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The main goal of this research was to determine aspects that will contribute to the devel-
opment of sustainable ecotourism on game farms. In order to achieve this, empirical
research was done by means of a survey sample consisting of all the active members of
the South African Game Farmers Organisation. There are a total of 1244 members, of
whom 50 % (n = 622) were randomly sampled for the research. In the main findings of
the research, aspects were identified that are developed according to the criterion for
sustainable ecotourism. These aspects include natural/conservation/environmental con-
siderations as well as cultural aspects, such as learning local languages. Aspects that are
neglected include working closely with the local community to develop new products;
developing partnerships and joint ventures in which the community has a significant
stake; fostering the development of community-based tourism products by providing
marketing and mentoring support; and considering using local entrepreneurs in the
development of community initiatives. 
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Introduction

For international as well as local tourists,
scenic beauty and wildlife remain the major
tourism attractions that South Africa has to
offer (GCIS 1998; GCIS 1999). Ecotourism
is responsible for 20 % of the world’s total
tourism expenditure. According to the World
Tourism Organisation (WTO), the fastest
growing of all tourism sectors is any form of
tourism in an area of unspoilt nature (Van Zyl
1999). In southern Africa, there is also an
increasing awareness of the importance of
wildlife, as well as the socio-economic
advantages of well-conserved wildlife. This
shows that ecotourism is an important prod-
uct for South Africa and a drawcard for inter-
national as well as local tourists. Van der
Merwe (2004), points out the important role
of game farms in ecotourism and conserva-
tion. 

A game farm is defined as land that is ade-
quately fenced, with a variety of game
species that can be used for hunting,

photographic opportunities, environmental
education, meat production, live game sales
and which provides infrastructure and
suprastructures for ecotourists. It includes
both consumptive and non-consumptive util-
isation of wildlife (Van der Merwe & Saay-
man 2004). Eloff (2000) and Fox & du
Plessis (2000) have found that 80 % of nature
conservation in South Africa is taking place
on privately owned land, such as game
farms, and according to Bothma (2002) there
was a 2.5 % increase in land utilised for
game farming from 1998 to 1999. The latter
translates into an increase of 300 000 ha per
year. Flack (2002b) reports that it is estimat-
ed that the conversion rate from cattle to
game farming was nearly 500 000 ha in 2002,
which is 200 000 ha more than the 1998 to
1999 increase. 

South Africa has in fact experienced a sharp
increase in the supply of game over the past
decade because of the growth in game farms
and private reserves as well as the fact that
one hardly found any game on farms in the



previous century (Eloff 2002, 2003, 2004).
In 2000, it was estimated that there were
approximately 7000 privately-owned game
farms in South Africa, with a total surface
area of 16 million ha (Ebedes 2002), of
which 5061 were exempted game farms,
with a surface area of 10 364 154 ha (Erasmus
2000). Research conducted in 1993 indicated
that the surface area of exempted game
farms constituted 8.5 % of the total agricul-
tural land in South Africa, which increased to
12.5 % in 2000, with a total of 1.7 m head of
game (Eloff 2002; Erasmus 2000). Statistics
for 2002 showed that 13.3 % of the agricul-
tural land was used for game farming, while
national and provincial game reserves only
covered 6 % or 6.1 m ha of land in South
Africa (Flack 2002a; Van der Walt 2002). 

The wildlife sector in South Africa differs
considerably from the rest of the world in the
sense that game farm tourism is practised
with indigenous species that are privately
owned. In addition, it seems that game farm
tourism in South Africa is better controlled
and regulated (Fox & Du Plessis 2000). Sus-
tainable tourism is based on three pillars
namely, economic efficiency, environmental
conservation and social equity (Coccossis et
al. 1996). Furthermore, Coccossis et al.
(1996:9) indicated that from a sustainability
point of view it is important that money gen-
erated from consumptive use (for example
hunting) of wildlife is ploughed back into
ecotourism, local communities and nature
conservation. Due to a lack of research in
this regard it is not known whether this is
taking place in South Africa.

McIntosh et al. (1995) also argue that, to be
competitive, it is important for game-farm
owners to develop competitive products that
are sustainable in the long term. Van der
Merwe & Saayman (2001) also indicate that
in order to be competitive game farms
should concentrate on ecotourism, breeding
game and rare/endangered game species,
processed game products, and hunting
(Fig. 1). This will also enhance their level of
economic sustainability. Van der Merwe
(2004) identified a variety of activities that

may be applied by game-farm owners
(Fig. 1).

