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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 those of the
authors, not of HED.

The Communal Argas Management Programme for Indigenous Resotrces
(CAMPFIRE} is an exploration of rural development and conservation in
Africa. Tt seeks to restructure the control of Zimbabwe's countryside, giving
people alternative ways of using their natural resources. A wholly African
inttiative, CAMPFIRE emerped in the mid-1930s with the recognition thal, as
long as wildlife remained the property of the state, no one would invest in it
as a resource. Since 1975, Zimbabwe has allowed privale property holders to
claim ownership of wildlife on their land and to benefit frem its use. Under
CAMPFIRE, people living on Zimbabwe's impoverished communal lands,
which represent 429 of the country, claim the same night of proprietorship.
Conceptually, CAMPFIRE includes ail natural resources, but its focus has
been wildlife management in communal areas, particularly those adjacent to
Nativnal Parks, where people and animals compuete for scarce resources.
Since its official inception in 1989, CAMPFIRE has engaged more than a
quarter of a million people in the practice of managing wildlife and reaping
ihe benefits of using wild lands,
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The full range of titles in this series are;

Numiber 1
The lezson from Mahenye: Rural poverty, democracy and wildlife conscrvation,
Marshall Murphree
Number 2
Share and share alike? Equity in CAMPFIRE
Stephen Thomas
Number 3
Lacking confidence?
A gender-sensitive analysis af CAMPFIRE in Masoka village
Nontekozo Nabane
Mumber 4
The legacy of dualism in decision-making within CAMPFIRE
Stepfren Thomas
Number 5
Two views from CAMPFIRE in Zimbabwe's Hurungwe District:
Training & motivation. Who benefits & who dagsnt?
Cherry Bird and Simon Metcalfe
MNumber &
Was Mrs Mutendi anly joking?
Access to timber in Zimbabwe’s communal arcas
C Bird, T Clarke, | Mayo, | M Move, P Nyakunu and 5 Vhomns
Mumber 7
Political ecologies of sgale:
The multi-tiered co-management of Zimbabhwean wildlife resources
Wichard Hasler
Mumber &
From liability to assck Wildlife in the Omay Communal Land of Zimbabwe
Runssel Taylor
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Intfroduction

imbabwe’'s Comnmumal Arcas

Management Programme for
Indigenous Resources (CAMITIRE} is
widely regarded as an innavative
approach to sustainable natural resource
management. Conceptually, it
acknowledges the fact that the state,
nominal custodian of communal areas
and their natural respurces, is incapahle
of effective management. TF is already
cvident in many of Zimhabwee's
commutial areas that exploitation undet
ostensible, ill-defined local management
will acouire the characteristics of an open
DIN ] 5}’5[(‘"‘!.

However, it is unlikely that rational
human beings will deliberately
undermine the envirenment upoen which
their livelihood depends. The present
degradation is attributable tu the faci thal
people living in the communal arcas
have rights of nsufruct only, which
entitle them to the use of land withoul
clearly defingd managemeont rights
Without these clearly defined rights of
proprietorship, which among other
things include powers of access to and
cxwclusion Mrom vesourens, the Futute of
many of Zimbatwe's natural resources 1%

injpopardy.

CAMPFIRE seeks to transfer
proprietorship of these resources from
the state to leeal communities and, hence,
facilitate the conversion of apen access o
commen property. The evidence (o date
shows such conversion is taking place.

At present, however, CAMITIRL is
sumething of 4 misnomer., 1t does net
manage indigrnous resources. T focuses
on wildlife resources resident or
transieat in communal arsas, The

primary reason CAMPEIRE has
concentrated on wildlife is the fact that it
ariginated in Zimbabwe's Deparimenl, of
Matianal Tarks and Wild T.ife
Management, a department within the
Ministry of Environment ard Tourism
with no authonity over resources other

than wildlife,

There are other reasons why wildlife hax
been the main focus. The safari hunting
industry in Zimbabwe has an
internalional repulalion and gencrates
considerable foreign exchange. The
potential to realise significant, and
immediate, financial returns is an
impurtant factor in stimulating
community organcsation for the
management of this resource,

Converscly, wildlifc is capable of
inflicting substanbal costs. These costs
may be tangible - tur example physical
damage te crops, livestock, propoerty, and
indecd, human life; or intangible, such as
the anxiety induced by living in close
proximily to dangerous wild animals,
Cenerally, such costs ane carrvicd
individually while the benefits from
wildlite acerue communally, These costs
can be considered to be “contobutions”
by tndividuals to the matntenance of the
COIUNON Praperty resource.

