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Abstract

Governance systems are under threat in many wildlife sanctuaries of the World today, and that centralized wildlife governance systems have not helped to arrest the irretrievable loses of biodiversity in Southern Africa. Community based wildlife management has been experimented in many settings as an alternative to bureaucratic governance of natural resources in Africa and around the World. This paper analyses Zambia’s experience with community-based wildlife management. We find no evidence of significant impact of community wildlife management on local behavior, community welfare and wildlife conservation in the blue lagoon game management area. We urge that measures that strengthen community wildlife governance systems, and public governance in general, will have a greater impact on community development and wildlife conservation in Southern Africa and Zambia in particular. 

1
INTRODUCTION

Governance systems are under threat in many wildlife sanctuaries of the World today. Most African governments, international agencies, and environmental groups have described the threat as both a national and global crisis. While it is a management crisis that is hard to measure its existence is real and the conflict is deeply affecting everyone in the system, national economies, and most directly local communities. Over the last decade, African governments have raised their concerns and challenges to sustainable wildlife management at various fora and have declared their commitment to ensuring that wildlife remains a renewable resource and reservoir of biodiversity. The challenges of sustainable wildlife management in the southern Africa is multifaceted and requires collaborative efforts of all stakeholders at the local, national, regional and global level (FAO, 2000a; FAO, 2000b; WWF, 1995; Well and Brandon 1992). 

A number of factors obviate the concern for sustainable wildlife management. From the governance perspective, complexities in wildlife management arise from several factors that are intrinsically embedded in the very nature of the wildlife resource, the nature of rights of access among different interest groups targeting different wildlife values, and the nature of benefits and costs. The interaction of these factors generates conditions that make wildlife governance a highly contested and interest-laden political process. Slow growth and reproduction of wildlife, the multiple benefits that are often incompatible and rival in nature that are derived from wildlife, which are also important long-term repository of wealth and biodiversity that is at the same time easy to liquidate, make its management particularly difficulty for most Africa governments. Wildlife governance problems are compounded by the fact that those multiple benefits of wildlife management involve market and non-market attributes that span across subsistence, commercial and environmental (local and global) interests. Furthermore, while some aspects of these benefits can be compensated and restored, many others are irreversible once consumed or exhausted. In Zambia for instance, wildlife governance institutions face additional challenges of managing private activities (i.e. tourist operators) on the one hand and the insecure rights of access to wildlife benefits by poor adjacent communities for whom those resources is most critical and on whom the opportunity cost of its management falls. This complexity puts wildlife governance in wider frame of reference, as a sector of important insight on the theme of public governance.

The concept of community-based governance also referred to as Community Based Natural Resource Management CBNRM) arose specifically to address  highly inspired environmental, economic and social justice goal. CBNRM, which integrates wildlife conservation and rural development objectives in a single program package, has been adopted as a win-win approach to wildlife management in several wildlife rich countries in Africa (Getz, et.al, 1999). It attempts to reverse resource degradation and thus at least begin to counteract the long history of impoverishment, political-economic subordination and disenfranchisement of traditional resource users (villagers).  In other words, community-based wildlife management (CBWM) emphasizes benefits to natural resource dependant communities and/or pursuers of subsistence livelihoods that are closely dependant on wildlife management (Lynch &Talbott, 1995 quoted in Li, 2002).  The community-based wildlife governance system recognizes that local communities could be motivated to adopt benign and sustainable wildlife management practices. It is based on the assumption that local communities are interested and willing to adopt and implement wildlife conservation programs as long as they are legally entitled to any resultant ownership of wildlife resources and to associated benefits. In view of these benefits, community based wildlife governance emphasizes ‘social fencing’ as a mechanism for conserving the wildlife and perpetuating the flow of benefits associated with it. 

Three variants to state ownership, control and management of natural resources are open access, regulated common property and private property regimes. Open access regimes involve no salient incentive features for long-term wildlife management. The private property rights school argues that open access and unregulated common property regimes are inherently inefficient because they fail to produce incentives for individuals to harvest the resources in a socially optimal manner (Baland and Platteau, 1996).  The counter argument is that privatization of natural resources would not necessarily lead to efficiency, especially if the efficiency of privatization is evaluated in terms of its impacts on the distribution of income. Baland and Platteau (1996) have shown that although privatization can dominate regulated common property regime (CPR) in terms of efficiency and that everybody can potentially gain from privatization, this is however only true if full income compensation to those who lose out is paid or if the traditional resource owners are made private resource owners. The practice of resource privatization shows that traditional resource users are disenfranchised, lose their traditional rights to the resource and are never adequately compensated, if at all.  

The most cited benefit of privatization and commercialization of natural resources is that although local communities are not compensated, they benefit by taking advantage of new employment opportunities generated. Weitzman argues, however that  “…[with] the introduction of private property.., unless they get a kickback in one form or the other, former users of the resource still lose out both in terms of employment and on account of reduced individual earnings” (quoted in Baland and Platteau, 1996). CBWM avoids the pitfalls, particularly in communities that score high on trust, leadership, coordination and group identity (see Ostrom 1992). The community-based approach to wildlife management is preconditioned on its ability to alter local behavior and practices in ways that conform to the attainment of predetermined conservation and community development goals (Gibson & Mark 1995). This expectation takes for granted that local people are interested and ready to shake off their values and norms in preference for new behavioral norms that guarantee the economic prosperity of rural residents. In other words, CBWM assumes that economic incentives will affect the behavior and interests of individuals and subsequently transform local residents into conservationists. The strong emphasis on conservation, which might not be the immediate interest of residents, sometimes makes residents highly suspicious and pessimistic of whether their livelihood interests will be preserved and enhanced by the CBNRM program. It is sometimes unclear whether community-based management programs involving buffer zones (game management areas in Zambia) built around national parks are designed to offer appreciable economic benefits to local communities or merely to solicit their participation in wildlife conservation programs (Agrawal and Gibson, 1999). The buffer zone approach is the cornerstone of the CBWM programs in Zambia, Zimbabwe, Mozambique, Botswana and Namibia among others. Given that wildlife stocks are lower in the buffer zones than in protected areas (national parks), the capacity to generate revenue for community development without degrading the resource base may be limited. In addition, the revenues generated are spread thinly across a large number of communities and residents making it difficult to appreciate the contribution of buffer zone resources to rural development and welfare. In this regard, economic benefits from wildlife operations in buffer zones alone (including protected areas) may not be enough to compensate for the losses associated with wildlife management. If financial incentives are that important for community participation, then substantial external support (financial and technical) made available to local community is necessary for the conservation program to be sustainable. In this case, local commitment to the program will be hard to sustain in the long term.  

