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Abstract

Environmental conservation in many parts of Afrlcas for a long time been a centralized
matter in which resource management was dominajedhé application of the fortress
conservation model which posits a sharp divide betw people’s livelihoods and
conservation. This highly centralised approach ioeaf environmental decision making to
bureaucratic circles and excluded local actors Vid® within or around conservation areas
from participating in the resource governance psch addition, environmental conservation
was concentrated in areas designated as proteatad while human dominated landscapes
were assumed to be of marginal ecological valueer@vwe past three decades, however, the
rise of sustainable development as a new condwuenvironment and resource management
has seen the emergence of new conservation seatdmt challenge the dominance of the
fortress conservation model. In Zambia, in conttasthe exclusionary discourse associated
with fortress conservation, the embracing of pebciderived from the sustainable
development discourse has resulted in the adopifomew conservation strategies that
emphasise local actors’ participation in resour@agement and extend conservation policy

and practice to agricultural environments.

In this regard, this thesis examines the changiayre of environmental conservation in
Africa, using the case of Zambia. In particulag tlesearch questions the way in which the
new strategies are being contextualized and treuslanto practice at the local level. It
examines the extent to which the new strategiesesept the realities and interests of local
actors who interact with environmental resources aay-to-day basis. Drawing on political
ecology and livelihoods’ perspectives, the reseasds two local level studies from Chongwe
district of Zambia to examine this shift in theedition of natural resource policy and practice.
By combining insights from political ecology andrdiihoods thinking, it links a critical
review of conservation discourse and policy witeldilevel studies and thus provides an
enhanced understanding of processes of societyesrment interactions. While the findings
show a definitive shift in policy rhetoric from toess conservation to sustainable
development, the translation of sustainable deveéy initiatives into practice is fraught
with both conceptual and practical difficulties, ceuthat the initiatives are far from

representing the realities and interests of loctdra.
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Chapter One

Introduction

1.1  Setting the context: shifting conservation paradigra

The management and protection of environmentaluress continues to be one of the most
pressing concerns in both academic and policy éeb&Yhile at a theoretical level, academics
grapple with the diverse relations between humartsthe environment, policy makers are
confronted with the practical challenges of howd&al with the livelihoods of people living
in and around areas allocated for environmentasemation, as well as meeting the demands
of the conservation agenda (Buscher and Whande; 2B@fvn, 2003). In addition, both
academics and conservation practitioners grapple twe question of who should be included
in the decision-making process surrounding theaimge management of these resources (and
how this should be done). These issues have &traftitferent responses over the course of
the history. For much of the $@entury, the traditional view has been that coratesn and
human welfare were simply incompatible. Conservatleorists (e.g. Rolston, 1996) argued
that biological resources were either to be pretkar exploited; resources inside parks or
reserves were protected from human use, while thasgde were available for any type of
human exploitation (Primak, 1993; Siurua, 2008; aBatet al, 2011). The goals of
conservation were narrowly focused on the proteabb'wild species’ and environments that
may be classified as ‘pristine’. Consequently, eowation ignored human-dominated
environments which were often portrayed as eco#@lyiémpoverished areas or, as Batary et
al (2011) put it, ‘biological deserts’ (see alsd&c and McNeely, 2008). This view promoted
a model of natural resource management that iswslii referred to as ‘fortress conservation’,
‘fences and fines’, ‘protected area model’ or irdléeoercive’ conservation (Siurua, 2008;
Campbell, 2000; Adams and Hulme, 2001b; Brown, 2002

The hegemony of the fortress conservation modelatural resource management has been
sustained by narratives from ecological scientisitsl conservationists who have often
positioned it as the most efficient and effectivaywof conserving natural resources. The
dominant ecological theory in the first half of t2€" century, commonly referred to as
‘equilibrium theory’ or what others now term as tblel ecology (e.g. Forsyth et al, 1998;

2003), provided the main scientific justificatiaor the fortress conservation model.
12



In this theory, certain parts of the globe wererfed as ‘pristine environments’ and having a
‘balance of nature’ that can easily be disruptechbynan activities. Thus, in line with this
thinking, the goal of conservation was construa@edhe maintenance or restoration of these
‘pristine values’. Conversely, human activities e@iewed as incompatible with this nature
preservationist goal (Siurua, 2006; Forsyth e1898; 2003).

Among the human activities that were represente@resnies of this conservation agenda
were agricultural cultivation, pastoral activitiaad human settlement (Blaikie, 2008; Scherr
and McNeely, 2008). Agriculture, in particular, waswed as the single most important threat
to conservation because of its demand for landitsrassociation with the pollution of natural
ecosystems resulting from use of external inputat(@®on and Norris, 2005; Milestad et al,
2011). Often, agricultural spaces had to be saedfifor nature conservation programmes
without any compensation to local actors who depdnoh these spaces. Moreover, in many
parts of the world, common pool resources were@pgated from local actors and designated
as protected areas from which human activities vexauded (Sullivan and Homewood,
2004; Hulme and Murphree, 1999; Campbell, 2000niZia was no exception to this trend.
Starting from the early 1930s, the colonial goveentrbegan a process of appropriating lands
for the purpose of setting up protected areas. phikess continued well into the post-
independence period until the early 1990s. The rohtke fortress conservation model on the
natural resource terrain of the country is highlsible. All across the 72 districts of Zambia,
protected areas of varying sizes were establisloe@ring nearly a fifth of the country’s
geographical space (9. 6 % for forests reserves8d&¥d for national Parks). In total, there are
490 protected forests and 19 national parks (GR2/F2010).

In addition, under the fortress conservation moredpurce management was presented as a
technical matter, one that required ecological espand/or the application of ecological
knowledge. In this regard, environmental decisicakimg was confined to state bureaucratic
departments staffed by mostly scientists (foreatrgt wildlife biologists), and excluded local
actors living in and around these reserves frontiggaating in the management process
(Adisu and Croll, 1994; Siurua, 2008). In the 1980ss state-centric approach was bolstered

by narratives that represented local actors’ compumi resources systems as ‘tragic’.
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This view gained ascendancy in conservation disswrith the publication of Hardin's

(1968) ‘Tragedy of the commonsh which common pool resources were framed asgoein
characterised by inefficient institutional arrangents where free-riding inevitably leads to
resource over-exploitation and hence degradatidthoAgh many authors have noted that
Hardin’s theory was highly flawed in the sense thhat he was describing was a tragedy of
‘open access resources’, and not ‘a tragedy ofcttmamons’, this paper was nonetheless
influential in legitimising the view that common gdaresources required an external agent’s
(i.e. the state or the market) protection in ortteravoid the tragic consequences of local
actors’ unregulated resource exploitation (see lagsOstrom, 2007; Ostrom, 1990; Sullivan
and Homewood, 2004; Bryant and Bailey, 1997; Rudit®®2). Many developing countries’

governments bought into this argument and impleeten¢forms that sought to replace local
actors’ institutional arrangements by guiding commupool resources management with
statutory regulations. In Zambia, through such mef) the state became the sole proprietor,
regulator and manager of forests and wildlife reses at the expense of local actors’

interests.

However, over the past three decades, the fort@sservation model, and the narratives that
have served to justify and sustain it, have beeal@tged by new thinking in human-
environmental relationships, leading to the emergeof new conservation narratives and
practice. In ecological science, for example, nkinking now casts doubt on the validity of
the nature discourse and shows that generalisemhsmf ‘equilibrium’ or ‘balance of nature’
are at variance with new empirical research whiemahstrate that ecosystems hardly tend
towards equilibrium (see Zimmerer, 1994; Stott, 4.9%orsyth et al, 1998). Secondly,
alongside these developments in ecological theooygnmon property theorists, such as
Ostrom (1990), published well-documented cases umcesssful common pool resource
management systems that challenged the ‘tragedythef commons’ narratives and
demonstrated that local actors were capable oéclely organising to solve environmental
problems (see also Siurua, 2006; Sullivan and Hoooew2004; Ruddle et al, 1992; Singleton
and Taylor, 1992; Agrawal, 2001; Hess and Ostro@®72 This literature rejects the over-
generalised view that cooperation among local adimpossible and that the state or the
market are the only actors capable of solving emvirental problems. Agrawal (2001:1649),
for example, argues that resource users often teeiaatitutional arrangements that help them

to allocate benefits equitably over long time pésiavith only limited efficient losses”. The
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fortress conservation model has also been criticfse failing adequately to protect natural

resources or arrest environmental degradation.aimtda, for example, despite the existence
of 484 protected forests, GRZ/FAO (2010) reportt 260,000 hectares of forests are lost
every year, including from protected areas. Thessofs all demonstrate the need to re-

examine the protected area model and to developnmadels for managing natural resources.

The theoretical shift in ecological theory and cén of Hardin’s ideas by common property
theorists has inevitably created room for a newseoration discourse to guide the
management of natural resources. This new discdiasemerged in the form of sustainable
development (SD) which over the past three dechdssgained ascendancy as the guiding
principle for conservation (Campbell, 2000; Zimme2006). According to Zimmerer (2006),
the shift to sustainable development is one of rast defining goals of conservation
worldwide, and SD has been credited with the reingmof the relationship between
livelihoods and conservation, with the two no lanbeing viewed as conflictual, but as goals
that can be pursued simultaneously in both conervand development. Proponents of
sustainable development argue that it is possibtepaeferable to balance conservation and
the needs of local actors living in proximity tmlugical resources; to extend conservation to
areas outside protected areas; and to allow laxtalsd participation in the decision making
process concerning biological resources (UN, 18&cher and Whande, 2007; Adams and
Hulme, 2001a; 2001b; Scherr and McNeely, 2008; &aakd Stockdale, 2008).

1.2  Sustainable development as a new construct foatural resources management

Sustainable development was brought into the iateynal political agenda by the Brundtland
Commission, through the publication of ‘Our Comnteuture’ in 1987, which framed it as a
paradigm for merging the environment and develogrmearder to achieve win-win solutions
for environment-livelihoods problems. The publiocatiof this report was preceded by the
Stockholm Conference (also known as the United ddati Conference on the Human
Environment) in 1972, which was the first ever lgg¢ conference on the environment, and

one that signalled the ascendancy of the ‘envirartites a subject of international law and
policy.
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Although the term sustainable development was fis# by the IUCN in 1980 (Carvalio,
2001; Holden, 2007) and then defined by the Bramdtl Commission in 1987, it is at
Stockholm that the links between development amdethvironment were first tabled as an
important agenda. Since then, several other glabdlregional conferences have taken place
and nearly two hundred multilateral environmengleaments (MEAS) have been signed by
the international community in order to addressoua environmental challenges facing the
world. The defining moment in the development & 8D discourse was the Rio conference
held in 1992. The conference had several importantomes with a bearing on natural
resource conservation today, including the signofgthe United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCC), aimed atesking greenhouse gas emissions and
the United Nations Convention on Biological DivéySiCBD), constructed to halt the loss of
biodiversity world-wide. In addition, Agenda 21 wasveiled as the global plan of action for
sustainable development. Later in 1994, the Comwento Combat Drought and
Desertification and Drought (CCDD) was added tcs thst of MEAs. Arguably, these
products now shape the nature of environmentatyali the international and national levels,

and act as guides and sources of national andéos@onmental policy and law.

While the concept of sustainable development isrmofiubject to conflicting interpretations,
the reality is that sustainable development simg#gks to link human conservation and
human welfare. Adams and Hulme (2001a) note tmatesthe publication of ‘Our Common
Future’, the goal of sustainable development hasnbabout a search for conservation
paradigms that link conservation with developmeéet posit a win-win scenario). In addition,
it has also been about developing conservatiotegiis that meet the global goals outlined in
the MEAs discussed in the preceding section. Téasch for win-win solutions has seen the
rise of a new language in conservation, encompgggsarticipation and devolution’ and, more
recently, the notion of ‘ecosystem services’. Thespresent the two most important
conceptual shifts in the new conservationism. White notion of ‘participation and
devolution’ emphasises the inclusion of local aztior the management of natural resources
management as a way of allowing them to captusditivod benefits from conservation, the
notion of ecosystem services extends conservatidivélihood production spaces. Both of
these concepts attempt to link conservation witméu welfare, particularly in terms of

marrying environmental management with rural demeient.
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(a) Participation and devolution in natural resouraes conservation

The discourse of participation, rather than viewiogal actors as villains of conservation,
views them as partners in conservation and asregi resource users (Adams and Hulme,
2001a; Campbell, 2000). A strong position that aket in this thinking is that natural
resources of any type (be they water resourcesst®rwildlife or pasturelands) provide some
form of livelihood benefits to local actors livimg proximity to these resources and society as
a whole. In this regard, conservation theoristsaading the discourse of participation propose
that the only way for various stakeholders to cepthese benefits is through participatory
(good) resource governance in the form of transpaned accountable institutions (Mery et al,
2005). These variables (transparency, accountghbditd efficiency, equitable distribution of
resources and empowerment of marginalised actaes)saen as the central tenets of
participatory resources management (Barry et al,02@hild and Lyman, 2005; Hobley,
1996; Gibbs, 2000; Larson and Ribot, 2002; Rib®02). This thinking, in the context of
Zambia, has filtered through into both wildlife afudestry policies. However, the discussion
of participatory resource governance in this redeas mostly viewed through the lens of

forest resources’ governance.

(b) The concept of ecosystem services in naturalseurces conservation

Arguably, by emphasising the merging of conservatiad livelihoods in both conservation
and development, sustainable development markstideto an exclusive reliance on the
protected area model for environmental protectibshows that most conservation theorists
and practitioners no longer believe in a singleusoh to the problem of natural resource
degradationindeed writing in 1993, soon after the Rio Conferencenfak remarked that the
“danger of relying on parks and reserves to prategironmental resources is that it creates a
‘siege mentality’ in which species inside the paaks to be rigorously protected while species
outside can be rapidly exploited” (p370). He natest the crucial element in conservation

strategies must be the protection of biodiversitisme, as well as inside protected areas.
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Another statement that reflects this disappointmetit the protected area conservation model

among conservation theorists is presented by Vghem who notes that reserves and parks:

“Have not drawn us into a more thoughtful relatimpswith our habitat; they have not
taught us that land is to be used frugally, andh\gtod sense. They have encouraged
us to believe that conservation is merely a syssétnading environmental write-offs
against large protected areas. They have moref#liled, in fact, they have become a

symptom of the problem” (cited by Primak, 1993:370)

These views render support for a new conservatiornigt goes beyond protected areas to
encompass various types of socio-ecological systémetuding agricultural environments,
where lands can be used for multiple purposesdseeScherr and McNeely, 2008 ; Mery et
al, 2005). This thinking received further suppwtten the notion of ecosystem services, as a
concept for linking conservation with productionemfosystem services in various landscapes,
entered the lexicon of sustainable developmentrandnfigured the way in which we view
conservation. As a critique of the traditional weafy managing resources, the focus on
ecosystem services broadens the conservation agensa ways. First, it shifts the attention
of conservation from a narrow managerial pre-octiapawith pristine environments and the
protection of material resources to a broad rarigeeasystem services, and hence emphasises
new conservation values. The Millennium EcosystesseSsment (2005), for example, lists
about 24 ecosystem services of importance that a#gedtion in order to improve human
welfare and arrest environmental degradation. S#gpthis notion holds that it is not just the
traditional spaces of conservation that are immortar conservation, but also environments
previously neglected by the protected area motleleWs both protected areas and production
spaces (such as agricultural environments) as i@pioarenas of biodiversity conservation,
carbon sequestration, water conservation and nmant® of other ecosystem services. In this
research, in particular, attention is given to ¢ngergence of agri-environmental management

strategies as a way of putting ecosystem senviteking into operation.
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1.3 The aim of the research

In many countries, SD is already changing the cunded style of conservation policy and
practices. In Zambia, for example, the embracingsudtainable development as the new
construct for natural resource management hasteesin (a) adoption of participatory and
devolution policies; (b) a broadening in consexatiobjectives from a narrow ‘nature’
protection agenda to encompass new goals of enfrahicelihoods and ecosystems services;
and, subsequently, (c) the extension of the coasierv agenda to agricultural environments.
In examining the changing nature of natural ressurmanagement strategies, these three

features of sustainable development are the cehfoeus in this research.

However, the changing nature of conservation dismpolicies and practice raises a number
of questions about the way in which these ideas pamricularised and translated into
operational practice at sites of implementationmeny countries (such as Zambia), these new
strategies are still in their infancy, and the kfexige of how they are translated into practice,
what form they take, and how they change the agtuattice of resource management in
different contexts are still poorly understood (WoBank, 2008; Schedina, 2008; Forsyth,
2005). As Hale and Mauzerall (2004) note, sustdedbvelopment tends to have broad goals,
which reflect the interests of various actors ofpegaat various scales and these are very
unspecific about what should be translated int@ll@ction. In this vein, it is important for
environmental scholarship to understand how thigdalirse is contextualised for use at the
local level. In response to this research gap, rdsgarch examines the shift in conservation
discourse, with the aim of gaining an improved uatiading of the extent to which policy
derivatives of sustainable development (in pragtoomstitute a definitive departure from the
fortress conservation strategy. In particular,sitconcerned with how this new thinking is
being particularised and translated into practicéocal terrains characterised by pre-existing
resource management strategies, and the extenhitth wustainable development strategies

articulate local actors, realities and experierstesounding livelihoods and natural resources.
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1.4  Research questions

The central argument in this thesis is that nattegaburce management policies, including
those derived from the discourse of sustainableldgment, cannot be successfully translated
into practice without articulating the knowledg&periences and realities of local actors who
interact with these resources on a day-to-day b&sstral to the research is the analysis of
local level studies that provide insights into thygerations of both the protected area model
and the new initiatives derived from the sustaiaatiévelopment discourse. The first case
study examines the management of natural resounce®vernment protected areas. By
starting with the examination of the protected arealel, the research uses empirical data to
shed light on the operations and limitations of filltress conservation model and highlights
factors (including localised ones) that justify tiegplacement of this model with new natural
resource management strategies. The research edsgnises that new natural resource
management strategies are not bound to affect resenanagement in protected areas only,
but also areas outside protected areas where pesanagement is governed by customary
norms and practices. In these customary areas, important to understand the extent to
which this shift in conservation strategies cosetite past distortions in natural resource
management, where local actors’ creative agency iasttutional arrangements were
completely ignored. As Benjamin (2004) points @ustainable development strategies seek
to remedy some of the negative consequences afatisatl systems by accommodating local
community-based practices. However, Larson et @L.@Q2 note that natural resource reforms
do not automatically confer rights on local actdrs.understand the meaning of new rights, it
is necessary to know what rights people held preshoor still hold in parallel to new ones,
particularly de factoor customary rights, since reforms may place nestrictions on local
actors (Larson et al, 2010). In this regard, theosd case study examines the management of
natural resources in customary areas and helpactgs fattention on the creative agency of

local actors, and how this is accommodated in natural resource management strategies.
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Together, the protected area model and customatyrataresource model provide the

background on which SD strategies are being intteduFour main research questions will

guide the investigation of this research. These are

1.5

How have environmental conservation models basedhen‘nature’ and fortress
conservation narratives been translated into mactind what factors account for their

limitations and justify the adoption of new cons#ion strategies.

. Outside protected areas, how are resources in masyoareas managed by local

actors? In particular, what type of governancecstmes, institutional mechanisms and
practices guide natural resource management, andatethey likely to be affected by
the change in the direction of conservation pofeoyouring sustainable development

strategies?

How are the new policy derivatives of sustainabéyefopment (i.e. participatory
forest resources governance and agri-environmeantahtives) particularised and
translated into operational practice, and whatfacinfluence their application? What
form do they take, and do they represent a chamgfeei way in which resources have

traditionally been managed?

. To what extent do policy derivatives of sustainatéeelopment fit with local actors’

experiences and knowledge surrounding livelihoodasl dahe environment? In
particular, are the strategies in harmony witht(&) organisation of local livelihoods;
(b) existing institutional and natural resource gmance arrangements of local actors;
and (c) do they accommodate local actors’ knowledgd interests surrounding

natural resources management?

The research approach: political ecology and thlivelihood perspective

The research uses a political ecological frameveord livelihood perspective to examine this

change in the direction of environmental policy amndctice. Political ecology (PE) has gained

ground in geographical research as a mode of anglyociety-environment relationships
(Evans, 2002; Zimmerer, 2006; Kepe et al, 2008;dRw) 2004; Muldavin, 2008).
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As an analytical approach that draws attentiornéohtistorical influence of various ecological
policies and the discursive frames that underpeh quolicies, political ecology is well suited
to the analysis of processes of change in consenvpblicy and practice. Such an approach
enables this research to focus on environmentdabriés and conservation experiences,
interrogation of orthodox explanations of enviromta change and the role of power and
social relations in determining the right to acces&l management of natural resources
(Brown, 2003; Berkes, 2004). According to Smisk(2)) political ecology articulates the
motivations, interests and actions of various actying for access to and control of resource
management. A political ecological analysis is ctanpented by a livelihoods perspective
which overlaps with political ecology in several yga A livelihood perspective allows the
research to focus attention on the local realiéied the actual livelihood practices of local
actors living in environments where conservatiatidtives are being introduced. This allows
the research to interrogate the extent to whickctreservation initiatives are in harmony with
the diverse livelihood practices of the people, ith&itutional arrangements that underpin
these livelihood practices, and the importancenefrenmental resources to the livelihoods of
local actors. By combining insights from politicatology and livelihoods thinking, the
research links a critical review of conservatioacdurse and policy with field level studies,
and thus provides an enhanced understanding ofegses of society-environment

interactions.
1.6  Organisation of the thesis

This thesis is organised in ten chapters. Chapter I@as set out the foundations on which the
rest of the work is developed. The chapter hasatgtlithe discussion of natural resources
management in the context of changing conservatiecourse and practice. It highlights the
importance of the emergence of sustainable devedopas a new construct for environmental
conservation that challenges the dominance of dineeSs conservation discourse. Chapter
Two discusses the theoretical thrust of the rebedndnging together several strands of
literature that underpin the discussion of liveblde-conservation interactions. The first part of
the chapter examines political ecology and livadithahinking as the frameworks guiding the
analysis of conservation discourses, the policytor® and conservation practice in this
research. The second part discusses the theoratgahents surrounding the management of

natural resources in developing countries, stanvity theoretical arguments for and against
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the fortress conservation model, and concluding) witliscussion of sustainable development

strategies.

The third chapter of the research sets out the adethgy of the research. It discusses the
selection of local level study sites and choicenwdthods of data collection and analysis
utilised in the research. This chapter is folloviaydan overview of the development of natural
resource policy in Zambia and sets out the gertédise protected area model, its ideological
basis and the national and international levelofactthat account for its decline in its

influence. Chapter Four also provides an overviéwew sustainable development initiatives
that have now entered Zambia’s natural resourceipsland are set to change the face of

Zambia’s conservation approach.

Chapter Five provides an account of the importdvatracteristics of Chongwe as the study
area, examining the environment and livelihood abti@ristics of the district, tenurial
arrangements that guide access to land and foessturces and the nature of human-
environmental interactions in the area. ChaptergBes on to provide the first local level case
study which examines the operations of the proteeteea model as the dominant natural
resource management strategy employed by theist#te area since the 1980s. It examines
the relationship between the state and local aatdise governance of protected areas, and the
conditions that give rise to the need for new ratoesource management strategies. As a
point of departure from most studies that simplgkl@t the process of change in protected
areas, Chapter Seven focuses attention on resonaggement in customary areas as
recognition of the fact that new strategies do jost affect protected areas, but also affect
locally-crafted natural resource management regithes stand outside state regulatory
frameworks. It highlights the creative agency afdlbactors and argues that locally-crafted
natural resource management strategies have tlemti@btto contribute to the sustainable

management of natural resources.

The last two empirical chapters (Eight and Ninepraie the translation of sustainable
development derivatives into practice. Chapter Efgbuses on the notion of devolution and
participation that seeks to devolve resource mamage to local actors while Chapter Nine
focuses on agro-ecosystem initiatives which attetopéxtend conservation to agricultural

environments, and to link farming households witlvienmental decision making. Again,
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this chapter breaks away from the tradition of dynfpcusing on participation and devolution
in traditional forest areas, taking the naturabtese debate further by extending the analysis
of conservation to socio-ecological systems, andcéedemonstrating the far-reaching
consequences of the sustainable development dgeolastly, in Chapter Ten there is a
discussion of the research’s main conclusionspded by reflections on some of the most

pressing conceptual concerns arising from the study

1.7 Definition of key terms used in the study

The major terms used in this study are present&binl.1 below

Box 1.1 Definition of key terms used in the study
Biodiversity — a contraction of the term ‘biological diversignd refers to the variety of life on earth. It
encompasses a wide variety of ecosystems and lorggnisms, including plants, animals, their geneti
constituencies and their genes.

Environmental Conservation— the wise use of and management of natural regsdor their intrinsic value
and for the benefit of human society.

Preservation in contrast to conservation, it refers to thet@ection of nature from human use in order to
prevent environmental harm

Environmental Protection — prevention of harm to the environment througigible intervention and active
management. The term is often used interchangedatiypreservation

Ecosystem- a complex of living communities of organisms éineir non-living environment interacting as a
self sustaining entity on its own (see GRZ-MTNRQ2p

Joint Forest Management (JFM — a forest resources management system thaviesthe active
participation of local communities in the use arahiagement of forest resources.

Sustainable Developmentdefined as development that meets the needeqfrésent generation without
compromising the ability of future generations teentheirs (WCED, 1987). It is used here to rafeht idea
of merging conservation and developmental goatesource management strategies.

Vulnerability — the term is used here to refer to the probabilityeing exposed to a risk

Adaptation — refers to how individuals make long- term shifitsheir livelihoods in the face of social and
environmental change.

Climate Change— anthropogenically induced long-term changes(oftecades) in the world’s climate likely
to impact upon the world’s ecosystems and humafavee!

Agri-environmental Initiatives : environmentally sensitive agricultural land magmagnt strategies
Ecosystem Services and Goodsbenefits that human beings derive from ecosystem
Political Ecology. an approach to the study of human-environmentatactions that is concerned with the

social and political conditions that surround theses, experiences and management of environmental
problems (after Forsyth, 2003)
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Chapter Two

Political Ecology, Livelihoods and Conservation

2.1 Introduction

Understanding environment-society relationships temerged as one of the major
preoccupations of environmental scholarship todiayparticular, scholars in geography and
other social sciences have been engaged in a s&ardheoretical frameworks aimed at
providing a coherent analysis of this complex refathip, taking into consideration socio-
economic, political and environmental factors. Tésult has been a protracted environmental
debate in which scholars have drawn on varyingpgestsves to explain the nature of the
relationship and to inform practical environmeragat natural resource management. Many of
these perspectives, however, have only producetiapanderstandings of environmental
change due to their disciplinary restraints, thigating a gap in our understanding of society-
environment relationships. It is now argued thathsan analysis can only be achieved by
using hybrid research in which a range of intellatgenealogies play a role in providing an
enhanced and nuanced understanding of human emerdal interactions (Batterbury et al,
2008; Simon, 2004). In this vein, this chapter adtices the theoretical perspectives that
underpin this work, namely, political ecology antivelihood perspective. The second part of
the chapter draws attention to key environmentbhtes that have framed our understandings
of livelihood-environment linkages over the pasttoey and examines the policy outcomes of
these debates. The last part of the chapter examoreservation approaches derived from the

sustainable development discourse as the newesgpbim the debate.

2.2 Political Ecology

Political ecology (PE) emerged in the 1970s as w@growth of earlier approaches aimed at
understanding human-environment relationships, bothhe social and natural sciences.
Judkins et al (2004) note that a number of historaments in the evolution of thought on

human environment relationships since the 1800sbearecognized, starting with the early
deterministic tradition (1890 -1920) and followeg bultural possibilism (1920-1960), an

early form of cultural ecology (Robbins, 2004).
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The efforts of scholars in these traditions, howgyaoduced little more than overly
deterministic and reductive explanations of envinental change where the environment held
sway over humanity, accounting for differencesaaial and cultural practices (Judkins et al
2004; Robbins, 2004; Akama et al, 2006; Buer, 200He deterministic tradition was
followed by new cultural ecology from the 1960sth® present. Scholars in new cultural
ecology largely derived their concepts from ecatagiscience, which were then extended to
human society. Together with ecological sciencéucal ecology is viewed as the immediate
disciplinary precursor of political ecology (Robbjr2004; Judkins et al, 2008; Stonic, 2001;
Walker, 2005; Greenberg and Park, 1994). Althougk hew cultural ecology played an
important role in providing an understanding of iimportance of local ecological knowledge
and the relationship between human cultural prestiend natural resource management, it
was seen as being obsessed with notions of honsexgstalaptation and localism (Evans,
2004; Hayward, 1995; Robbins, 2004; Horowitz, 2008hile the weakness in ecological
science lay in its positivist approach, a focuseguilibrium and lack of placeness (Evans,
2004; Judkins et al, 2004; Batterbury et al, 198vaddition, critics argue that neither cultural
ecology nor ecological science explicitly engageithwssues of power and politics in
explanations of environmental change (Robbins, 200dkins et al, 2004). In view of these
deficiencies, political ecology sought to depadnirthese earlier approaches by providing an
analytical framework that took into consideratioolifical understandings of environmental
conditions. This was achieved by marrying new intedrom ecological analysis with a broad
theoretical political economy framework (McLaughl2008, Horowitz, 2008; Nunez-Mchiri,
2009; Greenberg and Parker, 1994; Forsyth, 200&; &l Watts, 1996).

2.2.1 Defining Political Ecology (PE)

Since the popularisation of the term ‘political gy’ by Wolf's 1972 work (Robbins, 2004;
Walker, 2005), PE has been defined differently bdfedent scholars. According to Forsyth
(2003), political ecology should be understood &eld that is concerned with the social and
political conditions that surround the causes, égpees and management of environmental
problems. This is a very broad definition that eadas the many works that come under the
label of political ecology and tries to point teethommon concerns of these works. It draws
on Bryant's (1992) view that political ecology stwbe seen as an attempt to understand the

political sources, conditions and ramificationseafironmental change.
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The classical definition, 15 years after Wolf (197A®as offered by Blaikie and Brookfield
(1987:17) in their landmark bopk and Degradation and Societgs:

‘The phrase ‘political ecology’ combines the conseoi ecology and a broadly
defined political economy. Together this encompsgke constantly shifting dialectic
between society and land based resources and #lsio wlasses and groups within

society itself’.

This early definition reflects PE’s foundation, ted in Marxian political economy and
ecological science, and it focused on land-bassdurces (soils, forestry and wildlife) in
third world countries (see also Watts and McCarfl®97). For this reason, this early political
ecology was referred to a3Hird World Political Ecology’ Foundational work in political
ecology generally favoured structuralist explanai@f environmental change and is more
identified with the work that emerged in the 19&Btaikie, 1985; Blaikie and Brookfield,
1987; Bryant and Bailey, 1997; Bryant, 1992). Tiyise of research attempted to link micro-
processes with broader structural and ideologicaicgsses associated with the global
capitalist political economy (Scoones, 1998; Fdrsg003; Walker, 2005). A heavy focus was
placed on ways in which the environmental actidnamd managers (herders and farmers) are
shaped by political, economic and ecological magsation that could only be understood
through ‘chains of explanations’ (Blaikie and Brfield, 1987; Franklin, 2002; Rocheleau,
2008; Watts and McCarthy, 1997). The role of unégaoaver relations, class conflict and
marginalisation characterised these explanationsemfironmental degradation through
reference to capitalism and oppressive state psli@and impacts on local people and
biophysical resources (Forsyth, 2003; Walker, 20@%)nsequently, environmental problems
were viewed as less problems of management, oarkgioon or ignorance, than of social

action and political economic constraints (Wattd BcCarthy, 1997).

The structuralist approach, however, was criticiaeessentialist and obsessed with political
economy (Forsyth, 2003; Robbins, 2004) that appoetl blame for all local environmental

problems on structural forces of capitalism ands@ning local people as passive victims
rather than active agents. Local actors, in thjgr@gch, were viewed as having no ability to
affect the direction of their lives, but as highdgnstrained by social determinants (Jones,

2006).
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In contrast, Jones (2006) notes that the currenkitig in political ecology attempts to afford
greater agency to local actors, for example, bymeniag the politics of local resistance. In
addition, Robbins and Bishop (2008) argue thatdbgree to which this form of political
ecology embraced the far-reaching consequencesmfl&dge and power was also limited.
Thus, as the field developed, the 1990s saw mahglas departing from the structuralist
approach, while still retaining the role of pol@gicpower and processes of marginalisation
(McLaughlin and Dietz, 2008).

The departure from the structural approach followdntoad epistemological shift in the social
sciences that brought with it a tide of post-suualism (Forsyth, 2003; Blaikie, 2008),
moving away from ‘conceptual’ structures of neo-Msir analysis (McLaughlin and Dietz,
2008), focusing less on biophysical resources amdenon an emphasis on the role of
language in the construction of reality (Escoba®96l Forsyth, 2005). With this post-
structuralist shift, political ecologists have bewconcerned with the production of different
environmental truths or with the social construzsioof nature (Watts and McCarthy, 1997,
Escobar, 1996; 1998). According to Forsyth (20(litical ecologists are increasingly
examining the political authority of knowledge dw& about the environment (and nature) and
why people have come to assume certain environinpritlems to be problematic. They
acknowledge the political controversies that sumtbthe nature of ecological risks and the
influences of various actors upon what is viewedaathoritative ecological knowledge
(Forsyth, 2005). Most of the explanations of enwim@ntal change or environmental problems
are now referred to as narratives or orthodox ewgilans of environmental change (Simon,
2004; Forsyth, 2005; Adams and Hulme, 2001a; Leawh Mearns, 1996). They are called
narratives because they are commonly-repeated rextmas of how nature or the
environment works, or how it may be degraded (Rbrs3005). Although they are often seen
as facts, they are based on a social discoursenisaaccumulated over the years (Forsyth,
2005; Robbins, 2004; Jones, 2006; Escobar, 19918)20

Some scholars, however, point out that caution roastxercised when using a constructivist
approach in environmental research (Robbins, 2@8r et al, 2007; Forsyth, 2005). In
particular, they caution against a brand of comsitrism which Robbins (2004), calls ‘radical
constructivism’. According to Robbins (2004), thsand of constructivism denies reality

altogether and sees environmental problems astiovsnof our own imagination.
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Indeed, Batterbury et al (1997) note that consivists may be counter-productive if there is
denial of the existence of real environmental peotd. The same sentiments are expressed by
Buer et al (2007:8) who point out that ‘overemphlasn political discourse risks neglecting
the ecological-material conditions and processas dhe constituted as the objects of those
politics’ (see also Vyda and Walters, 1999). Fdr2003) adds that there is a need to have a
balance between realism and constructivism andearfor a ‘critical realist’ approach that
recognises the constructions of science, but gao#iselr to reconstruct new and more effective

science for the environment without expressingrainscience (denial of facts) position.

Besides the constructivism approach, political egglhas broadened into a range of new
critiques and modes of investigation (Simon, 20Blgikie, 2008; Kepe et al, 2008). As a
result, not surprisingly, Blaikie himself, who begihed the field with the classical definition
of political ecology, no longer sees the need fanéied definition, arguing that the field, as it
is today, is a creation of a wide range of disogdi and that its conceptualisation remains
expansive, eclectic and inclusive, and thereforeegents over definitions are unlikely to be
found in PE (Blaikie, 2008). However, this expaesigss and diffuseness of theory means
that political ecology has become a highly contéstencept, with critics arguing that it lacks
a coherent theory to bind it together as a magidfiln defence of the criticisms levelled
against the theoretical heterogeneity that politezlogy has embraced, key scholars argue
that this should not be seen as a weakness bugsitreBlaikie (2008), for example, argues
that political ecology’s eclecticism and diffusemesf theory should be seen as high
adaptability of political ecological analysis toffdrent subject matter and an attempt to
occupy the most exciting and rapidly-expanding tiens of knowledge that frequently lie
between established fields and entrenched epistgmsl Kepe et al (2008) also argue that a
lack of theoretical coherence gives political egglovibrancy and fluidity, and that its
popularity therefore lies in exploiting the produet intersections of various forms of
knowledge. For Walker (2006), this ‘theoreticalhness’ is the backbone of political

ecology’s analytical strength.
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Rather than become enmeshed in the debate surngurlle definition and disciplinary
identity of political ecology, this thesis seeksatticulate the main elements that bind political
ecology together and which are directly or indieetpplicable to this work. In particular, it
argues that political ecology will encompass (a)eaamination of apolitical explanations of
environmental change; (b) a historical perspednvenderstanding a politicised environment;
(c) an actor-oriented approach; and (d) a focupmner relations. These key elements are
important for socio-ecological research and servargortant purpose of delineating political
ecology from other approaches. As many authors bageed, all political ecological work,
regardless of the theme under consideration, veilrka family resemblance which is more
important to think about than a unified definitig@reenberg and Parker, 1994; Robbins,
2004; Walker2006). These elements are discussed in the folpaaation.

2.2.3 Main elements of a political ecological perggtive

According to Robbins (2004), all PE is a challetgapolitical explanations of environmental
change such as the ‘balance of nature’, the ‘eaccgy’ concept, ‘limits to growth’, and other
Malthusian narratives (see also Akama et al, 20@6Billion, 2001; Forsyth, 2003). Unlike
these ideas, PE recognises that the environmentsaoty mutually shape each other
(Walker, 1995). In this regard, political ecologyitically examines these narratives or
orthodoxies, and the effects of policies and pcastiderived from these narratives on rural
livelihoods and environments. For example, it exssihow narratives of harmonious nature
and Hardin’s (1968 ragedy of the Commorndeas have been extensively used to deny local
actors access to resources in protected arease Tegsatives are created through a co-
production of knowledge involving a combinationsmience and socially mediated interests
(Simon, 2004). Indeed, it is here that a constvisttiapproach has become indispensable to
the mode of analysis employed by political ecoloBiye constructivist approach contests the
claims of scientists to speak socially unmediatedhs and draws attention to the social,
political and cultural dimensions of science knayge production (Jiusto, 2010). The basic
premise here is that all knowledge is socially tamtted, and is shaped by the values,
interests and prejudices of human beings involvethe production of knowledge (Jiusto,
2010; Shi, 2004; Forsyth, 2003). This approachwalgolitical ecologists to draw on
discourse analysis as a methodological approach ifitgrrogating environment and

development policy, in which policies are viewedbasng constructed on a field of power
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struggles between different interests (e.g. Adjeale2002; Herman and Hutchinson, 2005;
Escobar, 1996).

Political ecological research also employs a hisabrperspective in understanding the
concept of a politicised environment (Bryant andil®a 1997). A historical analysis
acknowledges that activities and concepts thatadharse environment and natural resources
management are not without historical precedentscdlar, 1995; 2008; Jones, 2006).
According to Jones (2006), current approachesdarthnagement of environmental resources
in developing regions such as Africa are best cdun#tised through the lens of history.
Further, Jones (2006) notes that conservation appes have been shaped historically
through views of nature or ways of seeing the emwirent by powerful actors in society.
Within this historical perspective, political ecglsts historicise the influences of public
agencies and state policies on natural resourcg@gwaal livelihoods (Vaccaro and Beltran,
2010; Bryant and Bailey, 1997). A PE analysis redegs that scientific organisations and
state departments, such as forestry agencies, hiaterically influenced the creation of
narratives for the purpose of gaining access td, @ntrol over, natural resources at the

expense of local actors (Forsyth, 2005).

The various state departments, scientists and looaimunities involved in the various
contestations over natural resources are oftenedethrough the lens of an actor-oriented
approach. It is important to note, however, tha term ‘actor’ is subject to different
interpretations in the literaturdccording to Chileshe (2007), an actor refers tgoae with
identifiable interests in a resource. Taken thig/wan ‘actor’ means the same thing as a
‘stakeholder’. Brown (1998) also notes that thentéestakeholder’ refers to individuals and
institutions that have a specific interest in atipalar issue. The interest may be a direct
economic stake or it may be peripheral, involvingeimediaries who may have no direct
interests themselves. Although often used intergeably, the two terms have been aligned
with two different traditions. The use of the temstakeholder is often associated with
development agencies in the context of developrpeniects (Brown, 1998). However, in
political ecology, particularly in the context afi actor-oriented approach, the term is used as
an analytical tool within an explanatory contexattfiocuses on the interests, characteristics
and actions of different types of social groups understanding society-environmental

conflicts (Bryant and Bailey, 1997; Brown, 1998;r32008; Smisk, 2002).
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The term ‘actor’ has gained ascendancy in the awmdkterature with the need to examine
issues of structure and agency (Brown, 1998).digas agency to various interest groups and
draws attention to the experiences and knowledgéfigrent actors surrounding livelihoods-
environmental interactions (Bury, 2008; Brown, 1pP9&onsequently, an actor-oriented
approach acknowledges the complexity of interastiiat occur between different interests. It
allows the analysis of the various political intggeand actions that participate in political-
ecological conflicts in rural areas (Bryant andI8gi 1997; Brenner and Job, 2011). The key
basis of an actor oriented approach is that asttws operate at broader political-economic
structures (non-place-based actors such as doeacieg, NGOs etc.) and those at the micro-
level (local actors at the site of the resourcaypn important role in shaping livelihood-

environment relations in developing countries.

In discussing the varied interests of multiple esstoa political ecological framework
recognises that it is not just the interests that important, but the way the interests are
negotiated and distributed within a society or groli focuses on how some of the interests
are marginaliseed and how others are facilitatedtHgy state and other powerful actors
(Barrow et al, 2002; Jones, 2006). With such a $oon issues of marginalisation and
inequalities, it is argued that all PE is committed contributing towards the goal of
environmental and social justice (Forsyth, 20030&0Walker, 2007; Kepe et al, 2008;
Muldavin, 2008; Blaikie, 2008). Political ecologisare often driven by a strong political
imperative and desire to correct environmental stipes. This is achieved by drawing
attention to the means through which conservatiod development experts and policy
makers claim rights (e.g. through ‘crisis narragiye¢o stewardship of resources they do not
own at the expense of local people’s access toethesources (Forsyth, 2008). Political
ecology contests the actions of these experts eeksshe empowerment of these land-owners

in the management of natural resources.

In this thesis, these elements of political ecolagy viewed as crucial to the understanding of
society-environmental relationships. They serveshow thatpolitical ecologists share a
common assumption that politics and power are athbart of conservation and resource

degradation and that politics should be given gm#ention in any political ecological
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analysis (Franklin, 2002; Robbins, 2004; Simsikp20Stonic; 2001; Mun’gongo, 2009;
Escobar, 2008; Forsyth, 2003). As Vacarro and Bel{2010) point out, political ecological
research has proven that natural resources comiservghould be understood as a social
process with significant political ramificationseésalso Escobar, 2008). As will be seen in the
next section, conservation requires a reconcegat&n of space and natural resources,
which, in turn, implies a change to the jurisdintiand ownership of common pool resources
and protected areas (Zimmerer, 2006; Viccaro ardttéBe 2010). In this sense, Vacarro and
Beltran (2010:29) rightly argue that policies degid to manage natural resources embody a
specific form of governmentality (after Agrawal, @) “in which the state intervenes and
assumes high levels of control over a specificittes: control that may result in the
interdiction of local management, production systeon practices”.

In this research, a political ecological framewixkleployed to aid the interrogation of natural
resources policies and practice in Zambia anddaelogical perspectives that underpin them.
In particular, attention is focused on (@) theeekto which current natural resources policies,
institutional frameworks and practice are largelgraduct of history and reflect the interests
of various actors with varying agendas; (b) howrnbe discourse of sustainable development
has gained ascendancy in environmental policy amddonfiguring the relationship between
the environment and livelihoods; and (c) the extemtwhich policy derivatives of this
discourse represent local realities and interagt®gnding livelihoods and conservation. The
guestions that arise through this framework inclwdeo the actors involved in natural
resource policy processes and management are;thdngtower they hold is; and how they
shape local access to natural resources. This powlerdes the power to create or modify
rules and regulations; the power to make decisab@ut how a particular natural resource
should be used; the power to implement the policrees and regulations and ensure
compliance; and the power to adjudicate disputeg #rise in the implementation and
enforcement of rules (see Barr et al, 2009).

However, it is important to note that, althoughiticdl ecology has excelled in providing an
understanding of broad-scale factors that shapesacto natural resources, it is limited in
providing a critical reflection of how local livéloods are constructed on a day-to-day basis. It

is argued that in addition to these external fagtordividual agency and local factors are
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important in shaping access to natural resourcastdiury, 2008). A perspective that best
represents local agency is the sustainable livetlegperspective (Rigg, 2007; de Haan

and Zoomers, 2003; Bury, 2008). This perspectiazlaps political ecology in several ways.
Like political ecology, a livelihood perspective hgghly interdisciplinary and not bound by
the intellectual restraints of narrower disciplin@atterbury, 2008). The perspective is also
committed to analysis of complex factors shapingeas to natural resource management at

the local level.

There are three major reasons for drawing on dilived perspective in addition to insights
from political ecology in this work: (a) a livelibd perspective provides a more critical
reflection of local livelihoods that can enhance onderstanding of rural livelihoods and how
natural resources such as forests constitute aorieng part of diversified rural livelihood
strategies; (b) a livelihood perspective has a nderesloped body of concepts that this thesis
can easily draw on (i.e. it provides organising capts for local level studies); and (c)
livelihoods is an important entry point in any dission of socio-ecological problems
(Aggarwal, 2009).This is because adequate and edowglihoods are central to people’s
concerns about well-being in developing countraeg], as such, society’s relationship to the
environment in these countries must be seen idheext of broader capacities and strategies
for livelihoods construction (Narayan et al, 20B@njamin, 2004)In this regard, a livelihood
perspective allows this research to focus on thergxo which natural resource policies and

strategies are in harmony with the organisatiolocdl livelihoods in study sites

Complementing a political ecological perspectivéwa livelihood perspective is premised on
the understanding that each perspective has tleeitapo contribute to a better understanding
of rural livelihoods, environmental change and ih&titutional responses to these changes
(Batterbury, 2008; Simon, 2004). In addition, byopting a livelihoods perspective, the
research responds to calls for political ecologigisengage more with a livelihoods
perspective (Simon, 2008; Batterbury, 2008; BuB0Q8. According to Batterbury (2008), a
livelihood framework allows political ecologists,he were struggling with the issues of
structure and agency, to work to show how livelif®a@nd knowledge actually work. He
argues that the perspective has presented a @dlkeer and more critical reflection of local

realities which is indispensable to socio-ecololgieaearch.
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2.3 The sustainable livelihoods perspective

The concept of ‘sustainable livelihoods’ has itgyibaings in the Brundtland report that
sought to merge the notion of sustainable developmeh that of livelihoods. The report

referred to the idea of ‘securing the livelihoodishee poor’ (p 130) and ‘providing sustainable
livelihoods for resource-poor farmers’ (pl38), buver clarified what was meant by
‘sustainable livelihoods’. While it also emerged a€entral concept in Agenda 21, it was
Chambers and Conway (1992) and other scholarsasi8itoones (1998) from the Institute of
Development Studies who have been credited witpisgahe ideas that form what is today
termed, the ‘sustainable livelihoods framework’.aBtbers and Conway (1992:7) offered the

following definition of ‘livelihoods’ and what cotitutes a ‘sustainable livelihood’:

“A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assetscliiding both material and social
resources) and activities required for a meansvig. A livelihood is sustainable
when it can cope with and recover from stressesshiodks, maintain or enhance its

capabilities and assets while not undermining #tteinal resource base”

In the development and environment literature, theinition of sustainable livelihoods has
become the dominant definition accepted by manylach (Scoones, 1998; 2009; Kirby,
2001; Rigg, 2007; Assan et al, 2009; Niehof, 20Bdgsyth, 2006). The definition is seen as
very useful for this thesis as it captures the re¢rmomponents of a livelihood perspective. In
this definition, people draw on different typesresources (for example, natural and economic
resources) which are combined in the pursuit dedght livelihood strategies (for example,
agricultural intensification or extensification, gnation and livelihood diversification) to cope
with vulnerability and achieve sustainable liveldas (Scoones, 1998; Kirby et al, 2001; Ellis,
2000). The components of the livelihood framewask @aptured in Figure 2.1.
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Figure 2.1: The sustainable livelihood framework
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Source: Scoones (1999; 2009).

From Figure 2.1, the various types of resourcesspgbaple draw on are understood as assets or
capitals, which are not just used in constructiaglihoods, but give people the capability to
engage more fruitfully and meaningfully with the nidb(Bebbington, 1999). In addition to
drawing on these resources for survival, adaptat@hpoverty alleviation, the assets “are also
the basis of the agent’s power to act and to remmedchallenge or change the rules that
govern the control, use and transformation of resemi (Bebbington, 1999: 2022). The assets
are perhaps the most popular and important compemdrthe livelihood perspective and are
presented in Table 2.1. However, it is importanhate that, while traditionally the livelihood
framework has always been presented as havin@gésets, a sixth asset (political capital) has
been added to Table 2.1. According to Baumann (R@bi3 has been the missing asset in the
framework and has often been the source of criticsden the framework is applied to socio-
ecological research (see also Simon, 2008). Thist parther developed in the later sections

of this chapter.

36



Table 2 1: Livelihood assets

Livelihood Asset

Characteristics of the Asset

Social Capital

Human Capital

Economic Capital

Natural Capital

Physical Capital

Political Capital

Relations among people, which are shaped by histoof
interactions (i.e. networks, social claims, socialations,
affiliations , associations, leadership, )

Skills, Knowledge, ability to labpwood health and physical

capability

This includes wages, savings, s&d¢e credit, remittances and

pensions

Natural resource stocks (soil, watér, genetic resources) and
environmental services (hydrological cycle, pobatisinks etc)
from which resource flows and services useful fieelihoods are

derived

Buildings, roads, and tools thedvjgle security and mobility
which allows people to produce, transform, exclearamnd

consume goods

Rights and claims over naturasawce access and assets,

political ability to negotiate rights over resowsce

Sources: Scoones (1998; 2009), Bebbington (1996y R007), Simon (2004)

Figure 2.1 shows that the livelihoods perspectilg gjives attention to institutional and

organisational processes which influence the céipalbdo access livelihood resources and

achieve sustainable livelihoods outcomes. Thesttutisnal processes are embedded in a

matrix of both formal and informal institutional ganisations (Scoones, 1998; 2009).

Institutions are the rules that govern access soumee management and their enforcement

characteristics (Vatn, 2005). According to Browr0@2), they are made up of formal

constraints (state rules, laws, constitutions) iafarmal constraints (norms, behaviours, codes

of conduct), and are usually referred to as rubegse. Further, Brown notes that in the
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context of natural resources management, the utistial characteristics of conservation
initiatives range from the designation and constitu of protected areas, legal and
organisation frameworks, formal and informal prdperights that govern resource
management, and the norms and traditions of diftectors (see also Banda, 2002;
Kangende, 2001). In most cases, however, Batterbody Fernando (2006) point out that
informal rules governing access to resources atldbal level are different from legal
prescriptions enshrined in statutory laws and pesicin this regard, analyses of institutional
influences on access to natural resources andhoads are critical for resource management
studies (Hess and Ostrom, 2007; Batterbury andaReloy 2006; Hobley, 1996). By focusing
attention on institutional arrangements, the fraowwallows the research to focus on
customary institutions, protected area regulatiang joint forest resources management as

important elements that impact on resource manageamne livelihoods.

Central to understanding local realities are thecepts of livelihood adaptation, vulnerability
and resilience. From Figure 2.1, local actors cost their livelihoods based on a
combination of various assets, taking into consitien the vulnerability context. The
antithesis of vulnerability in this framework iseS§ilience’. According to Scoones (1998:6),
resilience of a livelihood, which is key to botkidlihood adaptation and coping, is expressed
as “ability to cope with and recover from stresaled shocks”. On the other hand, stress refers
to “a small, predictable and, often, continuous aadhulative pressure”, while a shock is “a
sudden, unpredictable and traumatic event whictslda a marked decline in well-being”
(Rigg, 2003: 33). People who are unable to cope ifhake temporary adjustment in the face
of change) or adapt (make long-term shifts in In@bd strategies) are inevitably vulnerable
and least likely to achieve sustainable livelihoodscomes (Scoones, 1998). Understanding
these issues is crucial for any research projenea@iat gaining insight into local actors’
livelihoods’ vulnerability (the probability of begnexposed to risk) to environmental change.
According to Assan et al (2009), understandinggeedi aimed at improving the environment
and sustaining livelihoods is particularly of urgercessity in developing regions such as
Africa, where policies dealing with environmentariability and interventions aimed at
enhancing the resilience of both human and natystems have been difficult to develop and

are often based on educated guesses.
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2.3.1 Importance of the livelihoods perspective igeographical and socio-ecological
research

In Geography as a field of study, the sustainabldihoods perspective is increasingly being
adopted by development geographers concerned widh development and socio-ecological
problems (de Haan and Zoomers, 2003; Power, 20i@@;, R004). According to Rigg (2007),
this growing interest in a livelihoods perspectsl®uld be seen in the context of the ongoing
debate on structure and agency in human geograpghli@w to reconcile them. As opposed to
the 1970s and 1980s, structural functionalists demgendenciapproaches in the people-land
tradition that tended to treat people and commesiéis victims of structural constraints and
focused on material aspects of life, the liveli®qaerspective emphasises that people’s
behaviour is not driven unconsciously by structui@gg, 2007; de Haans and Zoomers,
2003, see also discussion on structuralist poligcalogy). Leach et al (1997:11) point out
that people “actively monitor, interpret and shépeworld around them”. Thus, a livelihoods
perspective stresses their degree of agency iroemglsocial, economic and environmental
opportunities and coping with change. AccordingKidby et al (2001:201), it emphasises
“potential, competence and strengths, rather thaakmwess and need, relates the physical
environment directly to opportunities and constiirfor survival and self-organised
development: a focus on agency”. In this way, alihoods approach looks at responses to

change in ways that are potentially useful andusitve (Power, 2003).

The sustainable livelihoods perspective is seethim thesis as a more appropriate way of
looking at issues of rural poverty than the usénobme statistics. It takes into consideration
the multidimensional nature of poverty and recogmithe fact that in a developing country
context, the types of poverty that rural people=face diverse and can best be captured by
considering their assets, capabilities and flonabWo et al (2009) note that measurements of
rural household income only capture income fromveotional sources, such as crop
production and livestock, and do not incorporateome from environmental resources.
Moreover, even when income from conventional saiafencome agriculture is considered,
much of the subsistence production is rarely regest (Briggs, 2004). Non-agricultural
income, on the other hand, is especially problesmafiere resources such as grasses and

forests are communally owned and not explicitlytigated. This situation creates a gap in
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understanding the way in which rural economies tioncand the extent of rural poverty and

inequalities (Babulo et al, 2009).

As Kirby et al (2001) point out, the livelihoodsrppective provides an escape from the
previously misleading conceptions of categorisingar people as simply ‘herdsman’ or
‘farmer’, when in reality, most households rely omany sources of support for their
livelihoods (see also Bebbington, 1999). Indeedhyrscholars draw attention to the fact that
most rural households tend to diversify their likebds such that, often, individuals within
households are involved in more than one livelihactivity (See Bryceson, 1999; 2002; Ellis,
2000; Rigg, 2007). The diverse ways in which rdraliseholds construct their livelihoods
include engaging in non-agricultural livelihoodigities such as off-farm wage employment,
small scale trading, crafts making and migratiourttier, according to Bryceson (2002), in
most parts of developing countries, particularlyAfrica, there is a growing tendency for
households to move away from agriculture towards-agricultural work, from unpaid work
towards paid work. The pattern of diversificatibowever, is dependent on many factors such
as history, agro-ecology and geography at bothl lagd national levels. By embracing the
notion of livelihoods diversification, this perspige allows socio-ecological researchers to
develop an insight into how the varied constitutioh rural livelihoods has significant
implications for environmental change and people'silience to this change (Bebbington,
1999; Benjamin, 2004). It reveals the extent of gbe's dependence on environmental
resources and the functions, patterns and the iatifns of this dependence. As Bebbington
(1999) points out, an understanding of the way Imictv people construct their livelihoods is
crucial, as many policy and project interventiores laased on poor understandings of people’s
livelihoods. In many cases, interventions aimedadting socio-ecological problems promote
activities that are not consistent with the basrgaaising principles of local people’s
livelihoods and institutional arrangements (Ben@an#004). In short, there is often a gap

between policies and people’s realities.

The sustainable livelihoods approach, however, been criticised for lacking a focus on
politics and power and how these influence loaadlihoods and resource management system
(Scoones, 2009; Simon, 2008; Forsyth, 2006). Adogrdo Scoones (2009), such a focus
would allow us to address basic issues of poligcanomy and history: the nature of the state,

the influence of decentralisation policies and tiberal agendas and other structural forces
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that influence livelihoods and environmental chamgethe local level. These factors are
conditioned by the histories of people and placestheir wider interactions with colonialism,
state-making and now globalization (Scoones, 20D8is lack of focus on politics and power
has often called into question the use of a sumtéenlivelihoods perspective in political
ecological work, as others see this as a methotalbgontradiction. Political ecology has
been criticised as overtly political, the sustaledlvelihoods framework as apolitical (Simon,
2008). While this could be true of the older vensad the sustainable livelihoods framework,
recent trends have seen the politicisation of taenéwork with an explicit focus on power
and politics (Baumann, 2000; Simon, 2004; Scoor2€§)9). For example, Ellis (2000)
considers politics as one of the processes mediaineal livelihoods, together with
institutions and organisations. In this work, hoeg\a sixth asset, political capital, has been
introduced to respond to these criticisms (seeél2hl). Indeed, some scholars have argued
for the inclusion of political capital as the sixdhset in addition to the existing five (Baumann,
2000; Angelsen and Wunder, 2003; Simon, 2004). Ating to Baumann (2000), political
capital is one of the assets on which people deabutld their livelihoods but it is also one of
the main constraining factors on sustainable Ihadds and local resource access. It also
explains where the local people are in terms ofriz of power and in relation to other
groups. Like Bauman (2000), this thesis considelgigs as one of the assets that people

draw on in their claims over natural resource asces
24 Exclusionary conservation and crisis narratives

Having introduced political ecology and the livaldd frameworks, this chapter now
examines the major theoretical arguments that haf@med environment and natural
resource conservation. In particular, the sect®rdncerned with the way the relationship
between livelihoods and conservation is viewedasé theoretical debates, and discusses the
theoretical basis of exclusionary conservation nwotlat have dominated the management of

biological resources for much of the last century.

According to Siurua (2006), until recently, the gdigm which dominated natural resource
conservation discourse, policy and practice wasettablishment of national parks, forests
reserves, heritage sites, and other formal pradezteas. A dominant feature of this paradigm

was that areas selected for conservation were dfferuintouched or restricted to land-uses
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that were viewed as compatible with conservatidnes(Rinzin, 2009). Conservation, in this
paradigm, was constructed as the protection of gpketies or stocks of biodiversity in special
areas (protected areas), away from human societyggerence. Siurua (2006) notes that this
strategy was pioneered in the United States striotl the preservation of scenic wilderness
areas and exported to Asia and Africa by Europedana@lists and, later, by conservation
experts. Inherent in this paradigm is the idea tluaan beings are a threat to the conservation
of wild species, hence the need for sanctuariefoftnesses) where such species can receive
physical protection (Jones, 20@ickingham and Turner, 2008; Horning, 2005). Assult,

this approach to resource management is also krasmie fortress conservation paradigm
(Campbell, 2000; Adams and Hulme, 2001b; Siuru@62®erkes, 2004). In addition, other
writers refer to it as a ‘fences and fines’ conaéion approach (Siurua, 2006; Jones, 2006;
Adams and Hulme, 2001b). This is because where hwantwvities were allowed restrictions
were imposed through the issuance of licences dm@ach of regulations guiding access to
protected areas attracted a fine (or a jail tedm)other cases, these untouched areas were
fenced to create a distinction between the reseameshuman-dominated systems (Rinzin,
2009). A second feature of this conservation pgradivas its highly centralised approach to
resource governance. Areas designated as prot@etad were brought under the management
of state bureaucracies staffed by biologists, toyegcologists and wildlife scientists
(Campbell, 2000; Adisu and Croll, 1994). In thigaed, local actors living in and around
these areas were excluded from participating irdg@sion-making processes regarding these
resources. Conservation, in this conception, wamsn sas a technical matter requiring
application of expert knowledge acquired througiersdic training (Adisu and Croll, 1994).
Consequently, natural resources conservation reled unitary source of knowledge (to the

detriment of other forms of knowledge such as I&oalwledge).

The importance of the fortress conservation maedslih the fact that it has dominated natural
resources conservation for over a century. Althomgtine past three decades, as will be seen
later, an important conceptual shift has occurnedoinservation, the model is still dominant in
many parts of the world, including Zambia. As artlagionary conservation paradigm, its
effects on human welfare are well-acknowledgedhia literature (Siurua, 2006; Barnajee,
2003; Jones, 2006). Many authors point out thahamy developing countries, this command

and control approach brought a lot of hardshipsutal actors through land alienation and
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restrictions on their livelihood activities (Bareaj 2003; Hulme and Murphree, 1999;
Grimmble and Laidlaw, 2002; Campbell, 2000; Sla2602).

Despite its association with local actors’ hardship number of factors account for the
hegemony of the fortress conservation model in @emadion discourse and practice. As a
model that gained popularity among conservationsstd governments, its power lies in

powerful scientific narratives about human-envireminrelationships that gained ground in

academic scholarship over most of the past cenfimgse narratives explain why local actors’

livelihood systems have often been viewed as atheconservation and why the state has
often been positioned as the best actor to manatygah resources. In particular, equilibrium

thinking in ecology and Hardin's ideas of tAeagedy of the Commonsave played an

important role in this.
2.4.1 Equilibrium thinking and human-environmental interactions

The idea that ecosystems such as forests, wiltkgitats and wetlands are threatened by
people’s livelihood activities has been supported deientific explanations of human-
environmental relations. In particular, the balarfenature model (equilibrium model),
developed by ecologists, has been instrumentdiapiag this perception. The model assumes
that nature has a balance that could be disrupgelduman activities (Forsyth et al, 1998).
Early ecological thought regarded ecological comitiesy such as forests as organismic
entities in their own right. In order to account fbe evolution, growth and ontology of such
organisms, ecologists developed a theory of sumresgich was synthesised in the work of
Frederick E Clements and Arthur George Tansleyénearly parts of the Zcentury (Stott,
1999). In this theory, the development of an edollgcommunity, such as vegetation, is
initiated on an area not previously occupied bylanfpcommunity (primary succession) or
where vegetation was removed (secondary successiwinjevelops to a stable state called the
‘climax’. The process is also referred to as ‘ctrfarmation’, with Clements and Tansley
defining the climax as “adult organisms, of whidhirgtial and medial stages are but stages of
development” (cited in Stott, 1999: 19). Thus irs tbonceptualisation, vegetation, regardless
of where it is initiated (bare soil surface or rjpckvas viewed as following a natural
succession towards an adult stage, ‘the climaxiclviwvould eventually be in equilibrium, or

in balance with the prevailing ecological determind his type of ecological thinking regards
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environments or ecosystems at various scales adintgentowards equilibrium and
homoeostasis (Hurley et al, 2002; Gilson, 2004; kiamd and Beale, 2007). Stable
equilibrium refers to an environmental conditionaambination of an ecosystem state that
persists, and to which the system returns follonandisturbance (Suding et al, 2004). It is
argued that climaxes exhibit this high degree abisity when reckoned over thousands or

millions of years (Stott, 1999).

The succession theory and its concepts of climamdtion, stability and equilibrium have
been applied extensively in ecology. According tl@r (2000), these ideas were viewed as
central to understandings of degradation as welst®ration of degraded ecological systems.
They were accepted as an accurate descriptiontofenavith ‘climax communities’, such as
tropical rain forests, described as ‘natural’, spine’ or ‘untouched systems’ (Stott, 1999;
Wood, 1995; Uggla, 2010). Ecosystems were viewddagde or as having a delicate balance
that would fall apart if they experience any chafrgen their natural (stable) conditions. It
was argued that even small departures from ‘natacalditions could lead to disastrous and
irreversible consequences (i.e. move an ecosysteamdther stability domain). Fragility, in
this case, refers to the ease with which an ecesysthanges from one type of biological
community to another (Marten, 2001). In this regdireklihood activities such as pastoralism

and other agricultural practices were assumed @theeat to this stability.

This thinking has been central in constructing alidtic view of nature as distinct from
society. Since nature was so different, it wasdpdélft alone to retain its climax featur&t,
despite this widely-accepted view, the conceptature’ or what can be termed as ‘natural’
remains difficult to define (Warren, 1996; Wood, 969. Drawing on ideas of climax
formation, ‘nature’ has been defined as “the proaetiquity of an ecosystem; and the absence
of signs of disturbance” (Warren 1996:15). Howewer will be seen in the next section, it is
argued that there is no part of the earth thatyé#d this description, as so many bio-physical
factors (e.g. climate) conspire to make this imgmegUggla, 2010). Still, in many cases, land
for conservation was acquired and left alone oouctied (Hurley et al, 2002; Robbins, 2004;
Leach et al 1997) so that threatened plants andlif@ilpopulation could receive protection
without being subject to human competition and eitation. It was assumed that allowing
livelihoods activities in such areas would compreenihe diversity of species or create

instability. This would in turn negatively affedtdse ‘fragile areas’ and compromise their
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‘pristine’ quality. Indeed, some proponents of this natural resour@meagement model, such
as Rolston (1996), argue that where human needg @ato conflict with the protection of
nature values, the latter have to be given priofay the purpose of saving pristine
environments and endangered wild species (seeSalsaa, 2006). Such thinking advocates
the removal of local actors’ rights of access obmiogical resources, alienation of local
actors’ spaces of livelihood practice, and the ipof such ‘threatened’ sites under the
exclusive control of state bureaucracies and coatien experts (see also Hurley et al, 2002;
Gilson, 2004; Lankford and Beale, 2002; ForsyttQ2Qones, 2006).