This begs a basic question of equity: do
individuoals get a reasonable and fair
return on Hheir comtribution to a
collective undertaking to regulate a
cotmnas resource? The answer is
central lo the suslainability ol a
COmuman property resowrce because
cquity and efficiency of resource use are
closely related. If some individuals do
el fecl (the benefits from wildlifo
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outweigh the costs, there is every
likelihood that any collective effort to
manage the resource will collapse. Free-
riding strategies will be adopted by
thuse disadvantaged and the consequent
inefficiency in resource use will resukt in
the degradation of the resource.

Considorations af cquity are
complicated by the fugilive nature af
wililife, The potential for it bo inflict
costs within one community while
bonefils from its use acorue In ancther is
very Teal. It is clear Ehat wildlifc as a

resource affects, and is affecied by, a
variety of user groups. Cne or maore may
ke smiall and reasonably homogemeons.
{Others, booausc of the nature of the
resource, will be larecr and more
hetemgenemm. These overlapping
jurisdictions produce complex
management problems which requive
innovative instilulional arrangerments.

[n order ko address the question of equity,
a variety of approaches being advocated
or adopled by the ditferent stakeholders
in CAMI'FIRE showld he examingd.

B I e S B b L L)
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Number 2

Stakeholders

e CAMPFIRE concept arase aut of
the Parks and Wildlife Act J1975
which designated owners of privale Tand

or the lessees of slate Land [collectively
lermed alienated land| as the
“appropriate authority” to manage their
wildlife resounrces. A T9S2 Amendmend
addressed the inherontly discriminalory
nature of the Act by extending the
interpretation of the torm “appropriale
authority” to inglude Districl Councils,
the adminisirative authority for the
communal areas and the smallost, legally
accountable body to which appropriate
authority could be granted.

Instead of the Wild Lile Deparlmend, it is
those Disbrict Councils which have been
granted appropriate authority status
which are now, cffectively, respansible
for wildlife managoment in their
communal areas. Hence, councils have
the statutory authoerity and the
respomsibility which goes willy il

It is useful here Lo 1oak brictly al the
instimtional framework which exisis in
Zimbabwe and the relationship between
District Couneils and local conumunities
om the ane hand, and Dislicl Cauncils
and lhe Ministry of Local Government,
Rural and Urban Development on the
other.

Tn 1984, the eitme Minister issued a
diroctve to definge the adminisiraiive
structures at provincial and district level
that could provide a basis For effective
communicaiion between all participants
in the development process, The aim was
{o decentralise decision-making by
invalving lacal communiligs in the
planning andd development of their areas,

Village Development Comimittees
[VIDCs] weore idenlified as Lhe
fundamental planning units, Bach
VIDCY would represent 100 houscholds
contaming appresdmalely 1000 people.
The commitices would submil plans an
an annual basis to the Ward
Development Committees [WAD O],
The WATKD), representing: a wanl [5ix
villages, or approximately 6,000 people]
winld co-ordinate the plans from all
VIDC (s in ks junisdichen. T would Lhen
submmnit this ward plan to the Listrict
Development Commillee, The District
Dievolopment Commiilee would
incorporate ward plans mte an
integrrated district plan for approval by
the Dhstrict Council,

District Councils were concelved as
democratic organs created shortly after
Tndepondence in 1950, Although they
comprise cach of the elected WADCO
chairpersons within the district, they
have vet to became autonomens local
government entities, Part of the problem
15 structural. Councils are expected to
frcus om policy, delegabmg
adminisiealive tunctions to their staft.
Dhistrict Administrators, who are the chief
exerubive officers guiding coungil
decsion-making are appointed by the
Ministry of Local Govermment. While
tht.-:rr are expected to ack in an advisory
capacity to District Councils, Districl
Aqlministrators are accountable only to
e minisiry Lhat appoints them,

