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Abstract 

In the past years, it has become evident that stakeholder analysis, integration and 
dialogue must be embedded in research on complex problems of sustainability, such 
as desertification in dryland social-ecological systems (SES). In literature there is 
broad consensus that stakeholder analysis and integration constitute the groundwork 
for a successful and relevant project design. However, as funds and time are often 
limited, stakeholders are frequently selected ad hoc instead of methodologically 
structured. There is a lack of agreement concerning the usage of different methods 
and also a lack of precise information when it comes to how, when and why the 
analysis is applicable in specific projects. To integrate stakeholders from the very 
beginning we conducted a stakeholder analysis in the feasibility study of a social-
ecological research project. For that purpose, we identified stakeholders and then 
grouped them according to their attributes, interest and influence and whether they 
were affected and/or effecting. This paper presents the evaluation of the stakeholders 
and their involvement, and it also documents the communication plan for the main 
phase of the research project. 

We identified 121 individual stakeholders which were subdivided into eleven main 
stakeholder groups ranging from scientific institutions to civil society. A stakeholder 
workshop and focus groups confirmed and further specified the initial stakeholder list 
as well as the research questions. Key players are the local farmers and their farmers 
unions who are the natural resource managers and their mouthpiece. The Namibian 
universities and the Namibian Ministry for Environment and Tourism could become 
key players if the cooperation can be strengthened on an institutional respectively 
faculty level and if the interest is kept up via established contacts. So the cooperation 
with these key players should be actively fostered, e.g. by joint events, joint field 
experiments and regular updates. By structuring the stakeholder analysis into three 
steps and analyzing effect and affectedness as well as interest and influence of 
stakeholders, a precise way of selecting stakeholders was investigated. In addition to 
these results of joint learning, the active involvement of stakeholders from the very 
beginning led to a support for the project and an interest in cooperation at a very 
early stage. For the main phase, we therefore expect to gain a higher and more sus-
tainable quality of the capacity development and dissemination. In the main phase of 
the project a second stakeholder workshop will be conducted to send an important 
kick-off signal. This stakeholder analysis and integration showed that stakeholder 
dialogues should be a reflexive and iterative process and that the content and the 
rules should be part of open discussions from the very beginning of this process. 
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1 Introduction 

In the past years, it has become evident that stakeholder analyses, integration and 
dialogue must be embedded in research on the complex problems of sustainability 
(Stoll-Kleemann & Welp 2006, Jahn et al. 2012). One example for such a complex 
problem is desertification in social-ecological systems found in drylands (Linstädter 
et al. in prep.). Taking the interplay between society and nature into account, the 
general concept of social-ecological systems (SES) helps to outline real-world prob-
lems, to structure the research process and to develop the research design in a trans-
disciplinary mode (Liehr et al. 2017). Transdisciplinary research projects not only aim 
for new scientific knowledge but also aim to make this knowledge accessible for so-
ciety (Jahn et al. 2012). In the case of desertification, societal stakeholders1 can be 
land users, policy makers and also educational organizations who will in future profit 
from the information gained (Bischofberger et al. 2018) by improving the existing 
knowledge base and practice of prevailing different management options. Thus, the 
integration of stakeholders in a research project and also the foregoing and contin-
ued analysis are indispensable for the investigation and assessment of sustainable 
and applicable management options that are dealing with desertification. Paying 
particular attention to the stakeholders and their involvement in the project help to 
better understand the setting of the local context and conditions under which differ-
ent practices are carried out: knowledge is exchanged, institutions are in place and 
working, and technologies are used. All of this constitutes the basis for the further 
development of evidence-based, adapted solutions (Liehr et al. 2017). 

In literature there is broad consensus that stakeholder analysis and integration con-
stitute the groundwork for a successful and relevant project design. Thus, a good co-
operation with stakeholders is indispensable for the success of transdisciplinary pro-
jects (Reed et al. 2009; Jahn et al. 2012; Nastran 2013). However, as funds and time 
are often limited, stakeholders are frequently selected ad hoc (Reed et al. 2009). In 
the initial planning phase, it is important to analyze who the key stakeholders are 
and which positions, interests and influence they have (Grimble and Wellard 1997, 
Franz 2018). It is necessary to understand who can influence a research project and 
who is affected by the achievement of a project´s objective (Freeman 2010, Achter-
kamp & Vos 2007, Reed et al. 2009). This way characterized stakeholder groups can 
be included when planning their participation and when it comes to choosing the 
appropriate strategy and collaboration method.  

Although the literature on this topic offers a solid theoretical framework for stake-
holder analyses in different areas, such as spatial planning and natural resource 
                                              
1  “A stakeholder in an organization is (by definition) any group or individual who can affect or is 

affected by the achievement of the organization's objectives.” (Freeman 2010, p. 46). Freeman’s ap-
proach was developed for the scientific field of economy, namely strategic management, therefore 
negative effects from stakeholders on a company were in the focus. As researcher we wish to include 
positive effects from stakeholders, too, especially with regard to capacity development and dissemi-
nation. Therefore we use the term “to effect” instead of “to affect”. 
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management in general (Reed et al. 2009; Nastran 2013), agreement is lacking when 
it comes to the usage of different methods and precise information and concerning 
how, when and why the analysis is applicable in specific projects (Billgren and 
Holmen 2008; Reed 2008; Reed et al. 2009; Jepsen and Eskerod 2009; Hage, Leroy, 
and Petersen 2010; Rastogi et al. 2010). This paper aims to provide a stakeholder 
analysis for a social-ecological project on desertification (Kéfi et al.2016; Kachali 
2007). So, our questions are: Whom do we need to address in the process of our re-
search? How do we identify actors who have a stake in our research results? 

We identified stakeholders and grouped them according to attributes. This paper pre-
sents the evaluation of the stakeholders to show their possible involvement in the 
main phase of the research project.  

The text starts by giving information about the general background of the research 
project (NamTip). Subsequently we introduce our social-ecological approach to the 
stakeholder analysis which includes the integration of the stakeholders. These study 
results will provide the groundwork for further stakeholder management in the fol-
lowing phases of the project. 

2 Background of the NamTip project 

This section introduces the research question and gives information about the area in 
which the NamTip project is taking place, and also on our SES approach. The project 
consists of a feasibility study and the main project. The stakeholder analysis at hand 
was carried out during the feasibility study. NamTip´s research focuses on desertifica-
tion tipping points (DTPs) in SESs and is located in Namibia, the driest country in 
sub-Saharan Africa. According to the call for a research and development project on 
tipping points at the interplay of social and ecological systems (BioTip) of the Ger-
man Ministry of Education and Research, the project is based on the general back-
ground of the National Strategy on Biodiversity (NBS) of the German Government 
since biodiversity is a prerequisite for ecosystem services (ESS), which are in turn 
vital to human and planetary welfare (BMBF 2015).  