While the notion of harmonious nature was usedstal#ish the protected area model, human-
dominated landscapes, such as agricultural are&®, constructed as ‘biological deserts’ or
‘ecologically impoverished’ areas (Scherr and Maelje 2008; Batary et al, 2011).
Agricultural areas, in particular, were seen asfadts and purely production spaces with no
place in the conservation agenda (Vaccaro and@el#010; Karieva et al, 2007; Batary et al,
2011). In addition, agricultural livelihoods werks@ loathed by natural resource experts for
competing with conservation for land, and for besmpociated with polluting substances
(such as pesticides, herbicides and fertiliserdjirdental to both terrestrial and aquatic
ecosystems ( Scherr and McNeely, 2008; Milestaad,€2011). While this thinking held sway
for much of the last century, the past three dexd@dee seen a growing dissatisfaction with
the distinction between agriculture and conservaticeas (Vandermeer and Perfecto, 2005;
Fay and Muchon, 2005; Reeves, 2011; Defries andnRweeig, 2010; Altieri and Nicholls,
2005). Many scholars now argue that this view waseld on a narrow understanding of the
environment and biodiversity, and has been unhktpfthe conservation of natural resources
in socio-ecological systems (Vandermeer and Perfe2002; Reeves, 2011; Primak,

1993).This argument is developed further in theefegections of this chapter.

Another key concept that has its roots in equiliriecology is the concept of carrying
capacity. The concept has consistently been useafgoe that ecosystems have limits or
thresholds that can be determined by calculatidesZimmerer (1994:112) pointed out, “the
postulate of generalised carrying capacity holds #ghgiven biophysical environment exists in
equilibrium with a certain population of organism&immerer further notes that the concept
of carrying capacity has its origins in laboratayperiments in the i9century, when

cultured micro-organisms were subjected to an emmsat. When applied to human
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populations, the concept of carrying capacity hehdg rapid changes in human society (e.g.
increase in population or agricultural production)ragile areas’ can easily lead to a crossing
of ecosystem thresholds and can trigger environahe&oilapse. These ideas are prevalent in
neo-Malthusian works such akirits to Growth’ by the Club of Rome (Meadows et al,
1972), Gareth Hardin’s (1968)Ifagedy of the Commonsand Jared Diamond’s (2005)
‘Collapse’, which all draw on this concept to highlight an etisis resulting from over-
population or over-exploitation of natural resowc®ased on these ideas, for example,
pastoral livelihoods systems that appear to mainégher concentrations of cattle across a
landscape than suggested by ecological calculatbtigesholds are viewed as destructive to

the environment.

The biologist Gareth Hardin, in particular, tookist concept of carrying capacity further to
create what Hess and Ostrom (2007:10) call “a mablermetaphor of over-population”,
where pastoralists sharing a common pool resoaitdn self-interest and put as many cattle
as possible out to graze, resulting in degradaifdche commons. Although the paper uses the
pastoral case as an illustrative device, and ishasied on careful field research, it has
nonetheless been influential in legitimising thewithat the state is the best agent to manage
natural resources in rural areétardin’s ideas seem to show that local actors wesapable

of cooperating to create effective institutionakamagements and stem natural resource
degradation (i.e. that local actors are unableoteesnatural resource problems collectively)
and thus served to justify state authoritarianqoedi. Moreover, many governments accepted
Hardin’s analysis and implemented reforms aimedbratging natural resources under the
control of the state and the market (Ruddle e1992; Hess and Ostrom, 2007). Further, the
reforms encouraged the subversion or marginalisated local actors’ institutional
arrangements and resource governance structurameds$o be inefficient or destructive
(Armitage, 2004; Agrawal, 2001; Ruddle et al, 19928trom, 1990).

There is a simplistic assumption in tAeagedy of the commonkne of thought, that the poor
are the main source of environmental degradati@tduheir poor livestock operations, poor
agricultural cultivation methods (e.g. slash andnbagriculture) and inefficient property
systems that allow free-riding and resource ovelatation. These are widely believed to be
the main factors contributing significantly to seilosion, biodiversity loss, deforestation and

desertification in most developing countries (Kirbly al, 2001; Hermann and Hutchinson,
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2005; Xu et al, 2008; Armitage, 2004; Rinzin, 2068jrhead and Leach, 1996). Institutional
frameworks based on common property rights are saithhibit innovation and lead to
environmental degradation, as they provide no itiees for communities to care for
resources (Assan and Kummer, 2009; Bryant and YBail®97; Mistry et al, 2009).
Consequently, following this line of thought, thelationship between people’s livelihoods
and ecosystems has most consistently been framigdnns of the ‘vicious downwards spiral
of needs’ (Forsyth et al, 1998), also referred sotlze ‘downward spiral of poverty and
degradation’ (Scherr, 2000; Stringer, 2009). Irs thiew, the poor, who are highly dependent
on an impoverishing resource base for their lidiths, are compelled to overuse their
resources for short-term survival. In turn, theldepn of natural resources further enhances
their poverty, making their survival even more idifft (Iftikhar, 2003; Scherr, 2000; Forsyth
et al, 1998).

From a political ecological perspective, such vieare what are referred to as ‘crisis
narratives’, in which the livelihood practices dietrural poor have been linked to extensive
degradation of the resource base. They paint &stataicture of the poor, in which the poor
are both agents and victims of resource degraddtitkhar, 2003; Fairhead and Leach,
1996). Rural communities are represented as ‘short-termimigers’ and ‘free-riders’, with
no capacity to plan in the long-term or to solve groblems with which they are confronted
(Assan and Kummer, 2009; Armitage, 2004; Mistrgle2009).

2.4.2 Contesting the ‘crisis narratives’

While these ‘crisis narratives’ have continued todg natural resource management, many of
these explanations and their prescribed solutisasnaw hotly contested. A large body of
literature has emerged that rejects the simplistear relationship between rural populations
and the environment. This literature argues thasi& narratives’ are often based on flawed
assumptions which cannot be substantiated by erapstudies at the local level and should
be taken as an exception and not a rule (BryanBady, 1997; Forsyth et al, 1998, Forsyth
2001; Herman and Hutchinson, 2005; Ecologist, 18$err, 2000; Stringer, 2009; Iftikhar,
200; Leach and Mearns, 1996). According to HernmahHutchinson (2005), as most of these
explanations contradict empirical research, theyukhactually be taken as ‘myths’ and not
factual explanations. The rejection of these sistigliexplanations is based on new thinking in

ecology and common property theory which revealpngaps in crisis narratives. While new
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ecology sheds more light on the way natural ecesystfunction, common property theory

allows us to gain new understandings on the wagl lactors interact with their environments.

Although explanations of environmental change basedequilibrium thinking have been
accepted as ‘received truths’, new ecological fimgk commonly referred to as ‘non-
equilibrium ecology’, now contests the validity mleas such as ‘climax formation’. Non-
equilibrium ecology refers to an ecological applottat puts emphasis on the variable (often
chaotic) nature of change within ecosystems, arigs of spatial-temporal scales (Forsyth,
2003). It is now argued that most natural ecosystemrperience disturbances at rates that
prevent the attainment of the ‘climax state’. éast, most systems are in a state of flux (and
not a ‘stable’ state). For example, in tropicahrforests or savannas, production, disturbance
and re-growth may cycle repeatedly, implying the¢re where there is no influence from
people, the current conditions in the forest edesgsmay reflect a transitional state rather
than a stable one (Robbins, 2004; Lankford and 8e2007). This variability implies that
common assumptions of stability, gradual changeet@iution) or a ‘balance of nature’ are
now seen as inaccurate descriptions of how ecasgstenction (Forsyth, 2003; Stott, 1999;
Uggla, 2010).

These new insights into ecological systems hawe lasught into question the credibility of
arguments describing particular parts of the biespl{e.g. tropical rain forests) as ‘natural’
and ‘fragile’ (Forsyth, 2003; Stott, 1999; Woo0d,959. Many of the sites that have been
classified ‘natural’ are in fact sites that havemenodified by people over many years. For
example, Wood (1995) points out that much of wizet been considered as ‘natural’ in places
such as the Amazon is in fact a reflection of adémape modified by the Amerindian
population. What has been termed as ‘closed cranesf is now being considered by other
scholars as not the natural structure of tropioggdt, but ‘patchwork’ forest (Wood, 1995).
Stott (1999) argues that the very notion of a ‘icaprain forest’ should be considered a myth,
a social construction based on Darwinian ideas attine’s permanence of form (see also
Forsyth, 2003). While terms such as ‘virgin’, ‘pine’ and ‘untouched nature’ have been used
to justify the protection of the ‘wilderness’, tieis no forest in the tropics (e.g. in central
Africa) that can be classified as such, or as ‘ratu‘primary’ or a mature forest (Wood,
1995). As Uggla (2010:80) notes:

48



“The notion of nature and the natural, as distifroim culture and society and
untouched by humans can be questioned since wetcknd any site on earth that fits

that description”.

Thus, it is now argued that the various stages lihae been used to classify vegetation or
forests actually reflect succession stages creayepeople and not natural systems (Woods,
1995), i.e. they are cultural artefacts. This viessigns agency to human society in the
creation and maintenance of ecosystems, and chelethe dualistic view of separating

‘nature’ from human society. It shows that it igremely difficult to assign environmental

impacts to humans in any simple way (Robbins, 2(@&éft, 1999; Woods, 1995). In fact,

Forsyth (2003) argues that some shifting cultiv@toanipulate forest growth to maximise the
production of valuable species. In this regardptese livelihoods must be seen as an integral
part of the functioning of ecosystems (Gilson, 2004 addition, many researchers have
called for the re-examination of conservation tmsider socio-ecological systems such as
agricultural spaces as arenas of conservation (Sahd McNeely, 2008; Reeves, 2011), and

hence signaling an important shift from the pristirature focus.

The new thinking in ecology also allows us to redaate the usefulness of carrying capacity
which has been used extensively in exclusionarysexsmation to impose restrictions on
people’s livelihoods assumed to cross certain gpcdd thresholds. According to Forsyth et al
(1998:11), the over-generalised view that poputatand environmental degradation are
mutually reinforcing is based on a flawed assunmptiwat there is “an aggregate ‘population’
or ‘community’ that interacts with an aggregatevieonment”, and therefore growth in this
population will naturally outstrip the carrying @ty of the environment. However, human-
environment interactions are much more complex #ssumed in this concept (Zimmerer,
1994; Forsyth et al, 1998; Stringer, 2009). Huwlogist,for example, notes that the concept
of carrying capacity is far from being a neutralobjective measure, as the number of people
who can live on a piece of land depends on thdiu which depends, in turn, on their
needs. As a result, the nature and success oflihgihoods or farming systems cannot be
easily predicted in advance based on the modelnobusider’s culture Ecologist 1995;
Simon, 1989). What is also not taken into consiilemahere is that the transformation of any
area is also influenced by other factors outsidéhaf particular locality. As Armitage (2004),

in his study of upland communities in Indonesianp®iout, although policies implicate
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population growth as the cause of degradation, kitode of social, political, religious and
market factors influence the transformation of th@and environment, beyond the simple
population growth-environment causal explanatiosse(also Fairhead and Leach, 1996).

These factors are never captured by models sutttabef carrying capacity.

In addition, while non-equilibrium ecologists hapeovided new ecological insights that
discredit the ‘balance of nature’ thinking, reséafoom common property theorists reject
Hardin's analysis of common property systems anebhsdthat represent local actors as
incapable of cooperating to halt resource degradatDstrom, 1990; Ruddle et al, 1992;
Agrawal, 2001; Hess and Ostrom, 2007). Ostrom (L9®0particular, was instrumental in
demonstrating the flaws in Hardin’s analysis. Usingariety of well-documented cases from
various natural resource sectors (forestry, irrtgatfisheries etc), she demonstrated how local
actors interact with their environment to developetse institutional arrangements for
sustainable natural resources management. In addgeveral other authors have argued that
although the poor have limited resources, some kl@avmeonstrated considerable capacity to
mitigate degradation effects or reorganise and hiéteie their livelihoods in the face of
environmental disturbances (Scherr, 2000; Xu e2@08; Forsyth et al, 1998; Osbar et al,
2008; Kangalawe, 2009; Argawal, 2001; Stringer,900

Moreover, Hess and Ostrom (2007) point out thatdiis analysis was based on an
extremely sparse view of the commons in that whetdith was discussing was not a tragedy
of the commons, but the tragedy of ‘open accesstofding to Bryant and Bailey (1997), as
opposed to this simplistic representation of commool resources as being open to everyone,
common property resources represent the privatgepiy of a group of co-owners, and other
external actors are often excluded from accessiegt Similarly, Meinzen-Dick and Mwangi
(2009) note that ownership of the commons shoutdoroviewed in a narrow Western sense
as the right to the complete and exclusive corafch resource. Instead, common property
rights should be seen as an overlapping bundlagbtsr where different individuals in a
community are brought together to manage the ressuwith overlapping user rights (see
also Larson et al, 2010; Chileshe, 2005; Daniel@achea, 1989). For example, a family may
have the right to cultivate a piece of land andtla@omay have the right to access water or
extract fruits in the same field (see also Briggg 8harp, 2004). This system is well-regulated

and adjusts to respond to social and environmehi@hges. However, while conservationists
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and economists argue for the formalisation of th@eperty rights, based on statutory legal
systems, this could negatively affect the livelileocof some groups, such as women and

children, whose security of tenure is usually lickte the family or clan.

The various contentions in these crisis narratde@sonstrate the need for new thinking or
new narratives to guide natural resources manadgerba argument for this new thinking
has been reinforced by further evidence that tlestralised system of natural resource
management was largely ineffectual due to sevarbfs, such as the state’s lack of technical
capacity, inadequate resources to enforce laws gegllations governing resource
management, and lack of support from local comnesitvho often felt antagonised by these
state policies (Rinzin, 2009; Massuanganhe, 200®ryMet al, 2005; Siurua, 2006).
Consequently, in the closing decades of the pagupge environmental scholarship saw the

emergency of a new conservation discourse in tita & ‘sustainable development’.

2.5 Sustainable development (SD) and new consetioa paradigms

The preceding section highlighted the role of erisarratives in the conservation policy and
practice in many developing countries. In particuiadiscussed the emergence of ‘fortress
conservation’ as the dominant approach to the nemagt of natural resources. As already
noted, this approach is justified by narrativesaded by scientists and conservation experts
and has now “gained sufficient political backing hold influence” (Stringer, 2009:157).
Despite the contentions in these narratives, tlae loften been seen as unquestionable and of
such authority that they have acquired the stafuseoeived truths’ (Forsyth et al, 1998;
Leach and Mearns, 1996). According to Campbell Q2010), scientists and conservationists
“have a direct stake in maintaining traditional ratives and perpetuating views about the
‘destructive role of local inhabitants’ in order t@aintain control over natural resources and
support continued intervention”. Similarly, Brig¢005) argues that scientists rely on crisis
narratives to sustain the hegemony of Western seier\lthough empirical evidence
counteracts these narratives, Campbell (2000) artia this is not sufficient to replace them.
In his view, in order to replace such narrativé®ré is need to create a plausible counter-
narrative (see also Adams and Hulme, 2001a). Sucharmative must be entirely new or an
alteration of the existing narrative. It must bargmonious, plausible and as comprehensible

as the original” and must appeal to various integg®ups (Campbell, 2000:169). The
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narrative that has since emerged to challengéftntsess conservation’ is that of ‘sustainable
development’ (Hulme and Murphree, 1999; Campbd®@ Slater, 2002; Barnerjee 2003;
Mery et al, 2005) which should be seen as a credibbllenge to the ‘fortress conservation’
approach, as it seeks to reformulate the relatipnisetween livelihoods and environmental

conservation.

One of the key characteristics of sustainable agreént is that there is no accepted strictly
fixed definition (Berger, 2001). However, discussoof sustainable development revolve
around the popular definition by the Brundtland @ussion. The Commission (WCED,

1987:43), in its report, ‘Our Common Future’, defsustainable development as:

“Development that meets the needs of the presdhbut compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs”.

The report continues to point out that sustainaleieelopment implies ‘limits’ (although not
absolute limits) imposed by the present state ohrielogy and social organisation on
environmental resources and by the ability of tiesfthere to absorb the effects of human
activities. This definition incorporates two impamt notions, ‘needs’ and ‘limits’, which give
sustainable development its character and markmportant departure from the traditional
narratives discussed in the proceeding sectionsvéia, 2001, Nebrato, 2008; Kates et al,
2005; Hopewood et al, 2005). The goal of sustamatdvelopment is to meet the basic
‘human needs’ while respecting ‘ecological limitdh this definition, the Brundtland
Commission clearly sought to bridge the gap betwbenconcerns of environmentalists (i.e.
the ecosystem limits camp) and those concerned lwithan welfare. Devkota (2005) also
notes that, despite diverse opinions on sustairddlelopment, many definitions meet here —
‘betterment of human society’ and ‘well-being oé&thabitat of non-human-species’ (see also
Kate et al, 2005). In this regard, SD extends #ieates dealt with in the previous sections by
proposing to marry conservation and human developmand thus repositioning the
relationship between nature and society.

Sustainable development is premised on the assompghkiat conservation policies and
programmes are only sustainable when they havedtis purpose of protecting and

improving rural livelihoods, as well as ecologicanditions (Slater, 2002). This desire to
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reconcile livelihoods enhancement or rural develepmwith conservation is expressed
explicitly in Chapter 3 of Agenda 21 that dealsemsively with sustainable livelihoods and

poverty eradication. Agenda 21 has this to say:

“The long-term objective of enabling all people dohieve sustainable livelihoods
should provide an integrating factor that allowsligles to address issues of
development, sustainable resource management andertpo eradication

simultaneously (Agenda 21, Cap 3.4)

In this discourse, two separate policy areas aeg@ &8 having the potential to support each
other mutually. Development policy that has traxttilly focused on poverty eradication and
livelihoods improvement (in the context of ruraleas) should be broadened to include
environmental conservation. Similarly, policies athprimarily at environmental conservation
must be broadened to take into account peopleditivods. These ideas are consolidated in

the following statement of Agenda 21:

“While managing resources sustainably, an environtateolicy that focuses mainly
on the conservation and protection of resources make due account of those who
depend on the resources for their livelihoods. @ifse it could have an adverse
impact both on poverty and on chances for long-teunscess in resource and
environmental conservation. Equally, a developnpoiicy that focuses mainly on

increasing the production of goods without addressihe sustainability of the

resources on which production is based will sooaerlater run into declining

productivity, which could also have an adverse iohgm poverty” (UN Agenda, 21

Cap 3.2).

These arguments are based on two main assumpEkogty, that improved environmental
conditions can enhance livelihoods and help tocegoverty (World Bank, 2008; Sachedina,
2008). The environment provides ecosystem goodsandces, which, if conserved and used
sustainably, will underpin livelihoods and providag-term security and resilience (Walpole
and Wilder, 2008; Dailey and Matson, 2008). Thisipon is further supported by Millennium
Development Goal 7 in which reversing the loss w¥i®mnmental resources is seen as a

requirement for achieving poverty reduction. Seé¢pni is thought that poverty reduction
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leads to conservation (Walpole and Wilder, 2008)this regard, reducing poverty relieves
pressure on the environment by reducing the needrfsustainable resource use, providing
alternatives for sustainable livelihoods, and pigcpeople or communities in a situation
where they can choose to conserve natural reso(M¢afpole and Wilder, 2008). However,

there is little empirical evidence to support thekems. The World Bank (2008) points out
that there are still lingering questions about #x¢ent to which sustainable development

strategies address the problems of the poor.

In an attempt to link conservation with human welfand in order to achieve sustainable
development, conservation discourse has seen twortamt conceptual shifts. The first is the
emergence of narratives of participation and daiaiuseeking to include local actors in the
decision-making process surrounding natural ressummanagement (Adams and Hulme,
2001a; Sullivan and Homewood, 2004; Barker and Kstale, 2008; Enters et al, 2000;
Anderson and Ostrom, 2007; Edmund and Wollenbed§32Brown, 2003; WCED, 1987,

Roe et al, 2009; Jones, 2006; Buchy and Race, bt et al, 2010). Secondly, we have
witnessed the ascendancy of the concept of ecosystevices which broadens the focus of
conservation from simply focusing on conservatiébrb@-physical resources’, such as plant
and wildlife species, to a focus on a broad rarfgecosystem services (MA, 2005; Dailey and
Matson, 2008; Reeves, 2001; Costanza et al, 198éyds, 2011; Fisher et al, 2009). In
addition, the concept extends environmental managernto agricultural areas and links
farming households with environmental decision-mgk{Gorman et al, 2001; Scherr and
McNeely, 2008; Batary et al, 2010). These two alloanservation to develop win-win

solutions that deliver both conservation and livetid benefits. Their implications are now

discussed in detail in the following sections.

2.6  Devolution and participatory natural resourcesmanagement

In an apparent departure from centralised systé&menda 21 (UN, 1992) called for the re-
organisation of decision-making structures to emsar collaborative approach to the
management of natural resources. In particulagntlg 21 calls for participation of a range of
other stakeholders in resource management, suldtalscommunities and their constituents
(women, youths etc), local governments, NGOs amdptfivate sector. This participation is

envisioned in the form of decentralised resourceagament. Although decentralisation is a
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word that is very familiar and often used withoutestion, there are multiple conceptions of
what it really implies. Many authors, however, makdistinction between two major forms of
decentralisation, namely, ‘de-concentration’ andv@ution’ (Barr et al, 2006; Larson et al,
2010; Edmund and Wollenberg, 2003). De-concentratiften referred to as administrative
decentralisation, describes the transfer of admnatise responsibilities from central
government to lower-level agencies or departmehthestate (Barr et al, 2006; Larson and
Ribot, 2004). For example, in a hierarchical stitacture, administrative responsibilities may
be transferred to provincial or district governnsertiowever, this form of decentralisation
still has the tendency of concentrating authoritgd @ower in the hands of central authorities
to which these lower units remain accountable (Batrral, 2006; Larson et al, 2010).
According to Barr et al (2006), if decentralisatigntaken as de-concentration, then there is
nothing new about it. In the past three decadasestll over the world have been engaged in
policy reforms that have carried the label of ‘decalisation’ without transferring any real
power to locally accountable bodies (Barr et aQ&0 According to Barry et al (2010), what
is new about the current trends in decentralisai®n'democratic decentralisation’ or
‘devolution’ through the creation of autonomous dbagyovernments or other locally
accountable bodies, as well as a discourse proggiarticipation in decision making,
participatory democracy, pluralism and rights (als® Edge and McAllister, 2009; Ribot et al,
2010).

Barry et al (2010:33) define devolution or demacratecentralisation as “the transfer of
power and resources from central government tooaitigs representative of and accountable
to local populations”. In this conceptualisatiorecdntralisation is aimed at expanding the
arena of public participation in the process of yoance in order to meet local needs and
aspirations (Barr et al, 2006). This is premisedt@assumption that decisions closer to local
people should be more equitable, efficient, pgréitory and accountable and environmentally
sustainable (Barry et al, 2010; Ribot et al, 20I0)ese are viewed as the central tenets of
participatory or decentralised governance (Child &yman, 2005; Hobley, 1996; Gibbs,
2000; Batterbury and Fernando, 2006).

The notion of decentralisation as a political pssceras extended to environment and natural
resources, as global discourses on rural developarah conservation began to emphasise

decentralisation and local empowerment. In pamiGulthe discourse of sustainable
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development subscribes to the principles of fasnemd equity, participation and
empowerment of local communities (Gibbs, 2000; WCEBB7; UN, 1992). In addition, as
already pointed out in the preceding section, aayaof studies documenting sustainable
forms of collective natural resource managemertegys based on traditional norms and rules
have played a significant role in transforming maowyservationists’ thinking about common
property rights and institutions (Roe et al, 20@&trom, 1990; Ruddle, 1992; Daniel and
Cornea, 1989). Within this discourse, older mod#lsatural resource governance, where
decision-making was dominated by the state andtadap a top down approach, were no
longer viewed as acceptable (Mery et al, 2005; 8grk004).

According to Edmunds and Wollengburg (2003:17), terms of natural resources
management, devolution can be thought of as a gsthat shifts the decision-making space
related to natural resources from centralised gowent to local communities or local
governments”. The decision-making space is thought as multi-dimensional and
encompasses the ability to control decisions abimiextent and quality of forest resources,
livelihoods and income, and political processeatesl to forest management (Edmunds and
Wollenberg, 2003). The devolved models of natueaburce management are known broadly
as community-based natural resources managemenNR®B. The variety of names
embraced by the concept of CBNRM includes commtndéised conservation, community-
centred conservation, community-based forestrytagwable forest development and joint
forest resources management (JFM) (Hobley, 1996;h$Butand Race, 2001; Adams and
Hulme, 2001a; Berkes, 2004). Although different Banare used in different circumstances
and places, conceptually, these CBNRM models @amdéntified by the following major
characteristics: (a) reduced state involvementteartsfer of some degree of authority to local
actors (local authority, communities etc) (b) aistal approach to natural resource
management that recognises complexity, interretetesl and connections among ecological
processes and components, multiple uses and gtigis (Berkes, 2004); (c) a participatory
approach where a range of actors with varying igalitand economic interests participate in
resource management (Shackelton and Campbell, 2@@d) (d) a focus on conservation,
poverty reduction and democratization (Child andanky, 2005). In the context of Zambia,
forest policies have embraced joint forest resaimmanagement (JFM), in which the state
seeks to devolve some of its natural resourcesonsdlities to local actors (Aongola et al,

2009).
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In all instances, CBNRM involves some degree ofmamagement between central
authorities, local government and local communitidsch share rights and responsibilities
through diverse institutional arrangements (Roal,e2009; Edmunds and Wollenberg, 2003).
Theoretically, the state retains the role of comatbr and catalyst and mediates conflicts,
steering people towards the achievement of CBNRMgy(Mery et al, 2005; Campbell et al,
2004). Perhaps, a major distinguishing mark of CBNR that it is not just a conservation
paradigm, but also a rural development paradigmweaBl as a strategy for promoting
democratisation (i.e. a win-win solution for bottetenvironment and development). In short,
it is a multi-pronged paradigm that fits well withe SD thinking of internalising social,
economic and environmental externalities in or@emtrease equity in the management of
natural resources. According to Child and LymanO&0 CBNRM works at the nexus of
conservation, governance, institutional developnagrt justice. Many CBNRM practitioners
and scholars believe that sound conservation owsaane but one component of a process
that uses the value of natural resources to emplandrowners fiscally, and to build effective
governance structures (Child and Lyman, 2005). these scholars, CBNRM represents a
democratic assertion of people’s rights and antuisinal expression of these rights (Hobley,
1996; Barr et al, 2006). In this regard, it is @duhat to make an impact, decentralisation
needs to allow local resource users and their septatives to exercise these rights, which
include the rights to retain benefits, the riglitsatiocate and dispose of resources to the best
advantage, and the authority to manage the reso(@eld and Lyman, 2005). In this regard,
decentralised natural resource management is sim@lyed as a means of enhancing local
democracy, increasing equity and empowering disecfiised segments of the society
(Fidelman, 2006; Mery et al, 2005; Hobley, 1996rrB# al, 2006).

Equity and democratisation are assumed to be amthitwough the participation of local
communities and other stakeholders in the decisiaking process. However, participation,
as one of the panoply of terms spawned by the @latasource and development discourse,
requires careful examination as it may mean diffetaings to different users of the term
(Hobley, 1996; Buchy and Race, 2001; Brown, 2008li&n and Homewood, 2004; Jones,
2006; Ribot et al, 2010). According to Hobley (1R98hat is termed as participation is highly
context-specific and its effects range from maragiah to full local control ( see also Buchy

and Race, 2001; Cooke and Kothari, 2001). To exé&mplow participation may be
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interpreted and implemented differently in diffearecontexts, Hobley's (1996) typology
regarding how local actors participate in particpa natural resources governance is

presented in Table 2.2

Table 2.2  Typologies of participation: how peoplgoarticipate in ‘community-based

conservation.
Typology Characteristics of each type
Manipulative Participation Participation is a prate (people’s representatives on official
boards but unelected and have no power).
Passive Patrticipation People participate by beitd what has been decided or what
has happened
Participation by Consultation People participatébing consulted or by answering questions

Participation For Material Incentives  People p#wtte by contributing material resources (e.g.
contribute labour )

Functional Participation Participation seen by mxdé agents as a means to achieve
programme goals.
In this case, people are only co-opted to servereat objectives
while all major decisions have already been madesxtgrnal
actors

Interactive Participation People participate imjaanalysis, development of action plans,
formation or strengthening of local institutionsro@ps take
control over local decisions and determine use dilable
resources

Self — Mobilisation People take initiatives indedently of external institutions to
change systems and develop contacts with extenstutions
for resources and technical advice.

Source: Hobley (1996).

A poor conceptualising of ‘participation’ may reisuh approaches that wear the tag of
CBNRM, but do not confer authority or responsililibver natural resources to local
communities. For example, based on what is meapabycipation, Roe et al (2009) note that
CBNRM has been conceptualised differently by dongosernments and NGOs. In much of

Western and Central Africa, it has been interpretedenefit sharing or outreach between
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protected areas and adjacent communities. Accotdirtdpime and Murphree (1999), such a
view simply sees communities as ‘good neighboufsthe conservation estate rather than
proprietors of the estate. In this regard, commmemiare not really empowered as authorised
natural resource users, but are involved as passoigients of benefits controlled elsewhere
(Roe et al, 2009). In other circumstances, CBNRM baen conceptualized as a totally
community-centred approach to conservation with leamsfs on the transfer of property rights
over natural resources to communities at the ldeatl. In this approach, communities
participate fully and have control over resour¢éswever, Buchy and Race (2001) argue that
examples of community control over participatorygesses remain rare. They note that
people’s capacity to be involved in participativ@/grnance processes is often predetermined
by the type of process itself. Further, they arthat the actor who initiates the process often
controls the process. These views suggest thatimportant for research to pay attention to
the way in which participatory natural resourcesagement strategies are initiated, how they
are conceptualised in specific contexts and howvallactors participate in the process. As
Buchy and Race (2001) point out, writing that ppgtion may be interpreted differently by
different actors sounds obvious and uninformatiki®wever, in practice, ignoring this
conceptual imprecision may create problems and ild@axticipatory natural resources

management.

Ideally, effective participation of various grougsachieved through individual representatives
of these groups, often selected through electionamninations by their respective groups.
This representation is viewed as a core demociaiiciple associated with procedural
legitimacy which indicates whether all relevant adeand interests are included in the
collective choice (Fidelman, 2010; Ribot et al, @0IHowever, even when this democratic
principle is fulfilled, it is argued that it is @i difficult for CBNRM to avoid ‘participation’
being skewed in favour of elite groups in the comityuwho may have little accountability to
communities they purport to represent. The probdérielite capture’ is arguably one of the
most important challenges of CBNRM (Batterbury dfefnando, 2006; Campbell et al,
2004). This is because in all societies, elitestexand in rural Africa, for example, the
creation of new organisations such as CBNRM boaés have communities inevitably
turning to those members that can write and arenaasd to have the necessary exposure to
interact with outsiders (NGOs, donors and stateiaf§). Sometimes, these elites may align

themselves more with these outside groups and omderthe process of democratisation
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rather than advance it. The influence of theselllelites and outside actors maybe so strong

that community representation may be severelyatil(Campbell et al, 2004

Another ‘term’ that poses challenges in CBNRM is term ‘community’. The question of
‘who is the community?’ in CBNRM is a daunting on&ccording to Murphree (1999),
although this term is one of the most enduring epte in social sciences, defining it is also
one of the most enduring tasks. Often, the notiotcoemunity is simplified with most of the
approaches assuming that a community is a homogsrextity. According to Barrow et al
(2002: 25), a “community is usually defined as aiaoentity, bound by a common cultural
identity, living within defined spatial boundariasd having a common economic interest in
the resources of an area”. This serves well tordessmall social aggregations where the
household and village level are the basis of oggimn of much of the rural areas.
Essentially, it typifies ‘communities of place’ wieerural farmers are sedentary and reliant on
arable land (Barrow et al, 2002). However, in pcact communities seldom exist in a
simplistic way and are characterised by much ftyifflsayers and Elliot, 2005; Fabricius et al,
2005; Siurua, 2006). Everywhere, communities argicoally being reworked in the face of
resettlements, migrations, livelihood practices avttier factors (Barrow et al, 2002).
Communities are highly complex and heterogeneokisy &re differentiated in terms of social
variation (e.g. gender), stratification (wealth apower), common interests, ethnicity and
resource use (Hobley, 1996; Barrow et al, 2002y Baal, 2006; Cooke and Kothari, 2001).
In this vein, although it is quite futile to seelc@ammon, polyvalent definition of the term, as
Murphree (1999) notes, any notion of ‘community’ shtake into consideration this fluidity
and heterogeneity that characterises a ‘communidgvolution programmes that do not
recognise this heterogeneity and uncritically eegagh stakeholders may ignore individuals
or groups within a community that have the agewncpfiuence positively CBNRM outcomes
and those that may subvert the process. They imaygnore the interests of other actors that
may be negatively affected by the CBNRM outcomes.E&mund and Wollenberg (2003)
point out, devolution initiatives are often chamided by a mis-identification,
misrepresentation and exclusion of other groupsntefrests (see also Cooke and Kothari,
2001). For example, in forestry, CBNRM may exclymeticipation of women in CBNRM
committees, yet these women may be the most affésgteCBNRM outcomes (i.e. as the main

collectors of forest products such as firewooddwegetables).
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One of the major positive outcomes that most wsitegree on is that CBNRM has resulted in
fundamental shifts in the way rural people are @eéwlinstead of ‘poachers’, ‘squatters’,

‘criminals’ and ‘encroachers’, rural people are ne\wed as legitimate resource users and
managers (Campbell et al, 2004, Sullivan and Honoelyw2004; Adam and Hulme, 2001b). In

addition, rural communities are made more visildeNtGOs, donors and service providers
who take more notice of them and provide techngsdistance in community capacity

building, and small enterprise development. In thés/, devolution opens more channels for
rural people to communicate their priorities to gmment decision-makers and others
(Campbell et al, 2004).

Much has been written in support of CBNRM as aaaldand effective tool for managing
natural resources (Roe et al, 2009; Child and Lawyr2805; Hobley, 1996; Campbell et al,
2004; Fidelman, 2006; Benjamin, 2004; Edmunds amtiefnberg, 2003). However, literature
focused on investigating the process of designing ianplementing CBNRM shows that
CBNRM is far from being a panacea for natural reseugovernance. In terms of
improvement in the resource base and material hsnedultiple outcomes have been reported
(Berkes, 200; Ribot et al, 2010). Campbell et &0@ report a turnaround in the resource
base, from a degraded and overused woodland togeneeating woodland in CBNRM
programmes established in Tanzania, while CIFOR&28hows that in Cameroon, this has
not produced the positive outcomes anticipatedyoaljh communities were given greater
authority in the management of forest resourcestefid, CIFOR (2006) notes that
decentralisation helped in the creation of a negiadlite, increased the level of degradation
and increased tensions between CBNRM institutiond ather local level institutions.
Overall, CIFOR notes that the whole process in Gaorehas been a failure and has resulted
in ‘institutional schism’. In other places, devatut has been hampered by lack of resources
and training, corruption at many levels and a sgenahere central authorities continue to
drive CBNRM despite the rhetoric of decentralisatid/ery et al, 2005; Campbell et al,
2004). Indeed, the ability of central authoritiesdevolve power willingly to local actors and
to support such initiatives financially appeard#oproblematic in natural resources devolution
policies (Barker and Stockdale, 2008; Barrow et 24102). Such problems, according to
Murphree (1999), have resulted in the emergenaonter narratives which view CBNRM
as an elite manipulation of rural aspirations amd aver-generalised approach to the

complexities of local governance and rural develepin To others, CBNRM has great
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promise but unfulfilled expectation, resulting froaither political cynicism or inadequate
implementation (Murphree, 1999; Berkes, 2004; Jop@86; Cooke and Kothari, 2001).

CBNRM models also struggle with issues of legitima& collective organisation requires
legitimacy for its process and leadership (Barrotv a& 2003; Larson et al, 2010;
Massuanganhe, 2008). However, scholars are divmedhe issue of what constitutes
legitimate participative governance structures ammdtitutions. For some scholars,
democratically elected structures and other foremdities are seen as see as the legitimate
bodies to represent the collective (Ribot, 200210Ret al, 2010; Edge and McAllister, 2009;
Massuanganhe, 2008; Cleaver, 2001). These newgamsnts are often sponsored by the
state, local governments, NGOs, donors and theaferigector and often ignore customary
institutions and governance arrangements (Barraal, @002; Hess and Trench, 2000; Berkes,
2004; Benjamin, 2004). According to Barrow et &@2), this has led to the creation of local
institutions that are high in external legitimacyt lvery low in internal legitimacy. This is
because the new bodies, rules and regulationsnaeimposed may be at odds with local
institutions (e.g. customary institutions) whicke asften high in internal legitimacy. Local
institutions are seen as high in internal legitindecause they primarily embody local
practice and collective action with their legitinyaooted in tradition rather than legal statutes
(Benjamin, 2004; Cotula and Cisse, 2006). FurtBarrow et al (2002) argue that legitimacy
can be conferred by an external authority, but, thisits own, may not be sufficient. A more
important aspect for CBNRM is actually internalitegacy. The adherence and persistence of
this externally-imposed system can fail to commaaditimacy and create tension and
conflicts if it does not accommodate local patteohself-organisation and natural resource

management (Barrow et al, 2002).
2.7 Ecosystem services and agri-environmental managent

As earlier pointed out, the fortress conservatippraach supported by crisis narratives lacked
a focus on human welfare and was confined to theagement of landscapes which were
assumed to be ‘natural’ or ‘pristine’. One of theykconcepts to have emerged as a way of
linking ecosystems to human welfare in the pastideds that of ‘ecosystem services and
goods’ (CRA, 2006; Dailey and Matson, 2008; MA, 20Fisher and Turner, 2008). The

emergence of the concept was driven by the neechake the services provided by the
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environment more visible to the market and policgkers. According to Fisher et al (2009),
the notion of ecosystem services was first hintedteen Westman (1977), in a papeiow
much are nature’s services worth?

', suggested the enumeration of the social valureobenefits provided by ecosystems so that
society can make more informed policy and managéensisions. Westman referred to these
social benefits as ‘nature’s service’. It is thaaéure’s services that are now called ‘ecosystem
services’ (and also referred to as ‘environmengalises’), a term first used by Ehrlich and
Ehrlich (1981) (cited by Fisher et al, 2009).

The concept of ecosystem services was popularigetieb publication of a paper on global
ecosystem valuation by Costanza et al (1997) aed ty the Millennium Ecosystems
Assessment (MA) report (2005). Costanza et al (123d the MA reports have provided
definitions of ecosystem services that are amorg ntost widely cited in the ecosystem
services literature. Costanza et al (1997:253)néedicosystem services as “ecosystem goods
(such as food) and services (such as waste assimjlavhich represent the benefits that
human populations derive, directly or indirectlyprh ecosystem functions”. For the MA,
ecosystem services are simply the benefits thaplpeabtain from ecosystems. These two
definitions capture the general notion of ecosystéenefiting human populations. However,
it is important to note that although the MA defiom has now become the official UN
definition of ecosystem services, it hides the itams that characterise most debates in terms
of whether ecosystems structures, processes antdius can also be classified as ecosystem
services or as producers of ecosystem servicesa Agneral definition, it is also not
particularly helpful in drawing explicit attentioto ecosystem ‘services’ as distinct from
material benefits (goods). In this regard, Costanzfinition provides a fairly accurate
description of what constitutes ecosystem servidésle it is not entirely uncommon in most
of the ecosystem services literature to see tine ®rosystem functions’ used interchangeably
with the term ‘ecosystem services’ (Ego et al, 20Bisher et al, 2009), in this paper,
ecosystem structure and functions are consideréerehtly from ecosystem services, and,
like Costanza et al (1997), ecosystem services@msidered to be the product of ecosystem
processes and functions. The MA grouped these stmyservices into four broad categories

which serve an important purpose of distinguisléngsystem services (Table 2.2
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Table 2.3 Ecosystem services categories

Ecosystem Services Category Examples of services
Provisioning Services Food, water, pharmaceuticals and energy.
Regulating Services Carbon sequestration and climate regulation; waste

decomposition and detoxification; water and airifzation;

Crop pollination, pest control and disease control

Supporting Services Nutrient dispersal, seed dispersal and primary yctidn

Cultural Services Cultural, intellectual and spigit inspiration; recreationa

experiences, including eco-tourism; and scientfscovery

Source MA (200%

It is important to note that by the time of the |icdttion of this report, some of the ecosystem
services identified in Table 2.2 were already thibject of multilateral environmental
agreements (MEAs) signed under the auspices oltliteed Nations. For example, issues
surrounding climate change are covered by the Unlations Conventions on Climate
Change (UNFCC), while biodiversity is the subjetcthee Convention on Biological Diversity
(CBD). Similarly, water and soil conservation amvered by the Convention on Combating
Droughts and Desertification (CCDD). These MEAgjether with Agenda 21, should be
understood as some of the most defining instrumehtsustainable development. The MA
report, however, takes the ecosystem services eldbaher by identifying other ecosystem
services of importance besides those covered bgetdEAs. In total, it identifies 24
ecosystem services of importance. In contrastedréditional conservation paradigm, where
material stock (forests, trees and wildlife) was gimary target of conservation, the concept

of ecosystem services broadens the goals of caats@muo capture these services.

Further, the MA (2005) points out that more tha®os0f the ecosystem services worldwide
are in a state of degradation. The report argusdrlorder to avoid the devastating impacts of
this degradation on human welfare, substantial gaaimave to be made in the way in which
society values and deals with natural resourcesother words, it calls for new ways of

thinking about natural resources and the maintemahecosystem services. Over the past two
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decades, the question that both academics andreatiea practitioners have been grappling
with is: how, and in what type of environments, eoosystem services be enhanced and
maintained? In response to this, some scholar$y aacScherr and McNeely (2008), have
argued for an extended thinking about environmecdakervation that goes beyond protected
areas to encompass socio-ecological systems, ier dodconserve and sustain ecosystem
services (see also Reeves, 2011; Batary et al,; 2@ kiva, et al, 2007; Vaccarro and Beltran,
2001; Vandarmeer and Perfecto, 2005; Zwaan, 20k®se scholars assert that conservation
of natural resources cannot rely on protected asdase, as maintenance of ecosystem
services requires new strategies for managingestaindscapes, including lands reserved for
production (Batary et al, 2011). Agricultural emnments, in particular, have emerged as the
most important focus of this new conservation debB@atary et al (2011:p1894), for example,
draw attention to the fact that “more than haltleé earth’s surface is molded by agriculture,
so the contribution of agriculture is critical feuccessful long-term conservation” (see Amdur
et al, 2011). According to Cunder (2007), forestngl agriculture are the two most important
land-land uses that affect the quality of the rematironments. Consequently, it is argued that
combining conservation in forest reserves with thatfarmland is a well-balanced way of
doing conservation (Batary et al, 2011). Anotheatda that justifies the emergency of agri-
environmental inititiatives is that consumers indféen countries are increasingly questioning
the benefits of modern agriculture. Kleijn and Sukand (2003) point out that there is a clear
and public mistrust about some aspects of modericudigire, particularly in terms of its
environmental impacts. This shift towards agri-eommental management implies that
agriculture areas must be viewed as multi-funclidaadscapes which do not only produce
food and fibres, but also various ecosystem sesvie@ng demanded by society (Milestad et
al, 2011; Melania and Sayid, 2011; Gorman et alQ120Pretty et al, 2003). Agri-
environmental management initiatives are now beimplemented in many developed
countries (and a few developing countries), andukred al (2011) note that it is probable that
they will even be introduced into an ever-growingmer of countries. In OECD countries
alone, Bartolini et al (2004) note that 400 diffgrgolicy measures concerning environmental
issues in agricultural areas have been implemeniatle 2.4 presents some of the agri-

environmental measures that are being adoptednseceation and agricultural policies.
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Table 2.4 Type of agri-environmental management gasures

Categories of agri-
environmental measures

Agri-environmental
approach

Detailed description of measures

Measures on cropland

Conservation agriculture

Lrowact agriculture, minimum tillage,
reduced inputs, planting of multi-purpose tree
and shrubs, crop-rotation, improved fallow
systems

Has positive impact on soil fertility, water
conservation, biodiversity and carbon storage

uy

Agro-forestry

Takes various forms — trees and shrubs on hg
gardens, dry-land farms etc.

Has positive effect on water catchments, soil
fertility, carbon sequestration, biodiversity.

me

Organic agriculture

Low impact agriculture involving no inputs,
crop rotation.

Has positive impact on soils, biodiversity and
water systems

On pasturelands

Silvi-pastoral systems

Plantigh density trees and shrubs in
pastures to provide diet and shed supplement
and prevent erosion

Using fast-growing trees for fencing rangelang
They are considered to have positive effects ¢

water, biodiversity, carbon sequestration and
watershed protection

n

s

Non-productive land
measures

Set-asides, preservation of
care of woods, hedges,
conversion of arable land to
grasslands

Non —productive land measures for the
preservation of the rural environments and
enhancement of biodiversity.

Also provide water-shed protection, carbon-
sequestration, soil protection, pollination

services and aesthetic services

Source: (World Bank, 2008; Baudron et al, 2007;98tp et al, 2008; EU, 2005; Dumanski et al, 2088,

2005; Goman et al, 2001)

The idea of extending conservation to agricultueavironments heralds a new era of

environmentalism and should be seen as a radigafreim the protected area thinking which

viewed agro-landscapes as “biological deserts ohoatile matrix of isolated habitat

fragments” (Batary et al, 2011:1894). In this wawé environmentalism, agricultural

environments and related landscapes are seen teoliby of conservation because they

assert, rather than deny, the value of sociallyéed change on the environment (Barker and

Stockdale, 2008). Indeed, Dailey and Matson (200889Y note that with the notion of

ecosystem services, there is a growing renaissartbe conservation community, such that:
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“Conservation efforts now are expanding into realwedl beyond reserves, beyond

charity, and beyond biodiversity — and into themsaieam”

From Table 2.4, it is clear that there are varitypes of measures that can be adopted in agri-
environmental initiatives. However, one elementraef them: that is that they have at least
two objectives, reducing environmental risks assed with modern agriculture and
preserving nature or delivering a range of ecosystervices, while at the same time
improving the livelihoods of farmers (EU, 2005; @@n et al, 2001; Scherr and McNeely,
2008; Dumanski, 2006; Cunders, 2007; Kleijn anch&dénd, 2003). Reducing environmental
risks associated with farming may imply reducinguts, such as fertilisers and pesticides,
preventing land abandonment, preventing soil erosaod biodiversity loss (EU, 2005;
Cunders, 2007; Latacz-Lohmann and Hodge, 2003)s&wation agriculture, for example, is
one of the agri-environmental measures that is @iatereducing environmental risks (i.e.
through minimum tillage, reduced farming inputs agto-forestry practices), while at the
same time improving the productivity of farm pldBumanski et al, 2006; Prosperi et al,
2011; WAC, 2010; Pretty et al, 2003; Altieri andcNolls, 2005). This type of measure is
common in parts of South America and the USA (WRQ10) but is now being deployed to
other parts of the world such as Africa (WAC, 20B@udron et al, 2007).

The idea of addressing environmental risks on fanchlhas also drawn considerable attention
to the rehabilitation or restoration of degradetla (Dailey et al, 1997; Morse, 2007; Dailey
and Matson, 2008), something seen as vital for meihg both livelihoods and ecosystems in
order to achieve the goals of sustainable developmié improves the availability of
ecosystem goods such as food, timber, fibres, aomidss energy that are critical for rural
livelihoods (Dailey, 1997), and at the same tinleves land users to avoid deforestation and
other land-uses with deleterious effects on eceayservices (Dailey et al, 1997). In the EU,
however, agri-environmental measures also takefdima of non-productive land measures
such as the conversion of arable land to grassketeasides and care of woods and hedges
(Kleijn and Sutherland, 2003; Scherr and McNeel@0& Borsotto et al, 2008), aimed at
preserving the rural landscape and enhancing keosity. Farmers who engage with non-
productive land management practices derive lieelthbenefits from such initiatives through

payments for ecosystem services.
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While agri-environmental measures have indeed datomsiderable ground in the past two
decades, there are a number of issues that remag&salved in these initiatives which will
continue to dominate future debates on the disonssi the paradigm. The first issue
concerns the place or role of local actors’ expe@eand knowledge in the decision-making
process surrounding the implementation of agri+®mmental measures. In other words, who
gets to decide what has to be done on the farmapidtwhose knowledge is important in the
process (Amdur et al, 2011; Lenihan and Braser920ody et al, 2009). In the EU, for
example, agri-environmental initiatives are beingplemented as part of the EU directives.
Lessons generated from these studies so far shav ttte implementation of agri-
environmental initiatives is largely characterisby a top-down approach to policy
development and implementation in which experts andke interpretations of the
environmental issues to be addressed by farmerd@Arat al, 2011; Lenihan and Braser,
2009; Doody et al, 2009; Herzele et al, 2011). Adow to Doody et al (2009), this poses
many challenges for the effective implementatiomgrfi-environmental measures as it is seen
as imposing solutions, and local actors (farmems)often opposed to many of the regulations
and recommendations developed by central actamsleBily, Lenihan and Braser (2009) note
that as centrally defined approaches, agri-enviemtal measures fail to account for local
actors’ knowledge and their diverse agro-ecologpralctices that may be important in the

implementation of these initiatives.

In Doody’s view, agri-environmental policy and ptiee rely heavily on a top-down process
because their development is based on first oreleearch and development (R&D) which
relies on the objectivity of scientific researchdevelop objective data through experiments
and monitoring. However, although such a process loa seen as ‘good science’ and
objective, Doody et al (2009) note that it failsalmcount for the human factors that will impact
on the implementation of proposed measures, andliffexences in perception of how the
problem should be solved. Indeed, what most ddelstudies show is the need for alternative
means of developing agri-environmental measureghioh local actors play an important role
in interpreting the environmental measures to belemented. The importance of local
ecological knowledge in sustainable natural ressgimanagement has been highlighted by
other authors (e.g. Brown, 2003; Fisher, 2000; ¢gj®005; Briggs and Sharp, 2004; Scherr,

2000). As Berkes (2004) notes, putting humans batk the ecosystem requires using all
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possible sources of ecological knowledge as magvhdable. It is argued that the knowledge
of local actors, in particular, can help build arsmmoomplete information base than reliance on
science alone (Berkes, 2004; Brown, 2003). As egvironmental initiatives are now gaining
a foothold in developing countries, it is importatd examine whether or not agri-
environmental initiatives in developing countriese aaccommodative of local actors’

knowledge and experiences.

Finally, another important issue concerns the goesif how to motivate farmers to adopt
agri-environmental measures in order to produceir@mwmental goods and services that
benefit society as a whole (Guy, 2006). This hanhmartially resolved in developed countries
through payments for agri-environmental measunesyhich farmers receive payment for
modifying landscapes in favour of environmentalvems. Over the past two decades, a
market-based mechanism that provides incentiventbowners, farmers and communities to
conserve and sustain ecosystem services has gaopethrity with international conservation
organisations such as IUCN, UNEP, FAO and WWF. Tpasadigm is referred to as
‘Payments for Ecosystem Services’ (PES) or ‘Paysémt Environmental Services’ (for an
exhaustive discussion on PES, see Wunder, 2008)R|R005; Ferraro and Simpson, 2005;
Morse, 2007; FAO, 2005; WRI, 2005). PES is hailedaadirect conservation approach that
cuts out the state bureaucracy by addressing thiegbion and enhancement of ecosystem
services through the market. Economists often artipa¢ the degradation of ecosystem
services is mainly a result of inadequate adopéind implementation of efficient, modern
economic techniques of management, exploitationcamservation (Robbins, 2004; Ferraro
and Simpson, 2005). Primarily, this stems fromck laf markets for most ecosystem services
that have often been regarded as ‘free goods’, thaging land-owners and communities with
no incentives to protect these services (Coull datatin, 2008). PES promises to tackle the
problem of insufficient incentives for land-owndng providing a framework for financing and
paying for these services. One of its major assiomptis that land-owners will devote their
holdings to whatever activity that provides thenthwthe greatest benefits (Ferraro and
Simpson, 2005; Wunder, 2005; CIFOR, 2005). For eptanfarmers may dedicate their land
to agriculture or pastureland instead of forestegduse these land-uses give them the best
livelihood benefits. However, if conservationistadaother actors want land-owners to
dedicate their land to environmental measures, they must compensate the land-owners for

opportunity costs. The thinking is simply to payiwiduals and communities to undertake
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actions that increase levels of desired ecosystemicgs rather than create rules and
regulations (Libanda and Blignaut, 2008). This eagies a reciprocal exchange, whereby if
land-owners take actions that demonstrably resuftrotection of ecosystem services, they
will receive something they value (i.e. compensati® paid in exchange for conservation
performance) (Ferraro and Simpson, 2005; Coull\4aldtin, 2008).

While in theory, PES emphasise the role of markietgractice, many agri-environmental
schemes in developed countries are funded by pfusiats (Vatn, 2011). According to Ferraro
and Simpson (2005), in Europe, fourteen countrnsover $11 billion between 1993 —
1997 to convert well over 20 million hectares ofiagtural land into woodlands contracts
and ‘set asides’ lands. Similarly, the United Staspends about $1.5 billion annually to
contract for 12 — 15 million hectares for consanrat(Ferraro and Simpson, 2005). In the
Unites States’ programme, contracted farmers and-¢avners undertake land and resource
management initiatives to improve the quality ofida control soil erosion and enhance
habitats for waterfowl and wildlife (Ferraro andnfpison, 2005). On the other hand, in
developing countries, PES programmes are gendralligeir infancy and mainly driven by
climate change programmes under CDM and the RED{atives. Moreover, examples of
PES initiatives for agri-environmental managemaitiatives in developing regions such as
Africa are virtually non-existent and it is quesiile whether poor governments can use
public funds for the development of agri-environtatnnitiatives. Indeed, when examining
these issues, it is important to note here thatynedmhe studies on agri-environmental studies
are primarily focused on developed countries. &hises from the fact that agri-environmental
initiatives are relatively advanced in these regjdout are still in their infancy in developing
regions such as Africa. Consequently, quite a gagtein understanding how they are being
designed, translated into action and the outcotm®g pproduce. As Dailey and Matson (2007)
point out, one of the major challenges of the estwsy services discourse is how to

implement such initiatives in different biophysieald socio-cultural contexts.
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2.8 Conclusion

This chapter has reviewed several strands of liuezahat have framed our understanding of
livelihood environmental relationships. In the fisection, the chapter has drawn attention to
political ecology as an important theoretical fravoek underpinning this work. The
framework offers this thesis an important oppoiyrio understand human-environmental
interactions in the study area in a holistic waydrel the restraints of disciplinary boundaries.
Livelihood and environmental outcomes are framethiwithe wider processes that help to
shape them, such as political economy and histgripeoduced narratives. The chapter has
also dealt with the rise of the sustainable livatitis perspective and its importance to socio-
ecological research. In this project, it is enveshgthat a livelihood perspective will
complement political ecology’s critical tools byoprding organising concepts for site-specific
studies and by showing how natural resources mamagestrategies sit with local level
realities. The chapter has also examined the chgnmature of conservation discourse. It has
demonstrated that natural resources managemeiiudiscand practice is changing direction,
from an emphasis on fortress conservation to nestaswable development strategies. While
SD has indeed repositioned the relationship betvigelihoods and conservation and has led
to the emergency of new conservation models, vlehstve little empirical insights into how
these models are particularised for use in differsotio-cultural contexts, how they are
operationalized and the extent to which they asmm@enodative of local people’s knowledge
and experiences surrounding the environment aetiinods. These issues are adressed in the

next chapters.
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Chapter Three

Research Methodology

3.1 Introduction

To achieve its aims, this thesis draws on a rafigeethods in the collection, organisation and
analysis of data. In particular, the methods usdtiis research are significantly influenced by
the livelihoods framework and political ecology. Asterdisciplinary approaches, both

perspectives favour the use of ‘mixed’ or eclentethods in studying socio-ecological issues.
This chapter will discuss the methodology usedhim s$tudy, including the selection of the
study sites, research participants and the proodissved in the collection and analysis of

data.

3.2 Research methodology in this thesis

While this research is heavily influenced by poétiecology and the livelihoods perspective,
the fieldwork context and the nature of the redeapeestions also played an important role in
determining the methodological orientation of thiedy. As some scholars have pointed out,
besides the theoretical orientation of the reseatiohd fieldwork context and the type of
research questions should also play an importdatinoguiding the choice of the research
methods in a research project (Gillepsie, 2007;gdaidge, 2004; Bryman, 2008). In this
regard, this research uses both qualitative andtiative methods of collecting and analysing
data in order to address the research problem agdtigns. The qualitative methods used
include in-depth interviews, discourse analysiscui group discussions and other
participatory tools such as transects, use of sehsalendars and timelines. These qualitative
methods are complemented by quantitative surveygediat capturing people’s livelihood
practices and the distribution of livelihood assatsong them. Although used in a limited
sense, because of the type of research questi@hsharfieldwork context, the quantitative

methods form part of a mixed methodological appnoac

Qualitative and quantitative research have ofteanbpresented as two distinct research
strategies that articulate different philosoph@séumptions such that researchers often try to
align themselves with either of the positions (K&o and Tate, 2000; Bryman, 2008;

Langdridge, 2004; Lindsay, 1997). This, in turns laeated a misconception that the two
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methodological approaches are polar opposites. Memvenany scholars also note that the
distinction is not a hard-and-fast one: studied thave the broad characteristics of one
research strategy may also have characteristitiseobther (Bryman, 2008). Indeed there are
many research problems which require that qual#atéind qualitative methods are used in a
complementary sense in order to provide an enhanonddrstanding of the issues at hand.
Such a research strategy is now referred to as »@dmmethods approach or eclectic
methodological approach (Gillepsie, 2007; Chilest®)5; Evans, 2002). In socio-ecological
research, this is important, as, increasingly thei recognition that environmental concerns
bleed inescapably through dualistic modes of amatyst distinguish nature from society, and
across geography’s corresponding categories of omgimy cultural and physical concerns
(Evans, 2002; Demerrit, 2009). Moreover, it hasnbaggued that to capture both biophysical
realities as well as the socio-political dimensiofishe environment, it is important to utilise
hybrid research in which a variety of perspectipésy a role in dealing with the research
problem (Batterbury, 2008; Simon, 2004). This ishp@s the context that has seen the rise of
political ecology as a style of analysis in geodiegl research concerning socio-ecological
systems. Use of eclectic methods is one of theerstones of political ecology, and founding
scholars such as Blaikie who have popularised figeafi mixed methods in socio-ecological
research are said to have broken up barriers togtitan order to open up new avenues for
scholarship (Muldavin, 2008). This has enabledtjgali ecological works to be inspirational
across theoretical, empirical and disciplinary tames. Collins (2008) also adds that by
fostering the integration of a variety of reseatobls and theoretical approaches, political

ecology has ascended to a prominent position igrgehical scholarship.

Today, socio-ecological works that employ a mixedthods approach abound (Stringer,
2009; Evans, 2004; Simon, 2004; Benjamin, 2004jeShe, 2005; Cardieux, 2008; Collins,
2008). Stringer (2009) notes that use of multiplethnds is paramount in investigating
mutually embedded social and environmental contamtscan result in better understandings
of existing human-environment interactions. In &#ddi a mixed method approach, as used in
this study, provides an opportunity to triangulated cross-check the results, thus giving
credibility to the research process (Stringer, 200igel, 1996; Bryman, 2008). Triangulation
refers to the practice of using an intersectingdedlifferent research methods in a single
research project (McDonald and Tipton, 1996). Itynaso imply that data have to be

collected at a variety of times, in different Idoas and from a range of persons (McDonald
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and Tipton, 2008). This notion of triangulatiorsh@ow become a salient feature of research

methodology in socio-ecological research.
3.3  Selection of study sites and actors to particge in the research

The fieldwork and data collection process involwed selection of study sites, actors to
participate in the research process, fieldwork arafory activities and the actual execution of

the research.

(a)  Study sites

This research was conducted in Chongwe districdashbia (for a detailed description of the
district see Chapter Five), at two geographicasswhere local level studies were carried out.
All the areas are predominantly rural and reflecitiple production systems. Chongwe was
selected for this study because it is one of tlstridis where the national decentralisation
policy is being piloted. It is also a district weeronservation agriculture initiatives have been
piloted and are now being up-scaled to all partshefdistrict. In this regard, Chongwe has
potential to provide insights into how policies iged from the discourse of sustainable
development are being translated into practice. él@n the district's proximity to Lusaka

means that there may be a significant urban inflaeam the area with important implications
for the study. For example, the boom in charc@ald and the in-migration in the district are
all linked to the area’s proximity to Lusaka. s regard, Chongwe may not be very typical
of remote rural areas, but provides important lesson the challenges of addressing rural

environmental problems that partly arise from urlvdiuence.

From the start of the fieldwork, the intention wasidentify two sites for fieldwork studies:
one site where access and use of natural resowesegoverned by customary institutions and
rules; and one site where the management of naksalirces was governed by state rules and
regulations. Customary natural resource manageamhtstate-led management approaches
(protected areas) are the two dominant categofieataral resource management systems in
Zambia. An additional criterion was to look foresittargeted by new conservation strategies

driven by the discourse of sustainable development.
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In forestry policies, both customary areas and qutetd areas are targets of new natural
resources policies promoting devolution of natwedources and protection of ecosystem
services. In this regard, the sites selected ptedean opportunity to investigate the prospects
and challenges of deploying these strategies tb siies. Data collection from these sites also
provided an empirical basis for interrogating doamnhnarratives surrounding common pool
resources. The narratives include Hardin’s (196&)gedy of the Commorend the state’s
position on customary natural resource systemswdrad are commonly referred to as ‘open
access systemgGRZ-MTNR, 1999; 2007; GRZ-MTNR/FAO, 2010).The s#ien of the
sites followed preliminary interviews conducted twdistrict officials and other local leaders
in the district. For each of these sites, dataectibn was also conducted in neighbouring
villages for the purpose of generating comparisons.

The first site, adjacent to the Kanakantapa resetht scheme (Figure 3.1), is located 7 km
west of Chongwe administrative centre in Nkomeshag#om. The primary village of
concern in this area is Shisholeka village. Théimsve mark of this village is its common-
pool resource management system that has beer legl@ model by the district forestry
office. The village woodland is managed by custgmanthorities without any external
intervention and offers useful insights into howstoumary resource governance systems
operate in comparison to state-managed systemslstt represents an ideal case for
understanding how customary resource managemetegnsyshave survived over years of
exclusive emphasis on state conservation and hegetsystems are being modified in the
face of environmental change and social and ecanpressures. For this area, data collection
was also conducted in the neighbouring village damika for the purpose of generating

comparisons.
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Figure 3.1 Map of study area
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The second site is called Munyeta area and isddcabout 40 km north-east of Chongwe
administrative town. This area is located in Buldsda Kingdom of the Soli people. In

Munyeta, data collection focused on householdsnith @ound the Munyeta forest reserve.
According to the district staff, Munyeta represeoite of the most important ecological sites
in the district. It is a water catchment area whirgts an important ring of hills and natural
woodland that is managed by the state. However, ygianhas also become an important
source of conflicts as various actors (the stadeall communities, traders etc) claim their
rights to access and management of land and wabdémources in the area. This allowed the
study to gain insight into the various physical ifestations of natural resource conflicts in

protected areas and to examine how natural respoltzes were being translated into action.
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An important characteristic of the reserve is thespnce of a large population of ‘squatters’
who were also targeted for data collection andie¢atas local-level actors. With the changes
in natural resource policies, the forest departmieas begun the process of seeking

collaborative natural resource management withetihesal-level actors.

One village, Mayaya, was selected inside the resfwvthe study. This was based on the fact
that this is the oldest village in the reserve tnalvillage head has kept records of households
in the village. While it is argued that there ane \llages in the reserve, it was found that
many of the residents could not easily tell in whicillage they were exactly located.
Moreover, the organisation of what could be considévillages’ was rather messy and the
boundaries where quite blurred. In addition, tHage heads did not have any records on the
households in their areas. As a result, the stugintained a focus on Mayaya, but interviews
were also conducted with key informants from otvibages as well. Outside the reserve, the
studies focused on Mufwesha as a secondary stlidgeviin the site. This was also selected
on the basis of being the oldest village closeh® forest reserve. It was important for
generating comparison and understanding the hesidmportance of the forest reserve to the

communities surrounding it.