VIDCO and WADC D boundaries wore
nut necessarily aligned with the existing
comimunal boundaries, therely creating
wncertainty wver mstitutional
nurisdiction. Moreover, a notable
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exclusion from this institutional structure
was any representation by traditional
Icadership. The crealion of District
Councils undermined significantly the
riole o traditivnael leaders. Thoir PoweTy to
allocate land and to deal with olher
aspects of resource management were

vested 10 the District Council. The

impaosition of VIDCO and WADCO

structures lod in many cases to their
exclusion frum the planning and decision-
making provess, Predictably, the transition
from traditional amd chiefly authority
[local, hereditary, and long-standing| to
clecled and bureaucratic authority
[kransient and passibly tmmigrand] has
been a suurce of conflict.

D e L
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Different Perspectives

At the national level, the two major
stakeholders in CAMPFIRE are the
hinistry of Environmeent and Tourism,
the parent minisiry of the Wild Life
Departrment, and the Ministry of Local
Government. Initially, there was litle in
the way of linison between these Lo
ministrics. Howesver at the request of the
Minstry of Local Covernment, the Wild
Life Departiment produced a sel of
guidelines for District Councils, These
guidelines embuody a number of
principles clearly written from the
prerspective of the department,

The first principle was that benetits
should be retuwrned to producer
communities: “Cowictls are raquirad to
refrrie af feast 50 por cenid of the wross
repei from wildlife to the compmity
which prduced it {for exemgde, where the
aninwal was shotl.” This princple soughi
Eo forestall any imnpulse by councils Lo
seek increascd authority from levels
abave while declining to devolbve power
to levels below.

A second principle defined the sive of the
producer community: “The idenf size for e
producer commurity is 100 In 204
Fowscholds becayse this i leree enmigh for g
wildlife progromme, and small encugh Hat
all hawsehoflds can be imoolved In He
prograntme and accotrfable to it This
principle sought to qualify the unit of
praoprictorship. It is in accord with the
view that the most cffective conversion
from open access to common property is
where user groups are small, the uscrs
are reasomably homagoneous in
important socio-economic characteristics,
and the users veside close to the resource.
An implicit assumption in quantifying

the numnber of houschoelds which
comstibute a producer community is the
spatiai uniformity of settlement in the
cnmmunal areas. Inwever, such

uni formily is currently exceptional.
Similarly, identifying a producer
community in this way disregards the
tugitive nature of wildlifc and the
associated implications for equily in
costy and benelifs,

A third principle slipulated that:
“Producer communities must be given the
full chodcr of ooy Lo spend their money,
bictwding bath profects and cuslt pugrmets.
Where comumuiities valfue cash nbooe
projects, ey shordd be allowed cash.” This
principle acknowledges the importance
of livestock in the rural African economy.
Livestock and wildlife both depend an ’
communal property resources in
communal areas - grass, browse, water -
but livestock is privately owned and may
be realised by the howsehold in times of
nead. Wildlife 15 comumnmally owned
and, as pointed out elsewhere, unless
revenues trom wildlife are translatod inla
disposable individual or houschald
benefits, deddsions on wildlife/ livestock
apbons will be skewed towards livestock
aptims, even in sihaations where il is
apparent that the wildlife option is
collectively more productive,