2.1 Research question 

NamTip’s aim is to help acquire a better understanding of the most pressing tipping 
points in dryland ecosystems, which are the thresholds to desertification (Reynolds et 
al. 2007, Kéfi et al. 2016). The overarching research questions are: How do DTPs 
evolve? Can corresponding ecosystem changes, including their ecological and social 
drivers be identified? The research focuses on management options for rangeland 
ecosystems prone to DTPs with an emphasis on the practical implementation and on 
the scientific support for sustainable policy formulation for dryland regimes. Hence 
capacity development and dissemination are fundamental.  
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The NamTip research project deals with the intricate interactions of two complex 
systems: society and ecology. Scientific understanding of DTPs in drylands is a first 
step towards successfully managing sustainable land use. Ecology will reveal the 
relationships between the different parts of the (local) ecosystem and it can identify 
external reasons for deteriorating resources (e.g. change of framework conditions or 
anthropogenic behaviour). Social science will show (local) societal relations within 
society, e.g. how and under which conditions decisions are made. 

The SES research approach focuses on the societal connection to the environment, 
especially societal dependencies on ESS. That is why it integrates different fields of 
knowledge, social and natural science as well as empirical and local knowledge, with 
action and possible options for change. This is set against the background of local 
conditions and their specific context with typical as well as transferable attributes. A 
SES-view on DTPs not just merges social and ecological knowledge; it rather ob-
serves and examines “the dependency of social groups with respect to essential eco-
system services” and the reciprocation of the ecosystem to societal activities (Renaud 
et al. 2010; Hummel et al 2017). This way a real world problem is integrated into 
research and results will not only fit the real world problem, but through stakeholder 
integration they can be implemented sustainably. 

2.2 Study area 

Drylands constitute about 45 per cent of the worldwide land surface and are mainly 
located in Africa and Asia (Prăvălie 2016). With global warming, here, particularly 
people’s livelihoods are at stake. Up to two billion people worldwide rely on dryland 
ecosystems, half of them for their daily survival (UNEMG 2011). Maladapted land use 
can be a crucial driving force for the degradation of savannahs and related ESS, e.g. 
via increased erosion. Degradation of ESS has become a serious challenge, exerting 
negative impacts on the ecosystem, livestock production and livelihoods (Kassahun et 
al. 2008). Particularly socially disadvantaged people depend heavily on rangeland 
vegetation as forage for their livestock (MEA 2005; Phelps and Kaplan 2017), which 
is the prevalent food production path in marginal agricultural land (Reid et al. 2014). 
It is estimated that drylands constitute 78 per cent of the global grazing area (Asner 
et al. 2004) and 35 per cent of land-bound net primary production (MEA 2005). 
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Fig. 1: Stakeholder meeting during a farm drive (Photo: ISOE, 2017) 

Namibia faces problems common for many drylands: more than 60 per cent rural 
population, scarce natural resources, infertile land, extreme climate events (e.g. 
droughts), population growth and urbanization processes (Reynolds et al. 2007). 
About 50 per cent of Namibia’s savannahs are already suffering from negative effects 
(de Klerk 2004; Joubert et al. 2013), prompting the Namibian Government to call for 
urgent action to halt degradation and restore savannas to again be productive and 
resilient (MAWF 2012).  

The research area, the Greater Waterberg Landscape (GWL) approximately 250 kilo-
meters northeast of Windhoek covers an area of over 19.000 square kilometers. It 
was chosen for research as it offers different land-use intensities and types of range-
land in close proximity, communal and freehold rangelands, communal conservan-
cies and a national park. As is typical for semi-arid areas, the annual rainfall sums 
up to 350-450 millimeters, with extreme inter-annual variations (SASSCAL 2018, 
Mendelsohn 2006), e.g. extreme drought. This feasibility study had the advantage of 
being able to draw on relevant ecological and management data that were collected 
in other research projects (OPTIMASS, CuveWaters, SASSCAL) which were carried 
out in the same area and it also could reconnect with local stakeholders via already 
established networks.  
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3 Methodological framework of the stakeholder 
 analysis 

The first step of the stakeholder analysis was to identify the parties concerned by 
drawing up an according list. In a second step, we categorized them, first according 
to the degree they can effect or are affected by DTP (Chevalier and Buckles 2008). 
Subsequently we used the attributes ‘interest’ and ‘influence’ to categorize stake-
holders into key players, context setters, subjects and crowd (de Lopez 2001). That 
way we were able to prioritize the stakeholder groups. The final step was to decide on 
future cooperation with the identified stakeholders which resulted in a stakeholder 
communication plan (Reed et al. 2009; Reed 2016; Nastran 2013) (Appendix I). 

3.1 Step 1: Identifying and characterizing stakeholders 

To identify stakeholders we fell back on networks that had been established in previ-
ous projects (Schramm 2012) like CuveWaters, OPTIMASS and SASSCAL, and we 
established a stakeholder list. Using the expertise of these stakeholders, a snow-ball-
system developed (Reed et al. 2009). Based on this, a stakeholder workshop was held 
in Windhoek to validate the identified stakeholders and to find out about their posi-
tions and possible involvements into the subject (Huntington et al. 2003, Franz 
2018). The workshop was prepared with and conducted by a local facilitator, who 
helped adapt the program to local conditions and needs, as he is more aware of cul-
tural signs and can improve the quality of the dialogue (Stoll-Kleemann & Welp 
2006; Schramm 2012). 

At the workshop a generally comprehensible introduction to the project was given 
and participants also had time to get familiar with each other (Huntington et al. 
2003; Reed 2016). The stakeholders had the opportunity to contribute their expert 
knowledge and experience, to ask questions, give feedback and make suggestions in 
joint discussions. In particular, they were asked for a feedback (“active echo”) on the 
planned research topics to enable an adjustment of the project´s framework to the 
local problems and needs and therefore strengthen the project´s relevance. In conse-
quence, this helped to adjust the research questions. In working groups, stakeholders 
ascribed to themselves attributes, such as their level of engagement (observer, advisor 
and implementer) and the possible area of contribution (research, training/capacity 
development, case study/site and policy) in a format that was similar to a world café 
(Franz 2018). This later helped to categorize them and to identify key stakeholders. 
Referring to the results obtained, the workshop participants were asked to name other 
stakeholders who had so far not been contacted. The results of the workshop were 
processed in a report and sent to the stakeholders as a further step of their integra-
tion (Reed 2016) (Appendix II). 

After the workshop, focus groups were identified and interviews conducted with 
those participants who were either very interested in further cooperation or who 
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could not attend the workshop. Within focus groups, they discussed the project’s 
approach and DTPs in order to elicit information (Stoll-Kleemann & Welp 2006), and 
to increase the level of the stakeholders’ engagement and contribution. This proceed-
ing also helped to expand the consortium’s networks. During a field visit, following 
the workshop, the consortium established further contacts to local stakeholders such 
as farmers, conservancy2 members and traditional authorities in the study region. 

To stay in touch, especially with the strongly interested workshop participants, 
stakeholders were approached via email or telephone for further reactions and to 
complement the feedback for the analysis and also to maintain their motivation 
(Schramm 2012). 

