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Preface

The first eight papers in this series are a linked set which focus on

Zimbabwe's CAMPFIRE programme, The views presented are thaose of the
authors, not of 11T

The Comprinal Areas Matagerment Programeme for Indigenous Resources
(CAMPEIRE) is an exploration of rural development and conservation in
Africa. Tt seeks to restruchure the control of Zimbabwe's countryside, giving
pecple alternative ways of using their natural resources. A wholly African
initiative, CAMPFIRE emerged in Lhe mid-1980s with the recognition that, as
long as wildlife remained the property of the state, no one would invest in it
as a resource. Since 1973, Zimbabwe has allowed private property holders to
claim ownership of wildlife on their land and to benefit from its nse. Under
CAMPFIRE, prople living on Zimbabwe's impoverished communal lands,
which represent 32% of the country, clalm the same right of proprietorship.
Conceptually, CAMPIIRE includes all natural resources, bul its tocus has
been wildlife management in cornmunal areas, particularly those adjacent to
National Parks, where people and animals compete for scarce resources.
Singe its official inception in 1989, CAMPFIRE has engaged more than a
quarter of a million people in the practice of managing wildlife and reaping
the benefits of using wild lands.
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The full range of titles in this series are:

A umber ]
The lessan from Mahenye: Rural poverty, democracy and wildlife conservation.
Marshall Murphree
MNuinher 2
Share and share alike? Fquity in CAMFFIRE
Stepriten Thomas
Number 3
Lacking confidence?
A gender-sensitive analysis of CAMPFIBFE in Masnka villape
Nonlokazo Nabane
Numiber 4
The legacy of dualivm in decision-making within CAMPFIRE
Stephen Thorras
MNumber 3
Two views from CAMPFIRE in Fimbabwc's Hurungwe District:
Training & moblvation. Who benefits & whe doesn’t?
Cherry Bind and Simon Metcalfe
umber &
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Access to ttmber in Zimbabwe's communal areas
C Bind, | Clarke, | Moya, } M Moyo, ' Nyakunu and 5 Thinnas
Mumber 7
Political ecologies of scale:
The mulbi-fiered co-management of Zimbabwean wildlite resources
Kichigrd Hasler
Number 3
From liability to asset: Wildlife in the Omay Comnmunal Land of Zimbabwe
Russel Tayior
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In Harmony with Nature

frica’s poople use a small fraction

ol the world's resources. They camn
a tiny amount of the world's income, But
they bear Lhe brunt of its tamine, poverty
and disease, They alse live in an area that
15 rich in wildlife, but where Lhe wildlife
I= Llr;':;lining and the envieonment that
sustaing il s deterivrating,

This has not always been the caze. In
traditional, pre-colomial Africa, luunman
populations lived in balance wilk heir
cnvironment and in harmony with their
wildlife. While they used wildlife, they
used it sustainably, and managed it
collectively for the common good.

By way of exangple, the Shuona people of
Fimbabwe have an axdom "Ny ye
musengn igoehne” literally “Hwe meat wou
gt in the aild Is wever vogsted ™, What it
actually means is that il you arc favaused
by the spirits of your ancestors, who are
guardians of the land and the resources
on il and they bring within the scope of
your bunar and arrow wild meal, be
thankful bul shate it. Don't sit in the
bush and cal il by vourselt, lake it back
to the willagme and shate @ with your
neighbowr. [ was traditienal miles like
this thal comprised collective
managemenl and ensured sustainability.

With the coming of colonialism, Ihis
ability to manage wildlife at community
level for the collective benetit was largely
destroyed . Ownership in the form of
authority over wildlife was removed.
British colunialists braought sith them
concepts evolved over a thousand years
carlicr in a different context: the concept
of the king's game, the idea that wildlite
did not belong Lo people or communities,

bul o the crown or state, Furthermone,
many colonized communibics had their
land alicnated by scellers. In other words
they sutfered double expropriation. They
lest muach of their Tangd and they also lost
their wildlife,

ince colonisation in 1890, Znmbabwe’s
Population has grown fromn $HEL000 1 10
mitliom, This has resulted in the
increased cxploitalion of marginal fand
for subsistence agriculhore which would
have been better suited for swildlifo. The
nutcome is decreased productivity, At
ancbher lovel, the division of land into
[arms has seen the expleitation of
wildlile by individuals. The resource hax
been individualised by what may be
called entreproncurs, rather than
collectively managed. Tho resull
gencrally has been househoeld poverty in
Zimbabwe's peasant sector and a shifi
from long- to short-term management
COMCRTRS; & culture of powerty in which
the individual is preaceupied with
survival in the present and where any
cffeclive cancern for the future is
migsing. A cullure of poverty is ohe in
wihvich e future s diseoonied at a very
high rate,