The objective of this study is to characterize the general conditions and outcomes of the community based wildlife governances in Southern African and show how institutional and governance factors impact local incentives and conservation outcomes. We will observe that community wildlife governance improves sustainable wildlife management and enhances welfare when the value of the resource to be governed exceed some critical level of importance to local community, ownership rights that are simple and fairly complete, management costs are low and benefit substantial, predictable and rapid, and the principles of good governance are upheld. 

The following section provides a description of the study area. This is followed by an evaluation of the performance of ADMADE program 3. Section 4 summarizes the Zambian experience and evidence from similar studies in Southern Africa. Section 5 concludes the paper.     

2
BACKGROUND OF THE BLUE LAGOON GAME MANAGEMENT AREA 

2.1 Geo-political and demographic conditions   

Mumbwa district lies approximately 160 kilometres west of Lusaka, the capital city of Zambia, along the Mumbwa-Mongu Road. The district has three political constituencies, Mwembeshi, Nangoma and Mumbwa West. The district is further sub-divided into 20 political administrative units called wards. There are approximately seven traditional chiefs in Mumbwa district, with much of the land falling under Chief Shakumbila, Chief Kaindu and Chief Mumba.

The Blue Lagoon GMA surrounds the Blue Lagoon National Park (BLNP). Approximately 80% of its total land area falls under Chief Shakumbila of Mumbwa district. The remaining 20% is under Chief Mwanachingwala of Mazabuka District. Both tribes belong to the Botatwe dialect. Approximately 200,000 people live in the Blue Lagoon GMA. The population growth rate is estimated at 3.4 percent per annum. Most households (93%) are male headed
. There are about 5 persons per household. Over 90% of the residents interviewed had attained a primary school education; 27 % and 7% had secondary and college level education respectively.  

The GMA is interspersed with human settlements (villages and fishing camps), agricultural fields and rangeland for cattle grazing. Most of the village establishments occupy the entire stretch of Muchabi-Shimuyunji road on the northern edge of the Blue Lagoon GMA, except for fishing camps that are entirely located inside the Blue Lagoon National Park
 (BLNP). Community livelihoods are dependent on natural resources found in the GMA and the BLNP. 

Of great importance for community welfare and tourism development in the area is the state of the transport infrastructure and the availability of common facilities for such purposes as health and education. At the time of the study on which this paper is based, Muchabi-Shibuyunji road was the only maintainable road linking the area to Lusaka either through Nampundwe Mine or Lusaka–Mongu road. Maize and cotton marketing depots are located along the Muchabi-Shibuyunji road. There is a motorable track off the Muchabi-Sibuyunji road leading to Nakenda Tourist Camp. There are several footpaths linking all settlement areas along Muchabi-Shibuyunji road to all the fishing camps. Fishers often use bicycles and scotch-carts to transport people and goods. The Kafue River provides easier access into the national park. 

Tourism is perhaps the most important, albeit under-developed, economic activity with potential to employ and generate income for a majority of rural residents living in the blue lagoon GMA (GRZ; 1998a and 1998b; Transec, 1999). Managing and preserving biodiversity resources will not be easy given the precarious livelihoods of the local community, lack of non-farm employment and high dependence on natural resources. A successful long-term strategy for natural resources management will have to address the need for land and water for settlement, agriculture, and for raising livestock. The need for enough land and water for grazing cattle is particularly critical given the cultural importance of cattle in the community. 

During the dry season residents rely on the Kafue Wetlands for pasture and water for their livestock. There are threats both to wildlife and livestock posed by cattle grazing in the national park.  There is evidence suggesting disease transmission between wildlife and livestock when land for wildlife is used as rangeland for livestock. The Zambia Wildlife Authority (ZAWA, 2000) documents outbreaks of anthrax associated with livestock-to-wildlife transmission. ZAWA has also documented transmission of rabies, foot and month diseases, heart-water and tuberculosis from wildlife to livestock. Current inequitable and socially insensitive legislation and approaches to land use planning and management will not resolve these issues amicably unless substantial resources and opportunities are generated to provide alternative water and pasture for the local community. 

2.2 Natural Resource endowment 

The blue lagoon is located on the Kafue Flats. The Kafue Flats is a vast shallow basin of the Kafue River formed on deep floodplain sediments underlain by ancient faulting between the Itezhi-Tezhi Gap and the Kafue Gorge in Southern Central Zambia  (Jeffery, 1993). The Blue Lagoon forms part of the Kafue Wetlands as shown in figure 2. It provides habitat to some of Zambia’s finest wildlife species. These include the Kafue lechwe (Kobus leche) with estimated stocking of 68,000 in 1991; 5,000 zebras (Equus berchelli); over 90 species of other mammals (buffaloes, etc.); and 400 species of birds, including the Wattle Crane (bugeranus carnunculants). The Wattle Crane is believed to be extinct in most parts of the world. Over the years, this area has recorded declines in the population of species such as the aardwolf, cheetah (acinonyx jubatus), wild dogs (lycaon pictus), lions (panthera leo), leopards (panthera pardus) and eland (taurotragus orgus oryx), now believed to be extinct in the area (Jeffery, 1993). Plans are underway to have some of these species reintroduced into the ecosystem.

Fishing on the Kafue River and particularly on the Blue Lagoon provides livelihoods to residents of Chief Shakumbila and Chief Mwanachingwala. The Kafue wetland is a major source of industrial, municipal supplies (Kafue Town and Lusaka), agriculture, livestock and wildlife. It is also a sink for industrial and agricultural waste. In addition, the Kafue Wetland is rich in minerals such as gypsum and magnetite, which are important inputs in cement and coal production respectively. These mining activities are a threat to wildlife and the Kafue Wetlands ecosystem. Population growth is expected to exert more pressure on land for agriculture and settlement in future and is expected to reduce the size and quality of wildlife corridors
. 

2.3 Rural livelihoods and dependency on natural resources 

This section describes livelihoods and strategies of people living in the Blue Lagoon GMA. The concept of sustainable livelihoods emerged after the Brundtlands Commission in 1987 and has since been applied to the analysis of resource ownership and access, basic needs and livelihood security in a rural setting. The UN Conference on Environment and Development in Agenda 21 noted that the sustainable livelihoods approach is a powerful integrating concept that offers a way to link socio-economic and ecological considerations in a cohesive policy-relevant structure (UNDP, 2000). The livelihood concept is used here to mean the activities, entitlements, and assets that people draw upon to make a living. In this regard, this study interprets assets to include the physical, financial and natural resources and entitlements (institutions, participation, empowerment, social networks etc) that people own and utilise to pursue livelihoods. Therefore, sustainable livelihoods for inhabitants around the Blue Lagoon GMA will be used to analyse how households and communities utilise different asset portfolios both in the short term and the long term to secure social, economic and ecological sustainability of natural resources in general and wildlife in particular. 

