
 

 

Impacts of natural resource management programmes on 

rural livelihoods in Zimbabwe – the ongoing legacies of 

CAMPFIRE 
 

 

Elizabeth P. Harrison  
Sustainability Research Institute, School of Earth and Environment, University of Leeds, UK. Email: 

eeeh@leeds.ac.uk  

 

Keywordsː sustainable livelihoods framework, environmental entitlements, Binga, Chiredzi, wildlife, 

CBNRM, rural development 

Abstract 
The livelihoods of rural populations in Zimbabwe are heavily dependent on the local natural resource 

base. Thus natural resource management programmes directly affect the livelihood strategies and food 

security of local households. The conflict between Zimbabwe's rural populations and wildlife mega 

fauna motivated the creation of the Communal Areas Management Programme for Indigenous 

Resources Use (CAMPFIRE). CAMPFIRE created what was seen as a novel approach to community-

based natural resource management (CBNRM), aiming to create an economic value for wildlife 

conservation for the enhancement of rural livelihoods, rural development, and biodiversity 

conservation. While numerous studies have considered a plethora of different elements of 

CAMPFIRE there has been little analysis of the influence the wider project processes have had on the 

local households involved and whether the project has achieved its aim of enhancing rural livelihoods. 

To do this it is imperative to not just understand the livelihood strategies undertaken given the capital 

assets available, but to also determine household access, rights, and ability to use these capitals to give 

a more holistic perspective on the factors playing a role in rural livelihoods. This paper will assess the 

different factors affecting rural household access to natural resources and the context of the 

institutional landscape using data collected from four rural villages in Zimbabwe. It highlights the 

detrimental impacts the CAMPFIRE process has had on rural livelihoods ultimately showing that the 

CBNRM discourse in Zimbabwe has reinforced the protectionist conservation regime it was trying to 

counter.  
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Introduction 
 

As the majority of rural livelihoods in Zimbabwe are dependent upon the local natural resource base 

(Frost et al., 2007), natural resource management (NRM) programmes and their corresponding 

processes drastically affect the livelihoods of local households (Government of Zimbabwe, 2012). 

Understanding the impacts of community-based natural resource management (CBNRM) programmes 

on the livelihoods and development of rural populations – as the key stakeholders in any CBNRM 

initiative – is paramount to evaluating the success of these programmes.  

 

CAMPFIRE – the Communal Areas Management Programme for Indigenous Resources - was one of 

the first and quintessential examples of a CBNRM project. It was officially established in Zimbabwe 

in 1989 with the aim to conserve valued charismatic mega fauna, such as elephants (Loxodonta 

africana), lions (Panther leo), and buffalo (Syncerus caffer) (Adams and Hulme, 2001). 

CAMPFIRE’s objectives were “1) the enhancement of rural livelihoods, 2) rural development, and 3) 

the conservation of biodiversity and the rich natural heritage of Zimbabwe through effective 

participation of communities and the generation of income for them” (Zimbabwe National CBNRM 

Forum, n.d.). CAMPFIRE placed an economic value on these animals and encouraged their 

sustainable hunting for which tourists would pay large sums of money. Revenue from these hunts (and 

to a lesser extent photographic safaris) would be split between private safari companies organising the 

hunts, the government, the umbrella CAMPFIRE Association, and the local populations who were 

expected to have been negatively affected through opportunity costs associated with conserving the 

animal and its habitat (Hulme and Murphree, 1999). CAMPFIRE therefore explicitly aimed to 

promote both rural livelihoods and rural development through its NRM activities (Child, 2003).  

 

CAMPFIRE has been frequently hailed as a CBNRM success story in ameliorating the conflict 

between conservation and development (Roe and Nelson, 2009). Key to the success of CAMPFIRE, 

however, is the achievement of its first objective to promote rural livelihoods. In order to analyse this 

objective and how CBNRM contributes to promoting rural livelihoods and thus poverty alleviation 

and reduction it is imperative to understand what these livelihoods are, how they have come about, 

and the context in which they occur (Jones, 2004). Despite CAMPFIRE having been studied over the 

thirty years since its inception, very little research has been conducted on how the natural resources 

imperative to local rural livelihoods have been impacted by CAMPFIRE processes and the relevant 

wider system (see Mutandwa and Gadzirayi, 2007 for a short overview). 

 

This paper aims to assess the success of CAMPFIRE against its objective of promoting rural 

livelihoods and does so from the perspective of the rural people involved in these projects as the key 

stakeholders. The paper has three objectives which it addresses utilising data from four rural villages 

in Zimbabweː  

 

1. To identify key household livelihood activities in order to provide an in-depth understanding 

of how rural households surviveˑ 

2. To analyse household uses of different livelihood capitals to identify what capital assets are 

available and how they are used; and 

3. To identify and explore the rights to and command over specific fundamental natural 

resources that rural households have, and why.  
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Background and Context 
The 2012 Zimbabwe census measured that 67% of the country’s total population of 13,061,239 

resides rurally (Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency, 2012). Of this 67%, the UN indicates that 76% 

of rural households are poor (8,777,094), with 30% in extreme poverty (United Nation Zimbabwe, 

2011). Campbell et al. (2002)  noted a number of constraints that characterise life in the drylands of 

southern Africa, including Zimbabwe, which contribute to poverty. These include aspects such as 

marginal environmental conditions (erratic rainfall, droughts, poor soils), poorly developed surface 

and ground water supplies, chronic food shortages, weak local institutions and high transaction costs, 

environmental problems such as deforestation and overgrazing, inability of farmers to secure credit or 

loans, underdeveloped markets, and decreasing remittances thus CBNRM in Zimbabwe is being 

implemented on a foundation of high poverty levels and difficult livelihood conditions.  

 

A livelihood comprises “the capabilities, assets (including both material and social resources), and 

activities required for a means of living” and a livelihood is sustainable when it can “cope with and 

recover from stresses and shocks, maintain or enhance their capabilities and assets, while not 

undermining the natural resource base” (Scoones, 1998). Within the study of livelihoods it is well 

recognised that external factors play a role in the sustainability of livelihoods, specifically the wider 

institutions, policies, and governance. Understanding the social structures and processes through 

which sustainable livelihoods are achieved is important to understand the relationship between the 

different variables and outcomes (Scoones, 1998).  

 

Yet with the simultaneous globalisation and localisation [of environmental concerns, efforts, power, 

and governance], new perspectives, actors, and needs are significantly increasing the complexity 

within livelihoods on the ground (Ros-Tonen et al., 2005). In order to combine the two contrasting but 

interrelated elements of local and global across scales to better unravel the complexity involved, this 

paper brings together parts of two seminal frameworks in an adapted form. First, the Sustainable 

Livelihood Framework (SLF) which focuses on the specific assets and livelihood factors, and second, 

the Environmental Entitlement Framework (EEF) which focuses on the wider influencing institutions 

across scales from the micro to the macro.  

 

The SLF enables an understanding of the livelihoods of local communities being studied, what assets 

they have, and what they do/can do with these assets (Yaro, 2004b). It gives emphasis to the role of 

local people’s needs and the two-way relationships between their livelihoods and, in the case of this 

study, CBNRM projects. The livelihoods approach allows analysis of CAMPFIRE’s success against 

its aim to promote rural livelihoods and it also identifies the impacts natural resource management has 

in areas dependent upon their natural resource base (Farrington et al., 1999). While this connection 

has been studied elsewhere (e.g. see Ashley, 2000 for Kenya and Namibia,  and Ellis and Allison, 

2004 for Tanzania, Uganda, Malawi, and Kenya), CAMPFIRE project communities have yet to 

undergo such detailed analysis. The central part of the SLF is the Asset Pentagon (Krantz, 2001). This 

mixture of assets is the fundamental basis from which people construct their livelihoods, and includes 

both tangible and intangible factors through a division of assets into five different capitals – human 

capital (H), natural capital (N), financial capital (F), physical capital (P), and social capital (S) (DFID, 

1999). More in depth description of each capital can be found in Appendix C.  