According to Van der Merwe & Saayman
(2004), the type or combination of activities
on a game farm is determined by a number
of aspects, for example the size and location
of the farm, climate, infrastructure and num-
ber of game. These authors have found that
more activities may result in more income,
but that the environment also largely deter-
mines which activities can be provided (Van
der Merwe & Saayman 2001). 

Eloff (2001), Eloff (1999), Du Plessis
(2000), Hamman et al. (2003), Saayman &
Van der Merwe (2005) and Schack (2004)
identified a number of problems that game
farms are currently experiencing and that
will impact on sustainability. These prob-
lems include:

- over-dependence on game;
- game farms that are too small to allow for

greater variety of activities; 
- cross-breeding or hybridisation;
- freak animals;
- Rand / Dollar exchange rate;
- Fire-arms Control Act;
- slow implementation of National Qualifi-

cations Framework;
- long delays for checking in at internation-

al arrivals;
- low level of domestic awareness of game

farm ecotourism;
- little diversification;
- unregulated relocation of animals;
- lack of tourism knowledge; 
- game farm owners in general stick to tra-

ditional services, for example hunting and
breeding of game;

- lack of game farmers working together to
create a better product for tourists;

- lack of involvement and disinterest among
game farm owners. Game farm owners are
not part of regional or national organisa-
tions. As a result they are unaware of the
latest developments in the industry.

Briassoulis (2002) argues that sustainable
tourism development revolves around the
central issue of how to manage the natural,
built, and socio-cultural resources of host
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communities in order to meet the fundamen-
tal criteria of promoting their economic well-
being, preserving their natural and socio-cul-
tural capital, achieving intra and inter-gener-
ational equity in the distribution of costs and
benefits, securing their self-sufficiency, and
satisfying the needs of tourists.

Sustainable tourism development may be
seen as tourism development which is
responsibly planned and managed. It is the
exact opposite of tourism that has been
developed for short-term gains (Myburgh &
Saayman 1999). According to Goodwin
(2002), there are three primary requirements
for sustainable tourism. Firstly, it must meet
the needs of the host community in terms of
standards of living (short and long term);
secondly, it must satisfy the demands of
increasing tourist numbers and continue to
attract them in order to achieve an improved
standard of living; and thirdly, it must safe-
guard the environment for this purpose.
Thus, to achieve true sustainable ecotourism
development, one must find a delicate bal-
ance between conflicting economic efficien-

cy, environmental conservation and social
equity objectives. The resulting economic
growth must be distributed equably, and the
environmental impacts of these actions must
be minimised. The ‘three E’s’ of sustainable
tourism may be best explained by a triangle
that represents policy. Each vertex portrays
an imaginary situation in which policy is
exclusively dominated by one goal, econom-
ic efficiency, social equity or environmental
conservation (Fig. 2).

The first analysis of sustainable tourism may
be identified as the policy area near the ver-
tex corresponding to economic efficiency.
The second analysis, ecologically sustain-
able tourism, may be identified near the ver-
tex corresponding to environmental conser-
vation. The third is really a combination of
economic efficiency and environmental con-
servation policies and may be identified
somewhere along the side connecting these
two vertices of the triangle. The last analysis
seems to fit better in the centre of the trian-
gle. There is no one, ideal tourism strategy.
The above-mentioned approaches reflect dif-
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Fig. 1. Four pillars of game farm tourism.
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ferent priorities of which each has its own
merits and could be appropriate for different
cases and settings, whether mature or emerg-
ing destinations, in growth or decline, natur-
al areas or developed resorts (Coccossis et
al. 1996). 

If game-farm owners stick to the above-men-
tioned aspects, they will contribute to
achieving the goals of sustainable tourism
development, which are explained by
Inskeep (1991) as follows: 

- to develop a greater awareness and under-
standing of the significant contributions
that game farm tourism can make to the
environment, the people and the economy;

- to promote equity in development;
- to improve the quality of life of the host

community;
- to provide a high quality of experience for

the visitor;
- to maintain the quality of the environment

on which the foregoing goals depend.

The outcome of these factors will indicate
which aspects are neglected and will impact
on the sustainability of game farms in South
Africa.

Methods 
Based on the literature review (Hobson & Essex
2001; Mohasi 1999; Harris & Leiper 1995; Myburgh
& Saayman 2002; Milne 1998; Yunis 2001; Coetzee
2004) a questionnaire was developed with a total of
seventy-three items covering sustainability. The
questionnaire made use of two different Likert
scales. The first was a five-point scale and was used
to determine the importance of the different activi-
ties on game farms, where 1 = not at all important
and 5 = extremely important. The second Likert
scale was a three-point scale and was used to test the
importance of the different sustainable development
aspects, where 1 = not important; and 3 = very
important.