Agriculture is the major source of livelihood for most people living in the Blue Lagoon GMA. Most of the agricultural activities are pursued at small to medium scale level with maize and cotton being the major food and cash crops, respectively. Agricultural mechanization is relatively low, with most farmers using hand-tools and oxen for ploughing. Use of chemical fertilizer and improved seeds is becoming increasingly common, especially among relatively affluent residents. Seed inputs for cotton are distributed to farmers participating in the Lonrho cotton out-growers schemes.
 On average a household produces eleven (11) 90kg bags of maize, and a maximum of hundred and twelve (112) 90kg bags. About 50% of the residents grow maize and cotton. They also grow peanuts and other legumes mainly for their own consumption. Most farmers use high proportions of their yield to meet household food requirements. Only 22% of the total maize produced is sold, the rest forms part of household food reserve. 

Table 1: Descriptive statistics on per household agricultural and fish production


Mean
          Std Dev
        Min
          Max
 


Maize output (90 kg bag)
11.18

23.9

0

112.0


Maize sales (90 kg bag)
2.47

7.95

0

40

Cotton output
(90 kg bag)
2.34

6.08

0

25

Cattle



2.60

5.33

0

22

Goats



0.82

1.22

0

14

Chicken


5.03

0.56

0

45

Fish output (bundle*)

0.28

1.85

0

6

Fish sales (%)


40

49.61

0

100


Source: author own calculation based on survey data.

Note: * On average a bundle of fish contains 1000 fish.

The residents are traditionally cattle herders and grazing land is an important asset to them. They use cattle to plough farms, and as a means of transporting people and goods to and from the local markets and fishing camps. Cattle are an important source of proteins (milk and meat) and cash. Residents also use cow dung as fertilizer and as a source of household energy. Despite its livelihood importance, there are synergies between livestock production and wildlife management. Focus group discussions with Chief Shakumbila and Senior Headman Muchabi and the residents indicate that wetlands of the Blue Lagoon National Park is an important source of water and pasture for livestock especially in the dry season
. The demand for water and grazing lands for livestock need critical consideration in designing and implementing wildlife conservation strategies in the area. Of great importance in this regard is how to minimize or eliminate the risk of disease transmission between wildlife and livestock. These and other related human/livestock and wildlife interactions and risks need the serious attention of resource managers (government), local community members and tourist operators in the area.

Kafue fisheries provide employment to fishing communities. Most of these communities move from one fishing camp to another depending on the flood regime (Lupikisa, 1993). The major fish species harvested include the Kafue bream and catfish (barbel). Only subsistence levels of harvest were observed during the study and these are unlikely to reach levels that can lead to any serious stock depletion. The catch is smoked or sun-dried and packaged in bundles ready for sale to fish traders. Fishers at Namucheche have organized themselves into an association of fishermen. The game scouts manning wildlife in the area recognized the association and some of its members are village scouts/informers. Proliferation of fishing settlements encourages illegal off-take of wild animals from the perspective of wildlife officers and key informants. Nonetheless, these activities are very critical to the livelihoods of local communities and should be made more sustainable. Conservation programs that ignore these realities and disenfranchise people from these resources will attract some resistance from fishers.  

2.4 Institutional structure of the ADMADE program

The ADMADE programs, a community based wildlife management initiative, started in 1987 following the Lipande Development Project. The ADMADE program has four hierarchical structures. First, the ADMADE directorate is the highest authority and its committee chaired by senior wildlife officers is vested with powers to formulate management policy for all programs in the country.  The second command layer is the wildlife management authority, which comprises district and local government level officers. The district executive secretary chairs the committee while the wildlife warden (wildlife camp manager) serves as its executive secretary. This committee is perhaps the most powerful in that it makes decisions on management goals and tasks and develops tools and strategies for their implementation. This may also include decisions on wildlife monitoring strategies, allocation of hunting quotas, and control of revenues and expenditures at the local level, although this function is technically a preserve of the wildlife authority. This committee also approves development projects that can be financed by ADMADE revenues in the area. The wildlife sub-committee headed by a traditional chief is responsible for administering local program and resolving conflicts at the local level. Several village administrative groups fall below this committee. 

The ADMADE institutional framework is typically a top-down decision-making structure with some powers decentralized to the district government structure, but not yet to lower community level structures. The only difference between the present and previous bureaucratic governance system is the financial component for community development in the ADMADE program. The local community through the chief is empowered to decide how it wants to spend its share of wildlife revenues and can inform the government especially if addition support (material and technical support) is needed. This is especially the case with community-based investments in social service provision (building or rehabilitation of clinics and schools). In the past, the proportion of revenues set aside for community development (35 percent) was often erratic and sometimes misappropriated at the district level
, implying obvious weaknesses in institutional design, channels of communications and the decision-making process in general. This is likely to have impacted the legitimacy of the ADMADE program and the willingness among residents to support and participate in it. Even a substantial and sustained flow of financial resources to the community might not have a significant impact on local behavior if institutional weaknesses are seen as insurmountable and the perceptions of the fairness and legitimacy of the decision making process and of subsequent policy outcomes are negative. In other words, local participation in decision-making is just as important as the financial component of the ADMADE program. 

3
THE PERFORMANCE OF ADMADE PROGRAM IN THE BLUE LAGOON GMA  

We assess the successes and failure of the ADMADE program in the study area and identify factors responsible for program outcomes. First, we focus on the extent to which participation and resource ownership rights have been transferred to the local communities by looking at their participation in key decision-making processes. Second, we examine the extent to which local communities benefited and expect to benefit from the ADMADE program. We assess whether these benefits impact local behaviour in a manner consistent with conservation and sustainable livelihood objectives. Lastly, we examine whether or not the ADMADE program has had any significant impact on wildlife conservation and management, particularly in reducing poaching in the Blue Lagoon National Park and GMA.

3.1 Community participation and ownership rights  

The survey data on residents’ perceptions together with information summarized from focus group discussions made it possible to analyze community perceptions, participation concerns and ownership rights, as well as to study the importance of Kafue wetlands and wildlife resources to the livelihoods of resident in the area. The focus group discussions were held with Chief Shakumbila and Senior Headman Muchabi, with the wildlife officers, and with the association of fishermen at Namucheche fishing camp. Personal interviews were also conducted with residents in the area.

The data suggests that residents have a relatively good understanding of the importance of wetlands and believe they should be conserved 
. Table 2 shows community perception about the importance of wetlands in the Blue Lagoon National Park and the surrounding GMA. There was no indication that residents are opposed to managing wetlands as protected areas (although they did indicate that they did not benefit from the ADMADE program). The Chief and Senior Headman Muchabi emphasized that, “if these areas [Kafue wetlands and Blue lagoon national park] are not protected, animals will be driven to extinction and that protected areas for wildlife were created to achieve [protection] this goal”(Focus group discussion).  This seems to suggest that those traditional rulers and their subjects, i) are not necessarily opposed to wildlife conservation and ii) are agreeable to land use plans, which address both community livelihoods, and biodiversity conservation concerns and which iii) adhere to good governance principles. Promoting participation and broad based consultation appear to be important in promoting community cooperation and compliance with land use plans and rules set to achieve those development and conservation goals of the program.     