(b)  Selection of actors to participate in the resarch

As already noted in the introductory chapter, thedg focuses attention on the interests,
ideologies and actions of various actors in drivthgg change in environment and natural
resources policies and mediating access to natesalrces at the local level. An important
task in this research was to identify these acosto map their interests and claims to land
and forest resources in the study sites. Accordingittle (2006), this is one of the most

important tasks of political ecology. It allows tesunderstand each group’s claims to natural
resources and to identify alliances and polarisatib stances and their respective share of
formal or informal power. To achieve this, a rarmgfeactors representing various interest
groups and interacting at various levels were seteto participate in the study. It included

actors that operate at the international and nakisoales, but with significant influence in

driving the natural resource agenda at the loaadllsuch as donor agencies and international
NGOs. It also included national NGOs, state depamts) local government and civic leaders

in the district. These were selected to participatde study in several ways. First, a number
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of actors were identified in the preparatory stagiethe fieldwork through the various policy
documents and other literature that identifieddrganisations or departments as key actors in
natural resource policies or implementing prograsymigh a bearing on the local sites.
Secondly, some of the organisations were alreagyesented in the study sites by local
officers who live or work in the sites. Thirdly, v&al organisations were identified as
important actors with significant influence on lbdavelihoods and natural resources by
members of the communitffhe study also focused explicitly on ‘local levattors (chiefs,
forest resource users, farmers etc). The localllemethis study, is treated as the site of
implementation of environment and natural resoupm#gies derived from various discourses
including sustainable development. It is also usibed as the arena where various natural
resource and livelihoods conflicts manifest thensl

3.4  Fieldwork preparation and collection of documetary data

The field work in the research project was caroed over a period of 11 months between
October 2009 and September 2010. Fieldwork begdh avifive week exploratory phase
during which preliminary meetings were held withrigas actors in natural resource
management such as national and district officefsthe forest department, NGO
representatives and customary leaders. This phaseimportant for establishing contacts,
acquainting the research with key actors in nattgaburces and identifying suitable sites.
During this time, there was a focus on various ges (e.g. forestry policy, national
environmental policy and land policy and agricudtymolicy), planning and legal documents
(e.g. Acts of Parliaments, colonial ordinancesghasal information (e.g. district notebooks)
and NGO writings related to natural resources avelihoods. Time was also spent in the
national archives and the documentation units ofesof these organisations (e.g. CIFOR and
Environmental Council of Zambia). This allowed tsieidy to build a broad picture of the
status of natural resource management in Zambiaksodio grasp the popular environmental
discourse circulating in official circles. Thesecdments were taken as texts that expressed

the intents and interests of various actors sutchestate over time.

According to McDonald and Tipton (1996), such doeuats are social products that are
intended to be read as objective statements of fotvever, these documents are often

socially produced, implying that they are produoedthe basis of certain ideas, theories and
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commonly accepted, taken-for-granted principlesesEhideas, implicit and explicit, provided
the foundation for building themes that were incogted in the design of local-level research
instruments. Moreover, this preliminary phase aldwhe research to delimit the scope of the
study and to develop questions that were pre-testeithe study sites. The documentary
material examined during this phase became an tapopart of the analysis of natural
resource policies. The preparatory stage for loma# studies also benefited from a
sustainable livelihood framework which provided trganising concepts and already set the
most important factors affecting local livelihoodad environment. Like many other socio-
ecological works (e.g. Stringer, 2009; Benjamin0£20Simon, 2004; Collins, 2008), the
livelihood framework provided an important checklef issues to be investigated through
non-scheduled interviews, participatory methods andveys. As a basis of analysis, it
ensured that different issues and situations thaal rpopulations have to manage are
sufficiently addressed. These include livelihoodeds and strategies, local institutional

arrangements and issues of vulnerability and ezgig.
3.4.1 In-depth interviews with community participans

The main qualitative method used in this studyhe in-depth interview technique. The
techniqgue was used to collect data from both sitera and non-site actors. A total of 94
individual interviews were conducted with membefsommunities in the two sites in this
study. Several factors were taken into considanatidhe selection of participants in the study
for the interviews. Statistical representation was considered important in the selection of
participants for interviews as the focus was oerisity and depth of information rather than
breadth. An attempt, however, was made to captwerse views from various local actors,
such as charcoal producers and traders, farmerdenseand representatives of women’s
groups. The selection of participants in the comityuwas purposive rather than random.
Contact in the field was first made with villagaders who then identified other participants
who could participate in the research as key inforts. The key participants identified this
way were often what the village leadership congidelcommunity experts’ in matters of
natural resources, culture, livelihoods, local dngtand other issues. Their participation
provided an invaluable contribution to the underdiag of local livelihoods and customary
institutions governing natural resources and rliveks in general. By building on interviews

with key informants, the study progressed by indigngy other participants with varying
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experiences and ideologies in the community. Ofpamticipating individuals would suggest
other people who would offer a similar or differgrerspective on the whole subject. Other
participants, however, were encountered in sitagsdurce extraction or production, such as
farm plots, charcoal kiln and firewood collectiomnes. According to Cadieux (2008),
although selection of participants in this manrkaves the research to capture a wide range of
themes, it has its drawbacks - some groups in@hawnity may be under-represented while
others may be over-represented. To guard agairsstithitation, Cadieux suggests that one
should continue with interviews until clear clustesf themes have emerged and no new
themes emerge. The strategy proved useful in désisarch and interviews only stopped when
it was felt that this saturation point was reachBable 3.1 presents the number of interviews
conducted with residents in each of the two sites.

Table 3.1 In-depth interviews conducted in the stug

Study Site Name of Number of Number of
Village/Area Households Participants
Site A Mtanuka 110 28
Shisholeka 120 30
Site B Munyeta ( 98 households 20
inside the
Reserve)
Munyeta 62 households 16
(outside the
reserve)
Total 390 94

The interviews served the purpose of eliciting rimhd detailed materials encompassing
descriptions of concerns, livelihood practices astourses of various actors in the study
sites. Questions that participants addressed iadligsues surrounding their livelihoods assets
and strategies; access to and use of forest resgurs/olvement in the forest and woodland
resources decision-making process; their expergendt state conservation, agro-ecological
initiatives and land tenure policies; their respmnso changes in livelihoods and natural
resources. As a flexible research method, in-démrviews allowed the study to explore
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diverse issues outside the restraints of a ‘fixeestjon and response’ process. It also allowed

the unveiling of issues not previously anticipabydhe research.

The time spent on each interview varied. While samerviews were as short as 35 minutes,
others were longer than two hours. These intervimoek place in a variety of settings, from
people’s homes, farms or forest. This implies thiaile some interviews were conducted in a
relaxed atmosphere, some were conducted at sitesewpeople were collecting forest
products or herding livestock. Interviews conductedsites where people were working
provided an appreciation of the spaces where hoeelil activities took place, hence aiding the
understanding of livelihoods-environmental intei@ts. However, this sometimes had an
influence on the depth of information that was ecéd from some interviews, particularly
where participants had only a limited time to beoiwed in discussions. Where possible,
efforts were made to have repeat interviews. Thas particularly important for participants
who were considered key informants, such as long-tesidents or community leaders, and
those with ‘expert’ knowledge on a particular is¢egy. knowledge on local trees and plants,

local institutions and cultural practices etc).

Depending on circumstances, a voice recorder wad tastape the interviews. It was realised
that, in many cases, the use of the recorder @rlyed to unnerve the participants. This was
particularly important when conducting interviews the forest reserve where suspicions
about the implications of the research where N#ile many respondents in the first site
(customary area) had no objection to the intervibeiag taped, many participants in Munyeta
(government forest reserve) did not want the ingev8 to be audio-recorded. In this case,
notes of the interviews were taken. Participantslunyeta were often concerned about being
guoted particularly when research questions dydotliched their legal status in the reserve.
This was one of the main challenges to be facechwiweking in Munyeta. The research work

was at first treated with suspicion because offthmssment that the community has often
experienced from forest officials. The suspicioresevdealt with through a lengthy interaction
with community leaders and members of the communityrder to gain their trust. Still, some

of the responses to the interviews in this areaeweated with caution and repeat interviews
were held with some members of the community. Meeeothe use of complementary

methods (focus groups and mini-surveys) became mygrertant for cross-checking results.
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On three occasions, the research benefited fromations by the male members of the local
community to a social forum calleétphala’. This is a traditional gathering of the men
(outside work hours) of the community where varisosial issues are discussed and debated
in a relaxed atmosphere. On these three occadiomgver, the discussions revolved around
the themes in the research project, such that tiMgbkala’ sessions could be considered as
informal group interviews or indeed focus group cdssions. Unlike in the formal
arrangement, here, the participants debated thesdssorrected one another and provided
historical accounts of issues surrounding localihoods and natural resources based on their
own rules of discussion. The discussions were hklpfoviding insights into local knowledge
systems, local history and resource conflicts.nstsame time, the research recognises that the
views from theseMphala’ sessions largely reflected the men’s point of vaewd may not be

representative of other groups, especially womehyaniths.
3.4.2 Complementing interview data with transectsrd direct observations

The use of interviews generally worked well witthext qualitative methods such as direct
observation and transects walks. Some intervievpeederred to give emphasis to their
responses by allowing the researcher to accompaay tto the forest or farm plot. For
example, herbalists took a keen interest in showlegresearcher the type of trees used for
medicinal purposes. In another case, forest usbosspecialised in supplying building poles
or craft making also took some time to show theaesher the tree species used in their trade.
As a result, while transect walks and direct obsgons could be viewed as distinct research
methods in their own rights, they worked as a cemgntary approach to interviews, often
taking place at the same time. Data collection whése methods was used in such a way that
there was great flexibility rather than adherermetstrict process. Often, the context and
availability of an opportunity would play a role ihe data collection process. This flexibility
and adaptability is not uncommon with qualitativethods of data collection. Lindsay (1997)
notes that unlike quantitative research, stricieaeihce to well-defined procedures is quite rare

and sometimes even unwelcome in qualitative rekearc
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In three cases, however, transects walks were etatidly carried out for the purpose of
identifying the different components (natural asgef the environment used by households,
and also to examine the livelihood practices indtuely sites. In each site, at least a whole day
was dedicated to this exercise. The transect walksved visits to the local forests and other
sites of importance with a community guide and ey informants (long-time residents of
the areas) with detailed knowledge of the local lepn This proved important for
understanding the local ecology, livelihood praetidand-use and other physical details of the
sites. The transects were also important for umaledsng local indicators of woodland
conditions, resource harvesting techniques and ptinsical details of the area.

3.4.3 Interviews with representatives of organisabins and institutions

As earlier noted, apart from conducting interviemith local communities, interviews were
also conducted with representatives of variousrosgdions regarded as important actors who
exert influence on local livelihoods-environmenitgteractions in the study sites (Table 3.2).
34 interviews were conducted with these actorsh@lgh the study targeted particular office
bearers who were thought to be the most appropp@tsons for the interviews, it was not
uncommon to be referred to another person in tparti@ent because of organisation ethos or
procedures (e.g. being referred to a public refatiofficer). This, in some cases, was not very
helpful to the research as some of the officersevpaorly informed on the subject and would
instead draw attention to some leaflets or neweslettat were supposed to provide the
organisation’s perspective on the matter. This dugsappear to be unique to this study. A
similar problem was encountered by Gillespie (20@7his “Sustainable Rural Tourismin
Scotland. He notes that some officials answeredesomthe questions by asking him to

consult some company documents which hinderedfteet@eness of interview sessions.

In some cases, organisation ethos prevented tiperrdents from discussing certain topics
that were considered ‘sensitive’. For exampletipgants from state departments would not
easily discuss certain elements of the nationaémtealisation policy or forestry policy. As

one participant notet...that is a sensitive issue, | would rather midcuss it”.
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In one case, the participant willingly discusseel tontroversial aspects but noted."..don’t
guote me, the matter is before cabin@te silence surrounding the subject demonstréted t
sensitivity and political nature of natural res@mlicy. In addition, this also showed how
research is an ethical issue. In this regard, edpondents were assured anonymity except

where some participants had no objection to beuajey.

These actors were asked either specific questielaing to study sites or general questions
relating to the process of change in natural ressumpolicies, including the design and
implementation of SD policies (e.g. design and enpentation of natural resources
devolution programmes and agri-environmental itites). Organisations, such as the district
council, agriculture and forest department, werekeds questions relating to the
implementation of these policies, their interestl amput in the process and perceptions of
local realities. The interviews allowed the reshai@ examine how the various agendas and
interests of these organisations influence loe@lifhoods and access to natural resources. The
interviews also allowed the study to link findingsthe local sites with district and national
trends. As a result, the interviews were condutteslich a way that the researcher was going
back and forth between participants in the commurahd these organisations. The

organisations which participated in this researehpaesented in Table 3.2.
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Table 3.2

Interviews with representatives of varias organisations

Type of organizatior

Name of organizatior

Key issues discussed witorganization

State departments

Forestry department

Changes in forest policies, relationship with local
communities, implementation of SD policies, JFM éocal
participation, status of PES systems etc

Agriculture department

Departments’ perspectiviocél livelihoods, integration of
environment in agriculture programmes, changes in
livelihoods in the area, shocks and stresses aftpct
livelihoods, agro-forestry and conservation agtiod

Community development
and social welfare

Local participation in development, environment and
development conflicts, involvement in environménta
policies

Department of environment
and natural resources

Environmental Policy making process, adoption and
implementation of sustainable initiatives, relasibip with
local communities, local environmental knowledge

Intergovernmental
organizations

FAO

FAO role in agriculture and forestry policipspspects and
challenges of conservation agriculture, internaion
perspectives on forest resources and agricultoiergsts in
local natural resources and liveliho

International
development NGOs

World Vision International
Child Fund International

Norwegian Embassy

Involvement with local livelihoods, development giiees,
local participation, integration of environment in
development projects, conservation agriculturéatiites.

Southern Africa
regional environmental
NGOs

PELUM

SAFIRE

Conservation agriculture, Challenges and ProspéctEM
in Zambia and SADC region, interest in local natura
resource issues

Local government

Chongwe district Council

National decentralisation
Secretariat

Ministry of local
government headquarters

Development planning and the environment, prospeuds
challenges of decentralization, involvement in raitu
resource management, institutional conflicts, refethip
with central government

International
Environmental NGOs

World Wide Fund for
Nature (WWF)

Center for International
Forestry Research (CIFO

Role of international NGOs in deployment of SD pigls —
e.g. community based natural resource policiesPA S,
Perception of local resource management systems,
indigenous knowledge

National environmental
NGOs

Community Based Natural
Resources Forum
(ZCBNRMF)

Ornithological Society of
Zambia (ZOS)

Conservation Farming Unit
(CFU)

Engagement with local populations in natural reseur
management, state of CBNRM in the country, prospef
CBNRM and PES

Relationship with international institutions,

Drivers of change in natural resource management

Political and traditional
Leaders

Area Councillor

MP and Ex- Minister of
Environment

Senior Chiefs

Political views on protected areas, decentralinatiod JFM,
land and forest resource conflicts institutionald éegal
frameworks, engagement with communities

85




3.4.4 Participatory exercises

Participatory approaches are used in this studemtite assumption that they provide tools
that enable and empower people to present, shdrerdrance their knowledge of livelihoods
and environmental conditions. Participatory redears now becoming an important
component in geographical research (Crang and C2@7; Demeritt, 2009; Hoggart et al,
2001; Kesby et al, 2005). Demerrit (2009) notes #uaoss a variety of fields dealing with the
environment and conservation, there is a growingpgeition of the potential epistemic
contributions to be made by drawing on the knowéedgd experiences of lay people as an
input into research. This explicitly recognises thaentific experts and researchers are not the
only people with knowledge and much can be leaiminf‘ordinary’ persons (Kesby et al,
2005; Demerrit, 2009).

Three whole day participatory workshops were cotetlicin the study sites. Initially,
participants, comprising representatives from waioresource user groups and key
informants, were recruited through the traditionehdership. In the first participatory
workshop, it was noted that some of the peopletedvnever turned up. However, as the
meetings were held in a public venue, other memdbietise community who were not invited
decided to attend the participatory meetings. ritéd out that some of the contributions from
these ‘uninvited’ participants were very good, sudlht in the subsequent workshops, the
meetings were equally open to members of the corntynwiho were not formally invited. The
main tool of data collection in these workshops wlas focus group discussion method.
According to Crang and Cook (2007:1), the use ofu$ group discussions is important for
understanding the world as experienced and undetstothe everyday lives of people ‘who
live them out’. They allow groups of people to meetd discuss their experiences and
thoughts about specific topics, not only with tlesearcher but with each other. The focus

group discussions in this research revolved ardnedhemes presented in Box 3.1.
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Box 3.1 Focus group themes

Issues of resource access — which group of pe@ve &ccess to certain types |of
resources and why? What factors (e.g. institutiangyrs) hinder/mediate access
to resources by certain groups? Which components tled village
rangeland/forest are highly contested? Who ownschvitomponent of the

village rangeland/forest?

Local resources management — which resources amttese are held as very
important for the community and why? What natuedaurces management

regimes are applied to the village rangeland/fGré&hat conflicts arise as fa

—t

result of these regimes? What is their notion ajrddation and why? Whg

practices on the farm plots, home-gardens or haadsthave environmenta

benefits? Why are some farming practices adoptddb#rers not?

Knowledge and power — what forms of knowledge deytthink are importani

1%

for policy making and conservation? Do membershef community have th
ability to negotiate rights and entitlements anéilfuesponsibility over resource
governance? Is there motivation to claim rightsraesource? Who is involveq
in decision making concerning participatory inittes and conservation
agriculture? What types of power resources are umedhe community tg

challenge the decisions of powerful actors?

At each workshop, participants were divided intarfgroups (size between 5-7 members):
men, women, male and female youths (see plate r8lipkate 3.2). This division took into
consideration the fact that in a community, varisub-groups are likely to have different
perspectives on an issue (Cadieux, 2008; Chilexb@5). In addition, the research took into
consideration cultural factors that could hinder ciiscussion of many issues. Men and women
were placed in separate groups, as men often dtentliscussions in some African settings
such as Zambia. In addition, in some Zambian siesieyoung people are equally expected

not to speak much in the presence of elderly mehvaymen. In this regard, separating these

groups ensured that the views of women and thehyangt adequately captured.
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Source: Field photo

Plate 3.1 Shisholeka worparticipate in focus group discussions (plesassion)

Source: Field photo

Plates 3.2 Male youths in Munyeta participate icufbgroup discussions

These focus group discussions were complementedrbpge of other tools such as activity
and seasonal calendars. Using the same groupsityaciélendars (daily and monthly) and

historical timelines were drawn for the purpose gafining insights into people’s daily
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livelihood practices and events experienced byctmamunity, such as environmental stresses
and shocks, or change of political or economic meg and how they affect people’s
livelihoods. This participatory process allowedsthiesearch to understand rural people’s
realities as they expressed them and not as thanaeer thinks they should be. It also allowed
participants to take part in a complex analysigssties surrounding natural resources and
livelihoods. More importantly, for marginalised comnities, such as the ‘squatters’ in
Munyeta, this process provided an opportunity tarheir ‘collective’ voice surrounding

their circumstances in the forest reserve.
3.4.5 Mini-surveys

The previous sections have described the varioafitgtive methods that were employed in
the study. In addition to these methods, two mimisgeys were used to complement the
gualitative methods as part of a multi-method appho While a broad range of issues was
examined through use of qualitative methods, thweys were used to collect data on a

narrow set of issues such as livelihood assetdaamadmanagement practices.

On-farm surveys

Two types of surveys were carried out in the stuidhe first survey was aimed at capturing
variables relating to on-farm practices, such as d@ldoption of conservation agriculture

practices and the application of indigenous farntechniques (see Appendix 1). A survey
sheet that acted as a checklist was used to recefarm practices in the two study sites. This
list was generated from interview data and prieldfivisits and checked as observed (or not)
using yes or no responses. The results obtaineddea an empirical basis for comparing

what farmers do in practice with various land mamagnt prescriptions from organisations
working in the study sites. This approach was paldrly useful for examining themes such as
conservation agriculture; a ‘sustainable land manant’ approach aimed delivering a range
of ecosystem services (e.g. carbon sequestrationwater conservation) in addition to

enhancement of livelihoods. This survey was adrtergsl between November 2009 and April
2010. A total of 100 on-farm surveys were condugtethe study. The sampling procedure
followed in the selection of farm plots was whatghti be considered as convenience

sampling. Convenience sampling, according to Bryif2208), is used when chance presents
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itself to collect data from a convenience sampleé iamepresents too good an opportunity to
miss. At the start of the fieldwork, there wereptans to carry out on-farm surveys. However,
during interviews, some patrticipants preferredrigkhe researcher to their farm plots to stress
some of the points in the discussion. After vigitannumber of the farm plots, it was seen as
useful to generate a checklist of some of the sgshat participants raised and what was
observed on the farm plots for the purpose of corspas and understanding the distribution
of on-farm practices among participants. There m@sittempt to create a sampling frame as
the approach relied on the willingness of the fagtie take the researcher to the farming plot.
In addition, the survey was used when talking tonfxs who were found working on farm
plots during the field visits and agreed to haveasemvation. The mini-survey simply
complemented the interviews. Although the on-fatrvey data do not allow the research to
carry out statistical tests because of the typsamhpling used, it allows connections to be
made with findings from non-scheduled interviewsl @movides important indicators of on-
farm environmental conditions and the type of pcast that farmers adopt on their farm plots

(e.g. frequencies on conservation agriculture peastadopted by farmers).

The second survey involved administering a questior with a fixed set of questions and
standard responses (Appendix 2). Again, as in $lkeeofithe on-farm survey, the questionnaire
merely captured elements that were identified m ititerviews for the purpose of obtaining
frequencies and general data. Rather than focushengeneration of data for statistical
analyses, generalisations and prediction, the garused in the study were used to understand
patterns of resource use and the distribution wélihood assets among households, and
provided a basis for comparison between sites. stsing point, the number of households
in the two villages of the first site where takesm @ sampling framework. Unlike urban
communities, where the demographic characteristican area are well-recorded, such
statistics are rare in most rural communities ahBe. Often, the sources of such statistics are
census records published every ten years. Thesstis&®a however, only go down to ward
level, and not village level. As such, the studyl ha rely on village registers kept by the
headpersons of the villages in order to get the baunof households in the villages. The

sample sizes for each of the study sites are piegém Table 3.3.
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Table 3.3 Livelihood assets survey conducted in sty sites

Number of Sample Size Percentage (%
Households
Site 1 Mtanuka 110 34 30
Shisholeka 120 36 30
Site 2 Munyeta ( 98 households 28 29
Inside the
Reserve)
Outside the 62 households 22 34
reserve
Total 390 120 30

Simple random sampling where numerical codes witaeteed to all the households and then
selected through a table of random numbers wasog@gl A sample of more than 25% of all
households in the study area was assumed to heisnffffor the study. Although this was an
attempt to reduce bias in the selection of respatsdehe limitations were numerous. In
Munyeta, although the village head kept a registehouseholds, it was realised that some
households were either not captured in the regstevere absent from the village for a long
time. Other researchers have got round this problgmaking a village household census (e.g.
Sachedina, 2008; Chileshe, 2005). A physical covsd embarked on with the help of the
village headperson and local cooperative leadeusinD the process it was realised that the
community in the reserve was characterised by henifjuidity than in the other sites. This is
because some of the residents were only semi-pemhan seasonal residents of the area. For
example, there were some residents who only carfieetin the area during the rainy season
to grow and harvest crops and then retreated tsavetside the reserves, while others came
into the area during the dry seasonal for charpoadluction and retreated during the rainy
season. Consequently, the character of the comynum#s always changing. Others
periodically stayed in the community to act as neduersons for charcoal producers. For such
a community, there can be no reliable sampling &anhis is an important factor that limited
the reliability of these data. In addition, thererer challenges faced in answering some
guestions, especially the ones that required relpua to attach a value. For example,
guestions relating to quantities, such as yieldd &arm sizes, were difficult for most
respondents. Many households simply had no ideatdbe exact acreage of their plots as the
plots are not measured in metric units during ted|allocation process. In many cases,
physical features, such as a rock, a tree or arstrevould be used to mark where one field
ends and another starts. In Munyeta, some of tkporelents did not even know the

boundaries of their land due to the disorganisédraaf the land allocation process
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In terms of farm yields, it was realised that rexgents actually looked at yields in terms of
local conventions such as the number of filled arks or number of ‘Khokwes’ (granaries
used as storage facilities) filled. Such measdidsnot easily render themselves to metric
units as there are no standard sizeshadskwesor ox-carts. Moreover, some respondents noted
that they start harvesting some fresh producty earlbefore the crop was properly ready to
be harvested (i.e. as a coping mechanism). Inréigiard, by the time the crop is harvested for
storage or sale, they had lost count of the cunvel@mount of crop produced. Further, it was
realised that many respondents thought of yieldgerims of the ‘main crop’ (e.g. maize) and
did not report on what they consider ‘minor crofesg. pumpkins and sweet reeds), especially
where mixed cropping is practiced. This was noptutifor the survey, but it does cast doubt
on the statistics of crop yields often reportedfficial publications and literature. For this

exercise, this question was dropped from the sushegt after the pilot testing stage.

In addition, cultural belief also inhibited the lagltion of quantitative data. For example, in
terms of livestock numbers, many households woulg give figures for cattle and goats, but
not for chickens, arguing that culturally, they dot count chickens. These factors have
limited the use of the results of the questionnairevey in the analyses in this thesis, thus

allowing the research to rely more on data fromghalitative methods than the surveys.

3.5 Data analysis

The analysis started with the organisation of deden audio-recorded interviews, fieldwork
notes from transects, interviews, focus group disians and documents from public agencies,
donor agencies and the national archives. Follgrymans’ (2008) approach to qualitative
data analysis, the text produced from this matemniak subjected to data coding which
involved a systematic examination of the text imlesrto identify certain ideas, phrases,
sentences and passages that represented certamnpdrea and showed what was happening
in the data ( see also Kitchen and Tate, 2002; dlatige, 2004). The passages and phrases
identified were then highlighted and a descriptiaieel was generated for each phenomena
expressed. The codes generated in this way inclymEaple’s practices, relationships,
important events, local sayings and meanings, ousémd tradition, mediating factors,

elements of bureaucratic influence/power, tribalimk, experiences with state conservation,
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values attached to resources, prejudices, locdestations, contrast situations, involvement in
resource management, identified changes in resewgie In addition, important categories
and sub-categories were generated from the codesexamining similarities and
interconnections between them. The Interpretatibrregsults was done by relating these
categories to research questions and theoretieakidnderpinning the research. This resulted
in the identification of various actors’ practice@ggerests, concerns and view-points on a range
of themes surrounding livelihoods and conservatidiatrices and illustrations were also
generated from these data to reflect trends, cdesgrey and contrasts. The viewpoints
generated from local-level studies were consida®elements of local discourse reflecting
the values and interests of local actors who ppéied in the study. This local discourse was
analysed by comparing and contrasting it with tlogypar discourse prevalent in policy

documents and texts generated from interview sessuith other actors.

The data obtained from the two mini-surveys wergecdoand analysed with the aid of SPSS.
However, no statistical tests were carried out tfog purpose of hypothesis testing and
predictions. Instead, the data were analysed tavstistributions and trends in selected
variables to support qualitative findings. As athe@ointed out in the preceding section, there
are many factors that limited the use of the mumisgys, such that the use of inferential
statistics was seen as not necessary. Moreovergsiearch aims and questions in this study
do not require such an approach. In this regaedrdbults from these surveys are presented as
percentages and frequency tables.

3.6  Positionality

This research, conducted in rural Zambia, illussahe importance of taking the researcher’s
position into consideration in any research projéd a young man from urban Zambia
aligned with a Scottish University, the researches, in a way, different from the research
participants in the two study sites. This was amdrtant factor in the execution of the
research as it had a bearing on the researchétsorehip with the research participants. For
example, the research has pointed out how thercds®a position in Munyeta forest reserve
was treated with suspicion, such that much morertefii this area was required to develop
relationships and build trust with the communitgdéed, this process was also helpful in
understanding cultural issues and matters thata@ige ethical problems in the research such
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as the type of questions to ask and as a malercbseahow to relate to female research

participants in view of the customary norms of dinea.

In Shisholeka, although our research team was neatetd with the same suspicion as in
Munyeta, we were still viewed as outside actordwi#pacity to influence policy or certain
programmes. In the first week, for example, théag# headperson invited us to a village
committee meeting with the view of introducing asthe community leaders. However, the
leaders used this as an opportunity to presenvdheus problems that the community was
facing. These expectations meant that we had tmapp our work cautiously. In this regard,
more time was spent in helping the leaders and reesnif the community understand what
we were doing in their community. This process \Wwaekped by the fact that the researcher
understands and speaks the language widely udbe mrea. This helped us to build alliances
with some members of the community and to bridgesdzetween the research team and the

research participants.

3.7 Conclusion

This Chapter has presented the methodology employedle collection, organisation and
analysis of data in this research. It has argbatithe type of research questions, the aims of
the study and the fieldwork context are importanguiding the choice of the research strategy
and methods. A large part of this work relies oalijative methods of gathering, organising
and analysing data. However, some variables, sactiisaribution of livelihood assets, on-
farm practices, adoption of new conservation adfice technologies and cropping patterns,
were captured by two mini-surveys. Consequentlg, study situates its methodology in a
‘mixed methods’ approach. The advantages of thrageh in addressing socio-ecological
issues have also been highlighted in the discussiorparticular, a mixed methods approach
plays an important role of allowing for triangutati of findings. This helped in assuring the
reliability of the data as the response patterneeve®mpared across methods and from a
diverse range of participants in the study.

This chapter has also highlighted some of the ehghs faced in the collection of data. These
include the impact of a bureaucratic culture arghoisation ethos that sometimes acted as a
hindrance to effective interview sessions. Besittese issues, there were also challenges

concerning the physical accessibility of these wtites because of lack of all-weather roads
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and bridges. Munyeta, for example, because obrtsst reserve status, is characterised by low
investment in infrastructure, such that many am@&sonly accessible by footpaths. In the
rainy season, most streams in the area were udladtyed, closing off some of the study sites
and creating delays in undertaking some of thelfierk activities at these sites. Indeed, the
fieldwork became an even more dangerous undertakimgn it was learnt that crocodiles
were sighted in some of the crossing points usethglihe research. Furthermore, during
transects, the research team could not visit icep@ints in the forest reserve because of the
fear of landmines as the reserve was once usethasesby Zimbabwe freedom fighters in the
1970s.
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Chapter Four

Natural resource policy development in Zambia: a tstorical perspective

4.1 Introduction

This chapter situates natural resources managemenambia in its historical context. In
particular, it examines the evolution of environt@mand natural resource policy as it relates
to land and woodland resources. The chapter arguas natural resource policy and
legislation in Zambia has not developed in isofatibut in concert with social, political and
economic factors that continue to shape accesdrotaand use of natural resources. A
historical review of these factors provides an ingat basis for contextualising contemporary
human-environment interactions at the local leveeme these policies are implemented. The
chapter is divided into three main parts. The fisgction examines early institutional
developments in natural resource management irpreolonial and colonial periods, and
how these have influenced contemporary naturaluresoperspectives. The second section
turns to a discussion of resource management ifirsigphase of post-independence Zambia
(first and second republic) which was characterisg@é@xtensive state dominance in resource
management. The last part draws attention to tive msource management perspective,

primarily driven by the discourse of sustainableedepment.

4.2 Pre-colonial Zambia: resource governance thugh ‘custom and tradition’

According to Pretezsch (2005), information on poésnial natural resource use, practices and
their institutional frameworks is scarce and wasnigdost in the colonial and post-colonial
era when priority was given to scientific resoumanagement approaches originating from
Europe. In the available literature, natural resewrse and management in Zambia (as well as
many other parts of Africa) are often characterisgdstrong traditional values and practices
which ensured a high degree of social responsgilalitd equitable sharing of resources within
a natural equilibrium (Banda et al, 1997; GRZ-MTNRQ7; Kowero, 2004; Banda, 2002). In
this arrangement, land, wildlife, forests and otheatural resources were viewed as
collectively owned with access regulated throughbtamary institutions and conventions. In
addition, it is argued that low population densitgw technological levels and local
knowledge about the environment explains the lichdegradation of natural resources at the

time (Kowero, 2004). These communal resources,tdpan providing for the subsistence
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needs of the people, formed the basis of trade deiwdifferent chiefdoms and kingdoms
(Banda, 2002). Many of the pre-colonial communitaese ruled by chiefs, kings, clan elders
and priests who often ascended to their office ughohereditary succession. These rulers,
commonly referred to as ‘traditional authoritiesi the Zambian context, implemented
customary rules and laws governing natural ressuacel arbitrated over any conflicts. Their
legitimacy was often derived from the fact they @eommunity founders or ‘allies’ of local
spirits (Banda, 2002).

While it is generally accepted that pre-coloniasowce governance in Africa was
characterised by an equitable sharing of resowandslimited degradation, it is important to
note that in a few instances this was not alwagsctse. In some places in Zambia (such as
Barotseland in the Western province), chiefs, amjitleaders and other elites had their own
hunting grounds and forests that contained valuatd®iral resources which were not
accessible to the ordinary members of the commuMiybita, 1984). This is true for many
societies elsewhere in Africa where social hiergrahd clientelism resulted in inequitable
power distribution, and therefore presented sigaift challenges to equitable resource
distribution (Benjamin, 2004). Moreover, it is nall societies where people’s engagement
with natural resources was always within a nat@@lilibrium. According to Benjamin
(2004), in some parts of Africa (particularly th@h®l), pre-colonial communities were
characterised by periods of environmental collegse periods of recovery. Kowero (2004)
notes that there is evidence to show that growamgl Iscarcity in some areas necessitated
movement to other parts to open up new land forcalgure. These examples demonstrate
how, in reality, the natural resource situatiompta-colonial Africa was sometimes much more

complex than acknowledged in much of the literature

The dominance of customary natural resource systasnshe only route to rights and
obligations over natural resource was broken byatheent of colonialism. During this period,
it is well-known that these systems faced suppoesand restructuring through subordination
to the colonial state and later the post-coloniales(Wiley, 2001; Banda et al, 1997; Banda,
2002). Since then, customary systems appear to e in a steady decline as a notion of
how resources may be managed (Wiley, 2001). Cdloni@ in Zambia began in 1885, when
through military conquest and negotiations, différkingdoms and chiefdoms were brought

together to form one British colony called Northéthodesia. From 1885 to 1924, the new
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territory of Northern Rhodesia was administeredraatly by the colonial office through the
British South African Company (BSA) headed by Jdbecil Rhodes. At this time, the
territory was divided into two parts — North-WestdRhodesia and North-Eastern Rhodesia
until 1911, when it was amalgamated into one tyitand renamed Northern Rhodesia. In

1924, the British colonial office took over the adistration of the colony.

4.3 Colonial interest in natural resources: the bginning of the ‘state domain’ of
resource management (1925 — 1963)
Two issues are critical when looking at the colbgi@vernment’'s engagement with natural
resources in Zambia. Firstly, access to naturauegs of occupied territories was a major
driver of colonialism itself. The territory’s natlresources were seen as a vital source of raw
materials for the industrialisation process thas waking place in the western world. In this
regard, land, forests and minerals were subjectgzhtterns of exploitation and management
that deviated from those of the indigenous pedpféen, resources were expropriated for the
benefit of western metropolitan economies at thgeage of local economies (see Rihoy et al,
1999; Melekano, 2009). Secondly, the colonial eigniBcantly changed the political
landscape of the colonised territory. A new terréostructure was imposed on the new
colony, and with it came new legal and administatisystems governing resource
management (see Chileshe, 2005; Benjamin, 2004d&8e&t al, 1997). The cultural and
political organisation of the indigenous people we#ber ignored or subverted in favour of
these new systems. These two issues significaltilsed society-environmental relationships.
As Benjamin (2004) notes, the colonial experieraid the foundation for the African state
and established the principles and precedents d¢batinue to shape the legal system,
administration of natural resources and other $pakte dynamics today. The influence of
these colonial systems in Zambia is best exemglifirethe governance of land and forest

resources.

4.3.1 Colonial land policy: motives of land alienigon

The colonial administration’s interest in land waflected in the alienation of communal land
for European settlement and export oriented-agricail production. Between 1928 and 1964,
large tracts of highly productive land were setdasand designated as crown lands for the

exclusive use of the European population. The aeghe territory’s lands were classified as
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native reserves for the benefit of the indigenoaputation (Chileshe, 2005; Adams, 2003).
The land policy adopted by the colonial governm&as strongly driven by what has been
termed ‘the white settlers’ dream’ (Banda et al972,9Chileshe, 2005; Adams, 2003). In this
dream, the colonial administration anticipated aftiuk of European settlers into Northern

Rhodesia and set aside more land for Europearesettit than was required. Banda et al
(1997) note that the ‘white settlers’ dream’ waglwepressed in the following words of Cecil

Rhodes, the head of the BSA Company:

“My cherished idea is a solution to the social peofy that is, in order to save 40
million inhabitants of the United Kingdom, we colahstatesmen must provide new
lands to settle the surplus population to proviee markets for the goods produced in

the factories and the mines” (p36).

This view was reinforced by the Duke of Fife whoswaported to have predicted in 1893
that:
“before many years are over, thousands of our cpongin who are overcrowded here
(Britain) will take advantage of the enormous spdesalthy climate, and immense
resources which the territory (Northern Rhodesiégrs to those who will go in and
possess the land” (Banda et al, 1997:36).

In these statements, it is clear that the settidmsam was seen as a solution to a myriad of
social problems facing Britain at that time. Bywliag on the militant biblical wordgo in

and possess the land’it was clear that British interest would comestfiin the colonialists’
engagement with land and other resources in thapoed territories, and like Moses in the
Bible, the ‘colonial statesmen’ viewed themselvestlze would-be saviours of 40 million
Britons. The influx of Europeans never occurred; buge tracts of land had already been
alienated. European settlers who were alreadyhénterritory acquired disproportionately
large pieces of land. Still, vast swathes of créamd remained vacant and came to be known
as the ‘silent lands’ (Chileshe, 2005). On the pttend, indigenous people were overcrowded
in native reserves (Phiri, 1980). As will be seatel, this became a major source of African

resistance against colonial policies.
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Most of the crown land was concentrated in and teamurban areas, in the mining areas of
the Copperbelt and along the line of rail betwefnigstone and the Congo border. On crown
land, the settlers had easy access to economastniicture and other social amenities such as
rail, roads and markets. By the end of the coldimsaperiod, Zambia was not only
characterised by a dichotomous agricultural seewh large European commercial estates
on crown land and small scale indigenous farmersative reserves, but also with large socio-
economic inequalities between the ‘line of ragios’ and the rural regions of Zambia (EAZ,
2007).While Crown land was vested in and admirgstdry the Governor of the colony under
English property law, the native reserves were athtared by customary authorities. Under
English law, land was held either as free-holdeasehold by the European settlers (Mululwa,
2002; Misana et al, 1996).

While individuals holding land under leasehold @ehold were allowed to register their land
with the crown, Africans holding land in customaseas were not allowed to do so. The
decision not to register land for Africans was lobse the understanding that under customary
tenure, Africans do not own land (Muluwa, 2002)isTéystem was seen as being ‘sensitive’
to people’s customs and traditions. At the same titrhad effectively established a dual land
tenure system, a ‘superior system’ governed byat law and a ‘traditional (inferior)
system’ governed by customary law (Brown, 2010).rédoer, the system was designed to
keep white settlers and Africans apart. As Brow1(® notes, in most of British Africa,
colonial authorities drew political and tenuriaktinction between white settled areas and
‘tribal areas’. The colonial state was thus bifteck not only spatially but politically. On the
one hand, African subjects in rural Africa were gaed by chiefs and customs, and lived on
spatially distinct communal lands. On the otherdhacitizens’ (Europeans) were governed by
modern civil law or rented private property (Browa910). These native reserves also served
the purpose of controlling native populations amduging that people paid hut tax to the
colonial administration. According to Phiri (198@he setting up of native reserves was a
colonial and administrative strategy through whiobncerted African resistance to land
alienation could be controlled and also throughaltiut taxes could be easily collected.
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4.3.2 Land alienation and customary institutions

Under British colonialism, customary institutiongng not only disempowered, they were also
modified significantly. Through administrative inmgtions, the colonial administration

introduced a number of doctrines that were aliecustomary land tenure in Africa (Chileshe,
2005). For example, the colonial administratioruassd that under customary tenure, all land
in the chiefdom was owned by the chief. In thisarelg chiefs were granted considerable
power over all land in the native reserves (Bro2e10; Mululwa, 2002; EAZ, 2007). This,

of course, was based on a western-centric vievamddwnership in the colonial period, in

which the ruling elite had ownership and controkoland (Okoth-Ogendo, 1999; Youee,
1978; see also Fay and Muchon, 2005, on the laghgleasant dichotomy). This perception
has persisted as current land policies still assinatechiefs have exclusive authority over land
matters in customary areas. This has created atistuwhere the chiefs’ legitimacy is

exclusively tied to land ownership, rather thanirthele as representatives of the people in
their chiefdom. Contrary to these assumptionss #rgued that in many of the rural areas in
Zambia, land was not owned by the chief but by mroonity headed by the chief (Banda et
al, 1997), and in other circumstances by individizahilies or lineages (Chileshe, 2005).
Moreover, chiefdoms were composed of villages ltizat direct control over the land that they
owned (Banda et al, 1997). Villages were basedratalosely linked families or clans headed
by a clan leader or headman. The role of these meadand sub-clan leaders was de-
emphasised (and continues to be so) by the col@ualinistration through a system of

gazetting chiefs, but not headmen and clan elders.

The institution of chieftaincy has also undergoigmificant changes since its encounter with
the colonial administration. Although chiefs remdnsome form of ‘independence’ in the
administration of native reserves, they becamerunsnts of the colonial government,
reporting to the district commissioners who werg¢efthe high-ranking officials of the
colonial government in the district (ZNA Districtoké Books, 1925 -1963). Through the
process of ‘indirect rule’, they became an extended of the colonial administration and
collected taxes, recruited labour on behalf of ¢h@vn and ensured colonial policies were
followed in native reserves (Phiri, 1980). The cwdd influence over the chieftaincy
institution was so great that, in many cases, thmimaistration abolished, merged or replaced

certain chieftaincies in order to have chieftaisdieat facilitated their objectives. Apart from
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controlling chiefs, colonial authorities ensuredattithe customary law that governed the
people in customary areas was applied in a higigyrictive way. Banda (2002:98) notes that
customary law was applied in customary areas tescasly as long as it was not repugnant to
‘justice and morality’. Justice and morality werefided in terms of western views of morality
and justice, and local decisions could be repeljethe native authority or common English
law courts. Over time, the colonial authoritiesngal control over the chieftaincy and local
institutions. In today’'s Zambia, the practice ofdammining this institution has continued,
despite the fact that more than 60% of Zambiangimes to be governed through it. Banda
(2002) also notes that in a bid to consolidate ppwest-independence governments have
often denigrated and interfered with the powersca$tomary authorities and maintain a
general contempt for the principles and norms ysidamg customary institutions. While the
chieftaincy institution persists (albeit with maddtions), the system of gazetting chiefs (but
not headmen/headwomen) has continued. Under thisray chiefs are recognised and paid by
the state and this often creates conflicts betwieein role as ‘agents of the modern state’ and
as ‘guardians of tradition’. Chiefs have been cawghin web of split loyalties, between being
accountable to the people they govern under custoantradition, and the modern state that
gazettes and pays them. The identity and natuesitbiority of the modern day chieftaincy in
Zambia are quite unclear. As will be seen in Chapight, with the shift in natural resource
policy towards participative governance, there eed for the role of chiefs and other

customary leaders to be clearly articulated in r@t@source policy.
4.3.3 Livelihoods and environmental conditions inlte native reserves

The land policy instituted at the advent of theoo@l period is not only viewed as the genesis
of inequitable land distribution in Zambia, butaks the beginning of massive degradation of
soils and other natural resources in many parte@tountry where African populations were
often over-crowded in reserves (Phiri, 1980; ClaleR005). The conditions in the native
reserves could not adequately support and sustaiplgs livelihoods as arable land was in
short supply. This is well acknowledged in literat{Adams, 2003; Chileshe, 2005; Phiri,
1980; Mululwa, 2002; Banda et al, 2002), as welltlas official correspondence between
colonial administrators (ZNA District Notebooks,2B1963). It is argued that in these areas,
land clearance for farming and the harvesting obavoesources increased because of large

populations, leading to environmental degradation.
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Rather than implicate the new land and resettlerpefities as sources of environmental

degradation in the reserves, colonial administsasamw local people’s over-production as the
problem and sought to deal with environmental déafian in the reserves by restricting

people’s livelihoods through the reduction of ardted acreages. The idea of keeping farming
systems within the ‘ecological carrying capacity’'tbe land was used to support decisions
aimed at disrupting livelihoods in the reservessTdives us a classical example of biological
concepts being used for political and economic digreey. AsAfrican productivity grew, a

decision was made to reduce acreage in the res@wesdistrict commissioner noted that:

“Over-production is a serious matter in view of tsleortage of arable land in the
reserves and as soon as the danger of from loesistmded, acreage should be

reduced” (Fort Jameson District commissioner, imiPh980:164).

Views such as these confirm many political ecolsgiarguments that the use of orthodox
models, such as ‘carrying capacity’, sometimes adgyved to undermine rural people’s
livelihoods (Stringer, 2009; Forsyth et al, 1998032; Ecologist, 1995). In reality, measures to
reduce acreages rose out of concerns that the lgrawAfrican agriculture was creating stiff
competition for markets with the European sett@mlers. This growth appears to have been
taking place both on crown lands (where many nativere squatting) and in native reserves.

These concerns were also raised by the Commissidhersaka district, who notes that:

“Complaints have been made to me by Europeanseofitisance that is being caused
by the enormous increase in the business of whatlled ‘native farming'. It has
become a custom among many land owners to subdat land to natives who pay
monthly rent or a rent in grain. Cases have beeundht to my notice where rent
charged is 2/6 per month and in other cases 12/@gae or alternatively three bags of
grain. The squatters are a nuisance to neighbouangers who are continually
troubled by petty larceny and larceny of growingps” (ZNA District Note books,
1925-1963)

The struggle over land became the most importafitigad issue between the colonial

administration and the African population. Many igehous people resisted forced
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resettlements and opted to stay on crown landtingea new category of land holding known
as ‘squatting’. Some squatters refused to be clhedrby either the colonial administration or
the customary authorities in the reserves. In sa@ases, those who had been resettled
withdrew from the reserves to rent farm land froordpean settlers. It is evident from the
official correspondence (ZNA District Notebooks,2591963) that the task of controlling
indigenous people was made even more difficultdiyes European settlers who collaborated
with Africans by renting out their land or evenigy it out freely. African resistance grew so
much that in 1947, the colonial administration wgged to these land pressures by creating a
third category of land called native trusts for t@mmon benefit of both Europeans and
indigenous people (Banda et al, 1997; Chileshe,500hese lands were created from
unutilised crown land and Africans were allowedpply for land in these areas. According to
Banda et al (1997), although theoretically thisiggothange appears to have given Africans
access to crown land, the terms of sale and le&sehwvere stipulated virtually eliminated
African applicants. In the wake of calls for indapgence, land became an important symbol of

the struggle.

4.4 Forests in the colonial era: introduction of tle ‘fortress conservation’ paradigm

Having constructed the three land categories, @llonterest turned to the conservation of
wildlife and forest resources on both crown andtawsry land, and forest policies were
developed alongside wildlife policies. The interekthe government in conservation of forest
resources was driven by two main factors. Firke land, forests were tied to the economic
objectives of the colonial administration (Kajold#®99). They were viewed as an important
source of timber for the growing export market émdocal industries, particularly the copper
mining industry on the Copperbelt. The importantéooest resources to the Copperbelt was
evident when between 1946 and 1956, over 7 mitibmmes of fuel wood were supplied to the

mines to keep up production when coal was in shigply (ZFD, 1974).

Secondly, the conservation strategy was driverhbygrowing interests in the conservation of
fauna and flora in Britain and other western caesti the early 1930s (Alste, 1999; Adams,
1996). According to Alste (1999), British consefgaists piled pressure on the colonial
government to begin conducting natural resourceestsrin Northern Rhodesia with a view to
creating conservation areas. As the principle ofegoment responsibility over conservation

was firmly established in Britain, the ‘fortressnservation’ approach was adopted by the
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colonial administration for the management of wiklland forest resources, an approach
recommended by British conservationists (Alste, 999he principles, objectives and legal

systems guiding this conservation approach wereitagd from the British environment to the

new territory of Northern Rhodesia, with little srd to the differences in people-environment
relationships between the two countries. In 194dinances in wildlife and forests aimed at
establishing protected areas were passed. Witle tbeinances, the ‘fortress conservation’
system was born and would continue to guide regomm@nagement in Zambia for the next 60

years.

4.4.1 The Forest Ordinance of 1941

The Forest Ordinance gave power to the administratd set aside pieces of land for the
conservation of forest resources and declare theiimel government gazette as protected areas
(or gazetted forests). The objectives of these tgadorests were (a) to protect land against
erosion, desiccation and to maintain river flows); o supply timber at an economic rate to
industries and maintain a stable export rate; ahdo(promote the practice of sound forestry
and appreciation of the value (e.g. scenic val@i&rests and their resources (fauna and flora)
among the local people. It appears that these wWeremain objectives of British colonial

forest policy throughout Africa (Kajoba, 1999).

In line with these forest objectives, the colongavernment set up two types of protected
areas called ‘forest reserves’ and ‘protected fomesas’. The two played different functions
and had different levels of restrictions. The ‘&ireeserves’ were principally established for
the preservation of forest resources and protectibrwater catchment areas, while the
‘protected forest areas’ were set up to fulfil bethvironmental protection and productive
functions (e.g. timber production). In these gasktiorests, persons were prohibited from
settling or carrying out any livelihood activitiegithout a licence. The ordinance clearly
stipulated that prohibitions included “felling, tag, taking, working, burning or removing

any forest product” (NRG, 1946:1241). It was alsdbidden to graze livestock in the reserve,
to break up land for cultivation or even to enteeserve with a cutting tool without a licence.
While declarations of forest reserves were regtlidio crown land, protected forest areas
could be established on both crown lands and custphand without consultations with the

people in proximity to these resources.
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Perhaps an important provision that must be nobeditathis ordinance was its inclusion of
chiefs and local councils in the management of @hessources. Although the approach
effectively placed resource management in the gowent’s control and did not legally
recognise existing customary management systenesioBel0 of the ordinance allowed the
native authorities (at the discretion of the gowe)rio issue licences and to collect fees and
loyalties in respect of forest products from thareas, and these could be paid into the
treasury of such an authority (NRG, 1946). In ttegard, customary authorities and local

councils were not totally sidelined by the coloradministration.

4.4.2 Fortress conservation and customary forest magement

The failure of this approach to protect both ndtteaources and people’s livelihoods has been
discussed in the literature (Mery et al, 2005; &w2006; Hulme and Murphree, 1999; Bryant
and Bailey, 1997; Campbell, 2000; Primak, 1993; Z#/en2009). Although these critical
views largely emerged in the 1990s, in Zambia,ftirelamental difficulties of transplanting
this western-styled approach to a southern envieminwere immediately noticed and
acknowledged by colonial authorities. According Atste (1999), the potential conflicts
between people’s livelihoods and conservation aggtes suggested by British
conservationists were already of concern to somehef officials. As early as 1933, in
response to the government’s establishment of falgrotected areas, the Secretary of Native
Affairs urged the government to exercise cautiorthim implementation of these approaches

and remarked that:

“The preservation of game has recently been veongty urged by the government,
but in my view the interest and welfare of the vatcommunity must be the first
consideration and | would deprecate any immediatéora | suggest conditional
sanctuaries pending fuller reports to be submifiéel the effects have been observed

on the native inhabitants and upon game in genéhddte, 199:31)

Inherent in the new approach was the separatiowedaet environmental and societal
processes. Nature had to be preserved to mairntainaturalness and, in this regard, the
penalty for disturbing the integrity of ecologilstems would include ‘restoration of forests
to their natural state’ (NR Government, 1946). sThias purely a preservationist paradigm

which attempted to maintain ecological systemshiirtuntouched natural state. This pre-
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occupation with ‘the natural’ was rooted in westamd scientific views of nature based on
equilibrium thinking (discussed extensively in thiterature review). It is these views and
values that were being imposed on local inhabitamtee colonies. As such, one of the goals
of the new forest ordinance was to ‘promote an egiption of the value of forests among the
local people’ (Kajoba, 2000). Implicit in this olbjere was an attempt to change people’s
norms and values and to re-align them to ‘modeaiues. Undoubtedly, a new ecological
order, as pointed out by Bryant and Bailey (199&) lbeen established, overriding local
interests and people’s interaction with nature. Neades of resource use and access were
now established, ‘criminalising’ certain types dafelihoods and re-labelling people’s
occupation of certain areas as ‘encroachment’hAtsme time, like many parts in Africa, the
creation of the state domain of conservation setstage for the dichotomisation of state and
local (customary) natural resources managemenemsgs{Benjamin, 2004). It also set the
stage for the separation of agricultural areas fcomservation areas (Fay and Muchon, 2005).
These dichotomies have been carried forward updayt and are proving hard to break even

under new natural resource management stratege<(sapters Eight and Nine).

These ordinances in both wildlife and forestry osgyved to weaken customary management
systems and undermined local decision-making strest The state had firmly exerted its
influence over the country’s natural resources mamoved incentives for people to manage
their commons (Temm and Melekom, 2001). There werattempts at this time to recognise
local resource management systems or to adapt tbethe new protected area system.
Through this centralised approach, resource managiemas now confined to bureaucratic
and technical circles that aligned their strategee<sentrist state control (Adisu and Croll,
1994). The bureaucrats and technical experts ighboth people’s skills and perspectives in
resource management, and advanced their own ideadsat they considered as desirable, but
were nonetheless impractical in terms of economét @olitical imperatives. Adisu and Croll
(1994) further argue that these modes of resousteagement ignored the fact that these same
people had the potential to marginalise resourdeydn their micro-environment and to
reverse the process. True to Adisu and Croll's 4)9tbservation, Banda (2002) notes that
indigenous communities did not appreciate the neesgiptions that came with western
conservation approaches and began to ignore theajob& (1999) also argues that the

reserves were not well-received and local resistamas reflected in communities’ illegal
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harvests of forest resources. By 1961, Kajoba (L198Ports that 919 forest offences were

reported and a total of 874 convictions were made.

4.5 Post-colonial administration: resource manageent in the first and second
republic (1964 -1990)

The post-colonial period in Zambia can be dividatbithree periods. The first period is
referred to as the First Republic (1964-1972). Bwrthis period, the country’s political
system was characterised by multi-party politics vdfich the ruling United National
Independence Party (UNIP), headed by Kenneth Kgunda the largest party. In 1972,
multi-party politics were banned and UNIP was dg&thbd as the sole political party. This
period ushered in the second republic and wasdbuatil 1990 when multi-party politics
were re-introduced. This new multi-party phase {eoworary period) is what is generally
referred to as the third republic. For the purpokéhis thesis, the period between 1964 and
1990 (UNIP era) is discussed as one major perioctaie policies remained relatively
unchanged. The third republic, on the other harat marked by policies which deviated from
the UNIP era significantly.

4.5.1 Economy in the first and second republic

In 1964, when independence was gained, Northerrd&da was renamed Zambia. A new
political and economic era had begun. While Zansbeonomic outlook was bright and the
per capita income was one of the highest in Afrfbacause of the blossoming copper
economy), the post-independence government hadritethea country marked by deep
regional inequalities. There were marked differsniceterms of socio-economic development
between the areas along the line of rail (whergvoriand was dominant) and the rural regions
of the country. The rural areas lacked schoolspitals, roads and were largely characterised
by a traditional economy based on agriculture. Withe agricultural sector, inequalities were
reflected in a highly dualistic agricultural struct. In this structure, European farmers
dominated most marketed crops, and there was li#feclopment of small scale, semi-
commercialised African agriculture (Kean and Wod®92; Malekano, 2009). Thus, at
independence, there was an immediate focus on irgfticese inequalities by investing in
both the physical and social infrastructure in ¢hesral areas. The emphasis was on
modernising the rural economy through the estafmesit of schools, industries and
mechanised agricultural production systems. Cledhg development paradigm adopted at
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this time was that of modernisation and indussaion. The focus was on creating an

economic base to stimulate industrialisation arahemic growth (EAZ, 2007).

4.5.2 Agriculture policies in the first and secondepublic

During this period, agriculture was seen as hawngat potential for boosting economic
growth and improving the quality of rural life. lestment in agricultural technology and
extension became the dominant rural developmentoapp. The economic system adopted
was also guided by the political ideology of KermEaunda, who developed a philosophy of
‘humanism’ which included strong socialist perspexs of social and economic equity and
the need to control capitalist tendencies (Kean\&iodd, 1992). In this regard, modernisation
and industrialisation had to be achieved withinehaity oriented approach of the humanistic
philosophy. To achieve these pro-socialist godis, government adopted an interventionist
strategy and became the main investor in all seabthe economy (EAZ, 2007).

The government sought to increase market oriengucudture and to mechanise the

agricultural system through the expansion of adfuce extension services, the creation of a
network of agriculture marketing depots, the intratbn of subsidised tractor ploughing

services and increased subsidies on fertiliserarfkend Wood, 1992; EAZ, 2007). Rural

agricultural landscapes were viewed as purely proin spaces, with no emphasis on agri-
environmental care. In addition, the state retaitied colonial policy of emphasising maize

production (particularly to benefit the urban patidn). Moreover, the state encouraged the
development and production of high yielding maixbrid varieties at the expense of local

varieties. Hybrid maize varieties fetched a highrkatvalue and were well supported by

subsidies. The implications of these agricultuedbrms on local livelihoods are discussed in
Chapter Nine of this thesis.

The vulnerability of these reforms was exposed wirerthe 1970s, copper prices fell

drastically and the economy took a downturn. Theegoment was forced to borrow to

support these plants and maintain public experditurcluding the subsidisation of maize
production (GRZ-MTNR, 1998). By the mid 1980s, apés of recovery began to fade, it was
realised that the provision of subsidies was n@éorsustainable. Real GDP fell significantly
(by over 50%), inflation was escalating and by 198@mbia became one of the most heavily
indebted poor countries in the world (GRZ-MTNR, 8R9The country was characterised by

rising poverty levels as urban employment shrarkarthe same time agricultural production
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declined. The modernisation project had yieldedyvétle return. Many of the projects

(fertiliser plants, textile industries, motor-veleigplants) spread throughout the country had
become ‘white elephants’ and were running on gawemt subsidies. This decline in the
country’s economy was to have significant implioa on both livelihoods and natural

resources. These are discussed in the later seafdhis chapter.

4.5.3 Land reforms in the first and second republic‘no value’ land policy

Despite the desire to reduce inequalities and boostl productivity, the land reforms
undertaken by the new government did not have #uistributive effects expected of
Kaunda’s humanistic ideologies. Although some satsotlescribe the changes that occurred
as ‘radical’ due to their socialist character (€bile, 2005; Mululwa, 2002), the changes (in as
far as responding to pressures in native reserasscancerned) were merely cosmetic. While
all land was now vested in the presidency, and oréand was renamed state land, the
distinction between state land, trust land andveatéserves was retained. Moreover, the new
government maintained some aspects of the colamahinistration’s indirect rule, and
recognised the role of chiefs in allocating langstrand native reserves, while the state took

over control of state land (Brown, 2010).

Like the colonial administration, land remainedoaltthrough which the state continued to
exert its influence over the population and thédo@l orders’ that guided the management of
customary land remained in place (Mululwa, 2008)1975, freehold was abolished through
the Conversion of Titles Act and converted to lbat This meant that land was no longer
owned by anybody except the state. Instead, indalglcould obtain a 99-year lease (Brown,
2010). At the same time, land was deemed to b@ afilmerent economic value in itself other
than the property on it. The key thinking herelifie with the humanist philosophy) was that
land was for all the people (i.e. it was a ‘giforfn God’) and did not require to be
individualised or sold (Mululwa, 2002). This ideaed parallels with customary tenure
systems where land is not sold and assumed toebertiperty of the community. On the other
hand, this act was not accompanied by a physiaaster of land from state land to customary
land to redress the land appropriations that oeduduring the colonial era. Instead, some of
the private farms on state land were taken ovehbystate (in line with socialist policies) and
became an arena of mechanised agricultural praductin by parastatal companies. While

the government maintained the status quo for cumtpnareas, where environmental
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conditions were very poor, it also removed incesggifor leaseholders to develop their land by
declaring land ‘valueless’. This may have compraaitand stewardship in leaseholds and

created conditions for environmental degradatiostate land as well.

4.5.4 Forest policy: consolidating state control imatural resources

The forest sector was not exempt from the modetinis@roject. The government focused on
the development of both indigenous and plantatmests as an important revenue base. In
addition, plantations were viewed as important utadéngs to boost the wood industry and to
generate timber-dependent employment. In line wétionalist policies, a parastatal company
was set up to run these plantations. The belief whdustrial forestry could provide an
important base for economic growth was further suigal by the international development
agencies. In 1968, the government was given a lbgnthe International Bank for
Development and Reconstruction for its industrianpations, the first of its kind for forest
resources (GRZ- FD, 1974). According to Pretez@0%2, these international organisations
argued that massive short-term liquidation of foresources, capital investments in timber
industries and later re-investment in plantatioreuld permit the necessary growth of the
forest sector. The poor, it was assumed, wouldfiidnem a trickledown effect of the growth.
Riding on these views, Zambia increased its pretecreas from seven at the time of
independence to 484 protected areas covering 9f6¥%eocountry’s land mass (Mbindo,
2003), while 50,000 hectares of plantations (okpamd eucalyptus species) were established.
This was an era of valuing natural resources feirtiole more in the national production
agenda than local livelihoods. Forestry consermats were so narrowly focused in this era
that they also ignored areas that could have camgiiéed mainstream forest activities such as
the restoration of degraded areas, the developofentigenous rangelands and agriculture

land use systems with a bearing on forest developar the environment in general

During this period, the Forestry Department bect#tmeemost formidable estate manager in the
country. Instead of relaxing the protected area@ph, the state strengthened it and gave the
Forestry Department exclusive powers to managedhatry’s forest estate. Many provisions
of the 1941 forest ordinance were retained, ancesmadified to give the state more authority
over the country’s forest resources. The Foresgpddtment operated as a police department
and its power to protect forest resources was detdrio searching rural people’s premises

without warrant.
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The basic categories of forests were retained @hitdnges only in name. Forest reserves were
renamed national forests, while protected foresasmwere reclassified as local forests. The
state also retained the power to declare any apeatacted forest without getting the consent
of communities or other stakeholders, except whieegearea was under the jurisdiction of the
local authority. The right of leaseholders, freddeos and customary authorities to manage
trees, woodlands and forests in their areas wapletehy taken away and all tree ownership
was now vested in the presidency. Thus, forest gemant became even more centralised

and undemocratic than in any other period in tiséohy of Zambia.

Customary forest management simply ceased as @ocgtef resource ownership and
management in the 1965 forest policy and 1973 lktgs. Forested areas in customary areas
were simply classified as ‘open forests’ or ‘opeeas’, an implication that there is ‘no known
management system’ in these places and resourcceah could be undertaken by anyone
without any form of restrictions. In this regaralipy documents (GRZ-MTNR, 1994; 1999;
2007; GRZ-MTNR/FAO, 2010) classify woodlands ande&tis in Zambia into three basic
categories of national forests, local forests apenoforest areas. This categorisation of
customary forests as open forests areas, serviedpantant purpose for the state. Since trees,
woodlands and forests in open areas did not belorany known communities and lacked
protection, the state could declare any area argment reserve without consulting the
people. For example, the Zambia Forest Action FZ&AP) notes that “forests are vulnerable
in these areas since they do not receive any pdilysiotection and the chiefs decide on land
use according to the villagers’ requests” (GRZ-MTNR98:31). Such a view is no doubt
rooted in orthodoxies that have always misrepreseadbmmon property systems as inhibitive
to sustainable resource management (Bryant andyBall999; Robbins, 2004; Armitage,
2004; Campbell, 2000). This provided the justificatfor claiming large parts of customary
areas for conservation in this period. Moreoverra@lenue generated from the commercial
harvest of trees in these open forest areas ootyed to the national Treasury. This continues
to create a lot of tension between the state amdramities in proximity to these resources.
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One member of the House of Chiefs (ZACF, 2010) s\ttat:

“In the past we had a little say in the managenoéiese resources but now we have
been turned into spectators and we watch whileédnegs harvest the timber and the
foresters stamp it. Both the timber and the reveameegone! Out of our community

and nothing remains for our people”

The classification of customary forests as operasat@pears to be in conflict with land
policies that placed the management of customarg lander customary authorities. In this
arrangement, customary land is governed by custoanventions and norms but not the
resource on it. The results of this study show that classification is quite misleading as
many of these forests, in reality, fall under vagdypes of customary management systems.
As will be seen in Chapter Seven, despite decatlesagginalisation of customary resource
management systems in Zambia, many of these systamespersisted and continue to offer
viable solutions to the problem of resource degradan Zambia. Moreover, it is now quite
clear that this reliance on exclusionary measunek a physical policing of forests has not
stopped degradation. Kajoba (1999) reports thasome cases, encroachment in reserves
started as soon as a place was declared a reSdngeewas in apparent defiance of the
approach and in the communities’ defence of threalihood interests. The strategy also failed
due to a lack of technical skills, weak institubrstructures and corruption in the state
bureaucracy. By the 1990s, it was evident thatstrthl forests could not deliver the stream of
economic benefits with which it was associatedwgenh 1989 and 1993, the forest sector’'s
contribution to GDP was lower than any other se@@@RZ- MTNR, 1998).

