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Advocates for the African trophy hunting industry invariably claim that hunting revenues provide
benefits to rural communities. Responding to calls to list African lions on the US Endangered
Species Act, Safari Club International officials stated:

Hunters and hunting actually benefit Africa’s lions — as well as its humans.
Revenues from hunting generate S200 million annually in remote rural areas of
Africa. (Rudolph and Hosmer 2011)

Analysis of literature on the economics of trophy hunting reveals, however, that communities in
the areas where hunting occurs derive very little benefit from this revenue.

How much revenue reaches communities?

We‘re more closely allied with the photographic operators than the hunters. They
are finishing off the wildlife before we‘ve had a chance to realize a profit from it.
Hunters don‘t recognize us; they only recognize the government ...25 percent of
hunting fees goes into the ‘hole’ at the district. We‘re supposed to get 5 percent: we
don‘t even see that. (Sachedina 2008, p152)

Research published by the pro-hunting International Council for Game and Wildlife Conservation
and the UN Food and Agriculture Organisation, supported by other authors, finds that hunting
companies contribute only 3% of their revenue to communities living in hunting areas. The vast
majority of their expenditure does not accrue to local people and businesses, but to firms,
government agencies and individuals located internationally or in national capitals. As the
guote above demonstrates, expenditure accruing to government agencies rarely reaches local
communities due to corruption and other spending requirements.

How important is the trophy hunting industry?

Trophy hunting advocates present the industry as large, citing figures such as $200m in annual
revenue. But in the context of national economies, the industry is tiny, contributing at best a
fraction of a percent of GDP. Nature based tourism does play a significant role in national
development, but trophy hunting is insignificant. Across the investigated countries, trophy
hunting revenue was only 1.8% of tourism revenues.

Where does the $200m estimate come from?

Rudolph and Hosmer (2011)’s $200m figure is based on Lindsey, Roulet and Romanach (2006), a
study based on weak sources and methodology. $100m of this estimate is based on an
unpublished study by the Professional Hunters Association of South Africa. Estimates of
expenditure in several other countries are based on personal communication with safari
companies and other unverifiable sources. The $200m estimate should be used with caution.

Would a listing of lions on the US ESA impact communities or the African economy?

A study by hunting advocates, Lindsey et al (2012), has suggested that reduced lion hunting
would have minimal impact on the financial viability of trophy hunting. Even this study has been
found to overstate the significance of lions to the industry. The industry is primarily driven by
hunting of buffalo and plains game such as antelope.
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Despite being listed by the IUCN as “vulnerable” African lions are targeted by commercial trophy
hunting operators in at least 8 countries (Lindsey et al. 2012). Numbers of wild lions have been
in rapid decline in recent years. Estimates of the current population are between 32,000 and
35,000 (Riggio et al. 2012), a decline of more than 30% in the last twenty years (Nowell et al.
2012). While the main causes of this decline are habitat encroachment and human-animal
conflict between lions and farming communities, studies such as Packer et al. (2010) have
shown that trophy hunting is also directly contributing to this decline. There is little debate,
even from hunting advocates such as Lindsey et al. (2012), that the long-term viability of wild
lion populations will be enhanced if fewer lions are shot by trophy hunters.

Commercial trophy hunting operates to differing degrees in around 14 African nations, the
major countries being South Africa, Tanzania, Botswana and Zimbabwe (Booth 2010). Trophy
hunting attracts much attention due to the nature of the business — foreign tourists (aided by
foreign hunting companies) killing wild animals, including endangered species, in low-income
countries with limited governance.

Several animal protection organizations, including the International Fund for Animal Welfare
(IFAW), Humane Society International (HSI) and Born Free Foundation / Born Free USA have
formed the African Lion Coalition to lobby for increased legal protection of wild lion populations.
One initiative of the coalition is a petition to list the African lion as endangered under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) of the United States. The impact of such a listing would be to end
the importation into the USA of lion parts, including hunting trophies. An ESA listing does not
amount to a ban or moratorium on lion hunting; it is aimed at conserving the species by
reducing the “take” of lions by Americans.