There are weaknesses and criticisms of the SLF that need to be taken into consideration if it is to be 

used as an analytical tool to make sense of complex livelihoods. Of importance to this study is the 

critique that the SLF does not explicitly recognise the aspect of scale within the complexity of local 

livelihoods (Yaro, 2004a). It is designed to focus on the micro details, but these are not clearly nor 
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easily linked up to the wider influencing processes. Yaro (2004a) explains that the framework 

conflates levels and micro-realities into the “policies, institutions, and processes” grey box (p.28). As 

the present study is considering the impact of a wider programme/initiative that is instigated at the 

national level, scale and the ability to discern the wider influencing process involved at different 

levels are very important (De Haan and Zoomers, 2005). Likewise it is necessary to examine 

“networks, linkages, connections, flows, and chains” whilst remaining “firmly rooted in place and 

context” (Scoones, 2009, p.188). The household level understanding of livelihood activities is not 

enough to understand why these practices occur. This leads the discussion on to the second seminal 

framework considered here.  

 

In order to understand these wider influences and how they contribute to the impacts of CBNRM 

projects on rural livelihoods Leach et al. (1999) put forward the EEF. The EEF builds on Sen’s 

entitlements work (e.g. 1981) which considered why people still experience famine even when there 

is not a shortage of food. Leach et al. (1997) adapted Sen’s approach to the environmental realm 

focusing on institutional aspects, across scales from micro to macro, that affected people’s 

endowments (access to), entitlements (control over), and capabilities (ability to use) environmental 

goods and services, and the outcomes this creates for different social actors.  

 

The EEF is more practically a set of analytical tools to assist in unravelling actors’ endowments, 

entitlements, capabilities, and transformation of environmental goods and services (Leach et al., 

1997). By using the EEF to assess and analyse each of the key resources depended upon by 

households, it is possible to identify the influencing institutions at and across various scales, how 

CBNRM and CAMPFIRE processes influence these, and how these processes and institutions are 

affecting the livelihoods of the rural communities. By understanding the ‘institutional matrix’ 

influencing livelihoods, lessons can be learnt to better the practice of CBNRM and minimise the 

negative impacts of these projects on rural livelihoods (Scoones, 1998, p.12).  

 

By melding the two frameworks together the adapted framework can more comprehensively focus on 

why households do what they do, and place greater emphasis on the interlinking factors that lead to 

the various impacts on livelihoods, many of which transcend governance levels (Figure 1). The 

present study is looking across scales at the impacts of CAMPFIRE on local livelihoods, studying 

how a national level programme (that is influenced by international drivers and narratives) has been 

implemented at the meso (district) and micro (village) levels, and how this has affected/impacted 

household livelihoods at the very micro level. The SLF Asset Pentagon gives the in-depth insight into 

what is occurring at the household level. The EEF provides a means of understanding why, across the 

scales, the specifics are occurring.  
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Figure 1: Combined SLF and EEF framework for understanding household livelihood strategies given the context of 

CAMPFIRE 

 

The adapted framework (Figure 1) adds three new factors into the analysis. First is the more macro 

view of environmental goods and services rather than breaking each good and service into their 

separate individual functions. This creates a broader perspective of NRM influencing factors and role 

within livelihoods. Second is the appreciation that the other assets in the asset pentagon (thus other 

livelihood factors) will also play a role in shaping endowments, entitlements, and capabilities. And 

third, the framework explicitly links the outcome of the EEF i.e. capabilities, to livelihood strategies 

feeding this back into the subsequent asset base, and creating in an iterative loop. The addition of a 

loop is important as it appreciates the interconnectedness and causational links between the assets 

available to households and the livelihood strategies undertaken. These are both determined by the 

other as well as the wider institutions and processes of entitlement mapping. By linking in such a way, 

the framework highlights the importance of studying the process holistically; it highlights that one 

area cannot be studied/evaluated without the others when either assessing livelihoods or natural 

resources. The framework also looks across temporal scale from history of CAMPFIRE, impact over 

time, to enduring legacies today.   

 

In the context of this study, therefore, the focus on livelihoods at the household level placed within the 

connected and interrelated multi-level context provides a previously unused method to study 

CAMPFIRE. Rather than solely identifying the impacts of CAMPFIRE on natural resource 

management and/or livelihoods, this study enables an understanding of why and how these impacts 

have come about through the process of implementing and managing a CBNRM project. The new 

framework is employed by taking a qualitative and participatory approach which importantly allows 

concern with context. An inductive research approach was adopted to enable themes to emerge from 

the data, and thus allowing the data and people’s perspectives to drive analysis and focus. This was 

combined with a multiple case study strategy (Yin, 2003). The next section sets out information about 

the study area, research design and the use of specific methods to collect the empirical data.  



PSA Conference 2015 

Elizabeth P. Harrison 

6 

 

Research Design and Methodology 

Study area 
Data collection took place in the Zimbabwean districts of Binga (northwest) and Chiredzi (southeast) 

(Figure 2) chosen due to their relatively comparable characteristics (Appendix A). Prior to starting 

data collection, permission was gained from the relevant districts and village authorities.  

 

 
Figure 2: Map of Zimbabwe with case study districts highlighted (source: www.africahunting.com) 

 

Two villages from each of these districts were chosen for data collection. At the request of the Rural 

District Councils (RDCs), the names of the villages are kept anonymous.  

 

  



PSA Conference 2015 

Elizabeth P. Harrison 

7 

 

Appendix B outlines the criteria used for village selection, how each of the four villages fulfils these 

requirements, and how they complement each other between districts. As this research focuses upon 

the household unit, the villages were required to have less than 150 households in total to ensure time 

allowed for a thorough study. The definition of household used by this study builds on the local 

definition of the household unit, the ‘umuzi’, which refers to a homestead of people who all ‘feed 

from the same pot’.  

 

Methods 
A mixed method approach was used for primary data collection during January to July 2014. Data 

collection consisted of a household survey, followed by semi-structured household interviews. Focus 

groups were also conducted with both men and women, which included participatory methods such as 

Chrice Matrices (FAO, n.d., VSO, n.d.) and Stakeholder Mapping (Aligica, 2006). Key informant 

interviews were conducted with local leaders and, national level organisations and government 

departments.  

 

In villages 1 and 2, surveys were conducted with every household in the village present at the time of 

data collection. The survey data was then used to inform a sampling strategy for the interviews. In 

villages 3 and 4, surveys and interviews were combined to speed up the data collection process due to 

time constraints placed upon the study by the upcoming national elections held in July 2013. As such, 

not all households were surveyed but more households were interviewed overall (Table 1).  

 

Table 1: Number of households per village and proportion surveyed in each 

 Village 1 Village 2 Village 3 Village 4 

No. of households  100 89 91 81 

No. households 

surveyed 

93 80 43 41 

% households 

surveyed 

93% 90% 52% 51% 

 

The sampling strategy for interviews was informed by the household livelihood activities and age of 

household head (split into the age groups: <35, 35-55, >55) as provided by the surveys. Respondents 

were first split by what they classified as their main livelihood activity and whether this was in the 

category of agricultural subsistence, cash, or other (i.e. barter trade). They were then split by the age 

group of household head. It was ensured that an equal number of interviews were conducted within 

each livelihood/age group (4-5) and approximately 25% of households in each village were 

interviewed overall. Splitting the respondents into these categories helped to ensure a representative 

overview of perspectives across livelihood priorities and age dependent experiences. While the 

original research design had intended to representatively sample male- and female-headed 

households, there was negligible difference in responses between males and female respondents in all 

of the villages, thus the gender of respondents was not a significant factor. 

 

Focus groups (FG) were held in Villages 1 and 2. All adults were invited as it was not deemed suitable 

by gatekeepers to only invite a few village members. Males and females were invited separately on 

the advice of key informants who believed women would be less likely to speak if men were present. 

Again, the outcomes of the focus group did not significant differ between gender (Table 2). During 

each FG, participatory Chrice Matrices (FAO, n.d., VSO, n.d.) and Stakeholder Mapping (Aligica, 
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2006) were undertaken. Due to a separate study having been conducted in Village 3 a few days prior 

to our arrival which included FGs on a similar topic, it was inappropriate to hold FGs again. In Village 

4 the 2013 election primaries were underway and so group gatherings were not permitted by the 

government.  

 

Table 2: Number of focus groups and average number of participants per village 

 Village 1 Village 2 Village 3 Village 4 

No. of focus groups 3 4 0 0 

Average number of 

participants 

17 18 0 0 

 

All data was translated by local interpreters and the research assistants, and recorded (both written and 

electronically) in English.  