Table 2: community perceptions with respect to reasons to conserve wetlands as protected areas


Reasons





     
      Percent 

Reserves for plants and wild animals 




70  

Important source of water and pasture for livestock 


26.1 

Conservation for future generations 




7.5


Source: author’s own calculation based on survey data collected.

When we asked the Chief to comment on the present wildlife governance system, he indicated that he was satisfied with the way the wildlife agency has been managing protected areas and wildlife in particular in his area: ‘ I'm happy with how the animals are being protected by game scouts and I have no complaints…I am also happy that when game scouts apprehend poachers, they bring them to me so I can see who these people are and were they come from, except that they (wildlife scouts) do not bring and share the confiscated carcasses with me they take everything...’ (Focus group discussion with traditional leaders). These comments suggest that traditional rulers are aware of the difficulties wildlife officers encounter in managing wildlife and protected areas, but also understand that they are entitled, either formally or informally, to benefit from wildlife revenues generated in the area. Such meetings with community leaders help determine a framework for local ownership of resources and for the role and responsibilities that local people expect government agencies to play in resource management. For instance, the local community has neither the technical know-how nor financial and material resources to enforce and manage transboundary resources such as wildlife. The kind of resource ownership rights anticipated by residents and the level of community participation solicited need to be redefined to emphasize joint management with clearly defined roles and responsibilities and commensurable benefits. In fact, one of the shortcomings of the ADMADE program lies in its inability to link the flow of wildlife benefits to the community to residents’ participation and responsibility in wildlife conservation. As such, wildlife revenues to the community (benefits) are merely seen as windfall and as such are vulnerable to misapplication (Gibson, 1999). When both poachers and non-poachers benefit from community investments in social services, the former have no incentive to stop poaching. In order to minimize the adverse impacts of free-riding, incentives and benefits from community project financed by wildlife revenues need to be made compatible with wildlife conservation objectives or achievements. For example, it might help to identify and group residents (beneficiaries) according to common interests. On the basis of those groupings, initiate wildlife-based investment projects, whose sustainability depends on wildlife conservation, to support community livelihoods. Such an approach if properly implemented, can have the most decisive positive impact on local behavior and incentives to participate in wildlife conservation and management in the area.  

A second problem confronting management of wildlife in the BLNP in particular is how to deal with fishing activities and associated illegal settlements in the national park. We asked the opinion of the Chief on several issues of concern to fishermen and ZAWA. Relocation possibilities were of particular concern. The Chief indicated that fishing was a peripheral activity and his residents were not involved. He actually wondered why the immigrant fishermen were not removed from the national park in the first place
.  The chief also admitted that some of his subjects were arrested and convicted of poaching, including Senior Headman Muchabi’s nephew, who was then serving a six (6) month prison sentence. Although the chief could not comment on the legitimacy of the punishment, he did indicate that poachers needed to be punished. He also reiterated that commercial poachers from Mazabuka District were the major threat to wildlife conservation in the area.  What this suggests is that the program had very little impact on residents’ attitudes and practices, especially with respect to incentives to stop poaching. 

The chief disclosed that he was unhappy that the government neither consulted nor informed him about foreign (domestic) investors permitted to set up tourism enterprises in his areas. The Chief further explained that he was neither consulted nor informed on allocation of hunting concessions in his area. The decision-making process remained characteristically top-down as before—nobody was consulted.  The chief lamented that this lack of consultation once created disagreements and misunderstandings between him and his subjects and investors who repeatedly accused him of failing to control his subjects. ‘I have not been considered important despite the fact that animals are in my area, I was once summoned for questioning by one of the safari operators who accused me of failing to control my subjects to stop poaching’ (Interview with traditional leaders). These remarks pertain to the time when wildlife management was purely government’s responsibility. As such the onus was entirely on government to ensure that property rights of foreign investors were secured.  The chief had no incentive or commensurable responsibility to stop his subjects’ poaching activities. 

Other Chiefs have raised similar complaints. The Weekly Post newspaper in March 2002 carried an article reporting that Chief Kasonso of the Kaonde people had stormed into the Office of the Minister of Tourism, Environment and Natural Resources to complain about the manner in which government safari-hunting concessions were allocated in his area.  Such complaints are certainly legitimate and indicate increasing awareness, which is a positive thing. But this also questions the legitimacy of institutions responsible and the process by which concessions are tendered and allocated. The article further reported that the conditions under the tender for hunting concessions did not favor local participation and that local communities derived no tangible benefits from these operations.  Lack of a legitimate and consultative decision-making process explains the current popularity crises facing the ADMADE program in Zambia, and other similar programs in Southern Africa. 

Residents were asked to indicate the actual (anticipated) benefits they derived from the ADMADE revenues.  In terms of actual benefits received, 5 percent said they benefited from the rehabilitation of a primary school for their children, 25 percent derived benefits from fishing (being allowed to fish) and 15% received no benefit at all. Many (47 percent) were discontented with the program and had no idea of what was actually going on with the ADMADE program and its revenues. In terms of anticipated future benefits, most residents ranked employment creation and infrastructure development (road network and water supply) highest. The emphasis on employment creation, permission to fish in the Wetlands inside the national park, and infrastructure development (roads and water for livestock) indicates that cooperation and compliance also depends on the extent of individual benefits vice-verse community benefits. Where poverty is widespread, targeting individual needs as opposed to community needs may be more effective in promoting voluntary cooperation and participation in the program. Where wildlife revenues are sufficient paying residents cash, perhaps on a rotational basis, may be an effective way to reduce poverty and promote financial accountability and good governance. 

Table 3 shows the actual benefits received and anticipated future benefits from the ADMADE program in the area.

Table 3: Actual and anticipated benefits from wildlife revenues under the ADMADE program


Benefits Received
 Frequency

Anticipated Benefits 

Frequency


School rehabilitation
 
5 %

employment generation

30%

Fishing in park

25 %

infrastructure development

15%

Collect Dung


5 %

health service provision

7.5%

No benefits


15 %

recreation



2.5%

No idea


47 %

no idea




45%


Source: Author’s own calculation based on survey data.