Although these guidelines may appear
oo prescriptive, they serve to clarily
CAMFPFIRFE' s position in the face of
centlicting opinions cmanating from the
Ministry of Local Governrmenl. [n his
opening address 1o the first AGM of the
CAMI'TVIRE Association |an association
of Thislricl Councils vested with
“appropriate autharity” status], the
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Minister of Local Government stated: “fhe
produeer covnmiimities [must] decide for
themsefoes how to allocate these heaefits. Here
Hew niwst be aftowed a fell chedee of opkims
whose dbw Is Fo inrprove the well-beimy of the
peopde by prowiding diveck bencfifs, Mrrouglt
intproved social services (ke schoms, clinie,
infrastructiral projects, ke water, grinding
miills ofc., or by paying casn dicidends wwhere
this is feft extrentely necessary. Councils musk
asatat the prodncer commuiitics i identifiying
projects Hal addrass Heelr felt needs so Hd
firs soneree of Rews welth is not pad fo wasfe”
More recently, in his opening address to a
provincial seminar on CAMPEIRE, the
provvincial administrater for Matabeleland
Morth Province, a senior offical in the
MWinistry, made the following points: "It
s come (o my votice that in sonne reis,
ririeys receioed are distributed to He prople.
Tt is meediess for me fu point out such
mamigement styategy does not maks optimice
tse of the resonrces, Benefits sfpuld 1ol be
idividuil-hased byt conpryety hased.
Harirg given an individual meney frere i3
ninthiry to shen far §f the very mext daw,
Honwvet, wpqmrimg Hie district Hrrowgl
provisinng of infrastracture suck as clinies,
sehoofs, ;rn'uy ceptbres and comnnuiily cenlres
hits Jorg-tert benefits. The giving of firaencial
hattdonds does wol wecessardy wplifl stendards
but our Lhe contfrary eveates a dependency
sytmdromme, My 1 also poind oud that e
dtatributions of the benefits should be district-
oriented aud nof area-based. Those areas that

do not have aninels or gare stecd vt be left
crd Fesnde ™

1t would be difficult to find two more
uvppasad perspectivies, The one view, that
of the Wild Life Department, considers
eguity is achieved enly when Lhe
househeld receives s share of the
revenues generated from within a limited
pararchial area - the microcosmic view., Al
the other extreme, the Ministry of Local
Government considees equity is achicred
whon that sawe revenue is used
commumally to benefit & district-wide
::unf.tituenc:; - the macrocosmic view,

Thi microcosmic vicw claims that it
satisfies the principle that those who
carry the costs of living with wildlife
should receive the benefits from its
utilisation. Murphree has argued against
a wider cauity, suggosting that those
“coimmitnities whicl ~till possess good
wildfific msseks are fhose which subsist on
Lands margial fur cropping and which oe
Largety been bypassed by the develepment
pracess. Thig atsa s ar Juskorical cost to
these compriehitios and foargue v Hhe
grounds of equity that they should now share
the benefils of Bre yrowing vatue of wifdlife
with their more afffient neighbowrs is highly
tertecus,” (Murphree 1991),

Reference to .'specific COIMInUNities may
help to tllustrate the nature of the

problems faced.




Guruve District

Guruw District straddles the
Zambezi escarpment in the
Maszhonaland Centeal 'rovinee of
notthern Zimbabwe and is ol patticular
interest when considering questions of
cquity because of the agro-economic
characteristics vecasioned by Lhe
gragraphical features of the area. Below
the Zamboezi cecarpment, eight wards
comstitute the Dande Commmal Land
which is bordered by Mesambigue to Lhe
norlly, the Chewore Salari Area to the
west, and the Rukowakoona Mountains
[which make up the escarpment] ta the
south. The arca [alls wholly within
Natural Region IV, a region which
experiences (airly low tetal raintall and is
subjocl Lo perivdic seasomal droushts and
sovore dry spells even during, the rainy
season. The farming system of Lhis region
should be based on Tivestock production
buk the incidence of tseige fly in the
Zambeyi Valtey has precluded cattle as a
viahle livestock aplion.

Above the escarpment, 2 furlher twelve
wards make up the Bakasa, Kachuta, and
Cruruve Communal Lands. Bakasa and
Kachuta Communal Lands, comprising
only three wards boetwecn them, fall in
Natural Regions [la and 1T Gurave
Communal Land, containing nite wards,
15 entively within Natural Region [Ia, a
region which cnioys muslerately high
rainfall and normally enjoys 1eliable
conditions, rarely experiencing severe div
spells in summer, The region is suitable
for intensive systems of larming based on
crops amd/ or livestock produoction.

