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Numerous actors contribute to the research necessary to build a  
comprehensive database.

“. . . effort is needed 
in generating further 
quantitative knowledge 
necessary to carry out 
economic assessments  
of IWT.”

Where is the accessible knowledge?

A large-scale state of knowledge review was carried out to understand what data 
and information is available on Illegal Wildlife Trade (IWT) in southern Africa, its 
causes and impacts on societies and national economies. The literature review 
showed that, although a lot of knowledge has been accumulated on IWT in 
southern Africa, much effort is needed in generating further quantitative  
knowledge necessary to carry out economic assessments of IWT in different 
countries in the region. Yet, some countries and institutions collect valuable  
information and data which would need to be compiled and integrated at  
national and regional level.

What do we know about drivers and causes of 
IWT in southern Africa?
There is a consensus in the literature that IWT is largely driven by consumer 
demand in Asia (Lawson & Vines 2014; Miliken 2014; Moneron et al. 2017;  
Nellemann et al. 2013; Outhwaite & Brown 2018; UNODC 2020; UNODC 
2013a; Price 2017; WWF 2012).
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“Qualitative evidence 
shows a negative impact 

of IWT on wildlife  
tourism and legal  

hunting activities.”

Poverty and
unemployment

Consumer
demand

Feeling of 
injustice

Poverty and lack of employment are also assessed as major drivers of IWT, with 
strong correlation between poverty levels and poaching found by Hauenstein 
�������ERH�E�TSEGLIV Ẃ�TVS½PI�YWYEPP]�FIMRK�JVSQ�XLI�PS[IV�MRGSQI�FVEGOIX�[MXL�
no or unstable employment (Moneron et al. 2020). 

However, literature also warns against overlooking the components of identity 
and protests against what is considered unjust regulations as another driver of 
poaching in certain areas (Duffy et al. 2015, Harrison et al. 2015). The intricacies 
SJ�GSVVYTXMSR��[IEO�KSZIVRERGI�ERH�EVQIH�GSR¾MGX�EVI�EPWS�[IPP�YRHIVWXSSH� 
although further studies and investigations would be required to understand 
these dynamics better at national and local levels.

What do we know about the impacts of IWT in 
SADC?
IWT has direct and indirect impacts that degrade economic, natural and social 
capital, which compromises the development of economies in southern Africa. 

Little has been done to quantify these impacts in monetary terms. Comprehensive 
assessments of the full economic costs of IWT are not available for southern 
African countries but some studies do provide qualitative and some quantitative 
evidence on the source and scale of economic losses due to IWT.

Economic Impacts: Degrading Wildlife Economy
Qualitative evidence shows a negative impact of IWT on wildlife tourism and 
legal hunting activities (WildAid, 2015; Fin24, 2013; Namibian, 2017) but there are 
few studies quantifying these costs associated in southern Africa. 

Poaching 
and 
IWT

It is critical to understand and address the socio-economic  
factors underlying IWT. 
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8[S�QENSV�WXYHMIW�TVSZMHI�UYERXM½IH�MQTEGXW�

1. Porsch and Smith (2015): calculated that a 1% reduction in rhino  
population would incur a loss of up to €1 billion per year in South Africa, up 
to €56 million in Namibia, and up to €68 million in Zimbabwe.

Rhino South Africa Namibia Zimbabwe

Billion €79 - 
€118 billion

€3.7 - 
€5.6 billion

€4.5 -  
6.8 billion

Loss in tourism income from  
decrease in 1% of rhino population

€0.79 - 
€1.18 billion

€0.037 - 
€0.056 billion

€0.045 -  
€0.068 billion

Loss in legal hunting income from 
EZIVEKI�TSEGLMRK�VEXIW�MR�½VWX�HIGEHI�
of 2000s

€133 million €0.26 million €16.9 million

Elephant African range states

Loss in tourism income from  
extinction of all elephants €237 - €356 billion

Loss in tourism income from 1%  
reduction in elephant population €2.4 – 3.6 billion

Loss of potential legal hunting income 
per elephant €22,331 - € 31,264

Loss in legal hunting income from  
decrease in 1% of elephant population €2.4 billion – €3.6 billion

2.    Naidoo et al. (2016): estimated that southern African Protected Areas  
      lose on average US$13 million per year due to elephant poaching. In Tanzania,  
������XLI�EZIVEKI�XSXEP�XSYVMWQ�FIRI½XW�PSWX�HYI�XS�IPITLERX�TSEGLMRK�EVI� 
      estimated between 4% and 11% of the total revenue from all visitors to  
      Protected Areas. 

“ It is estimated that 
southern African  
protected areas  
lose on average  
US$13 million per year 
due to elephant  
poaching.”