 

Through an iterative process of data analysis using NVivo software to code the data from transcribed 

interviews and typed up surveys (Bazeley, 2007), a number of key themes became apparent. 

Specifically, these were a) natural capital dependency, b) the importance of access and control over 

this natural capital (or certain aspects of), c) the factors determining this access and control, and d) 

how these processes fed into the livelihood strategies of the households. 

Results 
The results from this research are now presented and structured to follow the three objectives. 

Section  0 gives a brief overview of the livelihood activities taken by households in each village. 

Section  0 uses the asset pentagon of the SLF to show the dependency of these rural livelihoods on 

natural capital. Section  0 uses the EEF to analyse the different goods and services provided by the 

natural capital in these areas and through entitlement mapping explores the rights to and command 

over specific fundamental resources that people have, and why.  

 

Objective 1: Rural Livelihoods: Simple Survival  
Households in the four case study villages undertake multiple livelihood activities, although these are 

largely restricted to the confines of subsistence activities. Between the four villages, the range of 

livelihood activities is relatively consistent with a few nuances determined by differences in some 

assets available to specific villages i.e. access to fishing in Village 1, and access to the National Park 

Headquarters in Village 4 for employment opportunities Table 3.   
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Table 3: Percentage of households per village undertaking each livelihood activity, and average across the four 

villages (Appendix D gives more detail of what constitutes each livelihood activity) 

 % of sampled households 

Livelihood Activities Village 1 Village 2 Village 3 Village 4 
Mean % across 

4 villages 

Agricultural 

Subsistence 

85 98 63 71 79 

Gardens 44 30 19 49 40 

Collect non-timber 

forest products 

(NTFPs) 

41
1
 23 5 2 18 

Piece Jobs 31
2
 11 14 12 17 

Crafts 23
3
 6 7 23

4
 15 

Livestock 1 14 21 20 14 

Employment 13 2.5 2 20
5
 9 

Fishing 31
6
 0 0 0 8 

Remittances 3 7.5
7
 7

8
 7

97
 6 

Beer Making 5 2.5 0 12
10

 5 

Help/Donations 2 2.5 9 5 5 

Agricultural 

Commercial 

1 2.5 0 0 1 

N surveys = 93 80 43 41  

 

As can be seen from Table 3, most households in these villages derive their livelihoods from 

subsistence and natural resource base reliant activities i.e. agricultural subsistence, gardens and, 

NTFPs supported in some cases by piece jobs (mainly work for food) and other natural resource based 

activities (i.e. crafts, livestock). Few households undertook income generating activities (i.e. 

commercial agriculture) and employment figures are misleading because of the differing array of 

activities and permanence that were perceived as employment in each of the villages (see footnote 5).  

                                                      
1
 V1 has a higher reliance on fruits from the bush to sustain household during hungry months, especially as they 

also more accessible compared to other villages (V2 = elephants, V3&4 = new fence) and more need to 

diversify activities. 
2
 In V1 piece jobs were considered to include helping each other during harvest seasons and being given shares 

of each others crops rather than specific jobs hence higher numbers. 
3
 As with NTFPs in V1, materials for crafts (all sourced from NTFPs) are more accessible.  

4
 As less than a year had passed since electric fence was erected, people were still referring to pre-fence access. 

This figure is now likely to have reduced significantly. 
5
 Employment in V1 is particularly high due to the presence of staff from the District Development Fund (DDF) 

who reside in the village; V4 has a high employment rate because of proximity to the National Park 

Headquarters though the employment is less permanent than in V1. V2 has low employment because of its 

isolation; V3 employment opportunities are taken by outsiders and/or villagers leave to work in South Africa or 

Mozambique.  
6
 Fishing camps are located in the same area as V1 (short drive or long walk) and so revenue generating 

opportunities are utilised during fishing season. The other villages do not have access to water sources which are 

located in the restricted areas. 
7
 Mainly nationally based remittances from husbands working in Bulawayo. 

8
 Mainly internationally based remittances from family members working in South Africa or Mozambique.  

9
 Given recent restrictions on NTFPs and other resources found in area now fenced off, beer is a good way of 

utilising available produce for barter. 
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The characteristics of wealth were explored during focus group discussions in Village 1 and Village 2 

and with key informants in Villages 3 and 4. It was claimed that no household in the villages were 

classified as wealthy on these characteristics, supported further by claims from key village informants. 

Thus, socio-economic differentiation along the lines of wealth was considered to be negligible in 

terms of its effect on livelihood activities. Wealth was defined by respondents as referring to the 

number of livestock a household had, whether they had a car or money, whether the household 

buildings were built from brick with tin roofs, and whether household members were educated. It was 

agreed that no one in the villages was wealthy under this classification, except perhaps the Chiefs who 

had cars (although these tended to not be working). When asked if anyone was wealthy in Village 1, 

for example, one focus group attendee said that, “5 cows means you can do all these things [be 

wealthy], but no one here has 5 cows” (Women’s focus group II, Village 1, 2013). This was supported 

by a member of the men’s group who said, “maybe the Chief because he has a car… but I don’t really 

think there are any” (Men’s focus group, Village 1, 2013).  

 

The level of livelihood dependence on natural capital, given the natural resource use involved in all 

activities undertaken by the households, makes these villages particularly susceptible to changes in 

natural resource management.  

Objective 2: Exploring Reliance on Natural Capital 
The asset pentagon of the SLF is now utilised to discern what livelihood capitals are available to, and 

used by, the households in the case study villages. Table 4 shows that the physical, social, financial 

and human capital assets are relatively weak in their ability to contribute to household livelihoods and 

that there is subsequently a high dependency on natural capital as the main contributor to subsistence 

livelihoods supporting the figures previously provided in Table 3.  
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Table 4: Household capitals 

 Human Capital Physical Capital Financial Capital Social Capital Natural Capital 

Overview and  

Similarities 

Human resources   

 Few economically active 

household members compared 

to size.  

 Many children and elderly or 

sick members   

 

Health   

 Sickness (HIV/AIDS, malaria, 

dysentery, injury)  a big 

problem in reducing human 

capital  

 

Knowledge  

 Education limited (only recent 

emphasis on importance of 

education and access to 

schools at the national level).  

 School fees are generally 

restrictive for most families. 

In-depth  agricultural and 

gardening skills although differ 

depending on the agritex 

officer and past experiences 

 Some have skills for crafts  

Household  

Shelter  

 Basic traditional shelters with 

small variations within this. 

 Wealth classified as brick 

walls and iron roofs. Brick 

only had by Chief, Agritex and 

Councillors (only one 

building).  

Sanitation  

 Knowledge good but 

infrastructure lacking. Long 

drop toilets but little education 

on using them hygienically. 

No private water sources.  

Community  

Water  

 from boreholes with very few 

per village.  

 Usually dry during dry months 

Infrastructure and 

communication  

 Very limited - bad roads, little 

public transport, and limited to 

no phone network or 

electricity. 

 

Cash/income  

 Little employment and 

minimal from trading 

 Most employment 

opportunities taken by 

external people Markets - 

Accessibility of markets is 

very limited across the board. 

Livestock (capital)  

 No village considered to be 

wealthy, nor have wealthy 

members based on number of 

cattle owned 

Community 

 Seen more as a physical 

entity than social 

 Geographical location 

Leadership  

 All villages have embedded 

issues with local leaders not 

representing them  

 

Groups 

 Very limited social 

differentiation in all the 

villages 

 

All use the same 

natural resources for 

their livelihood 

activities across all 

four villages.  

Each resource is also 

used for the same 

purpose. 

Covered in 

following section.  

Nuances/Village 

specifics 

Human resources   

 Number of economically 

active quite homogenous 

across all four villages but  

Village 3 had less, Village 4 

more 

  

Household  

Shelter  

 Continuum from Village 3 as 

the best forms of shelter to 

Village 4 as the worst (relative 

to each other). 

Sanitation  

Cash/income  

 Village 3 has more market 

access with links to 

Mozambique and South 

Africa. Usually bartering. 

 Village 3 has added benefit of 

more remittances compared to 

Community cohesion  

 No community cohesion in 

Village 1 with no kinship 

networks or knowledge about 

neighbours or community 

happenings 

 Village 2 relative strong 

 Village 1 has 

access to fishing 

camps 

 Village 1 has 

limited access to 

trees compared 

to others 
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Health  

 Village 3 has some working 

medical facilities. Village 1 has 

clinic but is isolated and poorly 

stocked/supported. Villages 2 

and 4 have no access to 

healthcare.  