This is a recipe Tor acceleraled
ervironmental degradation hecause
poverty s both the cause and cffoct of
environmental depradation, The two
interact in a vicious spiral of mutual
reinforcement. The developed world has
an understandable comeern willy the link
tetween poverty and environmental
degradation in developing countries. But
the saluliens ihe developed world
propounds have Lheir own
meonsistendcies.
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For instance, we are told by development
agencies and donor governments that
Africa should strive to achieve tood selt-
sufficiency through better agricultural
methods improved by new lechnology.,
At the same Hme, this kind of adyvice
seems to ipnore the possibility that whal
Africa really needs s the kind of
economic self-sulficicncy which becomes
the basis of sclf-sufficiency in food. Sinee
cottain bypes of land use may be mure
economically productive by using it tor
wildlife than for marginal agricultural
cropping, there is clearly a basis [or
reconsideration of many of lhe basic
assumptions of “development”,

Agaim, when international agencies do
accept the imporiance of cconomic
productivity, they tond Lo stross the
importance of cash cropping and export
of traditional agricultural primary
products into highly compelitive

markoets, such as Ehi export of
Zimbabwe's beef to the European Undon,
rather than tocusing on markets where
Zimbabwe has a compelilive edee, such
as is the casc with wildlifo,

Free trade js propounded by the
developod world as an engine for
coemermic productivity, Bub when it comes
to trade in commuodities where Africa
enjorvs 4 comparative advantage, such as
wildlife, the same proponcnls become
highly restrictive. The operations of the
Convonton om mtemational ‘Trade in
Endangered Species [CITES] reflect this
anomaly.,

Bul 1he mosi serious defoct of
international prescriptions is that they are
primarily devices of economic ot
technudngical engineering and tend to
ignure the institutional structures that
compound poverty among the rural poor.
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Rights and Responsibilities

D&nn::n::rac:}r cai be defined as an

accountable system in which people
effectively goverm relationships between
themselves, and relationships bobwoen
themsclves and resoutrces such as nature
for mulual, sustainable benefit. Whal are
the trustivational dynamics and
mstifutional steoctures which make up
such a system?

First of all such 4 system requires
termtonality, and membership must be
clearly defined, You have first to defing
the Boundary, the arca of jurisdiction.
Then you define the membership within
that territory with a clearly stipulated
cornposition, This s an instilutional
requirement for proper resource
management.

Secondly, vou need a system where
responsibilily and authority ave linked. If
you assign responsibility to people
without authorily, you are asking thom to
do a job without the essential toal to do
it [t 1 o good exhorling the rural poor
of Africa to take bettor care of their
resources and giving them the
respensibility of doing so, without at the
same time providing the authority, the
pirwer to do so. Howevet, on the other
hand, if you have authorty without
responsibility, you create a situation in
which laws and regulations are made
which are often unenforceabic.

Thirdly, for institu ons that work in
reRoUTCe management, responsibility and
anthonty, or government, must be linked
with economic productivity, Econooic
and political processes must be
interconnected. This may appear
axiomatic, but there are too many

instances in Alrica and the world of
envirenmentalism whore people are
asked to povern relationships among
themselves, but are not given the
authority to govern, to control and
benefit from the relationships between
themselves and their resources. People
govern themselves effectively when it is
m their interests o do so. Thus, there
must be a tight relationship between cost
and benefit, betwoon respurces and
representation, between the quality of
management inpul and the quantity of
Ccronomic input.

Fourthly, there must be long-term
security for these institutional
arrangements. This is neccssary to
malivate the resource managemenl and
apportunity cost reguired far
sustainability. In other words, the high
discount rate of fhe futuree which
characlerises the culture of poverty musi
he altered. And it is altered to a large
depres by institutional stability, Pot
another way, people will planl a tree and
tend il if they know that ey and Their
children will have the vight to pick its
fruit.