In response to the African Lion Coalition’s campaign for ESA listing of African lions, the
presidents of Safari Club International and the Safari Club International Foundation claimed:

Hunters and hunting actually benefit Africa’s lions — as well as its humans.
Revenues from hunting generate S200 million annually in remote rural areas of
Africa. (Rudolph and Hosmer 2011)

While claims are often made about the value of hunting tourism, more comprehensive analysis
of benefits accruing to populations where hunting occurs is harder to come by. The prices paid
for hunting trips and trophy fees seem expensive by US standards and even more so by African
standards. A 21 day lion hunt for example, can cost the hunting party between $20,000 and
$70,000 (Lindsey et al. 2012). But without understanding the different stakeholders involved
and where this money goes, it is difficult to assess how much local communities actually benefit.

There are many stakeholders in the African trophy hunting industry. The hunters themselves
are almost entirely foreigners, with an estimated 46% of lion trophies being imported into the
USA (Telecky 2013). Agents, hunting operators (or “outfitters”) and professional hunters are
also almost entirely foreign. Government agencies at national, sub-national and local levels are
also stakeholders through fees and permits. Lastly, but most importantly for protection of
wildlife, are the local communities who live in areas with hunting concessions.
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Local communities are the most important stakeholders in conservation discussions as it is their
local environment and their livelihoods that are in question. Without the strong involvement of
local people it is impossible to reduce poaching, reduce human-animal conflict, reduce
agricultural encroachment on wildlife habitat and ensure the sustainable management of the
area in question.

Sustainable management will depend on long term, reliable and equitable revenue streams
accruing to local communities. The crucial question for understanding trophy hunting’s
potential to provide incentives for conservation, therefore, is how much hunting revenue is
shared with local communities.

This paper
In this paper we test some of the central themes of the trophy hunting debate:
* How much hunting revenue is received by communities in trophy hunting areas?
* How much of revenue translates into economic benefit for rural people?
* |sS$200m a lot of money across Africa?
*  Would a listing of lions on the US ESA have an impact on rural African communities?

The $200 million question - Economists at Large (2013)




Despite many authors recognizing the importance of revenue sharing with local communities for
conservation initiatives, most concede that little revenue trickles down to the local level:

Despite some successes, rural communities living in or near wildlife areas rarely
benefit adequately from trophy hunting activities. Inequitable distribution of
hunting revenues represents the most serious threat to the long term sustainability
of the industry. (Lindsey 2008)

A few of the forward-looking outfitters are entering into dialogue with the
communities and engage in small-scale social upliftment projects. However, most
companies do mere ‘window dressing’ and are not taken to task, as the
requirements set by the Wildlife Division are particularly vague in this regard.
Hunting outfitters, and indeed many tourist providers want it to be their privilege to
decide when and how to engage with communities without having the need
imposed upon them. They prefer a paternalistic approach rather than a true
empowerment of the communities to manage the wildlife. (Baldus and Cauldwell
2004 p34)

A study jointly published by the International Council for Game and Wildlife Conservation and
the UN Food and Agriculture Organisation, Booth (2010), explored the income and expenditure
of hunting companies in Tanzania, which has the largest trophy hunting industry in East Africa.

Booth (2010) had access to confidential financial records of trophy hunting companies and was
able to compile an “approximate income and expenditure statement of a hypothetical company
in Tanzania”. Booth’s results provide an insider’s insight into which stakeholders benefit from
trophy hunting. We see that very little of the expenditure of these operators, or “outfitters”,
accrues locally, with only around 3% going to community development.
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Table 1: Expenditure of hunting operators

24% Various - food, drink, Various, local,
vehicle and camp national,
maintenance. international

22% Various fees charged by
Tanzania Wildlife
division. National

17% Town and camp
management, Local (camp
managerial salaries, management),
director drawings, national,
business travel. international.

_ 11% Staff wages, social
welfare tax. Local and national

9% Payments to hotels, air
charter, “professional National and
services”, etc. international

6% Remuneration and
associated costs of
professional hunters. International

3% Payments to
community-based
organisations, payments
to communities,
payments for welfare,
education, etc. Local

~ Administrative costs 2% Service and utility costs.  Local and national
1%
Royalties, duties, various
licences. Local and national

Source: Booth (2010) p23

Few of these expenditure items will be at the local level, and the great majority of spending is on
items that accrue outside the hunting areas. Processed food and drink items will be largely
imported internationally or from urban areas. Fees and levies accrue largely to central
governments. While some camp management and maintenance will provide opportunities for
local employment and income to locally owned businesses, wages, directors’ drawings, business
travel, etc. will almost entirely accrue to parties far from hunting areas. Remuneration of
professional hunters, withdrawals by directors, business travel and profits will almost certainly
accrue largely to international parties (Booth 2010 p24).