A measure of the mequality of
agricultural poteniial within the district
may be found in the average sizc of the

warda. Local sovornment rec:rganisntinn
in 1980 and the subsequent directve
from Ehe Prime Minister in 1984 solgri
bo allitweake wards in orms of the
numbers of houscholds within thom.
Each ward was e:w_pe-:.‘ted to conlain on
average some H00 houschaolds, In the
Dande Communal Land, the average area
of cach of the eight wards 15 320 5q. km.
This stands 1n stark conlrast to the
Guruve Communal Land which covers
572 sy, bk and where the average arca
tor each of the nine wards is only 83.5 sq,
Eom.

Al Lhe time of the 19582 population
censns, ILwas estirnated that some 40,0000
people inhabited Gurave Communal
Laned, an average of sevenly persons pox
5q. k. At the same Hme, only TH,000
people were living in Dande Communal
Land, an average of four persons per sq.
k.

The significance of these differences lies
in the strong positive correlation between
populalion density and pofential
ecomomic well being. Based on the
population lgures quoted here, il is Clear
that people comsidered their livelihood
serurity more assurcd in Guruyve
Communal Land than in the valley
boelow, al least prior to the
implementation of CAMPFIRE.

Curuve District is not wideue in this
respect. Other districts similarly cut
across natural regions. Howenver, whilst
appropriate authorily in CAMPFIRE is
granted to Thatrict Coundls, the
pragranune is generally being
implemented only in the most marginal
areas wilhin those districts. For example,
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CAMPFRE in Guruve s being
tmplemented only in the eighl wards of
Dande Communal Land. In these
circumstances it is indquitius to suggest that
equity is more properly addressed when the
henefits frim wildlife resotrces arc
distributed evenly across the whole district.

The next case study examines two
districts with relatively homogeneous
characleristics. From the insttutional
perspechive this proves Interesting
Liecause it reveals that traditional
relationships between communities often
tramscend jurisdictional houndanies.
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Bulilima Mangwe and
Tsholotsho Districts

Bu]ilima Mangwe Tistrict is situated
in the saulh-west of Zimhabwe as
part uf Matabeleland South province,
Some 7l percent of the disirict hes in
Matural Region iV, whilst the southern 30
percent is in Natural Districl ¥V which is
even loss suitable {ov livestock rearimg.
Bulilima Mangwe borders Tsholotshe
District in the north and Botswana [orms
its weskern boundary. Tsholotsho district
is in ¥atabeleland North Province, and
has a commen boundary in the north and
west with Zimbabwe's Hwange National
Park. 'I'he whole of Tshelotsho Districl is
in Matural Regien 1V,

Both districts experience a short rainy
seasun and a long dry season. Lnlike the
Zamlbiezd Valley, this area 15 nol affected
by tsctse fly and as a consequence the
rural economy has been based on
extensive agro-pastoralism for many
years with callle predeminant. Ttis the
predominance of cattle which resulted In
the development of a joint CAMPFIRE
mitlative bebween these two districls.

The vriging of this initislive are based on
the traditional movermenks of callle and
Hieir access o winter grazing in the far
west of Bulilima Mangwe where
traditional grazing righis long predale
e present ward and dishrict boundarics.
Both district counciis realised that, in
adopting CAMPELRE, Lhey wonuld need
to rationalise their land use in order to
optimise benefits from buth cattle and
wildlife. They planned to establish a
wildlife area in the western partions of
cach district, alomy; the Hwange Nalional
Park and Botswana borders. The plan
reqquited an electric fence to be erocted

alomg the eastern border of the proposed
wildlife area, traversing both diskricls.
The [ence wiould provent cattle [rom
maving into the wildlife area and
provide some measure of prolection from
the predations of wild antmals. I was
quite clear that such a plan would
require bolh districts to co-ordinate the
prazing rights of thelr communities, and
that CAMPFIRE would be feasible only
as a jeint project.