Knowledge –  

 Access to information varies. 

 Village 3 has network tower 

and better geographical 

connections (has impact on 

increasing human capital). 

 Village 2 - no information 

reaches. 

 

 Infrastructure better in Village 

1 where project has been 

implemented previously. 

 

Community  

Infrastructure  

 Village 3 best connected 

because of links to South 

Africa and Mozambique, and 

role in Gonarezhou National 

Park. Has better roads and 

telephone network.  

 Village 4 has network but has 

no financial capital to use 

it/have phones.  

 Top half of Village 2 has easy 

access to the main Binga 

through road but has no 

(financial) capacity to utilise 

it. 

the other villages from 

employment in Mozambique 

and South Africa. Phone 

network provides easy way of 

receiving money.  

 

Markets  

 Villages 1 and 4 have no 

markets.  

 Village 3 has better local 

market as not as isolated (see 

physical capital)  

 Village 2 has nothing to sell 

to make use of any market 

opportunities that arise from 

proximity to Binga Town.  

 

Livestock  

 Village 1 decimated by foot 

and mouth disease (1980s) 

and did not recover (no 

financial capital)  

 Village 3 has active veterinary 

centre and has relatively large 

numbers of cattle.  

 Both Village 3 & 4, grazing 

land is becoming a scarce 

resource.  

 Village 4 cattle population 

significantly reduced by 

erection of electric fence 

along the boundary of 

Gonarezhou National Park 

 Village 2 has low numbers of 

households with cattle as no 

financial capital to purchase.  

cohesion  

 Village 3 relies more on 

wider networks or relatives 

beyond the community 

(South Africa and 

Mozambique) 

 Village 4 has some coherent 

community structure but 

more of knowledge of others’ 

situations but not action to 

help. 

 

Groups  

 Village 3 has some variation 

in social groupings - layer of 

distrust between these 

groupings and claims of elite 

capture i.e. CAMPFIRE 

committee.  

 Also the case in Village 4.  
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As Table 4 has shown there are multiple reasons to explain the high dependency on natural capital 

which together combine to minimise the opportunities for rural households to break away from the 

reliance on subsistence agriculture and natural products for livelihood survival. Cash availability and 

transactions are minimal due to a lack of markets and there is only limited cash for people to use at 

any markets that are accessible. One respondent stated that, “locally people do not have money to 

buy… we would love to sell outside [the village] but there is no transport to take us there” (Female, 

farmer, Village 1, BL27OM, 2013) and another said, “we get little money as there is no market” 

(Female, farmer, Village 4, ChH79AM, 2013). In order to have their own food, households must 

produce themselves. There are, however, limits to what can be achieved with subsistence agriculture. 

A lack of cattle for ploughing is a major hindrance to agricultural production as people then can only 

plough with their hands not covering as large an area. This was explained by a number of respondents 

including; “we don’t have anything to plough… the land is fertile, just that I am using my hands to 

plough” (Male, farmer, Village 4, ChL37AM), and “Some have cattle and they use them to plough, we 

use our hands” (Female, farmer, Village 2, CL8AY, 2013). Social cohesion within the villages is 

limited, and a low sense of community means there are few support networks to draw upon during 

hard times. One respondent explained that “what separates people is that some people are not able to 

talk politely to others… some people also get jealous” (Female, farmer, Village 1, BH18CO, 2013) 

while others think of community just as “the place where people stay” (Men’s focus group, Village 1, 

2013), “some households” (Female, farmer, Village 3, ML18AM, 2013), and as “only more poor 

people” (Female, farmer, Village 4, ChL67AO, 2013). All of this is exacerbated by the lack of 

capacity people have to effect change or demand such from those in a position to do so. Much of this 

will be explored in future sections of this paper.  

 

Table 5 shows how the livelihood activities undertaken by the households in this study are thus reliant 

on three main specific fundamental natural resources – land, grass, and trees.  

 

Table 5: Explanation of how each livelihood activity falls into one of the three main resources 

Resource Livelihood Activities 

Land Upon which all other natural resources grow – Agriculture subsistence and 

commercial, NTFPs, Crafts, Employment, Gardens, Livestock, Piece jobs, Beer 

making.  

Trees NTFPs, Crafts, Piece jobs 

Grass Livestock, NTFPs 

 

 

The next section will focus on understanding household access to and control over each of these three 

resources, and the impacts this has for their livelihoods.  
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Objective 3: The Livelihood Impacts of CAMPFIRE 
Through endowment, entitlement, and capability mapping, the paper now examines the multiple 

influences on household access to and control over land, grass, and trees to establish an understanding 

of the reasoning behind household livelihood activities and the impact CAMPFIRE thus has had on 

the overall livelihood strategies of rural communities.  

 

This section is structured in line with the main themes that have arisen from the data: 1) the role of 

boundaries, 2) the perceived increase in problem animal populations, 3) the unsuitability of benefits 

received from CAMPFIRE, and 4) the ongoing legacies felt today with the emergence of new NRM 

projects. It is also structured across temporal scales to account for the different stages in village NRM 

– pre-CAMPFIRE (until approximately 1990), during CAMPFIRE (approximately 1990-2002), and 

post-CAMPFIRE (from approximately 2002 and differs per village). A timeline of CAMPFIRE 

related events in the four case study villages is shown in Figure 3. 

 

 
Figure 3: Timeline of CAMPFIRE related events in 4 case study villages (all dates approximated from data) (1 Money 

refers to revenue for community development projects. Dividends refer to cash-in-hand distribution).  

 

The role of boundaries 
The boundaries put in place by the creation of concession areas for use by private safari companies 

and National Parks as part of CAMPFIRE have had a major impact on the livelihoods of rural 

households living nearby. In three of the villages electric fences were erected as a means of keeping 

wild animals away from villages. While the fences were implemented with the intention of trying to 

protect the villages from animal attacks, many respondents, and especially those in Village 1
11

, felt as 

though the fence was actually trying to reduce the impact of the village on wild animals and their 

habitats. One such respondent claimed that, “the truth… is that the fence was not closing the animals 

from us, it was closing us in” (Male, Farmer, Village 1, BH27AO, 2013). During the consultation 

process with the community before the fence was erected Village 1 demanded it be put at least seven 

kilometres away from the village to allow for expansion of farmland. Instead the fence was erected 

around the perimeter of the village, in many cases touching household land or homestead boundaries.  

 

The situation is similar in Village 3. The fence
12

 has become a significant barrier to increasing 

agricultural and livestock production in line with village needs, and to the detriment to the livelihoods 

                                                      
11

 The fence in Village 1 was built in 1991 
12

 The fence was built here with the start of CAMPFIRE in 1997  
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of many. A number of respondents expanded on this: “the fence should be pushed further back” 

(ML52AO), and “the fence is too close… it reduces pastures” (Male, Farmer, Village 3, ML39AO, 

2013). When asked if they could go somewhere else and start a new field, a respondent answered that, 

“We can’t. There is no more land. The land that is here is for pastures for livestock” (Male, Farmer, 

Village 3, ML28AM, 2013). These boundaries have, according to respondents, restricted grazing land 

for cattle and possibilities for farmland expansion, decreased soil fertility, and decreased yields: “it 

would be very useful for us to be able to use that land especially as the farming areas here are no 

longer productive and fertile” (Female, Farmer, Village 1, BH12OO, Village 3). The lack of grazing 

land in Villages 1, 3 and 4 has resulted in livestock eating crops instead of grass, reducing harvests for 

household use. The decline in grass for thatching has affected household ability to secure suitable 

shelter and limits barter trade opportunities, further eroding livelihood security. As the Chief in 

Village 1 stressed, “The area for farming is too small because there are too many people for this area 

of land. We also share the land with safari operators. This is communal land so it is not a place for 

farmers” (Chief, Village 1, 2013).  