This constitutes what can be called
ownership, or perhaps more
approprialely, proprietorship: a bundle
uf rights and responsibilities which alfow
a umt of government to use a resource, to
determine the molive behind that use, to
benefil fully trom it, and o make it
accountable to he constituency of
collective intorests that it tepresents, This
is a workable manifestabion of
democracy, detined varlier as a systom
governing relalionships between penple
and their resources,
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But in any discussion of proprnetorship
there must be a definition of scale,
Unfortunately, the matter of scale is
frequently forgolicn in debates om
ervironmsent did resoueee use Thoere are
two important considerations here. Finstly,
imstitutivnal dynamics suggest that the
smaller the wnit of proprictorship the
belier. Incrcasing numbers introduce
increasing possibilities for
mizunderstanding, an increasing nocessity
to delegate and increasing scope for
malfunctions, including corruption and
cacalating costs. These can be enormous,

Further, large agencies are loss officeent
than smaller enes. The reasons Eor this are
quite simple. Self-interest leads
individuals lo care for what is their direct
responsibility. The more distant the
monitor, the more fcastble evasion
booomos.

The rise of global environmentalism has
led ter a demand fur global control of all
preblems, great or small, extensive or
localised. It may sound good but it
distances the monitor. Globalism
BICOUTages evasion. Certain resources arc

clearly internationsl commaon proporhy.
The almosphere is one example and it
demands an international regime of
management, Other resources such as
migralory birds or certain marine specics
may alsw be part of the plobal or regional
commem property reguinng global or
regional management. This applies to
cerlain lerrestrial migratory species such
as those which use the common habitat of
the Serengeti and Masai Mara in Tanzania
and Kenya,

But mast torrestrial wildlife species in
Africa exist in relatively fixed habitals and
therr proprietorship can be fixed to
51:reciﬁc farms, commmunities, o rL"g[DI'lﬂl
habitats. For these it makes institutional
nensense ta assign proprietorship o units
larger than their range. It would therefore
be sensible to apply the maxim: never
nationalise management for cesources
which arc owned locally; never
regionalise management for resources that
are cvwned nationally; and never globalise
management for resources thal are owned,
because of their nature, regionally. This
can be called a rule-of-scale parsimony in
the strategy of reseurce management.
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Sustainable Use

Aft'i-r..an wildlife is a rencwable
resource, Used at the appropriate
lovel, it is a sustainable resource of value
tor connbat mural poverty. It is also one of
the best vehicles for promuoting democracy
simce il is a Comman property resource
demanding collective management at the
varous levels already defined.

L ntortunately, it is also one of Lhe maost
clear-cut examples of mismanagernont
Ihal Africa can produce.

Zimbabwe's case demonsitates an
examyle of past failure te take cognmisance
af the motivational and institutional
1ssues raised here. But, maree recondly it
also ofters an example of the possibilities
af commumily involvement and
l'L'IE'I'I-':IEl'!]TI‘I{'!]'Il.

As already indicated, colondalism
destroved a tradibional sysiem of wildlife
utihsation. The ownership ar
propriclorship of wildlife was
cxpropriated so Lhat it no longer belimged
by Tural communilics, bt to the state.
Whal was the pesult? limst of all, the link
hetween authority and responsibility was
broken, T'he state claimed the authority,
and made laws on use, laws which it '
rould not entorce. Commmmities and local
teadership were told to exercise
respontbility for the enforcemenl of these
laws but had no real authority to dosa.
Nor did they have the motivation. Since
they were no langer owners or
proprietors, there was no cconomic
mutivation for collechive management.

There was no linkage belween governanoe

and ceomomic potential of the resource.
Furthermore, these commundties had no
sccurity of tenure, Many had a history of
having been moved by government, not
omnoe bul several tines. Under these
cirumstances, whers there was little
securiby af enure and hittle effective
concern for the fubure, no investmont in
the [uturee of wildlife could be made.