African protected areas have the potential to boost economies and  
to drive change. 
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)GSRSQMG�-QTEGX��+IRIVEXMRK�MPPIKEP�½RERGMEP�¾S[W
Value of IWT: XLI�EZIVEKI�ZEPYI�SJ�MPPMGMX�½RERGMEP�¾S[W�JVSQ�-;8�MR�WSYXLIVR�
Africa is about US$165 million per year (Martin and Stiles, 2017). 
Abalone meat was the highest-valued commodity with an illegal trade value of 
US$94 million. The illegal trade in rhino horn was estimated at US$43 million, 
and illegal ivory trade at US$38 million. 

Prices: The prices of different products vary widely between countries and 
stages within the supply chains; usually the income received by foot soldiers and 
TSEGLIVW�MW�E�WQEPP�JVEGXMSR�SJ�XLI�IRH�QEVOIX�TVMGI�FYX�WXMPP�WMKRM½GERX�VIPEXMZIP]�
to rural income levels (US$150 to US$200 per kilogram of ivory in Zimbabwe, 
US$100 per hunt in Zambia) (Brown  2007 in Lindsey et al. 2015, FCN 2020). 

Income to poachers: Illegal trade in wildlife products generates income to  
various actors along the value chains. Although most of the value is reaped by 
actors at the end of the value chains, IWT activities can represent a substantial 
WSYVGI�SJ�WLSVX�XIVQ�GEWL�MRGSQI�SV�MR�OMRH�FIRI½XW�JSV�PSGEP�TSEGLIVW�ERH�
XVEJ½GOIVW��923('��������0SGEP�PIZIP�IGSRSQMG�MQTEGXW�SJ�-;8�EVI�RSX�[IPP�
understood and would require further research.

Environmental Impact:       
Decrease in wildlife population: The main environmental impact of IWT studied 
is the decrease in wildlife populations related to increased poaching of certain 
species.

Data available for iconic species: CITES’ MIKE database for elephants, the African 
Elephant Database, and data collected by IUCN’s African Rhino Specialist Group 
(AfRSG) and Pangolin Specialist Group - up-to-date and easily accessible  
information on population trends and poaching events in southern Africa.

0MXXPI�SV�RS�HEXE�JSV�SXLIV�WTIGMIW��QSVI�HMJ½GYPX�XS�½RH�MRJSVQEXMSR�SR�
non-iconic species, including pangolins, birds etc. Especially on long-term impact 
on population dynamics. 

“. . . the average value 
SJ�MPPMGMX�½RERGMEP�¾S[W�
from IWT in southern 

Africa is about  
US$165 million  

per year.”

Abalone meat was the highest-valued commodity with an illegal trade value of US$94 
million. The illegal trade in rhino horn was estimated at US$43 million, and illegal ivory 
trade at US$38 million. (Based on data from Martin and Stiles 2017).

Average value in 
Southern Africa

Value of IWT

Abalone meat

Rhino horn

Ivory
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Loss of ecosystem services: The loss of certain species to IWT also  
triggers losses in the ecosystem services these species provide, potentially  
leading to a degradation of some ecosystem functioning in southern Africa. 
Although it is well known that wildlife provides key ecosystem services such 
as biological control of pests and disease, food web functions, and landscape 
management, there is little research available that highlights the potential threats 
to ecosystems functioning and degradation of ecosystem services related to 
MRGVIEWIH�TSEGLMRK�MR�WTIGM½G�PERHWGETIW�SJ�WSYXLIVR�%JVMGE�

Social Impacts: Violence and Casualties
The social impacts of IWT appear to have received only limited attention in the 
accessible literature. There is only limited understanding of the impact on  
individuals, communities and societies as a whole. 

-;8�GEYWIW�WMKRM½GERX�LYQER�ERH�WSGMEP�GETMXEP�PSWWIW�EX�PSGEP�PIZIP�JSV�FSXL�
TSEGLIVW�ERH�PE[�IRJSVGIQIRX�SJ½GIVW��2EXYVI�VIWIVZIW�MR�WSYXLIVR�%JVMGE�EVI�
being militarized at a fast rate due to increasing rhino poaching, and occurrence 
of heavily armed poachers supported by organized crime syndicates is increasing. 
These impacts are disproportionally affecting the poorest and most marginalized 
groups in society, who are at the frontline of poaching on both sides (OECD, 
2012). Interviews and national newspapers report casualties in many countries 
among both rangers and poachers.

“Nature reserves in 
southern Africa are being 
militarized at a rapid rate 
due to increasing rhino 
poaching.”

