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Preface

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

Zimbabwe's CAMPETRE programme. The views presented are those of the
authors, not of ITED,

The Communal Areas Manngewent Prograrine for Indigenous Resturces
{CAMPTTRE) is an exploration of rural development and conservalion in
Adrica, It seeks to restructare the control of Zimbabwe's countryside, gving
people alternative wavs of using their natural resources. A wholly African
initiative, CAMPFIRE cmerged in the mid-1980s with the recognition that, as
lung as wildlife remained the property of the slate, no one would invest in it
as a resource. Since 1975, Zimbabwe has allowed private property holders o
claim ownership of wildlife on thelr land and to benefit frenn ils wse. Under
CAMPEIRE, people living un Zimbabwe's iimpoverished communal lands,
which represent 42% of the country, claim the same right of proprietorship.
Conceptually, CAMPFIRE includes all natural resources, but its fucus has
been wildlife management in communal arcas, particularly those adjacent Lo
National Parks, where people and animals compete or scarce resources.
Since ity official inception in 1959, CAMPFIRE has engaged maore than a
guarter of a millton people in the practice of managing wildlife and reaping
the benefits of using wild lands.
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Introduction

In any discussion of development,

one fundamental question always
remains unresolved: how can a focus un
the livelihoods and lifestyles of the poor
be effective when international

and national political and economic
furces systematically marginalise them?
The answor, perhaps, is that we have to
ensure that the Jowest accountable unit
[the micro-level] in environmentat and
development work is always considered
within the broader framework of the
other political and economic levels
invalved [the macro-levels, if objectives

ar¢ ko be attained. In practical terms, we
need to undersiand the irony that
grassroots decision-making may cnly be
possible if it is sanctioned from Lthe top.
Cettainly, in the context of Zimbabwe's
cammunal lands, benefits, participation,
empowerment and responsibility for
economic resources seem ondy to be able
tor reach the boktom if the lop agrees.
This has severe consequences for the
goals and implementation of the
Comumnunal Areas Management
Frogramme {or Indipenous Iesoutrces
{CAMPFIRE).
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The CAMPFIRE Programme

t the global level, CAMPFIRE has

linkages 1o wildlife lobbies and is
involved in Convenlion on Tnlernalional
Trade in Lindangeted Species {CITES)
debates. At the nalional lescl, il is
mvolved with co-ordinating government
ministries and in alhances with vested
intergst groups. At the district leve],
“approprate authority” status links
lecision-rmakers with higher and lewer
levels, often resolving, disputes, The
same is true of ward and village levels.
Even at the household level, productive
links are forged with higher and lower
levels and there is involvement in the
resolution of disputes which mawv
concern household clusters competing
for scarne TEsOUTCes oF gender 1ssues.

An aim of the CAMPFIRE programme is
ty devolve comtred and benefits of
wildlife and other natural resourees to
the lowest accountable units at sub-
district level. It is assumed that this
devolufion will enhance the
sustainability of resource use while
simultanenusly benefiting people. The
conferment of appropriate authority
status, the legal devalvement of

Ehe right to accrue revenues and manage
wildhife resources, on District Councils is
seen as a means to devnlve a sense of
proprietorship for lncal resources o lacal
communities. Hovwever, the sub-district
level institutions, such as Village
Drevelopment Committees {VIDCOs) and
Ward Developmenl Commitiees

(WAL Us), are not the legal custodians
of natural resnurces in their areas.
Mroducer communities within VIDOOs

and WATHO: can only make
management decesions on natural
reardrces and receive benefits under the
auspaces of, aned within the framework
sel donwn by, the legally recognised and
empaowered councils themsclves.
Thercfore, alding questions remain
about policios of centralisation and
devolution ot control of wildlife within
CAMI'FIEE, What are the lowest
accountable wnits at sub-district level
and how are they 1o be empowered 5o
that comnmunities can have controllad
access i resiurces and the advantage of
reaping benefits?

To date, the CAMPITIRE programime has
worked o set up wildhife committess at
village, ward and district levels. These
cormmitteos Tun parallel to the local
government system of VIDCDs and
WADCOs which are in turn represented
om the Pastrict Council. In addition to
this mismatch with loval government
structures, the effectiveness of village,
ward, and district wildlifo cormmitbons
in represcntative dicision-making, and
active parlicipabion in management, i
highly variable, One obvious reason iy
Lhe absence af a legal right to manage
resvurces. Authonlby is vested in
[Hgtoict Coundils, which may or may
ned be responsible for decision- making
within the producer wards whete
wildlife accurs. Furthormore, District
Cuouncils represent a broader spectrum
ot political and ecomomic interosts
which often tend ko dominate the
sometimes idiosvneratic village and
ward concerns.