The result was opportunistic
mcividualized use of wildlife with no
thoughl of lhe future - what we usually
call poaching. Qwinership had given way
o open access, Then in the mid-1970s, the
sovernment of the day took a hard and
realistc ook at the situalion and decided
to take a gamble. Tk deridod to confer
getiuine proprieturship of wikdlife
resnurces on private landowners: the vights
and responsibilities to manage and use
these resources for their own benefit. Atter
ITndependence in 1980, Lhis proprietorship
waa extended to the represeniatives of
people in communal lands under the
Communnal Arcas Management
Programme for Indigenous Resources
(CAMTFIRF) programme. Thus today,
cutside the nativnal parks and wildlife
eslate which is managed by the state in
trust for the nation, moest wildlife is
managed by local proprietors, individually
or collectively. As a result, the numbers of
mest species have risen dramatically and,
since their value has made theimn a motre
competitive form of [and wse, thoir range
has also expanded significantly.
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The Mahenye Prototype

Mﬂht}n}” is a collection of villages
lhat constitute a ward of aboul
00 5. km on the border of the
Gunarezhou National Park in the south-
east of Zimbabwe. Most of (he peaple
were relocated there to make room lor
the nalional park. At Independence in
1980, Mahenye provided an example of
rural peaple wha were desperately poor,
who poached as often as they dared, and
whe were extremely hostile 1o the
wildlife, and in particular elephants,
which raided Lheir fields.

Ab a result, in 19584 The governiment
permitted safari humbng wilhin Mahenye
ward of elephant and bulfalo migrating
out of the park. The dividends of safan
hunting wore chamnelled nto the local
community which was given securily of
temure and Lhe right o management of its
wildlife resauree in the long-term. Todaw,
the people have their own committegs
and struclures Lo regulate their own
internal relationships, and they make
responsible and sustainable decisions.
len vears after the schome was initiated,
there is a welcotne resident popuelation of
ovet 300 elephants in Mahonye.

At a meeting of the Mahenve commmunity
I'E'CEH'L‘I}} attention was drawn Lo Lhe fact
that a man fronm the neighbauring
Comumunity, 4 successbul enbroprencur
wha owned 300 head of catele, was in the
habit of grazing his cattle on Mahenye
land that had not been used [or anvthing
else. What were they to do? They could
charge him a nominal rent, or ask him to
take his cattle elsewhere and put that
land under wildlife. They unanimously
decided to put it under wildlife, f

Mahenye is an example of how
demaecratic decision-making in
responsible resource managomenl can
lead to the sustainable vse of wildlite to
alleviate rural poverty. Tnternational
polecy and regulatory tools such as CTTES
have a rele (o play here, Mahenye's
combinued success will depend to a large
extenl on Ninding internaticnal clients for
its animai products. While CT1ES may
argue that it is only concerned with the
trade m endangered species and has
nothing againsl the sustainable use of
wildlife, there may be a vast difference
tretween broad statements of inlend and
their impact om local communities when
filtered through matural perspectives,
regulatory procedures, and bureancratic
mechanisms tor their implementatian,

There s, first of all, an acquisitive has
reflected in he vicses of a signiticant
segnent ot the CITES constituency which
sevks to reinstale the notion of the king's
game in a new, broader proprietorship of
wildlife. The Morlh has been aocused, in
ils negotiations on biodiversity, of
wanting o lwrn e natural resources of
lhe South inte a global commons wilh
Free access for all, This charge is not
without foundation. Il Ehe propanents of
global ownership are successful, the
pevple of Mahenye will discover lhal the
wildlife they lost to colomialists and
regained afler Independence, has onee
again been cxproprialed inthe name of
global environmentalism or
pratectionisin

bocondly. despite protestations to the
condrary, there is a fundamental reactional
pessimism towards wildlife wiilisation to
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be fuund in certain elerments of CITES.
Born of a dislrust of the practical
jadgement of people like those in
Mahenye and & sense of technical and
philuﬁ.uphic‘n] SUpCTIOrity which pnm]]uls
earlier colonial congepts of ethnocentric
maral suporiority, bhis wiew sees animal
utilisatiom as the thin end of the wedge,
{nce you let people take impala, they
will want to take elephant. Onee you
allow them to take one buffalo, they will
watk tor take maore, this reasoning goes,
But an excessive application of the thin
end of the wedyge arpument may lcad o
motral absolutism and b conservation of
the most inflexible kind. Certainly, if it

had Boen fallonwed by the Zimbabwean
authorities, the people of Mahenye
woltld never have achievod the sort of
SUCCTSS they now enjoy.