 

The decrease in available land and restricted access to the rest has also had cultural implications that 

have contributed to reduced livelihood capabilities. In Village 1, for example, when a son reaches 

maturity and marries he moves onto a new piece of land, builds his own homestead, and starts his own 

farm. With no new land available, fathers are now splitting their land between their sons. Each 

household thus has less land on which to try and produce more food. In Village 3 the effects have 

been on hunting with many complaining about the loss of their rights. One respondent explained, 

“yes, I am a hunter. If I want to go to the bush to get animals… the law will limit me” (Male, Farmer, 

Village 3, ML90AY, 2013). When CAMPFIRE started, control was given to CAMPFIRE and National 

Parks which limited a practice from which men gain status and prestige, and removed a vital source of 

meat and protein from an otherwise simple diet.  

 

In Village 2 the fence
13

 again divided people from the land: “At a certain point in time there was a 

fence that surrounded people and there was a division between the land that was allowed for villagers 

to stay in and CAMPFIRE land, there was a big demarcation” (Male, Farmer, Village 2, CL7AO, 

2013). The fence, however, was inadequate at keeping animals out of farmland. Households moved 

their plots of land closer to the village where they could better protect them, directly affecting their 

land entitlements. The land closer to the village is less fertile and thus households have been suffering 

from lower yields, overused and limited land, and continued animal problems. As a respondent 

explained, “how can you put elephants here and put a fence around near… where there are 

homesteads… which means obviously elephants can step over the fence” (Female, Other, Village 2, 

CH18OM, 2013). The limited space means farmers in Village 2 have also reduced their practice of 

agricultural rotation resulting in continually reducing soil quality. This is summed up by the following 

respondent quote:  

 

“Because of the elephant problem we have moved from having our fields far away from 

our homesteads… [to] closer … but that is not enough and it’ll make someone have less 

land to farm on… we cannot move to other areas and we are exhausting the land… I have 

been farming on this land for a very long time and I am afraid to shift to a new area 

because it would have more elephant attacks, so because of that my harvest is less 

because the land becomes less fertile if I keep farming here” (Male, Farmer, Village 2, 

CL7AO, 2013).  

                                                      
13

 The electrical fence was built in 2001 a decade after CAMPFIRE had started 
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When asked their thoughts on the National Park, one respondent replied, “we wouldn’t mind having 

the land to farm on it” (Female, Farmer, Village 2, CH28AY, 2013). In each village people were aware 

that the most fertile land lay on the other side of the boundaries, inaccessible to them.  

 

The present situation in Village 4 started in 2012. Prior to 2012 the village had access to a de facto 

buffer zone from which they were able to get many of the necessary resources for their subsistence. 

The land was also used by private safari companies partnered with CAMPFIRE. In November 2012, a 

large electric fence was erected less than one kilometre away from the village by the Frankfurt 

Zoological Society (FSZ) in partnership with the Department of National Parks and Wildlife 

Management (DNPWM) as part of the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Area (GLTFA). Despite 

apparently promising the village they would ensure there were gateways in the fence so that cattle 

could graze inside the Park, these gateways have not been implemented. As a consequence, the 

majority of cattle died of starvation within the first six months after erection of the fence. One 

respondent claimed, “It is killing our livestock. Someone lost 18 cattle last year” (Male, Village 4, 

ChH71AO); another that, “They have enclosed the pastures. Pastures have gone and livestock have 

died. We are left only with chickens” (Female, Village 4, ChH64AM). The small livestock such as 

goats and sheep still remaining in the village are surviving on crops and gardens. These do not 

provide enough food for the people of the village at the best of times and having livestock eat them is 

causing more problems with hunger. The fence is also heavily guarded, with penalties if people are 

caught inside the boundary. One lady said that, “if they find us inside they beat us up. I was once 

arrested. They promised to fire my husband [a temporary worker in the National Park]” (Female, 

Village 4, ChH64AM). 

 

As well as the effects on agricultural land and livestock grazing space, the enforcement of the 

boundaries (including in Village 4) has had a direct impact on a number of other livelihood activities. 

Paramount is the restrictions on collecting fruits from the bush, a coping mechanism employed by 

almost all households in times of hunger. A respondent in Village 1 explained that these food sources, 

“are very important, we use them as relish
14

… they help us to survive” (BL32OO), but the restricted 

access to the bush has meant that, “inside the Park there is a lot of fruit, but now we can’t get them” 

(ChL26AO). These restrictions, the threat of dangerous wildlife, or of arrest and punishment for going 

beyond the boundary, have all eroded the diets of these previous hunting communities. Meat is no 

longer available, not only from game but also from smaller animals such as fish and rabbits, which 

previously formed an important part of diets. Likewise, accessing NTFPs for crafts has been 

restricted. These NTFPs are becoming increasingly scarce in communal areas as more people turn to 

crafts for diversifying their livelihood activities to cushion the problems being experienced with 

agriculture, plus those NTFPs found in the bush have all the aforementioned risks and restrictions.  

 

These fences and enforced boundaries have not only direct but also indirect, effects on many 

livelihood activities and household aspects that subsequently impact on the other assets’ availability to 

households. For example, reduced health from the lack of a substantial diet reduces the human and 

social capital in a household, which has the potential to then negatively affect their financial capital. A 

lack of education caused by all household members having to contribute to household survival again 

reduces the human and financial capitals available. Thus the impacts of boundaries on natural capital 

are further undermining the already limited capitals and weakened capacity of the households in these 

villages.  

                                                      
14

 Relish is a vegetable based soup that goes with the local starch made from maize grain called ‘sadza’. 
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Perceived increase in animal problems 
There is a perception in Villages 2 and 3

15
 that problem animal populations have increased (especially 

elephants, lions, and hyenas), over the lifetime of CAMPFIRE. The establishment of CAMPFIRE 

meant, for the local people, a change from the relatively immediate killing of problem animals by the 

National Park (culling) to CAMPFIRE ‘merely’ chasing the animals away. A respondent in Village 2 

said that “when there was culling we used to farm well. But now the elephants terrorise” (Female, 

Other, Village 2, CH18OM, 2013) while another stated, “elephants were less in 1990 but now we have 

more elephants, and they don’t kill them anymore so it was better before” (CL14AM). Many 

respondents directly blame CAMPFIRE for this and their continued problems. As another respondent 

explained, “CAMPFIRE doesn’t really help us. They are making elephants come into people’s fields 

and near people’s homesteads but the white people
16

 never did that” (Male, Farmer, Village 2, 

CL27AO, 2013). This perceived increase has had a significant impact on household entitlements. 

People have reduced control over the resources which while available are no longer accessible.  

 

Hyenas are especially a problem in Village 3 with frequent attacks on livestock. As people are unable 

to hunt, they feel helpless in their ability to be proactive about the problem. There is very little 

demand for hyena in safari hunting and they have a very small economic value in CAMPFIRE 

(US$200 compared to US$20,000 for an elephant) so even if they were hunted the revenue generated 

would be particularly minimal. The lack of full information available to the villages is clear in their 

limited understanding about the connection between animals and CAMPFIRE revenue. One person in 

Village 3 explicitly linked tourism, hunting, and the money received from CAMPFIRE when asked to 

explain what CAMPFIRE was. However, even then the appreciation for this process was detached 

from the reality of living alongside the project and its associated problems. More commonly, 

respondents answered along these lines: “I have heard the name before but I don’t know what they do 

or how it functions. I really don’t know anything about it, just the name” (Male, Farmer, Village 2, 

CL29AO, 2013) or “I don't have much information about CAMPFIRE” (Male, Farmer, Village 3, 

ML90CY) or more broadly, “Some things start and end at the District level, it doesn't get down to the 

village” (Men Focus Group, Village 1, 2013). This links to disruptions in communicating information 

through the governing system and the direct role of local people in decision-making. 

 

Overall, these problem animal issues and limited understanding of how CAMPFIRE works has 

contributed to the creation of negative perceptions towards the programme has a whole. Many 

respondents across all villages see CAMPFIRE merely as a means for the Committees and/or the 

RDCs to make money for themselves, and the overarching valuation of wildlife above human 

survival.  

 

Unsuitable benefits from CAMPFIRE  
According to the respondents in this study the benefits provided by CAMPFIRE during the course of 

its implementation have been of variable suitability and success. The main benefit received by Village 

1 was the CAMPFIRE Office built in the middle of the village in 2001. The building made 

CAMPFIRE a tangible entity within the village but very few benefits have actually been derived from 

the office by the villagers. Whilst some ranger training by CAMPFIRE has occurred there in the past 

                                                      
15

 Village 1 no longer suffers from wildlife problems as the wildlife in their area was translocated in the mid-

1990s to sanctuaries due to intense levels of poaching in the area from Zambia (Dzingirai, pers. Comm., 2014).  