The empirical research was conducted from June
2003 until March 2004. The survey sample included
all the active members of the South African Game
Farmers Organisation, namely: 

- Northern Game Farmers Organisation, with 645
members (Gauteng, North West, Limpopo, and
Mpumalanga); 

- Free State Game Organisation, with 250 members; 
- Northern Cape Game Organisation, with 109

members; 
- Natal Game Ranchers Association, with 120 mem-

bers;
- Western Cape Game Management Association,

with 20 members;
- Eastern Cape Game Management Association,

with 100 members.
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Fig. 2. Analysis of sustainable tourism (Adapted from 
Coccossis et al. 1996).
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In a pilot study, ten questionnaires were adminis-
tered so as to identify possible constraints and prob-
lems. Modifications were then made to develop the
final questionnaire. 

The membership added up to a total of 1244, of
which 50 % (n = 622) were randomly sampled for
the research. A questionnaire was sent to each of the
selected respondents via e-mail or fax. Members
were also visited in person during various work-
shops that were held by the South African Game
Farmers Organisation. A total of 97 questionnaires
were received from the selected 622 members. The
low response rate (15 % response) was ascribed to
the fact that game farm owners were unwilling to
complete the questionnaire. To increase the return
rate of questionnaires, many follow-up phone calls
were made and e-mails were sent to the different
game farmers associations and respondents, to
request them to complete and return the question-
naires. However, this also had little success.

The statistical analysis involved statistical processes
such as Cronbach alpha (factor analysis) and effect
sizes for the relationship in contingency tables (Phi
coefficient) (Steyn 2000). The Cronbach alpha sta-
tistical process is of major importance for this
research. The programme that was used is for statis-
tical analysis was SAS Institute Inc. (SAS System
for Windows Release 9.1 TS Level 1M0). 

Results

Firstly, the activities of game farms will be
discussed, and secondly the application of
the aspects of sustainable development will
be addressed. 

Importance of activities

Respondents had to rate the variety of activ-
ities that are currently applied on game
farms (Table 3). The following activities
were rated as very important to extremely
important by respondents:

- breeding game species (69 %);
- offering trophy hunting (60 %);
- breeding rare/endangered species (47 %);
- hunting game for biltong (45 %);
- offering ‘green’ safaris (39 %). 

Traditional activities, for example biltong
hunting or trophy hunting, remain the most
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Table 3
Activities according to scale of importance

5 - Extremely important
4 - Very important
3 - Important
2 - Less important
1 - Not important at all

Activities 1 2 3 4 5

Breeding rare/
endangered species 21 20 12 20 27

Breeding game species 2 8 21 29 40
Offering trophy hunting 14 10 16 24 36
Hunting game for biltong 22 18 15 23 22
Offering bird hunting 38 24 19 8 11
Offering green safaris 29 12 20 18 21
Offering bow hunting 26 18 17 22 17
Offering fishing trips 61 11 10 13 5
Selling venison overseas 44 16 12 8 20
Selling venison local 

market 35 13 22 17 13
Providing bird watching 13 17 25 22 23
Providing hiking trails 16 20 26 20 18
Offering photographic 

safaris 20 18 31 10 21
Providing 4 x 4 trails 45 20 16 11 8
Providing adventure 

activities 33 22 24 10 11
Providing hot-air balloon 

safaris 58 26 10 3 3
Providing horse trails 41 13 21 12 13
Providing mountain bike 

trails 44 20 21 7 8
Providing educational 

walks 23 15 30 19 13
Other
- Helicopter game views
- Rhino and elephant walks
- Canoe safaris
- Game drives with ranger

important. This supports the notion that
game farm owners do not utilise all four pil-
lars, namely breeding game; hunting (trophy
and/or biltong); game sales; and selling
game products. This also implies that activi-
ties such as walking safaris, horse riding,
educational talks, mountain bike trails and
hiking do not form part of their product base.
A reason for not implementing the four pil-
lars could be that game farms are too small
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Table 4
Factor analysis