In exchange for these benefits, local residents pledged to help manage wildlife and protected areas as scouts and as informers to wildlife authorities. The present set of incentives is inadequate to induce cooperative behavior and voluntary enforcement. However, residents felt that CBWM program had the potential to make a significant contribution to livelihoods if design and implementation issues were streamlined. For instance, since villages surround the national park and GMA and that most commercial poachers come from outside and harbor in these villages and fishing camps, with the right incentives in place community-based enforcement can improve wildlife management and reduce the cost of monitoring and enforcement. The problem is how to design and implement incentives given that wildlife resource in the GMA may be too low to generate the financial incentive without causing resource depletion. In this context, only when local management of wildlife is driven by the intrinsic value of the resource (i.e. such as banquet values or existence values) community wildlife governance is unlikely to be sustainable (Jones 1999). 

4.2
Wildlife management: achievements and failures

This section discusses whether or not ADMADE has made significant improvements to wildlife management. The objective here is to assess the extent to which the program has helped to reduce poaching by local communities. One of the achievements reported during focus group discussions with wildlife officers of Naleza Camp was that the number of patrols and arrests increased with the implementation of ADMADE. Most of the poachers arrested came from neighboring Kafue, Mazabuka and Monze. This success in reducing poaching and increasing the population of large mammals like elephants has largely been associated with increased enforcement effort and not “social fencing” (Getz et al 1999, Gilson and Mark 1999, Gilson, 1999, Wainwright and Wehrmeyer, 1999). In terms of wildlife stocking, the impact of increased enforcement effort varies depending on the size of the mammals involved. While increases in the population of large mammals have been documented, stocking data on smaller mammals is often unavailable for comparison. It is, however, felt by some ecologists that high level of enforcement induced poachers to change their hunting strategies specifically to target smaller species in order to escape detection (Gilson and Marks 1995; Wainwright and Wehrmeyer 1999). It is thus possible that while the population of larger mammals such as elephants increased as a result of the ADMADE program, the population of smaller mammals may have declined. 

It is also worthy noting that, culling and professional hunting practices may impact the behavior and genetic stability of targeted species. Wainwright and Wehrmeyer (1999) discuss the issue of genetic disruptions likely to be associated with trough hunting, which exclusively targets larger and older elephant bulls. Poaching for ivory are likely to have similar genetic effects on elephants. Jachmann (1998) reports that, ‘in the Luangwa Integrated Rural Development Project area, the fraction of adult tuskless female elephants increased from 10.5 percent in 1969 to 38.2 percent in 1989, apparently as a direct result of selective illegal hunting for ivory’ (Jachmann, 1998 p.63). The relative size and weight of ivory of those elephants carrying tusks has also decreased (Jachmann, 1998 ). This analysis however does not apply to the blue lagoon national park, which has predominately medium sized wildlife species such as, zebra, lechwe and few buffaloes, mainly targeted for subsistence and commercial hunting for game meat. The point being stressed here is that it is difficult to assess the extent to which ADMADE achieved identified goals in the absence of good ecological indicators or stock inventories. Most studies have concluded that only small improvements in the population of large mammals has been recorded, there is insufficient information to say anything about changes in stocking levels of smaller mammals.  In the aggregate, the emerging evidence suggests only modest improvements in wildlife conservation following ADMADE. These achievements are not attributed entirely to the ADMADE program, but to increased funding (donor funding) of monitoring and enforcement activities (Jachmann, 1998; Wainwright and Wehrmeyer, 1999).

4.3 Weak governance and implicit taxation of wildlife 

Weaknesses in the governance system seems to be the major underlying cause of this dismal performance of the community based wildlife management in the area. As we have indicated, no community participation in the ADMADE program was observed in the study area. This lack of community participation was not because residents were not interested in the program but a result of a combination of factors including inadequate financial incentives, and an institutional design which provide very limited scope for local participation in decision-making and which lacks transparency and accountability. Although the conservation revolving fund was established, local communities were not told the truth regarding how much they would receive from wildlife revenue. The local communities were told they would receive 40 percent  (now 35 percent) of the revenues from wildlife safari hunting and other game operations in the area. This proportion was never delivered to local communities in its perceived amount due to implicit taxation of wildlife revenues. Of the total wildlife revenues mobilized, 50 percent remained with the central government and the remainder was deposited with the conservation fund. This implies that revenues were implicitly taxed before reaching the fund, but local communities expected a full 40 percent of total wildlife revenues. The 50 percent that remained, the wildlife authority removed 60 percent for operational and management costs and the remainder 40 percent  (which is only 17 percent of total) is what was deposited in the conservation fund. This was further taxed to subsidize operations at the local level. Of the 40 percent (17 percent of total wildlife revenue), 25 percent and 40 percent was further deducted and allocated to rehabilitation of degraded areas and local enforcement in Game Management Area. The 35 percent that remains, which is actually 6 percent of the total wildlife revenues, is what local communities receive for  community projects. Even this meager 6 percent was erratic and subject to frequent misappropriation and rarely reached the intended communities. 

As a result, and despite local interest in the programs, this implicit taxation of wildlife revenues reduced the financial incentives for local participation, raised the opportunity cost of wildlife management by depressing its perceived value against other competing land uses such as livestock grazing and also raised the incentive to harvest the resource illegally. Even though the opportunity cost of land was low, wildlife farming was perceived to be economically unprofitable. Thus the competition for pasture and water between wildlife and cattle remains to be resolved. The pricing structure for wildlife and high implicit taxes will need to be reviewed and substantially removed to improve financial flow to local communities and allow wildlife to be correctly valued. With fairly simple and complete assignment of community or individual rights, local communities will be forced to correct their land use patterns and particularly to trade-off wildlife and livestock farming. Commercial farmers in Zimbabwe and South Africa convert cattle-grazing fields to wildlife farming, providing evidence of how carefully assigned and enforced property rights and market institutions can contribute to sustainable wildlife management in Southern Africa. From this perspective, we urge that complete and enforceable community and individual rights should be seen as critical to sustainable wildlife governance in Southern Africa.

Clearly, lack of transparency and accountability and the general reluctance by government to devolve power and ownership rights to local communities have been the major impediments to sustainable community wildlife management. The poor governance record of the ADMADE program and high implicit taxation of wildlife revenues did not only weaken the financial incentive to participation but the legitimacy of the governance system as well. This argument is built around four themes and important dimensions of any successful community-based governance system: a) public participation; b) durable property rights, c) accountability and transparency of government and the regulatory framework and, d) government’s commitment to pro-poor policies in the wildlife sector. In spite of these inherent shortcomings, the ADMADE program has been an important instrument for raising public awareness and provides a softer root towards public ownership of wildlife resources in Zambia. These programs have given local people the experience of being consulted and of taking greater responsibilities over local natural resources. Pioneering efforts have since been made to secure greater transparency and accountability through the new Community Resource Boards (CRBs) and by allowing local chiefs to be represented on the Wildlife Management Board. 