Thirdly, there 15 a bias in CITES lowards
technicism: the beliel in the ability of
lechnocrats o provide viable
programmes of action. Unfortunately,
however, the effect is not usually achion
bl burcaucratic constipation ancd
implomentational paralysis. Some may
comclugde CTTES 15 more interested 1n
dorumenting the decline and
disappearance of specics than in practical
action to prevent their extinction.

i0

TP T T Ty = i s — e e e O Ry - [ ——y——————



Solutions

H::uw can these problems of
perception and implementation be
resnlvied ? The best place to start is with
lhe people themselves, Listen Lo what
they think, whal they say, what they
wanl. This is where wildlife management
begins and where it ends. Ninety per cont
of wildlife management is really people
managetnent, or rather, people’s seli-
management. If people are opposed to
the proscoce of wildhife, listen to them
seriously and, perhaps, do nat even
waste your resources and lime on
protection. Ib s likely 19 be a losing
battle. if national biodiversily concerns
are of overviding, importance, then the
nation will have Lo buy out resources and
their habitats at full market value - and
be prepared to pay the management and
political costs. Impoverished peasants
ran never be expedlod to bear that
burden.

If people are inlerested in regaining the
user of their wildlife, then they must be
given same credit for common-sense,
trusted and given proprictorship. This
can bo dane progressively if NECORSATY,
but expeditiously and wilh the minimum
ol regulatory control. Let them devise
their own management plans, They will
e better than anybody else’s, and
probably more conservative, In une
CAMIDERL programme in Zimbabwe,
tor instance, the local management
consistently cut Eheir oil-lake quotas
below those set by the national wildlife
authaority,

The now proprietors of wildlife must be
helped to develogr their managerial
capaciby, nol thraugh imposed controls,
but through constructive extension,

Managemend authorities for wildlife

should shift from being policemen to
being effective cxiension agencies,

Certainly, they can help communities in
their conlral requirements when this is
needed. This goes back to scale
parsimony and resource management.
When enforcement can be handled at
local levels, let it be handled by loral
authorities. hut whon cn’r’orce:ﬂt-nt
requirements spill over into the national,
regional, or perhaps rarely, intermational
condexts, let it be handled at the
appropriale lovel with greater eificiency
It is possible o be tough as long as the
mandate to be o arises demaocraticallv
fromy Lhe wildlife proprietors themsehves
and nat from some exlranecus concern
whicl dacs not bear the cust of, or hold
the ullimate responsibility tfor, the
wildlife in question.

This is a description of reprosentative
owner-driven democracy in action in the
tield of sustainable wildlife use, This is
the arena in which CITES can find a
gemune rcde i harmmony wilh the
respomsibililics of national sovereignty.
This ix the wav in which the voice of
millions of Alrica’s rural puor can be
heard in the deliboralions of CTTES.

The development of suslainable wildlife
use musl be rexarded as an evalving
process, nol as a fixed project with a
single formula. T involves a variety of
expermentalion which will throw up
both failures and success, Its essence
must be that it is a self-cvaluating
svstem, self-corvecting through feedback.
lis ohjective should not be to meet tormal
requirements of abstract planning, but to

i1
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dus the job right, however many
adjustments this may require,

The needs of Afrca’s wildlife proprielors
mast be fitted to the mechanisms of
internatiomal trade. Where control
mechanisms are mandated by the needs
ot these proprietors, our task is then o
encourage rather than inhibit
international trade in wildlife products.
Sinwe this is the contral component tor

the success of their use, such a trade, far
from being evil, becomes a positive Food
foor the conservation of wild]ife.

In the final analysis, while conservationisls
can advisc and help local communities,
thew should recognise that their role is
cesentially a subsidiary vne, 1t is after all
nut them but the people of Mahenye and
many others like them, who will determine
the fate of Africa’s magmificont wildlife.
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Please note that:

= With the infroduction of the Rural District Counclls Actin 1288, all
Rural Counclls ana Distdct Counclls in Zimbabwe were
gmalgomated to form Rural District Councils. The two terms are
inferchangeable in the CAMPFIRE papers.

» The Depotment of MNotiona!l Parks and Wi Ule Monagsment hos
been referred to as the Wild Life Department in this series of
papers.
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