—_———— - T




Number 7

Wider Issues

number of related questions arivwe
Fronm bhis midsmalch and 1he slalis
of the Mstrict Council:

* [sthe eftectiveness of the institutional
sel-up for CAMITTIRL dependent on
the effectiveness of local government
mmshtutonsy?

* Does CAMPEIRE empower these
insttubions? Lo the institutions
empower CAMPFIRE at sub-district
level?

* What alternative instibetions and
linkages cxisl al sub-district level

which can comtribute to the suecess of
CAMIFIRE?

Our analysis of institutional
artangements for CAMPEIRE at sub-
districl level canngd ignore wider
politival and economic issues within
Zimbabwe and abroad. Glabal factors
such as donor tunding, CITES debates on
whother or not Zimbabwe can sell ils
elephant resvurees, the wildlife lobby,
trends and attitudes towards the global
environrmental crisis, biv-diversity aned
=afeguarding throatened or endangered
species all have direct and often tangible
ctfects on what happens at all levels

Figure 1: Polifical ecologles of scale in hierarchical CAMPFIRE

GLOBAL LEVEL
Links with wildlife lobbigs, CITES debates, funding, irternatienal dlllances, rasohlng disputes.

MATIONAL LEVEL
Imfluencing national policy, national palitical and economic alionces with vested interast
groups, co-ordindating Qovernmant minlstrlas, rasokhing dsputas,

FROVINCIAL LEVEL
Politiceal cand odmiristratve alionces, resolving disputes,

DISTRICT LEVEL
Appropricte autharlty inks distrct lavel with higher and lowe- leyvels, resalving disputes,

WARD LEVEL
Fammnlreg produstive links with higher and lower 'evels, and resolving disputes within this level
(2.9, conflict rescluticn botwsen politcal gnd traditlengl iecdership?.

VILLAGE LEVEL

Farming productive lirks with highsar and lwar levels and resolving dlsputes (&g, effactive
consuitatlon on land use planning such os proposed ‘erce lines for resource aroos).

HOUSEHOLD LEVEL
Forming productive inks with hignar and lower levels and resclving disputes (2.9, household
clusters competing for scoTce resQurces, gandsr lssuas).
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within CAMPFIRE, including the
household level (Figure 10,

In Kanyemba, in Zimbabwe’s Zambezi
Valley, for example, household foraging
achivities by Vallema fribesmen cnlering
thi: Chewore Safari Arca, as they have for
centuries, were directly affected by
mereased anti—puaching uperations
attempting to safeguard rhina and
elephant from internativnal poaching
syndicates operating from nearby
Zambia, The groundswell of concern
cver these specics both at home and
abroad has had direct impacts on the
food security of local households which
are not themselves involved in
sophisticated poaching operations.
Similarly, the value of rhino horn in the
Middle Bast and Asia makes it attrachve
for a series of “middlemen® traders to
orchestrate connections within
impoverished countries such as Zambia
and Zimbabwe for poaching purposcs.

National level policies can often either
enable or thwart CAMDPFIRE initiatives
and theretore CAMI'FIRE protagonists
have to operate at this level as well,
Indeed, a strength of the CAMPFIRE
programine is that in practice it often
recognises a multisectoral, multi-level
approach and has support at ali these
levels. Internal diffcrentiation and lack of
co-ordination does pose difficultics. For
mstance, national politicians and senior
government officialy - representing
different constituencies and government
departments - have their own agendas
which may, or may not, coincide with
CAMPFEIRE objectives. They arc often
capable of infivencing district level
decisions concerning what they consider
to be the appropriate distribution of
revenues, Such sentiments can directly
influence the nature of benefits from
CAMPFIRE at the howsehold, village and

ward levels. Tt has frequently been
observed that if correct protacol is
neglected, misunderstandings can occur,
sometimes leading to hold-ups in the
distribution of revenue to households.