1 Note that these percentages differ slightly from Booth’s original calculations, as all items are expressed
as a percentage of gross revenue. Booth expressed only profit as a percentage of revenue, with other
items here expressed as a percentage of total cost.
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In this breakdown of spending, Booth does not mention the problem of corruption that is
pervasive in regional governments. Authors from all sides of the conservation debate
acknowledge the problems that corruption brings to conservation efforts and the barrier it
presents to ensuring benefits reach communities, see for example IUCN (2009); Mbaiwa (2004);
Peake (2004); Barnett and Patterson (2006); Sachedina (2008); Nelson and Nshala (2007). For
an overview of the effects of corruption on conservation efforts, see Smith and Walpole (2005).

Booth (2010) also notes:

Capital replacement and commission payments to hunting agents and for
professional hunters’ commissions for the clients which are generally paid outside
the country are not included here. (p23)

This suggests that the benefits of hunting are spread even thinner than suggested above.

Booth’s estimate of a mere 3% of revenues being shared with local communities is supported by
other authors such as Sachedina (2008) and IUCN (2009).

Sachedina (2008) conducted extensive fieldwork in northern Tanzania investigating the role of
foreign NGOs, tourism and hunting in conservation and development. He found that little
hunting revenue was shared with local communities:

In reality, few benefits filtered to local communities; probably closer to 3-5 percent
of hunting revenues actually reached villages where hunting occurred. (p150)

[Hunting] utilises extensive areas and hunting operators contribute minute fractions
of their turnover to legally mandated community development. (p386)

In an interview with a village official:

We‘re more closely allied with the photographic operators than the hunters. They
are finishing off the wildlife before we‘ve had a chance to realize a profit from it.
Hunters don‘t recognize us; they only recognize the government ...25 percent of
hunting fees goes into the ‘hole’ at the district. We‘re supposed to get 5 percent: we
don‘t even see that. (p152)

Attitudes towards tourists were combined with a vigorous resentment towards
tourist hunting in Simanjiro, which was longstanding, intense and widespread.
Villagers felt that hunting was destructive, exploitative, and disempowering, and
jeopardised village [community-based tourism] revenues. (p166)
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IUCN (2009) investigated the benefits that actually accrued to communities in several countries
in Africa and compared this with the area of land hunting concessions occupied. They then
calculated the return to communities per hectare of hunting concession.

Table 2: Benefits of hunting per hectare

Source: IUCN (2009) p72

We see that across Africa local communities receive minimal benefit from trophy hunting,
particularly when we consider the vast areas of land that hunting concessions occupy.
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HOW IMPORTANT IS THE TROPHY HUNTING INDUSTRY?

While all sides of the trophy hunting debate acknowledge that local communities must benefit
more from hunting revenues, little consideration is given to how much difference reforming the
industry would actually make to economic development and poverty alleviation efforts in Africa.
The implication of authors such as Safari Club International’s Rudolph and Hosmer (2011) is that
trophy hunting is a large industry. $200m in trophy hunting revenue — or even 3% of this
revenue as discussed above — sounds significant when presented in the context of undeveloped
rural communities, but it is an insignificant amount in the context of national economies.

We see below that tourism revenues in lion range countries are between 0.6% and 6.4% of GDP.
Tourism as a whole plays a modest role in overall economic activity, but is more significant as an
employer due to its labor intensive nature (UNWTO 2006).

Table 3: Tourism and GDP

~ South Africa 408,240 9,547 2.3%
 Ethiopia 31,710 522 1.6%
~ Cameroon 25,460 159 0.6%
 Tanzania 23,710 1,457 6.1%
 Zambia 19,210 125 0.7%
~ Botswana 17,300 218 1.3%
 Namibia 12,300 517 4.2%
~ Burkina Faso 10,190 72 0.7%
~ Zimbabwe 9,900 634 6.4%
~ Total 558,020 13,251 2.4%

® World Bank website
® UNWTO (2012)
Note — all figures have been converted to 2011 dollars for comparison

Most tourism in African lion range countries is non-consumptive nature tourism. Among holiday
and leisure visitors, nature-based attractions are the dominant motivations for travelling to
southern Africa. Aside from tourists who are visiting friends and relatives, tourism industries in
lion range countries is almost entirely based on nature tourism (Scholes and Biggs 2004).