Factor 1

Conservation and resources Factor 
loading

B7DD Invest profit in habitat 0.80

B7AA Encourage visitors to respect nature 0.79

B7GG Personnel informed - 0.77
environmental impact

B6CC Switch to less polluting fuels. 0.76

B7EE Use environmental friendly 0.74
chemicals

B4GG Proud service among participants 0.73

B6AA Measure water quantity and 0.73
energy consumed 

B7FF Work with conservation authorities 0.72

B4HH Ensure respect for and dignity of 0.72
local people

B6BB Measure electricity usage/ saving 0.68

B5GG Smallest possible ecological impact 0.68

B4II Ensure that tourism does not 0.60
undermine local resources 

B7BB No purchase that exploits wildlife 0.56

B7CC Enterprise and guests assist in 0.55
conservation 

B4CC Use local guides 0.49

B6JJ Assist conservation through 0.41
sustainable trails

Factor 2 

Local culture / architectural Factor
loading

B5DD Avoid noise or light pollution 0.85

B3DD Visits by local school 0.82

B5EE Buildings with natural ventilation 0.72

B3MM Visitor safety 0.70

B3AA Respect nature, local culture 0.70

B3LL Hospitality 0.69

B3HH Local flavour 0.68

B3JJ Tourists learning a few words 0.67

B4AA Commercialisation and 0.62
over-exploitation.

B711 Keep local character 0.61

B5FF Teach visitors about 0.55
environmentally friendly conduct

B3FF Showcase local cultural artefacts 0.53

B4BB Respect local culture 0.52

B3EE Scholarships 0.49

Factor 3 

Involvement: tourists/ F a c t o r
host community loading

B2KKCC Cooperation relationship: 0.84
businesses sector 

B2KKDD Cooperation relationship: 0.82
local government

B2KKEE Cooperation relationship: 0.79
government

B4EE Visitors to interact with 0.73
local culture 

B2KKBB Cooperation relationship: 0.72
tourists 

B4DD Interaction between local 0.63
community and tourists

Factor 4 

Environmentally friendly Factor
products loading

B6HH Minimise packaging 0 . 8 4

B6EE Reduce consumption of 0.80
natural resources 

B6GG Recycling waste produced 0.79

B6II Reduce "food miles" 0.78

B6DD Energy used from renewable 0.74
sources

B6KK Environmentally friendly 
transport 0.72
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Table 4 (continued)

Factor 3 (continued)

Involvement: Factor
tourists/host community loading

B2KKAA Cooperation relationship: 0.60
local community

B2JJ Monitor progress in 0.59
achieving objectives

B4KK Educate tourists about 0.58
local culture

B1BB Create revenue from 0.56
cultural heritage

B3KK Complementary product 0.55
opportunities 

B4FF Provide visitors with 0.52
reliable information  

B1AA Extend the season 0.48

Factor 4 (continued)

Environmentally friendly Factor
products loading

B4JJ Negative cultural impacts - 0.64
monitored 

B6FF Monitor sewage 0 . 6 1

B5AA Plan new developments 0.49

Factor 5: 

Local community Factor 
loading

B2EE Community-based tourism 0.81

B2II Be transparent - community 0.72
benefits

B2HH Use local entrepreneurs 0 . 6 9

B2BB Partnerships with community 0.69

B2FF Visitors to spend more 0.65
money - local economy.

B2AA Local community products. 0 . 6 4

B2CC Identify projects - 0.62
benefit the poor

B2DD Development of the local 0.61
community 

B5MM Conserving fresh water 0.58
resources

B2GG Including shebeens, 0.57
museums and arts/craft 

B5LL Avoid environmentally 0.53
dangerous substances 

B3II Cultural history - 0.49
local community 

B3GG Maintain the authenticity 0.45
and cultural values 

Factor 6: 

Environmental issues Factor 
loading

B5II Minimise environmental impact 0.72

B5BB Environmentally friendly products 0.72

B5JJ Environmentally friendly 0.71
guidelines for construction firms 

B5HH Planting local indigenous species 0.65

B5CC Local materials 0 . 6 4

B3BB Tourism - catalyst for 0.63
human development

B5KK Fines - contractors 0 . 5 9

B7HH No tourists into ecologically 0.59
sensitive areas 

B3CC Respect for social/ 0.41
cultural/religious rights



to host all four pillars. Game-farm owners
are possibly also uninformed in terms of
ecotourism as well as the needs of tourists in
general. Research by Van der Merwe &
Saayman (2001) showed that the majority of
game farm owners are not trained and edu-
cated in the field of tourism. These results
support the above findings and confirm that
most game farms (56 %) were converted
from cattle or crop farms. 

Factor analysis (Chronbach Alpha)

A factor analysis was conducted for the
results regarding sustainable ecotourism
development. Six factors were identified
(Table 4), and 75.5 % of the total variance in
the data was explained by the six factors. All
factor loadings above 0.4 were obtained
from the data (Table 4), which is significant.