The traditional {ranshumance system of
livestork management in these areas has
an effect vn wildlife movements in
Bulilima Marngwe. The western wards in
(s district suffer sigriticant elephanl
damage to their eraps during the
summet rainy season. The rainy season is
not the most tavoured season [or hunters;
the black-colton seils malke it difficalt to
move, even in four-wheel drove vehicles,
artd high humidity and moesquilens make
life particularly uncomfortable, The
restl is that most of the satari hunting 15
deme in the dry season although wildlite
in Bulilima Mangwe is increasingly
dislurbed by the movement of catthe wmto
their winler graxing arca. Hunters are,
lherofore, more inclined 1o favour
Teholotshe.

In 1980, eight of the nine elephants which
formed the basis of the juint hunting
quota were successtully hunied in
Tsholotshe wards, Only one elephant
wav taken in Bulilima Mangwe. Al tho
end of the vear, the joind wildlife
comrniltee decided that teveniucs from
five of the elephants should acorue to
Tsholotsho with revenues [rom the other
Four going to Bulilima Mangwe, This

i
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appatent recognition of the costs carrfed
by Bulilima Mangwe and the need for
inter-community equity was, howewver,
reached only after sirgng representation
from the Wild T.ife Department.
Interestingly, such a decision would
coniravene the guidelines later to be
developed by the Wild Life Department
fself.

The sewen wards imvalved in the
CAMPFIRE programme in Bulilima
Mangwe agrecd that the revenues should
be diwided equally among them, Their
devision was based on e fact that rights
of access to winler grazing were
distribuled widely and, as such rights
werg affected by the wildlite project,
benetits fromn wildWfc should b
distributed among those wards with
grazng vights. One might fecl that no
other decision could have been made ay
only one elephant was hunled ina
‘producer community” as defined by the
Wild Lile Department’s goidclines.

Toea 1991 sludy of the variability of
wildlife damage in bulilinia "uIangH o
District, inter- and intra-ward vagabili by
wre (Ol b e S great that 4 simplo
comparison of wildlife damage betweeon
wards obscured moro mearungful
differences. Tn an attempt Lo explore
patierns of daroape, e 41 VDO
within the wards were classified inta
comes; the first 7one being adjacent o the
wildlife area, the sccond wonc only being
reached by wildlife which had travelled
throwgl the first Zone, and 50 on. Not
surprisingly it was found that crop
damage by elephants was heavily
comcentrated in the first zone, Stmilarly,
livestock was much more at risk from
predation by hycnas in this zone. It was
therefore concluded that clephants are a
serious problem only for the quarter of
the households who live in Lhe front-line

arca first zone, Lowoever, it was docided
that {he retuims from safari hunting
wionld go to the whole arca coversd by
the seven wards. Aside from questions ol
Fairiesy, it is asked whether s was
etcugh velurn from clephants 1o give
residents of (he fromi-line the semse of
proprietorship that the CAMIEIRE
philisophy assumes must develop?

Tsholatsho District Coundl torminated
the joint hunting concession with
Bulilima Mangwe at the end of 1997, This
is not surprismyg since, on balatce, and in
the: terminol oy developed within
CAMPFIRE, it is the major “producer of
the two districts, Elephants, though, will
comtinie t be a sericus prohlem for
trise feorh-lives YITR0Os i Palilima
Mangwe.

This exarmple emphasises the dilficulty of
determining guidelines which address
the issue of equily satisfactorily. The term
“producer community” would appear 1o
deting cach of the 15 fromt-line V1IN Os
in Bulilima Mangwe. They are providing
what are referved to as “differential
inpuis” in toleraling the predations of
knese Latgps rrl.::\mrr_w_:-;;_ll_n.t without which e
widcr community would be undikely to
benefit as an end-user. Yet the first
principle of CAMPFIRF's guidelines
statos categimically that cownctls arc
required ko refurn at least SO per cont of
the gross revenue from wildlife to the
community which produced it

A number ol principles bave been
proposed tor consideration in discussing
policy for viable cammon property
regimes, ane of which is thal differentjal
inputs must result tn differcatial bemedits,
Wildlife assets are distributed unevenly
in any national comtext, and cqually the
cast of suslaining and managing thesc
assets is unevenly disttibuted, Folicy