In Village 4, the new electric fence means there are no more wildlife problems.  
16

 The term ‘white people’ is used to equate the time before independence when most safari hunters and people 

involved in the National Parks were white.  
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this has been to the exclusion of most. Similarly, the CAMPFIRE revenue given to Village 2 in the 

early 2000s was used to build a tuck shop [small store] so reduces the distance necessary to travel to 

buy staple needs. However, the running costs meant that the shop never fully functional and now 

remains derelict: “we are many people in the village so the shop was not enough to compensate each 

and every household. The only thing we want is to plough, to grow our crops” (CL7AO).  

 

Villages 3 and 4 both had grinding mills built to reduce the distance people had to walk to grind grain 

which was of significant benefit to all: “one thing that was good of it [CAMPFIRE] was the grinding 

mill because we were not travelling long distances. We were just going here” (Female, Farmer, 

Village 4, ChL28AM, 2013). However, in both cases the grinding mills broke after just a couple of 

years and the lack of distributed funding from the mills raised concerns of corruption within the 

managing committees. In Village 4, a paper-making project to turn elephant dung into paper was also 

established. However, it needed electricity and did not have the required revenue to fund the 

generators. The project did not run for long enough for people to see any benefits from it but they at 

least felt that something constructive was being done. One respondent stated that, “in the past it was 

good because the money from CAMPFIRE was helping us but now it doesn’t help us because even the 

grinding mill is broken down… I would like to see that they grow up [develop] like electricity so that 

those mechanisms like paper making were there and it would be simple” (Female, Farmer, Village 4, 

ChL18AO, 2013). In all cases the official process for distributing the revenue or deciding on benefits 

was for the community to do so themselves with support from the CAMPFIRE Committees in each 

village. However, they would usually do this under strong guidance or limited information from the 

Committee, including unclear information into the costs, benefits, and suitability of options available. 

The tuck shop in Village 2 is a good example of this.  

 

The CAMPFIRE revenue was also sometimes distributed as ‘cash-to-hand’ (officially known as 

‘dividends’). This has been criticised by respondents on numerous grounds including amount, 

distribution, and frequency. A respondent in Village 3 summarised this: “About CAMPFIRE I have no 

comment… how can I say CAMPFIRE is good? If you look at the money it is too little, so there is 

nothing for to say it is fine” (Female, Farmer, Village 3, MH89AM, 2013). It is difficult to ascertain 

exactly the amount of money given to households at particular times because most distributions 

occurred before the dollarization of the national currency and were too sporadic for households to 

remember details.  

 

One aspect respondents were unanimously clear on, however, was that the amount received through 

CAMPFIRE was always minimal with amounts quoted at US$25, US$10, and US$5 but with 

infrequent distributions: “We got $25 as compensation. It’s a joke. We want $500 a month per 

household” (Female, Farmer, Village 3, MH75AO, 2013); “I have no idea when money was given 

last” (Female, Farmer, Village 2, CH28AM, 2013). Having cash-in-hand has some uses, for example, 

to pay for school fees or medical bills but beyond this the minimal cash economy in the villages 

means small amounts of cash does little to support household livelihoods, especially in resolving 

some of the food insecurity caused by CAMPFIRE’s associated impacts. For example, US$25 

annually does not provide a suitable livelihood alternative for crops lost to elephants. There is limited 

spending capacity and purchasing power in these areas for food and there is no specific market upon 

which to purchase alternatives. As a respondent explained in Village 1, “if I want to sell a goat right 

now I can’t because there is no market. Who will buy it? At the next house it is the same. Everyone 

has hunger” (Male, Farmer, Village 1, BH27AO, 2013). People rely more on actually producing the 

food: “even if they gave me some thousands or millions [of dollars] it is helpless if the animals are 

going through my crops or eating my livestock. So even if you gave me so much money I can’t say I 
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am happy to have the animals” (Female, Farmer, Village 3, MH89AM, 2013). Contrastingly, a 

younger member of the village was more positive and claimed that, “long back CAMPFIRE was so 

effective buying a grinding mill and we used to share the money… in those years it was effective and 

played a special role in our households” (Male, Farmer, Village 3, ML4AY, 2013). However, over 

time this positivity has been eroded by perceived corruption within the Committees and a lack of 

accountability, transparency, and democracy in the processes of CAMPFIRE: “CAMPFIRE has done 

nothing in this area. They are just robbing us and giving this small bit every year. They are just 

playing with our minds” (Male, Farmer, Village 3, ML90AY, 2013).  

 

The revenue and benefits from CAMPFIRE have been viewed by respondents as compensation for the 

losses caused by wildlife conservation. In fact, CAMPFIRE has become a development programme 

that was expected to solve the villages’ problems in the eyes of many respondents. People saw the 

employment potential of the National Parks, safari companies and associated projects, and appreciated 

the opportunities this could have given them to economically development and lift themselves out of 

poverty: “We wish that at least we can have other activities like fixing roads and people can be paid, 

then people can have an alternative form of income then they can maybe help their kids by helping to 

pay school fees and can also buy food” (CL7AO). Respondents were more keen to have received 

employment opportunities and training from CAMPFIRE and the National Parks which would have 

improved their social, financial, and human capital capacities to better strengthen household 

livelihood sustainability more than small amounts of money in their opinion.  

Legacies 
The impacts from CAMPFIRE have contributed to a situation today in which food insecurity is a 

major problem. The majority of households involved in this research rely to varying extents on the 

food aid provided by either the World Food Programme (WFP) or Save the Children (referred to in 

interviews as SAVE) from January to March each year. A respondent in Village 1 claimed that, “the 

biggest problem that everyone has is hunger” (Male, Farmer, Village 1, BH27AO, 2013). This is 

supported by many respondents in all four villages: “Since I came here there has been hunger every 

year. There has been no year without hunger” (Male, Farmer, Village 2, CL17CO, 2013); “about five 

months struggling. About 5 months we will be searching for food. From October to March we will be 

struggling for food, sitting here on our own, trying to do piece jobs or whatever trying to survive. In 

March, we harvest. What we harvest in March may be able to keep us until September or October, 

and from there up to March we will be suffering” (Male, Farmer, Village 3, ML4AY, 2013); “Biggest 

problem here is hunger. Most people are starving. So if anyone comes here and gives you food or tells 

you to do something, you just do it, hoping that their ulterior motive is to help us. So we will not reject 

you. We will not say no” (Male, Farmer, Village 1, BH19AY, 2013); “We have a serious problem of 

food. We didn’t get even a wheelbarrow full so we have hunger almost all year” (Female, Farmer, 

Village 4, ChH64AM, 2013).  

 

Of concern is that two new CBNRM projects are currently being implemented in Villages 1 and 4 

following the same pathway set by CAMPFIRE. A Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and forest 

Degradation (REDD+) project was first implemented in Village 1 in 2010. This project has taken over 

the previous CAMPFIRE concession area as the Chief explained “we still can’t use the land because 

[REDD+ company] is now using the place where there used to be safaris” (Chief, Village 1, 2013). In 

doing so it reinforced the restricted boundary and set newer, more stringent rules about natural 

resource use, especially of trees. This has added to the pressures in the village still felt from 

CAMPFIRE (i.e. lack of space) by further removing entitlements to firewood and building materials 

relied upon by the households. A respondent explained that, “its [the REDD+ company] people do 
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not really understand. They want to protect vegetation whereas most of the community have problems 

with starvation” (Male Focus Group, Village 1, 2013). Alternatives have been planned but the 

restrictions are already negatively affecting household livelihoods, with little to no capacity to ‘wait 

and see what happens’. One respondent explained that, “Instead of cutting down trees for expanding 

gardens, I heard that [they] were going to give us fencing wires. This doesn't help as the wires do not 

do small jobs in the household that wood can do. It is not enough to compensate for wood. No 

compensation. Just wire” (Female, Agriculture, Village 1, BH26AM, 2013).  The fact that revenue 

from future carbon credits has been promised and yet people in the village think the trees are being 

conserved to provide oxygen, shows that there is a continuation of habits from CAMPFIRE in not 

providing full information and inclusion of local people. The REDD+ company made an agreement 

with the RDC to take over the concession area with little to no consultation with Village 1 and many 

still do not know what the project is trying to achieve. Respondents explained that, “CAMPFIRE and 

[the REDD+ company] don’t respect us. They don’t even know us. Everything they do they do with 

Binga Council and they don’t even come and find out things from us. They came to tell us but gave no 

details of how they will operate or how procedures are done. I would have loved to have got 

information on deeper aims” (Female, Farmer, Village 1, BH26AM, 2013)” and that “CAMPFIRE 

came from the District Council. [The REDD+ company] also comes from the District Council” 

(Female, Farmer, Village 1, BL27OM, 2013).  