Although livelihood concerns in natural resource management permeated local and international thinking well before the Rio convention, development policy has not changed much to promote sustainable livelihoods in this sector. Although not all pro-poor policies will have a positive impact on wildlife management, the experience from other countries and the forestry sector suggest that wildlife resources in Zambia are capable of supporting a broader set of pro-poor growth strategies that are socially, economically and environmentally sustainable. In addition, apart from ADMADE being used to attract donor funding, government has not demonstrated full commitment to supporting pro-poor livelihood activities in the wildlife sector and in the study area in particular. We urge that measures that strengthen community based wildlife governance, and public governance in general, will have a greater impact on community development and wildlife management in Southern Africa. In particular, reducing implicit taxation of wildlife revenue and improving the governance record of the ADMADE program and public governance in general will improve incentives for local participation and stir sustainable management. This will be possible for those areas where the wildlife resource exceeds the critical level of importance to local communities, property rights are fairly simple and complete and conflicts are minimum.  

5
TRANSFERABILITY OF THE ZAMBIAN EXPERIENCE 

Centralized ownership and management approaches have been associated with poor conservation record in developing countries. Experience has shown that success in wildlife conservation in a centralized system is only possible with high levels of monitoring and enforcement. Given budgetary shortfalls faced by most wildlife management agencies in Southern Africa, social fencing is considered to be one of the most cost effective approaches to conservation and rural development. However, the general experience with community management has not been impressive. For instance, Wainwright and Wehrmeyer (1999) evaluated the impact of the Lungwa Integrated Resource Development Project in Zambia at community level and conclude that the project had very little impact on local welfare and on observed reductions in poaching activities. They concluded that wildlife revenues alone were insufficient to impact community welfare without causing resource depletion.  They argue that genetic disruption resulting from selective harvesting is likely to threaten the sustainability of wildlife populations in the area. This argument is valid for elephants and other large mammals in many countries in Southern African. These finding are also consistent with Gibson and Marks (1995) who attributed this dismal performance of community based wildlife programs to poor program design and poor governance record among other factors. These factors range from inadequate technical assistance; low revenue flow to local community, low level community participation; lack of information flow to local communities (especially on revenue issues), lack of local participation in decision making (especially on revenue allocation and the allocation of safari concessions) and inadequate devolution of powers to the local level. This evidence has been replicated in many case studies from Southern Africa including Songorwa (1999) and Songorwa etal (2000) on Tanzania, Alexander and McGregor (2000), Ikubolajeh and Moseley (2002) on Zimbabwe, Hughes (2001) on Zimbabwe and Mozambique, Twyman (2001a, 2000b) and Jones (1999) on Namibia, and Tromso and Trondheim  (1996) on Botswana. The case studies show that CBWM programs in Zimbabwe, Zambia, Tanzania, Mozambique, Botswana and Namibia have recorded limited success especially in terms of promoting equitable and popular participation and community welfare. In particular, CBWM programs have not been able to devolve power and ownership rights to wildlife from the State to the traditional owners of the resource—the local communities. Wildlife agencies and lower government structures at the district level set management tasks, goals and select policy tools for achieving conservation and revenue targets. Assessment of resource characteristics and execution of tasks is largely carried out by the wildlife agencies. The local communities are only asked to help to enforce these rules. What is also clear in these countries is that decision-making processes do not allow local communities to participate in decision-making; neither is the local community consulted or informed about policy goals and outcomes.  In short, local communities are still disenfranchised from wildlife resources and their livelihoods have not improved much following the introduction of CBWM initiatives. All the case studies reviewed show minimal contribution of wildlife revenues to local livelihoods. Furthermore, although monitoring and enforcement increased (with donor funding and the help of village scouts) under CBWM, the incidence of poaching merely shifted from targeting large mammals to targeting smaller species as a way to escape detection. The pressure to raise revenue for the wildlife agency (government) and the community has continued to increase and consequently so has the number of hunting concessions issued. The emerging evidence suggests that constant removal of older elephant bulls mainly through trough hunting (and previously through poaching for tusks) for instance can cause genetic disruptions and adversely impact biodiversity if not properly investigated and controlled.  

Similarly, how much revenue goes to local communities in most cases is determined by the wildlife agencies. Local communities make no decisions about revenue allocation beyond determining how to spend the share the wildlife agencies allot them.  The review also shows that CBWM initiatives in Southern Africa are not driven by local interest in wildlife conservation but by the promise of financial returns that accompany these programs.  In addition, lack of transparent, legitimate and consultative decision-making processes undermine the effectiveness of CBWM initiatives in southern Africa. The leadership and organizational capabilities of local communities remain low, making it difficult to create and maintain the stability of social capital (village level organizations, networks and group projects). Social capital improves the capacity of the local people to innovate and to adopt new approaches and practices consistent with new rules of sustainable natural resource management.
 To achieve community development and sustain community interest in wildlife conservation and management, CBWM schemes will need substantial amounts of external investment in community programs aimed at rebuilding social capital in order to restore and improve the harmony between community natural resource dependant livelihoods and wildlife conservation. The later can be achieved by initiating wildlife-based enterprises that are linked to long-term wildlife and ecosystem conservation (Heerman and Otto, 1999). This can also help to circumvent the temptation to convert land for wildlife conservation to other more profitable land use options. 

In this study we observe that social service provisions (health and education) are the most popular community development projects financed by ADMADE revenues. We attempted to analyze the effects of such investments on residents’ incentives to participate in wildlife conservation. We observed that although clinics and schools were built or rehabilitated using ADMADE revenues, these investments had little effect on local behavior and incentives to participate in wildlife management or stop poaching completely. We argue that people fail to link social service (clinics and schools) provision to wildlife conservation and management for at least two reasons. First, services provision does not discriminate between those who comply with the natural resource management rules from those who do not. Secondly, local communities cannot identify the benefits of improved health and education services with wildlife management since government has traditionally provided these services at no expense to the community.  It is therefore difficult to explain and convince local communities that the better health services they enjoy have been made possible because of wildlife conservation when government provides the same or better services to other communities not participating in the ADMADE program. Communities should certainly wonder why they ought to give up their land for wildlife and tolerate wildlife damage to crops to a service that benefit everyone and whose provision is entirely a government responsibility. Notwithstanding the foregoing, improvements in access and quality of health care and education services improve the social welfare of rural communities; the problem generally lies in the weak incentive they provide to enhance wildlife conservation. 

