capital advanced and a
livelihood strategy was diversified. Recognizing the potential of economic capital to community
livelihoods has an important implication for effective planning and management of CDTP. However,
due to lack of marketing of the available tourist attractions in Makuleke, the destination experienced a
decline, and this caused loss of revenues and a daily income for a great number of members of the
community. community-driven tourism projects (CDTPs), if well managed and marketed, are an
avenue for not only community economic capital development, but also for sustainable livelihoods.
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Nonetheless, the current study has various limitations; Primarily the study was carried out
on a low budget within a limited time. A quantitative questionnaire survey should have been
added to the qualitative information to gain a more understanding on the significance of income to
individual household livelihoods and to assess the significance differences in benefit flows between the
villages. It is recommended that future studies should incorporate all the community tourism capitals
(human, natural, physical and social capitals) to examine their relationship in sustainable livelihoods
of the Makuleke community. Additionally, a further study on the role of institutional structures and
management of community-driven tourism projects in regard to projects’ contribution to community
livelihoods is recommended.
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