4.6 Third Republic (1991 to present): economic ferms and natural rsources

The declining economic standards and increasingnppuevels in the country acted as a
strong catalyst for political and economic change Zambia. Riding on the wave of
democratization that was sweeping across southdricaA the Movement for Multiparty

Democracy (MMD) came into power in 1991 after défeathe government of Kenneth
Kaunda in the first multi-party elections since 297n an attempt to stabilize the collapsing
economy, the new government wholly embraced nesrdibeconomic policies and structural

adjustment programmes aimed at curbing inflatiod stabilising the economy. This was a
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complete reversal of the socialist type of poligessued by the Kaunda government. The

reforms were to have significant effects on botidland forest resources management.
4.6.1 Changes in land policy: market based reforms

The drive towards-market based land reforms in Zamas supported by the World Bank
and encouraged as a tool for attracting directigoreawvestment and reducing poverty. It was
assumed by many supporters of these policies tinate tenure would improve security of
tenure, reduce uncertainties and lead to long-tauestments with significant environmental
benefits such as planting of trees and soil impmoya (EAZ, 2007; GRZ-MTNR, 1998;
2007). Moreover, land with a ‘market value’ woulldoew poor farmers to get mortgages of
much needed loans to reinvest in agriculture ahdragnterprises. In other words, one of the
fundamental ways of dealing with the problem of gy (and even environmental
degradation) in rural areas was to institute lagfdrms that would reflect the ‘true’ value of
land. These reforms were envisaged in the formooferting customary land into private land
holding. Customary land holding is represented osthof these views as inefficient, wasteful
and unproductive. The Economic Association of ZamBEAZ) (2007:54) notes that
“Customary tenure is characterised by inefficiemd &vasteful utilisation because most of the

land is under communal activities such as grazing”.

In contrast, private land tenure was viewed by b government as key to releasing an
entrepreneurial spirit and curbing this inefficignibat characterised customary systems. In
this regard, the ruling MMD (1991:7) argued thatvland policies would “attach economic
value to undeveloped land, encourage real estadmcggbusiness, promote the regular
issuance of title deeds to land owners in bothlrara urban areas”. As already noted in
Chapter Two, these views represent an oversimalibo of how customary systems operate
in reality. Customary systems are actually complex practice and are not always
characterised by inefficiencies as generalised (@mgant and Bailey, 1997; Meizen-Dick and
Mwangi, 2009). Chapters Five and Seven of thisish@sesent empirical evidence that
demonstrate the complexity of customary land hgdigstems. However, these orthodoxies
provided the basis for the 1995 land reforms, prilpwaimed at ensuring land is released for

private investments to support a neo-liberal ecan@ygenda.
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The move towards a market-based economy was gistitewal promise by the ruling MMD
(Metcalfe, 2005; Brown 2010). The MMD, in its 19®Manifesto, promised to reverse the land
policies of the Kaunda government by institutiosialg ‘a modern, coherent, simplified and
relevant land law code intended to ensure the funeddal right to private property and
ownership of land’ ( p7). This was obviously a nmagteparture from the ‘no value’ land
policies of the Kaunda government, but, in a wagrapels the policies of the colonial
administration. By representing private propertynragdern’ and ‘relevant’, we are once more
confronted with another orthodoxy view that seasgbe land holding as the accepted norm
while other forms of property holding are situatesl pre-historic, with no relevance to the

modern age.

The desire to abolish customary tenure becomes wst#e in the Land Act adopted in 1995.
This was crafted in such a way that, over timeveosions from customary land to leaseholds
would diminish the former as a category of landimajd Although the Act retained customary
tenure as a category of land holding (after pretéstm customary authorities, civil society
and other groups), it allows conversion of custgmand to leasehold by both customary and
non-customary actors. Under this act, chiefs camtgboth customary and non-customary
actors permission to convert customary land toelealsls, provided the use of the land will
also benefit the local population (e.g. in termgadf opportunities). On the other hand, land
originally converted from customary land can nenearert back to customary tenure once its
intended use ceases (see GRZ, 2005). This is bedhasLand Act does not provide for
leaseholds to be reconverted into customary lanthis regard, customary land will continue
to diminish while private land holding will contieuo increase (ZACF, 2010). The Land Act
abolished the two categories of native reservestarst lands and merged them into one
category called ‘customary land’. In addition, @msary land in the Land Act of 1995 retained
its inferior status and cannot be used as collateraloans or for purposes of insuring
developments on the land (see also Mululwa, 2082¢0ording to Brown (2010), following
the passing of the 1995 Land Act, the Ministry @ndds was handling an average of 2000
conversions annually from customary tenure to leaisks.

According to Metcalfe (2005), through this land,dcaditional rulers have not only become
land authorities, but have also become a gatewaynvestment. Their approval and

recommendation on external investment is the firgtortant step in securing a lease on
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customary land. While this is obviously in line ithe state’s quest for attracting direct
foreign investment, it has also created an oppdaxtdar rent—seeking behaviour (Mercalfe,
2005). In addition, it has increased conflicts ketw traditional authorities, who still want to
retain land for their subjects, and state autrewitvho are pressing them to release the land for
developments. These conflicts are well exemplified the following statement by

Chieftainness Nkomesha of the Soli people in Chaigw

“The government and most people, especially foesigjiare telling me that | am a very

difficult chief and that | am stubborn to foreigeeles, | am because it pains me when
| see people being displaced from their originaddigust because of the love for

money. | need to protect people from unnecessaplatiement” (Kachali, 200.7

Again, like the 1975 reforms, this act did not hawny redistributive objectives to correct past
distortions in land redistribution. Unlike otherurdries in the region, such as South Africa
and Namibia, where redistributive objectives chemase land reforms (Wiley, 2001), these
distortions may become a permanent feature of #mlfan land situation. It is now generally
agreed that the decline in customary land will @ase pressure on agricultural land and
constrain access to land for the poor (ZACF, 2@lypota, 2009). This is the land that since
colonial times has been most accessible to thenilllon small holder farming families that
make up 60% of Zambia’s population (Chapota, 20B88}he moment, 40% of these farmers
subsist on a hectare or less (Chapota, 2009). Thedeconstraints may seem like a paradox

for a country that is believed to be a ‘land abumdrritory.

While it is true that Zambia is a land abundantntoy it is important to note that much of the
customary land is dominated by hostile physicaldittons (scarps, swamps, mountains and
poor soils) and lacks public investments such adspschools, health centres and many other
amenities (ZAFC, 2010). Moreover, 75% of all fertihnd (alienated in the colonial period) is
on state land where large private estates opefatelate, what continues to be alienated for
farming blocks and private investments constith hest land. In this regard, what is often

termed as ‘unutilised land’ is land whose econopaitential is very low.

The ZACF (2010) notes that:
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“after accounting for state lands, commercial farm®&tlands, game management
areas, national parks and proposed new farm blde&rses, it becomes clear that the

potential for expansion of customary farmland isascommonly perceived”(p3).

From these arguments, it is clear that land coing$rén a ‘land abundant country’ are not a
paradox; economically viable arable land requisess to basic services, water, schools, and
roads and markets (Chapota, 2009). This understioeesnportance of making a distinction
between the total stock of unutilised land in aioegand the stock of land that can be
productively utilised, given the available soci@eomic infrastructure and its physical
conditions. This situation in Zambia shows that wast approach the argument that private
tenure will lead to poverty reduction in developicguntries with caution. Quite plainly, the
reforms are rife with confusion, contestations, rgption and inhibitive bureaucratic
procedures (in converting to title) that disfavahe poor (see also Brown, 2010). Perhaps
what will be helpful at the moment is to createeautre regime that allows customary land
holders to hold ‘certificates of occupancy’ whidloa them to enjoy the same rights (such as
using the land as collateral) as those with titlgéhout alienating the land to state landholding.
Such reforms are currently going on in Uganda, Mdzgue and Ghana (Wiley, 2001) and

have been hinted at in the current constitutioreling process in Zambia.

4.6.2 Changes in woodland and forest policies: towds restitution and inclusion?

In the Third Republic, changes in forest policiesrevdriven by a combination of three main
factors: (a) economic reforms; (b) the politicasatiurse of good governance; and (c)

international discourse of sustainable development.
€) Economic Reforms

Economic reforms affected forests in two ways.tFitds argued that the withdrawal of state
intervention in agriculture significantly affectemiop and livestock production and created
food deficits in rural areas. In turn, this incredsthe pressure on natural resources as
households turned to non-farm forest products diovigal, while others began to expand into
virgin forest in a bid to acquire fertile virginds to replace fertiliser-starved soils (Kajoba
and Chidumayo, 1999; Kajoba, 1999; Mbindo, 2008)adldition, the loss of jobs through

privatisation and public sector reforms triggered waban-to-rural migration which added
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further pressure on forested lands, as some o¢ tmggrants began to settle on forested lands.
Indeed, some studies report an increase in enameuhinto protected forests during this
period as shrinking urban employment opportuniitesed many to take on farming (Kajoba,
1998; Mbindo, 2003; Chidumayo, 2001; GRZ-MTNR, 1p9&/ith these migrants settling in
such areas, the encroachment of the cash economeyniote areas where forest reserves are
located was inevitable. The urban-rural migrantspeshdant on a cash economy, were
instrumental in driving land use changes in foreserves through charcoal production for
sale or conversion of forested lands into agricalfior cash crops production. In some areas,
the settlement of migrants into forest reserves araouraged by traditional rulers with an
interest in the degazzetion of forest reservesekiag to bring such lands under their control
(see Kajoba, 1999; also Chapter Six). Accordingtindo (2003), forest cover in Zambia,
which was at 39,755,000 hectares in 1999, had ezttar 31,346,000 hectares by 2000. This
situation forced the state to re-examine its apgrda the management of woodlands and

forests.

Secondly, the Forestry Department itself, as pérthe public sector, was significantly
weakened by retrenchments and reduced budgetagaiins which were part of structural
adjustment measures aimed at dealing with a bloptddic labour force and increasing
efficiency. As forest degradation continued and ¢hpacity of the Forestry Department to
regulate and manage natural resource weakenedffuttiere was a realisation that a fresh
approach to the management of resources was rdquereover, the approach had not
delivered the stream of economic benefits thata$ wssociated with in the 1960s and 1970s.
The wisdom of exclusive state resource managemast&sted and it was clear that solutions

lay outside the state domain of conservation.
(b) Good governance and decentralisation

The embracing of democratic ideals, such as ppdiicin and devolution promoted by the
discourse of good governance, provided a furthgreions for changes in natural resource
policy in Zambia. Exclusionary policies are viewasl undemocratic and incompatible with
the goals of participatory democracy, accountahilitansparency and efficiency that are
promoted by the discourse of good governance (GRHE4). In 1991, the Local Government
Association successfully campaigned for the autgnomlocal councils and since then the
country has embarked on major local governmentrmeSaimed at devolving a wide range of
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responsibilities in various sectors, such as edwutagagriculture, health and forest, to local
councils (GRZ, 2004). In 2004, a national decersatibn policy to guide these reforms was
launched. The importance of this policy is thatenders political support to efforts aimed at
increasing people’s participation in forest manageirand places the management of local
forests under local governments as community reptatves. While this represents an
important milestone in the history of resource ng@maent in Zambia, there are a few areas
where the policy appears to be in conflict with néwest policies. These are discussed

extensively in Chapter 8 which deals with decergasion and forest management in detail.
(c) Internationalisation of the environmental agenda

Parallel to the political and economic developmdant the country, the growing
internationalization of the environmental agendavjgted an even more important opportunity
for reforms in natural resources management. Whaeprevailing economic constraints were
instrumental in forcing the state to re-examinecdaservation strategies, it was the increased
international attention given to the environmerat tlvould finally create a change in Zambia'’s
environmental and natural resource policies. Duting period, the international discourse of
sustainable development provided a new perspeotil@oking at environmental and natural
resource issues. It represented a major paradigtf@hresource management in Zambia, as
it reconceptualised the relationship between cwasien and development. It tied the
conservation of resources to issues of poverty atashy livelihood enhancement and
ecosystem services. In this conception, bureawucsystems were no longer viewed as the
most appropriate approaches to delivering effeatég®urce management. The new emphasis
was on participatory approaches that would be beaakfo both the environment and people’s
livelihoods. This discourse provided a set of aléive policies that, arguably, seem to have

revitalized the nation’s faltering environmentaéada.
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Table 4.1 Policy derivatives of sustainable developent in Zambia’s new conservation
instruments

Key Elements Zambia (national) Sustainable International Sustainable
Development Framework Development Framework/ Concept

Decentralised Decentralisation Policy Agenda 21 Chapter 28 ( Role of Major

environment and Forest Policy (1997), Forestry Act, | groups and Local Agenda 21)

resource managementl999, Wildlife Act (1998),

(JFM approaches angd Rio—Declaration (Subsidiarity Principle

CBNRM approaches) Local Government Act of 1991
Forestry Principles

Benefit Sharing (JFM Forest Act and Wildlife Act Agenda 21 Chapter 3

and CBRNM)

Conservation Agriculture Policy, National Agenda 21 on Sustainable Agriculture
Agriculture, Agro- Environmental Policy (NEP)

forestry etc UNFCC

Forestry Farming Forest Policy UNFCC

Multiple Forest policy Convention on Biological Diversity,
conservation Wildlife Act Agenda 21

objectives NEP

4.6.3 Role of development agencies in deliveringstainable development (SD) policies

Changes in natural resource policies owe muchedadrfiuence of international organizations
that have played a crucial role in the deliveryso$tainable development policies in Zambia.
As sustainable development became a universallypaable development and natural
resource paradigm, international aid agencies bec#m emissaries of this discourse.
National policy and planners were implored to addgrthe links between the environment and
socio-economic issues. This implied making drastianges to policies and legal frameworks

guiding conservation.

Aid agencies appear to have repackaged their drthade issues of sustainable development
in the so called ‘greening of aid’. While organieas such as the World Bank made the
‘reconciling of the environment and developmenttonditionality for obtaining financial
assistance, others were at hand to provide tedhessestance (e.g. UNDP, WWF, Norwegian
Embassy) for the formulation of sustainable dewelent policies and the domestication of
international environmental conventions, such a&s dbnvention on biological biodiversity
(CBD), the UN Framework Convention on Climate GafUNFCCC), the Convention on
Combating Drought and Desertification. These SDm#aorks have provided important
guidelines for Zambia’s environment policy. Thigipd also coincided with the development
of World Bank supported poverty reduction strategier highly indebted poor countries

(HIPCs). In Zambia’s poverty reduction strategy grafPRSP), poverty goals were linked to
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the sustainable management of natural resource€¢hteell, 2008). Similarly, the Fifth

National Development Plan (2006 -2010) that suceddtie PRSP acknowledged the links
between poverty reduction and the environment. af@ately, apart from mere recognition,
these plans have not provided any strategies fdreading environment and development

simultaneously.

In 1987, the IUCN successfully led the formulatioh Zambia’'s conservation strategy
presenting the nation with the first national doeminthat linked the notions of development
and conservation. The national conservation styateglt with a broad range of issues and
brought up the importance of looking at the linkdween conservation and livelihoods. In
1989, Zambia agreed upon ‘a debt for nature swajphy WWF involving US$2. 27million.
According to Drijver and Zuiderwijk (1991), unddrig agreement, WWF agreed to pay part
of Zambia’s foreign debts to an international bamkile the Zambian government allocates a
corresponding amount of money in her currency taeseovation and development. Through
this arrangement, WWF convinced the Zambian goveminto go beyond the state
bureaucracy in finding stakeholders that can helthe conservation of natural resources. In

short, they could use local people and other aataitse management of natural resources.

Following the development of the National ConseoraStrategy in 1987, Zambia enacted a
set of important legislations that included the iEmwmental Protection Act of 1990 that
addresses the impact of development activitieheretvironment. This act also provided for
the establishment of the Environmental Council aimbia (ECZ) as a top environmental
protection agency for the country. In 1992, the ggoment established the Ministry of
Environment and Natural Resources as an apex utistit in the management of the
environment. In 1994, the World Bank asked Zambiddvelop the National Environmental
Action Plan (NEAP) to implement the national consg¢ion strategy. The NEAP laid the basis
for development of the new forest policy in 1997ldiiffe policy in 1999 and the National
Environmental Policy (NEP) in 2009.

The NEP was unveiled in 2009 as the overarchinmérmork in environment matters. It
endorses the concept of sustainable developmetiteamain basis of environmental policy
making in Zambia. As a departure from past policteat separated livelihoods and

environmental conservation, the NEP seeks to peovidcentives that will promote the
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effective contribution of Zambia’'s forest resourcasd on-farm trees to the alleviation of
poverty, sustainable economic development and emviental protection” (GRZ-MTNR,

2009:41). This effectively endorses the idea ofe$ts for poverty reduction and rural
development as a new paradigm. In addition, her,see the entry of on-farm trees in
Zambia’s conservation policies (see also GRZ-MTNR98), signalling an acceptance of

agro-ecosystem initiatives in state policies.

It is quite clear that by embracing the discourgesostainable development, national
environment policy is no longer in the hands ofiorel governments alone. International
NGOs and aid agencies have clearly claimed a stafelicy development. Consequently, the
new policies reflect a broad range of internatioinéérests. A key danger here is that this
leaves little room for a country to articulateatsn vision of the future and raises the question
of ownership of the policies and initiatives pladn&his has always been a tricky situation for
many developing countries. Externally-driven pagihave fared rather badly (e.g. SAPs) in
Zambia. Some of these policies fail due to laclpalitical will, low technical and financial

capacity and weak institutional arrangements. Iditauh, these policy prescriptions are not

always in harmony with local realities.

In addition, Kowero (2004) notes that many of thesganizations have different approaches
to forestry and natural resource management asoéewnhhis precipitates a situation whereby
natural resource departments are caught in a lbgprdginuous planning to suit the demands
of these organizations without delivering any pesibutcomes. Moreover, with various aid
agencies supporting different policies and piecksegislation, it is not unusual to have
conceptual clashes or conflicting policies. Forregbe, NORAD supported the formulation of
the Zambia Forest Action Plan and the forest pabt$999, in which collaborative resource
management is the hallmark of the new forest managée system, and thereby relaxing the
protected area system. In contrast, the World Bardugh the Global Environmental Facility
(GEF) is supporting the ‘Protected Area Re-clasaifon Project’ which appears to strengthen
the protected areas approach by recommending datian of new categories of protected
areas besides existing ones (GRZ/GEF/UNDP, 2010).
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4.7 Key elements of the sustainable developmensdourse in Zambia’s
environmental policies

In summary, the new policies adopted between 189802809 can be broadly categorised has
having three major characteristics. These area ([ioadening of conservation objectives; (2)
a departure from confining conservation only totpcted areas; and (3) devolution and

participation.

(i) Broadening of conservation goals

The new discourse of sustainable development ltagyht to the forefront the need to manage
natural resources for multiple resource uses. iIs tegard, the Minister of Environment,

Catherine Namugala (2010) noted that the “concdpsustainable development implies

Zambia must move towards conserving her resouareshiiltiple uses rather than the narrow
focus on timber supply”. This implies moving towsgrotecting environmental resources for
other ecosystem goods required by communities apnegion of ecosystem services (such as
carbon sequestration, waste sinks and water caatsmny, as well as payment for

environmental services such as carbon trading. AsyMt al (2005) note, the old perception
of forests as a source of timber has been sulestitoy a wider conception of sustainable
forest development, in which forests and trees hawe to meet a myriad of ecological and

socio-ecological needs (see also Campbell et 8420

Concepts that have sprung up, such as biodiveesitgervation, livelihood and well-being
and ecosystem goods and services, have now becameofpthe lexicon of Zambia’s
environmental policy documents. The notion of npléti uses also implies that natural
resources must be conserved to meet local-levés$ dgldzelihood needs and micro-ecological
benefits), national goals (e.g. timber and watetemtion) and global aspirations (e.g. carbon
sinks, biodiversity, bio-prospecting and pharmaicaljt This idea has made conservation an
act of balancing multi-level goals and interestheW it comes to actual implementation, this
presents significant challenges in how to work tilagle-offs between these multi-level goals
and how to make synergies between them. Not all us&y be compatible and the key to
success may lie in prioritizing the goals. Giveatttinese goals reflect the interests of different

actors with different resource capacities (e.gerimtional organizations, state departments
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and communities), the challenge that arises is teoprotect the interests of weak actors such

as communities.
(ii) A departure from confining natural resource conservation to protected areas

As earlier noted, state led conservation in Zampéatgicularly in the forest sector has had a
heavy focus on protected areas (national forestlacal forests) to the neglect of trees,
woodland and forest resources outside these peateneas. New conservation policies now
seek to extend state conservation to forested areasustomary land and agricultural
environments. A key framework proposed for achigvthis is the joint forest resource
management approach (JFM) where forested areabiéfdoms could be declared a JFM.
Apart from this, it is also evident that protectitige environment by simply focusing on
patches of forests is no longer a viable optionnipressures that affect protected forests
occur outside these forested areas. For examplieutigre, which is critically dependent on
environmental resources such as land, influeneesidmagement of woodlands and forests. It
is now evident that for many countries in Africaisainable forest management cannot
succeed without linking it to improvements in agharal productivity (or land availability)
and other activities with the potential to harm diamd and forests (Campbell et al, 2004).
Conservation now has a focus on activities out$atest areas. In particular, agricultural
environments are now receiving great attentionomegt policies (see GRZ, 1998; 2009). In
this regard, new approaches aimed at stabilisiegféhest-farm boundary, while providing
other ecosystem services and goods such as woadjyenearbon storage and carbon
sequestration, have found expression in the b&iNtBP and forest policy of 1997. The NEP
promises to deal with the forest-farm interfacegogmoting ‘the integration of forests and
trees into farming systems, soil conservation @@/ and land-use systems’ (GRZ-MTNR,
2009:42)". 1t is also hoped that these new formslasfd management will promote the
rehabilitation of marginal land and also createiremmental stewardship among farmers. In
these approaches, farmers are now viewed as pnsdoiceot only food and fibres, but also of
ecosystem services (see Gorman et al, 2001). Amlomgange of technologies that have
found representation in policies include conseorafiarming, conservation agriculture and
agro-forestry. These approaches provide good exagfl how conservation and livelihoods
are rapidly being viewed as mutually supportiv&€ambia’s policies. Moreover, the discourse

of climate change is providing further impetus fibveir adoption as they are seen as
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indispensable components of climate change adaptatrategies. Other areas which are now
covered by the new environmental policy includeivate plantations’ and ‘homestead’

forests. These were never a focus of previous ceaten policies.
(iii) Participation and devolution

According to UNEP (2007), the publication of ‘Oup@mon Future’ and the Rio-products
strengthened the interaction between governmer@©Nand scientists, and changed attitudes
towards the governance of the environment and alatasources. In Zambia, this change is
well-reflected in the move towards the involvemehta broad range of stakeholders in the
conservation agenda (NGOs, private sector, loaahcits and communities). This is clearly in
keeping with the goals of the Agenda 21 that aadlthe participation of a broad range of
stakeholders in resource management. This marksajar ndeparture from exclusionary
policies previously followed by the government aisdexplicitly acknowledged by the

Forestry Department in the following statement:

“In the past, forestry development was adverseigcééd by the lack of collaboration
between forest department, local communities, atiteroparties with the forest
department. The new forest acts now provides fer dbtive involvement of local
communities, the private sector, and other stakigmsl in sustainable forest

management” ( Zambia Forest Department, 2005 pi)

New conservation policies do not just seek to imgahany stakeholders in the management
of resources; they also have the ultimate aim ofolleng resource management to
appropriate local institutions within the framewaok community based natural resources
management (CBNRM). This is seen as a way of riegttine rights of local actors to manage,
and benefit from, natural resources in their proimThe desire to devolve resource
management to local communities and to restore thgits of access to natural resources is

explicitly stated in the following statement by therestry Department (ZFD, 2005:1):

“There is need to increase the rights of local camities when it comes to managing

and getting benefits from forests and the areasnardhem. The government wants
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local communities to be involved in managing anthgishe forests in a way that

means the forests will remain there for the future”

In order to devolve natural resource managemenobdal institutions, the NEP notes that

“‘implementation strategies will focus more on eBtiing an enabling environment to

promote community based natural resource manageamehtess on traditional government
managed development projects” (GRZ-MTNR, 2007:B4#}his statement, it appears that the
state is now repositioning itself to use collabatresource management to legitimize its
relationship with other stakeholders. Rather thea Iecal communities as the problem, the
new perspectives actually view the historical egidn of local communities as a reason for

the continued degradation of the natural resourcgambia.

While this notion of participation and devolutioppeears appealing, it raises a number of
guestions that are important to the success oétapproaches. For example, what institutions
can be considered as ‘appropriate’ local instingidor the devolution of natural resource
management? In my view, these natural resourcecigsliintroduce new institutional
arrangements that may be in conflict with existiogal-level institutions that have guided
local resource management over time. For exampie, JFM committees, council area
development committees and new rules guiding regoumanagement may lead to the
marginalisation of village committees and custonratgs, and create further conflicts rather
than resolve them. It appears that the goal ig¢ate registered (formal) local-level bodies
that are guided by statutory law rather than cuatgrfaw. In the words of one policy-maker,
these policies are heading towards ‘restitution setusion’, yet clearly, this conception of
CBNRM does not seek the restitution of local ingiitns; it seeks substitution, and may create
the same conflicts as the old approach. The psliagpear to have been crafted under the
assumption that there are no existing local insbihal frameworks or that the informal
institutions existing are completely irrelevant aredjuire replacement. Tied to this is the
guestion of what form of participation is impliegt {participation’? This is critical, as lessons
in the wildlife sector, where these initiatives atea more advanced stage than in forestry,
show that, often, ordinary members of the communétsely participate in the decision-
making process. Instead, it is those who are aletred of executive committee members who
are privileged to attend workshops and associamsklves with government officers that

participate at this level. Consequently, the bes&fi community-based resource management
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are often skewed in favour of these members. Is tbgard, devolution risks creating new
elitist groups and heightening social tensions (@R 2006). Another key question is whether
this devolution of resource management can suadbssiccur without dealing with thorny
issues surrounding resource ownership and tenureoth customary areas and gazetted
forests. For example, local forests and trees wolhtinue to be owned by the Forestry
Department with only usufruct rights transferredtb@ community. This does not firmly
secure community rights to the management of foresburces, and raises the question of
how far the state is prepared to cede ownership @mrol of natural resources to

communities.
4.8 Conclusion

This chapter has demonstrated that resource maraggralicy and practice in Zambia has
undergone a range of changes since the coloniabdoelt also shows that policy and
institutional development in environment and ndtugaources is never a neat process. At any
one point, it is characterised by contestationswirich the interests of stakeholders are
continuously negotiated. In this regard, Zambiaasural resource policies and institutional
frameworks should be regarded as products of thestestations and negotiations between
different interests. From this discussion, insiinél and policy developments in Zambia
appear to have undergone four main historical sta@ the pre-colonial period when land
and other resources were governed solely by cusyosystems; (b) the initiation of the
‘modern state’ domain of resource management bygdhanial administration when western-
style conservation approaches gained ascendancycogéomary systems through national
policies and laws aimed at controlling the use amhagement of natural resources; (c) a
period of consolidation of the state domain of matuesource management and total
disempowerment (or exclusion) of customary systéfos resources such as forests and
wildlife) when the state gained exclusive contreéoownership and management of wildlife,
forest and forest resources; and (d) a period estitution and inclusion’ in which the state
attempts to take resource management back to tbplepeThis is also the period when

conservation is being extended to socio-ecologigsiems such as agriculture environments.

These stages reflect periods when successive goeets have attempted to fit natural
resources into their various production and econoagendas with varying outcomes. A

recurring theme throughout the chapter has beepdtsstence of customary systems, despite
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periods of denigration and restructuring. Thesdornary systems continue to exist, rather
uneasily, alongside the state system. Althouglo¥er 70 years, their importance has not been
emphasised in Zambia’'s conservation policies agdllBeameworks, in practice, many more
resources are governed by customary systems thatateyled systems. In forestry, over 60%
of Zambia’'s forests are governed by customary gystend a similar percentage of
agricultural land lies in customary areas (Bandal,et997). In some of these areas, chiefs and
other traditional rulers continue to play an impott role in the management of forest
resources. Although not legally empowered to dossope customary authorities have been
instrumental in leading the process of craftingalatatural resource institutional arrangements
aimed at controlling natural resources degradggee Chapter Seven). However, the neglect
of customary systems over the years has inhibdedl linstitutional development, accelerated

the loss of local indigenous ecological knowledgd eontributed to resource degradation.

The focus on sustainable development now seekswusitr these systems and open a new
chapter in people-conservation relations. Changesatural resource policies based around
this discourse are also taking place throughouttifeon Africa (Malawi, Botswana,
Zimbabwe and Namibia). In these countries, managatgral resources for both conservation
and poverty reduction, particularly in the framelwaf community based natural resources
management appears to be a real option (McCon2@l8; Temm and Mulekom, 2001;
Temm and Johnson, 2000). On the other hand, impoitant to note that SD has made
conservation a much more complex project than kefibrhas created new multi-stakeholder
conservation approaches and seeks to extend catisenbeyond the traditional spaces of
protected areas to new spaces, such as homesteddfarans, with varying institutional
arrangements. By looking at the volume of new poldocuments and plans (covering
biodiversity conservation, climate change, desedtion etc) developed by the Zambian
government, in which forests and trees play a eéndte, it is doubtful whether some of the
suggested initiatives will ever get implementedey hisk being mere paper creations, but may
have served the purpose of appeasing financierdudfiling international obligations. As a
result, this thesis will be restricted to core aurstble development ideas that are already being

deployed to local areas.
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Chapter Five

Chongwe district: land tenure, environment and livdihoods

51 Introduction

This chapter will present the major socio-econoamd physical characteristics of Chongwe,
the field study site. In particular, it describdee tpolitical and social organisation of the
district, the livelihood characteristics of thetdi® and its land tenure characteristics. These

characteristics have an important bearing on thementation of natural resource policy.
5.2 Socio-demographic characteristics and administtive arrangements

Chongwe is the second-largest district in the aguritocated in Lusaka Province, central
Zambia (Figure 5.1), the district covers a totalfate area of approximately 10,500 km

(CDC, 2006). However, with a population of only 1800, it is also one of the most sparsely-
populated districts in the country (CDPU, 2008).addition, despite its proximity to the

capital of the country, the district is largely ayrwith only 4% of its population based in its
small municipality (CDDCC, 2005). Until 1995, whi#mwas declared a district, Chongwe was
administered as part of Lusaka district and wassknas Lusaka Rural. As a region that was
only conferred a district status in the 1990s, whk®n country was experiencing the most
difficult economic times in its history, the distrihas seen very little investment in terms
infrastructure development. Consequently, Chongsealso one of the least developed
districts in the countryThe district is predominantly inhabited by the Sgloup of people

who, have been in Chongwe for over 500 years (ZR@.0). However, over the past 50
years, Chongwe has experienced an influx of otmeugs of people, such as the Chewa,
Ngoni and Tonga, due to the district’'s proximity toisaka (see Table 5.1). The main
languages spoken in this area are Chisoli and @hjay While Chisoli is the native language,
Chinyanja is the most widely spoken language indistrict and recognised as the regional

language of Lusaka Province.
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Figure 5.1: Location of Chongwe district in Zambia
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Source: Sanchez, 2007.

Table 5.1 Ethnicity of the Respondents in the studgirea

Ethnicity of Respondents (n=12p

Soli Lenje Chewa/Ngor Tonge Othel Total
Village Name Shisholeka 61.1% 16.7% 11.19% 2.8% 8.394 100.09
Mtanuka 58.8% 14.7% 14.7% 5.9% 5.999 100.09
Outside Munyets 63.6% 13.6% 9.1% 4.5% 9.1% 100.0%
inside Munyeta 39.3% 7.19 14.3% 32.1% 7.199 100.09
Total 55.8% 13.3% 12.5% 10.8% 7.5% 100.0%

Source: Field Data

The district is divided into two constituencies, igfh are further subdivided into 19 wards.

Each constituency elects a representative (Memb®&adiament) to the National Assembly

and at ward-level an area councillor is electedh® District Council. In this regard, the

District Council comprises 19 councillors, the twoembers of Parliament and two
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representatives of traditional leaders (CDC, 2008)e council is the main policy and
decision-making body at the district level. It ésllby a non-executive chairperson (referred to
as Mayor in City and Municipal Councils), while tday-to-day operations are managed by a
council administrative team under the leadership @ouncil Secretary (referred to as Town
Clerk in Municipal and City Councils). The counak a local government body, occupies an
important place in the policy debates surroundiatural resource management. As already
noted in Chapter Four, for much of the post-indelesice period, local governments were
excluded from participating in the management dfura resources, such as forests and
wildlife. However, the re-introduction of multipgrtlemocracy in 1990 was followed by local
government reforms and the adoption of a natioreledtralisation policy that seeks to
devolve natural resources responsibilities to idistouncils (GRZ, 2004). This has brought a
new focus on local governments as important actonsitural resources management. Chapter
Eight deals extensively with the new powers andpoasibilities transferred to local

governments under devolution policies.

In addition to the council, the state, by a caboietular issued in 1995, asked each district to
establish a district development coordinating cottaai (DDCC), which brings together all
heads of government departments and representafiyesastatal companies in the district to
form an advisory body to the council and a forumdoordinating all development projects in
the district (CDC, 2005). Although the council pides the secretariat for this body, the
DDCC is chaired by a state-appointed District Cogssioiner who coordinates line ministries
at the district level. The DDCC is also dividedoirsieveral sub-committees which include the
district environment and natural resources managencemmittee. This committee is
composed of environment and natural resource exgsstn state departments and other
organisations that are involved in natural rescsiro@nagement in the district. In this regard,
it is the main technical advisory committee on #m¥ironment and natural resources for the
DDCC. According to the District Forestry Officer FD), the district environmental
committee has the role of providing a link betwdes DDCC and local communities involved
in natural resources management. Consequentlys ¢tharged, together with the district
planning unit (DPU) of the council, with the respinlity of facilitating district and local

environment and natural resources plans.
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However, according to one of the officers in theroal, the ability of the district environment
and natural resources management committee tesacvible natural resources management
technical committee is limited by the fact thatptrent committee, the DDCC, was set up by
a cabinet circular rather than by statutory regotet In this regard, the officer notes that the
decisions or resolutions of the DDCC are not lgghihding, unless endorsed by the council.
According to the national decentralisation secratathis is one of the most important factors
that weaken the DDCC structure (and its committeess)a viable district-level decision-
making body. The officer notes that because thebéshment of the DDCC was not followed
by a change in legislation to legitimise its demis, there is no law that compels either the
council, or any other actor, to act on the reconuaé@ions of the committee. This situation
suggests that the environment and natural resocaremittee has no real powers to act as a
legally-constituted natural resource governanceybad the district-level. However, it is
important to note that natural resource devolutguidelines issued by the Forestry
Department identify the district environment anduna resources committee as the district
level body to oversee the implementation of pagytitdry natural resources management
(ZFD, 2005, GRZ/UNDP, 2010). The implications otske arrangements are discussed in
detail in Chapter Eight.

Besides the District Council and the Office of thestrict Commissioner, the district has
traditional (customary) governance structures wiipkrate outside the official political and
administrative structures. Under the customary athbtnative arrangements, the district is
divided into four chiefdoms - Nkomesha, Bunda-Burfslsikabeta and Mpaisha (CDC, 2006).
Each of the chiefdoms is ruled by a hereditary iti@tal leader, referred to as Mambo
(Chief), or Mukamambo (Cheftainess). The most semaditional ruler in the district is the
Mukamambo Nkomesha Il (Chieftainess Nkomesha) wdaxld the Nkomesha Chiefdom
(Chidumayo, 2001). The village is the lowest adstnaitive level in the chiefdom. According
to the National Registration Act (GRZ, 1995), aledtion of households is recognised as a
village if ten or more adults in the area haveorsl registration cards (NRC). An NRC is the
basic form of identification which every Zambianiz#n is required to obtain upon attaining
the age of 16. However, according to one of thiagd head-persons who participated in this
research, in the Soli tradition, a village consiefsseveral households brought together
through ties of kinships. Most often, villages &mended by families related to the ruling

chief of the land. In each village, the foundingnfly provides the village head-person who is
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known as the Indunalhe villages of concern in this study are locaitecChief Nkomesha
(Shisholeka and Mtanuka) and Chief Bunda-Bunda (dtmarea).

The linkages between the District Council, the DgstCommissioners’ Office and the
customary governance structures are somewhat undléale previously (before the advent
of multiparty democracy), the chiefs reported te dstrict councils, their role in the district in
the new regulatory instruments is not well-definEacept for the Lands Act (GRZ, 1995;
Mululwa, 2002), which recognises chiefs as custmgliaf customary land, other statutory
regulations and policy frameworks, such as the LdBavernment Act and national
decentralisation policy, are vague on the roleraflitional rulers in district administration.
Moreover, according to the Chongwe council admiatste officer, although the chiefs are
represented on the council, their influence on cdunatters is rather negligible as they do
not represent any ward or constituency (i.e. thidipal administrative levels recognised by
the council). These unclear linkages in the dist@cministrative arrangements raise
challenges for the management of natural resouasetey are often the source of tensions
between state actors and the traditional leaderseXxample, while statutory regulations place
natural resources under state or local governnmrital, the traditional leaders are the actors
who are often located at the site of the resoufdaterest. Chapters Six and Eight will show
the tensions that arise as a result of ignoringorngry governance structures in natural

resources management.

5.3 Livelihood characteristics of local actors in Gongwe

From the interviews with the local elders in thedst sites, it appears that over the past
century, the livelihood characteristics of the Suive changed significantly. While there is
very little information on the nature of their lileods before the advent of colonialism, the
traditional names by which groups of Soli were tifead shed some light on their main
livelihoods before the advent of colonialism. Aatiog to the ZNA (2010) district note books,
the Soli exist in three groups: (a) the Soli-Wamkayoriented to the Lenje tradition; (b) Soli-
futwa (food growers and fighters); and (c) Soli ®ifavi (hunters with bow and arrow). These
names show that crop cultivation and hunting wheedominant livelihood activities pursued
by the Soli. For example, Shisholeka village, adoay to the local elders, started as a hunting

camp for Soli hunters before they decided to séttlne place. Similarly, in Munyeta, local
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elders noted that, despite the fact that the asesatsetse-infested, settlers were attracted to the
area because of the abundant game and forests arg¢h which played a crucial role in their
local livelihood system. These local narrativesvsladong history of local actors’ dependence

on natural resources.

According to the local elders, before the adventhaf colonial period, the Soli cultivated
mainly sorghum and millet, which formed part ofitr&taple diet. Maize, which today is the
staple food of the Soli, occupied a rather perighposition in this agronomic system of the
Soli and only gained ground as an important fooabcin the 1940s when the colonial
administrators began to emphasise it. AccordingTtapnell and Clothier (1999), the
traditional agricultural system of the Soli centied bush and village gardens. Bush gardens
were created by cutting tree branches, piling taemund trunks and stumps and then burning
them. This was similar to the Chitemene systemted in the Northern Province and
described in detail by Allan (1965). On these pesclof land, intercropping and mixed-
cropping were practiced, in which sorghum or mi({le$ main crops), with small proportions
of maize, were intercropped with pumpkins and ottweurbits. According to Chidumayo
(2001), these bush gardens were abandoned afteotieorr years to be reclaimed by natural
vegetation. The village gardens, on the other hamdle cultivated on a continuous basis by
women who grew maize, pumpkins, sweet-potatoessarghum (Chidumayo, 2001; Trapnell
and Clothier, 1999).

From Trapnell and Clothier's (1999) descriptionSuli agronomic practices, it is clear that
the Soli agricultural system was characterised livarsified cropping pattern rather than
mono-cropping. In addition, there was a distincti@tween village gardens (where cultivation
was continuous) and bush-gardens (where long fajp@wods were observed). However,
according to Chidumayo (2001), with the increas@apulation in the area, appropriation of
Soli lands by the colonial administration and stadeicultural policies (both in the colonial
and post-colonial periods), the bush-gardens beégure replaced by more permanent fields
and the distinction between village gardens andch{gasdens tended to disappear, as both
were cultivated on a more-or-less continuous ballereover, with post-independence
agricultural policies that encouraged maize-grovand mechanised farming, the Soli adopted
the plough for cultivation and maize became the idant crop. The dominance of maize in

crop cultivation was also noted in this researshpearly all farm plots visited in all the study
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sites (except for river-line gardens) had portiohsnaize on them. However, it was also

observed that mixed cropping, has continued inatlea as all farm plots had at least two or
more crops on the same plot. Besides maize, holasebaltivate groundnuts, sweet potatoes,
pumpkins, beans and a variety of vegetables thatige both cash income and subsistence

benefits to households.

In addition, it was also observed that while shdtcultivation of bush gardens was no longer
practiced, it was rare to find a farm plot that wasolly under cultivation. In the livelihood
asset survey, for example, fewer than 5% of akaesh participants indicated that they had
cultivated their entire fields in the past five y&@an most cases, farmers still allow portions of
their land to lie in fallow (see Plate 5.1). In dtth, in Mtanuka, the study found at least four
families who have completely withdrawn parts ofittegricultural land from cultivation for
the past 10-15 years for the purpose of allowirtgnadvegetation to regenerate. According to
these farmers, this allows them to increase actedsvestock folder, thatch grass and
sometimes even firewood. These agronomic pracsicesld be understood as important agro-
ecosystem practices that farmers adopt in ordénpoove the productivity of their land and

their livelihood asset base (see also Fairhead.eadh, 1996).

Source: Field Photo
Plate 5.1 Fallow land in Shisholeka
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Today, however, the livelihoods of Chongwe inhaiitaare much more diversified. While
crop cultivation is still one of the major souraddivelihoods (with over 90% of respondents
in the two study areas of Shisholeka and Munyetalwed in crop production), households
rely on a range of other livelihoods assets aratesgies for their subsistence. These include
livestock production, small-scale trading, wage kEyment and crafts production and
remittances. In terms of livestock, the most comraoa cattle, goats and poultry. However,
from the focus group discussions, it was evideat there are important differences between
men and women in livestock rearing. For exampléjecare highly valued by men and it is
assumed that it is men’s responsibility to herdleafhey are valued as an important source
of draft power, cash income from milk sales andaasource of prestige. In the local
understandings of wealth, households with catiéeadso seen as the wealthiest households in
the village (44% in Shisholeka and 56% of househaikdMunyeta who participated in the
livelihood survey have cattle). On the other hasrdall livestock, such as goats, chicken and

ducks, are largely kept by women.

Small livestock are not only an important sourtbausehold nutrition, but also provide cash
income among women and are used in barter traéigg \{ith maize or beans) during periods
of stress. Nearly 30% of the households who pasdteid in the survey were also involved in
some form of petty trading (e.g. running a grocghgp, selling vegetables, fruits, charcoal,
tool handles, brooms etc), while 17% indicated tleatittances played a crucial role in their
livelihoods (see Table 5.2). In addition, the reskdinds that a wide range of forest products
play a crucial role in the livelihoods of the pemplThe importance of forest products,
however, is discussed separately in the chapteatindewith the management of forest

resources in the two sites.
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Table 5.2 Main sources of livelihoods in the stydarea

Sources of livelihood Frequency (n=120) Percentage
Crop production 116 96.6%
Poultry 81 67.5
Livestock keeping (cattle) 59 49.2%
Small scale trading 35 29.2%
Crafts making 35 29.2%
Remittances 20 16.7%
Farm wage employment 13 10.8%
Wage employment outside 5 4.2%
agriculture

Beer making 5 4.2%

Source: Field data

There are important variations in livelihood adies and distribution of assets between
Shisholeka area and Munyeta area. For examplegwahileast 5 households (2 in Mtanuka
and 3 in Shisholeka) indicated that they were iwedl in wage employment outside
agriculture, none of the respondents in Munyeta arere engaged in wage employment. The
low penetration of state departments, NGOs andaf@iwrganisations in Munyeta (as the
remoter of the two study sites) seems to accourthi non-availability of wage employment
opportunities in Munyeta. In addition, it was alsbserved that while in Munyeta, some
households were also involved in charcoal produactibis was not the case with Shisholeka
and Mtanuka. This variation owes much to the fhat in Shisholeka, charcoal production is
not allowed, while Munyeta has become a haven afadal production (see also CDC, 2006;
Chidumayo et al, 2001). There are also importanatians between the two areas in terms of
access to various physical assets (Table 5.1)
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Table 5.3 The state of physical capital and sociaervices in Munyeta and Shisholeka

area.

Services and Infrastructure Detailed Dsxription
Munyeta Shisholeka area

Number of schools Only one school basic schogl,One basic school
No secondary school One secondary school is 4 km way

All weather road About 12 km to the nearest | High-way connect Chongwe and
tarred road Lusaka passes close to Shisholeka

Health centre/clinic No health centre, households
travel 12 km to nearest health| One health centre
centre

Availability of grocery shops Small shops for groes, Small shops for groceries, largely
largely operational during the | operational during the dry season
dry season

Proximity to town Nearest urban area is 42 km | Near to Chongwe township
away

Transport easily accessible Once a week, on astihyra | Easily accessible transport to town
bus comes to the area

Local market infrastructure None, the door to door Local market shed although door to
marketing is the norm door marketing also the norm

Access to clean water Water from running streamsg Water from running streams, open
and open wells wells and borehole

Forest extension services No forest extension Gesvi No forest extension services

Veterinary extension services No Vet infrastructame No veterinary extension infrastructure
extension services services

Agriculture extension services Agriculture extensodficers | Agriculture extension officers visit the
rarely visit the area area although not frequently

Social welfare services No social welfare servines | No social welfare services in the area
the area

Environmental NGOs operating No environmental NGOs Christian Fund Zambia working in the

in the area operating in the area area. Also Conservation Farming Unit

(CFU)

Development NGOs No development NGO Christian Child Fund Zambia
operating in the area

Farmer association Farmer cooperative formed | Has had a farmer cooperative for
only recently (2 years ago) nearly a decade

Source: Field data.

From Table 5.1, it is evident that Munyeta is cloteased by a much weaker physical asset
base than Shisholeka. As will be seen in Chaptgr ®is has implications for natural
resources conservation, as it exacerbates depemdmmcnatural resourced.he lack of
physical infrastructure in remote forested envirents is not unique to Munyeta. Edmunds
and Wallenberg (2003) note that forest inhabitaften lack basic infrastructure facilities, and
typically have limited access to financial assetputs and technologies. These factors often
deprive these communities of opportunities to seilthe available natural assets fully and

impede their agency to improve their livelihood gy (see also Ros-Tonen and Wiersum,
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2005). The lack of these assets generally increases theerability of forest dwellers to

famine, diseases and other stresses (Edmunds adi@énldémg, 2003; Ros-Tonen and
Wiersum, 2005)Apart from this lack of physical assets, it is entithat Munyeta also scores
low in its social and political assets. For example a community that is highly fluid, has
weak kinship ties and is only beginning to orgarntself around the traditional leadership,
Munyeta lacks the strong social cohesion and contynudentity that characterise other

communities such as Shisholeka.
5. 4. Factors affecting local livelihoods

The livelihood strategies and activities identifiedthe preceding section are influenced by a
number of factors. These include environmentalalality and seasonality, availability of
farm and off-farm wage employment, market factdrsalth factors and extra-local socio-
economic factors. Seasonality, in particular, maor driver of livelihoods in the study area.
A distinctive characteristic of seasonality in taeea is a single-four month rainy season
(between November and April) that plays a centodé rin determining opportunities for
production and livelihood enhancement in the afé& mean annual rainfall ranges from 800
to 880mm (Chidumayo et al, 2001). As most of thepomdents in this area identify
themselves as farmers, this is seen as the mogirtamp period of the year. During this
season, households generally spend more time gn aulttivation than they do on other
activities such as small scale trading, beer brgwinextractive activities. In fact, the results
from focus group discussions show that some holdghemporary put some livelihood
activities such as small-scale trading and crati&ing on hold and re-invest some savings or
income earned from these activities into farming. (for the purchase of farming inputs or
payment of labour). Some households, however, tsiie to divide their time between other
livelihood activities and farming. Table 5.2 shothe relationship between seasonality and
livelihoods.
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Table 5.4 Seasonality, livelihood activities andousehold food availability.

Season Month Activity Resource Availability
Wet Hot Season | November Land preparation for maize and Food-deficient periods
groundnuts, Early planting and dependence on
natural resources
increases
December Planting of maize and groundnuts, | Food deficiency in
beginning of weeding households, Mushroom
and caterpillars
Herding of cattle and goats available in the village
forest
Mango fruits, wild
vegetables available
such as Amaranthus.
January Application of fertiliser, weeding, langdFood insufficiency,
preparation for sweet potatoes, river-| Maize from gardens ang
line gardening of vegetables early-maturing varieties
Herding of cattle and goats ready for consumption
as green maize e.g.
Kapyawangu
February Gardening, selling of fresh farm Kapyawangu maize
produce such as groundnuts variety is ready for
Herding of cattle and goats consumption
March Gardening, selling of fresh farm Many households have
products such as sweet potatoes , plenty of food as well ag
groundnuts and maize income from farm
Heading of cattle and goats product sales
April Beginning of maize-harvesting period
gardening
Cold Dry Season| May Harvesting of maize, gardening
June River-line gardening, maize marketirig,
Animals let loose
July River-line gardening, maize marketing
August River-line gardening
Dry Hot Season Sept River-line side gardening
Oct Land preparation, gardening Some households

experience food
shortages and
dependence on natural
resource products
increases

Source: Field data, focus group discussions (s@asalendar sessions)
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From Table 5.2, it can be seen that the rainy seaBm overlaps with the period when most
households experience food shortages in the amaétween October and January). Indeed,
the study finds that more than 40% of householgsee&nce food shortages between these
months. From the interviews with respondents ah lsites, the most important factors that
account for food shortages among households inghate access to productive assets (e.qg.
lack of fertilisers, seeds and farming implementshsas ploughs, inadequate farm labour and
poor health) and human capital constraints (e.ck laf adequate family labour and poor
human health). Poor health, in particular, is emmgrgas an important challenge to local
livelihoods in the study area due to high prevadeoicHIV/AIDs in the community. Although
this study does not have access to the HIV/AIDSalexnce rates, during the interviews with
respondents at least thirteen respondents inteedewall sites indicated that they were either
nursing a patient or had lost a member of the fahile to the disease. In Zambia, the high
HIV/AIDS prevalence rate, affecting 16% of the plation, is now recognised as one of the
most important challenges affecting household feedurity in many parts of the country
(Boudron et al, 2007; CDPU, 2008). These factorgehalso been exacerbated by the
withdrawal of state intervention in agriculture @nthe 1990s, when the country embarked on
new economic reforms (see Chapter Four). This seerhave decreased households’ access
to financial assets (e.g. micro-credit, subsidiagyl physical assets such as veterinary
infrastructure and services, market facilities d&n implements (e.g. ploughs) ( see also
Chileshe, 2005; Baudron et al, 2007; CDC, 2005).

Associated with seasonality are climatic stresseisshocks such as droughts and frequent dry
spells, livestock diseases and pest attacks, wddicadd to the vulnerability context of the
people in the area and contribute to food shorta@akle 5.3 presents some of the climatic

stresses that have had an effect on local livetikaaver the past four decades in Chongwe.
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Table 5.5: Major climatic events recorded in the sidy area since the 1970s

Year Event Effects

1972/73 | Drought leading to most serious| Decline in crop yields, decline in availability o
reduction in ground water — it was folder for animals
worst drought in 50 years

1978 Extreme heavy rains Damage to crops and Bouse

1979 Drought leading to reduction in | Reduction in maize production by 25 -40%
crop vyields by 25-40%

1980 Dry spell Decline in yields

1982/83 | Dry spells Decline in yields

1983/84 | Drought Water stress, decline in cropdgiel

1989 Heavy rains causing extensive | Crops rotting, damaged and decline in yields
water logging -60% of total
rainfall in one season

1990 Dry spells Water stress and crop wilting, prop harvest

1991 Dry spell Water stress and crop wilting, pcramp harvest

1992 Severe drought , Area declared | Water stress, decline in yield, severe famine,
disaster area livestock deaths etc

1993/94 | Continued drought and water Decline in yields, severe famine, livestock
scarcity deaths

2006/7 Excessive rainfall Decline in yields

Source: Field Data and DMU (2010).

The climatic trends in Table 5.3 suggest that Cla@ngs an area that is highly prone to
environmental stresses. This is important, as ahtasource management strategies deployed
in such areas need to take this vulnerability cdnieto consideration, in order to avoid
eroding the resilience of local livelihoods. Houslels react in a variety of ways when faced
with the challenges resulting from these unceréntin their local environments. For
example, when faced with food shortages, the rebefands that some households turn to
remittances, short-term employment (particularly Shisholeka and Mtanuka where such
opportunities are available) and even migratiomniboth the focus group discussions and
interviews, it was evident that during this periaffected households also rely on kinships or
family networks (as an important component of tiseicial capital) for food and remittances.
In addition, small livestock are often exchanged rfwize. Apart from this, it is was also
evident in both the focus group discussions arehwews that households also take advantage
of the various opportunities offered by the ecatagidiversity of their area to diversify their
livelihoods. Ecological spaces in the area, suclwettands, river-line areas and woodlands,
have provided an important basis for livelihood foyement and management of

environmental risks. For exampleutside the rainy season, crop cultivation shifeany to
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river line areas where most households manage smghted gardens calledimba The
crops grown in these gardens are mainly vegetahlels as cabbage, rape, tomatoes, onions
and cucumbers. During farm-visits, it was alsoeobsd that households have reacted to these
challenges by reducing the acreage cultivated r@eroto concentrate inputs on small plots),
using indigenous agronomic practices such as atgiion, use of animal manure and use of
stress-tolerant maize varieties suchkapyawanguandgankhata These results suggest that
the organisation of local livelihoods is orientesvards building livelihood resilience, a factor
that is important when examining the fit betweeturad resources policies and local realities.
In addition, over the past seven years, the staddrdernational organisations have introduced
conservation agriculture as a response to thesdlenbes, as well as a strategy for
implementing agri-environmental measures in agwueal areas. This point is further

discussed in Chapter Nine of this study.

5.5 Land tenure in Chongwe

Like other parts of the country, land in Chongweeither categorised as state-land (where
lease-hold is possible) or customary land (admenést by customary authorities). The two
sites where local-level studies were carried outthis research reflect this division. In

Munyeta, the community inside the reserve is latate government-owned land, while the
one outside the reserve is located on customady larthis regard, the community inside the
reserve is officially classified as a squatter camity and have no properly-defined rights to
the reserve land or the resources in it (CDC, 20@®) the other hand, Shisholeka area is
predominantly a customary area, although at lamsthouseholds have title deeds to their

farm and residential land.

Although the popular view is that customary land amsources on it are uniformly managed
(EAZ, 1997), in reality the study finds that thetiferent components of the commons are
perceived as differently owned, and therefore ceifilly managed. For example, interviews
held with the Induna and local elders in both Sbliska and Mtanuka area show that while
some components of the common, such as residamtiatropland are viewed as the private
property of a family, some ecological zones andrthespective resources are viewed as
community goods of the village. These zones inclsdered areas, community forests and

grazing sites and any unallocated spaces in theges. These are managed collectively under
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customary governance and institutional arrangemésdgs Chapter Seven). Similarly, the
distinction between family managed resources amdnmonity goods can be seen in the way
trees resources on various ecological spaces @a&ded. Trees on the homestead or
uncultivated portions of the farmland are fondlyfereed to asshantini yanga(my
woodland/bushland) and they are distinguished frehmantini yamunzi(the village

woodland/bushland).

Individual families gain access to cropland andides#tial land through inheritance,
allocations by the village committee or througherfiamily arrangements (i.e. where an
individual borrows land for a specified period).rFexample, in Shisholeka, 67% of the
households gained access to their land throughitahee, while 30% were allocated the land
on which they are living and cultivating by thelage committee. In Munyeta, inside the
reserve, the situation is slightly different. Hemearly 60% noted that they were allocated the
land they were using by the village Induna. Thisveh that most of the residents in the

reserves are new settlers.

According to the village elders in Shisholeka, ofexed has been allocated to a family for
settlement or agriculture, it ceases to be underctimtrol of the village leadership and is
transferred to a family that continues to exer@saership and direct control over it until
such time when the family or their descendants ewgér require its use. This differs
significantly from a situation in which land is oach by the clan or lineage (see Chileshe,
2005). In addition, the secretary of the villagenoaittee in Shisholeka notes that a family’s
land holding rights are in this situation, protectey custom and tradition. A family is
regarded as holding the land in perpetuity (ilee in free-hold) and has the right to transfer
the land to a friend or next of kin with the knodde of the headperson (but not necessarily
with their consent) as long as it remains customanyg (i.e. it is not being converted into
leasehold). While the right-holder of residentehd has the right to exclude any actor from
accessing any resource on his/her homestead suichitssor even medicinal plants at any
time during the year, rights of access to agricaltand reflect a high degree of flexibility,
depending on the season and resource of interagsihdthe rainy season, right holders may
exclude any other actor from the land except far é&rcumstances where other people may
be allowed to access water or use a path througlatim plot (see also Larson et al, 2010;

Meizen-Dick and Mwangi, 2009). In the dry seasoowéver, the land is opened up to all
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members of the community for livestock grazingafging, mice digging, collection of wild
vegetables and other livelihood activities. In tt@gard, the local tenurial arrangements reflect

flexibility and fit with organisation of local livéhoods.

5.6  Forest resources and natural resources consetian in the study area

Chongwe district has a rich forest resources baskita distribution of forest resources is
largely determined by other physical charactesst€ the district such as topography and
soils. About 92% of the district is a plateau goaactuated with hilly stretches and covered in
sandy loam soils which make it possible for thesasto grow maize and groundnuts (CDC,
2005). The plateau area is largely covered by thersombo woodland comprising mainly of

Brachystegia, Julbernadia and Isoberlinia species. In the valley areas of the district,
characterised mainly by alkaline soils, mopane diwreare the main type of vegetation.
According to the district forest office, these fet®e play an important role in protecting the
district's water catchment areas. The district ited by the Chongwe, Chalimbana,

Lusenfwa, Luangwa, Mwapula, Munyeta and other gver

As with the rest of the country, forest and treesawvation has been confined to protected
forests in the form of fortress conservation. Aduag to the district forest office, the district

originally had four forest reserves (Munyeta, Cmalana, Soli and Kanakantapa). However,
due to heavy encroachment and degradation, Kargbaribrest and Soli forest reserve were
degazetted to pave the way for agricultural settl@nschemes. Although there are now two
protected forests within the geographical boundasieChongwe, only one forest, Munyeta, is
under the management of Chongwe district counCihalimbana, because of its proximity to

Lusaka district, is under the management of Lushdtaict.

Munyeta forest reserve covers an area extent d?d@hectares and has a surface boundary of
42 km and a water boundary of approximately 5 kime &rea is part of the Miombo eco-
region and is dominated by tree species belongnghé Brachystegia Jubernardia and
Isoberlina genera. A small part of the reserve is also caldre wetland scrub and grass.
Munyeta’s topography is characterised by a speladacange of hills in the northern part of
the reserve. The area is drained by two perenmials; Munyeta and Mwapula. The name of

the reserve is derived from Munyeta River which Hasorigins in the forest reserve. The
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range of hills and hydrological characteristicsltg Munyeta make it an area of outstanding
scenery. Munyeta forest was declared a protectea iar June 1980, and became Zambia’'s

399" protected forest. The main characteristics oféserve are presented in Table 5.4.

Table 5.6 Description of Munyeta Forest Reserve

Size of the reserve 12, 200 hectares (est.)

Land Surface boundary 42.7 km

Water Surface boundary 5.6 km

Human population in angd More than 1500 households (rough estimate)
around the Reserve Area surrounded by more than 10 Soli villages
Type of Forest Local Protected Forest

Purpose of Reserve To protect the ‘fragile’ envinemt

To protect water catchment area

Managed by Chongwe District Forest Office

Other land-uses in the reserve  Cultivation, livekto rearing, charcoal production,

settlement

Source: Field Data.

Besides Munyeta forest reserve, the district fordfite points out that over 60% of the
district’'s forest resources are located in operagr@ustomary areas). Although these are
officially deemed to be resources under no knownagament by the state (see Chapter 4), in
reality, most of these are under customary managesystems. For example, Shisholeka
local actors recognise the village woodland aspitogerty of the village. This is discussed
extensively in Chapter Seven. However, with thengeain direction of resource policy in
Chongwe, both protected and customary areas harethggeted by new participatory natural
resources initiatives. For example, although Muayetstill designated as a protected area, the
district has started the process of transforming téserve into a joint forest resources
management area. In addition, conservation in theia is now extending to agricultural
environments through donor-sponsored programmesselissues largely form the basis of

the next four chapters’ discussion.
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57 Conclusion

This chapter has highlighted the major charactesistf Chongwe as the study district. In
particular, it has examined the social and politm@anisation of the district, the nature of
local actors’ livelihoods and other ecological @weristics of the district. The chapter shows
that the governance of the district reflects a gaxa&cal three-tier administrative arrangement
that may, in the future, impact on the process afedtralisation. In addition, the chapter
shows that local actors’ livelihoods systems reflechighly diversified livelihood pattern.

However, crop and livestock production are the aami livelihood activities pursued in the

district. The study has also pointed to the majirenmental risks that these livelihoods face
and how local actors respond to them. Consequeittlyjll be interesting to examine the

extent to which new natural resource managemerdtegiies take these risks into

consideration.

147



Chapter Six

Fortress based resource management in Chongwe

6.1 Introduction

Over the past 70 years, the fortress conservatoadigm has dominated the management of
forest and woodland resources in Zambia. The popylaf the approach has largely been
derived from ‘crisis narratives’ that have oftenspioned its exclusionary measures as the
most effective way of protecting ‘pristine’ envimments from negative anthropogenic effects.
The first part of this chapter uses the case of ydtm forest reserve to examine how this
model has been translated into practice in rurahlda. It provides an illustrative example of
how narratives of ‘nature’ circulating in populaonservation discourse have over the past
decades been localised and used to provide jwgtdic for advancing a state-centric
conservation approach that posits a sharp dividevdmn conservation and rural people’s
livelihoods. In the second part of the chapter, shedy examines the effectiveness of this
conservation paradigm and highlights importantdectthat accounts for its limitation and
justifies the need for new conservation strategie€hongwe. It provides insights into the
various local realities with which the new conséiovaparadigms, derived from the discourse
of sustainable development, will have to grappléhvim their deployment to in such local

sites.

6.2 Establishment of Munyeta Forest Reserve: a haical background.

Although very little is known about Munyeta befdr@80, the area now called Munyeta forest
reserve (or Forest Reserve N0.399) used to beoptre Soli native reserve called Luano Lala
Native Reserve in the colonial times (CDDC, 200B)was administered by the Bunda-Bunda
Chieftaincy under the so-called ‘colonial orderdiigh guided the administration of land in
the customary areas. This was part of the Solidahet were not alienated for European
settlement or agriculture in the colonial times.n€aquently, Munyeta was recognised as a
‘tribal commons’ for the Soli people, a recognitibmetained in the post-colonial era until it
was set aside for the establishment of the resart®80.The reserve is part of a stretch of
woodland that straddles the boundary between Cheraggwd Chibombo district in the north.

However, the other part of the woodland is managgzhrately as Mwapula forest reserve by
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the Central Province Forestry Department. Like Matay Mwapula was formerly a customary
area under Chief Chamuka. This suggests thatrdis of woodland may have been a shared
resource between the two chiefdoms until it wast $plo two by the creation of separate

provinces.
6.2.1 How conservation gained ascendancy over logaterests in Munyeta

According to Wood (1996), the selection of sitestfte conservation of biological resources
seldom takes place in a vacuum. Often, conseniatioselect sites based on some defined
scientific criteria. In most cases, these criteakate to the values that scientists attach to a
particular site and its biological resources. Bareple, Wood (1996) notes that ‘naturalness’
often figures prominently in the criteria for sgelection. Indeed, in Munyeta, naturalness as a
criterion played a significant role in its selectias a forest reserve. In particular, the area’s
biophysical characteristics were reconstructed dsagile natural ecosystem’ that required
‘protection’ (see ZFD, 2007). Furthermore, the gatesation of the forest resource tenure in
the area as open access (see also Chapter 4) guidudher justification for conservation in
the area. From a political ecological point of vjghese criteria constitute a set of discourses
or narratives that justify the state’s interventinrthese sites (Forsyth, 2003; Stott, 1999). The
next section of the chapter discusses in detail Hmge were translated into action by the
state.

€) The virgin and fragile ecosystem narrative

The first was the framing of Munyeta as an unirtieibiterritory principally occupied by virgin
forest (FD, 2007). This description of Munyeta wemforced by maps that depicted the area
as ‘unsettled’ by human population. In fact, soraports described it as tsetse-infested and
inhospitable to human population (RRC, 1979). Thesv of Munyeta as uninhabited and
‘virgin’ before the creation of the reserve wadewrited by the district forest officer who notes
that ‘the area’s vegetation was intact, it wasafjin forest until people started encroaching in
the reserve.’ In addition, the area’s range ofhalhd hydrological characteristics, which give
Munyeta an exceptional scenic beauty, were repntéed as key elements of a fragile

environment (see CDDC, 2005). This idea of envirental fragility provided the justification
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for the Forestry Department (FD) to bring the anader its protection. This is also explicitly

expressed by the FD:

“The purpose for degezetting this Forest was tdegtothe fragileenvironment and

maintain the catchment area of the two strategiersi of Munyeta and Mwapula as
perennial rivers. Following this action it meanatla person is not allowed to do any
acts as stipulated under the Forest Act Cap 139eofaws of Zambia such as to settle,

cultivate, harvest, rear livestock, construct e(ED Report, 2007).