 

Village 4 has similarly been seriously impacted by the implementation of the fence. The Great 

Limpopo Transfrontier Area (GLTFA) is described as building on the successes of the CBNRM 

approach yet built an impenetrable electric fence removing access to many relied upon resources for 

people’s livelihoods. One respondent summed up the situation in Village 4: “The presence of the fence 

is affected me very bad... if I was fishing I get relish or I sell to someone else and get a little money. 

Now I look like a slave. I just sit at home” (Male, Farmer, Village 4, ChL37AM, 2013). Another 

complained that, “It is near our village. We used to get fruits and now we can’t anymore. And trees, 

fish, rabbits, grass for thatching and repairing” (Female, Farmer, Village 4, ChH45AM, 2013). 

Additionally, CAMPFIRE can no longer function in the area as the fence eradicates the issue of 

problem animals. In this case, the decision to erect the fence was made at the national level with no 

opportunity for the RDC to represent the local people in a way that would change the plans. 

Respondents were asked who put up the fence, and the majority did not know, for example, “I don’t 

know. I just saw” (Male, Farmer, Village 4, ChH48AM, 2013) and “I don’t know, I just saw the wire 

coming” (Female, Farmer, Village 4, ChH71AO, 2013).  

 

To summarise, the boundaries put in place by CAMPFIRE and subsequent projects, whether physical 

or not, have had and continue to have serious detrimental impacts on household livelihoods through 

restrictions placed on endowments to the natural capital needed for household survival. The perceived 

increase in problem animals and animal problems, especially in Villages 2 and 3, has added further 

pressure to already minimal capabilities, and reduced entitlements to those resources otherwise 

available. Exacerbating these issues is the provision of unsuitable benefits from CAMPFIRE (and 

now REDD+ and the GLTFA) to compensate for the associated costs, and the overall lack of capacity 

of other capitals’ resources due to high poverty levels. What can be learnt and ascertained from these 

experiences in the four villages is very important in order to align future projects aims and outputs 

with the livelihood needs of the local people affected, especially considering the brief evidence 

discussed above on the impact these new projects are already having.  
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Discussion  
The previous section has identified the key rural livelihoods in the case study areas, and has shown 

how these are heavily dependent upon specific natural capital. Through the EEF’s entitlement 

mapping process, the results showed how CAMPFIRE has influenced/impacted upon household 

access to and control over these natural resources, and thus the resulting (reduction in) household 

capabilities. This goes some way towards explaining their livelihood strategies and how livelihood 

security has decreased over CAMPFIRE’s lifetime. It has shown over all that local people perceived 

that CAMPFIRE did not provide the lasting benefits needed to rural households. In the following 

discussion, the paper will begin to explore the wider institutional factors contributing to these impacts 

on rural livelihoods.  

 

At the micro scale (i.e. the local level), the lack of financial, social, human, and physical capitals has 

reduced people’s ability to fight against the more powerful external organisations, people, and 

processes. Factors such as an overall lack of education and infrastructure, and the need to focus on 

day-to-day survival, all hinder the ability of local people to question and play a role in the decisions 

made in their village. CAMPFIRE was not designed to be a development programme to provide basic 

needs and complex infrastructural development within the villages (Child, 2003, Frost and Bond, 

2008, Jones, 2004). However, as shown here, piecemeal benefits do not contribute to the livelihoods 

of the households, nor provide adequate compensation for the opportunity costs experienced by rural 

communities. The emphasis on cash distribution (and minimal amounts) implies a lack of 

understanding of the needs and situation in the rural villages involved (Shackleton et al., 2002). This 

relates back to the common complaint about nationally designed projects not giving enough attention 

to understanding the local context to thus ensure suitable outputs (Boyd and Banzhaf, 2007, Mhlanga, 

2009, Mitchell and Maxwell, 2010, O'Connor, 2008, Roe and Nelson, 2009). As Krantz (2001) has 

explained, poverty is not just about economic growth but about capabilities, nor is it just a question of 

low income, and it is known better by those who are suffering. The ongoing weakening of traditional 

representation in the governance system has made it increasingly hard for people in these villages to 

gain any recognition in the wider governing processes to share this knowledge as well as hold other 

actors to account (Mhlanga, 2009). The threat of arrest and/or punishment for accessing the 

prohibited, but needed, resources has caused distress amongst many households who feel trapped 

within the situation.  

 

At the meso-scale (i.e. the district/regional level), there is a disconnect in understanding the needs of 

those in the villages in relation to competing priorities for limited resources. The decentralisation 

process within Zimbabwe has resulted in multiple financial pressures on district level stakeholders 

without the necessary capacity to enact their responsibilities or reap any benefits (Conyers, 2002, 

Mapedza, 2008, Ribot, 2003, Shackleton et al., 2002). This has resulted in the prioritisation of 

revenue generating projects, such as satisfying the needs of private safari companies and the REDD+ 

project over ensuring that the basic needs of rural households are met in the short term. The lack of 

resources has also meant that for organisations such as CAMPFIRE Offices at the district level, there 

are limits to what they can achieve in protecting villages from problem animals; limits to response 

times to resolve live problems, and limited provision of benefits to those affected. The restrictions on 

controlling problem animals alongside the inability to provide benefits for the local communities has 

resulted in an overall feeling that wildlife has a greater value than human life (see also Logan and 

Moseley, 2002). The increased prominence of by-laws and restrictions on the use of trees and the 

cutting and burning of grasses on communal land carry the threat of punishment and arrest in Villages 

1 and 2. These have also added to dissatisfaction around CAMPFIRE.  
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The aforementioned challenges are all influenced by the institutional context at the macro scale (i.e. 

the national/international level) where a complex medley of socio-politico-economic factors and 

narratives has resulted in a fragmented approach to natural resource management, conservation, and 

rural development (Backstrand and Lovbrand, 2006, Gomera et al., 2010, Keeley and Scoones, 2000, 

Mhlanga, 2009). The power of the conservation discourse is apparent in the emphasis placed upon 

protecting wildlife even when problem animals are causing significant livelihood damage to rural 

households, whilst infrastructural and basic needs development in the adjoining and affected rural 

areas are lacking. This has been encouraged by the international shift toward neoliberal approaches to 

natural resource management where financial gains form a large reason behind such projects as 

REDD+ (Duffy, 2009, Gomez-Baggethun et al., 2010, Kanninen et al., 2007, Kosoy and Corbera, 

2010, McAfee, 1999). Reliance on these financial gains to resolve development issues at the local 

level has here been shown to be ineffective. CAMPFIRE was based upon the tourism economy that 

crashed due to the negative reputation Zimbabwe received internationally during the 2000s. As such, 

there have been minimal financial inputs into the sector and the rural communities reliant upon this 

promise of revenues have been detrimentally affected in addition to the direct impacts CAMPFIRE 

has had (Ashley and Wolmer, 2003).  

 

The role of other external factors such as increased variability of rainfall and increased annual 

temperatures in reducing harvests has been shown to be minimal in rural Zimbabwe  and highlights 

further the role of socio-political institutions (Moyo et al., 2012). The lack of flexibility in the 

processes implemented by CAMPFIRE and now the new CBNRM projects has meant that people do 

not have the opportunity to adapt their livelihoods in a way to deal with these uncontrollable external 

factors. Rather, their livelihood opportunities have been restricted to such an extent that food aid has 

become the survival mechanism for many. New CBNRM or natural resource management 

programmes need to take into consideration this context and detail when designing projects that may 

restrict the endowments and entitlements of local people, and how this may affect household 

capabilities and thus livelihoods of those reliant on the resources in question. This should be the 

starting point to determine whether such restrictions are necessary and suitable, and to identify the 

benefits required to counteract these detriments (see also Ashley and Wolmer, 2003).  