3.2 Step 2: Categorizing stakeholders 

Following an analytical top-down categorization (Reed et al. 2009; Reed 2016; 
Schramm 2012) the identified stakeholders were classified into eleven groups accord-
ing to their institutional linkage. For the feasibility study we focused on stakeholders 
at the institutional and not at the individual level. The researchers designed two ma-
trices: an affected-effecting matrix and an interest-influence matrix. The affected-
effecting matrix shows the degree to which these institutions can effect the DTPs or 
how they are affected by them. The interest-influence matrix presents institutions 
with a strong interest in and a high influence on the project itself and its respective 
topic. Within this grid the stakeholders were ranked according to their levels of inter-
est and influence. According to Reed et al. (2009) and de Lopez (2001), ‘key players’ 
have a strong interest in and influence on the project, and should therefore receive 
special attention. ‘Context setters’ have a high influence but little interest in the pro-
ject, and should be monitored and actively managed. ‘Subjects’ are stakeholders with 
high interest and low influence; and the ‘crowd’ has low interest and low influence 
and so there is little need to get engaged with them. 

To get a pointed distinction for the feasibility study, we extended the two-range-
scale to a three-range scale (low-medium-high) in both matrices. This means that 
only the four corner quadrants of the grids were clearly categorized, with a broad 
middle. We would like to point out that differentiation needs could be intensified 
during the main phase by reduction to a two-scale-range. 

                                              
2  In Namibia a Conservancy is an institution for community based natural resource management 

(CBNRM). In 1996 an amendment was made to the Nature Conservation Ordinance of 1975, which 
devolved rights to communities over natural resources, which includes wildlife, and established 
rights for communities to set up tourism enterprises. These rights were to be exercised through con-
servancies. They are self-governing, democratic entities, run by their members, with fixed bounda-
ries that are agreed with adjacent conservancies, communities or land owners (MET 2018, NACSO 
2018). 
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3.3 Step 3: Development of a communication plan  

Once a better understanding of who the stakeholders are is reached, a communication 
plan can be developed. This plan gives a structured approach to communications and 
ensures that all the key stakeholders are consulted on their areas of interest. It is im-
portant to consider multiple channels for communication, such as meetings, newslet-
ters, policy briefs, emails, teleconferences, videos etc. The communication plan 
should answer the questions: who takes part? What is the topic of interest? How will 
the person be involved? When will this take place? (Kennon et al. 2013).  

4 Results and discussion  

This section introduces the stakeholder groups and describes which of the stakehold-
ers are key players or context setters according to the attributes ‘interest’ and ‘influ-
ence’. We will also show who is affected by or effecting DTPs and we will take spe-
cial topics into consideration that were important to the stakeholders. According to 
these categorizations, indications for the communication plan are derived that are 
linking the project to certain Namibian institutions.  

A total of 121 stakeholders from 42 institutions were identified. They were subdivid-
ed into eleven main stakeholder groups ranging from scientific institutions to civil 
society (Tab. 1). As, compared to the main project phase, the media’s role is relatively 
small during the feasibility study, thus all media institutions were treated as a unity 
“the media”. Altogether we examined 38 stakeholder institutions. 
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Tab. 1: Stakeholder groups 

  Communal Farmers 
 Freehold Farmers 
 

  NECFU – Namibian Emerging Commercial Farmers Union 
 NAU – Namibia Agricultural Union  
 NNFU – Namibian National Farmers Union  

  Agricultural Trade Forum  
 Meat Board of Namibia  

  CCF – Cheetah Conservation Fund Namibia 
 IRDNC – Integrated Rural Development and Nature Conservation 
 NACSO – Namibian Association of Community Based Natural Resource 

Management 
 NNF – Namibian Nature Fund 
 WWF – World Wildlife Fund 

  
 GIZ – Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit GmbH 
 

  UNCCD – UN Convention to Combat Desertification, Land Degradation 
Neutrality Studies 

 German Embassy  
 MAWF – Ministry for Agriculture, Water and Forestry 
 MET – Ministry of Environment and Tourism 
 MLR – Ministry of Land Reform 
 TAs – Traditional Authorities 

  Agribank of Namibia  
 Meatco – Meat Cooperation 
 Kara Nawa Environmental Solution  
 Agriconsult 

  National Archives of Namibia 
 NBRI – National Botanical Research Institute 
 NUST – Namibian University of Science and Technology 
 UNAM – University of Namibia 
 SASSCAL – Southern African Science Service Centre for Climate Change 

and Adaptive Land Management 

  LLL – Limpopo Living Landscapes, South Africa  
 ORYCS– Options for Sustainable Land Use Adaptions in Savanna Systems 
 SFB-TRR 228 – Future Rural Africa  
 OPTIMASS – Options for Sustainable Geo-Biosphere Feedback  

Management in Savanna Systems under Regional and Global Change 

  AASD – Agri Advisory Services Division  
 AGRA ProVision, Agri-Ecological Services, Omaruru Rangeland Management 
 Botanic Society 
 EduVentures 
 FSP – Farmers Support Project 
 Meatco Foundation 

  Africa Online 
 Agriforum 
 iDeal-x 
 Republikein 
All institutions are regarded as a unity for the feasibility study.  
Institution-wise examination should be self-evident. 

NGO

Development
Cooperation

Politics/Policy

Private Sector

Science

Connected
Project

Education

Media

Non-Farmer
Interest Group
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4.1 Affected and effecting 

The feedback from the stakeholder workshop confirmed that desertification is a seri-
ous problem affecting many stakeholders in Namibia. It was mentioned that the rain-
fall pattern is extremely volatile in Namibia, and that communal land seemed to be 
very challenged by desertification. Forage3 scarcity due to lack of rain, desertifica-
tion or bush encroachment, forces farmers to sell animals more frequently than be-
fore. Due to stakeholders perception problems might be reinforced by some tradition-
al authorities with different connections to different political parties, ill-timed dis-
missal of management, no common rules regarding the use of water points and the 
new possibility of assigning land as property. Besides avoidance and management of 
DTPs, restoration is an equally important problem for stakeholders. Most stakeholders 
were interested in learning more about different ways of restoration and about the 
practical implementation of the principles of good rangeland management without 
losing sight of economic feasibility. The integration of restoration aspects would def-
initely strengthen the acceptance of the project in Namibia. It was stressed that the 
project’s success strongly depends on the involvement of local community members. 
With this feedback in mind the research questions were adjusted and concretized. 

Figure 2 gives a visual impression of affected and effecting stakeholders 

 

Fig. 2: Affected and effecting matrix for DTPs showing Namibian stakeholders (details on stake-

holders see Tab.1). The placement within a square reflects the rating at the time of analysis and 

facilitates reading but does not reflect micro-rating reasons. 