— Factor one: conservation and resources.
Game farms constituted approximately
12.5 % of the total agricultural land in South
Africa in 2000. This increased to 13.3 % in
2002, with a total of 1.7 m head of game,
while national and provincial game reserves
only covered 6 % or 6.1 million ha of land in
South Africa (Eloff 2002; Erasmus 2000;
Flack 2002a; Van der Walt 2002). Hence,
game farm owners are clearly very aware of
their role in conservation.

— Factor two: local culture and architec-
ture, which include aspects such as visits by
local schools, respect for nature and local
culture, a local flavour, retaining the local
character and learning a few words of the
local language. Researchers such as Hobson
& Essex (2001); Mohasi (1999); Harris &
Leiper (1995); Myburgh & Saayman (2002);
Milne (1998) and Yunis (2001) emphasise
these aspects as part of sustainable tourism.

— Factor three: the relationship between
tourists and the host community. Relevant
aspects here are cooperation with local gov-
ernment and national government, interac-
tion between visitors and local culture, coop-
eration with the local community and the
education of tourists regarding the local cul-
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Table 5
Standard deviation of factors

Factor n Mean Standard Coefficient Min. Max.
deviation of variation

1 75 2.44 0.45 18% 1 3
2 77 2.33 0.46 19% 1 3
3 82 2.20 0.44 20% 1 3
4 74 2.26 0.53 23% 1 3
5 81 2.11 0.51 24% 1 3
6 78 2.37 0.39 16% 1 3

ture (Hobson & Essex 2001; Pigram &
Wahab 1997).

— Factor four: the use of environmentally
friendly products. It was indicated that it is
important to minimise packaging that can
harm nature, reduce the consumption of nat-
ural resources, recycle waste, reduce food
miles and monitor sewage and energy from
non-renewable resources.

— Factor five: the local community. The
following aspects had a high loading factor:
community-based tourism, using local entre-
preneurs, partnerships with the local com-
munity, visitors spending more money in the
local community, buying local community
products and visiting shebeens and local
museums. 

— Factor six: environmental issues, such as
minimising environmental impacts, environ-
mentally friendly products, local indigenous
species and not taking tourists into ecologi-
cally sensitive areas. This goes hand in hand
with conservation and hence it is rated as
important by game farmers. 

Table 5 shows the mean and standard devia-
tion, indicating that all factors are considered
important to very important, considering the
scale that was used in the questionnaire (1 =
not important; 2 = important; 3 = very im-
portant). This is also evident in columns six
and seven of Table 5, where the minimum
was 1 and the maximum 3. Factors that
respondents consider very important (col-
umn 3 of Table 5) are factors one (conserva-
tion and resources; mean 2.44), two (local



culture/architecture; mean 2.33) and six
(environmental issues; mean 2.37). Factor
five (local community) was not deemed as
important as the other factors (mean 2.11). 

Conclusion 

The primary objective of this research was to
determine aspects that will contribute to the
sustainable ecotourism development of
game farms. These aspects were identified as
natural/conservational/environmental con-
siderations as well as cultural aspects, such
as learning local languages. Aspects that are
neglected were: working closely with the
local community to develop new products;
developing partnerships and joint ventures in
which the community has a significant stake;
fostering the development of community-
based tourism products by providing market-
ing and mentoring support; and using local
entrepreneurs in developing community ini-
tiatives. Failure to address aspects like these
could result in negative community relation-
ships and even poaching, due to unemploy-
ment and poverty. 

The majority of game farms (56 %) were
converted from stock/cattle farms to game
farms and have been managed as game farms
for 1–10 years (64 %). The high conversion
rate has resulted in a situation where the
majority of game-farm owners were not
trained and educated in tourism. This is in
line with other research on tourism-related
issues. It also supports the notion that game
farmers do not have the required skills to
manage tourism as part of game farms.

The contribution of this research is captured
below.

Firstly, the statistical analysis of the results
gauged the most important aspects of sus-
tainable development as rated by game farm-
ers: (a) promote and ensure respect for and
dignity of people in the development, mar-
keting and promotion of tourism; (b) pro-
mote a sound, proud service ethic among all
participants in the tourism sector; and (c)
avoid damage to the environmental quality

of the enterprise’s neighbourhood by noise
or light pollution.

Secondly, aspects that need attention and are
neglected by game farm owners were also
identified. The most important of these are
the development of partnerships and joint
ventures with the local community; encour-
aging tour operators to be more innovative in
their itineraries by, for example, including
shebeens, local museums and arts and craft
shops in their tour itineraries; and identifying
projects that can support entrepreneurial
activities.

Lastly, this research was among the first of
its kind in South Africa and has laid the
foundation for further research to be accom-
modated in this field of study.
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