For example, the Mahenye Ward in
Cazaland, in Zimbabwe's south-east, is
made up of Shangaan speakets in a
district dominated by Shona-speaking
Ndau. Tn addition, the Cazaland /
Chipinge area has historically been a
centre of oppusition to the Tuling
political party in government. This
double sensitivity makes it important
that government structures are not
paused over and that correct protocol is
maintained in the interaction botween
traditional leadership structures in the
Ward and the Districk Council, docal
government, and provincial
administrators,

Une step lower, at the district level,
similar fensions abound. We have
already seen how appropriate authority
status 15 vested in District Councils and
not in producer communiles themselves,
District Cotincils and local government
represent a distincl set of political and
econornic vested interests. Such vested
interests in the district’s resources do not
always run parallel to the interests of
particular producer communities. The
District Couneils Act {1980} and the
appropriate authority statns empower
councils E0 manage resoutees for the
benefit of the communities which they
represent. In circumstances where
councily represent the entire district, not
just producer communities, it iz not
surprising that District Councils are
generally reluctant to devolve controls
and benefits to producers.

I'roblems of equity and participation in
derision-making do not disappear once

&
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we arnive down at ward and village
levels. Internal social differentiation,
competng political strictares, and
ditterent vested interests in resources cxist
at all levels, For exampie, cattle-rich
households dependent on wildlife areas
for graring, av rural elites who benefit
more than Heir poor rural counterparts,
may dominate decision rmaking and hog
the benefits. Even il a community decides
to distribute revenues to households,
there are tensions in the way benefits
accrue to mer, women atnd children,

This paper argues that the ultimate
outcome of CAMPFIRE is not dependent
solely on identitying, empowering, and
training the lowest accountable unit.
Rather, it is dependent on a seties of

effective political and economic allianges
between and within the various levels of
social organisation which can facilitate
CAMIFIRE as outlined above, These
alliances can work to safeguard the
political sustainability of the programme.
The question, therefore, needs to be
rephrased: under what circumstances will
decision-making institntions at a local
level be allowed to actively participale in
the CAMPFIRE process? Aftor answeting
this question we can identify the range of
lowest level insttutions appropriate for
the task, and the tvpes of relationship
between participanty and institutions
which enable positive outcomes. But first
wie must pursue our analysis of what is
happening in CAMIFIRE and tackle an
awkward question.
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Multiple Jurisdiction versus
Local Ownership in CAMPFIRE

oal people are continually told by
the gowernmenl Wild Life

Departmcnl, non-governmontal
organisabioms, and District Couneils that
wildlife belongs to them, But, as a chief
in Binga pointed oul, when his peope
wanted to kill problem clephants thoy
woerg told by District Council that it was
not possible because the quota did not
allosar it

We have seen how CAMPPIRE works in
Juxtaposition with very pawerlal veslod
in{erosts fromn different levels of social
organtsation. Therefore, long-standing
claims to rights of control, use and access
have to be orchestrated to enabie the
participation and proprictorship af
communities in the scheme. The most
important among thess Interests are
probably those dertving from the slale,
the private sector and, last bul nol least,
from within the local communilics
thomsglwves, Mong of these interests can
manage wildlife resources by themselves,
and yet each exerts some authority over
the resource and comsequently relies to
some extent on the management of the
others, For instance, the Wild Life
Drepartment is legally responsible lor the
overall custodianship of wildlite; the
District Council exercises jurisdiction in
terms of the “appropriate authority”
status vested in it by the Wild Life

Dipartment and supported by the District
Councils Act; and safari and tourist
uperators claim authority over Lheir
CORCESsoNn areas in lorms af leases or othor
arrangements with District Councils, Lixcal
commumnities may claim authority in terms
of ancestral rights to specific territory,
while use and ownership righls of specific
respurees are bound up with comyplex
tenure systems, cultural heliels and
prachces.