                                              
3  Edible parts of plants, other than separated grain, that can provide feed for grazing animals or that 

can be harvested for feeding. 
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In a subsequent step we asked who of these stakeholders will be affected by and ef-
fecting DTP´s. We found out that Namibian cattle farmers will be mainly affected by 
DTPs since they use about 31.5 million hectares of Namibia’s land (Reutter 2016; 
Mendelsohn et al. 2006), and effect DTPs depending on their management strategy. 
The farmers’ unions as a mouthpiece and mediator for the agricultural community 
can thus effect and be affected by DTPs. The Namibian Ministry of Agriculture, Wa-
ter and Forestry (MAWF) and the Ministry of Environment (MET) could effect DTPs 
with their correspondent strategies and implementations. The scientific institutions, 
such as the Namibian University of Science and Technology (NUST) and the Univer-
sity of Namibia (UNAM), have a low to medium effect on DTPs depending on the 
importance that is given to the topic within these institutions. Likewise, the effect of 
the media, traditional authorities and the Botanic Society depends on their outreach 
and the importance ascribed to the topic of DTPs; they could act as multipliers, even 
if they are not affected. Namibian institutions that deal with agricultural or livestock 
products, such as the meat board of Namibia, have no influence on DTPs, but can be 
indirectly affected. Neither affected nor effecting were the related projects: OPTI-
MASS because it has been terminated and Living Landscapes Limpopo because it is 
located in South Africa. The National Archives of Namibia and the German Embassy 
were not included in the matrix, just like Agriconsult, Agribank and Kara Nawa En-
vironmental Solution from the private sector. 

4.2 Interest and Influence 

In this section the stakeholder groups are discussed according to their influence on 
and interest for the project itself and listed in decreasing order from key players to 
crowd (Fig. 3). For pointed results in the feasibility study we used a three-range-scale 
and thus would only have a clear distinct characterization for the four corner quad-
rants. Though, with regard to the main project phase, institutions from the broad 
middle quadrants are expected to shift into one of the categories which we anticipat-
ed and are mentioning in the following description.  

4.2.1 Key players 

These are stakeholders with a high interest and high influence. Key players are the 
local farmers and their farmers unions who are the natural resource managers and 
their mouthpiece. New ideas and changes in land use need support and benevolent 
acceptance from these members of the civil society who are living and acting in the 
local environment, in a local social and ecological context and under local condi-
tions. Farmer unions are knowledge exchange hubs when it comes to new ideas and 
techniques as well as an interface for farm managers and policy makers. NAU has the 
highest interest of all unions in the feasibility study. We expect that NNFU’s interest 
level will rise during the main project phase. The Namibian Emerging Commercial 
Farmer’s Union is a relatively young union with comparatively few members which 
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resulted in low levels of interest in and influence on the feasibility study. Five farm-
ers on freehold and communal land invited the research team to implement study 
sites on their grazing areas. Most of these farmers already showed a special interest 
in social-ecological connections. Some reported that they have to sell animals more 
frequently than before due to forage scarcity or desertification, a situation which is 
contrary to cultural practices, especially on communal land. We were also told that 
people now have the right to register communal land as their personal property. This 
leads to privatization and enclosures which could be a social-ecological tipping point 
because pressure on remaining communal land might increase. The cooperation with 
these key players should be actively promoted e.g. by joint events with the farmers 
unions, joint field experiments with the farmers and regular updates (Reed 2016).  

During the main phase, an expected key player on the policy level is the MET. Due to 
the ministries wide range of topics its interest in the feasibility study is medium. The 
MET implements the Namibian 2nd National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan 
(NBSAP) (MET 2014), with projects holding a substantial link to DTPs. One project is 
dealing with resource mobilization for biodiversity conservation and addresses topics 
like the preservation of biodiversity and ESS. These projects are partly supported by 
the Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ), who has agreed 
to cooperate during the main project phase. Joint meetings already started during the 
feasibility study and their number will be increased by presentations during strategic 
meetings on the NBSAP. 

NamTip entertains important links to scientific institutions in Namibia as it aims at 
mutual scientific knowledge production and lasting knowledge growth. The Southern 
African Science Service Centre for Climate Change and Adaptive Land Management 
(SASSCAL) could be a key player for the project. SASSCAL is a joint initiative of 
Angola, Botswana, Namibia, South Africa, Zambia, and Germany in response to the 
challenges of global change. An intensive co-operation is pursued and desired by 
both sides to complement capacity development and research. However, these con-
tacts need to be actively fostered since they are not yet stable long-term relations. 

Two stakeholders, AGRA ProVision and EduVentures were not included in the inter-
est-and-influence-matrix, because they had already agreed to a close cooperation 
and therefore have become part of the consortium. AGRA ProVision, an advisory 
institution for the farming sector, has agreed to a close cooperation. One of their staff 
members is part of the consortium and supports trainings for famers, knowledge ex-
change and logistical matters. This stakeholder has multiple interests e.g. rangeland 
management in the face of drought. He can positively influence the project’s success 
due to his good connections with the farming community and the ministries. Another 
staff member could become a close cooperation partner in remote sensing for bio-
mass valuations.  

EduVentures focusses on young learners from schools, providing a mobile classroom 
and field trips to the research sites. By educating the future generation and by pupils 
subsequently passing on their newly acquired knowledge at home EduVentures can 
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support the acceptance of the project and the implementation of the results within 
the relevant communities. 

4.2.2 Context setters 

Context setters’ interest is medium, while their influence is high. For this project, 
Namibia’s universities, the Namibian University for Science and Technology (NUST) 
and the University of Namibia (UNAM) are important context setters. Therefore, indi-
vidual representatives of these institutions are partners in the project consortium. 
However, further cooperations are envisaged with the social and the natural sciences, 
with the faculties of Human Sciences, of Natural Resources and with the faculties of 
Spatial Sciences and of Management Sciences, as well as with the Centre for Open 
and Lifelong Learning at NUST and with the faculties of Agriculture and Natural 
Resources, of Economic and Management Science, with the faculties of Humanities 
and Social Science, and with the faculties of Law and of Science at UNAM. Staff 
members can support the project as multipliers by offering research related master 
theses. However, on an administrational level the cooperation needs to be strength-
ened. 

As further science service institutions, the National Archives of Namibia and the Na-
tional Botanical Research Institute (NBRI) will be context setters. Their support is 
needed for gathering specific data, such as historical data and for the identification 
of plant specimen. Here, contacts still need to be established. 

During the workshop, one stakeholder’s concern was the overlapping with other re-
search projects. To avoid this, knowledge exchange with other projects such as 
ORYCS and the SFB TRR228 “Future Rural Africa” will be facilitated. Contacts from 
completed projects, such as OPTIMASS, CuveWaters and Limpopo Living Landscapes 
will be maintained which is ensured by the composition of the project team and their 
former involvements in these projects as well their subsequent networks of contacts. 
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Fig. 3: Interest-influence matrix, a visual presentation of the Namibian stakeholders 
(Legend see Tab.1). The placement within a square reflects the rating at the time of 
analysis and facilitates reading but does not reflect micro-rating reasons. 

Other context setters for the project are found on the political level because here, 
Namibian ministries can regulate natural resource management by means of legisla-
tion. The MAWF can exert influence on natural resource managers with regulating 
directives. The government officials of the MAWF are potential cooperation partners 
especially when it comes to supporting the Namibian Rangeland Management Policy 
and Strategy (NRMPS) (MAWF 2012). An important stakeholder feedback was that 
the NMPRS determines the principles of sound rangeland management which there-
fore do not need to be tested experimentally. Nevertheless according to this stake-
holder feedback, there is a gap between knowledge and implementation.  