Iz




must ensire, thovetors, thal benefit s perspective swhich equates the spocific

directly related to input. seographical area where a wildlife asset i
realised with the ared whoere it wax

The final case study examines one way in “produged”. The previous example has

which another Districl Council has showt this is simply nat the case for the
attermpted to addrcss these complex majorily af the high revenuc carning
cquity issues. A fundamental tailing of species, such as clephant, Unlesa this fact
varren] policy in CAMUMIRE, in terme of s addressed, gross incquities are likely Lo
the guidclines which promote it, 1= a continue in the name of CAMIFIRE.
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Nyaminyami District

vaminyami Disirict Coundil was

the first District Couneil to receive
appropriale authority status in 1948, The
district borders the southern shore of
Lake Kariba and comprises threc
commmunal lands: Omay, Gatshe Galshe,
and Kanyall. Some 75 per cent of the
district is in Natural Region ¥ and, in
concert with much of the Zambesi Valley,
has suffernd a history of bsetse tly
infestation. Ln terms of wildlife resources,
especiallv large mammals, Nyaminyami
iz probably the riches| CAMPFIRE
district in the couniry

ln order to administor and implement its
wildlife managemeni programma,
Nvaminyami District Couneil dedded to
institute a trust, the Nyaminyami
Wildlife Management Truskt. The
abundance ol wildlife, whilst having the
potential to provide significant benetits,
was responsible for inflicting heavy costs
on communities in terms of crop and
livestock damage. A priority issue in the
early daws of the Trust was thak of
problem amunal contrat. Lnless local
people could be assured that the costs
they incurred from problem animals
wild be met in some tangiblc way, the
programme was unlikely to be adapted.
Accardingly, the Trust developed plans
{¢ improve the reporting of problem
animals. A system for monitoring crop
and Hvestock damage was inlroduced
and compensation payments were made
to those houscholds suffering such
damage. At the same time, the idea of an
insurance scheme to cover loss of life
wis discussed.

These plans In eompensate and insure
against crop and livestock damage and

lewss of lite were innovative. 1l is argued

that such schemes more closely address
issUes of cquily than any of the preceding
rase studies, They are designed Lo ensure
that people whe incur the cosls of living
with wildlife, and hence contribule cither
directly or indirectly to producing it, are
nol disadvantaged and, indeed, benefil
trom their inputs.

In 1989, the tirst year in which a crop
compensation scheme operated, the Trust
paid Z526,000 to 160 families. The
following year, the Trost received G
proem animal reports, mostly
involving clephant and butfale, The
records show that 90 por cont of these
reports woere investigated, with 14
elephant and seven huffalo killed as a
consequence. Brentually, Z$42,000) was
paid ih compensation to 360 Families but,
a3 thr fllowing extract from Lhe mimates
of a board of management mechng
indicates, the full extenl of the claims fur
compensallon were meore than double
that amount: “Mr Nobuwfu fualdiite
wanager] explnined Muk Z838 700 hod bevnr
paid ik conipensation, Compensation sl to
be i aonnied lo Z548 000 In the bradget
there wae outly ZE40000. Thiz meant 1o
mure cotpensation could be prid. Affer this
stalemeitt the meetinyg broke wp i
comfiesion.”

The putential for compensation
pavments to gradually absorb wildlite
revenucs was thus expoesed, The
Nyaminyami Wildlife Management Trust
abandoned the scheme in 1991, This
enabled a greator proportion of the
revenues to be distributed to the wards
as dividends, and placed wand
ommittees in a belier position to
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momitor Crop damage and decide
whether or nol {0 compensate members
accordingly.

The debate about compensation has
comtinued at the ward Tovel and the issue
has not been satistactonly resolved. In
Mola Ward, the community felt it was up
Lo thern to decide how compensation
could b effected, that is whether in cash
or kind, after consulting the council and
other vrganisabons. Rates of
compensation were sel in relation to the
lnss of specitic domestic animals, such ax
ZE30 for a goal and £$120 for a donkey,
In Negande A and Negande B Wards, on
lhe ather hand, communities ex pressed
concern at being shouldered wilh
responsibility for the compensalion issue

which they felt could lead 1o dishonesty
amaong oth leaders and ordinary peaple.