Thus, not enly arve there a number of l{mg—
staruling rizhts o the resource at various
lewels of social crganisalion, but thesc
righls are usually porvasively ambiguous,
overlapping and compebitive. Such clamms
torm a system of rights within rights,
constituting what has been called "a
bundle of righls of access to wildlile
resonrees” [Maine [RS4. Wildlife is
therofore held under a system of joint or
multiple jurisdiction and it s unrealistic to
assume that ownership and conteel can be
exerted by any one level or institution
alone, At best whal can be hoped for is
hat cerlain defincd controls and henckits
are devolved o lower levels, Because of
the ambiguiby of rights to wildlife
resoTes, gheat care has to be taken ko
clarity what rights local communities can
actually exert through CAMPTIRE, and
the legal mechanismes (o facilitate this also
need to be spelt oot

T —r—T T — = -




Multi-Tiered
Co-Management

Mlﬂti-tieml co-management refors harizontally, conflicking aims and

o effective linkages among objectives between the Ministry of
ditferent levels of management and use Environment and Tourism and Lhe
which can result in mutually beneficial Minizlry of Local Covernment, Rural and
outcomes. Those levels or liers coineide Urban Lrevelopment - the bwo

willy the political and economic sovernment departments involved in
hicrarchy already referred to, Because accommadaling both the traditional and
each level i internally differentialed, the political leadership within local
cemthict esoluHon willdn levels Ay b communibies - may e s miportant an
as inpurtant as conflicl rosolulion isoue for the success of CAMFFIRE as
betwoen levels. Thus, lookiog at it comnflicts betweeom worbcal Tovels.
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Political Ecologies of Scale

Mitical prology reters to the process

whereby different levels of vested
intercst organisc themselves in relation
tor eculogical resources, This can apply
at a variety of levels such as global,
national, district, and houschaold, Thus,
in talking about the political ecology of
wildlife resnurce use in Zimbabwe, we
consider the social groups at various
political levels and their direct relation
to the use and management of wildlife,

Lower levels of social organisation, such
as chiefs, headmen, WADKOs, and
VIPCOs, are more likely to effectively
participate in the direct management and
benefits of ecological resources if selected
institutions at higher levels of social
organisation, such as global lobby
groups, national peliticians, government
departments and local authorities
themselves have a political and economic
vested interest in these lower levels
participating and bencfiting from the
scheme. The sustainability of local level
common proporty regimes is subject ko
broader pelitical and economic
processes. This is the context for
CAMPFIEE which will be strengthened
through the development of effective co-
management links with higher levels of
preanisation or weakened by the
disruptive effects of marginalisation. The
more active the lobbying process for
cmpowerment of the Towest levels, and
the more vested interests for devoiubion
there are at each level, the more Likely
local level institutions are to play an
active role in managing ecological
resOurCes,

The widely accepted principles for
running communal managerment regimes

such as CAMPFIRE all focus on the unit
of production, management and benefit
whose locus is found at the lowest Tevel.
These principles require:

* forused value for those who five with
the resguroe;

* differential benefits in return for
differential inputs;

¢ 3 positive correlation between quality
of management and magnitude ol
benefit; and

* need the unit of proprietorship to be
as small as practicable because large-
scale structures tend to be ineffective
inefficient, and lead to a tendency to
avoid responsibility and cormuption.

These principles are useful guidelinegs.
There are, however, other dimensions.
Production of wildlife is not simply a
matter of local concern as wildlite is
mobile and crosses boundaries, which
emphasises the multiple jurisdictions
invalved in its production. The
CAMTIHIRE experience indicates that
“henefit” and “risk” also involve manwv
levels. For example, both socicty in
general and the environment stand to
pain or lose from CAMPFIRE outcomes.
National politicians are likely to claim
credit or dispute blame. The Wild Life
Department hopes to benefit from
CAMPFIRE by establishing localised
management regimes. These could be
effective against poaching in
circumstances where the efficiency of
protectionist polictes has been poor,
However, the department may kose by
not achieving its objectives,

District Councils which embody
CAMIFIRE principles, and devolve

10
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contrels, decision making and benefits
to local levels, mav be in a good position
to attract domor funding and other
benefits; while those District Councils
which do not meaningfully involve sub-
district levels may, in the long run,
whittle away (heit programmes and
underming their own potential.
Beitbridge District Council, for example,
is attracting donors because it has
developed a reputation for good
management. It does not have substantial
wildlife revenue but has proved willing
to return evenues earned in the single
VIDCO with wildlife resources,
Chikwarakwara, to the local community
rathor than absorbing thom across the
district a% a whole, Iin conkrast,
Nyaminyami and Guruve have large
revenues from wildlife resources in
sevoral wards but are loss willing to
return benefits exclusivelv to producer
commuruties,

Cme reason why councils act in the way
they do may be because they are making
economicatly rational chofces. Dhstricts
which have little wildlife revenues may
have loss to lose in wildlife revenues, and
more to gain through donor funding and
other opportunities, by implementing
CAMPFIRE principles. Districts which
have substantial revenug-earmng,
capacity may feel that they have more to
lose, and Tesy to gain, by implementing
CAMIFIRE principles wholeheartedly.