While nature tourism is a significant part of the economy of some lion range countries, in all

countries, trophy hunting is a small percentage of overall tourism revenues, as shown in the
table below.
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Table 4: Hunting and tourism

 SouthAfrica 9,547 112 1.2%
" Ethiopia 522 1.45 0.3%
~ cameroon 159 2.4 1.5%
 Tanzania 1,457 32.9 2.3%
 zambia 125 7 5.6%
 Botswana 218 25.4 11.7%
~ Namibia 517 32.8 6.3%
 BurkinaFaso 72 0.8 1.1%
 Zimbabwe 634 20 3.2%
 Total 13,251 234.75 1.8%

2 UNWTO (2012)
b Lindsey, Roulet and Romanach (2006)
Note — all figures have been converted to 2011 dollars for comparison

Trophy hunting is a very small part of the tourism industry in most countries. Overall trophy
hunting accounts for less than 2% of tourism revenues. Even this seems an overstatement —
several figures above, including the outlier figure of Botswana are based on unpublished sources,
discussed below. Note also that despite reports of high hunting revenues in Botswana, trophy
hunting is to be banned there from 2014 (Khama 2012).

As a portion of any national economy, trophy hunting is completely insignificant, with revenue
never accounting for more than 0.27% of GDP (Namibia). Authors such as Barnett and Patterson
(2006) who claim trophy hunting can account for several percent of GDP are misguided.

We saw above that trophy hunting revenues fail to reach rural communities. Any suggestion
that trophy hunting can play a significant role in economic development at a wider scale is
completely implausible when the industry is considered in the context of national economic
activity.
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WHERE DOES THE $200M ESTIMATE COME FROM?

The source of the industry revenue figures quoted above, Lindsey, Roulet, and Romanach (2006)
is also the likely source of Rudolph and Hosmer’s (2011) $200m revenue claim. As the only

continent-wide estimate of trophy hunting revenue, this study is widely quoted by both hunting
advocates like Rudolph and Hosmer and opponents such as IUCN (2009). Given the prominence
of this figure, it is worth examining the study in more detail.

Lindsey, Roulet and Romanach’s paper is based on a literature review of “published and
unpublished literature” and personal communications with trophy hunting industry sources.
The revenue-related figures are reproduced in Table 5 below:

Table 5: African trophy hunting revenue estimate

100

20

16

1.4

1.3
0.6

202.4

Professional Hunters Association of
South Africa Website

www.phasa.co.za

Damm (2005)

Baldus and Cauldwell (2004)

Botswana Wildlife Management
Association

Booth, 2002. Analysis of Wildlife
Markets (sport hunting and
tourism). WWF-SARPO Report,
Harare.

Lewis and Alpert (1997)

Mayaka et al. (2005)

Roulet, P.A., 2004a.

Ph.D. Thesis, Orleans University.
Personal communication from safari
company
Chardonnet, B 1999.

No such estimate available on site at
time of writing. No response to
repeated requests for information.

Author’s estimates based on
Ministry of Environment and
Tourism visitor statistics.

Authors’ estimates based on Selous
Game Reserve data.

Publication not available on internet.
No response to repeated requests
for information.

Publication not available.

Figure in source report is actually
$3.1m.

This is a secondary source, Lindsey,
Roulet and Romanach seem not to
have read primary source document,
which is not available on the
internet.

Source in French, not reviewed here.

Source in French, not reviewed here.
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Table 5 shows that few of the sources used to compile Lindsey, Roulet, and Romanach’s (2006)
estimate of trophy hunting revenue are publically available or employ any sort of systematic
methodology. Almost half of their final estimate is from a South African estimate that does not
seem to exist. Another study quoted by Lindsey, Roulet and Romanach is Damm (2005). This
study lists estimates of South African hunting revenue of $68m and $81m and also emphasizes
the paucity of data available.