Moreover, the representation of this area as fagdcessarily required the reconstruction of
communities living in proximity to this reserve ashreat to that fragile environment (see also
Buckingham and Turner, 2008; Horning, 2005). Indekd is implied in the second part of
the statement of the Forest Department’s repor. dlfjectives outlined for the establishment
of the reserve are purely ecological which precluske of the area for any productive purpose.
The prioritisation of a narrow set of conservatajectives in the establishment of the forest
reserve should be of no surprise: this is condistéth a conservation paradigm that privileges
pristine nature and allows conservationists to adgathe idea that protected forests and
woodlands should be socially and economically esicki(see also Adams and Hutton, 2007).
Chapter Two of this thesis has already shown hawva generation of conservation theorists
have challenged the dominance of pristine natuoenservation thinking (Forsyth et al, 1998;
Escobar, 1996; Uggla, 2010; Zimmerer, 1994; 2000bks, 2004; Stott, 1999). Scott
(1999), in particular, considers this discourseaaslement of hegemonic myth-making that
perpetuates the protection of western construc/rican environmentalism. It universalises
the preservationist value system of a northern ntynavhile excluding the values and voices

of local actors directly affected by proposed covagon measures (Siurua, 2006).

Indeed, this study also sought to identify the eixte which this discourse of nature was still
dominant in the thinking of conservationists in Zaain view of these criticisms and shift in
natural resources policies. Quite surprisingly sédite-employed foresters interviewed held a
view that forest conservation needs to concentraiee on either preserving virgin forests or

restoring degraded forests to their original (durel conditions) than any other undertaking.
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This shows that the power of nature has not di¢dand still dominates the thinking of some
of Zambia’s conservationists. It also suggests #ithiough the concept of pristine nature is
fraught with contested definitions, and is a subggccriticism from many political ecologists
(Forsyth, 2005; Zimmerer, 1994; Uggla, 2010; Escob@96), it is still an extremely powerful

concept in African environmentalism.

Similarly, although many scholars have pointedtbat just like the concept of pristine nature
seems to have lost credibility, the fortress corst@n model also appears to have lost
ground to narratives of participation and commubifged natural resource management
(Hulme and Murphree, 1999; Adams and Hulme, 200exy et al, 2005; Pretezch, 2005),
this study finds that among state foresters thidehacontinues to be endorsed at all levels of
the forest bureaucracy (district, provincial andioreal) as the most preferred conservation
paradigm. These views, of course, are contrarfieatietoric contained in the forest policy of
1998 and the new national environmental policy (NHEfat promises to relax the fortress

conservation approach and broaden conservatioctolge (see Chapter Four).

Perhaps another example that shows that this rocrssat view of nature and the trust in the
fortress conservation model is far from waning amibian environmentalism is a new GEF
project which the state, with the support of UND#Pimplementing country wide. The GEF
project is aimed at strengthening the protected approach by developing new categories of
natural resource protection such as natural ressusanctuaries with even more stringent
exclusionary measures than those applied in Munyiétia is explicitly stated in one of recent
publications of the Project (GRZ-MTNR /GEF/UNDP 120)

“ The proposed category of natural resource sanciga protected areaaanaged for
wilderness and catchment conservation ........ it is a gazettedh gamtected and
managed in order to preservenegural condition, to retain itsnatural character and
influence. Natural resource sanctuaries can bebledtad in any existing national
forests or local forests where the existing natidoiest area is a largenmodified or

slightly modified land [emphasis added]".
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It would seem that this project promises to talke ghotected area approach further than has
already been applied in Munyeta or any other pteteforest in the country. Arguably, this
appears to be an attempt to renew conservatiomsrgnent towards pristine nature through
a process of socially defining new categories glrenvironments and seeking to build a
scientific basis for legitimising the new constiaos. In this vein, it is possible that in future,
we may see more spaces of local livelihood practitenated for the so-called natural
resource sanctuaries. This is quite perplexing. o@e hand, the state acknowledges that
exclusionary measures have been detrimental toeceatson efforts, and has therefore
adopted new policy measures (that depart from dsstes), and on the other, new look

‘fortresses’ are being planned.

There are several possible explanations why thiagdogm still retains a place in conservation
thinking in Zambia. First, the discourse of natarel its policy prescriptions have been the
major source of authority and power for forester&ambia. For over 70 years, this discourse
has allowed the Forestry Department to build onthefmost formidable estates in Zambia’s
conservation history, running over 400 protecte@dts and covering a total land area of 7.2
million hectares (CDCC, 2005). This has allowed Foeestry Department to control over 9.6
% of the country’s land area. In this regard, stifl in the department’s interests to hold on to
this narrative. In addition, most of the foresteave an educational background that is rooted
in forestry science at Mwekera Forestry College @ughperbelt University. A key tenet of
this training is the emphasis on the fortress cmad®n paradigm. At the time of this
research, the study found that WWF had just emplayeo consultants to help develop
alternative programmes at both institutions thké te the new thinking of community based
natural resources management. According to CIFOR tae Zambia Community Based
Natural Resources forum, the curriculum of thes#itutions has not changed much over the
past few decades. This is an important factor thay impact on the implementation of
sustainable development policies. As Aongola €2@09) point out, the Forestry Department
is currently struggling to translate participatorgtural resources management systems into
practice. This is partly due to lack of human reses capacity in the establishment of
participatory governance. Indeed, it is possibl this discourse has become so hegemonic
after so many years of emphasis such that it ig @#ficult for many of these actors simply to

shed it off or accept new alternatives. As Margg03:231) aptly puts it:

152



“This is how discourses work: they naturalise whattalk, what we think and how we
behave and, when they are particularly powerfdy thake it very difficult to imagine

alternatives or counter discourses”.

From this study, it is clear that the first chatierthat conservation approaches derived from
the discourse of sustainable development faceustbaislodge this age-old thinking among
conservationists in Zambia. As will be seen in Gaagight, this thinking is one of the factors

that have slowed the pace of implementing new Si2ips in the forestry sector.

(b) The open access narrative

The second narrative that allowed state conservatiaqyain ascendancy in Munyeta was the
framing of this local commons as open access woddlindeed, according to the district
forest office, the area was gazetted because itavagpen area and the Forests Act of 1973
mandates the FD to alienate forested lands in thesa&s if they are seen as threatened by
people’s livelihood activities (ZFD, 1974). In fathe study finds that the areas in the Luano
Lala that have not been designated as protecteds aaee still viewed as threatened
environments. The forestry section in the Chongistidt situation analysis, which is the first
volume of the district development plan, has alyeadnstructed the threats to these open

areas and notes that:

“Large portions of land are under the traditional we of Luano Lala and Soli
Wamanyika native reserve. ......... activities ideluamong others, shifting cultivation
charcoal production, cutting of trees for commdrpiaposes, grazing...... These open

areas are being exploited for their resources(CDDC, 2005:53).

As noted in Chapter Four, although the Land Acbgeises customary land as a common
pool resource, the FD has no corresponding catefgorforests on customary land. Rather,
such forests are simply classified as open foreSteh representations of common pool
resources have roots in crisis narratives thandtded to differentiate between common pool
resources and open access regimes, and hencalcaeabeguity in the understanding of rural
property systems (e.g. Hardin, 1968). In the cdsMunyeta, the state profited from this

ambiguity and advanced a discourse that positiokkohyeta as unprotected from the
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opportunistic behaviour of the local populationaadint to this virgin forest. The idea of open
access also builds an image of disorder in whidrday prevails in the extraction of natural
resources and justifies authoritarian state acasna means of bringing order. In this
conception, Munyeta was positioned as being charaed by an institutional vacuum and/or
by a lack of any knowledge of natural resource mgangnt. This obliterates any notion of the
existence of local controls, such as Soli tradaloimstitutions that governed resource
management before the establishment of the reseéueh narratives allow the state
unilaterally to frame solutions aimed at preventthg so calledtfagedy of the commons’
problem that emerges from open access situatidmesserl solutions, however, are designed in

ways in which the state manages resources fomitsioterests.

6.2.1 Local contestations of narratives of ‘natureand ‘open access’

The framing of Munyeta area as uninhabited andpegem @ccess system, before the declaration
of the reserve is contested by local actors whe lmeen resident in the area for a long time.
Some long-term residents interviewed in the stuate that the Soli people in the area already
had a history of deriving various livelihood betefirom the reserve. While they agree that
some of the sections of the forest were unculttvateunsettled, they argue that this reserve
was part of the Soli commons which was used asnéirfguarea, a source of building poles
and other forest products for the Soli communibieth outside and inside the reserve. In this
sense, the reserve was very much central to tledihoods of Soli local communities and
access to resources was governed by customary remchgonventions. During one group
interview sessionthe local elders drew attention to Mayaya villagach was established in
the area prior to the creation of the reserve. Tgwgted out that as they were not part of the
consultations that led to the creation of the nesethey were surprised to learn that the village
was now part of a government forest. Accordinghis tocal narrative, this new information
was immediately contested by the villagers who ghtuhe case before the Chief. When they
requested to know the boundaries of the reséiney were shown a map of the new reserve
which showed that the area was not settled by anybhese local elders argue that the map
was a distortion of the realities on the groundh@snew boundaries split Mayaya village into

two, with one part of the village inside the reseand the other outside the reserve.
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In addition, the locals note that some of the arehsthe reserve were inhabited by
Zimbabwean freedom fighters in the 1970s who ukediensely forested parts of the area as a
base. According to one of the key informants, tih@mbabwean freedom fighters interacted
with many of residents in the area and even digtedh medicines to the sick members of the
community, as well as foodstuffs in times of hundaraddition, some of the households in
the reserve showed the researcher some of the waromabilia in form of communal pots
(mostly turned into water storage facilities) ald camp beds purported to have been left to

them by the fighters.

Some interviewees recounted some of the bombiragstdbk place in the area, including the
destruction of a bridge that connected them to conities outside the reserve. For a long
time, these long-term residents noted that vehimbesd not gain access to the area due to the
destruction of the bridge which was only rebuifew years ago. They point out that after the
fight, many areas were left with land mines whigplain why some the reserve’s areas were
not cultivated, settled or used for any producpuepose. Indeed, this account of local history
was confirmed by a former forest extension offisio spent nearly 10 years working around

Munyeta forest reserve. The forest officer noted:th

“....In some areas, the boundaries of the ressmeip to today not clear because some
areas had land mines resulting from the presefhcgimbabwe freedom fighters in

the area ”

The same officer also happens to be the only ferasho acknowledges that the forest in
guestion was already a traditionally managed pietdand before it was degazetted a
government forest reserve. This study also sougttbhfirm this oral history by examining
aerial photos of the area before 1980. Unfortugatispite pressing an order for the aerial
photos with the national survey office, the studiyeld to get access to these aerial photos due
to administrative difficulties. However, the coltahting evidence from various actors
disproves the assertions that the area was unieldabiVhat is clear, however, is that the
narratives of uninhabited and unprotected fragileirenment prevailed over people’s claims
to the reserve. Unfortunately, the local populatiich not have the power to depict their case
through maps or draw on legal statutes to claim amidbrce the rights. As Edmund and

Wallenberg (2003:150) note:
155



“Because public officials have greater financiadaerces, media access, and other
sources of power, they have the capacity to adhem constructs and interests at the
expense of poor forest users”.

The Munyeta situation reflects a scenario whereepaf community livelihood practice are

continuously defined and reworked towards a soci@gitimised form of environment by

actors with the power to create rules and regulaticsee Vaccaro and Beltran (2010) on
conservation as reconceptualization of space).nQfteese spaces are reconstructed into
visions that are hardly in harmony with the reafitand interests of those who live and work
in these environments. From the colonial periodh® present, the area has passed from
simply being Soli land to a native reserve and héorest reserve. With the process of natural
resource devolution that has been initiated in réserve, the future holds that it may be

reconstructed into a joint forest resources managearea (JFM) (Figure 6.1).

Figure 6.1: Munyeta over the decades

Pre-colonial Colonial Post-colonial Future?
(19301963 (1980-Present
The Forest ‘Luano lala Forest reserve JFM area?
Commons native reserve’. ‘
Residents as
Residents as ‘conservation allies’

Local residents as Residents as

resource managers ‘natives’ /

‘squatters’

Source: Author, 2011.
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6.3. Forest governance in under fortress conservai: the rise of the Kapenda Maula

The creation of the reserve marked a change inudaedirom a multi-use area where forests
co-existed with cultivation, settlements and otlhezlihood activities to a forest conservation
area primarily emphasising the protection of biopbtsl resources. It also marked the
replacement of the traditional resource managén the modern forester. Indeed, to denote
this change in the management of natural resoutibedpcal communities call the forester,
the Kapenda MaulaThe literal translation of this term is ‘the on@avcounts trees or wood'.
This serves to describe the different style of sbneesource management brought by the
modern forester, where trees were subject to palypiotection and inventories and licences

were issued for type and number of products todredsted, hendéapenda Maula

Forest governance in Munyeta has, for three decadesn characterised by an over-
centralised system that places complete ownerstdpcantrol of the reserve and its resources
in the hands of the Forest Department. The fulhtsgand responsibilities of the Forestry
Department (and other actors) under the centralieede of governance in Munyeta are
indicated in Table 6.1. For a period of 14 yeamsnr1980 to 1994 the forest was governed
entirely from Lusaka district, about 80 km awaynfréhis site. As a rural council area, there
was no forestry office established in Chongwe distitself. After the establishment of

Chongwe as a new district, all responsibilities Munyeta forest reserve were transferred to
Chongwe district. However, like the Lusaka offitteg district failed to establish a presence at
the site level. Moreover, it also failed to buildosig relationships with other local actors with

interests in the reserve such as the district aqunaditional rulers and communities within

and around the reserve.
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Table 6. 1 Actor rights, responsibilities, returnsand relationships in the reserve under the protectt area

regime.

Actor Rights Responsibilities Returns Relationships
with other
resource actors

District Forest| Right to decide locatiorf To  develop  and Revenue from timber ang Weak relationship

Office and size of the reserve | implement charcoal producers with community,

management plans council and traditional
Rights to issue licences, Meeting of forest| authority
Rights to collect revenug management 0
To protect and managg objectives
Right to create rules and the reserve
impose sanctions
Right to arrest illegal
resource users
Right to search withou
permit
Right to plan, implemen
and  monitor  forest
activities
Local Inhabitantg Rightto access regulatedNone Livelihood benefits -+ Weak relationship
outside the reserve by forest act poles, medicines obtained with the FD
legally or illegally
No right to settle in the
reserve Incomes from charcoal Strong relationship
produced legally on with reserve residents
No right to cultivate in illegally
the reserve
De facto customary
rights exercised

Local inhabitantg No right to settle in thg None Livelihood benefits{ Very weak

inside the reserve | feserve pole_s,_ agriculture] relationship with the|

medicines,  settlements FD
No right to cultivate in etc. (illegally obtained)
the reserve

Incomes from charcoa|
De factorights exercised obtained through licences

or illegally

Charcoal traders Right to licences for; None Income from charcodl Have business

and other non-local extraction of products through licences rela}tior!ship wilth FIZ_),
Maintain relationship

actors Income from forest] with some local level
products obtained actors —e.g. charcod
illegally producers

District Council Right to be consulted None Levies from charcoal Weak relationsh
with FD

Right to create bye-laws

Traditional leaders| No rights to allocate land None Land for subjects| Weak relationship

in the reserve ‘illegally allocated with FD

De facto managemer|
exercised

No right to extend
customary rule in thg
reserve
No right to revenue
generated from  the
reserve

—

Source: Field Data
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6.3.1 Management at the site level: the myth of smtific forestry in Munyeta

In theory, the forest reserve was supposed to beageal in accordance with statutory
regulations formulated by the state. There areetlm®ad categories of forest activities that
were supposed to be carried out in Munyeta. Thesdoaest management activities, forest
protection and revenue collection (GRZ, 1998). Bbneanagement refers to the development
and implementation of management plans for thervesearrying out of forest inventories,
woodland maintenance and restoration and monitoohgproduction activities. Forest
protection, on the other hand, includes all agtsitrelated to the physical protection of the
reserve and enforcement of forest regulations Buncompliance. These activities include
patrolling of the forest reserve by forest guardsider to prevent illegal harvest of resources
and human encroachment of the forest reserve (2BD5). Forest protection also includes
clearing of the forest perimeter or boundary ineortb maintain a distinction between land
belonging to the community and the government torése forest boundary also acts as a
firebreak.

These activities are supposed to ensure forestimr@sananagement is based on a sound and
scientific practice of forestry (ZFD, 1974). Howeyén practice, the study finds that in
Munyeta, forest management has been far from wdratoe described as sound. The records
at the FD district and provincial offices show tHedim the time the area was declared a
reserve, the FD has never developed a forest mamageplan to guide operations in the
reserve. Instead, it appears that managementtagiui the reserve have been guided by a set
of broad guidelines and principles outlined in fioeestry policy and acts that are being
applied to this local site without taking into cadeation its local specificities. These

management activities are presented in Table 6.2.
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Table 6.2: Forest management in Munyeta- performareindicators

Site Management Activity Frequency of Activity Carried Out

Resource inventories and socio-economido inventories conducted in the past 30 years
surveys

Development of management plans The reserve hasanagement plan

Habitant & boundary maintenance There are no naiarice activities being carried out

Fire management No firebreak maintained or fireadgenonitored

Restoration of degraded areas No forest restoratitivities have been carried out

Patrolling of the reserve Patrols stopped in th@0%%after guard was retrenched

Licensing and revenue collection Thigdone on a daily basis

Monitoring visits District office makes quarterlysits to the reserve

Awareness programmes District office infrequentipducts awareness
campaigns

Source: Field Data (based on records at the botm@ke district and provincial Forestry Offices)

From Table 6.2, it is can be seen that no forestntories have ever been carried out by the
Forestry Department since the establishment ofékerve. Hence, key characteristics of the
forest, such as the composition and distributionptEnt species and vegetation health
conditions, are virtually unknown. This more ordesiggests that what has been termed as
sound scientific management of forests in Munystai best, mere guess work, as there was
never a time in the 30-year history of the reseviaen scientific forestry was ever a reality. In
addition, the reserve boundary’s perimeter hasbeen cleared since the 1990s. This means
that it is impossible for other actors to distirgjuithe forest reserve from customary areas,
thus fostering natural resource conflicts betwdengtate and other actors. Indeed, the study
found that all local respondents interviewed in shedy did not know where the exact surface
boundaries of the forest were located, except fantp where the reserve borders some
surface water bodies. During transects, it was robsethat some people living outside the
reserve cultivate and graze their livestock insitie reserve without worrying about
boundaries. The results in Table 6.2 also showtsthigaonly forest activity which the district
office has consistently carried out is the isseaatlicences and the collection of revenue
from users of forest products. Thus, while managgraetivities were rarely carried out, the
state’s economic interest in the reserve’s ressur@mained strong.
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From the transects carried out in the reserveai wbserved that the forest reserve is highly
fragmented as large sections of the area are logiaged up for agriculture, new settlements
and charcoal production. Indeed, both the ForegtaRment and the long-term residents of

the area agree that the reserve has undergonesieeland cover changes since its

establishment. The CDDC (2005:52) notes that:

“With the current encroachment levels exceeding 0% with permanent structures
built, including a school, the forest has been sdydampered with. Activities which

include illegal charcoal manufacturing and farmamg now common in the resefve

Put simply, the forest is now a zone of competiagdtuses as varying land-uses with
significant ecological implications were observadthe reserve (see Plate 6.1, Plate 6.2 and
Table 6.3).

HORNITOS

RN e
Source: Field photo

Plate 6.1 Youths clearing land for a bus stagme forest reserve
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Source: Field Photo

Plate 6.2 Land cleared to pave way forcafjure in the reserve

Furthermore, besides the original inhabitants efahea, new villages have mushroomed. The

exact number of families residing in the reservedasknown, although a fact-finding mission

in 2008 put the number of households at 1500, hist thay be an underestimation of the

number of settlers in the reserve.

Table 6.3 Observed land uses with implications on forest cove

Ecological Zone

Land use and implications

River line areas

Most river line areas cleared&m- fed agriculture and off rainy season
gardening

Implications —include river siltation and loss @bsystem services, extensive
damage to vegetation at source of Munyeta, althphgenix and papyrus
species still standing, also reported crop damagedo floodin:

Hilly areas

There is cultivation on a few hill sk in the northern parts of the reserve, the
hills still have a lot of forest cover

Implications include extensive soil erosion andgslosecosystem services,
gullies observed in the area

Dambo areas

Most dambo areas used only for grariddiave not experienced a lot of
vegetation clearance

Plateau areas

Large areas cleared for settlemdnagriculture
Also a school built with 6 permanent structures
Some farms are more than 10 hectares in sizeadtsioof vegetation clearance

for charcoal. Implications include extensive logs@getation cover and erosion
reported on fielc

Source: Field Data

162



From Tables 6.2 and 6.3, it can be seen that, @wthahe state sought to establish a strong
protectionist resource management regime in Munyia has not materialised into any
environmental dividends. In other words, it shohat tthe protected area model has failed to
provide an effective means of managing naturaliess in Munyeta. The case of Munyeta
only serves to add to the existing literature sfabws the inadequacy of the protected area
model in natural resources conservation and tafyudte need for a new way of managing
natural resources (e.g. Primak, 1993; Siurua, 2@@Ems and Hulme, 2001a; Campbell,
2000).

6.4  Factors accounting for the limitations of the potected area model

From this research, several factors seem to acdourthe poor performance of the fortress
conservation policy in Munyeta. The first problesmooted in an over-centralised governance
approach (see Table 6.2), where all managemenitadiwere centrally directed for much of
the reserve’s history. According to the Districtrésiry Officer, these centrally located
authorities were assisted at the site level by only forest guard who had the responsibility of
providing physical protection for the woodland. #he guard lived in Chongwe Township (42
km away from the reserve) and not in Munyeta, énse that the guard was also an occasional
visitor to the reserve. The futility of effectiveljmanaging the reserve based mainly on a
policing strategy from such a distance was putrtoe@en tougher test in the 1990s when
budgetary allocations to the Forestry Departmentewdrastically reduced as part of the
country’s economic reforms (see Chapter Four). Waakened the department’s financial and
human resource capacity. On a dwindling budgetéocation, officers could only afford
occasional visits to the reserve. In addition,ftrest guard was retrenched as part of the SAP
process, leaving the reserve without physical ptae. To the present day, Munyeta forest

reserve has no staff located in proximity to theeree.

Perhaps an even stronger factor that limits th&rdes conservation is the conflict between
local actors (inside and outside the reserve) datk conservation in the area. While the
Forest Department acknowledges the existence dlictsrin the reserve and its own failure to
protect the forest reserve, it does not see thes miothe problem as lying in a dysfunctional
resource management system that has failed to dwosn effective alternative to the

customary system which it replaced. Instead, istaghat it lies in people’s disregard for law
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and lack of interest in conservation (see FD re@07). More importantly, the embodiment
of this problem is the large squatter communitythe reservelndeed, it is important to
remember that the application of the fortress caagmn model thrives on the idea that the
area designated as a reserve is either uninhabitdtlman population, or measures have
already been undertaken to identify and eliminabmdn threats (e.g. settlements, agriculture
cultivation, pastoral activities) from such arésse Blaikie, 2008; Robbins, 2004; Ecologist,
1990). In this regard, because the official histofythe area does not acknowledge the
presence of people in the reserve before 1980gehesis of the present squatter problem in
the reserve is officially traced to the 1980s, safiar the area was declared a forest reserve.
In addition, the state attributes the problem tgramts from a former government reserve
adjacent to Munyeta. An FD report on the situatioMunyeta notes:

“The illegal settlements in Munyeta Protected Adsde way back to the 1980s and
this were influenced by the conversion of Kanakpathocal Forest into a resettlement
Scheme. Some of those who were not resettled inKémeakantapa Resettlement
Scheme migrated to Munyeta Forest Reserve (ZFD7)200

Although the dating of the genesis of the squaiteblem to a period after the declaration of
the reserve contradicts evidence that shows tHatst one village predates the creation of the
reserve, this official position seems to servergetyaof purposes. First, it appears to be part of
an attempt to keep the original narrative of virggrritory alive, and to reconstruct the present
state of the reserve as an ecological crisis, stagifrom human behaviour, that is
incompatible with conservation. Indeed, the offidepiction of Munyeta as pristine before
1980 strongly contrasts with the new official dgstton of the reserve as a hotspot for
degradation:

“Most of the area of Munyeta Forest Reserve hasthasoriginal vegetation due to
opening up of agricultural land. The removal of e&gion is also caused by charcoal
burning in the pretext of opening up agricultuields. The slopes of hills are bare and
depleted” (ZFD, 2007).

More importantly, this official position allows thetate to reconstruct the community in the

reserve as an illegal community that has knowirggitled on land legally designated for
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conservation. In addition, the FD claims to haweeéd the origin of these squatters to the
former Kanakantapa forest reserve, now a resettierseheme. The study finds that this
narrative appears to be circulating at all levdlshe forest administration hierarchy and is
important for one reason: Kanakantapa forest rese®s primarily a production forest where
local residents were allowed to produce charcoalwéVer, with time, the reserve became
highly encroached and was later degazetted to payefor a resettlement scheme, a move
that was not well supported by the FD (see Chdftear). In this regard, the characterisation
of the squatters as former Kanakantapa residetdsvsalthe state to fit the residents of
Munyeta into one monolithic community with a distitve behaviour pattern, that of a trouble
seeker or repeat offender who has relocated to Bany order to sabotage conservation.
Charcoal is particularly seen as damaging becahaec@al producers rely on the use of
inefficient technology, such that a lot of woodytereal (and hence extensive clearance of
forests) is required for thehibili (charcoal kiln). Because of this, the practice lbesn named
'‘Afghanistan’by the locals, a term which in the local underdiag implies ‘awar on the
environmentand which draws parallels with the destructivairabf the war in Afghanistan.
This narrative positions the residents as an iidruand a nuisance to conservation efforts in
the area. As Campbell (2000:68) notes, one of thetnmportant elements associated with
narratives is the use of labels such as ‘squaitéencroachers’ which should be viewed as
“an exercise in valuation and value judgement imvg prejudices and stereotypes” (see also
Fairhead and Leach, 1996 on the label of the sapeople). Box 6.2 presents some of these

stereotyped views encountered during the study.

Box 6.1: Squatters as a ‘nuisance’- views of consation officials

Former Deputy Minister of Environment and Member of Parliament:
“ Those squatters....they do not deserve anythingyou.cannot tell me that they want land, there isone who

has no land in Soli land. These people are braakie law and they are supposed to be evicted”

National Forestry Office:
“We did not achieve anything by degazeting Kanakentaow the same people have encroached Munyegy. [Th
pretend to be farming, but come the dry seasonntbsee that all they want is charcoal.....

District Forestry Office:
“All those are squatters, we know them, and thesepfe have moved from Kanakantapa reserve to thtepthey
are just there for charcoal. They want this plasdé degazetted like Kanakantapa”
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The simple explanation devised to explain the esximent in the reserve appears to obscure
the real issues surrounding natural resource ot®fin the reserve. During the period of
fieldwork, the researcher only met one family otithe 28 households who participated in the
livelihood asset survey in the reserve with rootKanakantapa. Moreover, the study finds
that although the area has become a charcoal hakam;oal production in the reserve has
many dimensions that are ignored in this narrafilee livelihood asset survey, for example,
shows that among the settlers, only 17.9 % of élspandents in the reserve were involved in
charcoal production. Among these households, charsales appear to provide easy cash
income which is translated into other livelihoogets such as farming implements and inputs.

While it might be said that the statistics of loaators involved in charcoal production have to

be approached with caution (as some respondentshenagy been insincere because charcoal
production is illegal), it was also evident durifagus group discussions that some settlers do
not want to be involved or associated with chargoatiuction because it is seen as an activity
which they believe can jeopardise their continuey & the reserve. In addition, the study

finds that the main actors in the charcoal busitiessutside the reserve. Mostly, these are

urban traders who often contract seasonal forestles for the activity.

Source: Field photo

Plate 6.3 Charcoal from Munyeta being transpomedisaka city
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For example, during fieldwork, on at least four agions, the research met non-reserve based
actors at charcoal production sites who noted thay were contracted by some Lusaka
traders. Moreover, these actors noted that thenuttzlers are only able to transport the
charcoal to Lusaka because they are issued licdnsdése FD (see Plate 6.3). Charcoal
production and trade in the reserve started irl889s after the degazzetion of Kanankantapa
forest reserve which was primarily set aside faarcbal production. With the reconstruction
of the damaged bridge on the Mwapula River whic &léowed motorised transport to gain
access to the area, Munyeta has become one ofdbkeimportant characoal production sites
in Chongwe. In order to understand the squattablpm, the research used data derived from
interviews, focus group discussions and the livogih asset survey to develop a typology of

settlers in the reserve (Table 6.4).

Table 6.4: Typology of settlers in the reserve

Type of Settler Interests
Migrants from urban areas Seeking livelihood aléirres after retrenchment,
retirement, joblessness

Cultivators and livestock keepers from Southern  Mostly from Southern province (Tonga farmers) -

Region they have moved to the area seeking new land due
to the changing environment in the southern part of
the country

Young families and small scale farmers from the  Couples that have just married, seeking a staryawa

fringes of the reserve from their parents and land for cultivation and
settlement, small scale farmers in search of new
land

Original inhabitants (present before the reserve) aveHived and worked in the reserve all their lives

Soli traditionalists and traditional leaders Tramhtl leaders, are the ‘eyes’ of the chief and
govern according to Soli customs. Soli traditiostali
seeks Soli control of the reserve.

Source: Field Data

6.4.1 Settlers and Soli resistance as an impedimdotfortress conservation

As seen in Table 6.4, the settlers in the reseave arying characteristics and interests in the
reserve and its resources. The Table shows thah@niem are young families (averaging
between 18 years and 30 years) from the fringeshefreserve and other parts of the

Chongwe. Most of these have moved to the resereeresult of inadequate land for their new
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families in their places of origin. Others arguattthey simply moved out of the reserve in
order to start a family of their own, away from ithearents. The other category of settlers
comprises farmers and herders who are escapingoenvental changes in their regions. This
category includes the Tonga people who predomipasdgme from southern region of the
country. This group is the largest non-Soli grodppeople in the reserve and perhaps the
second most powerful group after the Soli. The lineod system of the Tonga is
predominantly based on agriculture and livestockpkeg (Kajoba, 1999). In the past two
decades, their livelihood system has been thredtbgechanging environmental conditions
(i.e. frequent drought episodes) in the southewvipce. Consequently, the Tonga people
have been moving northwards in search of agricailtand, water and pasture land (see also
Kajoba, 1999). For the Tonga people interviewedhis study, the reserve offers them the
space they need to carry out their livelihood atoéis. The third category of local actors that
claim rights to this land have their roots in tmban areas of Copperbelt and Lusaka. Some of
the settlers are seeking a new lease of life arednative livelihoods in the face of declining
job opportunities in the urban areas. As most eséhsettlers arrived in the area mostly in the
1990s, this suggests that they are part of a waueban-rural migrations that hit the country
following massive job losses during the implemeantatof the structural adjustment

programme as the country took a dip in its econdonitines.

From Table 6.4, it is evident that the charactiessand interests of these actors vary, but
mostly revolve around the issue of land as an itaporlivelihood asset. In addition, it is

important to note that rural people do not justisetnywhere; land for settlement and pursuit
of livelihoods must also be well-watered, be in goainfall areas and provide other avenues
of livelihoods outside farming. Munyeta, with itergnnial streams and forests, appears to
provide just that. Although almost 96 % of the wmsgents in the livelihood asset survey
indicated that their livelihoods are largely depemidon agriculture, many of them are unable
to meet their annual subsistence wholly from adpuca alone. In this regard, many of

households in the reserve (and also outside tlervesderive substantial livelihood benefits

from the reserve’s forest resources (Table 6.50ledd, some settlers admitted that the
availability of forest resources also played anantgnt role in their decision to relocate to the

area.
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Table 6.5: Forest and woodland resources in thevklihoods of the people

Livelihood Product Description
Wood for energy Firewood collected by women and children ( 100% of
homes rely on firewood for energy)

Charcoal providing cash income for some families
(17.9% of respondents involved)- activity conducted
by men

Crafts wood and reeds Most important for tool Hasidmortars, baskets,
activity dominated by men (more than 38% in
livelihood survey involved in this activity)

For basket making and mats —both men and women
involved

Plants for food Leafy vegetables, mushrooms, tubers mostly coldecte
by women and crucial during times of famine (over
60% in livelihood survey indicated they were
involved in this)
Fruits collected by all, including children

Medicinal plants Extremely vital in this area besawf lack of clinics,
more than 70% households have used medicinal
plants in livelihood asset

Common medicinal plants collected by all, but some
only harvested by ‘traditional doctors'.

Animal foder Important for households with livestock — mostly
cattle and goats (57% of settlers in the livelihood
asset have livestock)

Construction material 100% of respondents relyhatch grass for roofing,
building poles and fibre

Source: Field Data.

The dependence on forest resources in the reseregacerbated by a weak physical and
economic capital base that has limited the abdftgnany settlers to secure livelihoods outside
farming (see Chapter Five). Unlike Shisholeka, Matayis characterised by a lack of
infrastructure such as roads, markets and othéititzsc (see Chapter Five).This has prevented
the residents of the area from taking advantaga dth natural asset base. For example,
despite the abundance of surface water resourcest rasidents involved in off-season
irrigated gardening have been unable to turn @ mntviable cash income activity due to the
lack of transport to the urban markets where denfandresh vegetables is high. Another
important factor that plays a role in limiting theelihoods of the people in the reserve is the
continued interpretation of the settlements in tbgerve as illegal. This has deprived the

residents of their political power to negotiate fimprovements in their livelihood situation.
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For example, other actors, such as the Departmiertgaculture, local government and

community development organisations, do not recggiilunyeta as one of their areas of
operation. Hence, their plea for assistance imafjeored. In addition, this illegal status also
gives the settlers in the reserve insecure tenndepaevents many from making long term

investments that are vital to their livelihoods.

The presence of these settlers in the reserve taid dependence on forest resources has
created a major challenge for the application effthrtress conservation. As the area can no
longer be termed a virgin area or an unmodifiedi$gape, it is clear that new natural resource
management strategies that assert, rather than tenpresence of human beings in natural
ecosystems are required (see Barker and Stock2la208). As others have also noted, many
protected areas across the developing world areleancroached by people (Matose, 1997;

Bryant and Bailey, 1997), a fact that can no longer ignored in natural resources

conservation. Moreover, in Munyeta, the situatisrcompounded by the fact that there is a
growing Soli resistance to state conservation. éxample, the study finds that not all actors
in the reserve frame their interests in the resasv/@ pursuit of alternative livelihoods or an

issue of inadequate land.

Interestingly, from the interviews, the researchrfo at least three respondents in the reserve
who openly framed their interest in the reservgas of a Soli tribal resistance against the
state’s action to alienate land which they constdebe their ancestral territory. Similarly,
during a group interview session with the Soli eddsome of them noted that they are in the
reserve, not because they lack land, but becawsewtant to defend Soli interests in the
reserve. The role of these actors in the reserpeap to be part of a Soli strategy to re-
establish control over the land and to facilitatereturn to customary natural resource
governance. As opposed to the official identificatiof squatter, these actors identify
themselves not as squatters, but as owners otioe At the same time, they position all other
actors, including the Forestry Department, as datsi who have disempowered the Soli of
their land. These Soli traditionalists believe tdatiberately moving into the reserve is the
only way their views can achieve recognition. Fearaple, one of the elders who identified

himself as a former councillor of the rural counglien the reserve was established notes:
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“1 knew that it is a government reserve when | wasiing here, but this whole area is
Soli land, it was our native reserve when | waancillor............ no one wanted

this to be area a reserve, they bypassed us... dilajt consult us, and we learnt that
it was the late chief who signed. That is why | daettled here. | know this is our land

we have to claim it back”

Another elder remarked:

“.....'.am a son of this land, it is all Bunda-Bundiameeded a lot of land after coming
from the mines...... so when the chief asked me if lld@ome here. | said yes, it's
our land after all and I think it is right that wake it........... ”

This view is not limited to Solis in the reserveut§ide the reserve, among those who have
lived in the area for long time, there is even aialeof the very existence of the forest reserve.

One elderly man outside the reserve remarked:

“Where do you say the government forest reserwahgre? ........ ha....there never was

a government forest; it’s all Soli land....”

These views suggest that some of the Solis stilicker conservation initiatives in this area as
an illegitimate imposition on their environment.igls important as it may serve to limit the
new sustainable development initiatives being ohiced in the reserve. Perhaps even more
importantly, these views are well supported by trawlitional leaders, such as the area
councillor who argued that the Soli people haveditimate claim to the land. Moreover, she
pointed out that the FD can no longer lay clainthis land as they have failed to exclude non-

local actors from invading and settling in the rese

The Soli traditionalists have power on their sifleis power is derived from their relationship
with the Soli chieftaincy. Often, the headpersagrsdtto be members of the Soli ruling clan
(the Nyangu clan). This has allowed the Indunagédb allies for their cause within other
groups, as well as to circulate a similar discowfsesistance against state conservation in the
reserve. For example, nearly a quarter of the vigerees in the reserve argue that they were

not aware that the area was a government resefoeelsettling there, because they were told
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by some of the traditional leaders that the area m@ longer a forest reserve, but now
belonged to the Soli. In fact, frequently, whenpasdents were asked the question: “in your
view, who owns this land?” the response Wasyabafumu” (the land belongs to the chief)

With such a discourse of resistance being circd|ateere appears to be hardly any support for

conservation among the settlers.

There is also evidence that the Chieftaincy hasdatd reinforce Soli presence in the reserve
by sending some of the Indunas to settle in sti@tlegations of the reserve such as areas
which border Central Province. More importantlye #rea has been re-zoned and incorporated
into the traditional governance structure. Whilésalers know the area in terms of a forest
reserve, the local Solis know it in terms of Sediditional zones and villages under Chief
Bunda-Bunda. Quite clearly, community re-organgatis gradually forming around Soli
headpersons who are being recognised as the villeggs and the ‘eyes’ of the senior chief of
the land. Indeed, to act as a stamp of authorityyeav settlements are taking the name of the
Soli Induna in charge. According to one of the keformants, by extending customary
governance to the reserve, the traditional leadersseeking to consolidate their hold on the
land in the wake of changing boundaries, increéiseshts from outside groups and the fear of
losing the land to people settling in the area.sThd also confirmed by the Forestry
Department, which sent a fact finding mission te #rea which is noted in one of the FD

reports:

“It is further alleged that the demarcation andatmn of Lusaka Province from
Central Province created boundary disputes betvdwef Chamuka and Chief Bunda-
Bunda which led to settlements of people by thedan the area to safeguard the land
from being taken away by the former” (ZFD, 2008)

The process of chiefs granting residential rightstividuals and seeking greater control over
forested lands they believe were wrongfully takesayafrom their people is quite widespread
in Zambia. For example, Kajoba (1999) notes thaMimyama forest in Central Province,
families settled in the reserve with the permisbthe reserve. Similar incidents have been
reported in the Eastern Province of the countrye (BASAZ, 2003). The extension of
traditional authority to forest reserves has sigaiit effects on natural resource governance as

it creates friction between traditional institutsoand state institutional arrangements. For
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example, in Munyeta, the re-introduction of customanstitutional arrangements appears
directly to discredit state regulations. While ausary authorities have allowed agricultural
activities, settlements and other land use prestinethe reserve, the state views them as
illegal under the Forestry Act. These institutiocainflicts reflect a clash of two different
visions of this local space — the state’s visionao$pace for biophysical resources worth
protecting from those who do not value it in thessens, and a local vision of a place to live in
and make a livelihood. These differing perceptibasveen these actors are reflected in Figure
6.2.

Figure 6.2: Differing community—state perception®f the reserve

Forest Dept (state

actors

The state has rational goal:
-conservation of woodland
-protection of water catchment
-revenue generation

... Community
“Actors

Community a hindrance due

to:
- Encroachment in reserve
- Charcoal and agriculture
- Ignorance

- Poverty

MUNYETA
FOREST

Consequently:
-Conservation-livelihood

Community Actors
(Soli and other
actors)

State a hindrance due to:

conflicts
-Woodland open to all
-Degradation accelerating

-Rules regarding access
-Land alienation
-Threats of eviction
-Lack of consultation

Local actors claim rights
over reserve territory for

- Livelihoods
- Settlement
- Self-governance

Source: Field data (adapted from Horning, 2005).

Clearly, what we see in Munyeta are different ecegpealing to different legal systems that

support their claims. In this regard, the situatlmMunyeta is one which Onibon et al (1999)

refer to as ‘sterile dualism’, whereby the stat@pases laws and regulations that are simply

impractical and incompatible with the practice, sdeand values of the people. Consequently,
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the rules are simply ignored, while the local peambpeal to the traditional system as a frame
of reference (see also Adisu and Croll, 1994; Hgni2005). Indeed, as Belshaw (2003)
argues, given the size of protected areas andhallatternative possible uses of the land
(agriculture, hunting, settlement etc.) and the igodwus relations with the locale, it is

impossible for state conservation not to meet ectsfl
6.6  Management alternatives in the reserve: towarddecentralisation

The livelihood-conservation conflicts in the reseiand the Soli resistance are the two most
important factors that limit the application of ti@ss conservation in Munyeta. While the
research has already discussed the broad-scatesfdbait have limited fortress conservation
in Zambia (see Chapter Four), these constitute wight be termed as the ‘below factors’
that account for the failure of the protected approach and justify the need for new natural
resource management approaches in the area. pasitesuch conflicts have been dealt with
by either forced evictions or degazetting the neseand paving the way for resettlement
schemes. According to the district forestry offioghile eviction notices have been issued to
local actors before, stiff resistance from the,dhea chief and local politicians has meant that
this is no longer a viable alternative. On the otiend, despite the conflicts that characterise
natural resource management in Munyeta forestveséne Forest Department is far from
giving up control of the reserve. For Chongwe DastForest office, this is the only forest
reserve under the control of the district. In theestp the district has lost two reserves to
resettlement schemes as a result of the squatiblepns (see Chapter 5). To lose this reserve

to squatters would amount to nothing babap d’étatand the FD are not prepared to do that.

The provincial forest office notes that “there way we can give up Munyeta; it is a very
sensitive area”. In this regard, it has become @gmpahat the only way for the district to
retain control of the reserve is to adopt a new agament strategy. This strategy is now
available in form of a joint forest resources mamragnt approach (JFM). Consequently, in
2005, the state started the process of establishiiMy as a collaborative natural resource
management strategy which allows local actors toirgmlved in resource management. In
addition, the district forest office has embraced idea of conservation agriculture as a way
of bridging the gap between conservation and lbealihoods. However, an important issue

here surrounds the question of how the new stredgegit with the local realities highlighted in
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this chapter. JFM seems to being introduced inranaathat is already rife with conflicts. An
important test for the strategy is the fact thasthinstitutional changes are taking place at the
same time as customary authorities are strengtethieir own institutional arrangements.
Moreover, while the state bureaucracy has been, sf@nocal institutional machinery appears
to be moving at a faster pace. These issues asa®xely discussed in Chapter 8 which will

examine the process of decentralisation and ddwalut the area.
6.7  Conclusion

This chapter has discussed how exclusionary pelidlased on nature and fortress
conservation narratives have been translated ictmm in remote areas of Africa. In
particular, using empirical evidence, the chap&s shown how the western vision of nature
in Munyeta gained ascendancy over local livelihoddrests and led to the establishment of a
natural resource management regime that was nmdrimony with local realities. Moreover,
the chapter argues that this vision of untouchedraan the case of Munyeta was in fact
based on a distortion of local facts and amountgtte more than mere manipulation of the
rural population, a vision which perhaps refletts hegemony of western values in African

environmentalism.

In addition, the study has also highlighted thewflain the assumptions underpinning
conservation in the area. The state authoritiesinasd that conservation could only be
achieved through the replacement of customarytutgths with a strong protectionist system
reliant on the application of statutory laws angulations, and the enforcement of these laws
through various means including forceful suppressid non-compliance. However, the
results suggest that, although the state has damter the development of natural resource
policies and law, the power to put the policie®iaperational practice is often limited by the
state’s own financial and human resource capatityaddition, the power to implement
policies is also weakened by the actions of gragsractors who also seek to protect their own
interests. As Munyeta is now in a transition, sigfttowards participative natural resources
governance, it will be interesting to see how theéskgciencies are corrected and the extent to
which the interests and realities of local actoramd outside the reserve are given priority in

the new initiatives.
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Chapter Seven
Customary based resource management in Chongwe

7.1 Introduction

The management of woodland resources in customezgsaremain one of the most
contentious issues in Zambian environmentalism.uifdht resource policies and state
conservation agencies have often characterisece thestomary areas by an absence of
institutional controls and lack of collective actido protect natural resources and prevent
environmental degradation. As already noted inplexious chapters, these ideas do not exist
in isolation; they are situated within a generdiria of crisis narratives which assume that
local actors lack the creative agency to providatgms to natural resource problems in their
areas. Using the case of Shisholeka village, thpgse of this chapter is to show how
resources outside protected areas have traditjormdben managed using locally-crafted
institutional arrangements. It argues that the gban the direction of conservation policies
(from fortresses to sustainable development) islyiko have significant implications for

locally-crafted natural resource management regimes

In addition, the chapter provides a counter-perthpe to the crisis narratives by

demonstrating that customary spaces are not alolssmcterized by a ‘free-for-all resources’

scenario as widely assumed in policies derived ftioese narratives. It re-situates customary
natural resource management regimes in the on-goamgervation debate and shows the
ability of local actors to organize themselves edilvely and construct autonomous natural
resource regimes that best represent their intesd local circumstances. The chapter is
organized in three parts. The first part discusBesvralue of woodland resources to people in
customary areas and shows how this has provideohpatus for the local protection of

natural resources. The second part examines thmlagbvernance of natural resources in
Shisholeka, focusing on the local governance siracand rules guiding access and use of
natural resources. The third part of the chaptecudises the implications of these results for

new conservation policies derived from the discewfssustainable development.
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7.2  The value of tree and woodland resources as ajar driver of local natural

resource management systems
In order to understand why local actors (just Igtate actors) seek control over forest and
woodland resources, it is important to understamel talue of these resources to their
livelihoods and general welfare. These values ditreeagenda of local actors in the way they
interact with environmental resources and othepracinterested in the same resources.
Arguably, they are the main factors why local astoonsider it important to participate in
collective action regarding resources managemerdedd, a key feature of narratives
underpinning natural resource policy is that theoamtance of natural resources to local
communities is often ignored, as these values #iem @een as discordant with the ‘nature’
discourse that mostly guides the conservation agendtate actors in protected areas such as
Munyeta forest reserve (see also Forsyth et al8;188ologist 1995; Uggla, 2010; Grimble
and Laidlaw, 2002).

Like the so-called protected areas, ecologicas ddeated in customary areas contain valuable
natural resource products that are vital to theliimods of rural populationés already noted

in Chapter Five, the livelihoods of most households Shisholeka and Mtanuka are
constructed from diverse portfolios in which foressources play a pivotal role. Although
mostly noted for their gap-filler role during timed household food shortages (Chileshe,
2005; Sullivan and Homewood, 2004), in reality, @iamds and trees deliver a range of goods
and services throughout the year that are crucitié general welfare of rural people. Like in
Munyeta, most households in Shisholeka area relywoodland resources for energy,
construction materials, livestock grazing and otietractive livelihood activities. From the
livelihood survey, fuel wood for household energyd aonstruction materials are the most

widely used products in the area (Table 7.1).
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Table 7.1: Most used forest products in the area

Type of forest products Percent of households tempruse of
product

Fuel wood 97.2%

Construction poles for dwelling house 80%

Thatch grass for dwelling house 72%

Fruits 69.4%

Medicinal products 61%

Leafy vegetables 52%

Livestock grazing 44%

Edible tubers 25%

Source: Field data (livelihood asset survey)

A key factor that determines local use of woodlaesburces for energy is the low access of
the community to alternative energy sources suchkledricity, solar cookers, geysers and
petroleum products. Although households in Shidteole not as remotely located as those in
Munyeta, and therefore possibilities of connectm¢he electricity grid exist, only two (1.6%)
of the 120 households in Shisholeka are conne&iedilarly, in the neighbouring village of
Mtanuka, only one household (representing 0.9%lIdicauseholds) has access to electricity.
Most households interviewed felt it was impossitalethem to access electricity because of
the highly prohibitive installation costs and mdwgticharges. In addition, almost all
households interviewed were hardly aware of gretteicity substitutes such as stand-alone
solar cookers and heaters. This over-dependenaood energy is not unique to the study
area. The Energy Regulation Board (ERB) (2006) s:t@t only two percent of Zambia’s
rural population has access to electricity. Sinyldvlalabo and Syampungani (2002) note that
wood-fuel accounts for a higher national energydatidn the country because of relatively
high costs of electricity and petroleum based fualbed to high poverty levels (see also
Mfune and Boon, 2008).

It is important to mention here that rural energyqrty is one of the most ignored forms of
poverty in both economic and environmental polici®st governments and even scholars
(e.g. Mbindo, 2003; Kajoba, 1999; GRZ, 1998) makeg@d case of blaming rural

communities’ energy consumption habits for natueslource depletion, but rarely consider

the improvement of the rural energy situation agygyortant aspect of both rural development
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and natural resource policies. For example, sindepgendence, Zambia had no energy policy
to address people’s energy needs until the 1990&nwthe Ministry of Energy was
established. Still, even in this energy policy atignergy remains overshadowed by the focus
on meeting the rising industrial energy demand (ERE6). Indeed, an improvement in rural
energy provision would have substantial benefitstlie environment, human health (through
reduction of respiratory diseases) and would imerthe situation of rural women who spend
a lot of time collecting firewood. In Mtanuka vitja, for example, women walk an average of

6 km to fetch firewood. Plate 7.1 show the useuef-ivood in Munyeta.

Source: Field photo

Plate 7.1 A woman prepares some food using fueldnasoenergy source (note the smoke from the fire

place).

Other products that are widely used by househalsisndicated in Table 7.1, are construction
poles and thatch grass. Most households have tgrasshed housing structures that rely on
forest products such as grass, poles and bark fdorennual maintenance. Although 15
households in Shisholeka have iron-roofed housesn(ohwelling house), the study finds that
even these households still draw on woodland regsuior the construction and maintenance
of other structures on their homestead. It wasextidn Shisholeka and Mtanuka that the

homestead of a single family often comprises séva&ractures, apart from the dwelling
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house. One homestead may comprise up to sevenaypésictures. For example, a family’s
compound may have a dwelling house(s), crop stosagels for maize and groundnuts and
other structures (Table 7.2). The study finds thate is hardly any family in the area that
does not rely on forest products for the constamctf various structures that are central to

their welfare.

Table 7.2: Household structures dependent on foresproducts in Shisholeka and

Mtanuka

Type of structure Description

Dwelling house Thatch grass for roof, constructipoles for ceiling and pillars,
preferred poles are durable and not easily vulierabtermites, poles
changed every five years and thatch replaced d@weryears

Stand alone kitchen Often a small round shapezhémn- main forest products used are
construction poles, thatch grass and bark rope

Bath shed A mostly grass made shed — forest products usedhaidy grass and
a few poles and bamboos — preferred tree spemigmfes are ones
that sprout.

Toilet Special poles used for base, often stramd) ot easily susceptible to
termites and rotting, thatch grass for roof ancklvape used

Crop storage shed Mostly groundnuts and maizegéoshed — ground nut shed specially
made with pole or bamboo material and then covesidd mud. Maize
shed uses grass and poles

Poultry houses Mainly for chickens and ducks — dbrproducts used are grass,
bamboos and grass

Cattle kraal Mainly poles inter-spaced with barkéaes

Source: Field data
7.2.1 Non- instrumental values of woodland resoursan the area

Apart from recognizing the utility value of foreptoducts, the study also finds that some
respondents in the area also believe that treesvaodlands have ecological and aesthetic
benefits for their micro-environment. For exampldien respondents were asked to explain
the non-instrumental benefits of trees and woodiamdany of them associated trees with
plenty of rainfall, erosion prevention, clean airdaeven disease prevention. Some of the

views are well expressed in Box 7.3.
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Table 7.3 Ecological services provided by treesid woodlands: respondents’ views

Respondent Respondent’s view on non —instrumeatakwf forests and woodland

Sho4 “.....trees assist with rains, if you have thick fete rains fall properly. Trees also

protect our roofs from being blown by strong wirids.

Shi13 “.....apart from the fruits | have mentioned, thgges) are also good for fresh air

and for shade”

Sh25 “.....we are farmers, if we do not protect trees tiverdisturb rains”

Sh08 ‘bur soils are protected from running water and wretause of the trees, if the
area is bare then you get a lot of gullies on tredl’

Sh27 ‘Trees help in breaking blowing winds, if the arsabpen, blowing winds bring a

lot of infections, like for eyes”

Sh09 “...without trees a place does not look nice....it joskk bare....”

Source: Field data

In addition, the study finds that more than 70% haiuseholds that participated in the
livelihood asset survey have either planted or gmesl trees in their home gardens,
uncultivated farm plots, around farm-sites and hsteeds for various reasons, including
aesthetic purposes, wind shields and for shadeRls¢e 7.2). Moreover, according to one of
the elders, trees such as Mungadcig species are associated with good soil fertilitijle
trees such as the Mkhuyki¢us Sycomorogsare viewed as important for water. These trees
are often not cut by the local population. Althoutjie participants in this study do not
describe these benefits as ecological serviceseality, they are all important ecosystem
services that are normally recognized by envirortaiests. The fact that local communities
also attach ecological values to natural resouic@sso acknowledged by other writers such
as Gareau (2007). This suggests that the old ndtamh only scientists recognize the
ecological and aesthetic value of plants is quaevéd. Perhaps, what is clear here is that
there is a gap between technocratic views of whbatstitutes ecological values and local
understandings of these values (Gareau, 2007)diti@n, the maintenance of various agro-
ecosystem spaces by local actors also questionsgémeralised view that individual
landholders on communal land have no interesttimeeiplanting trees or protecting trees on
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their home sites because of insecure tenure (ssanfand Kummer, 2009; Armitage, 2004).
These views, in the context of Zambia, are prevalenpublications by the Economic
Association of Zambia (EAZ, 2007) and the MMD (1992

Source: Field Photo

Plate 7.2 A variety of trees on a homestead intihéka.

7.2.2 Differentiation in resource use in the area

Another key feature of people’s use of natural ueses in Shisholeka is that harvesting and
use of these resources is highly differentiatedgbpder and age. It was evident that the
responsibility for collecting firewood and thatchags rests with women and young children.
On the other hand, men are involved in the colbectf construction poles, livestock herding
and making of various tool handles (e.g. for axesd laoes). This difference was also seen in
the focus group discussions held with the communityall the study sites, women identified
firewood and thatch grass as their priority woodlagsources. In Shisholeka, in particular, the
availability of fuel wood resources was also idiéedi as the most important reason why the
women considered it important to participate inlexilve action aimed at protecting the
village woodland. In contrast, men identified coustion poles and livestock folder as
priority resources. Indeed, this interest in fir@doas an important resource among women

was well-reflected in their knowledge of the chaeastics of various firewood species which
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are graded according to quality. For example, tlstnpreferred firewood tree species are
Kamponi Jubernadia globiflory and Mtondo Jubernadia paniculafg while least preferred
are Munga Acacig and Mango Mangifera indicg species. According to these women, they
only switch to other species if the preferred spediecome scarce. For example, in Mtanuka
where fuel-wood has become very scarce, most wamoged that Mango trees, which are
abundant in the area (on homesteads and farm, i now become supplementary sources
of firewood in the village. According to some oktlocal elders interviewed in the study, the
responsibility for collecting products such as vic®d and thatch grass is left to women
because it is ‘light’ work. This view, however, wesntested by the women interviewed in the
study, and one noted that men have a privilegedepia the community and decide what
activities best suit them. In addition, they argtledt the so-called ‘woman chores’ are also

the most time-consuming tasks in a household. Goraam noted:

....... some tasks may be light, but they are alsorttost time consuming tasks and
when these resources get scarce, we are the oreesuffier. The men are lucky and

determine everything because our culture allows'it...

In addition, there are also resources that are rhaglely valued by poorer than wealthier
households. These resources include mushroomy, Vegketables, edible tubers and fruits.
While poorer households are more likely to collédese resources, wealthier households are
more likely to purchase them from the same pooreusiholds. This was evident in
Shisholeka, where those households considered wezdthy in the community (e.g. the two
households with access to electricity and thoserage employment) noted that they never
collect leafy vegetables or mushrooms from the Sharbut frequently buy these products
from the local market. In addition, even within $kepoorer households, it is the women who
often collect these products. This differentiatibas important policy implications. For
example, although community-based natural resoyokcies tend to emphasise the
empowerment of local actors, they tend to assurat ltdtal resource users have uniform
interests in natural resources (Cassidy, 2001pahticular, the value of natural resources to
the poor or women groups is often marginalizedawofir of those resources that are valued by
male and wealthier actors who usually capture d@ctimaking-positions in community based

natural resources bodies (Flintan, 2001; Cassid§1R For example, there may be an intense
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focus on timber trees or wood plants (valued by )m@nthe expense non-woody forest

resources such as thatch grass.

Apart from this difference in gender, the studydBnthat there are also resources that are
specifically used by skilled or specialist grouppeople in the area. These include products
that are used by makers of various crafts, trashfiohealers, porters, tool makers and
producers of traditional foods and drinks. For éhgsoups, the use of forest resources is
highly species specific, as use is determined bydlquirements of their trade. In the study, it
was evident that these groups were highly intedegsiethe continued availability of plant
species pertaining to their trade, not just in eohquantity, but also in terms of quality. For
example, one user involved in construction of geréacilities and supply of building poles

notes:

“When | am looking for poles, | look for speciesttare durable and cannot easily rot
or be eaten by termites... they also have to begsirand y-forked at the end if they

are to be used for housing construction”

From a natural resource management perspectivee thser groups play an important role in
community resource conservation. According to agéagraphy expert at the University of
Zambia, some resource user groups, such as traalitieealers, have served as pioneers of
natural resource conservation in their communifidss is because it is those resources which
were identified as crucial for the survival of tpeople that often received the greatest
protection from customary law. For example, hedtalidentify important medicinal plants
which are then subject to protection by traditiod acustom. Moreover, these groups are
highly knowledgeable, not only of the use of thessources, but also the ecological
conditions under which these species thrive (ondt) and their means of propagation. For
example, a local elder with specialist knowledgdraditional medicine took about 2 hours
explaining to the researcher the use of more tiapla@nt medicinal species planted on his
homestead and how these species are propagatesk Jjpecies are used for various ailments
such as malaria, snake bites, diarrhea diseaseghs@and burns. During this discussion, it
was also clear that a plant could also have differeses for different people and
circumstances. For example, parts of Mphu(@arinari curatellifolia) tree may be used as

medicines, firewood and building poles. At the sdime, it produces fruits that are eaten as a
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snack or processed into porridge and cooking ailthis way, a resource may be valued

differently at different times and by different use
7.2.3 Other factors mediating the value of woodlandesources

The value and use of natural resources in theiar@ao strongly influenced by several factors
which include environmental variability, availabyliof markets for forest products, poverty
and natural resource policies. For example, thajchss, a product that is crucial for
construction, is only ready for harvest after theny season. In addition, a range of forest
products are only available during rainy seasooh s mushrooms, leafy vegetables, mango
fruits and caterpillars. These products are magiliected by women and sold off to motorists
along the highway or exported to the urban markét€hongwe and Lusaka. A visit to the
community market (along the highway) during thisipe found a range of forest products on
sale (Table 7.4) This situation differs signifidgnivith Munyeta where these products only
have a subsistence value due to distance to themgiiway and the market.

Table 7.4: Natural resource products sold by women at the l@d market

Product Unit of measurement Price (in Zambian Source
Kwacha)
Mushrooms Plate K3,000.(£0.42) Village forest
Coconut Fruit Per fruit K1,000 (£0.14) Homesteddsns and
village forest
Edible caterpillars Per plate K5,000 (£0.71) Vibefgrest
And from Kapirimposhi
Mangoes Per dish K5000 (£0.71) Homesteads, farihs an
Village forest
Guavas Per dish K5,000 (£0.71) Homestead, farms
Munkhoyo Per bundle K3, 000 (£0.42) From outsidarMiaka
and Chisholeka
Medicines Roots, leaves, barks efc ~ Varying prices illage forest
Amaranthus leaves Per bundle K1000 (£0.14) Vilfagest, farm
plots

Source: Field data

Government policies can also influence the valuw®wse of natural resources to communities
in several ways. For example, high value forestipets such as timber are rarely exploited by
local actors for cash income. In Shisholeka, lbas 2% of the respondents in the livelihood
asset survey have ever been involved in pit-sawingny timber dependent activity such as

carpentry. Although the potential of utilising wdand resources for pit-sawing and other
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timber-dependent trades exists in Shisholeka (amh éMunyeta), timber production and
processing is an activity that is highly regulateg the state, even in customary areas.
Although local residents are not prohibited fronntiggpation, some respondents noted that the
price of harvesting just one tree is way beyonddhgacity of most residents. For example,
according to the forestry office, the price of ifell a Mulombe Pterocarpus angolengisgree

is K135, 000 (£16) per cubic metre. This scenagioot limited to this study area. In many
parts of Zambia, communities that live in proximity forests rarely benefit from timber
resources. For example, Jumbe et al (2008) note ithduapula province, despite the
abundance of forests containing timber speciey, 4% of households living in proximity to
forest reserves are engaged in timber-dependesggtrésuch as carpentry and pit-sawing).
Largely the timber trade is skewed in favour of @@ssion companies. In addition, concession
fees rarely trickle through to such communitiestheey are retained by the state (see Chapter
Four). This disproportionate distribution of cosdabenefits is often seen as one of the main
reasons why state-led natural resource conservaloms not receive community support
(ECZ, 2000; Hobley, 1996).

7.2.4 Sources of natural resource products in thallage

The value of woodland and forest resources to lineglihoods is perhaps the most important
factor that drives local resource management ist&éeka village. According to Clarke et al
(1996), given the importance of woodland resoutoasiral livelihoods, it is not surprising to
find management practices and forms of social cbetmdemic to rural populations. However,
these natural resource products and services aenoed from a single ecological site in the
area. Although the bulk of natural resource proslettme from the village forest which the
local community calfShantini ya munzi(the village woodlangd products and services are
also derived from other ecological spaces in thearnanity. For example, many women
interviewed noted that they collected firewood #émakch grass from diverse ecological spots
in their village, such as the villagéhinyika (a wetland area reserved for grazing), and
uncultivated plots on farms and homesteads. Inviaig natural resource extraction is not just
concentrated in one place, but is spread acrosariaty of spaces as part of a resource
diversification and risk management strategy. Sofrthe spaces from which these resources
come from are presented in Table 7.5. These shbeldinderstood as important socio-

ecological spaces that local actors maintain iiotd meet their livelihoods.
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Table 7.5: Exploitation of tree and forest resoures from various ecological spaces

Ecological Spaces Resource Collected Main Collector
Forest/Bush land Firewood collection, mushroomefyle | Women and children
vegetables, thatch grass and fruits
Medicinal plants

Construction poles Men
Livestock fodder and browse
Animal trappings,

Medicinal plants

River line areas Extraction of reed material foshet Men and women
making and other crafts
Uncultivated farm plots | Thatch grass, firewoodfyesgegetables | Women and children
Livestock foraging, Mice digging, Men and boys
Homestead Trees with medicinal value and firewopd om&n and men

Wetland ( Chinyika) Sweet potato propagation, thatch grass, Women
fruits

Grazing , fruits Men and boys

Also playing area

Source: Field data

7.3  Local administrative arrangements and natural esource governance

This spatial heterogeneity in the local ecology Sifisholeka is an important factor in
understanding how local actors manage their commAssalready pointed out in Chapter
Five, the various ecological spaces that contagetation resources serve different purposes
and are therefore managed differently. While umcatied farm plots in Shisholeka are the
primary responsibility of individual families, sgesuch as the Chinyika and the village
Shantini are considered as community goods orgelikommons, available to all members of

the village and therefore managed collectively.

One of the most important features of collectivéurel resource management is the local
governance structure that guides the people’sdatien with these commons. In Shisholeka
(just like the neighbouring villages), the villagemmittee headed by the Induna serves as the
administrative body that provides leadership inrenagement of the village commons. The

committee comprises 12 members, of whom only 4fameale. While the village Induna’s
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position is hereditary, all the other members @& tdommittee are directly elected from the
community. According to the local elders, in thetpanembers of the committee used to be
handpicked by the Induna. In addition, the commaittised to comprise only people of Soli
ethnicity. Over the years, this has changed astiposi (except the Induna) have become
electable and even non-Soli people participatdéngovernance of the village. For example,
of the 12 committee members in Shisholeka, thréenigeto other ethnic groupAccording to
the Induna, the composition and structure of tharodtee is in line with the guidelines issued
by the chieftaincy. According to these guidelinas,least 30% of the positions on the
committee are for women.