If local people bencfit from, and look
after, their resources, the entite sovicty
henefits. This applies universally. Tf local
people destroy their resources or deplete
them for short-term gains, everyone loses
in the long-run. This is essentially a
political issue which can mobilise all
components of society at different levels.
Nurturing and taking advantage of the
political forces in favour of CAMPFIRE,

and resolving disputes al those levels

which undermine it, is an example of

what is meant by political ecologies of
scale,

The differcntiation uf vested intorests
within levels, and differentiated rights of
access o resources betwoon levels, are
cuplicitly recognised as working features
of co-management. Devolution of
contral, on the other hand, may result in
the locus of control, management or
ownership becotning the exclusive right
of a particular level - such as the district
or ward. Co-management dynamically
takes place both within and between
lovels. Thus, a husband who neglects to
consult his wife on how a household
dividend will be used is adopting a poor
strategy in terms of ¢o-management.
Similarly, chiefs and councillors in a
district who disagree, or couneil
executives who decline to cansult
producer communities on how revenues
are spent, are poor co-managers who
effectively undermine the programme.
By the same token, a ward or VIDCO
which advocates complete autonomy of
decision-making, and fails to recognise
the important role of the District Council
and political hierarchies which cnable
{CAMPFIRE to operate, may be in danger
of antagonising and unleashing
centraliscd political forces which are
capable of holding back the programme.

District administrators, provingial
governors, and 1ocal members of
parliament play distinet roles in cach
district and these need to be taken into
account as vital components for the
success of CAMPFIRE. Trade-oifs
between and within levels have to be
made and powerful lobbying groups
may have to hold in check aspirations of
groups or individuals whose plans run
countet t0 CAMPFIRE objectives.

i) —
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The CAMPFIRE Collaborative
Group as Ombudsman

here are multiple co-management

mstitutional arrangements
currently in place at all levels Leough
which CAMPFIRE operates to achieyve
its objectives. For instance, internatiomal
interest in CAMILIRE is an impartant
ncentive al all lower levels. The
authority vesied in the Wild Tife
Department acts as an inportant
umhrella for implementation and
dispute resolution, Perhaps equally
important is the networking taking
Place within the CAMITIRE
Collaborative Group (the CAMIPFIRE
Association, Wild Lite Department,
Centre for Applicd Social Seiences al the
University of Zimbabwe, World Wide
Fund {or Nature, the Africa Resources
Trusl, and the Zimbabwe Trust) and
between the Cellaborative Grous and
VArkus organs af the state. Al district or
sub-district level, ward and district
wildlife committees, district Boards of
management or district wildlife
management trusts work out the

mechanisms of their different
programmes with the representabives of
the villages and wards invalved. The role
of omibrudsman for CAMPEIRE is not
formally designated but a feature of these
Co-managemenl atvangements is (hat key
personalities within the Collaborative
Coraup advocate CAMPTLLE at national
and district level, and arc influential in
wotking vut disputes between and
within the various lesvels,

Both District Councils and producer
comnmunitics have to accommaodate the
rights of the various arms of the state,
such as parliament and povernment
departments, recognise the political and
economic forces they are subject to and
work within existing frameworks by
creating effeciive alliances and
management links. The potential for
cliective co-management involving the
towest accountable units has alrcady
been cslablished by the CAMIPEIRE
Prugramine,

12




Contrasting Structures

A and VIDCOs are

encouraged to liaise with ward
and village wildlite commiltees to adopt
common approaches towards decision-
making at district level. This can be done
through district wildlite cammitbees
[inter-ward committees|, districl boards
of management or through wildlife
managrment trusts, Howewer, the formal
politival structure may be bolstered or
undermtined by braditicnal leadership
roles, Traditional and cultural leadership
often plays a more active and important
role in deviston-making than formal
political structures, cspocially when
dealing with geographically, culturally,
or politically isolated commumities.
Internal disputes, sometimes mvolving
traditional and political leadership may
peour in which individuals liaise with
other vosted interests within the
commumity, of outside at higher levels, to
influence oulcomes at the local level
Conflict and lack of effective decision-
making is rifc at the lwest levels, both

because of these internal disputes and also
hisrarchical power relationships. In these
circiumstances, bocal people are often in
the dark as far as CANMPTTRE is comcermed
and neither participate nor recen
henelils from the programme. As a vesult,
District Councils ran easily find
justification far vernaining the logus of
CAMPFIRE at district level,

These examples are not exhaustive.