The educational sector will play an important role for the main phase of the research 
project, especially regarding capacity development and dissemination. In this sector 
we have found six stakeholder institutions. Up to now they only have low to medium 
interest in the feasibility study, because their institutions are dealing with a wide 
range of topics. However, their influence might be medium to high because they 
shape the future by legislation or by influencing the views and opinions of (future) 
decision makers. Thus it is important for the project’s success to keep track of context 
setters. They need to be monitored and actively managed in the communication plan. 

Some of these context setters only have medium interest because their institution 
covers a wide range of topics. However, their influence is high because they shape 
the future by legislation or by influencing the views and opinions of (future) decision 
makers. Thus it is important for the project’s success to keep track of context setters. 
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They need to be monitored and specifically taken into consideration in the communi-
cation plan. 

4.2.3 Subjects and crowd 

Subjects and crowd have low influence on the research project. During the feasibility 
study their roles could not be defined as clearly as those of key players and context 
setters. As subjects have a high interest in the ongoing research they might be able to 
provide valuable information and might also potentially be willing to cooperate to a 
certain extent. Their role as well as the role of the crowd with low interest in the 
research project could change during the project’s main phase since their awareness, 
interest or influence may grow. 

Traditional authorities, institutions from the education group like Agri Advisory Ser-
vices Division (AASD), Farmers Support Project (FSP) and Meatco Foundation could 
become context setters during the main phase when capacity development and dis-
semination become more important. The Botanic Society might also give valuable 
information to interested individuals and thus act as a multiplier.  

NGOs like the Integrated Rural Development and Nature Conservation (IRDNC), the 
Namibian Association of Community Based Natural Resource Management Support 
Organisations (NACSO) and the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) also seemed to be inter-
ested to cooperate as the research project covers one of their many topics, such as 
establishing / promoting sustainable food systems to conserve nature. Furthermore 
interest groups like the Agricultural Trade Forum and the Meat Board of Namibia as 
well as stakeholders from the private sector like Agribank of Namibia, Meatco, 
Agriconsult and Kara Nawa Environmental Solutions have also shown interest in the 
project’s topic. 

The media are currently categorized as subjects, but could also become context set-
ters, if they support public relations as multipliers. In Namibia, an expert from the 
journal Agriforum will be approached to improve the public relations competences of 
the local project members. The GIZ program on the promotion of vocational educa-
tion and training could become a subject as it was suggested for cooperation in the 
field of capacity development in which the Namibian Ministry of Education (MoEAC) 
is also involved. Other valuable insights might also be provided by the Ministry of 
Land Reform (MLR) and the UNCCD bureau in Namibia.  
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4.3 Communication plan 

Having identified and categorized the stakeholders according to their institutions, a 
communication plan was developed. In general, key stakeholders should be frequent-
ly consulted, context setters should be regularly consulted and others only need to be 
informed.  

The main phase of the project will start in 2019. We are planning to start with two 
stakeholder workshops to give an important kick-off signal. One workshop will be 
held in Windhoek for stakeholders located in this area focusing on the levels of sci-
ence, politics and educational cooperation, the other workshop will take place at the 
project area in Okakarara with a focus on farming, NGOs and Conservancies. Identi-
fied key players and context setters should all participate. Reports of the workshops 
will be distributed to the participants. 

There will be quarterly meetings or telephone conferences throughout the project 
duration with the farmer unions, conservancies, the farm managers and traditional 
authorities, and also with GIZ and Agriforum. All stakeholders will be invited to ob-
tain first insights into the research in 2020 and 2021 on NamTip Day. Relevant 
stakeholders will be kept updated on planned trainings and school visits. The Namib-
ian ministries, MAWF and MET, will receive a policy brief in the fourth quarter of 
2021 as a contribution to the NRMPS and 2nd National Biodiversity Strategy and 
Action Plan. As SASSCAL is important for dissemination they will also receive first 
insights in 2020 and will be involved via emails and during meetings in accordance 
with the concept of result dissemination in southern Africa. The plan can be viewed 
in appendix 1. 

In summary, farmers unions and farmers are highly relevant key players, as is SASS-
CAL, provided that the communication there will be intensified since SASSCAL has 
not yet established stable long-term relations. Namibian universities could become 
key players if the cooperation with them can be improved on an institutional respec-
tively faculty level. MET, incl. GIZ can become key players if a continued interest is 
sustained via established contacts. The MAWF might stay a context setter due to a 
medium interest and a wide range of topical duties. However, contacts here should 
still be strengthened since this ministry is an essential stakeholder because of its po-
litical competence. Apart from the group interaction enabled during in the stakehold-
er workshops, researchers should also individually stay in touch with the established 
contacts within these institutions via email and telephone in order to stay informed 
about changes in discussions and positions.  
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5 Conclusion 

By methodologically structuring the stakeholder analysis into three steps and by ana-
lyzing effect and affectedness as well as the level of interest and influence of stake-
holders, a more precise way of grouping and selecting stakeholders has been investi-
gated despite the limited time and funds of a feasibility study. We highly value the 
active involvement of the stakeholders and the joint learning which took place for 
example during workshops or field trips, thus guaranteeing the success of this feasi-
bility study.  

Our approach to the stakeholder analysis entails an integration of the stakeholders 
from the very beginning of the project, namely at an early stage of the feasibility 
study. Even though the analysis anticipates possible developments of the stakehold-
ers during the main phase of the project, these anticipations have to be re-examined 
just like the interest-and-influence-matrix with its characterization of “medium”-
attributed stakeholders. 

Established long-term contacts proved to be extremely valuable for the analysis and 
strengthened the interest of stakeholders in the research topic. In order to fortify and 
consolidate these networks, working groups on DTPs should be linked to existing 
structures within these institutions. During the main phase of this project the selec-
tion of the most important stakeholders should take place through personal commu-
nication, research-related workshops and special topical events.  

We have found that farmers and their unions are key players of the research project 
as they are both affected by and effecting DTPs and are also highly interested in the 
project itself and influential with regard to the capacity development and dissemina-
tion of the results. On the political level the topically correspondent Namibian minis-
tries are at least context setters if not potential key players as their legislation and 
strategy plans effect land usage and biodiversity and their positive influence is a 
prerequisite for the successful realization of the research. Scientific institutions, af-
fectedness is low or medium, depending on the importance of research topics, such as 
desertification. There is only medium interest when the institutions themselves are 
dealing with a wide coverage of topics, but influence can be sustainable and should 
thus be classified as high. Generally, NGOs only have a medium influence on the 
project’s success but since regional NGOs are more affected by DTPs and they are 
showing considerable interest. Institutions connected with farming are affected indi-
rectly (trading) respectively are low to medium affected by and effecting DTPs (edu-
cation). They have either no influence on the research project (trading) or a low to 
medium, rather indirect influence, depending to what extent they accept the research. 
Interest and influence of the educational group is generally expected to grow during 
the main phase, especially as institutions connected with farming are by some means 
or other affected by DTPs.  
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The above mentioned cooperations address the current and future generation of re-
source users as well as political decision makers, planners, researchers and educators. 
Thus stakeholder participation in NamTip should find ways that lead from knowledge 
about the rangeland management needed for governing the case specific problem set 
to the implementation of these principles, e.g. by the farmers. Bridging this gap can 
be possible via suitable knowledge exchange and mutual knowledge production. Pos-
sible tools for this common experience are joint experiments and trainings carried 
out and edited by farmers and scientists. 