Although the village committees are not statutordgognised by the state as legal entities in
their own right, they are crucial to the day-to-dagministration of rural communities in
Zambia. Arguably, the village committees provide thost important governance structure by
which community relations and stability are mainéa in rural Zambia. Indeed, modern
institutions, such as the police, statutory coartd the district council, have barely penetrated
most remote parts of the country (see also Ban@d@2)2 The village committee acts as a
multi-purpose body which assumes different resgmlitsés at different times (Figure 7.1). It
sits as a law-making body to create rules and atiguis for maintaining order in the village,
as a court to arbitrate over local disputes acogrthh custom and tradition, and it also acts as
a development committee that facilitates villag&astructure development. According to
Kabimba (2001), the village committee should alsorécognised as de factodecentralised

natural resources management body.
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Figure 7.1: The village committee as multipurposéody

Acts as Village
Development committee
-organises village for
collective action

-mobilises local resources
for village projects

-works with outside agencies
in development projects

Sits as village cultural
committee
-custodians of soli
traditions

-organises village for
cultural events

Acts as natural resource
governance body
-responsible for land-use
planning

-allocates land

-creates forest rules and
regulation

Village
Committee

Sits as the Village local
court

-resolves family disputes

- resolves land conflicts (e.g
boundaries)

-deals with forest offences
-imposes fines on offenders
-refers unresolved cases to
chiefs court

Source: Field data.

The village committee provides the institutionaurdation for people’s participation in
natural resource governance in Shisholeka and oillages in the area. According to the
village secretary, the committee meets once a wWediscuss various matters that concern the
village (including natural resources issues). Aoptentious issues or plans are referred to a
general village meeting during which suggestions solicited, discussed or debated, and
consensus reached. In this regard, unlike in thee-sentric resource governance approach,
where bureaucratic delays are the norm, this Isetlp allows for a quick decision-making
process and facilitates the flow of information amgolocal actors. However, this local
institutional arrangement is not without conflictske any political arena, local opposition to
the work of the committee exists in the villager Egample, one of the leaders noted that the
committee often has to contend with the actionsavhe of the local elites in the area. She
pointed out that:
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....... the rich people think they have the power toathything, its difficulty to control
them.....sometimes they do things just to irk us. &omes they just refuse to

participate in village programmes or to follow raile”

Indeed, according to the village secretary, attleas of these families have in the past sought
to expand their fields into the village forestd their case had to be handled by the Chief's
court after the village’'s resolution efforts werghausted. However, one of these two
households who patrticipated in the study noted tt@tcommittee should not expect to work
without being challenged, as some of their demardsoften unreasonable. This was well

expressed in the following statement:

....... the committee sometimes imposes unreasonalllenaand on the community
and this is the reason we challenge them or keegy dmom certain things.....they

should also know that they will not always haverthay.....”

Apart from this opposition from local elites, twither respondents in the study also expressed
disapproval of the local committee, alleging soroeupt practices by the village committee
surrounding land allocation and the selling of srée people in neighbouring villages. In
general, however, the study finds that the commitetains a favourable acceptance by most
members of the community as evidenced by the laogeber of respondents (more than two-
thirds) who felt comfortable being led by the corttee. This fact alone is important, as it

confers, despite itde factostatus, a high internal legitimacy on the villagenmittee.

The village committee plays a firsthand role in thenagement of three important ecological
sites with tree resources. These are the Chinfjilemda (grave forest) and village Shantini.
These three sites shed light on the operationsigtbmary natural resource management and
are highly illustrative of local people’s agencydazapacity to craft a natural resource regime
that reflects their collective vision and realitiés addition, the management of these sites
seems to validate theoretical positions that empbaabe potential and competence of local
actors in responding to local challenges in theui@nment (see Kirby, 2001; Rigg, 2007; de
Haans and Zoomers, 2003; Leach et al, 1997; Ostt880).
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7.4 Management of wetland vegetation (Chinyika)

The ‘Chinyika’ is a stretch of wetland in the midddf the village that splits Shisholeka into
two separate parts and is primarily covered by sgadnterspaced by Munkhuy&igus
Sycomorousand MusekeséPiliostigma thonningikree species. The area is called Chinyika
by the local population, a word that means an ewadr-place. In this area, settlement,
extensive clearing of vegetation for agricultured dhe cutting of trees are prohibited. The
primary objective of restricting other livelihoodtwities in the Chinyika is to conserve the
wetland for the purpose of providing all year pestand water for livestock in the area.
According to the elders, in the past ten yearggeth@ve been a lot of pressures on the village
to convert this area into cropland. For exampl€AJhad at one time advised the village to
convert the whole area into rice fields in orderbmost food production in the village.
However, the proposal was rejected by the commuaritthe grounds that the area was a vital
asset for livestock-based livelihoods. In the degson, in particular, it provides a refuge for
local livestock when other ecological areas areairyvhen fodder is destroyed by fires, which

are quite frequent in the area.

In addition, the Chinyika is an important spaceifatigenous agro-biodiversity conservation.
According to the local farmers, the ever-wet envinent of the Chinyika provides an
opportunity for the preservation of parent matef@ vegetatively propagated crops. For
example, sweet-potatoepdmoea batatgsdepend on this method of propagation. At the end
of the farming season, when the farm sites arengetlry, the farmers cut sweet potato vines
from the field and plant them in a portion of thkii@ika. This allows the vines to grow roots
and survive throughout the dry season until theyraeason when they are transplanted in the
main fields. Moreover, during the period of presgion, the leaves are harvested by women
as a vegetable calledalembula or Kholowa, both for subsistence and as a source of
household cash income. According to one of the work@lembulais one of the most

sought-after traditional vegetables by urban dwelle

The use of the village Chinyika for the preservatad crop material appears to be part of a
broad local effort to preserve indigenous crop et@&s that play a crucial role in their
livelihoods. In the past decades, this area has tbeedisappearance of many indigenous crop

varieties (e.g. indigenous maize varieties, sorglameh millet) due to increased emphasis on
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hybrid maize technology promoted by agricultureigpes. As noted in Chapter Five, in the

face of environmental uncertainties, there is allyidocal actors to retain these local varieties.
The Chinyika is an illustration of how local corly@an act to protect natural ecosystems such
as wetlands. By choosing to restrict land use tam#ted set of livelihood activities, the

community is contributing to the protection of imm@mt ecosystem services such as
biodiversity conservation, preservation of planbegec material, carbon removal and storage,
erosion protection and water filtration which dot mmly benefit the local community, but

non-local actors as well. Like the agro-forestryacgs (on home gardens, homesteads,
uncultivated farm plots etc) managed by individizathilies (see Chapter Five), these should
also be understood as important elements of indigeragro-environmental management

systems that can play a significant role in sustale development initiatives.
7.5  Management of grave forests

Sacred graves and groves are the best acknowlddgaldinstitutions governing customary
natural resource management in most parts of A{Beanda, 2002; Kangende, 2001; Banda et
al, 1997). Indeed, the practice of preserving wandlresources around grave sites is perhaps
one of the most persistent customs in Zambia (sEeBanda et al, 1997). In this study, this
was evident in all the study sites. Apart from diegs at the entrance to the grave site and on
the actual tomb sites, indigenous vegetation igimetl around the whole area designated as
the village grave yard. Extractive activities ofydand (e.g. digging, cutting of trees, picking
of fruit) or unexplained visits (i.e. visits whehete is no burial or memorial service taking

place) to these sites are prohibited in all thiagés in the two chiefdoms studied.

According to the local elders, the grave yard is ohthe most sacred places in the village as
it is a resting place of the ancestors. Consequegxitracting resources on the grave yard is
assumed to be a ‘taboo’ and an offence, not ondinayj the members of the village, but
against ancestral spirits as well. Although comryddetermined sanctions exist for non-
compliance of these rules, it is the fear of thepssed ‘misfortunes’ that befall an individual
who infringes on these spirits that is most impairia the preservation of grave forests. In all
the study sites, almost all respondents notedthieat would never think of going to cut trees
or dig up something at the village grave sitedalit, some noted that one had to be insane to

do so, while others pointed out that only witches ia the habit of extracting things from
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grave sites. Indeed, some respondents who werd &slemmment on why they did not touch

trees on areas designated as grave sites gavaltheimg responses in Box 7.2

Box 7.1 Local views on grave forests in Shisholak

Sh03: “it's where we rest our dead, you cannot stdaying around that area, its taboo and misfoey

=)

can befall you....that is the reason we ensurenthele area is always covered by trees...”

Sho08: “.....even if | starve | cannot pick a frthiere (grave forest), people would think | am achuit”

Sh12: “...the grave is a place to respect; it'sadboo to start cutting trees there or cultivatingté...”

Sh21: “vibanda (spirits or demons) live there, ymve to have no fear or be a witch yourself toeaxill

even some soil from there...”

Sh23.... “Respecting the whole area around gravessis a custom that every community has, |our

ancestors deserve respect...you can't just go &artl autting trees there unless you are insane...

Source: Field data

It is evident from Box 7.2 that, apart from the rfed ‘misfortunes’, grave forests are also
associated with witchcraft. Local people believattine grave site is also home to some form
of dark supernatural power or spirits calMitbandaor Vipuku(demons or ghosts) with whom
the witches associate during their rituals. In &ddj it is argued that it is from the grave sites
that witches launch attacks on other members ofctmmunity. Consequently, most local
people would not take anything from the grave fterder fear of being labelled a witch or
being contaminated with bewitched material. Accogdio a local community-based natural
resource management (CBNRM) expert interviewedhis $tudy, although these beliefs may
be viewed as mere superstitions to the outsidey, #re the main reason why in most rural
areas of Zambia, the area surrounding grave sted to be the most forested site of the
village. Indeed, Banda et al (1997) also note wiaen traditional leaders allocate land, they
are mindful of protecting certain communal siteghswas grave sites and other areas of
spiritual importance.
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From interviews with local community-based natweslource management (CBNRM) experts
and traditional leaders, it is evident that theeeraany forms of sacred forests in Zambia. One
of the traditional leaders gave an example of thg@pilo system in Serenje district. In this
area, forested portions of customary land weregdesed as special or sacred forests by the
elders of the village. Access to, and use of, ressuin these forests, was regulated through
special natural resource managers called Chipupilb® Chipupilos were specifically
assigned to regulate and monitor the use of vanessurces of the local commons such as
water points, land and forests. In the contexhefdacred forests, they determined when, how
and where resources in the forest had to be hadesthese forests were sacred because the
chiefs of the land kept their charms and instrusm@ftchieftaincy in these areas. Therefore, it
is considered taboo for a person to cut trees oamhany life form in the area unless the
Chipupulo had blessed the forest to ensure thdtanm came upon the resource user. This
blessing was conducted in the form of a ritual toak place at the time when the resources of
interest in the forest were ready for harvest (dhg.caterpillar harvesting period in the rainy
season). Although the Chipupilo system still existee traditional leaders noted that it is
increasingly becoming weaker in the face of newestanservation initiatives which are

incompatible with this system.

7.6 Management of the village Shantini

The village Shantiniis perhaps the most interesting element of custpmatural resource

management in Shisholeka. The village woodland Wwiuontains a variety of tree species
(Table 7.6) is held as a model of sustainable commaol resource management by the
district forest office. Indeed, the head of the tiles Forestry Office acknowledges that
Shisholeka has one of the most unique forest mamage systems. Natural resource
management of the Shantini, which is approxima€& hectares in size (according to the
village secretary), is oriented towards the prarnsof multiple goods and services for the
local community (i.e. it is a multi-functional wolaehd area). Although much smaller than
most government forests (e.g. Munyeta), the Shacan be thought of as a community
conservation area or community woodland. The waouatlles located just adjacent to the
former Kanakantapa forest reserve, an indicaticat this simply a remnant of a large

woodland area, part of which was alienated in ©1&0% for state forest management.
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Table 7.6: Some tree species

in the village shanitand their uses

Tree species

Uses

Mphundu(Parinari curatellifolia)

Fruits, porridge, medicines

Mulombe ( Pterocarpus angolensig

) Timber, firewood

Mubanga(Pericopsis angolensis)

Construction poles, firewood, timber

BamboogOxytenanthera)

For construction of storage facilities, baskets

Matete(Phragnites mauritianus)

For making mats, chicken house and coffins

Msaseg( Albizia antumesiana)

For making mortars

Kalama(Combretum molle)

leaf paste: treatment of wounds and sores

Mucenja(Diopspyros
mespiliformis)

Fruit, crushoot used as treatment of wounds argssor

Mutowa (Dyplorhynchus
condylocarpon)

Headache relief, roofing poles

Mupapa(Azfelia quanzensis)

Toothache relief

Mango(Mangifera indica)

Stomach pain relief, fruit, firewood

Musekesé€Piliostigma thonningi)

Cough relief, stomach ailments

Kamponi Jubernadia globiflora)

fibres, axe and hoe handles, firewood

Mtondo (Jubernadia paniculata)

Also axe and hoe handles

Source: Field data, scientific names from biologpattment, University of Zambia.

From the results of this study, it is clear that tillage has been quite successful in managing
the woodland to meet its local needs. Indeed, blaghinterviews and the livelihood asset
survey show that the local community is largelyf-safficient in meeting their energy needs,
construction poles and grazing needs, as compareathier villages in the area such as
Mtanuka. However, a resource that the village hatsbeen able to protect fully is thatch
grass. According to the women, they have to watkual3-4 kilometres away from the village
in order to fetch thatch grass. Most of the wometed that this scarcity of thatch grass is
often caused by frequent fires started by young imethe village who burn bushes to
facilitate the capture of small animals. It woukkm that village resource management has
concentrated largely on tree protection (perhapsalree men have a direct stake in tree
conservation) and pays little attention to the @ecbon of thatch grass and other non-tree

products often used by women.

According to the village elders, the role of thdage forest committee is to ensure equitable
access to forest resources through the creatiomaaification of rules of access and resource
harvest (Table 7.7). In addition, the village cortted has the role of resolving intra-village
natural resource conflicts and imposing sanctians@mmunity members or non-community
members who do not comply with local rules and I&ipns. Only members of Shisholeka

community are allowed to access resources in thest. There is no charge involved in use of
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forest resources in the Shantini. According to tineluna, outside actors (including
neighbouring villages) are only allowed to harvastesource in the village forest with the

permission of the village committee which assefiseis needs on a case by case basis.

Adherence to this natural resource pattern of etgtion and rules governing access is
enforced through what can be termed asemeryone a guardapproach. According to the
research participants, it is the responsibilityeach member of the village to question the
presence of an outsider in the village Shantini tinsee that members of the village are not
cutting trees to sell to outsiders or for charqmalduction. Indeed, when the researcher asked
one of the women to explain how women participatethe protection of trees and the
woodland in their area she noted that:

....... if we see anything suspicious such as angger in the woodland ...or hear the
sound of an axe, we report the matter to the vigglaEveryone here is alert because

we have some people from Mtanuka who steal trées...

The village also has a group of young men who fatmat the village calls the vigilante unit,
and this group is charged with the responsibilitpmtecting the village from thefts. The unit
operates under the direction of the village conerittAccording to the leader of the vigilante
unit, intruders in the village Shantini are onlynfonted if they have cutting tools or if they
are caught in the act of cutting a tree. The vigéaunit confiscates the cutting tools and refers
the offender to the village committee which setsdhate for a local court hearing where it sits
as thenkhuta(local court). Justice is swift aritle offending individual is made to apologise
and pay a fine in form of cash or other items sashchickens or a goat. The continued
availability of forest resources and the healthhaf woodland are not only dependent on the
exclusion of others from the forest, they are aspendent on the rules of harvest that the
members of Shisholeka have to follow in the extoacbf forest resources (Table 7.7). For
example, while collection of dead tree productshsas twigs, is unrestricted, cutting of trees
is a highly restricted matter. In order to obtaipade from a live tree, lopping and some form
of pollarding is practiced (see Plate 7.4 on hdamgf harvesting tree product). However, if
a household requires cutting a whole tree in tHage forest, then permission must be granted

by the village committee.
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Table 7.7: Local rules guiding natural resource acess and use in Shisholeka

Access rules Description of rules

Access to the Shantini restricted to members ofiftegge

Non-local actors are denied access

Access Rules Actors from neighbouring villages allowed acceseeijuire firewood for
funeral gathering

Non local actors found in the forest confrontedydhfound with cutting
tools or cutting a tree

Collection of non-wood products unrestricted, hogreeutting of tree
requires permission

Pollarding rather than felling encouraged

Harvesting rules Harvesting of tree for charcoal production not\akaol

Cutting of certain trees such as Mphur{arinari curatellifolia) noted

allowed

Source: Field data

This system seems to take into consideration ttigttiat resources in the village commons are
consumption-variant or subtractable (i.e. consuomptif one unit of these resources leaves

less for others) (see Singleton and Taylor, 1992).

Source: Field data.

Plate 7.3 Part of tree cut for domestic use im8ha
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This appears to be a cautious approach to naesalrces management, rather an unregulated
system as represented in crisis narratives. Inugis, the study notes two levels of natural
resources regulation of the village Shantini: @ulation of access to the village woodland,;
and (b) regulation of type of resources exploignpunt of harvest and mode of harvesting.
This is a self-regulating system that is tailored/drds resourcsustainability and mirrors
Ostrom’s design principles (or features) of a snatae common property resource system
(CPR) (Ostrom, 1990, see also Singleton and Tay@®2; Hobley, 1996; Hesse and Ostrom,
2007). Table 7.8 compares these principles withniaeiral resource management regime in
Shisholeka.

Table 7.8: Ostrom’s principles of sustainable CPRystems and Shisholeka system

Ostrom'’s Principles Shisholeka CPRM

Boundaries of user group and the resource clgaRight of access and resource use restricted to
defined Shisholeka residents

Use rules are appropriate to local conditions Bxatfion of resources in the village forest |is

governed by rules that are locally determined

Most users can participate in modifying operationsMembers are aware of the local rules and avenues
of participation in local natural resource

management.

Monitoring is done by users themselves or |dyvery villager is a monitor and the village hag a

monitors accountable to them local vigilante unit

Users have easy access to local arenas for res@emflicts among users resolved locally through fthe

conflicts among users and officials village committee

The users have the right to organise their gv8o far community has not encountered any
solutions unchallenged by external governmeahallenge from government authority, although the

authority. committee is not statutorily recognised

Source: Ostrom (1990) and field data.

An important element of these rules is that theyeheeceived high acceptance among the
local population who refer to these customary ralgisamulo (the law), the same way as one
would refer to statutory regulations. Thiamulois one the most important elements that is
missing in areas such as Munyeta, where state aggu$ have failed to control natural
resource degradation. Some of the views of Sheslaotesidents on these rules are indicated
in Box 7.2.
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Box 7.2: Views of some Shisholeka residents on theiatural resource rules

Respondent Sh03

“Itis ‘Lamulo (law), we have to follow it otherwgsour trees will disappear like in Mtanuka...”
Respondent Sh07

“I am glad that our village leadership recognisdtetproblem of charcoal and quickly put Lamulo (@)la..
Respondent Sh09

..this is a village and if the committee says letsthis, we have to, but | must say that this cotesnibas
made every effort to explain why we have Malamalog) for the Shantini

Respondent Sh19:

“....yes Malamulo (the laws) have helped in protegtour forest. This is the only village with a lot

trees...you can see how open Mtanuka it, only theegsite has trees...”

According to some of the older residents of théage, Shisholeka has used local rules to
regulate access and use of forest resources forseven decades now. These rules have also
changed several times over this period, reflectiegbility and capacity to adapt to change.
This is well-highlighted by a member of the villagemmittee who notes:

“...these rules have been there, the village forsdwestituted them and we have only
strengthened them.... what disturbed us in the wastcharcoal.....it was a new thing
for the village and it took us some time to realisat our trees can go so new rules

were passed to ban charcoal....”

Indeed, this rule shows that at one point, charpoaduction had threatened the sustainability
of the forest resource base in Shisholeka whichefibithe village leadership to create new
rules to deal with the problem. Charcoal producti@s introduced in this area by Tanzanians
and Angolans. It started when Kanakantapa forasstrve (adjacent to Shisholeka) was opened
up for charcoal production in order to meet thergmedemand in the peri-urban areas of
Lusaka. Shisholeka village was among the firsietmognise the negative impact of charcoal
on their environment, showing the capacity of loaefors to respond to the environmental
challenges that often confront them. Moreover,alth many scholars attempt to characterise
customary natural resource management systemschai@rprimitive and informal, some

elements of this natural resource management sysigpear to defy these generalised

descriptions (see also Horning, 2005; Armitage 420Bor example, the study finds that forest
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rules are no longer unwritten or informal; the agle committee has a secretary who records
all new rules which are then disseminated throutiaige meetings. In addition, at the time of
the fieldwork, the local community was also in fhecess of seeking assistance to have the
village territory clearly mapped in order to fatate local decisions and to avoid boundary
conflicts with neighbouring villages. This servesshow that these institutions are never static
and rural communities can no longer be thoughtsdha closed primitive societies of the past.
It is also evident here that the presence of devgrsups living in the area, and the alliances
among them, has enabled an exchange of skills maoaledge that now appear to be assets in
natural resource management and livelihood enhagemAlthough, in many cases,
community heterogeneity can be problematic in lazghnisation (as in Munyeta), this is not
the case with Shisholeka. Community organisationaasimportant social asset is also
reflected in the number of physical structures thay have worked together to construct such
as the local market shed, the multi-purpose comiydnaill and veterinary infrastructure such
as dip-tanks. Indeed, this natural resource regiemonstrates the resilience and adaptability

of local institutions despite decades of margirdids.

7.7  Customary spaces and the shift towards sustaibke development

These results reveal that not all common propespurces systems should be classed in the
general label of open access systems, as curnsnthe case with Zambia’s forest policies
(GRZ/FAO, 2010; GRZ-MTNR, 1998; ZFD, 1974). As atltemmon property theorists have
argued, common property systems are characterigestrbctured ownership arrangements
within which management rules are developed, grsize is known and enforced, and
incentives exist for co-owners to follow the aceebinstitutional arrangement and ensure
compliance (Daniel and Cornea, 1989; Ostrom, 19d@jnz-Dick and Mwangi, 2009;
Ostrom, 1990). While there are certainly commusitieat are struggling to institute local
controls, there are also cases of successful CBfemyg in Zambia. Apart from Shisholeka,
other examples here include the Chipupilo systeat bas already been discussed in the
earlier sections of the chapter. Another well-knaase of local natural resource management
exists among the Lozi people of western provincecokding to Mubita (1984), although the
colonial government is widely seen as the firstnitiate ‘organised forest management’ in
Zambia (ZFD, 1974), the Lozi people have long hiadgs set aside as forest reserves to meet

local cultural and material needs even before thesiat of colonialism. These forests, known
200



as Umushiti Wamulendthe King's forest)were excluded from settlements, agriculture and
any other activity that could serious impair thesstem. In 1903, one Lozi king pronounced
some of the forested spaces as protected aredhes®awere even the subject of an agreement
between the Litunga (the King) and BSA Company. fihat the BSA company would not
undertake mineral explorations in these areas)date, the Lozi people continue to manage

these forested areas as customary natural res@aystesns.

However, it was also evident during this study tmaich work still needs to be done to reveal
the hidden potential of customary natural resogystems in Zambia. From interviews with
the Zambia community-based natural resource ford@B(NRF), it is clear that diverse
customary institutions of one kind or another exfisbughout Zambia (among the 72 ethnic
groups), covering diverse natural resources suchadsr, fisheries, land, wildlife and trees.
What is lacking at the moment, however, are detatedies of how these institutions operate
and the opportunities they offer for sustainableirsd resource management. Most studies on
local-level management of natural resources managein Zambia have concentrated on
either protected areas or the implementation téreally funded community-based initiatives
(mostly in the wildlife sector) (e.g. Nkhata anteBn, 2010; Kajoba and Chidumayo, 1999).
This, however, has only served to obscure the ptacéocally-crafted natural resource

management regimes.

As already noted in Chapters One and Five, botliomexy areas and protected areas
counterparts are now the targets of new decerdtadiz and devolution policies that claim to
devolve some of the state’s decision-making powerdocal actors living within or in
proximity to forests (ZFD, 2005; GRZ-MTNR, 2009)hi$ is an important shift in natural
resource policy as under the fortress conservatimdel, investment in environmental
protection was confined to protected areas, whalinal resources in customary areas were
neglected. Moreover, the fortress conservation mwes characterized by a distorted view of
common pool resources (i.e. as lacking institutiocantrols). However, this chapter's
demonstration of local actors’ creative agencyifyushe need for new natural resources
strategies that correct this distortion and acKedge the role of local actors in resource
management. As these locally-crafted institutiomd governance arrangements have operated
without statutory legitimacyi.e. as de facto systems), this discourse of partiopati

represents an opportunity for legitimizing suchteyss.
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As Lindsay (2002) notes, common pool resource mamagt systems, however robust or
sustainable they might be, still require legal ectibn from the state (see also Barrow et al,
2005; Lindsay, 2002). This is simply because tlaeeemany things that local actors cannot do
under the current forest tenure system in Zamboa. éxample, local actors, on their own,
cannot define the rules by which they interact wath outside actors. They need a legal
recognition that other actors can recognise andrant with (e.g. legal protection from
trespass by other actors), so that they can cantmunanage and benefit from such resources
while being legally able to resist external ex@bite influence (Barrow et al, 2002). Indeed,
although up to now the local community in Shishalélas been successful at excluding other
actors from accessing resources in their local weowl the reality is that they are doing it
outside the law. Lindsay (2000) notes that loaéds alone cannot limit the power of the state
and legal protection is important for determinihg extent to which the state should respect
the autonomy of such local institutional arrangetsieHlowever, the important question here
is, will decentralisation initiatives meet thesgestations? Will these initiatives uphold these
customary governance structures, institutional raedms and increase local actors’ decision-
making space in resource management. Are they aoriymity or a threat to customary
natural resources management systems? As Batteangry-ernando (2006) point out, legal
prescriptions governing resource management aes @ft contradiction with locally-crafted
rules and governance structures (see also Berk@d4, Zooke and Kothari, 2001). To answer
these questions, it is important to see how theemtealised initiatives are framed and
translated into practice in both customary areab @otected areas. In this regard, Chapter

Eight will examine these issues in detail.

Apart from the shift towards natural resources ipigdtion, another important feature of
sustainable development is the extension of coasiervto agricultural environments. Like
other parts of Chongwe, both the Shisholeka areaMunyeta have been targeted for agri-
environmental initiatives. A number of organisatiorare implementing conservation
agriculture which promotes the growing of wild tiggecies on cropland. This is the first time
that such initiatives have been implemented indlea. Again, this chapter has pointed out
how local actors, as a demonstration of their keolge and experience surrounding their
environment, manage some of the ecological spactekeir area as agro-forestry or agro-

ecological systems that do not only deliver livebld benefits, but also important ecosystem
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services for society. The important question to igsiwhether or not the implementation of
these agri-environmental initiatives recognises thke of local actors’ experience and
knowledge surrounding their environment as dematedrin this chapter.

7.8 Conclusion

This chapter uses empirical data from the Shislaoleksituate customary natural resource
management regimes in Zambia’s conservation agéndhis regard, it makes an important
contribution to the current debate surroundingrttamagement of common pool resources by
examining how customary natural resource managesysiems operate in practice. The
chapter reframes local actors as agents of subtainatural resource management as opposed
to the villains that crisis narratives often po&itom a political ecological perspective, this is
crucial, as natural resources policies have ofeniconstructed on a poor understanding of
local actors’ creative agency and circumstances éso Bryant and Bailey, 1997; Jones,
2006; Assan et al, 2009As noted in both the case of Munyeta and Shisholekstomary
areas have frequently been misrepresented as @pessaregimes characterized by lack of
structured ownership and management. This chapésepts a counter-perspective to these
narratives and demonstrates that customary adt@achagreat importance to the role of forest
resources in their livelihoods and general welfditee value attached to these resources acts
as a strong driver of local people’s agency in ratuesources protection. Consequently,
despite the restrictive legal environment in whicistomary regimes operate, some customary
actors and their institutions have continued tovjgle viable local level solutions to natural
resource problems being faced by the country. $lekh’s strength seems to lie in a strong
social capital that is manifest in a well-organisetd committed village committee, high
internal legitimacy of the natural resource adntrateve organ, and strong community
identity and cohesion. These three factors hawsvalll Shisholeka to craft an effective natural
resource management system that has created Halfesicy in the supply of forest resources
vital to their livelihoods. However, the importajqiestion, as far as this research is concerned,
is to what extent these customary natural resoumsggmes and practices can be
accommodated in the new sustainable developmerdtines being implemented in the area.
These issues are discussed in the next two chapters
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Chapter Eight
Sustainable development: participation and devolutn in natural resources management

8.1 Introduction

It is now over a decade since Zambia embraced #ve discourse of participation and
devolution in resource management and importanstgpres surrounding the translation of
these policies into practice are now beginningnege. These questions include how policy
makers and implementers contextualise and tranglase policies into practice; the
implications of this implementation process forumat resources management and people’s
livelihoods in both customary areas and protecteeést area and whether this process is
having the desired effect (i.e. has it changedwhg resources are managed?). This chapter
uses the case of Chongwe to examine these issaesaih In the first part of this chapter, the
study examines how the euphoria surrounding thematf participation and decentralisation
has created a situation where different actorsh@ implementation process appeal to
divergent constructions of participation and detiolu with significant implications for
natural resources management. In the second amldpidnits of the chapter, the study discusses
the role of local government and the Forestry Dpant in translating devolution policies
into practice. The chapter argues that the prooegsmnslating these policies into practice is
fraught with major difficulties, such that partieifpon and devolution policies have not yielded
the dividends that devolution theorists often supplmstead, the process has resulted in a
struggle for power between differing actors at @asi levels, resulting in a failure to
implement key elements of these policies. The studhlights the limits of the new natural
resource management regime designed to provideltamative to the natural resources

models discussed in the previous two chapters.

8.2 Decentralisation, local government and forest reforms.

The process of devolving natural resource managentenocal actors appears to have
branched along two different paths. First, devolutof natural resources is part of the local
government reforms that started in the early 1980which the state seeks to devolve a range
of functions and responsibilities to local govermtsein order to ensure broad-based
participation in governance (GRZ, 2004). The statdined 63 functions that autonomous

district councils are supposed to perform undereeedtralised local government system.
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These functions include the management of localsfist woodlands and grazing areas. This is
explicitly acknowledged in the Local Government AGhapter 281, Section 61 (see sub-
section 6 and 8) of the country’s laws (GRZ, 19%%)wever, the Act does not empower local
governments to manage protected forests desigmasteational forests (see Chapter Four on
the distinction between local and national foresi®)e responsibility of managing this
category of forests continues to be vested in #mral government. The role of the local
governments in environment and natural resourceteqion is further re-affrmed by the
national decentralisation policy approved by theesin 2002 and launched in 2004. It notes
that:

“The council will raise part of their own revenuedareceive grants from the central
treasury to perform such functions as “......manag#, conservation of natural and
wildlife resources” (GRZ, 2004: 21).

Secondly, devolution of forest resource managerigeat forestry sector-driven agenda and
represents a shift in the forestry department’s oatural resource management approach,
from a state-centric strategy to a collaborativemmmunity-based strategy (ZFD, 2005). This
shift follows the state’s adoption of a new foresiicy in 1998 which replaced the 1965
policy (see Chapter Four). In addition, this corimep of natural resources devolution
provides for the participation of a broad range asher actors in natural resources
management, such as non-governmental organisadiathighe private sector (GRZ-MTNR,
2007; ZFD, 2005).

The challenge with the new policy initiatives inethiwo sectors (local government and
Forestry Department) is that the two are poorlikdoh and are characterised by overlaps and
conflicting mandates. This discrepancy was ackndgdd by a legal officer in the national

decentralisation secretariat who notes that:

“......these are conflicting policies, under thgidative reforms; we are supposed to
change all the laws not in line with the decerngetlon policy. However, we have not
even commenced the process of coming up with dodfs; but ideally, the

decentralisation policy should supersede all sqmbicies”.
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In addition, he notes that this has been a comtestissue since the decentralisation policy
was approved and the difficulties of reconcilinggdd policies emanate from the fact that
“there are too many stakeholders involved and thieolev process is besieged by
bureaucracies”. Consequently, district level actwrbo implement these policies are
confronted with two reconciled frames of referertbe: forestry policy (1998) and the national
decentralisation policy (2002) (backed by the log@arernment act). This leaves the scenario
open to what Edmund and Wollenberg (2003) call itmsl of contradictory interpretation”,
and this creates uncertainty and confusion ovedtmains of power that each actor holds in
this process. Since this research is confrontetl thi¢ two forms of decentralisation taking
place at the same time, the study examines theepsoaf translating both into operational
practice in Chongwe, with a focus on the implicaticof the process on the two natural

resource regimes discussed in the preceding twatetsa

8.3 Devolution of forest resources under local gevnment reforms

Under the local government reforms, the Local Gownent Act of 1991 gives District
Councils planning, taxation and legislative powtysperform the 63 devolved functions,
which include district councils being empowereccteate bye-laws that regulate or prohibit
unplanned natural resource exploitation in orddatilitate the protection and maintenance of
forest resources in the district (except for pridcareas designated as national forests).
According to one of the legal officers at the nasibdecentralisation secretariat, the Councils
also have the right to benefit from the exploitatiof environmental resources in their
districts. Consequently, the District Council cdar the purpose of generating revenue,
impose local taxes on actors exploiting these ness as long as the taxes are not in conflict
with state laws. Indeed, a research participamhftoe Ministry of Local Government notes
that the past twenty years have witnessed theioreat local levies by District Councils
targeting a wide variety of environmental resoursash as forest products (charcoal levy),
fisheries, agriculture products (e.g. grain lewg)ning and even sand excavation. In addition,
the study finds that councils have also been empEhvi® establish standing order committees
for the purpose of performing these functions. €abll indicates the powers of Chongwe

District Council and how it is utilising these pawe
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Table 8.1 Rights and responsibilities of the Disict Council over natural resources management

Domain of powers

Detailed description and how theidtrict council is using these rights

Legislative powers

Council can create bye-laws to regulate unplanédral resource exploitation
Bye-laws are subject to approval by the state

District council has not used this right to regalfdrest or grazing resources in the district

Planning Powers

The council has the right to develop land-use/irgegl development plans, local
environmental actions plans to guide exploitatibresources in the district and protect
sensitive environmental sites.

So far the council has developed district develeptiplan, but no district environmental
plans or local environmental action plans developed

Council has had difficulties in developing land-yéans for customary areas because of
conflicting legislations

Councils can also request for degazettion of feresterves in line with land-use plans

Local taxation and revenue
collection

Council has the right to benefit from natural resewexploitation in the district

The council can create local taxes- chongwe cotmasicharcoal levy, sandy levy and
other taxes.

Local levies have to be approved by the state ance suspended by the state, if they are
in conflict with stat-laws

Creation of community
level governance bodies

Council can create local level governance bodiext@s local people’s representatives
and for the good governance of the district caflegla Development Committees (ADCSs).

ADCs can participate in natural resource governahtee community level

Chongwe has created ADCs in locations such as Sleishas multi-purpose decision
making bodies.

However, ADCs seem to be dysfunctional, lack fugdind training and have not
influenced local resource management at the contynleviel

Law enforcement powers

Councils can maintain own law enforcement unit
Chongwe district council has own council policetuni

Council officers mount check points in the distfmt collection of levies from natural
resource products

Local budgeting powers

Councils have right to make local budget for pugpoSperforming devolved functions -
local budget is subject to approval by the state.

So far, natural resources are not budgeted fdadgth recognised as a revenue source to
fund council operations

Local budget underfunded by the state

Source: Field data — interviews, policy and legatuments.
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As can be seen from Table 8.1, the Council hasngeraf powers that extend to natural
resource management in the district. However, thblel shows that, so far, the District
Council has only used its mandate in a limited w@j all the six outlined areas where the
council has rights over natural resource managentsatcouncil has only been able to create
local taxes for natural resource products and kskabheck points for the collection of the
same taxes. The limited nature of the council’s aflsdevolved powers in terms of natural
resources management suggests that there arengealthat the council is facing in acting as
a vehicle of participatory natural resource manag#nn the district. These are discussed in

detail in the following sections.
8.3.1 The district council and natural resource maagement in protected forests

While both the Local Government Act and nationateddralisation policy transfer control of
state forests classified as local forests to thencih, the study finds that, so far, the District
Council has had no direct role in the managememwfyeta local forest, which is the only
state protected forest in the district (see Chapier. The forest is still under the control of the
Forestry Department. In addition, interviews helithva local government practitioner in the
Ministry of Local Government show that throughol¢ tcountry, no District Council has so
far gained control of state managed local forasttheir areas of jurisdiction since the Local
Government Act was passed two decades ago. Theeoffiotes that the most important
reason given by the state for not ceding contrébcdl forests to councils is that most district
councils lack the capacity (in terms of human, técél and financial resources) to manage
these forests. Similar sentiments were expressedhéylegal officer from the national

decentralisation secretariat who notes that:
“....most departments argue that councils, esdgctak small rural councils, lack

capacity to perform certain devolved functions #rid is the reason they are reluctant

to relinquish control to the Council”
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Similarly, when a senior officer in the Ministry &nvironment was asked to explain why his
ministry has never ceded control of local forestdine with the Local Government Act and

national decentralisation policy, he noted that:

“.. The retention of control over local forests wasgrely an interim measure which
was intended to last only for a short while to deatentral government build the
capacity of Councils. But since then the situatiorcouncils has been worsening, |

don’t think it will be a wise thing to transfer doaol of forests to Councils....”

In addition, a Forestry Department workshop reparhatural resources devolution notes that
the FD was uncomfortable with the idea of trangfigrforest functions to District Councils,
considering that they were in a weak state (GRZ-MTIR002). Indeed, the weak state of
district councils in Zambia is acknowledged by Harage (2008), who notes that district and
city councils in Zambia experience financial diffites, lack competent technical human
resources and are characterised by weak instialt@@apacity to deliver services to the people.
However, while the state maintains the argument Ehstrict Councils have no capacity to
manage protected forests, local government praéts who participated in this study have
different views on the devolution process. Thesavgi question the state’s position on this
matter and are presented in Box 8.1. They seemggest two important things. First, they
suggest that the state departments are hesitammariefer devolved responsibilities to the
Councils because of the fear that they will losentd over devolved functions and
responsibilities (and possibly economic benefitsivdel from performing the functions).
Indeed, the local government practitioners argae tine issue of capacity is being used as a
cover-up to justify the state’s reluctance to cedastrol. According to the legal officer from
the national decentralisation secretariat, this &ddoss of control is partly one of the main
reasons why there has been resistance by bureauergbvernment ministries to re-align

sectoral policies to the Local Government Act amelriational decentralisation policy.
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Box 8.1: Views of local government practitioners owlevolution of functions

Council officer- district planning unit

“....they (the state), have been talking about adya whose capacity have they been building? Ti

[72)

almost the twentieth year since the act was paasedthey are still talking about building capaciihe
decentralisation policy was also approved severrs/@go and it is still about capacity. The truthtieat

there is no political will to do the right thing...”

Council officer- administration
“ .. Talk about building capacity, but they haveebedoing the opposite, they have been taking away
revenue from us, using discretionary powers torfate in Council operations and then arguing thag w

have no capacity.”

Ministry of local government officer
..... there is just resistance, line departmentshsas forestry do not want to lose control and idse of

capacity is being used as an excuse.”

Decentralisation secretariat legal officer
“...before 1991 there was no problem, Councils usedeceive enough grants from the state, they had
enough sources of revenues but all this changeah e state sold council houses and took away aflpt
sources of revenue such as motor vehicle licenfies arm licences.... Now most Council are in shhes,
they cannot pay their workers and they cannot delon services...in a way this lack of capacity haen

created by the state...”

“...the Local Government Act is law and by this Jdiae councils are mandated to play an importaré iio
the management of forest resources in their ardamirgsdiction but following the passing of the &bg
government act, most state departments resistedrdinefer of some of the devolved functions toridtst

councils..”

This failure to harmonise legal and policy framekgrresulting in a situation where natural
resource devolution is characterised by overlappamgl conflicting mandates, is now
recognised as one of the most important factordifighthe introduction of a new natural
resource management regime in the forestry sest@ambia (see McConnell, 2008; Temm
and Johnson, 2001). Indeed, other scholars (Emtered, 2000; Edmund and Wollenberg,
2003; Bazaar, 2003) have observed similar situationother countries (Nepal, Philippines
and Uganda respectively) where the national deaksdtion codes or policies hand over
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control of forests to local governments, but theestetains control of the same forests using

sector-based policies with diverging conceptiondefolution.

Secondly, the views also seem to suggest thattéte is deliberately weakening the District
Councils in order to keep the narrative of the Gualshweakness running. According to these
respondents, this is evidenced by the state’s @lesitrg of local taxes, the failure to provide
sufficient grants for the council to fulfil its mdate and the frequent suspension of local taxes
by the state. For example, one of the chief offic@rChongwe District Council notes that the
grain levy, which was suspended in 2009 by theestakated annual revenue losses of about
1.4 billion kwacha (approximately US$ 300,000) whitas not been compensated for by the
state, despite promising to do so. In additiors tevenue accounted for 37% of the Council’s
budget. The state argued that the suspension dagéxheas aimed at providing incentives for
farmers in order to boost agricultural productivitjowever, the officer argues that this

decision was unfair:

“Chongwe has over 20 rich commercial farmers. THesee big farming businesses
and their properties are worth millions of dollayst they do not pay property taxes,
while poor people in the township do so. Grainyylévthe only tax we were getting
from these farmers who have already received plehipcentives. It is this revenue
that is supposed to be ploughed back into the nm@munities’

The role of the state in weakening local governmasitalso acknowledged by Hampwaye
(2008), who argues that in the last two decadesstate has undertaken several actions that
have severely eroded the financial positions of @oeincils. For example, he singles out a
systematic reduction in government transfer of grdn Councils, sales of council houses at
below market value through a presidential diregtereemption of some properties from tax
and a government directive for local governmentsliginvest in commercial ventures. For
Chongwe, specifically, the idea that the state émkening the Council by interfering in its
operations and systematically starving it of finahcesources for local service delivery and
resource development is explicitly expressed inditgrict situation analysis, in which the
Council gives four main reasons for its current kvpasition (CDDCC, 2005: 78). These are
outlined as (a) the state’s removal of some of réneenue of the Council following the

restructuring process that begun in the early 19@f)sreduced levies due to the economic
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downturn; (c) political decisions and interfereniog the state, such as sale of Council
properties; and (d) the government’s grants in béwates is inadequate and comes far too
late. According to one of the council administratadue to this financial weakness, Chongwe
District Council has been unable to recruit stafhtandle environmental matters specifically,
as this would stretch its financial capacity, agro60% of its annual budget was already
being spent on personal emoluments, leaving vétg for service delivery. Further, he notes
that environmental and natural resources issueshandled by the District Planning Unit

which is also in charge of facilitating the plangiand implementation of district development

projects.

Overall, all these views point to a general laclpalitical will by the state to commit seriously
to the process of devolution. Indeed, it is doubtfhether any meaningful decentralisation
can be achieved in a state where the decentralitigprity lacks the will to cede power and
control over devolved functions and responsibgitisee also Barker and Stockdale, 2008).
The state of District Councils, and the messy wayhich the decentralisation process is
being handled (after two decades of reforms), hampted other actors to conclude that in
Zambia, democratic decentralisation is, in reality, failed project. For example, the
Parliamentary Committee on local governance hdsctah the state to revisit this policy and

notes that:

“...despite decentralisation being an initiativetioé government, there is not enough
political will to implement it. Your committee ad the view that if government has
difficulties implementing the national decentralisa policy, they should provide
another policy direction instead of leaving thealogovernment system in its current
state...” (Zambia National Assembly, 2008:2).

It seems that although the state seeks to devobteral resources management and
responsibilities to the council, it has not prodd€ouncils with the means to fulfil their

mandate. According to Anderson and Ostrom (20@73ct as an agent of local participation
and to mobilise local actors towards collectivelgpcal governments must have the human,
financial and technical resources required to cauty their mandate (see also Enters et al,
2000; Bazaara, 2003). In view of the District Cadlimoveaknesses, it seems that even if

protected areas are turned over to the councilagiag these sites will be more of a burden
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for Chongwe District Council than an opportunitydéed, one local government officer noted
that the initial euphoria surrounding decentraisahas now been replaced by frustration (on
the part of local government practitioners), sucht in terms of protection of local forests,

most councils have counter-reacted in a mannerishabntrary to the state’s conservation
objectives by using their mandate to force the detjimg of local protected forests in their

district. He cited examples of Chipata, Livingst@re Lusaka districts, where Councils have
pressurised the government to degazette protectad.aSimilarly, Chongwe has had two of
its protected forests degazetted (see Chapter.Hwel)eover, the district forest office also

believes that the Council has constructed a permastricture in Munyeta forest with a view

to having it degazetted.

8.3.2 The district council and management of commopool resources

Under the Local Government Act and the nationakd#alisation policy, local governments
are not only mandated to play a leading role innfamagement of protected local forests, but
they are also empowered to maintain and proteesstaesources (and even grazing areas) in
customary areas (GRZ, 1995; 2004). Indeed, onehefresearch participants from the
Department of Environment and Natural Resourcessiibiat:

‘...if councils are prevented from taking chargepobtected areas in their districts
because of jurisdictional conflicts with the ForgdDepartment, there is nothing that
prevents them from taking a lead in the protecbbmatural resources in open areas

(customary areas), they are free to develop amatr@nbye-laws ...".

This focus on customary spaces represents a shifiaiural resource policy from simply
focusing on forested sites designated as ‘proteateds’ towards an approach that extends
conservation to spaces of community livelihood pecas such as grazing areas. District
Councils are empowered to protect and maintainimgaareas (which are often forested
environments) for the benefit of local livelihoods. a sense, this should be seen as an
important step in acknowledging the value of ndtueaources to local livelihoods and the
need for working at the nexus of conservation arelihoods. However, this is also one of the
most contentious policy shifts, as it introducases natural resource actor in a terrain where
endogenously crafted natural resource models ssi@heholeka exist (albeit operatingdses

facto systems). Grazing areas in customary areas, asionrpool resources, have historically
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been managed by communities themselves withoutinhelvement of the state or local
governmentsin this regard, this study was interested in figdout how the Council was
translating this mandate into practice in the distand how this relates to the existing
customary natural resource governance structungarticular, it sought to understand the type
of strategies or initiatives adopted by the couaaill how they relate to customary initiatives.
This section discusses this issue in relation tsHstteka, where the council has established a

presence.

According to one of the planners in the Districariling Unit (DPU), the Council has no
specific model or strategy tailored to the managenoé forest resources or grazing sites in
customary areas or municipal areas. She noteshthaimnit interprets this mandate as a process
of integrating environment and natural resourceplanning and development programmes
implemented by the DPU. In her view, ideally, theUDis supposed to work with the District
Environment and Natural Resources Committee (DENR@evelop a district environmental
action plan covering the entire district. At themgaunity level, she notes that the Council is
supposed to work with the Area Development ComemsttADCs) to develop community
environmental action plans. The ADCs are demoatyielected local governance structures
that allow villagers in each ward to participatetie development and management of their
own resources and development process (GRZ/UNDRQ;2GRZ, 2004). The planning
officer pointed out that the idea is to establidb@s in all the 15 wards of the district. So far,
the council has established an ADC in the ward ©pge Mtanuka, Shisholeka and
surrounding villages, but not in Munyeta foresterge, which is still legally designated a
protected area. The ADC in Shisholeka draws its bezship from 17 villages in the area.
Each village is represented by at least one pefBoa.ward councillor, as a member of the
council, sits as an ex-officio member on the ADGeTDPU, on the other hand, is the
coordinating office of all ADCs. Previously, thewrwil had no governance structures at this
level. The ADCs stem out of assumptions that thiesml sites are characterised by
inappropriate customary governance structures #rat not in harmony with modern
democratic ideals (see also Temm and Johnson, 20019 is explicitly expressed in the
national decentralisation policy which acknowledgt®e pre-existence of customary
governance structures at the village level, butsdoet consider them as appropriate
institutions for local representation (GRZ, 2004 hoted that there was a lack of forum at the

local level for community participation in the deion-making of their own development
214



affairs. In this regard, the policy called for tkstablishment and statutory recognition of
ADCs as the appropriate body to represent the atolee at the lowest council administrative
level of a ward. Similarly, the head of the Worksdartment of the Council notes that:

....... we are aware that villages have their ovaditional leaders, but in our system
we only work with members of parliament, counc#loand ADCs. These are all
elected by the people.....”

The new rhetoric of devolution reformulates locattipation in such a way that customary
governance structures are (at least in theory)acepl by new democratic bodies linked to
democratically elected councils. Indeed, the repregion of local communities, as
characterised by a ‘lack of forum’ and the subsatiascendancy of ADCs, explicitly ignores
customary bodies as agents of local people’s faation in the development and natural
resource management and perpetuates the practidacirig customary governance structures
outside mainstream state policies and legislatidius, while the policy does not dissolve
customary structures, it simply ignores their raled establishes a parallel structure as its
preferred administrative level. Consequentlyoésl not assign village committees any role in
this devolved system of governance (or spell oairtrelationship with ADCs). On the other
hand, this also creates confusion, as chiefs gadlyegazetted by the state (although Indunas
and their village committees are not). In additiother policies, such as the land policy,
recognise the role of traditional leaders in adstering customary land. The introduction of
ADCs is no doubt a recipe for conflicts with prasgig structures. In the Shisholeka area, it
seems that customary leaders initially saw the ABEa threat, such that some of them vied
for leadership on the ADCs. For example, one of tiembers of the Shisholeka village
committee is also the chairperson of the ADC. Havewas will be seen later, the ADC is
currently dormant, such that the village commit@mtinues to be the sole local-level
governance body that represents the collectiveatnral resources management and hence
there were no identifiable conflicts between theo tlwcal governance structures in this
instance.

Although in theory the ADCs are now officially tifecal points of local collective action for
the improvement of the environment and livelihoadsustomary areas, the study finds that,

so far, this has been mere rhetoric and therdtie Action to suggest that they have moved
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into this role in Shisholeka or any other part tib@gwe. The ADC leaders in Shisholeka note
that, since the establishment of the ADC, no emwitental action plans have ever been
developed. Similarly, interviews with both the DRind the chairperson of the District
Environmental and Natural Resources Committee shatno ADC across the district has so
far developed these action plans, or is activelpived in the management of forest resources
in the district. Besides, at the district levele tBouncil and DENRC have never developed a
district-level environmental action plan. Althoutie Council has developed what is termed
an integrated development plan (CDC, 2006), it aserof a multi-sectoral plan (in which the
programmes and activities of each line departmenbatlined separately) than an integrated
development plan. Moreover, in this plan, the Cdurseems to maintain its pre-
decentralisation position of being concerned solalith urban service delivery and
infrastructure development. For example, a sectibrthe district plan that highlights the
planned programmes of the Council over a five yeaiod (2006 -2011) does not outline any
objective or activity that covers the environmend anatural resources, except for issues of
sanitation and water provision. This may indicdthe a lack of interest in the environment
and natural resources, or simply a failure to irdeggenvironmental matters in the Council’s

strategic planning process.

According to a research participant from the WWEntoy office, this problem is not unique
to Chongwe, as across the country, most Councie faled to develop both district and
local environmental and natural resources manageptans, or actively to act as vehicles of
natural resource management in customary areasiotés that in areas where communities
have been successful at developing community emviemtal action plans or implementing
an environmental programme, they have done so twéhassistance of NGOs. For example,
WWEF has been assisting councils and communitiesishomary areas to develop action plans
and zone sites for natural resources managemesunme districts where the organisation is
operating. Similarly, DANIDA has been assistingzhetezhi district council to support
community based natural resource management indgtthrough ADCs and other

community groups

The fact that Councils and ADCs are only able &y role in the management of customary
resources with external assistance revisits theeigd local governments’ capacity to act as

focal points of participatory resource governaneee(also Edge and McAllister, 2009
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seen in the previous section, Chongwe District @disninternal capacity is far from being
sound and the ADC in Shisholeka area appears tmdyéund. In the words of one of the
chief officers of the council: “ADCs in the distriare almost dysfunctional, they lack training
and resources”. This is basically because the Gbhas been unable, on its limited resource
base, to fund ADCs and to build them into influehtocal governance bodies. Indeed, focus
group discussions held in Shisholeka show thatAB€ in the area is far from being an
influence, either in the development process ahénmanagement of customary forests. When
the focus group discussion participants were askessess the influence of various actors in
natural resource management and development irargee, the study finds the ADC was
represented as rather peripheral to resource maregeand development in the area (Table
8.2).

Table 8.2 Influence of various actors on natural reources and development activities in
the area

Name of Actor’s influence in community based activity Total

organisation Forest Mobilisation of | Day-to-day Agricultural land | Influence
resources community for | village management Score (out of
management | development administration 12 total

activities scores)

Village 3 2 3 2 10

Committee

Ministry of 0 2 0 2 4

Agriculture

Christian 0 2 0 2 4

Children’s Fund

Conservation 0 1 0 2 3

Farming Unit

Council (ADC) | 0 1 0 0 1

Neighbourhood | 0 0 0 0 0

Health

Committee

FD 0 0 0 0 0

Community score: very active-3, Moderately acti2eActive -1, Not active-0

Note: The maximum possible influence score for eattivity is 3 and for all 4 activities is 12. Ttawtal influence score

is obtained by adding all the scores in the rowgnadied against the possible maximum of 12 scores.

Source: Focus group discussions plenary sessiah@bka

Table 8.2 shows that in terms of forest resourcemagement, research participants in
Shisholeka gave the ADC a 0/3 score, an indicdtiahit has no influence in forest resources
management. Overall, as a governance body to mmréise collective, the ADC has a total

influence score of 1/12. In addition, Table 8.2 whdahat for the community, the village
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committee, despite having no statutory recognitisrpositioned as the most important local-
level actor with the highest influence in naturalsaources management and day-to-day
administration of the area (see also Chapter SeWajeover, the ADC seems not to be
viewed as a political administrative unit that poms a forum for local people’s participation
in governance as assumed in the devolution politretead, the results of the focus group
discussions show that the residents seem to ethea®DC with other committees established
by government departments, such as the neighbodrhealth committee (established by the
Ministry of Health) and agriculture cooperative igbg (under the Ministry of Agriculture).
All these committees exist in this area for thepose of promoting specific sectoral initiatives

and are not viewed as holding any political or adstrative power.

According to the head of the DPU, the District Calis involvement in customary areas is
also limited by land tenure policies which compiedoth the council’'s and ADC’s direct
participation in the governance of customary resesir For example, although the Local
Government Act gives the Council the mandate to b customary areas and to lead in the
management of forests and grazing lands, the Laatiplaces the administration of these
lands under customary authorities. Like any otheora the council has to comply with
national regulation regarding property rights, @hid limits the extent to which the council
can play a substantial role in natural resourceagament in customary areas. In this regard,
the Council is again faced with jurisdictional piers, as its relationship with customary
authorities is also not clear in either land oralation policies. The DPU notes that this also
prevents the creation of land use and zoning glardentify natural resource sites that require
conservation or restoration in these areas. Int@addiADCs also face a scenario where their
authority is easily undermined by customary autremiwhose control over land gives them

the leverage over local-level matters.

The assumption that local governments can act esrthst important local-level actor or
institution for collective action in natural resoarmanagement is reflected in the discourse of
sustainable development (WCED, 1987; UN, 1992; Edge McAllister, 2008). The
Brundtland Commission notes that sustainable dewedmt requires a political system that
secures effective participation in decision-makiagd strengthening of local democracy
(WCED, 1987). In Agenda 21, local governments deniified as the most appropriate local

level institution to represent the collective ins&inable development (UN, 1992). This is
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premised on the understanding that local governsnieetter understand local conditions and
make decisions that reflect local needs and rasukquitable, efficient, accountable and
participatory governance which gives marginalisedugs greater access to power and
resources (Ribot, 2002; Ribot et al, 2010; CIFOB)& Anderson et al, 2004; Anderson and
Ostrom, 2007; Barrow et al, 2003; Larson et al, @0While the theoretical benefits of
devolving power to local governments are compellohecentralisation in Chongwe seems to
have yielded very few dividends and has barelylehged the way natural resources are
managed. The District Council is struggling to takeits mandate and is far from being a
vehicle of equitable natural resource distributias,envisaged in devolution theories. Indeed,
it seems in this study that the ability of Distri@buncils to take up this mandate is dependent
on many factors, such as the willingness of theedwalising authority to cede control
(including providing fiscal and technical resoulcdfe internal organisational capacity of

District Councils and their interest in taking ugvdlved functions.

It seems from these results that another impodatdrminant of success is the local context in
which devolution takes place. In the case of Change process favours the extension of
council governance structures into local arenasrahedigenous governance structures
already exist, yet there is no attempt by policykena to provide a framework in which the

two can work together to provide local-level salus. Instead, the creation of new

governance structures is premised on the ideaptdicieg existing governance structures and
hence perpetuating the process of marginalisingl lactors’ institutional arrangements. It is

now 20 years since the reforms started and thdtsesuthis chapter (as well as the preceding
two chapters) show that no state governance systenso far provided a reliable means of
managing forests in customary areas. For thess,ataa those endogenously crafted natural
resource governance systems, such as the Shishdldhpupilo and Lozi systems, that

continue to provide the means of local-level ndtteaource protection. Unfortunately, these
systems still remain outside state policies andslation under these reforms. Consequently,
this study contends that policies and their legaineworks ought to be flexible enough to

accommodate local institutional arrangements itaoable natural resource management is
ever going to be a reality. Indeed, scholars sscBeakes (2004) come to a similar conclusion
that participative natural resource policies mayehbetter success if they pay more attention

to indigenous management systems that local famsmunities have developed, rather than
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ignore them (see also Benjamin, 2004; Edmund antewherg, 2003; Enters et al, 2000).

This is discussed further in the later sectionthisf chapter.

8.4  Devolution of natural resources and the ForesyrDepartment: Joint Forest

Resource Management (JFM).

Parallel to the local government reforms, the Royd3epartment has continued to promote its
own sector-based devolution initiatives. Partidgpatand devolution of natural resources
management, as constructed by the Forestry Depairtnoeverges from the notion of
devolution being promoted through local governmesforms in terms of which actor is
identified as the direct recipient of devolved posvand the strategy employed in the process.
Unlike the District Council, the Forestry Departrh€RD) has a clearly defined strategy of
how to include local actors in the management tdinahresources. The strategy is in the form
of Joint Forest Resources Management commonlyregfeto as JFM. JFM is one of the
community-based natural resources (CBNRM) modeklt thave gained ascendancy in
environmental discourse with the rise of sustamatdvelopment as a construct for natural
resources management (see Hobley, 1996; BarkerStoakdale, 2008; Mery et al, 2005;
Enters et al, 2000). In the Zambian policy contg@RZ, 2007:1), JFM is framed as “a
management system that involves the active paaticp of local communities in the
protection, management and utilisation of forestouveces”. In this regard, devolution of
natural resources management is specifically coedtias sharing decision-making powers
and responsibilities between the Forestry Departnagrd forest users in proximity to forests.
Similarly, Hobley (1996:18) defines JFM as “the i@ of products, responsibilities, control,
and decision-making authority over forest landsveen forest departments and local user
groups”. Although the strategy allows for the papation of the District Council, NGOs and
businesses, the emphasis is on the relationshiyvebat the Forest Department and the
community. Through JFM, it is argued that the statd the community can get together to
manage forest resources (ZFD, 2005). This ideustrated in Figure 8.1 which captures the
FD’s own imagination and essence of JFM. The fidwae been captured from the FD’'s JFM
guidelines and seems to project the idea that J-klbout a shared vision, agreement and
cooperation between the department and the comyuAitcording to the FD, this is seen as
being of mutual benefit to both actors, in that liwlthe FD benefits in terms of protection of
forests, biodiversity, ecosystem services and nagageneration, the community benefits in

terms of revenue sharing and sustained utilisadibforest products (see also ZFD, 2005).
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JFM appears, therefore, to be a tool for rectifythg past exclusionary policies that saw
people’s livelihoods as enemies of conservatioraddition, the strategy takes the form of a
rural development in which forests play an impartahe in poverty reduction (GRZ-MTNR,
2002; 2007). This posits a win-win scenario for batonservation and livelihoods as
advocated for by proponents of participatory ndtuesources management (Adams and
Hulme, 2001a; Barker and Stockdale, 2008; Camp®@d().

Figure 8.1 Participation and devolution as imaginedy the FD

Source: ZFD, 2005.

According to a forester at the Forestry Departnseh€adquarters, it was initially envisaged
that councils would buy into this model and plajeading role in setting up JFM forests,
particularly in customary areas. However, it seéimas over the years JFM has simply evolved
into a Forestry Department’s strategy because akaamciled policy and legislative
frameworks that underpin the operations of botlallgovernments and the FD. Indeed, the
guidelines being used in the design of JFM prograsare basically prescribed by the FD
and give the District Council a rather peripherasifon in the JFM arrangement. The JFM
guidelines issued note that the JFM process castareed by the FD, communities or a non-
governmental organisation, but there is no indacathat district councils can equally initiate
JFM. Since the adoption of JFM as a new naturabuie® management model, seven
protected local forests have so far been declafddl @reas by the Minister of Environment
(Aongola et al, 2009; GRZ/UNDP, 2010). In Chongwves process of translating this model
into operational practice is best exemplified inrijieta forest reserve where the state has also

initiated the process of developing the model.Ha hext section, the study examines the
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process of translating this process into operatiprectice and the challenges that the process

is facing

8.4.1 Initiating JFM in Munyeta

According to the head of the Forestry Departmerthendistrict, the idea of establishing JFM
in Munyeta came against the backdrop of pressumetazette the area for settlement and
agricultural purposes. This pressure was mainlynfrthe council, local politicians and
‘squatters’ in the reserve. For these actors, dejag the reserve was seen as the solution to
the people-conservation conflicts that charactaheereserve (see Chapter Six). However, for
the Forestry Department, JFM was seen as the magtatic approach for resolving these
tensions (see CDDC, 2005). The process of estaidisi=M in the area started in 2005. To
make JFM operational, the FD introduced naturalagament committees at three levels as
focal centres of natural resource governance (ratfam use democratically elected councils
or ADCs). At the district level, the department w®mwith the DENRC as a platform for
bringing in other district level actors. In Chongwlas committee is chaired by the head of the
Forestry Department and comprises representativabeo Wildlife Authority, Agriculture
Department, Water Affairs and the Council. ForJrM area, the department has introduced a
multi-actor body called the forest resources mamege committee which comprises officers
from the Forestry Department, the Department of i@dgure, the Council and three
community members. The rest of the members of ¢dinentunity are supposed to participate at
the level of village resource management commitid@dsh bring together the various users in
the reserve to implement site-level actions, suxltlearance of forest boundaries, physical
protection of forests through community guardsnpiey of trees and other activities (see
Table 8.3 on JFM rules). The new natural resomemagement structure is presented in

Figure 8.2.
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Figure 8.2: JFM management structure

Village Level

Village Resource Management Committeeq

- .

JFM Area Level
The Forest Management

Covers entire Munyeta area (Multi-actor
committee)

. -

District level

The Environment and Natural Resources
Committee (DENRC)

Forestry Trust

It's a requirement for the
management committee to be
formally registered as Forest
Trust with own constitution.

Village committee is sub-
committee of natural resource
management committee

This committee is entirely
made up of technocrats who
interpret policy and design
initiatives, implement and
monitor programmes

Source:

As can be seen from Figure 8.2, the DENRC is thstridi level committee in charge of
interpreting policy and leading the design of JAMiatives. This committee is exclusively
composed of technocrats drawn from various stgpari@ments and ensures that what is done
at the site level conforms to district plans (GRHE05). This raises the question of what is the
appropriate level at which communities can parétgpn the governance of natural resources.
This structure seems to leave technocrats to datertine content of local level JFM plans. On
the other hand, local actors have no control oveatwappens in the District Environment and
Natural Resources Committee, as they are not reppies. Their participation in the process is
restricted to forest management committees atitbdevel. The process of establishing JFM
has also culminated in the creation of new rulegume natural resources in the area. The

rules cover issues such as protection of the veatiehment area, vegetation conservation and

Field data

settlements and agriculture. Table 8.3 presentsrersmry of these rules.
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Table 8.3: JFM rules created to guide natural resurces management in Munyeta

JFM activity (Component) Rules

Conservation management Charcoal production prohibited

Community and FD to establish tree nurseries
Late burning prohibited

Community establish and maintain firebreaks

Settlements and agriculture No more settlements in the reserve

Cultivation to be kept at a minimum distance of m0O@om
river-line areas

Reduction in livestock ( household maintain maximofm50
animals)

Settlers should practice conservation agriculture

Protection of Water catchment area No settlement allowed along river-line areas orsewf river
Tree cutting not allowed along river line areas

Cattle not allowed to drink along streams and sver

No digging of wells at source of streams

No cultivation along hill slopes

Source: Fieldwork and FD

According to the District Forestry Officer, the at®n of JFM committees and the
establishment of rules to guide the managemeriteatea are the most important steps taken
towards reversing the fortress conservation moddl acknowledging the population in the
reserve as partners in conservation. However, tharkd the community also need to enter a
formal agreement through a memorandum of understgnich order for the Minister of
Environment formally to declare the reserve a J¥bhaSince 2005, this has not been done,
such that the process is still at the early stajedevelopment. According to Fabricius and
Collins (2007), this early stage is the most caitistage in the process of establishing
community-based natural resources management pnogga, and it is at this stage that most
initiatives fail. This is primarily because thistise stage when implementers of community-
based natural resources programmes are requir@avést in the community’s social and

political capital in order to buffer against eadlgocks and surprises (Fabricius and Collins,
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2007). In Munyeta, the JFM programme appears téabmg many challenges progressing
beyond this early stage. From the results of thigys there are four main interlinked issues
that have proved quite a big challenge for the ogne. These are (a) acceptability and
awareness of JFM; (b) agriculture-forestry condliqic) the existence of varying actors with
varying interests; and (d) organizational capaaitg bureaucratic conflicts within the forest

department. These are now discussed in detaieiméxt sections.