Of the studies used by Lindsey, Roulet and Romanach, only the figures from Namibia and
Tanzania are easily available and show any working and methodology. While no more thorough
estimate exists at this time, the widely quoted $200m revenue estimate is based on very weak
sources and methodology and should be used with caution.
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The African Lion Coalition’s proposal to list lions on the United States Endangered Species Act
would limit the importation of lion trophies hunted in Africa. This does not equate to a ban on
hunting of lions, but aims to reduce the number of lions shot by American hunters, as it is
thought fewer trophy hunters would choose to hunt lions if they are unable to return home with
a trophy. The results of Lindsey et al. (2006) suggest that trophies are important to hunters and
that the listing would reduce the number of lions hunted.

Reduction in the number of lions hunted would have a minimal impact on the overall revenues
of the trophy hunting industry, estimated by Lindsey, Roulet, and Romanach (2006) at $200m
per year, discussed above. Lindsey et al. (2012) modelled the financial importance of lion
hunting to the African trophy hunting industry under several scenarios. Under their “sustainable
off-take” scenario, which assumes a reduction from current rates to 0.5 lions are hunted per
1000km?, these authors found no impact on the financial viability of trophy hunting operations
in Mozambique, Namibia and Zambia, and minor impacts in Tanzania and Zimbabwe.

Lindsey et al.’s (2012) results overstate any impacts, as their model assumes that lion hunters
will not substitute a lion hunt with another hunt. The most likely response of American hunters
to lion trophy import restrictions will not be to refrain from hunting altogether, but instead to
hunt another species (Campbell 2012). Lions are only the fourth most preferred species by
American hunters according to a survey by Lindsey et al. (2006). This survey did not include
consideration of cost, and given the high prices of lion trophies further substitution is likely to
occur in real world markets.

These results are supported by authors such as Baldus and Cauldwell (2004), who found that
that “buffalo are by far the most important species”, contributing 22.1% of trophy fees in
Tanzania, far more than any other species. Booth (2009) also found that “Trophy buffalo are the
most important species driving the economics of the hunting industry in southern and eastern
Africa”. While lion hunts are expensive, cheaper hunting packages focused on plains game, i.e.
not including larger, more dangerous animals, are far more popular and are the “bread and
butter” of the hunting industry (pp15-16).

Given the relatively minor role that lion hunting plays in overall trophy hunting revenue

generation and the ability of hunters to substitute lion hunts with hunts of other species, it
seems highly unlikely that an ESA listing would have any material impact on the industry.
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Contribution to community development is minimal

Trophy hunting advocates consistently portray the industry as a major contributor to African
community development. Our research indicates that its contributions are in fact minimal.
Authors from all sides of hunting and conservation debates agree that local communities are key
stakeholders for conservation initiatives, yet they generally receive minimal benefits from
trophy hunting.

A study published by the pro-hunting International Council for Game and Wildlife Conservation
and the UN Food and Agriculture Organisation found that hunting operators in Tanzania
contribute only 3% of their turnover to the communities that are affected by hunting. These
calculations are supported by other authors and the conclusion that hunting contributes
insufficiently to community development is widely acknowledged.

Would reforms help improve the situation of disadvantaged communities?

Industry advocates imply that a solution is to reform the industry to share more of its revenue.
However, the trophy hunting industry is not a large industry in terms of its contribution to GDP
or as a part of the wider tourism industry. Improving economic development and the lives of
communities is not, therefore, going to be affected by minor changes in the trophy hunting
industry, but will be better served by broader development efforts and sustainable tourism.
Studies that estimate the revenue of the trophy hunting industry are generally based on weak
data and should be used with caution.

Listing African lions on the ESA will have minimal impacts on the trophy hunting industry
Efforts to list the African Lion on the US Endangered Species Act will have minimal impacts on
the trophy hunting industry and therefore on communities in Africa. The trophy hunting
industry is driven by hunting of buffalo and plains game — lion hunting is not a major revenue
generator for the industry. Pro-hunting studies have concluded that reduced lion hunting would
make almost no difference to the area of financially viable hunting land.

A very low cost contribution to conservation

A reduction in the number of lions hunted will, however, increase the chances of the species’
survival in the wild and maintain an important asset for future generations. There are many
factors influencing the long-term sustainability of wild lion populations including hunting,
habitat loss, prey depletion and agricultural expansion. One threat that the USA can directly
assist with is to reduce hunting by American hunters. The ESA listing provides a chance to help
lions at almost no cost to people.
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