The task ahead of us is to identify features (social, political and economic factors) and resource characteristics that explain successful CBNRM programs. We draw on lessons from the success story of the Vana Samarakshana Samithi (VSS) Joint Forest Management (JFM) program in India (D’Silva E and Nagnath B, 2002) which I believe offers important lessons for CBWM. The important lessons are that the initiative to conserve wildlife must start with and be driven by community interest and participation but external financial and technical supported is critical. Decisions regarding how much and on what to spend the funds and subsequent revenues should be a joint responsibility between the Wildlife Authority and community and sanctioned through a resolution by community members. Adherence to rules, plans and budgets and other principle of good governance is critical to sustain popular support and voluntary compliance and enforcement (i.e. social fencing). The culture of wildlife conservation and protection; social and human capital formation and an inspiring leadership, provision of an enabling environment by the government and employment creation for the local community (both men and women) are important features of successful local natural resource management regime in developing countries. The ADMADE program in Zambia and similar programs in Southern Africa score poorly on a number of these features. Zambia’s experience with community based wildlife management is consistent with evidence from other countries in the region.

6
CONCLUSION AND POLICY RECOMMENDATION  

The extent to which CBWM programs have achieved conservation goals in Southern Africa is mixed. The Zambian case study and other case studies reviewed show that populations of large mammals such as elephants increased after the introduction of CBWM programs. This increase has been associated with high levels of monitoring and enforcement. Nonetheless, the CBWM program itself and in particular the associated benefits has not impacted local behavior and resource use patterns of local communities. Most studies reviewed suggest that the conservation and wildlife management record did not improve in aggregate as a result of CBWM programs, at least not in any cost effective way (Wainwright and Wehrmeyer, 1999; Sangorwa, 1999, Gibson, 1995; Ikubolajeh et al 2002; Getz etal, 1999; Inamdar et al 1999, Murphree etal, 1999).  It is therefore difficult for CBWM programs to demonstrate that biodiversity conservation and sustainable rural development, the most inspired objectives of CBWM, have been achieved in Southern Africa. The basic reason for this lack of clear success partly lies in government’s failure to institute and provide secure property rights to local communities, not only with respect to wildlife resources but also to the entire ecosystem that coexistence with wildlife. 

CBWM design and implementation seem to ignore social, political and historical and economic factors of the local communities. This contributed to loss of popularity of CBWM programs in some Southern Africa. For instance Hughes (2001) concluded that historical and political factors shaped people’s views and resistance to CAMPFIRE initiatives in the Nkanyi and Lupane districts in Zimbabwe. Alexander and McGregor (2000) concluded that the failure to reflect cadastral politics adversely affected the success and sustainability of the CBWM programs in Zimbabwe and Mozambique. The great emphasis placed on economic and financial returns does not seem to induce successful community wildlife management programs in Africa. In addition, the capacity of local community to manage low stock and sometimes degraded natural environments in buffer zones and to generate substantial revenues for community development in absence of secure property rights is highly questionable. Moreover, the responsibility of managing wildlife implies managing the entire ecosystem with multiple goods and services. In this context, a more practical management strategy, besides or in addition to the current CBWM and protected area management programs, which will seek to manage the entire portfolio of natural resources in ways that allow for different conservation and utilization profiles to be achieved and to cross-subsidize each other need to be identified. 

By way of illustration, the Kafue Wetland ecosystem faces serious challenges with respect to its management given the multiple goods and services (wildlife, mineral resources, water, fisheries. waste assimilation, forest resources among others) it provides, and the various highly contested stakeholder interests its management encompasses. Questions regarding whether the entire ecosystem ought to be managed by any one particular agency or whether managing each aspect or a set of attributes separately from each other is preferable will have to be addressed. The issue of how the interests of local communities ought to be represented in the wildlife management policy forum/debate and with respect to wetland ecosystem management in general is nontrivial. In addition, given the precarious nature of livelihoods activities pursued by local communities, we are left with the quandary of how to motivate community residents to use wildlife resources efficiently and sustainably. To address this in the midst of insufficient financial and technical resources will not be an easy task for most southern African countries and Zambia in particular. Difficulty notwithstanding, these issues need to be resolved through research and policy debate, political will and commitment by all stakeholders to carefully identify and implement a detailed set of measures (regulatory and market-based instruments) that optimize the social and environmental benefits of wildlife resource use and conservation. Adopting an integrated approach that allows for cross subsidization between different ecosystem functions may be an important way of promoting stability, productivity and sustainability of wildlife and the wetland ecosystem. 

We urge that measures that strengthen community based wildlife governance, and public governance in general, will have a greater impact on community development and wildlife management in Southern Africa. In particular, reducing implicit taxation of wildlife revenue will increase the financial returns from wildlife management and by implication raise the opportunity of other wildlife competing land use options. Community wildlife governance will promote sustainable management and welfare only in those communities where the wildlife resource exceeds the critical level of importance to local communities, durable property rights are assigned and enforced and local conflicts are minimum.  Future policy tools and management priorities need to emphasize human and social capital development at the local level to enable communities to claim ownership and use natural resources most efficiently and sustainably.

REFERENCES

Agrawal, A. and Gilson, C. (1999) ‘Enchantment and Disenchantment: The role of community in natural resource conservation’, World Development 27(4): pp 629-49.

Alexander, J and McGregor, J (2000) ‘Wildlife and Politics: Campfire in Zimbabwe’, Development and change, 31(3): pp 605-627.

Baland, j, M. and Platteau, J, P. (1996) ‘Halting degradation of Natural resources: is there role for rural communities’, UNFAO publication, Oxford. 

Central Statistical Office (1999) ‘Living Conditions Monitoring Survey 1998’, Central Statistical Office Database, Lusaka.

D’Silva, E. and Nagnath, B. (2002) ‘Behroonguda: A success story in Joint Forest Management’, Economic and political Weekly, February. 

FAO. (2000a).‘Effectiveness of protected area management: concepts and realities’, paper for the thirteenth session workshop on Working party on wildlife management and national parks, Lusaka, Zambia.

FAO.(2000b).‘Protected area management in Africa: strategies for the millennium’, background document for the thirteenth session workshop on Working party on wildlife management and national parks, Lusaka, Zambia.

Jeffery C, and Richard, V.(2002) ‘Towards the wise use of wetlands’ The Ramsay library. http://ramsar.org/lib_wise_20.htm
Getz, M. Fortmann, W. Cumming, D.  Du-Toit, J. Hitly, J. Rowan M, (quoted by) Li M, T. (2002)‘Engaging Implications: Community Based Resource Management, market processes and State agendas in Upland Southeast Asia’, World Development 30(2): pp 265-83.

Gilson, C. (1999) ‘Politician and poachers: The political economy of wildlife policy in Africa’. Political Economy of Institutions and Decisions Series. Cambridge, New York, Cambridge University Press.

Gilson, C. and Marks, S. (1995)
‘Transforming Rural Hunters into Conservationists: An Assessment of Community-Based Wildlife Management Programs in Africa’; World Development 23(6): pp 941-57.

Government of the Republic of Zambia (1998b).‘The Zambia Wildlife Act N0 10 of 1998’, Government printers, Lusaka.