(&) Community awareness and acceptability of JFM

There is no doubt that JFM and the rules outlimediable 8.1 relax the command and control
approach that has been applied in the area for songe Unlike the fortress conservation
paradigm, the new model grants the community inréserve some rights and responsibilities
(cf Chapter Six, Table 6.1) over forest resourtsvever, the process of creating committees
and disseminating these rules appear to have beeaaterised by a lack of awareness of the
whole process (on the part of some local actord)aatop-down approach to rule creation and
programme design, where the FD seems to presdibeules and responsibilities of local
actors rather than negotiate with them. In termavadreness, of all respondents interviewed in
the reserve, nearly a third (6 out of 20 resporsgjembted that they were not aware of what
JFM was about, although they indicated that thegrdha@bout it. Perhaps an important factor
surrounding the issue of awareness is that althcaghreness meetings were held (as
acknowledged by respondents who were aware of ritiative), the fluid nature of the
community has made it difficult for the departmemengage effectively with the population.
As already noted in Chapter Three, the reserveharacterised by a rapidly expanding
population, seasonal settlers and blurred villaganbaries. In this atmosphere, it is not
surprising to find actors who are not aware of wid been going on in the reserve. Outside
the reserve (the village adjacent to the resera¢ participated in the research), only four
(which includes the village headperson) of theesrtindividuals interviewed were aware of
the JFM initiative introduced in the reservihis seems to suggest that JFM has generally
focused on the settlers inside the reserveigmoredlocal actors outside it, who equally have
interest in the affairs of the area (see also Gmapix). Indeed, one of the forest extension

officers who played a leading role in this procestes that:
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“....Communities on the fringes of the reserve wasmehow overlooked because we
urgently wanted to resolve the problem of encroaatitnmn the reserve by specifically

focusing on squatters in the reserve’.

However, the exclusion of other actors from thecpes and the general lack of awareness is
one of the most important recipes for failure ofncounity based initiatives (see also Edmund
and Wollenberg, 2003). It is essential that JFMiatives in the reserve include villagers
outside the reserve who equally derive livelihoeddfits from the area, and, for a long time,
have borne the brunt of the exclusionary consesaatiodel applied in the area since the early
1980s. Although they have not been brought intoptlegramme, they either stand to gain or
lose from such an initiative. This is an importéattor, as Edmund and Wollenberg (2003)
also note that devolution initiatives are often relcterised by a misidentification,
misrepresentation and exclusion of other groupgsréests. This has the potential to undermine

the whole process of devolution (see also Cookekanldari, 2001; Jones, 2006).

The study also sought to find out the acceptabdftyFM and its rules among those who were
aware of the programme. Although all the 14 intenwaes who indicated that they were aware
of this initiative were not supportive of the areanaining a protected area (under the fortress
paradigm), only a few (3) of these research pgditis welcomed JFM as a change of heart
on the part of the department. One of these tlwégmself a representative of the community

on the forest resources committee and notes that:

“...If they just allow us to retain our fields, well gladly work with them, we are also

interested in trees...”

However, the same respondent also wondered wh#tkeFD was really serious about the
programme in view of the time the programme wasmtako be fully implemented. The rest,
however, noted that they did not want the areatdicue being a reserve or be converted to a
JFM area. They argued that the JFM rules are tau &r them to adhere tand claimed that
they were not given the chance to contribute tactleation of JFM rules. Instead, they pointed
out that they would prefer to see the reserve atedento a settlement and farming area. Box

8.2 provides examples of these views.

226



Box 8.2: Local actors’ view on JFM

Respondent Mn03

“ ..there was very little to discuss about the sulee simply had to agree with what they were gayit's

better than being evicted...but the rules are toeotsthey said we have to have our gardens at [EHaGin

[

from the streams, but we don’t have irrigation psmpcarrying water from that distance to our gardasn

tough...”.

Respondent Mn09

“...we came to this area because we wanted a lamaf for agriculture, but to be told that we no lengave

to expand our field is not right...”

Respondent Mn13

“...unless boreholes are sunk for us, how can we tstking our animals to the stream?"

From the views of these settlers, it appearsdhatof the most contentious issues in the JFM
approach are the rules restricting cultivation diveéstock keeping which seem to be
interpreted as a threat to the settlers’ livelimdd addition, the respondents’ views suggest
that the rules are impractical in view of the pedplimitations in terms of livelihood assets
such as lack of irrigation equipment (see Platea®d 8.2), boreholes or livestock drinking
facilities. This scenario brings to the fore theportance of taking into consideration the
livelihood assets base of the people in the desig@@BNRM programmes. As already noted in
Chapter Six, this is an area that is generally gonophysical and financial assets (i.e. the
population lacks boreholes, irrigation facilitiesdaaccess to credit for farmers to invest in
these facilities). Consequently, it appears thaN&B1 will have a better chance if restrictions
take into consideration people’s livelihood assetsjf the programme is accompanied by
initiatives aimed at increasing the livelihood ads&se of the people. Indeed, this perception
that JFM rules are very ‘strict’, and therefordneetit to people’s livelihoods, is perhaps one of

the most important issues that JFM must resoltigeiinitiative is to be a reality.
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Source: Field photo

Plate 8.1 A woman carries water from Munyeta strearher head for irrigation

Source: Field photo

Plate 8.2 The same woman irrigates her crop alongyéta stream

(b) Working the forestry-agriculture divide

The issues raised by the research participantswguling JFM rules also raise the question of
the relationship between agricultural livelihoodsl dorest protection in the area. As can be
seen from Table 8.3, the rules introduced in Muayaithough restrictive to some extent, do

not exclude the practice of agricultural liveliheoth the reserve. Instead, they introduce
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conservation agriculture as a complementary toolMorking at the nexus of agriculture and
forestry. However, according to one of the extemsifiicers, the rules in Table 8.3 are in fact
a modification of the original JFM rules that thB Bought to deploy to this area. In their
unmodified form, JFM rules do not allow both settént and agriculture to be practiced in a
JFM forest. Similarly, the JFM guidelines note tiarder for JFM to be established, “the
people must be interested in keeping this areafaseat, and not for agriculture” (p4). In this
vein, although JFM broadens the goals of consemato include the enhancement of
livelihoods, it is important to note here that tbenception of livelihoods is in this case
narrowed to imply forest-based livelihoods and edek agriculture (cultivation and livestock
grazing). However, forest-based livelihoods areyanie side of the coin and hardly in line
with the basic organisation of rural livelihoodsiathare constructed from diverse portfolios,
of which agriculture is often one of the most intpat elements (See also Hesse and Trench,
2002; Fay and Michon, 2005). Indeed, the hard tyeali Munyeta is that 96% of the people
identify themselves as farmers (see Chapter Sik)tewmore than 56% in the research noted

that they are also livestock keepers.

According to the forest extension officer, the idg#aexcluding agriculture and settlements
from the initiative was rejected by the Chief ahd Council. In addition, the community itself

protested against these ideas. He notes that:

“The challenge with JFM is that it is really fulbrest protection. People are not
supposed to live and practice agriculture in treemee. When we told the people that
under JFM, they will not be allowed to live and giree agriculture in the area, the
people protested. They said to us...you said wewalk together but now you are

coming back to say we cannot live and cultivateeher’

Although the district team working on JFM took tingiative of accommodating agriculture
in the JFM arrangements, the extension officer sxtih@t other officers in the department’s
hierarchy have not in any way been supportive efittea of implementing JFM in the area,
while settlers (who they view as ‘squatters’) coné with their agricultural activities. In fact,
some of the foresters believe that some of the Ipeame merely using agriculture as a pretext
for settling in the reserve (see Chapter Six). fdséstance within the department over the idea

of including agriculture in the reserve is hardlymising. This study has already noted how
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most foresters still hold on to the idea that artlesionary approach (as in fortress
conservation) is still the best way to protect $dpnesources, and it is evident that these ideas
are filtering through into JFM. For other reseapélticipants from organisations such Zambia
Community Based Natural Resources Forum (ZBNRMIleytisern Alliance for Indigenous
Resources (SAFIRE), and Zambia Ornithological Sgc{Z0S), this continued support for
fortress conservation ideas also explains why tm@lamentation of community-based
initiatives in forestry across the country has beery slow (see also Aongola et al, 2009).
This rigid emphasis on forests as exclusively trased ecosystems, where agriculture is
precluded, is reiterated in the following definiticof forests offered by the FD (GRZ,
1998:28):

“Forests are defined as ecosystems with a minimwawirt of trees of 10%, generally
associated with wild flora, fauna and natural adnditions, and not subject to

agriculture” (emphasis added).

According to Fay and Michon (2005:196), althougts tils perceived as ecologically correct,
“the historical origins of the divisions betweendsts and agriculture has nothing to do with
ecology or nature; but with symbolic social relagoof power, and specifically, to privilege
and exclusion”. They argue that in western sociests were instituted and demarcated as
particular domains within a landscape for the mmipleasure of the ruling class. This land
domain was referred to as tHeresta’, a legal category of forest management from which
peasants and agriculture were excluded, and whaphesents the source of the historical
division between the legal domain of forests andcafjure. Fay and Michon (2005) further
argue that this divide was logical from the poiftveew of the landed elites, who regarded
usufruct rights granted to peasants as a burdenvaAnddesired exclusive control of the forest
domain for power, pleasure and rent. At the dawmndtistrialisation and colonialism, the
development of scientific forestry displaced thaxcof this peasant/landlord tension with a
forester/farmer axis and brought renewed legitinfacyhe eviction of farmers as justification
for the forestry-agriculture divide switched to $koof ecology (Fay and Michon, 2005; see

also discussion of equilibrium ecology in Chaptero}.

Indeed, Edmund and Wallenberg (2003) note thagthleracing of the sustainability discourse

implies that many protected areas now include atid or human modified landscapes (see
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also Barker and Stockdale, 2008; Scherr and McNe&08). Similarly, Primark (1993)
notes the need for flexibility when dealing withltozation in conservation areas. He argues
that while farming, which is commercial in naturedacontrolled by outside interests, can be
harmful to conservation and must be eliminatedossible, where it is done by local people in
order to meet their needs, stopping them becomemteeproductive. In view of the
complications that conservationists face in workimg forest—agriculture divide, the inclusion
of conservation agriculture as a complementary@ggr to the JFM initiative in the reserve is
interesting. Conservation agriculture represent® @i the newest natural resources
management paradigms driven by the sustainableajsaent discourse. It as an ecosystem
services management approach that allows farmedeglieer ecosystem services and goods,
such as carbon storage, biodiversity conservatinohveater purification, while allowing them
to increase their agricultural productivity on thieind. According to Mery et al (2005), the
rise of sustainable development has shown thastfoesources management requires multi-
sector integration as the economic and social ddman forests continue to rise. They argue
that the “key is integrating agriculture and forese (p17)” (see also Sayer and Elliot, 2005).
In Munyeta, the District Forestry Department is ingpthat this approach will help farmers
improve land use efficiency and reduce farm exmangnto forested areas. Because of its
ability to deliver multiple benefits, it is quicklypecoming a popular land management
approach in the district. This point is picked mpGhapter Nine, when the study examines
what conservation agriculture has to offer to tnexsources protection and people’s
livelihoods.

(c) Different actors with different interests
The agriculture—livelihood conflicts in the resemlso point to the fact that the interests of the
community in the reserve and the FD are quite iifig an issue which has been discussed in

Chapter Six (see Figure 6.3 in Chapter Six). Tabie presents the interests of the various

actors in matters surrounding Munyeta forest resand the JFM initiative.
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Table 8.4: Interests of various actors in the resee

Actor Interests

Forest department Conservation interests- seelstebksh JFM in order to
protect water catchment, forests and re-vegetatfothe

area

Local politicians Political interests- seek to gaiolitical support from the
squatters, notes that the FD has already failgudtect the

area

District Council Interested in de-gazetting theemve, consider it as idle
land as indicated in DSA (2005), seek to have tea as
resettlement land, interested in delivering infracture

services as evidenced in construction of schotiemarea

Local community inside the reserve Varying inteseStonga farmers interested mostly in land
and cultivation (see Chapter Six)
Traditionalist seek control of land (Chapter Sirgdalaim

historical rights to the reserve

Local community outside the reserve Continued egerin the forest products as source of
livelihood in the reserve

Solis claim historical rights to the reserve owhgrs

Area chief Claim the right to govern the area despite JFMiated

in the area

Seek to extend customary control to the reserve as
evidenced by creation of zones and deploymentdifrias

to the area (see Chapter Six).

Source: Field data

These different interests are an important fagtathe establishment of JFM in the area. For
example, an extension officer from the FD noted tha ‘big farmers’ in the reserve have

been working against conservation efforts by cglliior the area to be turned into a
resettlement scheme. So far, they have successfblbyed for the construction of a school in

the reserve, an action which the Forestry Departnimtieves is aimed at having the

settlements in the reserve legalised. In additibye, extension officer singled out local

politicians, the Council and the Chief of the aasaother actors who are working in opposition
to the production of a new natural resource regimthe area. The extension officer notes
that:
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“The politicians have promised the residents inrdserve that they will campaign for
the degazetting of the reserve and this makedfitult to get support from the local

population who are expecting the area to be detigale

Furthermore, although the chief of the area hathlly agreed to support the JFM initiative,
he has continued to endorse the development of sestheements in the area by installing
headmen and recognising the settlements as villagdsr his chiefdom (see Chapter Six).
Indeed, it was evident during interviews with thieie€® of the area and the councillor that both

felt that the area should be left for settlemermt agriculture rather than for JFM initiatives.

Table 8.4 shows that the JFM programme also haerttend with the interests of Soli people
who are claiming the right to ownership over theefd reserve land which they assume was
wrongly taken by the state. Indeed, we have sedbhapter Six how Soli traditionalists are
employing ‘squatting’ in the reserve as a weaporesistance against state-centric control of
the area. This squatting should be understood dsopavhat other conservation writers call
power resources or weapons of the poor, which grass actors often employ against the
interests of powerful actors such as the stateh@hoa, 2008; Bryant and Bailey, 1997).
However, while the Soli are seeking restoratiortriiifal rights, JFM does not address these
historical claims as it does not grant the locage long-term tenurial security over land and
resources in the reserve. The FD notes that “eivan area becomes a JFM area, the land
status of the area (forest reserve land or custphaad) will not change and the area will
revert to its original status once it has ceasdukta JFM area” (ZFD pl). This, unfortunately,
leaves communities with nothing but temporary siéguindeed, this does seem to be a risky
and unpredictable affair for the local populatias,it creates uncertainties for the settlers in
Munyeta whose tenure over land is only assurddey remain in a JFM arrangement. For the
Soli traditionalists, it provides an impetus foreith continued resistance to conservation

initiatives.

According to the provincial forestry office, the Flannot guarantee the length of time that a
JFM arrangement may continue to exist, as the Minisf Environment reserves the right to
dissolve JFM arrangements if she/he sees fit. Cuesdly, JFM appears to be a transient

arrangement rather than a long-term solution tosthte-people conflicts in the area. It seems
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that we are confronted with a natural resource mament paradigm where local people’s
rights are dependent on buying into the objectares aspirations of the state (see also Enters
et al, 2000). It is therefore difficult to see hgenuine empowerment of the local community
can occur in the reserve. Without critically engagwith these competing interests, it is
doubtful whether this initiative can progress beydhe teething stage. Nygren (2005) also
notes that, although many decentralisation theomsiampion the role of communities in
bringing about decentralisation, participation @aotlective action, they give little attention to
the heterogeneity of actors involved in the proogdso Jones, 2006; Barrow et al, 2002;
Hobley, 1996; Brown, 2003).

(d) The FD's internal capacity and bureaucratic cofflicts

According to the District Forestry Officer, littlgrogress has so far been achieved because of
lack of financial support for the initiative. He tes that as a district, they have played their
role in initiating JFM, but they have received ofitgited funds to support the budget for this
programme. In particular, he pointed out that thstridt is faced with logistical and
transportation problems and lacks adequate humsourees to carry out the programmes
effectively. In a similar vein, an FD report on M@ta notes that:

“The constructive management of Munyeta forestriesen a way has been affected
by erratic funding to the Forest Department. Fareple the Joint Forest Management
initiative where the forest committees emanatechfi@as never been funded. This has
made the committees look ineffective” (ZFD, 2008).

As a result, the district forest office has beemhla to train the committees and develop a

JFM management plan for the area. Although theianoudget for JFM activities in the area
is only about £ 1400 (Table 8.5), this seems tehmeved difficult to fund.
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Table 8.5 JFM budget over a five year period aseflected in district development plan

Year Budget for JFM activities (ZK)
2006 49,000,000 (£7,000)

2007 10,000,000 (£1,400)

2008 10,000,000 (£1,400)

2009 10,000,000 (£1,400)

2010 10,000,000 (£1,400)

2011 10,000,000 (£1,400)

1 GBE = approximately ZK 7,000.

Source: CDC (2006)

As already noted, the FD is, in general, shortioéricial resources, and according to a
CBNRM forum expert who participated in the studyalso lacks staff trained in community-
based natural resources management. This has theatihe department is in a weak state to
establish JFM programmes effectively. Similarly,/gola et al (2009:8) note that:

“Presently the forest department is neither a gtromor a notably progressive
institution. For example, it is only very slowly rpatting participatory (joint) forest
management (in pilot areas), although the prindiale been in existence since the late
1990s. Although the approach on which the modebased requires no special
legislation (as it is a simple contract between legal entities)......... 7

This statement is extremely important, as the palauthor of this book (Aongola) is in fact
the Director of Planning and Information in the Miny of Environment where the Forestry
Department is housed. Aongola et al (2009) aretrighpoint out that the process of
implementing JFM is taking longer than expected @hdndicative of the department’s
weakening capacity. However, the writers in thetesnhent also seem to play down the fact
that establishing what they term as a ‘simple’ caettis, in practice, not as simple as they
claim. The reality is that JFM requires substant@estment in building social capital (e.g.
trust or cooperation between various actors) aritigad capital ( e.g. local actors’ ability to
negotiate terms of agreement and organise viabhlergance structures) for it be a meaningful

process. Indeed, it is argued that to gain people’sent to some form of regulated access to
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and use of natural resources, resources have itovbsted into cooperation, negotiation and
institutional building (Enters et al, 2000; Ostro1990).

Apart from the weakness in the Forestry Departrsecapacity, there is also one unresolved
issue in the department that holds up this progasssslowsthe flow of resources to JFM
activities. According to the thematic leader on ocmmity access and benefit sharing in the
Ministry of Environment, although JFM is now firmlestablished as the Forestry
Department’s preferred model for devolving forestaurces management to communities, the
policy on which it is based cannot be implementeduil. This is basically because the state
has not issued a commencement order for the Attiegeslates the 1998 forest policy, such
that JFM is actually being implemented throughwutay instruments issued by the Minister
of Environment. For example, all agreements havenbgigned on the basis of statutory
instrument no 52 of 1999. This is because the sAwgteseeks to transform the Forestry
Department into an autonomous institution callel Horestry Commission which appears to
be a highly contentious issue in the ministry buoeacy. Although Aongola et al (2009) are
right to note that this does not stop JFM, in tgali does inhibit the flow of political and
financial support for JFM. In addition, it limits hat can be done under JFM as the
implementation of certain elements is contingentttma activation of the Act. For example,
without activating the act, the community can odhrive livelihood benefits in terms of
household forest products and not in terms of sbawf revenues from commercial
exploitation of resources in this area. This i®agplicitly acknowledged by the state in the

following statement:

“....under JFM, communities can be ceded temporanyagement rights for a forestry
area, but the monetary benefits cannot be leghllyesl .....” (GRZ/UNDP, 2010:44)

In this regard, in Munyeta, the community and tleeeBtry Department have not discussed
anything concerning revenue sharing because ottn®lication. It is important to note that
this has been one of the most contentious issustaia conservation in Zambia; historically,
communities have been excluded from deriving fimgnoenefits from forest reserves. With
the non-activation of the Forestry Act of 1999, ecade after parliament passed it as law,
financial benefit sharing will continue to be th@sh problematic area in the implementation

of forestry conservation initiatives.
236



8.5 The JFM model and customary institutions

Joint forest management seems to be an attempbtadp a more acceptable management
alternative from the fortress conservation modat teas been applied in Munyeta since the
1980s. In the words of one natural resource exfperh the Zambia Community Based

Natural Resources Forum:

“by incorporating the notion of community partiatpn in natural resource decision
making, JFM is an attempt to strike a compron(iz&lge the gap) between informal
institutional arrangemen{gustomary natural resource model)which have no legal
backing(in statutory laws) and the conventional state mogl@lotected areas model

(emphasis added)”

Indeed, while in theory JFM does seem to createespar local decision-making in the
reserve, the results of this study have shownttigéxtent to which this model embraces local
people’s perspectives and customary institutiomedrgements seems to be rather limited.
One of the forest extension officers notes thatgrexess of incorporating local knowledge
and institutions was limited by the fact that thH#cers facilitating the process had to follow
JFM guidelines issued by the department which aite ¢gague on how to accommodate local
institutional arrangements. As research particgpdrdm the reserve have also noted in the
preceding sections of this chapter, JFM rules vpeescribed to local actors instead of being
created from negotiations with the community. lddiion, the nature, structure and
composition of the committees were equally predeiteed with little input from the
communities involved in the process as a resulthef reliance on uniformly deployed

guidelines. In addition, the forest extension @fiadmits that:

“..Some traditional institutions can be helpfuly &xample, the chief has taken a keen
interest in one of the areas. Part of the aretilligngact because the chief has instituted
bans against charcoal production but the guidelaresnot clear on whether we can

accommodate such rules...”
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It appears that JFM rules are being understodtbesstry Department’s constructed rules and
the new governance structures are taken as For&spartment initiated committees,
registered as trusts under the registrar of so¢sstg Figure 8.2). This arrangement by-passes
the traditional governance structure of the Soliha area. In this vein, JFM seems to reflect
the department’s vision of achieving state-centigectives and departs from the ‘shared
vision’ image portrayed in Figure 8.1. Indeed, loaret al (2010) also note that one of the ills
of decentralisation is that where natural resourtgists are granted to communities, new
institutions are often formed to represent theemive which may not sit well with the local
arrangements (see also Batterbury and Fernanddg; B@njamin, 2004; Berkes, 2004;
Barrow et al, 2002; Enters et al, 2000; Cleavef120According to Enters et al (2000), this
tendency to focus on formal institutional structuneakes sense for bureaucracies, because it
is procedurally simple and a clear legal basistexa their establishment. However, Enters et
al (2000) also note that when these formal systewmisicide with local institutional
arrangements, they tend to be adversarial wheigésipatory resource management requires
consensus. As a result, it is not surprising thatSoli traditionalists and the chieftaincy seem
simply to ignore the fact that JFM is being estli®#d in the area by seeking to establish their
own customary governance structure. It seems denaid quite pragmatic to be more
flexible and accommodative of Soli institutionshet than simply to by-pass them. This is
important, as it is difficult to see how JFM candstablished without the support of the Soli

who claim that they have tribal historical rightsthe area.

The limited ability of JFM to incorporate local g#e’s perspectives also raises the question
of whether the model can be easily extended tcomesty areas where resource management
is entirely governed by custom and tradition. Irjethis is important as, apart from local
forests (such as Munyeta), JFM is poised to be ogepl to customary areas such as
Shisholeka. As the district forest officer notethe*goal of the district forest office is to extend
the approach to ‘open areas’ with potential..."q&éso ZFD, 2005; GRZ-MTNR, 2009). The
open areas with potential refer to customary amatishealthy forests and woodlands. This is
also reiterated in the district development plarerghthe FD identifies extension of JFM
initiatives to open areas as one of the major gietsvin which the department will engage
between 2006 -2011 (CDDCC, 2005). Although to diageForestry Department has failed to
extend JFM beyond Munyeta due to financial diffi@d, the district forest office notes that

they have already started discussions with custpraathorities and communities in the
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district to do so. Indeed, according to a membahefCBNRM forum, since the new natural
resource policies and legislations do not legitenigxisting customary governance
arrangements as community based natural resouggmes in their own right, converting to
JFM may be the only way for autonomous natural ugs® regimes to gain statutory
legitimacy and derive revenue from commercial eptmn of forest resources in these areas.
Figure 8.3 illustrates how both customary and mtett area regime will change under the
JFM model.

Figure 8.3: How the customary and state models chge under the JFM policy

OLD LEGAL FRAMEWORK NEW LEGAERAMEWOK
Unconverted
Customary Natural gustomary Na“."al
Resource regimes de d desfources reta_lfns
factosystems e factostatus if not
converted
Converts \
Joint Forest
Resources N
Management mi"r‘]’agemem
Areas (JFM) framework
Converts
State Protected Forests State Protected forests retair
asde juresystems Unconverted _ | de juresystem if not
”1 converted

Source: Author, 2011

As seen in Figure 8.3, the introduction of JFM ustomary areas would entail the conversion
or replacement of autonomous natural resource neam@gt regimes with JFM natural

resource governance structures which are subjetttetalictates of the district environment
and natural resources management committee. Usiish@eka as an illustrative device, this

may create a scenario where local resource managesnrced to conform to the ideals of
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technocrats at the district level who determine ¢betent of natural resource management
plans. As seen in the case of Munyeta, the JFM hsmsians to construct participation in such
a manner that it limits the opportunity of locat@s to articulate their preferences and share
their local experience and knowledge in natursbuece management (see also Anderson and
Ostrom, 2007; Cooke and Kothari, 2001). For a cuaty area such as Shisholeka, where the
natural resource management regime is tailoredrdsmameeting local needs and aspirations,
this may be seen as a threat rather than as antopjpp. The differences between the JFM
model, as seen in Munyeta, and customary systesitgy $Shisholeka, are presented in Table
8.6.

Table 8.6 Differences between customary based nadl resource governance (Shisholeka) and JFM

Natural resource management| Characteristics of customary Characteristics of JIM

elements
Creation of rules and Locally determined rules and regulationRules centrally determined and
regulations issued as community (JFM)

guidelines

Enforcement of regulations

Community have ‘everyargiard
approach’

Honorary forest guards recruited
from community

Natural resource management
objectives

Livelihoods, sacred and spiritual
purposes (e.g. sacred graves)

Conservation driven objectives

Local participation

Local participation throughlaije
committee

Participation through JFM
committees

Lead actor

Community main actor in resource
management

FD is lead actor

Source of legitimacy

Legitimacy derived from comrityn
(‘and custom)

JFM body exogenously
sanctioned by FD

Role of custom and tradition

Custom and traditioevpils

The place of tradition and custom
vague

Place of Indigenous knowledge

Indigenous knowledgmrtant

The place of indigenous
knowledge is vague

Source: Field data

As can be seen in Table 8.6, the Shisholeka systéas on locally sanctioned rules which

have been accepted by the local population andeglac high premium on custom and

tradition. On the other hand, the JFM model is gdidy centrally defined rules, relies on

external legitimacy and obscures the place of costod tradition. Hence, it seems rather

unfair simply to deploy the new natural resourcedeido such terrain without fundamental

adjustments to the ways in which it takes into aberation local people’s institutional

capacity. Similarly, Temm and Mulekom (2001) obsgetiat Zambia’'s participatory natural
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resource policies do not recognize the historicdityninant role of traditional governance
systems in the management of natural resources. thi& protected areas approach, the new
initiatives are equally rigid and emphasise a narresource management thinking that
assumes the absence of effective local institutionsustomary environments. On the other
hand, Hesse and Trench (2000) point out that pcdatermined institutional arrangements are
important in any participatory natural resource agement initiatives, as they are often
oriented towards the provision of flexible and peocal arrangements which are constantly
re-negotiated in order to cope with the ever-chaggiature of the natural resource base (see
also Agrawal, 2001; Ruddle, 1992; Benjamin, 20@Hnsequently, it seems that rather than
deploy a uniform approach, it may be important do@ a differentiated approach where
initiatives take into consideration the local sfietties prevailing in the area. Hobley (1996)
equally notes that it is important to adopt a maist approach where if the policy is good,
leave it alone. The need for a flexible approacipadicipatory policies is best expressed in
the words of Sayer and Elliot (2005:40) who notat tinat rather than promote a single best

way approach, policy makers must learn that:

“there are multiple ways of managing forested larasl that what is desirable at one
location at a point in time may well be differenttime at another place or different

time”.

This suggestion may require changes to particigatatural resources legislative frameworks
in order to create a flexible institutional envinsant that is accommodative of various local
circumstances. Indeed, Hesse and Trench (2000) @dsat out that, although central
government cannot legislate for every eventuallitig much more useful to provide an overall
framework under which locally defined rules for dst resources management can be
established (or upheld), while ensuring that th@grate in an equitable and sustainable
manner. It is important to point out here that tisisue continues to be contentious in the
literature. As Larson et al (2010) note, theorétilsbates are now shifting towards addressing
the question of whether there should be a shafitegdgimacy between statutory systems and
customary systems, or whether policy should alldwe integration of these systems.
Moreover, most scholars now recognise customargdagstems as organically constructed
community based natural resource management systgtimsan important role to play in

sustainable natural resources management (Hobd®g; Hesse and Trench, 2000; Larson et
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al, 2010; Ostrom, 1990; Edmund and Wollenberg, 2@&row et al, 2002; Temm and
Johnson, 2001).

8.6 Conclusion

As noted in Chapter Two, in the past three decaslegainable development has emerged as
the most important construct for the managememtatdiral resources both in developed and
developing countries (Slater, 2002; Barker and I&tale, 2008; Hulme and Murphree, 1999).
For many scholars, sustainable development has $&mm as an opportunity to correct the
historical distortions created by exclusionary @mation models by refocusing the attention
of natural resources management on human welfadel@ral actors’ participation in the
governance of resources (see Mery et al, 2005; Galin2000; Hulme and Murphree, 1999;
Barnerjee, 2003). This discourse also assumesnttatal resource models based on this
discourse will recognise local people’s creativerary by accommodating their experiences,
knowledge and institutional arrangements in cored@m initiatives in order to achieve the
goal of sustainable development (Temm and Johri2@®l; UN, 1992; Enters et al, 2000;
Hesse and Trench, 2000; Sayer and Elliot, 2005).

Against this decentralisation euphoria, this chapt®ws that in the case of forest resources
management in Zambia, there is a huge gap betweaté¢toric in devolution policies and the
practice on the ground. Here, the reality is thgblementers are struggling to translate these
policies into operational practice. Moreover, thaiqy implementation is characterised by
confusion and ambiguity, as the state appears tadesl with the challenge of deciding the
appropriate authority and institution to receives tformal rights to represent the local
collective. Enters et al (2000) observe a simitarasion in Nepal, where, on one the hand, the
Forestry Act devolves forest management respoirtghkito user groups, and on the other, the
decentralisation policy gives local government sigibntrol over all natural resources in their
jurisdiction, leading to confusion and conflict the local level regarding rights to benefits,

access and responsibilities.

Secondly, the results also show that the decesdtadn process is characterised by a lack of
political will to cede control on the part of theagntralising authority and by power struggles

betweenvarious actors, such that devolution policies hbarely influenced natural resource
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management. In the case of local government refattmeschapteshows that that the district
council, which is poised to be the main actor ie tmplementation of devolution policies
under the local government reforms, has no reategy of how to translate this new mandate
into practice and is in fact in a moribund stata¢bas a viable entity for achieving sustainable
natural resources management. On the other harty WM has been initiated in Munyeta,
the study notes that this process is equally cegdy the challenges of reconciling various
competing interests in the reserve and resolviegatriculture-forestry divide. Moreover, the
process is also affected by a lack of funding amekéucratic conflicts over the future of the
department, such that progress in the implememtatiche initiatives, both in Chongwe and
across the country, is generally slow. Indeed Ata@d al (2009) and GRZ (2010) equally
note that in the other sites across the countrer&ldFM areas have been established, the
initiatives have barely progressed beyond the tegtbtage. This study agrees with Nygren
(2005) that the involvement of local institutionsdaresource users in forest management
through devolution initiatives is a much more coicgtled process than is usually represented
by proponents of decentralization and communityetasatural resources management. In
addition, the study agrees with Baumann and Fauoirig (2003) argument that, in some
countries, decentralization has not significantialtenged the basic distribution of rights and
access to natural resources established in thaiebleeriod and reinforced in the immediate
post-independence period. Despite 20 years ofgriorpromote these ideas, the status quo in
terms of how forest resources are managed remasn)e state struggles to produce a new

forest resources management regime.
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Chapter Nine: Sustainable Development

Ecosystem services, agri-environments and naturaksources Management
9.1 Introduction

This chapter continues with the examination ofghecess of translating conservation policies
derived from the sustainable development discountgepractice. As noted in Chapter Four,
sustainable development as a construct for natesalurces management is not only credited
with the advancement of narratives of participateomd devolution in natural resources
management; it is also characterized by the exdarsi environmental conservation to human
dominated systems such as agricultural environmémtparticular, the rise of the notion of
ecosystem services (in sustainable developmentoulise) as a legitimate focus of
conservation has provided a conceptual basis foking farming households with
environmental decision-making. There is now a comiagreement in the literature that this is
a growing trend across the world, posing a strdrajlenge to the dominance of the protected
area model as the main natural resource managestrategy (Scherr and McNeely, 2008;
Karieva et al, 2007; Reeves, 2001; Gorman et a)l2Mefries and Rosenzweig, 2010;
Mattison and Norris, 2005).

This chapter shows how agri-environmental initiesiy particularly conservation agriculture,
have gained ascendancy in natural resource rhetont practice as part of sustainable
development’s win-win solutions to environment-liieods challenges. Using the case of
Chongwe, the chapter examines how this notion gfegironmental management has been
particularized and translated into practice in Zemlt examines the extent to which these
initiatives offer a pathway to the improvement ottbthe environment and livelihoods in the
area. It also analyses the major bottlenecks timait lthe contribution of these agri-

environmental initiatives to both livelihoods anaveEonmental conservation. The chapter is
divided into three main sections. The first sectiooks at the emergence of conservation
agriculture in Chongwe and identifies the majoroestinvolved in the framing and

deployment of agri-environmental initiatives aneithmain interests in the initiatives. The
second part of the chapter looks at what farmeoptaih practice and their implications for

livelihoods and the environment. In the last sectibe chapter examines the major limitations

of CA as implemented in the study area and thefad¢hat account for these limitations.
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9.2. Conservation agriculture: an emerging agri-evironmental management approach
in Chongwe

There are many types of agri-environmental appresdhat have gained currency in the
sustainable development discourse in the past twoadks (see typology of agri-
environmental approaches in Chapter Two). The comfactor in all these approaches is that
they seek simultaneously to address agricultureliidods and conservation concerns (see
Scherr and McNeely, 2008). In Zambia, agri-envirental strategies that have gained
ascendancy in both conservation and developmenbutise take mainly two forms: agro-
forestry and conservation agriculture (WAC, 201@uBron et al, 2007). In Chongwe, in
particular, conservation agriculture (CA) has eredrgs the dominant technique for merging
livelihoods and conservation in agricultural enwimzents. In Chapter Eight, the study has
shown how the Chongwe district forestry office saggled out conservation agriculture as a
complementary approach to JFM in Munyeta. It wagdohat the interest of the district forest
office in conservation agriculture lies in its capw to deliver a range of conservation
benefits, such as the production of ecosystem &s\and provision of tree products such as
firewood and timber to supplement forest produgtsis focus on agri-environments in the
country has come with a broadening in conservabbjectives and a quest to address
agricultural-forestry conflicts (see Chapter 4; GRZNR, 2007; GRZ-MTNR, 1998). Hence,
sustainable agricultural land management stratelgge® become part of the new natural
resources management policies adopted by the @&R&/FAO, 2010; GRZ-MTNR, 1998;
2007).

The importance of conservation agriculture was sechop in the following words of one of

the senior natural resources officers who partteighan this research:

“... policies are changing quickly, sustainable reseumanagement means a lot..., we
are no longer talking only about parks and resemveswvant trees in agricultural lands,
on homesteads and gardens, you can see this iN®r..., on the ground, we are

pushing both CBNRM and conservation agriculture....”
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Similarly, on the launch of the 2010 tree plantprggramme, the Minister of Environment
and Natural Resources, Catherine Namugala, cattedtion to international trends in the
management of natural resources, arguing that alatesources management is quickly
moving away from a singular focus on forest conaton for material products, to managing
the environment for conservation of ecosystem sesvisuch as carbon sequestration,
biodiversity conservation and ecosystem serviceympats. She called upon both
conservation actors and agriculturalists to embragm-forestry techniques as a way of
delivering sustainable development. These viewgesigthat participatory forest resources
management and agro-ecosystem approaches aredliestwuments that have been endorsed
to deliver sustainable development in Zambia (asa$athe management of land resources is

concerned).

Conservation agriculture also appears to have leeelorsed by several other conservation
organisations in Zambia who see it as a way ofdmmigl the gap between livelihoods and
conservation, and of bringing environmental deacisiwaking closer to rural households.

Table 9.1 presents examples of conservation NG&shtwve adopted conservation agriculture
as a complementary approach to community-basedune=® management or mainstream
environmental management strategies in the couBypservation agriculture seems to have
gained popularity among conservation organizatibasause of its potential to arrest the
expansion of agricultural lands into forests ordlifié zones, while creating an opportunity for
biodiversity conservation outside these zones {sd#e 9.1). This differs from the fortress

conservation logic of directly halting forest corsien by establishing protected areas, while
completely ignoring agriculture livelihoods (see g&tson, 2010; Defries and Roseinzweig,
2010). Indeed, Scherr and McNeely (2008) note tmader the protected area model,
agricultural lands were viewed as ecological smerifireas and therefore positing a win-lose
scenario between conservation and agriculturaliiveds. However, in the case of Chongwe,
it iIs not just conservation organizations that haspressed an interest in conservation
agriculture; some donor agencies, development N@®sagricultural organisations are also
actively involved in the promotion of conservatiagriculture. In Chongwe, this has allowed
conservation agriculture to spread to all four fdoens of the district (Bunda-Bunda,

Nkomesha, Shikabeta and Mpaisha).
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Table 9.1: Conservation NGOs using conservation amgulture as a sustainable land management strategy

in Zambia

Organization Detailed description of context withh which CA is employed

WWF Used in the Miombo eco-region project to supporrmiag
households’ transition to sustainable agricultaddress conservatign
agricultural conflicts and promote biodiversity senvation.

CLUSA Zambia As early pioneers of JFM in forestry, conservatagriculture was

utilized as a complementary approach to particiyatorestry in
eastern province to address forestry —agricultweditioods conflicts

and create environmental stewardship

Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) | WCS uses conservation agriculture in Eastern Peavia improve the

—+

livelihoods of local actors living in game manageinareas as part g

community based wildlife resources management

CONASA Uses conservation agriculture as a sustainable kadagement
strategy that improves availability of natural puots to farmers, helps
in sparing forest lands from agriculture and presgidalternative
livelihoods to actors that historically, have bekpendent on wildlife

and forest products.

American Peace Corps Peace corps volunteers work with the forestry depamt around
protected forestry areas. Conservation agricultise used ag
sustainable land management tool that halts fatnesqgansion into

protected forests.

D

PELUM Zambia Promotes Conservation Agriculture as one of theaguable land use

management strategies

Source: Field Data

In Nkomesha Chiefdom (where Shisholeka and Mtarankdocated), conservation agriculture
initiatives are funded by the Norwegian governméme, EU and some Australian Christian
organisations. In Bunda-Bunda (where Munyeta istied), the initiatives are funded by the
EU and the Norwegian government. However, at the k&vel, conservation agriculture
initiatives are being implemented by the Ministry Agriculture, the Conservation Farming
Unit (CFU) and Christian Fund Zambia. Accordingotte of the senior agricultural officers,

conservation agriculture has been on pilot sta&hongwe for more than six years now, and
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in the past two years, the participating partnergehmoved to introduce it in all parts of the
district. Chongwe is only one of the 12 districthese conservation agriculture is being
implemented on a full scale in all communities. Thain reasons given by these actors for

their participation in CA initiatives are summauza Table 9.2.

Table 9.2: Reasons given by various actors for ¢lir involvement in CA

Actor Involved Reasons for Involvement

The Food Agriculture Organization | Promotion of farmer productivity, farmer resiliente
(FAO) climate change

(Lusaka Office) Promote farmer environmental stewardship

CA’s capacity to address deforestation and restore

degraded lands.

Conservation Farming Unit (CFU) Increase farmer productivity, Soil conservation,

adaptation to climate change and tree conservation,

Christian Child Fund Zambia (CCF) | To increase the livelihood assets of rural housihol

GRZ (department of agriculture) Interest in food security and agricultural growth,
resources for extension services, funding for admical

development

Ministry of Environment (FD) Avoided deforestation
Restoration of degraded lands

Biodiversity conservation, ecosystem services ptae

Norwegian Embassy and EU Poverty reduction through increased farmer proditgti
and food security

Helping country achieve MDGs

Sustainable development commitments

Adaptation to climate change

Source: Field data (interviews with organisatipagticipating in CA)

The involvement of such a diverse range of actorsthie deployment of conservation
agriculture shows the high interest that agri-emwinental approaches are generating among
development practitioners and conservation ageratiks. This, perhaps, is one of the major

contributions of the sustainable development disszuthat it has created a situation where
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environmental protection has shifted from being rangry responsibility of traditional
conservation actors (such as forestry agenciesildiifer agencies) to include other actors
such as agriculture and development agencies.

The results presented in Table 9.2 suggest thapdipelarity of CA lies in its capacity to
address the diverse interests of the various aaterdved. Apart from the conservationist
interests discussed in the preceding section, GA abpeals to the interests of agriculturalists
in terms of addressing household food security @mdate change adaptation. According to
the senior agricultural officer who participatedtims research, there are three main issues of
concern for the department. These are declininigyiéue to poor soils, unpredictable rainfall
patterns linked to climate variability and changed farmers’ declining access to farming
assets such as fertilizer, seeds and farm implem&he decline in access to farming assets is
linked strongly to the removal of subsidies thadrelcterized the state’s agricultural policies in
the period between 1964 and 1990 (see Chapter dpsdbvation agriculture, with its
emphasis on nutrient restoration and soil improvameater conservation and low levels of

agriculture inputs, is viewed as one of the toolsrésolving these challenges.

As can be seen in Table 9.2, climate change appedys a concern that is shared by other
organisations participating in the process of CA¢hsas FAO and the donor agencies.
According to the FAO agronomist who participatedtims research, the current climate
change discourse drives the conservation agri@ulagenda considerably, as CA has the
potential to build resilience in farming systemsotigh locally adaptable technologies.
Moreover, the current thinking in this discoursehat the effects of climate change will hit
the poor in developing countries particularly harderms of water shortages, declining crop
yields, and other natural stresses and shocks @CRPRQ@07; Ringler, et al, 2011). The IPPCC
(2007), for example, represents Africa’s agricudtas the most vulnerable sector to climate
change, sparking a drive for agricultural approacti&t address the challenges of climate
change. In addition, the senior agricultural offic@tes that the association of conservation
agriculture with climate change adaptation is @somportant opportunity for the agricultural
sector to attract funding towards the developmértgoiculture in the country. He points out
that:
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..... this is good for us, because it is bringingmoney for agricultural extension at a
time when the sector is suffering a decline inesetpenditure on agriculture ... our
officers can visit farmers and give them suppoddose the transport is there and the

money is there...”

Similarly, the CFU coordinator in Chongwe distmadites that CA programmes are supporting
the agricultural sector at a time when the statajsacity to address the various agricultural
challenges facing the country is weak. This faethpps, may also explain why the state has

been quite keen in supporting CA initiatives in toeintry.

9.3  Characteristics of conservation agriculture irChongwe

The organizations presented in Table 9.2 constth#emain actors that direct and shape the
nature of conservation agriculture practice in Gjwe. While this has meant that
conservation agriculture, unlike JFM, is not shafrfunds and emissaries, the involvement of
various actors in the process has created chabenfgés own for the implementation process.
In Shisholeka, for example, the study found thahltbe Ministry of Agriculture and Christian
Child Fund Zambia had recruited the same farmarcdoservation agriculture. This seems
not only a duplication of efforts, but these actbesl also managed to pass own conflicting
messages on the practice of conservation farmirmay. éxample, during interviews in
Shisholeka, at least four farmers noted that thesewquite unsure about whether conservation
agriculture required fertilizer application or ndivhile one agency presented CA as an
agricultural practice that does not require uskedilizers, the other presented it as exactly the
opposite. Similarly, the FAO agronomist who pagated in this study notes that with so
many actors involved in the process, the questioseovice delivery has also become an
important factor. He notes that “there are orgaiona that have no experience in delivering
CA, such that we are already thinking about hawdrguality assurance body for CA”. These
situations are compounded by the fact that thegantsations seem to be in competition,
rather than complementing each other’'s work. Thalehge surrounding service delivery is

discussed extensively in the latter parts of thispter.

Although Chapter Two has already introduced thecephof conservation agriculture, with so

many actors promoting conservation agriculturejsitimportant to clarify what exactly
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constitutes conservation agriculture in the contéx@ambia. Boudron et al (2007) point out
that CA has been defined differently by differenttheors. However, a generic definition
provided by the FAO presents CA as a concept feource-saving agriculture that strives to
achieve high and sustained agricultural productiasjle concurrently conserving the
environment (Boudron et al, 2007; FAO, 2007). Adoog to Baudron et al (2007), CA is
based on enhancing natural biological processesealdnd below the ground, and involves
interventions such as reductions in mechanical titalge and the application of external
inputs (such as agrochemicals), in such a way dbats not interfere with, or disrupt the
biological processes in this system (see also Dskiaat al, 2006). This definition explicitly
ties CA to agricultural production and environmémanservation, merging the two, in line
with the sustainable development discourse. Fotigvthis definition, Boudron et al (2007)
note that CA can be done in a variety of ways ddpenon the context. According to the
Ministry of Agriculture, in the context of Zambi#he trend is to follow the Conservation
Farming Unit's (CFU) definition of what constitute®nservation agriculture. The CFU is
viewed as the pioneer of CA in Zambia, having sthmiloting it more than 10 years ago
(funded by the Norwegian government for the whdlthis period). The CFU is also linked to
a research unit called Golden Valley AgriculturasRarch Trust (GART). Together, the CFU
and the GART have become the leading source of ketge and best practice about Ohe
CFU defines conservation agriculture as having temmponents; ‘conservation farming’ and
‘establishment of trees’ on agricultural lands (BoX%) (CFU, 2010).

Box 9.1: Conservation agriculture in the Zambian Catext

Conservation Agriculture (CA)

What it is

Conservation farming (CF) + the establishment angligal of a minimum of 5@aidherbia albidatrees
per hectare.

What it is not?

Pit farming, manuring, composting, fallow croppiagd agro-forestry applied individually or collealy

cannot qualify as CF/CA if MT (minimum tillage) mot observed.

Source: Conservation Farming Unit (2010)
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Conservation farming (CF), as the first componentanservation agriculture, refers to a
package of farming practices which includes thdiegipon of conservation tillage (minimum
or zero tillage) through the creation of permanenap planting basins, use of leguminous

crops, crop rotation and retention of crop residuethe farm (see Table 9.3).

Source: Field Photo
Plate 9.2 Conventional tillage using hand ho8hisholeka
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The use of minimum tillage is said to improve tbé's biophysical properties and reduce soil
disturbance to around 12% percent of the field (WRQL0; Dumanski, 2006). Similarly, the
FAO (2008) notes that conservation tillage increaseil productivity and avoids further
environmental damage from the use of inversioagdl systems which threaten water quality,
erode soil and reduce soil biodiversity. Some @ thrmers who have practised minimum
tillage for the past 3-6 years also indicated a Imemof benefits of utilising minimum tillage
as opposed to conventional tillage. These incladty @lanting, improved moisture retention
(in the planting basins) and reduction in fertitizequirements for the crop. These benefits are

expressed in Box 9.2.

Box 9.2 Farmers’ views on benefits of minimum tillge

Respondent 1 (Mtanuka)
This is the third time | am doing this, before atilogp gamphani (minimum tillage), | normally delayad
planting because we would wait for our neigbouriétp us plough the fields but now we do it earig aur

maize holds properly

Respondent 2 (Mufwesha, outside Munyeta reserve)

We have noticed that if we dig basins even wheawe ke dry spell, our maize still holds....

Respondent 3 (Munyeta)
“This is the second time | am doing gamphani, aordnfie, | have been able to reduce the amount tfiZer

we use in the field...

Respondent 4 (Shisholeka)
We no longer have to hire cattle to plough ourdibefore planting, we do it ourselves and we haenghat

the side were we did gamphani we had a better Isarve

Conservation tillage is practiced in two ways. he tfirst method, farmers create small
permanent planting basins with hand hoes and gkeds in these holes each year (see Table
9.3). This is the only method utilized by CA farmeavho participated in this research. The
second method involves the use of ox-drawn ordradtawn rippers to create thin trenches
into which the seeds are sown (WAC, 2010). Althotgping technology is now available in
the country, more than 90% of the research paaitgp expressed ignorance about its
availability (perhaps an indication that local asttack information on new developments in

conservation agriculture).
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Table 9.3 Differences between CA and conventionafming in the study area

Agricultural | Conventional farming Conservation agriculture

practices

Land Field often ploughed by tractor or oxMinimum tillage emphasized, farmers use hand h
preparation |drawn or tillage practiced by hando create permanent planting basins. This can lzds

hoes — for example 60 % use ploug
including adopters on land which
CA.

preparation carried out in the ra

not under In addition, lan

season

heracticed by using ox-drawn rippers to createlifes
isn the study,

dparticipants had access to ripper; the price dpper

however, none of the resea
i about US$ 200. Dry season land preparad

emphasized in CA

Use of crop

residues

Crop residues burnt in some places
Zambia
However, in both study sites, crg
residues left in situ for livestock

foraging

@rop-residues viewed as part of organic cove
however, farmers note that there are a lot of il
[0 permanently retaining crop residues in the fa

sites due to conflicts with livestock

r

oes

rch

tion

irm

and Pesticides

30% of field should have leguminous plants) — thi

good as it may emphasize plants grown by women).

Rotation and Mono-cropping often emphasized [€rop rotation of maize with leguminous plants
diversification | conventional agriculture previous|lyemphasized. Leguminous plants improve the nutiient
of  cropping|promoted by the state, but study showsntent of the soil.
systems that mixed cropping is the normAlso improved fallow with green manure such as sun
among small scale farmers in thieemp, velvet beans and cow- peas emphasized in| CA-
study area study only found 3% have used green manure befgre.
Integration of| Emphasis on agriculturalMsangu trees intercropped with maize
trees mechanisation promoted removal |@ther shrubs emphasized such as Tephrosia vageli,
wild tree species Sesbania sesban —but study did not find any fafmer
However, in the study areas stugyracticing this.
found that 70% of farmers still retajn
trees on farm sites.
Application Conventional agriculture is overMinimum emphasis on fertilizers and pesticides
of Fertilizers,| focused on use of fertilizers. although not entirely excluded as in organic faignin
Herbicides Emphasis on use of leguminous plants instead 4at |e

Source: Field Data
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The use of minimum tillage, as seen in Table & 3drhaps one of the major elements that
distinguish conservation agriculture from conveméibagriculture. The emphasis on minimum
tillage and minimum farm inputs is a major departitom agricultural modernization policies
adopted at independence which emphasized the meatian of the agricultural sector and
the extensive use of fertilizers and pesticidexotding to one of the FAO agronomists, who
participated in this study:

“CA goes against the conventional wisdom in agtioel as it represents a departure
from technological approaches that were once heltha solution to food security in
Zambia. For example, ploughing, use of fertilizansl pesticides has been promoted in
Zambia for the past 40 years...”

Similarly, a respondent from the CFU office notiest CA in Zambia should be viewed as a
reform process in agriculture, from policies thabrpoted the mechanization of agriculture,
agriculture mono-cultures and extensive applicatdrfertilizers and pesticides to a new
approach that emphasizes agriculture diversifioatamvironmental care and reduced farming
inputs. He notes that:

“... The state promoted large scale clearance of tarmligh provision of subsidised
tractors, ox-drawn ploughs and sometimes even Hallers as in the case of
Kanakantapa. This led to large scale clearanceoi@sts, misuse of fertilizers and

pesticides, all with devastating effects on ouriemment”

This is also reiterated by Dumanski et al ( 2006ho note that CA is not a business-as-usual
scenario, based on maximizing yields while exphgitihe soil and agro-ecosystem resources;
rather, it is based on optimizing yields and peofib achieve a balance of agriculture,
economic and environmental benefits. However, itasjust the new emphasis on low inputs
that is important in this shift in agriculture; thdea that agri-environments are also
ecologically valuable spaces contrasts sharply ithspatial logic of capitalist agricultural
systems that view agriculture environments as sitenproduction spaces. Indeed, Milestad et
al (2011) note that within the conventional teclagpicultural approach, there is no room for
ecosystem services protection, as matters of cestéem are seen as being outside the

concerns of agriculture (see also Altieri and NIEh)@005). Conservation agriculture, in this
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regard, represents a new paradigm in agriculture,which the World Agro-Forestry Center
hails as creating an evergreen agriculture for fgedurity and environmental resilience
(WAC, 2010 cover page).

The environmental benefits of conservation agnoeltare reinforced by the second major
component of CA (Table 9.1 and Table 9.3), in whioh establishment of multipurpose trees
are supposed to be intercropped with cultivategpréiowever, CA as framed here, limits
tree growing on the farm sites to specific treecgsecalled the Msangirélderbia albidg. In
addition, it goes further to specify the minimummher of trees that have to be planted in
order to fulfill the requirements of CA. The way @#\presented here is not just important for
what it includes, but it is also important for whiaéxcludes. In Table 9.3, CA is limited to a
set of practices prescribed by CFU as the leadatgran the deployment of conservation
agriculture and ignores a range of other agro-foygsractices, some of which are already
being practiced by local actors (see Chapter Semdhe Shisholeka Chinyika agro-ecosystem
management system). During on-farm visits in thalgtsites, it was observed that farmers
retain wild plant species on farm sites as windakse farm boundaries, fruit trees and
medicinal plants. As indicated in Table 9.3, thiaswhe case with at least 70% of the farm
plots visited in the study area. Banda et al (19839 find a similar situation in most of the

rural parts of Zambia.

While the pre-occupation with the Msangu is undergable (in view of its special properties
discussed in the preceding section), there is getahat this over-emphasis may serve to de-
emphasise the importance of those tree specieshwdiready play an important role in
farmer’s livelihoods. Moreover, there is also a glmof creating tree mono-cultures at the
expense of tree diversity. The importance of pguattention to trees that farmers plant on

their farm plots is also emphasized in the Zamloigestry Action Plan which notes that:

“Local knowledge and technology is ignored by egten. In some areas, people plant
trees on their farms, using methods that shoulddbed. Using local knowledge on use
of different species may be more valuable thamdicing new species (GRZ-MTNR,
1998:44)".
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Similarly, Baudron et al (2007) note the importarmfetempering CA with indigenous
knowledge and practices. They argue that indigedowsvledge compatible with CA is
widespread in many of the rural areas in which €4rnomoted in Zambia. In addition, they
are of the view that indigenous knowledge is oftamdervalued because conservation
agriculture champions are keen to transfer exteknalwledge and innovative technology
packages as a means of replicating the ‘successéstof countries such as Brazil (and the
USA).

The Msangu tree is a native of Africa that belotogheAcaciatree species. The choice of the
Msangu is based on scientific claims that the @®special properties that make it a valuable
non-food plant to integrate in farming systems (a® Dupuy and Dreyfus, 1992 on the
properties ofAcacia albidd. According to GRZ (1998), this tree is legumincarsd fixes
nitrogen in the soil and therefore can be importansoil fertility improvement. Simuiji et al
(2008a) note that research has shown that maizengnader a Msangu tree canopy can reach
up to 3 tonnes per hectare as compared to 500kbgm¢are away from the tree’s canopy. In
addition, it is argued that the tree does not cdaepéth crops for light as it sheds its leaves in
the cropping season and lets them grow in the éagan (GRZ, 1998). This process, which
makes it compatible with crop growing, is callederse leaf phenology (WAC, 2010). The
leaves, when shed, also provide nutrients for thkeasid organic cover (together with crop
residues) to protect it against erosion. Througise¢helements, the proponents of CA argue
that this farming approach mimics natural forestditbons rather than modern agriculture
systems (Scherr and McNeely, 2008; Dumanski €046).

Source: CFU (2010)
Plate 9.3 A mature Msangu tree
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Source: Field photo

Plate 9.4 Msangu seedlings just delivered on fdohip Munyeta area.

Apart from its ecological benefits, the Msangu tpeevides good timber, firewood, charcoal
and its pods and leaves are also used as prothiriiviestock folder (GRZ, 1998; WAC,
2010). Consequently, conservation agricultureifits the idea of multi-functional agricultural
systems (see also Milestad et al, 2011) which delmultiple benefits to households and
society as a whole. By combining agro-forestry aodservation farming, CA is hailed by its
proponents as a win-win solution that increaseméas access to diverse livelihood assets
(firewood wood, livestock feed, soll fertility, ireased crop production), and at the same time
delivers important ecosystem services (biodiversipnservation, carbon storage, water
conservation, reduced erosion, reduced pollutioraguiatic and forestry ecosystems from
pesticides and fertilizers). According to the FA@Q-anomist, the integration of trees, use of
planting basins and the emphasis on diversificatibcropping systems also increases the
resilience of the farming systems to climatic stess such as dry spells, shortened rain season,
floods and pest attacks prominent in the area.s Tiakes CA a vital ally of mainstream
environmental management strategies as well asob fe@ construction of sustainable
livelihoods. Figure 9.1 illustrates the relationsbietween conservation agriculture, ecosystem

services production, natural resources managemengwstainable livelihoods.
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Figure 9.1: Links between conservation agriculture,sustainable livelihoods and sustainable natural

resources management

Services and products fromr
conservation agriculture environments
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Source: Field data (see also Scherr and McNe68)2

As can be seen in Figure 9.1, the outcomes of coasen agriculture, as perceived by its

proponents in the context of Chongwe, are susti@nkdelihoods and sustainable natural
resource management, showing a win-win situatioongs@rvation agriculture, here, is

presented as a strategy for achieving, not onlglldeelihood goals, but also national and
global conservation goals. The production of ecwsysservices, such as biodiversity
conservation, soil carbon storage and carbon seqtiea from on-farm tree resources links
CA to the UN goals of carbon emissions reductioth biodiversity protection. Indeed, one of

the advisors at the Norwegian Embassy pointed fwtirhportance of CA initiatives to the

carbon emissions reduction agenda, noting that @Wer best practice, has the potential to
sequester about 1.1 tonnes of carbon per hectangepe (although note that the FAO (2009)
presents the figure of 1.8 tonnes). This valid&tesanski et al’'s (2006:60) argument that:
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“Conservation agriculture provides direct benetdsenvironmental issues of global
importance. These include land degradation, airlityuaclimate change, and
biodiversity and water quality. Conservation agtize relates directly to United
Nations framework convention on climate change, ititernational convention on

biodiversity and the United Nations convention émbat desertification”.

This perhaps explains why CA has become a popgkmda with the donor community, such
that it has now become part of the ‘greening aigérala in international development
assistance. Indeed, according to Angelson (20143t whe world is witnessing at the moment
is a form of revised aid to allow the productiongbdbal public goods by local actors. Donor
agencies, such as the EU and Norwegian Ministifpooéign Affairs, are now central actors in
the deployment of CA (see also Table 9Although these agencies do not have an actual
presence on the ground in either Shisholeka or Mimythey have provided financial
resources which have made it possible for the gepdmt of conservation agriculture to these
local sites. Conservation agriculture seems toemteshese actors with an opportunity to
demonstrate their commitment to globally define@lgautlined in sustainable development
instruments presented by Dumanski et al (2006) @abblrese goals seem to have provided the
justification for advancing and funding conservatagriculture in the area. During fieldwork,
the researcher came across several billboardsc#mtired this donor commitment towards
sustainable development. One billboard (Plate @&ptions conservation agriculture as

‘protecting our environment for the benefit of thegent and future generations’.
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Source: Field photo

Plate 9.5 Billboard presenting CA as a win-win rgse management strategy (Note the emphasis on

the funding agency below the advertisement).

From this billboard, CA seems to be a powerful devor illustrating the fact that merging
conservation and development is a possibility draé donor agencies are already taking a
lead in demonstrating this fact. With their finaalcimuscle and political influence, the
involvement of donor agencies in CA has provideohaor boost to its advancement. The
CFU reports that there are over 160,000 farmingsébalds in Zambia now involved in CA,

representing nearly a tenth of all small-scale fagmouseholds in the country.

However, while implementing actors hail this linletlyeen conservation agriculture and
global goals, the study shows that implementingneigs do not share this fact with the
farming households engaged in this action. For g@mmone of the local actors interviewed
in this study expressed any awareness of the letkvden CA and this broader agenda,
because the implementing agencies have not creafedum for sharing such information.
There is no indication that local actors have hiegolved in the design of these initiatives to
have an insight into how their local actions fitoithese global goals. However, it is important
to note that while local actors may stand outsigeinternational debates surrounding issues

of biodiversity and green-house gases reductigimately, many actions defined at the global
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level will be undertaken by these actors. As Ostf@0il1) notes, it is important that local

actors know what is at stake and that they haweato play in the global agenda.

This link between local action and the global agermdso raises the ethical question of
whether or not local actors should be compensategrbducing services with global benefits.
According to one of the research participants frine Zambia Community Based Natural
Resources Forum (ZCBNRMF),

“.... their counterparts in the west receive paymdatsparticipating in ecosystem

services production schemes while our farmers @b no

While this is true, the reality is that payments égosystem services (PES) as a mechanism
for compensating land-owners who adopt environniené&asures with wide societal benefits
are still very much in their formative stage in Zaen Currently, there are no existing markets
for PES in agri-environments in Zambia, while fordsts, REDD initiatives are still under
discussion. In addition, PES experts also pointtbat, although the market is said to be the
key player in PES initiatives, such initiativesalgquire extensive state involvement. Vatn
(2011), for example, notes that 99% of PES scheimake developed world are publicly
funded (see also Ferraro and Simpson, 2005). HaweneZambia, with the economic
challenges that the country is facing, it is hardhtagine that the state can accommodate PES
in its national budget. Moreover, one of the oélsifrom the Ministry of Environment notes
that, although the national environmental policg@ses PES, legislation to support such
initiatives has not been developed. With such lagdit the national level, the CFU notes that
an alternative to the national markets are intéwnat carbon markets. However, the Ministry
of Environment official expressed doubt about wketthese farmers can get anything from
the international market at the moment. He arghaswith international markets, the scale or
guantity of carbon that these farm sites offsednsimportant determinant of success. In his
view, to participate in the international markégsmers have to be well organized into farmer
associations to deliver the carbon quantities reguisomething not happening at the moment.

While there are many inhibiting factors in devetgpPES schemes in CA, some writers note
that direct payments are not the only way of corspéng farmers for adopting conservation

initiatives with wider societal benefits (Vandermead Perfecto, 2005; Scherr and McNeely,
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2008). Farmers can benefit financially by placingmium prices on their produce. For
example, COMACO (also funded by the Norwegian goremt), an organization working in
Eastern province, is already doing this by linkifagming households that undertake CA
initiatives to urban markets where CA products sofel under a conservation label known as
‘It's Wild’. Through this label, conservation agriculture farsnebtain conservation dividends
by selling their products at premium prices. Thakimg here is that if there is increased trade
value for such products, farmers will be motivatedadopt conservation measures on their
farm sites and also avoid exploitation of foreatsd wildlife products. Similarly, Vandermeer
and Perfecto (2005) note that a growing numbecoffaendly agricultural initiatives are now
relying on premium prices paid by consumers of potsl from these initiatives rather than
financial compensation (direct payments from gowegnt). They give the examples of
organic certification and the Smithsonian bird ridey certification for coffee (see also
Dumanski, 2006). However, it is important to notattthe potential of these instruments
(conservation-labels and premium prices) to impnawal livelihoods and the environment in
the context of Zambia still requires further reskaras there is currently very little

information available on them.
9.4  Adoption of CA practices by farmers

While the preceding section has set out the CAtex prescribed for farmers’ adoption,
farm visits carried out in this study show a lotdigcrepancies between what is prescribed and
what is adopted by farmers. The actual farm prastiobserved on the farms visited are
presented in Table 9.5. In total, there were 6h$ausing CA, representing 60% of the farm
plots visited. From the table, the results in pcast of CA farmers can be compared with the
practices of farm sites not CA.
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Table 9.4: Farm practices on both CA and non-CA fam plots

CA activities on farm site

Percentage of farm sites where activity was cawigd

CA adopters Non CA adopters
(N=60) (N=40)
Creation of planting basins (minimum tillage) omnfia] 100% 0%
portions
Crop residues left on the farm immediately aftdi00% 100%
harvest
Mixed cropping practiced on farm 88.3% 80%
Crop rotation (maize/legume) 76.7% 67.5%
Intercropping of food crops 41.7% 35%
Farm plot where the Msangu was attempted 11.7% 0%
Minimum tillage done on whole farm 3.3% 0%
Green manure use and improved fallow systems 3.3% % 0
Other shrubs were planted as part of CA 0% 0%
All crop residues permanently retained on farm (@Pb6 0%
year)
Farm plots with Msangu tree standing 0% 0%
Use of mulch 0% 0%

From Table 9.5 it can be observed that crop ratatimxed cropping and the retention of crop
residues are widely practiced by both CA adoptacsreon-adopters. This stems from the fact
that these activities were already common practicéise area, even before the introduction of
CA. An important contribution of CA here is the fabat it has served to reinforce these
practices. In addition, by emphasizing a maize#eguotation, CA has helped to refocus
attention on groundnuts (as the main leguminousd fop in the area), a crop mainly grown
by women and often given low priority in agricukumitiatives. On the other hand, the

retention of crop residues on the farm plots haseteiewed with caution. While crop residues
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are indeed retained on all the fields after hanaestl not burned as assumed by CA promoters,
they are hardly ever permanently retained as #lddiare traditionally released for livestock

dry season foraging.