Al first sight, compensation for crop and
liveslock damage vusing {he revenues
generated from wildlife would appear to
provide an equitable solution teo the
rroblem of defining a producer
comununity. In this wav differential
inputs reccive differential benafits.
However, as has boen seen in this casc
study, the number of claims and the scale
af damages may easily cscalate, Such
systoms are also open to abuse. The level
uf mumitoring and adjudication required
may vontribute o increasing overheads,
50 Lhat compensation relaled costs are
seen to be disproportionate in relation ko
the revenues available For distribution.

Ié
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Conclusion

1 foregoing has provided only A

briel averview of equity concerns in
CAMPEIRE, forusing an the opposing
perspeclives of the various slakcholders,
On the ome hand the Wild Life
Department wants to soe wildlife
revenues distributed as houschold cash
dividends in producer communilics. Cn
the ather hand, the Ministry of 1ocal
Government wanis these revenues
invested in projects in Uhe district.

The perspective of the Wild 1ikg
Department more chsely resembles
criteria which have been shown to be key
elements in successiul conumon property
resource repmmes elsowhere. The fugitive
nabare of wildlife resources, howeover,
makes Lhe concept of the producer
commugily an anomaly. This is
particularly s when the larger spedes,
sich as elephant, are considered.
Nevertheless, it is a faol (hat the
programme has been maost successful
where Thalrict Councils have followed
the: guidelines and returned revenues o
producer communitios.

The case studies have examined the
relevance of these various povspectives
and provided wme insights into their
relevance at a local level. The extreme
viewy, that bonelils fram communal
property rescurces should be distributed
across the whole district, ignures the
integrity of the umil of proprietorship. As
has been pointed out, propriclorship
cannal be separated from produclion,
management and bencfit and s a
fundamental component in & communal
resource regime, The Gurtve case study
has emphasised the inequality of
resource distribotion within a distrdet

and suggestod Lhat, for this reason atonc,
this view is incquitable,

The Bulilima Mangwe and Tsholotsho
cdne shudy demonstrates how difficult 11
is tor avoid contradiclions when
considering what is fair and cquitable, In
this rase, the Wild Lite Department
Played an indluential role in the decision
to distribute revenues maore evenly
botiwveen these two districls (han would
have been the case if their guidelines had
been adhered 10, The decisions made by
the ward communities in Buhilima
Mangw to dislribute revenues equally
betwesn themn similaely ignored the
cancept of the producer comnmunily,
either as defined by the Wild Life
Deparbmenl or, ideed, as muore
realistically defined in the detailed study
which demonstrated the costs barne by
“Trant-line” communitics. Their decision
was based on peoples” rights of access to
wintor grazing which surely emphasises
the inter-relatedness of communal
TESOUTCCE.

Finally, the Nyaminyami example shows
honwr a Dhistrict Council sought more
closely to relale different input costs -
crop and livestock damage - to different
benetils Lheough the medinm of
comnpensation, It remains Lo e seen
whether the various wards in
Myvaminyami will develop their own
conpetsation schemes.

Clearly, the range of options for
distribuling wildlite benefits is wide.
CAMPFIRE is a dynamic programme
which demands that management be
adaptive. Perspectives change, Recently,
Ihere has been evidence of a greater
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acceptance by the Ministrv of Local
Camrernment of the need for devolution

uf authority belew District Coungil Tevel.

In spme districts cash has been
distributed to wards, whilst in other
districts ward communities have opened
bank accounts. Lhis dynamic requires
that guidelines, incorporating sanctons
and incentives, are nat overly
prescriphive. The risk is that such

Reference

guidelines bocome interpreted religionsly
and leawve little or no room fr District
Councils or communities o be flexible in
their application.

It is, aftcr all, local communities living
with their common property resources
who will decide whether, as individuals,
they zet a reasonable and fair retirm on
their contribution to them.

Murphreg, M. (19910 Copminities as Mestitubions for Resouree Managemesd. Centre for Applied Sl

Scremees, Lhanoersity of Zimbedate: Hiedns
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