 

By adapting the SLF and EEF together into a new analytical framework, this paper has been able to 

link together the micro detail of household level livelihood activities to the wider processes affecting 

their entitlements and capabilities, explaining in the process why households undertake the livelihood 

activities they do, and what other factors are affecting their wider livelihoods. In doing so, the paper 

has identified the ongoing impacts CAMPFIRE has had on the four case study villages and how it is 

imperative to understand the wider influences on CAMPFIRE and livelihood capital, as well as their 

relationships upon each other. Being able to link the micro situation of specific livelihood activities to 

the assets available to the village households, and then connect these over time and scale to discern 

wider issues, provides vital information from which to identify lessons to inform future CBNRM 

projects (Gomera et al., 2010). It also raises a number of pertinent questions for further research, 

specifically about where the ‘community’ is within the CBNRM process and what is actually meant 

by ‘community-based’ given the findings here.  
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Conclusion 
Overall, this paper shows that CAMPFIRE has generally failed at achieving its objective to promote 

rural livelihoods. Livelihoods of the households in the four case study villages can perhaps be argued 

to have benefitted marginally from CAMPFIRE but rather it has led to decreased livelihood 

sustainability and food security due to restrictions on their endowments and entitlements over key 

natural resources, unsuitable compensation (both in type and quantity), a perceived overall increase in 

problem animals due to an unreliable management programme, and an overall lack of capital in all 

assets needed for a sustainable livelihood. The reduced endowments, restricted entitlements, and 

stifled capabilities, alongside the lack of capitals available for households to draw upon, has led to 

increased livelihood and food insecurity over the life time of CAMPFIRE.  

 

However, there have been many other influences over this lifetime that will have simultaneously 

contributed to this reduced livelihood and food security whether directly or through influencing 

CAMPFIRE processes. The emergence of these new CBNRM-type projects conducting similar 

activities and having similar impacts as CAMPFIRE, despite time passing politically, economically, 

and socially, begs an exploration into the wider processes behind such project designs, as this points 

to wider causes than solely CAMPFIRE itself. Given the findings in this paper, a wider exploration 

into these factors is necessary. Future research should take on the questions raised here and progress 

to analyse the governing structure surrounding these projects, and what this has meant for community 

participation and involvement, including evaluating the ‘community-based’ aspect of CBNRM and 

CAMPFIRE.  
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Appendices 
 

Appendix A 
 

The two Zimbabwean Districts of Binga (northwest) and Chiredzi (southeast) were chosen as case 

study areas. First, on a logistical level, both districts proved more feasible than others for fieldwork. 

Second, despite having similar histories and characteristics, as listed below, the districts are 

anecdotally renowned for having considerably different levels of CAMPFIRE success, a point that 

was noted a number of times in the literature at the beginning of the study (Conyers, 2002, Dzingirai, 

1996, Dzingirai, 2003). The districts share several characteristics.  

 

They:  

 have a similar history in terms of CAMPFIRE implementation;  

 gained Appropriate Authority within a few years of each other (1989-1991) (Conyers, 2002);  

 contain comparable National Parks in size, species type and population, and history 

(Chizarira and Gonarezhou respectively);  

 have populations derived mainly from minority tribes with a history of displacement (Tonga 

and Shangaani respectively) (Conyers, 2002);  

 were both listed as being areas with high economic potential from CAMPFIRE (see Frost and 

Bond, 2008) and;  

 are both located in the same agro-ecological zone, with similar associated problems such as 

minimal rainfall at less than 450-500 millilitres per year (Vincent and Thomas, 1960).  
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Appendix B 
 

 
Table 6: Selection criteria for case study villages in Binga District and Chiredzi District 

 Binga District Chiredzi District 

Criteria Village 1 Village 2 Village 3 Village 4 

1. No. of 

households <150 

100 89 91 81 

2. Varying distance 

from political 

and economic 

centre 

160km from 

Binga Town 

and RDC 

35km from Binga 

Town   

150kms from 

Chiredzi Town 

and RDC 

40kms from 

Chiredzi Town and 

RDC 

3. Villages existed 

pre-CAMPFIRE 

implementation 

Residents 

relocated from 

Zambezi Valley 

in 1957 

Yes Yes, although 

many residents 

relocated from 

Mozambique in 

1950s 

Yes 

4. Accessible 

politically and 

logistically 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

5. Other relevant 

information 

Considered the 

“Business 

Centre” of the 

area 

- Considered the 

“Business 

Centre” of the 

area 

- 

 

In determining the criteria for village selection it was decided that the maximum suitable size for a 

village given the time available for data collection, and to ensure decent representation, was 150 

households.  
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Appendix C 
 

Table 7: Description of each capital/asset in the SLF 

Capital Criteria Measurement 

Human Skills, knowledge, ability to 

labour, good health i.e. amount 

and quality of labour available 

in a household 

Number of economically active 

in proportion to total 

households numbers 

Number not economically 

active and why 

Access to clinic (health) 

Formal schooling or training 

(education) 

Social Networks and connectedness 

(vertical or horizontal), 

relationships of trust, 

membership of formal groups, 

reciprocity and exchanges 

Membership or knowledge of 

community groups 

Definitions of community 

Understanding or knowledge of 

neighbours activities 

Specific mentions of 

relationships 

Physical Basic infrastructure, changes to 

physical environment that help 

basic needs and productivity, 

producer goods i.e. tools and 

equipment, water and 

sanitation, information access 

Household infrastructure and 

access to community 

infrastructure 

Specific mentions of producer 

goods (or lack of) 

Water and sanitation situation 

Development progress over 

time 

Main problems in area 

Financial Stocks i.e. livestock, and flows 

i.e. remittances and piece jobs 

Cash/income based livelihood 

activities (where also 

specifically asked about 

remittances) 

Natural Done separately  

 
  



PSA Conference 2015 

Elizabeth P. Harrison 

30 

 

Appendix D 
 

Table 8: Explaining each livelihood activity in Zimbabwean context 

Livelihood Activity More detail 

Agriculture subsistence Small plots of land with varying degrees of fertility. 

Main crops grown are sorghum, millet, maize, ground 

nuts, water melon to varying degrees across the four 

villages. No use of fertiliser.  

Agriculture commercial Just household farms (same as subsistence) grown with 

cotton as a cash crop instead of subsistence grains. 

Varying degrees of fertility. No use of fertiliser.  

Beer making Home brewed beer made from fermented grains 

Collecting non-timber 

forest products 

Collection of numerous products from the ‘bush’ for 

either home use (i.e. building, food), for bartering for 

other food products, or selling for cash. The common 

ones collected are: grasses for thatching roofs, wood for 

firewood, or fruits and vegetables for consumption.  

Crafts Making of ‘crafts’ for bartering or sale specifically brick 

moulding from soil, basket and mat weaving from reeds, 

stirring sticks for traditional food making from wood, 

and brooms from wood. Distinguished from NTFP 

category in that it is the final product that has a value, 

not the raw material itself.  

Employment This refers to formal employment by an organisation 

which results in an income. In these case study villages, 

the very few cases of employment were through the 

National Park, as mechanic and driver to the Chief, and 

teaching in the local schools.  

Fishing In Village 1 this was a common livelihood activity and 

required temporary migration (either days or months) to 

the nearby fishing camps. In all other villages fishing 

opportunities were prohibited by being within the 

National Park.  

Gardens Gardens are farmed during the dry season on wetter land 

near rivers or in two villages near irrigation schemes. 

Gardens normally produce vegetables such as tomatoes 

and spinach. No use of fertiliser.  

Livestock Livestock, especially cattle, act as a savings account for 

local farmers as well as an emergency fund for food 

security either through meat or sale. Main livestock are 

cattle, goats, and chickens. Cattle also provide power for 

ploughing larger areas of land for farming.  

Intra-community 

donations 

Specified dependency on intra-community donations 

were few. They rely on donations of food from other 

members of the community.  

Piece jobs Piece jobs in the usual term used for piecemeal odd jobs 

carried out within the village on an unofficial basis in 
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exchange for either cash or food. This could be helping a 

neighbour harvest crops or building a hut for example. 

These jobs fit within the rest of the livelihood activities 

highlighted within this table.  

Remittances Here remittances are categorised as money being 

received from family members working not only abroad 

(i.e. South Africa) but also of husbands working in the 

city.  

 