The wide use of tracker dogs and other militarization strategies is on the 
increase to counter ever more aggressive poaching activities.
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Where is data available?
Data needs Availability in SADC countries

Seizures Records available in Botswana, Malawi, Namibia, 
South Africa, Tanzania, Zambia.

Prosecution cases
Records available in Botswana, Malawi, 
Namibia, South Africa, Tanzania, Zambia, 
Zimbabwe.

Value of products illegally traded Some records but not integrated or hardly 
accessible.

Expenditures on anti-poaching and 
ERXM�XVEJ½GOMRK

Some records but not integrated or hardly 
accessible.

Recordings of known poaching events 
locations

Good records in Namibia, South Africa and 
>EQFME�FYX�GSR½HIRXMEP�

Impact of IWT on wildlife population Some good population statistics in National 
Parks but little impact assessment.

Impact of poaching on tourism/trophy 
hunting 2S�UYERXM½GEXMSR�I\GITX�2EMHSS�IX�EP��������

Where are the knowledge gaps?

“Very limited academic 
research is available on 
the social and cultural 

impacts of IWT on  
local and national  

communities in  
southern Africa.”

(I�LSVRMRK�SJ�VLMRS�HSIW�VIHYGI�XLI�VMWO�FIRI½X�SJ�TSEGLMRK�ERH�WS�� 
reduces, but does not eliminate, the threat to rhino.
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Expenditures and cost-effectiveness of measures to curb IWT
Transparent and integrated records of expenditures of all actors involved in 
XLI�½KLX�EKEMRWX�-;8�SZIVXMQI�[SYPH�FI�MRZEPYEFPI�XS�FIXXIV�YRHIVWXERH�XLI�
costs associated to IWT at national and regional levels.

8LMW�HEXE�[EW�TEVXP]�GSPPIGXIH�MR�2EQMFME�JSV�XLI�'SWX�&IRI½X�%REP]WMW�SJ�
curbing IWT study (see CBA policy brief).
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“The value of different 
illegal wildlife products 
along the supply chain in 
southern Africa is  
particularly hard to  
access.”

Synthetic substitutes for leopard skins have been widely adopted by some 
GYPXYVEP�KVSYTW�JSV�[LSQ�PISTEVHW�LEZI�WMKRM½GERGI�
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This policy brief was prepared by Tania Briceno (Conservation Strategy Fund) and Juliette Perche (Namibia Nature Foundation), authors of the  
GSVVIWTSRHMRK�VITSVX�±2EQMFME�'EWI�7XYH]��'SWX�&IRI½X�%REP]WMW�SJ�'YVFMRK�-PPIKEP�;MPHPMJI�8VEHI²�TYFPMWLIH�MR�1E]������JSV�XLI�97%-(�:YOE2S[�%GXMZMX]� 

TVSNIGX�±%WWIWWMRK�XLI�IGSRSQMG�MQTEGX�SJ�-PPIKEP�;MPHPMJI�8VEHI�MR�XLI�7%('�VIKMSR²���8LI�ZMI[W�VITVIWIRXIH�MR�XLMW�TYFPMGEXMSR�HS�RSX�RIGIWWEVMP]� 
VI¾IGX�XLI�ZMI[W�SJ�XLI�9RMXIH�7XEXIW�%KIRG]�JSV�-RXIVREXMSREP�(IZIPSTQIRX�SV�XLI�9RMXIH�7XEXIW�KSZIVRQIRX�

Queries: info@nnf.org.na

-HIRXM½GEXMSR�ERH�UYERXM½GEXMSR�SJ�IGSW]WXIQ�WIVZMGIW�MQTEGXIH�F]�-;8
8LI�MHIRXM½GEXMSR�SJ�IGSW]WXIQ�WIVZMGIW�EJJIGXIH�F]�-;8�ERH�MXW�MQTEGX�SR�
the environment is usually limited to wildlife tourism and legal hunting, with 
little assessment of the impact of IWT on other key ecosystem services.

Local economic impact of IWT
Further economic research should be conducted to assess and compile knowl-
edge on the income generated from IWT by local poachers across southern 
Africa. It would also be key to quantify the long-term local economic impacts 
that IWT can have for the communities living in areas with high levels of 
poaching.

Social and cultural impact of IWT
Very limited academic research is available on the social and cultural impacts 
of IWT on local and national communities in southern Africa, although many 
records show highly detrimental effects among rangers and poachers groups, 
as well as among local communities living in high risk areas.

Records of trade values in southern Africa
The value of different illegal wildlife products along the supply chain in  
southern Africa is particularly hard to access, with limited information on 
prices and volumes traded.

Impacts of IWT on population for non-iconic species.