A notable practice that sets CA farm plots apavimfrthose where conventional farming is
practiced is the use of minimum tillage in land pgaation. All CA adopters practice
minimum tillage, primarily because this is ofter thdicator used by the extension officers to
identify who has signed up for CA. This also sugglest statistics indicating that almost 10%
of small scale farming households in the countryehadopted CA need to be treated with
caution, as they do not reflect what other prasticave been adopted by farmers apart from

minimum tillage.

However, although the results in Table 9.5 indi¢chtg minimum tillage was being practiced
on all the 60 farm plots that were under conseovasigriculture, only two (representing 3.3%
of adopters) had placed their whole fields on cora®n tillage. On the rest of the farms,
conservation tillage is practiced side by side vatimventional tillage farming. Adopters of
CA interviewed in this study identified two maires®ns why they opted to reserve only small
portions of land for CA. First, more than half df@A adopters noted that conservation tillage
is time-consuming and places a lot of demand onlyalabour requirements. In particular,
they argue that simply creating planting basindeathan tilling the land before planting
allows weeds to grow quickly and to compete withticated crops. In contrast, under
conventional agriculture, the land preparation psscinvolving tillage ensures that weeds in
the field are cleared with hand hoes or plough®sreeplanting. Weed clearing, according to
these farmers, is one of the most time-consumimglaborious tasks in which they have to
engage. According to one of the leaders of the wosngroup in Shisholeka, at the household
level, this type of work is often left to women actdldren. Consequently, this creates an extra
burden on women already overstretched with otherséloold tasks. The weeding problem
was also mentioned by at least a third of non-aates the main reason why they shied away
from CA.

The challenge that comes with the problem of weatdiagement in conservation tillage was
also acknowledged by officers from the Ministry Adriculture, the FAO and conservation

farming unit. To deal with the problem, they propdbkat farmers should now use herbicides
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as a weed management and labour saving techndloglyis research, it was found that none
of the participants has had the experience of ubmdpicides in crop cultivation. In this
regard, this suggestion introduces a new inpuhéldcal actors’ farming systems with new
cost implications for the farmers. In additionalso raises the question of the compatibility of
suggested herbicides with the environmental cangpoments of the conservation agriculture.
According to the CFU coordinator in the distrid¢tjs important that any herbicides used by
farmers must be eco-friendly and not lead to tretrdetion of soil biodiversity or pollution of
other ecosystems. On the other hand, he noteshikas also where the challenge lies as eco-

friendly herbicides are also often the most expenbkerbicides for farmers.

Apart from labour-related problems, at least adthmoted that they had spared only small
portions of their land for conservation agriculturecause they were only trying this approach
to farming for the first time (or in some caseswetCtime). It was observed that at least 25
(41.7%) of the farmers on CA were new adopters fi.@as their first year on CA). In this

regard, these small portions were experimentalsplot these farmers, which suggest that
farmers no longer unquestioningly adopt agricultteahnology without first putting it to a

test. This may stem from the fact that farmers Hasen subjected to a range of agricultural
experiments over the past four decades, sometinitbsdsastrous outcomes. Besides this
group, the study finds that some of the farmersotisl portions of their land to conservation
tillage simply because they were attracted to slitosil fertilizer and seed packs that came
with the adoption of conservation tillage. Althougiis is a view that was not openly

expressed by most research participants, at leastarmers were open enough to point out

that the fertilizer pack was an opportunity thatltould simply not let pass.

Overall, the results show that there is a very &meption of most of the key elements of CA.
From Table 9.5, practices least adopted includanfapration of tree species on farm plots
(only 11.7% attempted to do so); (b) use of greemume and improved fallow systems
(3.3%); (c) permanent retention of all crop res&l{@%); and (d) use of mulching (0%).
According to a research participant from the Covestgsn Farming Unit, these are crucial
elements of conservation agriculture, as they dati CA from other agricultural approaches.

For example, he notes that:
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“The absence of trees or shrubs on farm sites wiérés said to be practiced means
what we cannot in a strict sense say that theseefar are practicing conservation

agriculture”.

The retention of crop residues, improved fallowtsys and mulch are all meant to create a
permanent organic cover on agricultural lands. Tlogrewith the tree components, it is these
elements that allow agricultural lands to mimicumat forests and thus enhance their capacity

to produce ecosystem services.
9.5 Factors influencing the implementation of CA

The huge gap between what is prescribed and whataistised raises numerous questions
about the process of translating conservation aljui@ into practice. For example, it raises
the question of the extent to which CA contributestemming deforestation and increasing
local actors’ access to non-food livelihood asgetg. firewood, construction poles and other
products). At the moment, CA has not delivered basé promises. In particular, the
ecological components of CA are the most negleictdide process, with CA farmers failing to
integrate the prescribed trees and shrubs on the éots. Indeed, the study finds that there
are several factors that hinder farmers’ adoptibsome of the CA practices, as well as limit
CA'’s contribution to local livelihoods and enviroental protection. The first factor, the issue
of labour, has already been discussed in the piggadction. An important point to note here
is that these new practices, such as mulchingplisaproved fallow systems and planting of
trees, all place an extra demand on family labaquirements. Apart from the labour
problem, other factors that present challenge€®implementation include: (a) a mismatch
between prescribed CA practices and the organizdtioal actor’s livelihoods system; (b)
institutional constraints that mediate local litelod practices; (c) biophysical constraints;

and (d) the quality of extension services receiwedarmers.

(a) Mismatch between CA practices and organisationf local actor’s livelihood practices

Dumanski et al (2011) argue that for conservatigricalture initiatives to succeed, it is
important to align them to the local context withivhich they are being implemented.

However, in the case of Chongwe, it was observatlsbme prescribed CA practices ignore
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the organisation of local actors’ livelihoods systand the influence of seasonality on this
organization. For example, focus group discussiumld with the community show that the
emphasis on permanent retention of crop residugshenestablishing of the Msangu present a
challenge for the community, because of the wayr theslihood system is organized. The
research participants noted that crop residuesa@rburnt after harvest, but are retained in the
fields as livestock feed during the dry season wb&sture is in short supply. This situation
reflects a scenario where there is interdependeetweeen crop-based livelihood systems and
livestock-based livelihoods in order to cope wieasonal changes in the availability of
resources. The farmers note that it is a dauntisl to protect Msangu seedlings from cattle
during the periods when fields are released bwiddal farming households for communal
grazing. An effective implementation of these pias require that farmers exclude livestock
foraging in their fields, a practice that may hawegative implications on livestock-based
livelihoods which form an important part of locaters’ diversified livelihood strategies.

Source: Field photo

Plate 9.6 Livestock open grazing in Shisholeka

(b) Institutional factors that mediate access to reources

Interviews held with local elders in both Shish@eknd Munyeta area show that excluding
livestock from farming environments also has anlicagion for the local actors’ institutional
arrangements which mediate access to resourcesasueind and grazing sites. For example,

one of the local elders notes that:
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“...to say that we keep away livestock from our farnsigoing against custom, if we
have harvested our crop, others have the rightllitavaheir cattle feed from the
fields... we cannot fence our fields just like thatand you have to realize that in the

dry season, it’s difficulty to find food for aningal. ” .

This view was also echoed by more than a thirdheffarmers involved in CA, who also noted
the difficulty of going against local customs byckiing other actors (e.g. farmers without
livestock excluding livestock keepers) from théaéds during the dry season. Indeed, farmers
seem to view this process of restricting accesthéar farm plots during the dry season as
promoting the individualization of landholding, atlius tampering with local institutional
arrangements which are characterized by flexibiltyit the local circumstances discussed in
the preceding section. These tenurial arrangenweats described by one field officer as “a
poorly defined tenure system inhibitive of consénraagriculture” (a view also prevalent in
EAZ, 2007). Again, it seems that proponents of G&enproblems understanding how these
local institutional arrangements enable local actororganize their livelihoods and deal with
seasonal resource changes in their environmens Jituation surrounding the relationship
between CA practices and institutional arrangemesgisms to validate arguments that
institutional factors are arguably among the mogtartant factors that influence the success
or failure of natural resources programmes (TemdhJatnson, 2001; Adisu and Croll, 1994).
In addition, the study finds that it is not just&b tenurial arrangements that present challenges
for the effective adoption of CA. In areas aroundnyeta reserve, where tree tenure has been
an issue (due to the conflicts surrounding thedoreserve), at least one farmer raised the
guestion of “who will own the trees if we plant®hile another asked if licenses would be
required for the commercial exploitation of trees the farm sites. Interviews with both
forestry and agriculture officials show that thésan issue that remains unresolved and will
continue to pose a challenge for the integratiotreds on farmlands. While the integration of
trees has the capacity to improve the supply & pm®ducts for domestic needs, commercial
exploitation is still subject to state regulatioAccording to the forestry extension officer, at
the moment, ownership of trees is still vestechm ¢tate and the use of licensing continues to
guide commercial exploitation of trees, whether farm plots or forest. While resource
management strategies are changing, laws backenghtinges remain unchanged. The reader

will remember that this is the same scenario thatmet in Chapter Seven, where, although
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local actors may have taken the steps to proteetregsources, ownership of the trees remains
vested in the state and commercial exploitationuireq the permission of the Forestry
Department. Consequently, the opportunity for fnsnto benefit fully from trees on farm
sites remains locked in a legal system that favthesstate as the main economic beneficiary
of conservation initiatives. This is primarily besa past policies had positioned the Forestry

Department as the only forestry and tree protecigency.

(c) Environmental or biophysical constraints

Apart from the importance of the institutional fas described above, the study found that
CA adopters also have to contend with biophysiaatdrs that constrain the implementation
of some of the CA practices. For example, the sdaaners (representing 11.7% of all CA
adopters in Table 9.5: 4 in Mtanuka, 2 in Shishalakd 1 in Munyeta-outside the reserve)
who attempted to grow Msangu on their fields algedcbiophysical constraints as one of
reasons their tree planting efforts failed to ¢ipbsitive results. Three of the farmers noted
that the seedlings were destroyed by termites,esinb of them indicated that their on-farm
water holes used to irrigate the seedlings driednuime dry season. Faced with the task of
walking long distances to collect water from stredor irrigation, they simply gave up on the
tree seedlings. Indeed, one of the agricultura¢resibn officers pointed out that despite the
push for farmers to grow the Msangu, the challerfgermites in Chongwe is a key problem.
He notes that this is the same reason why farnrethis area do not grow cassava. The
importance of paying attention to biophysical fasto the establishment of Msangu is also
pointed out by Simuiji et al (2008b). They note taamers seeking to establish Msangu face
biophysical constraints, such as water constraintspoor soils, such that the survivability of

the Msangu seedlings on small-scale farms is uspalbr, ranging between 15% -60%.

Apart from the challenges of integrating treeshe area, farmers also noted that they had
challenges with the type of crop varieties thatengistributed to them under the CA initiative.
As part of the seed and fertilizer pack incentidebfgs of 50kg fertiliser bags and 10kg of
seed) for CA farmers, CA adopters received subsitligybrid maize seeds. The crop varieties
are high yielding and early maturing to counter ghablem of a short rainy season. Secondly,
the officer notes that linking farmers to hybrid imea varieties is also meant to support

agricultural entrepreneurship (i.e. support seestlppeing companies) in the country. Apart
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from these two reasons, he also notes that, akdféters, they are often tempted to prescribe
high yielding maize varieties to farmers becausy tave annual maize production targets to
meet. While these reasons are quite sensiblepéaap that farmers have different experiences
with the prescribed crop varieties. In the studprenthan half of the respondents expressed
disappointment with the quality of the crop vaestin the CA seed and fertilizer pack in CA.
There are three main problems associated with tiybgize varieties that farmers identified.
These are the crops’ susceptibility to pest attaitiesinability of the crop to withstand excess
rains and the high fertilizer (nutrient) demandloé crop. One of the local elders in Mtanuka
argues that:

“...while it is true that these maize varieties arghhyielding, the problem is that the
grain is very soft, it is not like gankhata (locahize variety) ...... even before we
harvest it, the grain gets attacked and when weekait, we cannot store it for longer
than a year because it gets all destroyed even W itlindamatula dust (a
pesticide)....”

Again, this scenario shows the importance of undeding local actors’ livelihood
circumstances in the deployment of any technoldggcording to the same local elder, it is
part of the local livelihood practice to store paftthe crop harvest for a period longer than
two farming seasons. This is meant to avert risdso@ated with various uncertainties,
including climatic ones such as drought and crdprias due to lack of inputs, which farmers
may face in the future. However, some hybrid maiadeties can only be stored for one
season because of their susceptibility to pestlstduring storage. In this regard, use of some

hybrid maize increases farmers’ vulnerability tegt stresses and shocks.

While there has been this emphasis on hybrid meazeeties, the study found that farmers
also have their own maize varieties callé@nkhataand Kapyawanguwhich are being
ignored by field officers in the promotion of CAo€us group discussions shed much light on
how these local varieties allow the farmers livebd system cope with vulnerabilities.
Gankhatais a late maturing maize variety which is growninha because it can stand
excessive rains, pest attacks and lengthy dryssgalladdition, farmers note that after harvest,
Gankhatacan be stored for more than three years withomigbgamaged by pests. Hence, the

rationale for growingsankhataseems to lie in the farmers desire to avert risk®aated with
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excessive rain, a lengthy rainy season and pestkatt However(Gankhatais not grown as
the only maize crop. While a portion of the fieldaynhaveGankhata another portion may
haveKapyawanguwhich can be literally translated as ‘early maturingfleeting the crop’s
ability to mature early. The research participardte that this maize variety is planted to avert
risks associated with a short growing season, pejlssand also food shortages, as it is ready
for harvest during the period when most househatdsexperiencing food shortages, usually
January.

What these results suggest is that, while agricalisis have been pre-occupied with meeting
production targets, they have failed to accommodaieal farmers’ knowledge and
experiences that can boost the resilience of dguial systems. The ignoring of local actors’
knowledge of agricultural and ecological systemsaitong-standing problem of resource
management in Africa which requires attention ilnyaf the proposed agriculture initiatives
are to succeed (see also Allan, 1965; GRZ, 1998¢d8at al, 1997; Baudron et al, 2007).

(d) Quality of extension services

The question of the quality of service deliverydA extension has already been raised in the
preceding sections of the chapter. As the FAO effitoted, there are several actors involved
in the process of implementing CA and these haveinvg experiences and expertise.
Similarly, a forestry scientist from PELUM notesthmost farmers have not properly adopted
CA practices because of poor extension servicegiged by the implementing agencies. He
attributes this to a lack of adequate training agnfoeld officers working on the ground with

farmers. This was equally noted by an FAO agronowii® points out that:

“So far the best trained officers in conservatigniaulture are those working for the
conservation farming unit. However, CFU officersiicat be everywhere all the time
and we have to rely on field officers from the statyou will have to bear with these
officers because most of them were trained to pternonventional agriculture which

is now being questioned”.

This argument seems valid in the sense that theagmaultural officers working in Munyeta

(outside the reserve) and Kanakantapa area (irel8tesholeka and Mtanuka) acknowledged
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that they were inadequately prepared for this kihdork, particularly in terms of addressing
the ecological components of CA (i.e. the agrogtrsecomponent). However, the agricultural
officers also note that part of the problem is thegt Forestry Department office has not be
very keen to work with them in ensuring that thesenponents are adequately addressed.
Indeed, it was observed in this research that hemvas to some extent detached from CA
activities taking place in Shisholeka and Mtanukeen in Munyeta, where the department
has prescribed CA as part of JFM rules (see Ch&)temnd is the main actor promoting CA,
the department has not provided any training oeresibn services to the settlers. In this case,
the farmers who are practicing minimum tillage e treserve noted that they have had to
attend CA trainings held outside the reserve byctheservation farming unit. On the other
hand, one of the forest officers attributed thklaf ‘extensive’ involvement in CA to a lack

of human resources in the department, noting that:

“We have a very lean staff, it is impossible fortasbe in very community like the

Agriculture Department. They have officers in & tl2 camps, we don’t”

While this is an important point, it also appedrattCA is not viewed as being as important as
working in natural forests among some of the statest officers. During interviews with
some of the officers, the study found strong viewggesting that CA should not be a primary
concern of foresters, but rather, of the agriceldepartment. One of the foresters pointed out
that:

“Our work is forestry ....... conservation agricultuneagro-forestry is not forestry.....I
feel we will lose focus on forests which are muiciher in biodiversity if we give our

time to conservation agriculture...”

Another noted that:

“With Munyeta, there are problems there; we haveotdt, but in the other places, it

should not be our baby, we can only offer them kndipn we are able to...”

These views seem to suggest that some consenssi@me still not prepared to work in socio-

ecological systems despite the strong rhetoricaitional policies. For example, the Zambia
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Forestry Action Plan was the first to recommend tbeesters should focus on agro-forestry
awareness campaigns as an important part of getocly management of forest resources
(GRZ, 1998: 61). Moreover, the report called foreav era where foresters work hand-in-hand
with agriculturalists, as opposed to working inlasion. This was also reiterated in the 2009
National Environmental Policy (NEP) which aims ahi@ving an integrated approach to the
management of natural resources in the country BRZ-MTNR, 2009). However, the

scenario in Chongwe shows that the agriculturadtiy divide is still very important among

foresters, and that agro-ecological approaches stayggle to be accepted as legitimate

conservation strategies in their own right (see @bapter 8).

The views of these foresters, however, contrastpghavith strong arguments from writers
such as Scherr and McNeely (2008), who point oat #igro-ecosystem approaches are
legitimate conservation approaches in their owhtrignd they argue that the late twentieth
century model of land-use that segregated agri@lforoduction from protected areas
managed for biodiversity conservation is no longefequate in much of the world.
Vandermeer and Perfecto (2005) also point out thast conservation biologists, much
credited with the protected area model, have geyerd the simplistic idea that there is ‘wild
habitat’ and ‘agricultural land’, noting that mdand is subjected to human interference, and
the goal of conservation is to preserve as muctiveesity as possible in landscapes that are
under different land-uses. Similarly, the focal mgperson on biodiversity and community
benefit access in the Ministry of Environment ndtes the limited view that conservation is a
goal that can only be achieved in protected areaather flawed and is an impediment to the
conservation of a full spectrum of biodiversity, ingends to ignore wild species in socio-
ecological systems (see also Reeves, 2011; Kaeieaka 2007; Vaccaro and Beltran, 2001),
The lack of active involvement of the Forestry D#ypent is viewed as an important gap, as it
has deprived CA initiatives of important ecologikabwledge surrounding the establishment
of tree and shrub species on the farm sifexording to FAO (2009), CA can only work
optimally if the different technical areas are ddesed simultaneously, in an integrated way.
This is because the multidisciplinary nature of @&uires a mix of expertise from various

sectors such as forestry, agriculture and watdosec
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9.6 Conclusion

This chapter completes the examination of locatllestudies carried out in this research. It
has discussed the implementation of the secondeeleai sustainable development policies,
namely the extension of conservation to agri-emwrents. Like the discourse of participation
and devolution, the extension of conservation atirenmental care to farming environments
does indeedepresent a shift in thinking of conservation [asng exclusively a ‘natural sites’

conservation agenda to a new thinking that exteogservation to socio-ecological systems
including agricultural systems. Similarly, it repests a change in agricultural practice from
an emphasis on technological advancement that esged the removal of wild tree species to
one that now accommodates these species. In Chapiterand Eight, the study has shown
how competition between these land-use systems neEcoan impediment both for

conservation and livelihood improvement. In thisnye focus on agro-forestry systems and
agriculture conservation as accompanying stratefgiesmainstream natural policy strategies

heralds a new chapter for Zambia’s conservationraral development.

An important aspect of this approach is that it pesvided an opportunity for other actors,
such as agricultural practitioners and farming letwo$ds that have traditionally been excluded
from the nature conservation agenda, to be involved¢onservation despite the various
limitations encountered in the process. It is dlstrumental in reinventing the image of
agriculture in the eyes of conservationists. Acoaydo Milestad et al (2011), the promotion
of an agricultural approach that meets the multiplelihood needs of families, as well as
providing ecosystem services, allows us to viewicafjure in a positive way as far as
environmentalconservation is concerned. For example, in crigisatives of conservation,
agriculture is viewed as inimical to conservatitimeatening biodiversity with habitat loss,
soil degradation, agricultural chemicals, firesnirdourning crop residues and poor pastoral
practices (Mattison and Norris; 2005, Herman anttkinson, 2005; Armitage, 2004; Blaikie,
2008; Robbins, 2004; Fairhead and Leach, 1996)owicg to Scherr and McNeely (2008), it
was such perceived threats that were in the p&sh afsed by conservationists to justify the
separation between agriculture and natural ressuctoaservation. Agro-ecological systems
appear to be quickly reformulating this relatiopshiThis new thinking also allows the

reconstruction of local actors from villains of s@nvation to environmental stewards,
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decision makers and ecosystem services producersn@d et al, 2001; Scherr and McNeely,
2008). These terms are quickly gaining popularity the sustainable development and
ecosystem services literature. Indeed, the SD diseoof participatory forestry management
through JFM similarly reframes local actors asmend in conservation rather than as squatters
and encroachers (see Chapter Eight). This seemalittate Campbell’'s (2000) observation
that one of the most important features of theentrSD discourses is the reconstruction of
rural actors and their livelihoods from the negatirepresentation that most readers are

accustomed to in crisis narratives to a positive. on

The piloting of agri-environmental management atities in places such as Zambia should be
seen in the light of a strong push in much of thetanable development literature for
conservation solutions that posit a win-win solatii@r both livelihoods and conservation.
Vaccaro and Beltran (2010), for example, argue tihatprotected area model almost always
translates into the interdiction of local managemmamd production systems and practices.
They note that in this approach, agricultural liwvebds were never part of conservationist
goals, as the thinking was that forest species wWeranost endangered and more in need of
protection. Karieva et al (2007) also argue thabseovation should shift from simply
preserving natural areas to shaping the ecologicaiesses in human domesticated lands in

order to enhance human wellbeing. Reeves (201ar8)tkis up in the following statement:

“For me, the environment and agriculture are twaesiof the same coin. However,
they have become separated and the last 20 yeaesbie®n about putting them up
together. The new ecosystem services, catchmens plad sustainable agriculture are

the new mechanisms to address environment-agmauttanflicts”

These views suggest that the move to address theulagre-forestry divide is quickly

gathering speed among conservation theorists @retstby ecosystem services thinking) as
more and more of them argue that the divide betwden two is detrimental to the

advancement of both livelihoods and conservatiee @so Fay and Michon, 2005; Kereiva et
al, 2007; Melania and Sayid, 2011; Scherr and MoN&908. Indeed, Barker and Stockdale
(2008) note that the legacy of the protected aremleinhas been the development of
conservation islands and a distorted appreciatiothe relationship between society and

nature.
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While there is a burgeoning literature on agro-egwlal approaches, there has been little
focus on real-life examples of what people havenb#@ng, what works and what does not
work (Kretser, 2008; Baudron et al, 2007). Thig#sticularly so in the context of Africa,
where the WAC (2011) notes that only 1% of Africdand is under agro-ecological
approaches. Zambia is seen as a pioneer in thtextoin this vein, this chapter makes a vital
contribution to the understanding of how agro-egwlal approaches are being translated into

practice.

While noting the merits of conservation agricultume a sustainable land management
approach, the chapter also notes that there asaddottlenecks that limit its contribution to
both livelihoods and environmental protection. lartgular, it notes that the way agro-
ecological approaches are framed and applied tarécplar context is crucial for their
success. In Chongwe, conservation agricultureaéd in such a way that what is deployed
to the local setting is limited to a set of pragtigrescribed by implementing agencies. There
is no focus on allowing a community-driven procedsere local people identify the best
options for CA in their location (see also Dumaneikal, 2006). This is despite the argument
that CA moves environmental decision-making toltbasehold level. While there is so much
emphasis on what farmers should do, there is fitibes on what farmers have been doing or
what farmers know in order to adapt CA properlyite local context. The study notes that the
implementation of CA, and its capacity to delivenservation dividends, are undermined by
an emphasis on practices that are not in harmotiythve organization of local livelihoods, the
failure to take into account biophysical factorsdgoor extension service delivery resulting
from inadequately trained field staff and lack obperation between foresters and agricultural

practitioners.

The study also shows the importance of paying aterto the institutional arrangements
governing access to natural resources in areasewbenservation agriculture is being
introduced. This is important, as most of the lassbeing used in promotion of agro-
environmental schemes in Zambia are primarily aglirom the USA and some parts of
South America, where these approaches have bestived) more advanced than in Africa
(Buadron et al, 2007; WAC, 2010). In these cousfrieowever, we have to note that these

practices are supported by PES schemes and argjtplace in a context where tenurial
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arrangements are different from most of rural Adritt is essential that, as there is a focus on
translating technology from one environment to hangtpractitioners avoid the flaws of past
approaches where imported natural resources seategmply ignored local institutional
arrangements. The lessons derived from this chapgemportant, not only for Zambia but for
many parts of Africa, as there are strong indicatithat this is the future trend in natural
resource management as the discourse of sustaidavielopment and its emphasis on
ecosystem services continues to gain ground (A€e E009; SADC/IUCN/SARDC, 2000).
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Chapter Ten
Conclusions

10.1 Introduction

This research set out to examine the changing eatunatural resource policy and practice in
Zambia. In particular, it was concerned with hove thew natural resources management
strategies derived from the sustainable developnastourse are being translated into
operational practice and the extent to which theyadt from the fortress conservation model
in terms of articulating local actors’ realitiesdaaxperiences surrounding natural resources
and livelihoods. This chapter now provides a sunyn@rthe main research findings and

reflects on a number of conceptual and theoretioaterns in the study.

10.2 Fortress conservation: its applications andrhitations in Chongwe

This research shows that for over 70 years of Zaimlsonservation history, the vocabulary of
environmental conservation has been dominated lsfewe notions of ‘nature preservation’,
‘catchment protection’, and the promotion of aesth&alues while marginalising other
values, including those that local actors ascripadtural resources. Drawing on scientific
narratives that presented the fortress conservétioking as ecologically sound, local actors’
livelihood spaces were appropriated by the statk @esignated as protected forests and
national parks. Conservation was confined to tlademated lands and separated from human
settlements and agricultural lands. Munyeta foreserve (in Chapter Six of this study) is
highly illustrative of this type of conservationoTconstruct a highly centralised natural
resource management regime in Munyeta, the stéied ren these nature narratives and
constructed Munyeta as an uninhabited territory tbquired protection and separation from
human society. In addition, narratives of opereasaesources were employed to justify the
appropriation of these customary commons for caasien. The idea was to bring such
natural resource sites under ‘sound’ scientificetry management practices. Customary
modes of resource access and management weree@tdgdicences, fines and the physical
policing of the reserve. The costs of this type awnservation were (and are still)
disproportionally distributed. While all economiertefits from conservation accrued to the
state (in terms of revenue from licences and caicedees) and other economic actors (e.g.

concession companies), local actors, whose lands egverted into protected areas without
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compensation, received no share of this revenues, T course, is not a trend that was
restricted to Zambia. Throughout the developingleyothese narratives have been used to
gain access to local lands for the purpose of bskag protected areas (Forsyth et al, 1998;
2003; Bryant and Bailey, 1997; Campbell, 2000). &ample, Mistry et al (2009), reflecting

on Guyanese and Jamaican experiences with natesalirces discourses, find a similar
scenario where such representations of the Canbbagironment were used to justify the

appropriation of local actors’ lands and the esshbhent of natural resources enclosures.
Consequently, while these landscapes became tedtrspaces for local actors, they were

opened up for non-local actors (e.g. timber comgsni

However, in the context of Munyeta, a historic gses demonstrates that these narratives
contradict local narratives and other evidence paatts to the fact that the area, framed as
uninhabited or untouched, was, in fact, alreadwlited by people of Soli ethnicity and even
played host to Zimbabwean freedom fighters befdre éstablishment of the reserve.
Moreover, the study shows that state conservatiahis area simply ignored local actors’ pre-
existing institutional arrangements and their ckabm the land which they continue to view as
a tribal commons. By instituting a highly exclusioy natural resource regime in this area,
techno-bureaucratic conservation interests caneedinéct conflict with local interests. While
the local actors’ weak political capital did nottpinem in a position to negotiate the
establishment of the reserve, the research suggestsiocal actors counter-reacted by
rejecting and obstructing conservation initiativegich they continue to view as an
illegitimate undertaking on their local commonsdded, Siurua (2006) similarly observes that
the rejection and obstruction of conservation atities by communities around nature
reserves has been one of the major outcomes adpkcation of the fortress conservation
paradigm in many parts of the developing worldMuanyeta, this rejection and obstruction is
evident in the form of encroachment in the reseame a general disregard of statutory
regulations guiding natural resource managemetttaérreserve. While these local acts have
been interpreted as a nuisance, or even as actgrhality by state authorities, the research
argues that these acts of resistance should,ama extent, be understood as ‘weapons of the
poor’ or ‘power resources’ that are often availaloiéhe poor in the absence of other means
that allow them to negotiate their interests in ssymation initiatives (see also Bryant and
Bailey, 1997; Sachedina, 2008). In Chongwe, thesgestations between state conservation

and local actors have been instrumental in for¢hey state to adopt new natural resource
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management strategies in Munyeta. While the shdwatds democratisation, the
internationalisation of conservation issues and pinesence of macro-economic factors
constraining state budgetary allocations to corsgemw activities are among the broad-scale
factors influencing this shift, these local-levetsaof resistance constitute what can be termed
as the ‘below factors’ that limit the fortress cenation model and justify the need for new

conservation strategies that address local adtaeyests.

Exclusionary policies not only had an effect onunalt resource management in areas
designated as protected forests, they also haffest en the management of forest resources
in customary areas such as Shisholeka. In theses,anpen access resource narratives were
deployed to deny local actors the legal right tonage and benefit collectively from their
tribal commons. As noted in Chapters Six and Sesedh thinking uses crisis narratives that
often represent common pool resources as chasetety unstructured ownership and
unregulated natural resource access (e.g. Har@®8;1Rolston, 1996). The consequence of
this thinking in the case of Zambia (and many ottwintries in Africa) has been the stifling
of local actors’ creative agency and the margiaéiim of their governance and institutional
arrangements that provided local controls againstural resource degradation. This
representation of common pool resources as opeasgcesources in Zambia's policy
documents continues to the present times, dedpateshift in natural resources policy (e.g.
GRZ, 1998; 2007; GRZ/FAO, 2010; ZFD, 2005). Howeuke case of Shisholeka provides
empirical evidence against such over-generalisestpgretations of rural spaces and validates
arguments posited by common property theoristsdhelh narratives are far from convincing,
as local groups often claim ownership to such ressuand collectively organise to control
access and avoid natural resource degradation@stgom, 1990; Bryant and Bailey, 1997;
Forsyth 2001; 2003, Blakie, 2008; Agrawal, 2001)orbbver, the case of Shisholeka
demonstrates that even in a scenario where lotatsabave been denied statutory rights to
manage their tribal commons, some communities coatito manage their resources
sustainably asle factomanagers. It demonstrates the fact that some coitiesuare still
capable of holding a shared vision and cooperdtingvhat Ostrom (2011) calls the common
good. Drawing on customary governance structureslacally-crafted resource access and
use rules, local actors manage different typescological spaces that include sacred graves,
agro-ecological systems, grazing sites and commuoiests. This demonstration of local

actors’ creative agency equally justifies the ndéed new natural resource management
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strategies, which not only remedy the limitatiorfstioe protected area model, but also
legitimise or accommodate locally-crafted naturdaurce management strategies such as
Shisholeka.

10.3  Challenging fortress conservation dominancehe process of translating new
strategies into practice

Sustainable development strategies seem to offeayaout of the problems that characterise
the application of fortress conservation. The disse of sustainable development emerged at
a time when state conservation was faltering urtter various pressures highlighted in
Chapter Four and the preceding section of this telhapt the national level, there are many
important developments that have emerged as a &stile ascendancy of this discourse. As
Chapter Four demonstrates, sustainable developwasninstrumental in revitalising national
interest in conservation and facilitating the depehent of various pieces of natural resource
legislation, as well as establishing various envinental agencies (such as the Ministry of
Environment and The Environmental Council of Zambia addition, in contrast to the
protected area model, sustainable development énsathe scope of conservation and
develops strategies aimed at improving both therenment and local actors’ livelihoods. In
theory, this is a significant shift from the narrowanagerial thinking underpinning traditional
exclusionary policies. Moreover, by reformulatirige trelationship between the environment
and livelihoods, this discourse has served to foatiention on the value of biological
resources to local actors’ livelihoods which wemeviously grossly undermined by the
application of the protected area model, as itgdagnreasonable restrictions on access to
natural resources. In addition, as opposed to masicewhere investment in natural resources
management was confined to protected areas, saltaidevelopment allows conservationists
to invest their resources and expertise in theeptmn of agricultural environments and other
degraded environments outside protected areasotésl im Chapter Nine, such measures have
the potential to help in the restoration of degdhdgricultural lands and to improve the
livelihood asset base of local actors, while delivg a range of ecological services beneficial
to both local and non-local actors.

The research shows that the hallmark of sustainatdeelopment in  Zambia’'s

environmentalism is the emergence of participatiod devolution as guiding constructs for
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the management of forests, as well as embracingdhen of ecosystem services which now
serves to link conservation with environments prasly viewed as strictly agricultural

production spaces. While research on participatiod devolution in natural resources in
Zambia has primarily focused on wildlife resoureeanagement (Nkhata and Breen, 2010;
Temm and Johnson, 2001; Musumali et al, 2007),ethexs been little engagement with
participation in forest resources. As a mark ofatgpe from previous studies, this research
focuses on forests and tree resources to illustregeimplications of this shift in natural

resources strategies. Similarly, the subject of@gvironmental management is still new in a
developing country context, as conservationists agritulturalists are only just beginning to
pay attention to it. As the WAC (2010) notes, otBt of Africa’s lands are under agro-

forestry or conservation agriculture. A lot that Wweow on conservation measures in
agricultural areas is primarily from developed cio@s where such initiatives are part of
payments for ecosystem services (PES) schemes @ugton, 2011; Gorman et al, 2001;

Prosperi et al, 2011; Batolini et al, 2001; Zwa2010). According to Zimmerer (2006), the
extension of conservation to human-dominated laauss is one of the most important
elements of the sustainable development discoBssdrawing on critical tools from political

ecology, and focusing on local-level realities tigb a livelihood perspective, the analysis of
agri-environmental management initiatives takes tihebate on society-conservation
relationships in a different direction, away fromexclusive focus on natural forests to human

dominated spaces.

In Zambia, the fact that agri-environmental manageinstrategies have been embraced by the
state in both conservation and agriculture poliGes] are now being deployed to local
terrains, suggests that we are witnessing an imposgvolutionary shift in natural resource
management that will shape future conservatiorthived debates for decades to come. At
the moment, agri-environmental measures mostly tdle form of agro-forestry and
conservation agriculture. In Chongwe, in particutainservation agriculture has attracted the
greatest attention and is being implemented ors@icti wide basis. However, it is important
to note that the application of agri-environmentaasures in Chongwe is limited to crop-
lands and does not go beyond non-productive lanthgement measures. Unlike in Europe
and other developed countries, where non-produetgre-ecological initiatives, such as set-
asides, have gained ground, these are yet to niee rhark in Zambia. In Europe, such

measures are largely driven by payments for ecesystervices systems (PES) which have
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barely penetrated developing countries such as iganMoreover, in the case of Zambia,
there is currently no legislative framework to allthe state to use public funds to develop
PES schemes for agri-environmental measures angdiitecal acceptability of PES is still
unknown. Consequently, further research is requordhow to move agri-environmental
measures beyond their current status, and to fgie¢hg type of incentives that are appropriate
for a developing country such as Zambia. In paldicuhere is need to examine the potential

of eco-labelling and premium prices as substittde®ES systems.

While noting the importance of this shift in naturasources strategies, evidence from this
research shows that the translation of the newaiiniés into operational practice is fraught
with a range of practical and theoretical difficesdt First, in terms of devolving forest
resources management, the research shows thautemagbolicies have emerged in Zambia
in an unclear policy and legal environment with nfigant implications in the way
participation is framed and particularised. Onéhef distinguishing marks of the discourse of
participation is the entry of new actors in natur@source management policy and legal
frameworks, hence signalling an important shiftdraexclusionary policies that have
dominated conservation in the past 70 years. Howévderms of forest and tree resources,
for example, there is not one coherent policy ovotigion, and policy and legal frameworks
supporting natural resources devolution are s@itvben the forestry and local government
sectors with no clear linkages between them (GRB511998; GRZ, 2004; 2007). This has
created ambiguity and confusion over which agenogulkl lead the process in natural
resources devolution and how to devolve naturaue®s to local actors. To some extent, this
confusion results from the conceptual imprecisiérthe notion of participation which has
been highlighted by several writers (Barrow et28l03; Hobley, 1996; Fabricius et al, 2007;
Sullivan and Homewood, 2004; Cooke and Kothari,12Q®@nes, 2006; Brown, 2003; Buchy
and Race, 200; Ribot et al, 2010) and shows that dbncept is subject to different
interpretations by different actors. While the f&irg policy construes participation as
devolving powers and responsibilities to commuaitie proximity to natural resources, the
Local Government Act construes it as devolving povemd responsibilities to local
governments as the elected body representing lact@rs. The two interpretations have
different conceptions of who should be termed twoal actor or recipient of devolved powers.
The differences are also reflected in terms ofwlag participatory resource management is

being translated into operational practice. Whiles Forestry Department seeks to advance
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joint forest resources management (JFM) as a mfodetranslating participatory natural
resource management into practice, the local govenhin Chongwe appears to have no real
strategy of how to translate its new mandate imton, apart from creating local taxes and
new local level multi-purpose governance structuMereover, the two are involved in a
power struggle that has seen the Forestry Depattratain control of protected forest areas
using forest policies and laws which appear torbeantradiction to local government legal
frameworks. These results suggest that in casersevplaeticipatory policies are poorly framed,

they can generate new sources of resource confiitier than a solution.

The research shows that progress and success imphementation of participatory natural
resources policies is conditional on several factdrhese factors include the prevailing
political will of the authority devolving power, ¢hcapacity of local actors who are the
recipients of devolved powers, and the socio-p@itcontext in which these programmes are
being deployed. The willingness of the state tootle power to the local appears to be the
most important determinant of whether or not anyamiggful natural resources devolution can
occur. Indeed, writers such as Barrow et al (2@0%) Edmund and Wollenberg (2003) have
pointed out the importance of this factor (alsokéarand Stockdale, 2008). In this research,
for example, the reluctance by the state to cederaoover natural resources to local
governments is one of the major reasons why locagkignments have hardly at all taken up
the responsibility of managing natural resourcesheir districts of jurisdiction. Instead of
empowering local governments, as devolution theoaslvocate (e.g. Anderson and Ostrom,
2000; Enters et al, 2000; Fabricus and Collins,72@bot et al, 2010), evidence from this
research suggest that the state is in fact weafgethi@ district councils by systematically
starving them of financial resources. This is baioge through the non-release of state grants
and interference in local taxes and other localegoment affairs. This shows a rather
problematic relationship between local and ceng@ernments which ultimately has an

impact on natural resources management.

The role of the state in weakening the naturalussgs devolution agenda is also evident in
Munyeta where the process of establishing JFM aidexdf to move forward, partly due to the
state’s failure to provide adequate financial aotitipal support for JFM. Without extensive
state support, this research shows that thertlestlat devolution initiatives can achieve. The

research also shows that devolving resource maregetm local actors requires more than
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simply prescribing responsibilities to local actanscreating new governance structures. It
requires a fundamental investment in building thpacity of local actors themselves, be they
local governments or local communities. This cdapaisi in terms of their social capital (e.g.

building cooperation and trust between actors)itipal capital (building local actors’ ability

to negotiate their interests and rights in the @ssf and human capital (training of both
programme implementers and local communities) dhsuitiatives are to be successful (see
also Anderson and Ostrom, 2007; Enters et al, 26@byricus and Collins, 2007). These
elements are absent both in the case of local gowart reforms and in the case of JFM in
Munyeta, and this partly explain why participatogsource management in Chongwe is in

practice far from providing a new way of managimagunal resources.

Secondly, the study shows that the success ordaiiudevolution policies is also determined
by the local context in which policies are beingplemented. The protected area model
largely ignored local specificities, such as lokbatory, local institutional arrangements and
the organisation of local livelihoods and localila to natural resource management. As
Benjamin (2004) argues, sustainable developmenkitig in the form of participatory natural
resource management seeks to correct these defeseaf state-centric models of resource
management. In other words, they aim to articulatal actors’ experiences and interests
surrounding natural resources and their livelihood&ile raising these expectations, the
research shows that this discourse of participatidren mapped onto the local terrain falls
short of meeting these expectations. The strategjtesather uneasily with existing local
circumstances and fail to address various conilictnterests in the reserve. Indeed, the case
of Zambia shows that, although devolution poli¢ciese been embraced, local actors have not
gained the real decision-making authority to pgéite actively and effectively in natural
resource management. This is because participgioogrammes appear to have been
constructed in such a way that the state contirtaedictate the limits of local actors’
participation and that the vision of resource mamagnt remains rather state-centric, with

very little room for local actors to articulate thewn interests.

The failure to engage critically with the local ¢ext is also one of the main shortcomings of
agri-environmental management initiatives. AidedHwy discourse of climate change and high
political interest from donor agencies and envirental NGOs (unlike JFM and local

government reforms), there is no reason to sughestfinancial resources and the lack of
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political support also account for the difficultiisat implementers are facing in deploying
conservation agriculture initiatives. Instead, thsearch suggests that it is mainly the failure
to engage critically with the experiences, knowk@gd realities of local actors in the study
sites that accounts for the poor results. The reBeahows that practices promoted by
conservation agriculture are not in harmony witke tbrganisation of local livelihoods,
negatively impact on household human capital (fanily labour demand), promote
agronomic practices with the potential to increlaggihood vulnerability and ignore the bio-
physical conditions of the area. Indeed, the sthdy noted that part of the challenge of
implementing agri-environmental initiatives is thiese initiatives are overloaded with a
myriad of interests from various actors and obsc¢heeplace of local actors’ own practices
and experiences. In addition, the study notesttiege shortcomings have been exacerbated
by poor extension services and a heavy bias ofsfere towards conservation of ‘natural
forests’, which leaves the implementation of thesgatives largely to agriculturalists (who
also lack agro-ecological training). Consequentipany ecological components of
conservation agriculture are only partially implerezl. For example, farmers are struggling
to establish the Msangu and other shrubs on thein plots, and only practice conservation

farming on small portions of their farm plots.

Another important conclusion in this study is thastainable development initiatives overlook
one of the most important issues that have beetheatcentre of livelihood—conservation
conflicts for a long time. This surrounds the gigstof land and tree tenure. Throughout
history, the issue of land tenure, particularlyenms of land alienated from customary actors
and allocated for conservation, has been a hightyentious issue between state conservation
agencies and local actors (see Temm and Johns0h; 2disu and Croll, 1994; Larson et al,
2010; Hobley, 1996; Barrow et al, 2002). It wasisaged that the discourse of participation
and devolution, with their emphasis on empowernard tenurial reforms, would address
these issues by granting local actors long-termtsigver land. Instead, the study finds that
reforms are merely about change in governancetategcand the establishment of ‘new’ rules
that do not address the complex issues around nesaenure. Indeed, the study finds that
both devolution policies and JFM guidelines retdie status quo as far as land tenure is
concerned. In short, like the protected area moael; sustainable development strategies fail
to empower local actors by granting them securatsigpver natural resources, and raise

uncertainty over the future of local actors living the reserve. As Smirks (2002) notes,
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without empowering local actors, participatory mgeraent initiatives only expand state
control and risk non-compliance and resistance fiagal actors. He notes that local actors do
not just need responsibilities, they need secugetsi(see also Brown, 2002; Enters et al,
2000; Larson et al, 2010).

The study also notes how the deployment of agrireninental initiatives side-steps the
issues of resource tenure in customary areas. Winiidementing agencies advocate the
planting of multi-purpose trees, both for the pwg®f improving on-farm environmental
quality and increasing local actors’ access to preelucts, such as timber and fuel-wood, the
study notes that the extent to which local actars take advantage of tree resources on their
own farms to convert them into financial benefégy( by selling timber) is rather limited, due
to the fact that tree ownership is still solely teglsin the state and is subject to state
regulations. In addition, the study finds that theployment of conservation initiatives also
ignores local tenurial arrangements and promotexctioes that are inconsistent with

customary tenure systems.

In general, the findings of this research pointmajor difficulties in the translation of

sustainable development strategies into practicEhiangwe. Given these findings, a major
conclusion of this research is that while therechsinge in the direction of conservation
discourse and policy, in practice, the new stra®dail to articulate adequately the interests
and experiences of local actors. This, in turn, h@sle the implementation process of
sustainable development strategies difficult. tvgh that for the new policies and strategies to
depart successfully from exclusionary conservafwactices, and to fulfil the goals of

environmental protection and livelihoods enhancdpgneater attention has to be paid to the
realities of local-level actors. This suggests tpaticy makers need to re-examine these

strategies in order to re-align them with the laeallities of the people.
10.4 Theoretical and conceptual reflections on theork

Political ecology and a livelihood perspective hagrevided the conceptual and analytical
tools for studying the shift in natural resource@gervation policies in the Zambian context.
While political ecology has allowed the researchinterrogate the frames or discursive

constructs used by the state and other actorsafbratural resource policies and strategies, a
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livelihood perspective has served to focus attenbm how these strategies fit with the
livelihood realities of local actors in the sitesimplementation of these strategies. Indeed,
from this research, the distinctive contributiorsath an approach is that it makes explicit the
links between conservation and livelihoods. It pdeg a nuanced understanding of how
scientific understandings, values and perceptibas anderpin conservation policy work to
influence local actors’ livelihood systems and eowments. In addition, the two perspectives
broaden our understanding of the value of natwesburces to various actors (including to
local actors) and draw our attention to the typéwveiihood assets that are impacted upon by
conservation policy and practice. This provides@arenhanced and locally detailed analysis
of human-environmental interactions. In this veline study responds to Simon’s (2008)
appeal for political ecologists to engage more \aitlivelihoods perspective. It builds on the
works of scholars, such as Stringer (2009) and 8i(@004), who seek to show the value of
combining the two perspectives in order to undedtéhe links between conservation
discourse and local realities. While the theorétdifuseness of political ecology has been
cited as one as one of its major limitations (Kepel, 2008; Walker, 2006; Blakie, 2008;
Muldavin, 2008), this has been exploited to theaadlage of this research, as it has allowed
the study to draw on insights from various theorfegy. common property theory and
ecological theory) in order to understand humarnirenment interactions. In addition, as
interdisciplinary approaches, political ecology amtlvelihood perspective have allowed the
research to employ a multi-method approach beyoisdiplinary restraints in order to
understand these interactions. The research metrog¢éoyed include interviews, surveys,
and focus group discussions, transects and diresereations. In applying this research
approach, the study has also noted the significaricthe researcher’s positionality in a
research project. It has illustrated how, in thiglg, the researcher was viewed as an outsider
and how this can have an important bearing on #search process. In this regard, the
research draws attention to the importance of baware of issues of representation, research
participant’s expectations of the researcher aednéed for researchers to attempt to bridge
the gap between them and research participantsdar dlave access to the lived experiences

of the research participants.

Political ecology has allowed the research to si#twanservation in the broader historical and
political context within which conservation has deped in Zambia. A historical analysis has

allowed the research to demonstrate that stateeogatfon initiatives have rarely served the
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interests of local actors. Instead, conservatidhatives have sought to appropriate local
actors’ lands, impose unreasonable restrictionsthair livelihoods and circumvent their
institutional arrangements. The modern domain afseovation has an 80-year history in
Zambia, and throughout this period, conservatios Ib@en tied to the interests of powerful
non-local actors at the expense of local actor&rests. For example, during the colonial
period, resource management was tied to the inseoé8ritish conservationists, pre-occupied
with nature conservation and the colonialists’ queslink natural resource management to
metropolitan economies in Western Europe. In thst-pulependence era, natural resource
conservation has been tied to the state’s desiradigstrialise and modernise the economy,
until the early 1990s when international environtaénnterests gained ascendancy over
national interests and sustainable developmentezhthe lexicon of conservation. Still, the
study shows that local interests have hardly reckithe attention required and resource
management strategies continue to ignore locatie=ain the sites of implementation.

The applications of political ecology and a liveldds framework also reveal two pressing
concerns about the new natural resource managestrategies derived from the discourse of
sustainable development. The first concerns tlaiogiship between the knowledge of experts
and that of local actors in the advancement ofasuable development initiatives. The two
appear to be viewed as conflictual rather than dementary, such that the new strategies
continue to emphasise a singular source of knowlemyconservation. For example, in the
case of agri-environmental management, the frarafngpnservation agriculture as a narrow
set of practices, pre-determined by experts froen@onservation Farming Unit (CFU) and
scientists from the Golden Valley Research Tru#tR®), seems to devalue the place of local
actor knowledge and experiences surrounding tbeallecology and agriculture. While many
writers have drawn attention to the importance agfping into local knowledge if natural
resource management strategies are to be devealopedappropriate way (e.g. Briggs, 2005;
Briggs and Sharp, 2004; Brown, 2003; Lenihan andsigr, 2009; Fisher, 2000), agri-
environmental experts have barely begun to engathelocal knowledge, at least in Zambia.
A heavy reliance on the knowledge of CFU and GARS the potential to build up the power
of these actors and leave little room for localoestto articulate their own interests and
experiences with the environment. Even in Europeere agri-environmental initiatives are
relatively advanced, some scholars point out thgti-environmental measures remain

centrally defined with little room to accommodate knowledge of non-experts (Lenihan and
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Brasier, 2009; Guy, 2006). Indeed, Lenihan and iBrag2009: 66) note that “agro-
environmental initiatives that are centrally definil to account for the diversity of local
knowledge systems, agro-ecological practices, atigroprocess enabling a symbiotic

relationship between production and sustainableigion of environmental goods”.

The study has shown that local knowledge and egpee is manifest in the study area in the
form of maintenance of agro-ecological systemshsag the Chinyika, and they not only
provide livelihood benefits but deliver importardosystem services as well. This study has
pointed out that such practices should be undeltsésoagro-ecological initiatives that local
actors maintain in order to meet their local likelbds’ needs and avert risks associated with
environmental stresses and shocks. Through sucb-eagitogical systems, local actors
demonstrate a considerable knowledge of local gomb and climatic risks that may be
useful for agri-environmental initiatives. Such dbdknowledge and experience can help
conservation experts relate their own technicaMkadge with local values (Fisher, 2000). In
other words, although local knowledge may be seenlagking the ‘scientific rigour’
associated with expert knowledge, it has the piktat help solve environmental problems by
providing contextual knowledge and experiencesampmlement expert knowledge (Fisher,
2000). Moreover, as the agri-environment measusisgbimplemented at the moment are
limited to productive land management (i.e. cordin® crop-production areas), local
knowledge may also prove vital for extending sudhdtives to other socio-ecological spaces
such as rangelands, bushlands and homestead gafdenkcal actors’ initiatives, such as
the Chinyika system and other agro-forestry systensy provide an important platform to
build on in order to avoid a situation where agn4ieonmental measures result in the creation
of ‘on-farm conservation islands’, where croplamge under environmental protection while

surrounding ecological spaces are not (see alsohae and Brasier, 2009).

In view of the arguments above, this research cmistethat sustainable development
initiatives seeking to replace the protected areadeh must have a pluralistic view of
knowledge systems for sustainable resource managgelerecognising and building on the
knowledge and experience of local actors workirgséhlands, or living in proximity to the
resources of interest. This is somewhat akin totwBr@wn (2003) refers to as fusion
knowledge where outsiders and local actors’ knogdedystems come together to develop

new management strategies (see also Doody et @).2Brown (2003:30) argues that it is
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often at the “interface between different forms kofowledge that innovation in natural
resources management and practice can be madele Wdting the value of local knowledge
to sustainable resource management, we also havackoowledge that there may be
challenges in bringing scientific knowledge andaldcnowledge together, not only because of
the perceived gulf between the two, but becausal kimowledge may be seen as a challenge
to the conventional wisdom. Briggs (2005), for eptennotes that if local knowledge is taken
seriously, it potentially jeopardises the hegemohwestern science and the dominant role of
the ‘expert’ who may act to discredit it or silertbe voice of local actors (for example,
through crisis narratives). This suggests that weheed are new power relations that allow
a full range of actors to represent themselvesraeroto foster new knowledge systems (see
also Armitage, 2004). This calls for a critical i@~ of processes that guide the design of
natural resource policies and programmes, takitg account the inherent power structures
that characterise the process. Indeed, a realfstift previous command and control natural
resource strategies require that power structurdshagemonic practices that have historically
shaped natural resource management should bemedl€é Armitage, 2004; Buchy and Race,
2001).

Related to the issue of local knowledge, anothesging concern in this research surrounds
the question of what should be viewed as the mpgtopriate institutional and governance
structures to represent the local collective oouese users in a given socio-political context
in order to achieve sustainable resource manageinehie context of Zambia, the new policy
and legal frameworks limit governance and insiitodl prescriptions to JFM and local
government’s established arrangements. This ignoustomary governance structures and
institutional arrangements that govern the managéraecommon pool resources. Cleaver
(2001) points out that it is ironic, that desplte desirability of empowerment and importance
of institutions in notions of participation, devbbnists focus only on formal institutions and
organisations and overlook communal arrangemeatsaitcur through daily interactions and

socially embedded arrangements.

In the literature, the debate is still open abdé tegitimacy or appropriateness of such
institutions, and whether or not customary goveceabodies should be considered as
community based natural resource (CBNRM) governdockes in their own right (Larson et

al, 2010; Barrow, 2003; Wollenberg and Edmund, 2088me scholars argue that customary
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governance institutions and governance structuvdsere ascendancy to leadership is
hereditary rather than based on election, underrttieekey principles of democratisation
(Ribot, 2002; Massuanganhe, 2005; Benjamin, 2004})o@ated with participative
governance. The authority of customary bodies ket tnstitutional arrangements are viewed
as illegitimate and undemocratic. Instead, fornralogal government governance structures
are often seen as the tier that offers the bespeis for community engagement with natural
resource management as they fulfil the key demiogoainciples underlying the philosophy of
participatory governance (Ribot, 2002; Ribot et28l10; Edge and McAllister, 2009; WCED,
1987; UN, 1992). While this view seems convincitigg challenge is that local governments
are most often seen through the lens of westerrelaad local government which do not sit
well with the realities in much of Africa. For exala, proponents of devolution policies
rarely consider the extent to which many of thalg@overnment institutions are hardly visible
in remote areas such as Munyeta and Shisholeka. i$hbecause most local government
systems in Africa have roots in the colonial poéti system, where district councils were
created to serve urban elite populations, whilalr@areas where indirectly administered
through tribal rulers (see also Loloji, 2007). e tcontext of Zambia, this system has changed
little, and district councils still view their mairole as responding to the needs of urban
populations and have little to do with the ruradas where these resources are located. As a
result, local governments may only serve to exliesmahe economic benefits of the resource

from the rural areas for the benefit of a smallaripopulation

Larson et al (2010) note that the issue of legitynraises additional questions of who
considers authority legitimate and what constitueggtimacy? They note that legitimacy
should not be considered as a fixed attribute ¢hatbe mandated or assumed, but rather as
something that is constructed through social ictesas and subject to conflict and
contestation. While customary institutions may betviewed as legitimate or representative
by outside actors, local actors may ratify and Ugbhlbeir legitimacy. Massuanganhe (2005),
in his research on natural resource managementomaibique, also notes that customary
institutions should be understood as grass-roditutions that derive their legitimacy from
communities themselves and have to negotiate plosver day-by-day, and therefore embody
a degree of flexibility that may be quite usefut fmatural resource management (see also
Cotula and Cisse, 2006). Similarly, Berkes (2004juas that it is surprising that there is a

rather uncritical look at the time-tested instibugl arrangements of local actors when it
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comes to thinking about governance and institutian@ngements to represent the collective
in devolution discourse and policies. Furtherm@&serkes (2004) asks whether or not this is
because the definitions of (and ideals underpinnoogservation are still western-centric that
such institutions are ignored. Whatever respong&e3équestion may attract, there is a risk
that participative resource governance policies, nigrginalising customary institutional
arrangements, may fall into the same trap as tbéeqed area model and end up being
‘tyrannical’. As Cooke and Kothari (2001) note, figgityrannical is not simply the issue of
excluding other actors from resource governancealso of over-riding existing institutional
arrangements that others hold as legitimate, tleusfarcing the interests of the already

powerful actors.

The arguments given here suggest that local resagoeernance structures and institutional
arrangements may, at times, derive their legitimfaosn custom and tradition. In this regard,
this research argues that customary natural resonanagement regimes should be viewed as
legitimate institutions with a role to play in saistable development, as long as they command
some degree of ratification by the people they esgnt. In other words, customary
governance structures and their institutional ayeaments should be understood as organically
constructed community based natural resource mamagesystemgsee Larson et al, 2010;
Edmund and Wollenberg, 2003; Barrow et al, 2002).

10.5 Key messages and policy recommendations

The results of this research have significant iogtlons for policy makers. They show major
challenges in the implementation of conservatiolicigs in Zambia. In part, this arises from
the gap between the realities in the local areag welicies are supposed to be implemented
and the theoretical assumptions that underpin thekees. In this regard, policy makers need
to rethink the new conservation policies and sgiiatein order to be accommodative of local
actors’ interests, experiences and institutionedarajements with a bearing on conservation.
For example, JFM, in its current form is far froetaxing the fortress conservation approach
and has no capacity to resolve the long-standiglitiood-conservation conflicts that have
characterised resource management in Zambia &# relects a rigid protectionist agenda.
To overcome these challenges, it is important¢batmunity based conservation policies and
strategies are designed to take into considerdtioal realities such as the co-existence of

forests and agriculture in areas targeted for avasien.
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It is also important that policy makers pay attemtto institutional factors that influence
natural resources management. For example, polioiest address the issue of land and
resource tenure in both state and customary ahedsed, the research recommends that in
state conservation sites targeted for JFM, loc&bracshould be granted long term secure
rights over both land and forest resources to eraatense of ownership among them and to
restore their rights over natural resources. Imseof customary areas, there is need for policy
makers to recognise the rights of customary (loealors to manage and benefit from
resources located in these areas. In other wordgroement and natural resource policies
need to be flexible enough to accommodate varios$tutional arrangements governing
natural resources management, including locallytedainstitutions. Similarly, in terms of
agri-environmental initiatives, rather than thinkabsingle best approach, policies must be
accommodative of existing local actor's agro-ecwadalgpractices and local circumstances if
they are to have a real impact on both livelihoaadd environmental conservation.
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Appendices

Appendix 1

Survey of on-farm practices

NO. farm plot......oo
ViIllAGE. ..ot s
TENUIE SYSTEIM ...ttt e e e e e e e
MaiN CrOP GrOWN ... ceu e et et e e e e e reneeens
Other CroOPS grOWN...vu ettt e e e e e v ee e e e
Size of main field...........ooo i
Farm cultivated by owner/other..................cocoi i een,
Farm on CA: Yes............... NO...............Yearon CA..........

On-farm observations (Tick if evidenced)

1. Observed environmental conditions

Erosion on farm plot Yes

No

Evidence of sheet erosion

Evidence of gullies

Evidence of rill erosion

2. Farm Inputs

Inputs applied Yes

No

Fertiliser

Pesticides

Herbicides

3. Tillage practices

Tillage type observed Yes

No

Whole farm on conservation
tillage

Only small portion of land on
conservation tillage

Conservation tillage using
ripper (creation of rip lines)

Conservation tillage with hangd
hoe (creating of permanent
planting basins)

Conventional tillage using
plough

Conventional tillage using
hand hoes
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4. Trees on the farm plot

Trees on farm plots Yes No
Msangu planted and standing
(as part of CA)
Msangu tree planting
attempted but died

Msangu never planted

Other trees and shrubs on
farm plot as part of CA
Other trees and shrubs on
farm plot(not part of CA)

Comment on the Msangu

5. Other on-farm practices observed

On farm practices Yes No

Crop residue burnt(ask)
Crop residue retained after harvest
(ask)

All crop residues retained
permanently (throughout the year)
(ask)

Evidence of mulching

Evidence of intercropping
Evidence of mixed cropping

Crop rotation (maize/legume)
practiced

Evidence of use of animal manurg
Evidence of use of green
Manure/improved fallow system
Trees forming farm boundary
Evidence of terraces/ Contours
Application of lime

Use of composite

Application of ash

Any other

Comment on other practiCes..........cocevveevieiiiie e,
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Appendix 2
HOUSEHOLD LIVELIHOOD ASSETS SURVEY

A. Basic Data on Respondent

1: Personal Information

Age

Sex

Marital Status

Ethnicity

Education

Length of stay in the village

Size of Household

Place of Origin ( if not born here)

2: What are your major sources of livelihood?

Crop farming

Animal rearing

Wage employment on commercial farms

Crafts making

Remittances

Charcoal production

Beer Brewing

Small scale trading

Other (please SPeCITY)......cv v
B. Livestock

3. What type of livestock do you own?

Livestock Type Tick as Number
appropriate

Cattle

Goats

Pigs

Other ( specify)

4. Which of the following livestock types have yast to diseases in the past 10 years?

Livestock Type Number

Cattle

Goats

Pigs

Other

5. Which of the following livestock have you ordgquired in the past 5 years?

Livestock Type Number

Cattle

Goats

Pigs

Other
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C: Farm implements

6. Which of the following farming implements dogsir household own?

Livestock Type

Tick as
appropriate

No.

Plough

Hoe

Axe

Irrigation pump

Ripper

Tractor

Borehole

Ox-cart

Other (specify)

7. What do you use for cultivation on your farm?

Livestock Type

Tick appropriate

No.

Own oxen and plough

Own oxen with hired
plough

Hired plough and oxen

Hired labour

Own Tractor

Hired Tractor

Family labour

Other (specify)

D. Natural Assets Used By the Household

8. Which of these products are frequently useddayr yiousehold?

Natural Resource
Product

Tick as
appropriate

Distance Covered Source
to collect product

Firewood

Charcoal

Construction poles

Wild fruits

Wild vegetables

Wild tubers

Thatch grass

Medicinal plants

Grazing land

Other

9. Which of these products are becoming more sdalifficulty to find) in your local forest?

Firewood

Charcoal trees

Construction poles

Wild fruits

Wild vegetables

Wild tubers

Thatch grass

Medicinal plants

Others
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10. Which of the following plants have you plantgéserved on your homestead?

Tree Species

Number on
homestead

Exotic trees planted

Indigenous tree planted

Indigenous tree preserved

11. What was the purpose of planting the treeslshyou have mentioned on your homestead?

For medicinal purpose

For firewood

For fruits

For aesthetic purpose

For shade

Other (please specify)

12: Which of the following natural resource deperideade (s) are you involved in?

Trade

Basket/mat making

Making of tool handles

Mushroom collection

Supply of firewood

Charcoal production

Carpentry

Pitsawing

Others

13. What construction materials have been usegdor house?

Mud walls (mudindo) and grass thatched house

Burnt bricks and grass thatched house

Burnt bricks and iron roofed house

Other (please specify)

14. Do you own any of the following energy tecloges?

Improved stove Yes

No

Charcoal brazier

Solar crop drier

Solar heater

Solar panel (PV system)

E. LAND

15. What is the size of your main field (pleas&)t?

Less than 1 hectare

Between 1 hectare and 3 hectares

Between 3 hectares and 5 hectares

More than 5 hectares

16. What is the size of field you normally cultiedt.

e over the pa

st 5 years)?

Less than 1 hectare

Between 1 hectare and 3 hectares

Between 3 hectares and 5 hectares
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More than 5 hectares |

17. In the past 10 years, have you expanded yeldff

Yes

No

18. How did you come to acquire the piece of landvhich you cultivate?

Inherited the land from relative

Was allocated freely to me by village leadership

Was allocated freely to me with a field openirep

Bought the land

Renting the land

Borrowed the land

19: Which crops do you grow on that land (TickthHt is applicable?)

Maize

Groundnuts

Vegetables

Sweet potatoes

Others

20. Which of the crops you have mentioned abovdaarsale?

21. Have you experienced food shortages in theque 2 years?

YES

NO

22. If yes, in which month(s) have you experienfmedl shortages................

23. Do you own a vegetable garden?

Yes

No

24. If yes, where is the source of water for atign water? (Please tick as appropriate)?

Along the stream

Away from the stream

25. If the source of water is the stream, how nraeyers away is your garden from the stream............ 20m

26. When do you cultivate your stream side garden?

All year

Off —rain season only

27. Are crops you grow on your stream side gafdesale?

Yes

No

28. What factors attracted you to this forest nes¢for people in the reserve only?)

(Tick)

Availability of grazing land

Charcoal production

301



Displacement from original place

Marriage

Fertile land

Problems in previous location
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