Government of the Republic of Zambia (1998b). ‘Policy for national parks and wildlife in Zambia’, Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife, Lusaka.

Heerman, J. and Otto, J. (1999). “Whose Woods These Are: Community Based Forest Management in Africa’, USAID Africa Bureau Sustainable Development Office, Washington DC.

Hughes, M. D (2001) ‘Cadastral politics: The making of community based resource management in Zimbabwe and Mozambique’, Development and Change, 32(4): pp741-68.

IIED (1994) ‘Whose Den: An overview of community approaches to wildlife management’, Report for the Overseas Development Administration, London.

Inamdar, A. Dejode, H. Lindsay, K. and Cobb, S. (1999) ‘Capitalizing on nature: protected area management’, Science 283 (March). 

Jachmann, H. (1998) ‘Monitoring Illegal Wildlife use and law enforcement in Africa savannah rangelands’, Wildlife Monitoring Unit, Environmental Council of Zambia, Lusaka, Zambia.

Jones, B. (1999). Policy lessons from the evolution of a community-based approach to wildlife management, Kunene region, Namibia. Journal of International Development, 11(2): pp295-304. 

Kapungwe, E, M. (1996) “Management and Utilization of Wildlife Resources in Forestry Areas in Central, Copperbelt and Luapula Province’, Provincial Forestry Action Program publication #4, Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources, Lusaka.

Leach, M. Mearns, R. and Scoones, I (1999) ‘Environmental Entitlements: Dynamics and Institutions in Community Based Natural Resource Management’, World Development 27(2): pp 255-247.

Ikubolajeh, L. and Moseley, W, G. (2002). ‘The political ecology of poverty alleviation in Zimbabwe’s Community Area Management program for indigenous resources” Geoforum: 33: pp1-14.

Lupikisa, JM C. (1993) ‘The Survey of the Kafue Fishery, Department of Fisheries’, Ministry of Agriculture Food and Fisheries, Lusaka.

Murphree M, Smith, O. Starfield, A, M. and Westpal, M (1999) ‘Sustaining Natural and human capital: Villager and scientist’s; Policy forum: conservation; Science 283(March).

N’gandwe, P. and Kasumu, D, M. (1996) ‘Timber Consumption and Demand Study of Central Province’, Provincial Forestry Action Program, Publication #10, Ministry of Environment and Natural Resource, Lusaka.

Ostrom, E. (1992). ‘Crafting irrigation institutions for self-governing irrigation systems’. San Francisco, Institute for Contemporary Studies (ICS) Press

Pretty, J and Ward, H (2001).’Social capital and the Environment”, World Development 29(2): pp 209-27.

Songorwa, A. (1999). ‘Community Based Wildlife Management in Tanzania: Are communities Interested?’ World Development, 27(12): pp 2061-79.

Songorwa, A. Alexander, N. Buhr, T. Hughley, F. (2000). ‘Community based wildlife management in Africa: A critical Assessment of the Literature’, Natural Resource Journal, 40(3): pp 603-643. 

The Post Newspaper. (2002) ‘Chief Kasonso smells a rat over cancellation of hunting tenders’, Issues no

Transtec. (1999). ‘Tourism Development Framework’, Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife, Lusaka.

Tromso, U, Trondheim U (1996). ‘Policy Lessons from the Evolution of a Community-Based Approach to Wildlife Management, Kunene Region, Namibia’, Environment and Development Economics, 1(July): pp. 265-80.

Twyman, C. (2001). ‘Livelihood opportunity and diversity in Kalahari wildlife areas, Botswana: Rethinking community resource management’, Journal of Southern Africa, 26(4). 

Twyman, C. (2001) ‘Natural resource use and livelihoods in Botswana’s wildlife management areas’, Applied Geography 21(1): pp45-68

Tromso, U., Trondheim U (1996) Policy Lessons from the Evolution of a Community-Based Approach to Wildlife Management, Kunene Region, Namibia.  Environment and Development Economics, vol. 1,  (July 1996) pp. 265-80.
UNDP (2000)
‘Indicators of sustainable livelihoods’, preliminary workshop report, UNDP website.

Wainwright. C, and Wehremeyer. W, (1998) ‘success in integrating conservation and development?’ A study from Zambia; World Development Vol.26, No.6 pp 933-44.

Well, M. and Brandon, K. (1992) ‘People and Protected area management with local communities’, World Bank/ WWF/USAID publication, Washington. 

WWF (1995) “ Community Based Natural Resource Management Workshop Proceedings on Mumbwa Game Management Areas, Makambi Safari Lodge, June 12-17, WWF-Lusaka. 

ZAWA. (2000). ‘Zambia Wildlife Authority National Report’, report for the thirteenth session workshop on working party on wildlife management and national parks, Lusaka, Zambia.










* The author would like to thank Zambia Wildlife Authority for financial support, Enid Kumin for her useful comments and editorial assistance. The opinions expressed in this report are the author’s and do not reflect the opinions of the funding agency. The usual disclaimers apply.


� Regardless of whether the husband provides the means of livelihoods for family or not, or has migrated into town in search of employment and the wife (spouse) provides for the family, the husband still remains the household head. 





� The major fishing camps in the BLNP include those near Naleza wildlife camp. Some of these fishing camps include Chinshinde (FC1), Namucheche  (FC2), Chiku (FC3) Chulwe (FC4) and two other fishing camps (FC) located on the north-banks of the lagoon inside the Blue Lagoon National Part. The other fishing camps are located in chief Mwanachingwala's area on the south-bank of the lagoon and along the Kafue Rivers.


� Residents indicated that in the rainy season when the wetland is waterlogged, animals move to the wooded parts of the national park. At this time, illegal harvesting of wild animals is high since is easy for poachers to escape detection. When buffaloes take sanctuary in the woodlands near people’s homes threatens the safety and security of residents.     





� Cotton out growers schemes are contractual arrangements between the small scale cotton farmers and cotton merchants, where the latter supplies inputs to former to grow cotton which is purchase purchased by the merchant. Input cost is then factored out in determining the purchase price. This helped farmers diversify crop production but somehow compromised food security as people grew less food crops. See table 1.





� This was the second major reason given in favor of wetland and the national park resource protection and conservation as well as being the single major use of the wetland and national park resources by the community.





� Low wildlife revenues can also be attributed to wildlife resource characteristics and species diversity. The blue lagoon is basically rich in small to medium sized animals, which are less targeted for trophy hunting like the case is for other areas with abundant stocks of large and highly priced mammals such as elephants, hippos, etc. 





� For similar results and discussion see Lupikisha (1993).





� The results of the survey substantiated these claims as legitimate. Most fishermen were not from chief Shakumbila.





� Pretty and Ward (2001) provided additional case studies in which collective action  (social capital) have significantly improved natural management in developing and developed countries, and highlights the conditions for success.
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