The stakeholder research within this feasibility study might be limited by its methods 
because over time it causes the determination of an individual stakeholder attribute 
to be relative (Nastran 2013).  

Therefore, stakeholder integration should be an iterative process during the main 
phase of the project: the stakeholder analysis and the concluding stakeholder man-
agement should be amended as the project progresses (Reed 2016). As the individu-
al’s positions, interests and influence may change with the progression of a project, 
the attribution of stakeholders may change accordingly during the project’s main 
phase (Grimble and Wellard 1997; Reed 2016). Thus, when planning the participation 
of the stakeholders and choosing the appropriate strategy and collaboration method, 
the project team needs to readjust their focus from time to time. This means the 
analysis should continue and could become more detailed throughout the main phase 
of the project. This would ensure the identification of social-ecological interfaces, 
knowledge integration, as well as capacity development for and dissemination of 
new shared action knowledge. 

During the main phase of this project the methodologically more profound selection 
of the most important stakeholders will be put into practice through personal com-
munication, research-related workshops and special topical events. Further points 
can then be considered in more detail, such as the differentiations between stake-
holders and shareholders, practice partners and multipliers.  

It is important to realize that, like in most cases generally, society is interfaced and 
interlinked on different levels and at different times, thus decisions of individuals are 
not solely based on objective facts but depend on individual and collective 
knowledge as well as on experiences with natural laws and then again on social roles 
and connections, values and traditions (Stoll-Kleemann & Welp 2006). From an SES 
research point of view it is especially important to investigate relationships between 
stakeholders since the individuals’ opinions, options and choices depend on their 
social status, role and relationships. Understanding how different individual decisions 
under varied social and ecological conditions add up to society’s dealing with the 
environment will help to identify more detailed paths for capacity development and 
dissemination. It is essential to identify further possibilities for cooperation and joint 
action, which in turn will deepen the local societal understanding of ecological pro-
cesses. Joint knowledge production and exchange between researchers, politicians 
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and all levels of society are crucial for a sustainable real-world success of a research 
project. 

This stakeholder analysis and integration showed that stakeholder dialogues should 
be a reflexive and iterative process and that the content and the rules should be part 
of open discussions from the very beginning of this process (Stoll-Kleemann & Welp 
2006).  
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Appendix 1:  
Stakeholder communication plan February 2018 

  



  

| 28  
 

Stakeholder (Who?) Information (What?) Mode (How?) Schedule (When?) 

All Project start Email Q 4 2018 

Stakeholders located 
close to Windhoek (e.g. 
MAWF, MET, UNAM, 
NUST, GIZ) 

Invitation to Stakeholder 
Workshop in Windhoek 

Email Q 4 2018 

Stakeholders located in 
GWL (e.g. famers, CCF, 
Conservancies) 

Invitation to Stakeholder 
Workshop in Okakarara 

Email Q 4 2018 

All above Introduce NamTips main-
phase 

Workshop Q 4 2018 

All above Report from stakeholder 
workshops 

Email Q 4 2018 

Farmers, herders and 
policy makers and im-
plementors 

Date and concept of 
trainings for resource 
managers and decision-
makers respectively for 
feedback 

Email Q 3 2020 

Farmers, herders and 
policy makers and im-
plementors 

Trainings on DTP Training Q 4 2021 

Head of schools in GWL Date and concept for 
school visits of Ombombo 

Email and meet-
ing 

Q 2 2020 

Primary school Okakarara Test and evaluation of 
Ombombo´s DTP modules 

School visit Q 3 2020 

Schools in GWL DTP theme´s School visits, 
incl excursions 
for young learn-
ers  

Q 1 to 4 2021 

All First insights on DTP and 
knowledge exchange 

NamTip Day 2020 

All Results on DTP NamTip Day 2021 

MAWF Contribution on DTP to 
the Namibian National 
Rangeland Management 
Policy & Strategy 

Policy brief Q 4 2021 

MET Contribution on DTP to 
Namibia’s 2nd National 
Biodiversity Strategy and 
Action Plan 

Policy brief Q 4 2021 

SASSCAL First insights on DTP Meeting 2020 
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SASSCAL Concept for dissemina-
tion of results on DTP to 
southern Africa 

Emails and 
meetings 

2021 

NAU, NNFU, Conservan-
cies, Hamakari, Tradi-
tional authority 

Progress report Meetings Quarterly 

GIZ Concept and progress on 
“vocational education 
and training” and “biodi-
versity conservation” 

Meetings Q 1 2019, Q 3 2020, 
Q 4 2021 

Agriforum Public relations in Na-
mibia 

Telephone con-
ferences 

Quarterly 
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Appendix 2:  
NamTip Stakeholder Workshop Documentation 2017 
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PROGRAM 
 

Date:  
September 13th 2017 

Place:   
Kubata City Lodge 

151 Nelson Mandela Avenue 
Eros, Windhoek 

Namibia 
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TIME PROGRAM ITEM 

08:30 1. Arrival & registration 

09:00 2. Welcoming & Introductions 

09:20 3. Program logic/ Purpose of workshop 

09:30 4.1 Core Challenges  and Nam-Tip Topic-Map 

09:55 4.2 Relevance Test #1 

10:30 Parallel refreshment 

10:30 5. Relevance Test #2 

11:30 6. Stakeholder Map 

12:30 NETWORKING break 

13:15 7. Plenary Feedback 

13:45 8. ‘Way Forward’ 

14:00 9. Closure 
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PROJECT INFO AND AIM OF THE WORKSHOP 

NamTip is a pre-study for a research and development project on “Tipping points”. That is ecological 
thresholds, their feedbacks to society and vice versa. The project will focus on rangeland use in the 
Waterberg area and further east. 

The aim is to determine the point at which ecosystems can reach a state where rangeland use would 
be unsustainable. The same will be done for related socio-economic tipping points. 

The current phase is a feasibility study for a possible main project (see way forward). Therefore, the 
aim of the stakeholder workshop was to determine interested parties to setup a working group that 
will shape the projects’ activities, areas of operation and future. 

The project is funded by the German Federal Ministry for Education and Research. 

 

MORE PROJECT INFO 

CORE CHALLENGE:  

To understand and manage Desertification Tipping Points (DTPs) is the core challenge of the 
NamTip project 

• The theory of ecological tipping points is well understood  
• But it is challenging to identify and predict tipping points in the real world  
• Crossing a tipping point is often a ‘ecological surprise’  
• Poorly understood are ecological mechanisms “behind” tipping point behaviour, and feasible 

management interventions to prevent them  
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NamTip MAP (OF TOPICS) 
 

 
 
This map represents the current structure of the possible main project, as it is suggested by the 
NamTip consortium.. 
 