They illuslrate that the lowest accountable
units have cmerged as a response to both
local organisational needs and
hicrarchical power relationships. Each
CAMPFIRE case may imvolve aspects of
pach silaation as local people dynamically
respond to ditferent factors at ditferent
Hmes. Negotiations and resohution of
disputes between the formal political
struchire, the raditional leadership, and
CANMPFIRE wildlife commiitoes and the
households which they represent, are vilal
COmMPUnents ol co-management at the
lepwerst accnunlable Tovels.

13
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Effective Co-management
Links

ne of the principal co-

managerment }inks in CAMPFIRE,
that between institutions at a district and
community level, relies on the
willingness of District Councils to
devolve clearly defined areas of decision-
making and benefits to producer
communities. This should not simply be
wind ow-dressing of district level
interests by co-opting individuals from
producer communities on to district
management boards or district wildlife
committees. Simultanecusly, CAMPFIRE
should not expect District Councils to
undermine their own vested interests in
wildlife, Incentives have to be provided
to cncourage the devalution of
responsibility and benefits. Under
prezent circumstances, wheve the District
Council has appropriate suthority status,
councils which meaningfully devolve
respensibilities and benefits should
ultimately gain and those which do not
should lose because councils which arg
effeckive should attract district level
donor funding or other benefits.
However, CAMPFIRE must take care not
I encourage 2 situation where resource-
rich councils which devolyve
responsibility and bencfits to local
egmmunities feel that they will luse since
the value of the resources is high, while
resource-poor councils feel that they will
gain singe the resource stakes are lower
but potential dener funding is attractive,
The value of donor funding for district
projects should be attached to the value
of benefits returned to producer

communities, the depree of participation
in decisien-making, and the institutional
development at the lowest accountable
lgyels,

In general, within CAMPFIRE there is a

reluctance to devolve both benefits and
responsibility to lower levels. As a nesult,
CAMPTIRE 1s shll basically a district

lewel programme, In some vases benefiis

have been devolved without broadly

corwulting the community on the

responsibilities associated with such

benigfits. Meaningful consultation

between District Councils and the

diverse interests within produger

communities will make management

casier for buth, but in some areas it is

clear that this devolution is not going to

tak place because District Couneils

cannot work meaningfully with their

lower level co-managers. Tn this case,

changing the law so that producer

communitics themselves can carn

appropriate authority status would allow

the shoe to be worn on the other foot.

Produrer communibies would be at the

lows of the programme, hut District

Councils would act as co-managers

through the provision of services, such as .
technical training and lizison with NGOs ‘
in respect of donor funding, to these .
communities. The active participation of '
Dristrict Councils in the provision of '
services ko producer communities would

thett be encouraged by providing

funding for the provision of such

services as needed on a pro rata basis, ‘

i4
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The Implementation Ladder

A key player in the implementation
ladder is the CAMPFIRE

Association. The CAMPFIRE Asspciation
is an associalinn of District Councils

implementing the CAMPFIRE programme-

[t is also intcnded to be an alliance of

producer communitics which are expected

to lobby for CAMPFIRE at district,
provincial, and naticnal level. If the
CAMIFIRE Association remains
dominated by district interests it maw nat
be able to advocate successfully for
producer communities at the various
levels. A vital component of the co-
management package is tn advocate tor
producer communities at these Jevels by
showing how all levels can stand to

benefit if there is successtul proprictorship

af the resource at the lowest levels,

The CAMPYIRE Association has the
potential to bring together political
vested nterests at all levels as co-
managers and advocates of the
prapriclorship by local communities.
Honwever, the responsibility for
advocacy of CAMPFIRE should not be
the CAMPFIRE Association’s alome, The
Cullaborative Croup and the
CAMPFIRE ombudsman, or
ombudsmen, should also play an active
role in this. However, all CAMIFIRT
agents have to be careful about
advocating for the lowest Jevels if this
is grossly at the expense of other levels,
as this would updermine the political
sustainability of the programme,

Congultation between levels can avoid
this,
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Conclusion

In Tesponse to the question, “what is
the lowest accountable unit for
CAMPFIRE?" lhis paper has taken fhe
perapective that it is o matter of effective
political and economic alliance between,
and wilthin. levels, The lowesl accountable
units, the insilutions tor local resource
management, cmerge situationally in
Tesponse o a varety of factors including
local cultural and political dynamics and
the: spocifics of the ecological resource
base, Thero is, therefore, no set formula for
idenlifving the nature of these institutions
in every ward and in every district, since
they emerge as a result of both local and
broader circurnstances and th ov change
over tirme,

Mulliple jurisdictions in regard to wildhfe
and the ambiguity of overlapping rights,
globally, nationally and Tocally, and the
competmg rights and vested inlerests
within each of the domains, all need to be
taken into acoount when we talk about
devolving propriclorship to the lowesl
accountable units. In terms of co-
management analyses, as presented in this
paper arrangements which involve both
the state and the local community can be
highly effoctive when mutual benciits are
to be gained. CAMPEIRL should not be
reduced to a prescribed formula. Instead,
effective institutional arrangements
including Lhe formal struchure, the
fraditional struchure and nahrral resouece
co-operatives should be considered for
utegralion inty existing programmes.

Where one set of institutional
arrangemcnts s not effechive, alternatives
should be explored in lizison with existing
palitical hierarchics. Co-management does
not preclude the emplovment of lecal
institutions, but it takes copgnisance of the

stakes held by other institubonal levels in
the resource. Hypothelically it veould,
therctore, not be incomsistent o devolve
appropriale status to ward or vj]],age
level, while maintaining cortain rights
exercised by the Wild Lite Department,
(¥islrict Council and  private sector.

If such a devolwtion should, or could, take
place it would have to be done in such a
way that signiftcant vested interests in
wildlife by the state, at national and at
district lewel, were malntained so Lhat
national and disivicl level interests do not
T couuntter o the programine,
Advocating for control, ewnership, and
management of wildlife resources at the
local tevel, while simultancously ignoring
or antagonising district and national level
interests in wildlife, such as those of the
Wild Life Depariment or those of the
district, is obviously counter-produciive,
Only good working relationships between
the Wild Life Depariment, District
Counctls, and leeal communities can lead
ter positive outcomnes.

This musl obviously include political
hierarchics. The successiul lohbying for
CAMPUIRE at various political levels can
facililate participation and good
propriciaeship at the Iowest levals. In
identifying the role and natute of the
lowest accountable units, it is Important
to see them as part of this larger process.
Mspute resolution amd the formaton of
effoctive alliances within these
mastitutions, and between them and ather
levels, is an integral part of the
CAMPFIRE process.

Maine, IT A1) Ancient Law. 108 edttivr, Tlenry
Fluld: Meip Yool
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The Wildiife and Davelopment Series is produced by the Infernational
Institute for Environment and Developmant (IED) To hightight key

topics in the field of sustalnatle wildlite use. The Sarias is aimed ot

pofley mokers, resacrchers, plonners and exftension workears In
qgovemnment and norn-government erganlsations world-wide. This
Serles atlses from two sources, First By Invlitatlon of 1ED fo others

waorking in this field. Sscondly from [ED's own work,

Thiz is an invitatlon paper. It is one of g saries thot reviews a sslscted
faature of contemporary importance from dimbabwe's Commund
Areas Management Programme for Indigenous Resaurces
{CAMPFIRE). H was arranged and edited by the Africa Rescurces
Trugt on behalf of the CAMPFIRE Colloborative Group supported by
the Biodiversity Supparnt Pragramme {Q consorfium of the Warld
Wildlife Fund, the Nature Conservancy and the World Rescurces
Imstitute) with funging by the United States Agency for International
Development.
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Flaasa note that:
» WITH the Introguction of the Fural District Councils Act ln 1988, ol
Rural Councils and Distrlet Councils in Zmbabws wero

amalgameated o form Rural Bistrict Councils. The bwo ferms are
Interchangeaable in the CAMPFIRE papers,

* The Department of National Parks and wildlife Managerment has
haen referrad 1o a3 the Wild Life Departrnent in this series of papers,
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