 

NamTip MAP – RELEVANCE TEST 
The Stakeholders were asked for an active-echo on the suggested map of topics. The topics were 
discussed, topics were added and the focus was re-directed. This will be shown in the following 
tables and such. 
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OBJECTIVE 1: Understand ecological and social drivers for DTPs  

 
APPROACH 1: Experiments  
 
General suggestions: 
Sugesstions from Stakeholders Interpretation by NamTip Suggested by 

Diversity of stakeholders / 
projects already active  avoid 
overload 

Try to identify overlaps with other 
projects to avoid double work and 
profit from each other ( 
synergies) 

 

Communal rangelands: 
desertification is challenge  
(higher than in commercial lands), 
e.g. due to less land available, 
higher grazing pressure 

Desertification seems to be a 
main or at least higher challenge 
in communal rangelands, 
therefore we may need to focus 
more on communal lands in the 
study site selection 
Not clear, what is the role of soil 

MAWF 2  

Commercial rangelands: 
Bush encroachment is main 
challenge 

MAWF 2  

 
 
Suggestions for experiments: 
Suggestions from 
Stakeholders Interpretation by NamTip Suggested by 

Rainfall: modify amount and 
frequency, not just complete 
drought 

Complete drought is not natural, 
therefore more diverse rainfall 
scenarios 

AGRI 1  

We need garden / 
pot experiments Refers to seed bank AGRI 1  

Soil nutrient cycles  
(phosphorous etc.) 

Will be done before, during and 
after experiments  NUST 2  

Soil classification 

We will not find the same soil types in 
communal and commercial areas! 
UNI BONN 1  
 & MAWF 2 agreed on potential 
collaboration: MAWF 2 could join 
field work, data exchange of soil 
profiles 

MAWF 2  

Drivers to consider: 
Wind  soil erosion 
Floods (?) 

Stated in reference to pictures from 
Kunene region. 
Not clear if relevant in Waterberg 
region, and also very difficult to 
measure. Can we see signs of erosion 
in the field? 

MET 1  
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After DTP: management  
after drought important  
 perennial vs. annual 

Restoration measures that are 
undertaken after a drought 
determine which state is reached 

AGRI 1  

Bush clearing as additional 
treatment 

We can’t exclude bush 
encroachment for our experiments 
– could be drivers? 

AGRI 1  

Observation: bushes have 
eliminated perennials  
 also clearing bushes does 
not lead to a restoration to 
perennials 

We need to include and compare 
restoration pathways 
Seed bank or soil properties 
important? 

AGRI 1  

 
 
Further comments from stakeholders: 
• What is the DTP?  Definition!  

(Working definition for the field: 
 amount of bare ground, percentage annual/perennial …) 

• How do we know, when the DTP is reached?  additional experiment in pre phase or at 
the end of the main phase: remove rainshelter, look whether land restores – if yes, we 
didn’t reach the DTP 

Interested stakeholders:  
• UNAM 2; FARMER 1  
 

Serious game: 
No suggestions or comments. However the concept of the game was explained to several 
people and they seemed to like it. 

Interested stakeholders: 
• UNAM 3; NUST 2; AGRI 1  

 
Explore engagement potential to approach 1 by stakeholders:  

 LEVEL OF ENGAGEMENT CONTRIBUTION AREA 

NAME OBSERVER ADVISOR IMPLE-
MENTER RESEARCH 

TRAINING / 
CAPACITY 

DEVELOPM
ENT 

CASE 
STUDY 
/ SITE 

POLICY 

NUST 2     X    
UNAM 3   X  X  X  
MAWF 2     X  X  
AGRI 1   X  X    
UNAM 2    X X ?   
UNAM 2    X  X   
FARMER 1    X  X X  
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APPROACH 2: Space for time (Gradients) 
 
Gradients of desertification and contrasting land-use systems: 
Suggestions from stakeholders  Suggested by 

Desertification: Deep sand soils. NB: Equilibrium 
between woody + herb. MAWF 1  

Use aerial photos old and new, for Approach 2+3  

Local Monitoring, photo points, links with “science” NASCO 1  , NUST 1/ NASCO 2   

Demonstration “eg cages”, for Approach 3  

Remote sensing, this would be a tipping point so 
that perhaps the woody plant cover can be 
estimated in relation to ground truthing of 
herbaceous plants 

AGRI 1, UNAM 1  

Identify vegetation growth stages with GIS & 
remote sensing to understand tipping points 
vulnerability 

 

UNDCCC Land degradation neutrality studies in 
Namibia MET 2  

 
Interested stakeholders- gradients of desertification: 

• UNAM 2; NUST 2; UNAM 1; MAWF 2; FARMER 1 (on communal side); AGRI 1; MAWF 
1  

Interested stakeholders - contrasting land-use systems: 
• UNAM 3; AGRI 1; FARMER 1 (on the communal side) 

 

Explore engagement potential of stakeholders to approach 2:  

 LEVEL OF ENGAGEMENT CONTRIBUTION AREA 

NAME OBSERVER ADVISOR IMPLE-
MENTER RESEARCH 

TRAINING / 
CAPACITY 

DEVELOPM
ENT 

CASE 
STUDY 
/ SITE 

POLICY 

MAWF 1  X X  X    
FARMER 2  X X X     
UNAM 3     X  X  
UNAM 1  X  X X  X  
NUST 2    X X  X  
MAWF 2  X   X  X  
FARMER 1  X X X     
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AGRI 1    X X    
UNAM 2    X X    
UNAM 2    X  X   
NAU 1  X     X X 
 

 

APPROACH 3: Retrospective analysis  
 
Land users’ experiences (Society): 

Suggestions from 
Stakeholders 

INTERPRETATION  
by NamTip Suggested by RELEVANCE FOR 

NamTip 

Cattle herding:  
Did it improve 
grassland condition? 
Ask for IRDNC 
experience 

Could a good rangeland 
management prevent  
or revers DTPs? 

NASCO 2  
UNI KOELN 1  
(connect to  
WWF 1) 

People have to  
sell animals more 
frequently due to 
fodder scarcity/ 
degradation  
 requirement to sell 
more female animals 
than desirable 
 contrary to cultural 
practices 

Socio-economic  
context of DTPs 

FARMER 2, 
FARMER 1  

To be considered  
in interviews  
(UNI KOELN 2);  
suitable scenario  
for agent-based 
modelling  
( UFZ 1) 

Conduct local expert 
interviews during  
pre-phase! 

Already planned NUST 2  UNI KOELN 2  

Policies/ land 
registration 
 makes communal 
grazing difficult 
 available communal 
land is reduced  

People have now the right 
to register land as their 
personal property; this is 
done by many people  
enclosures & privatization 
 could also be social-
ecological tipping point: 
Pressure on remaining 
communal land 
increased? 

FARMER 2, 
FARMER 1  

Suitable scenario  
for agent-based 
modelling  
(UFZ 1); enclosures  
also problematic  
in Kenya  
( KENYA 1) 
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Overgrazing around 
waterpoints  no 
common rules 

Rotational system around 
waterpoints not feasible 
because herds should not 
be mixed up  
 DTPs around 
waterpoints more likely 
 Can we identify 
feasible management 
options for piospheres? 

FARMER 2, 
FARMER 1  

Question for model  
(UFZ 1  ) 

People burn grasses 
without consultation 
 creates degradation 

Ill-timed management 
fires (too early in a dry 
season) might also trigger 
DTPs! 

FARMER 2, 
FARMER 1  

Very interesting 
feedback;  
maybe also of 
relevance for TipEx  
(UNI KOELN 1, 
NUST 1/ NASCO 2  , 
UNAM 2);  
also suitable scenario 
for model?  
(UFZ 1  ) 

Followers from 
different Traditional 
Authorities connected 
to different political 
parties do not 
cooperate with each 
other to solve 
problems 

Lack of cooperation  
or networking creates 
conflicts and might 
prevent adaptive 
management in the  
face of DTPs 

FARMER 2, 
FARMER 1  

Suitable scenario  
for agent-based 
modelling  
(UFZ 1) 

Tipping points: 
Consider animal 
perspective (herding of 
animals during various 
seasons) 

Consider management 
effects on tipping point 
behaviour  

UNAM 1  

TipEx  
(UNI KOELN 1, 
NUST 1/ NASCO 2  , 
UNAM 2), interviews 
(UNI KOELN 2); 
model  
(UFZ 1) 
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Tipping points in long term studies (Nature):  
Suggestions from 

stakeholders INTERPRETATION by NamTip Suggested 
by 

RELEVANCE 
NamTip 

Long-term data from e.g. 
IRDNC on rangeland condition 
& management 

Suitable dataset(s) to be 
added to existing database?!  NASCO 2  UNI TÜB 1  

Photo points (monitoring) of 
about 10 years in Zambesi 
Region (conservancies);  
data on grasses, trees  
and also game 

Suitable dataset(s) from 
NACSO to be added to 
existing database?! But data 
are still in a raw state (not yet 
pre-analysed) 

NASCO 2  

UNI TÜB 1;  
UNI KOELN 1 
(maybe also 
for other 
projects) 

Land use map from 1896 
(Namibia) 

Maybe not relevant for our 
approach UNAM 3  ISOE 1  

Rangeland field data from all 
over Namibia (to calibrate 
remote sensing applications); 
most data points from 2916, 
but some from 2017 
(including GWCAL) 

Only ca. 250 datapoints 
distributed over Namibia; not 
a good dataset; not a long-
term study; but could be a 
good link to remote sensing  

AGRI 1  UNI TÜB 1 

  
 
Explore engagement potential of stakeholders:  

 LEVEL OF ENGAGEMENT CONTRIBUTION AREA 

NAME OBSERVER ADVISOR IMPLE-
MENTER RESEARCH 

TRAINING / 
CAPACITY 

DEVELOPM
ENT 

CASE 
STUDY 
/ SITE 

POLICY 

FARMER 2  X X X  X X  
UNAM 3    X X  X  
UNAM 1  X  X X X X  
FARMER 1    X  X X  
NUST 2    X X    
NAU 1  X     X X 
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OBJECTIVE 2: Explore and communicate management interventions 
 
Experimentally explore management interventions:  
Suggestions from stakeholders: 

• Bush encroachment interventions to sustainably restore rangelands and testing 
different techniques (MAWF 1);  
Interpretation: interesting research topic 
Engagement potential: lets stay in contact 

• Sandveld fodder bank research (research station) (MAWF 1);  
Interpretation long-term project on management interventions 
Engagement potential: lets stay in contact 

Modelling policy and management interventions:  
• Comparing conservative and opportunistic stocking -> not just ecologically but also 

what is economically feasible – a computer model by OTPIMASS 1 in the project 
Optimass  (AGRI 1);  
Interpretation: look at that outcome and model 

Capacity Development and Dissemination:  
• National Rangeland Management Policy & Strategy (NMPRS) principles of good 

rangeland management – test how mindsets can be changed to start realization 
(NAU 2, NAU 1);  
Interpretation: by the NMPRS the principles are set, so they do not need to be tested 
experimentally but find out how the farmer can step from knowledge to 
implementation (knowledge transfer, exchange and implementation); for ISOE 1  

• Project success depends on involvement of local community members. Project 
objectives can have positive impacts on rangeland management (UNAM 3 - UNAM 
Neudamm);  
Interpretation: Stress local stakeholder integration and local knowledge; for ISOE 1 
and UNI KOELN 2  

• Early warning indicators (AGRI 1);  
Interpretation: A tool was developed for Namibia, it could be developed or adapted 
to the project 

 
Interested stakeholders: 

• FARMER 2; NUST 2; UNAM 3  
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Explore engagement potential of stakeholders for objective 2 and Capacity development & 
dissemination:  

 LEVEL OF ENGAGEMENT CONTRIBUTION AREA 

NAME OBSERVER ADVISOR IMPLE-
MENTER RESEARCH 

TRAINING / 
CAPACITY 

DEVELOPM
ENT 

CASE 
STUDY 
/ SITE 

POLICY 

NAU 2    X   X X 
FARMER 1  X X X   X  
FARMER 2  X X X     

   X X X X  
NUST 2    X X X X  
NAU 1  X     X X 
AGRI 1   X  X    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The stakeholders were asked “Who´s missing”, whom should we further contact?  
 
NAME CONTACT  

  (Heads NR working group WWF 
office- NUST 1/ NASCO 2 

 @met.gov.na land degradation neutrality in 
Otjozonjupa region 

  ex officer agriculture Okakarara 

 @wradac.org land degradation neutrality 

  rangeland management?  

UNDCC 1   UNDCCC land degradation neutrality 
studies (Namibia) 

 
• IRDNC Windhoek (WWF office Windhoek) WWF 1 (via NASCO 1) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:simeon.hengari@wradac.org
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WAY FORWARD of this NamTip pre-study: 
 
2017 

Sept.  

Oct.  

Nov.  

Dec.  

2018 

Jan.  

Feb.  

March  

Apr.  

May  
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FEEDBACK 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ISOE – Institute for Social-Ecological Research, Frankfurt/Main, Germany 
ISOE is one of the leading independent institutes for sustainability research. For 
over 25 years now, the Institute has been developing fundamental scientific 
principles and future orientated concepts for governments/policy makers, the civil 
society and business leaders – on a regional, national and international scale. The 
research topics include water, energy, climate protection, mobility, urban spaces, 
biodiversity, and social-ecological systems. 
 
 
https://www.isoe.de/en/home/ 

https://www.isoe.de/en/news-media/research-news/ 

https://twitter.com/isoewikom 

https://www.isoe.de/en/home/
https://www.isoe.de/en/news-media/research-news/
https://twitter.com/isoewikom
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