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Abstract

Livestock is key to the wellbeing of rural commesitven those at the periphery of Protected
Areas. Limited grazing opportunities in Hwange ruiend drive people to exploit resources in
bordering Hwange National Park and Sikumi ForesenMirive domestic animals such as cattle
into the Park. It is the aim of this study to urstand decision-making processes behind driving
cattle into the Protected Areas and to understaadics economic determinants of livestock
management at the periphery of Protected AreaglySsite villages included Magoli, Mabale,
Chezhou, Dingane and Sialwindi. A control studg svas chosen in Kamativi to have a
comparison of the management strategies with enmpluas opportunities and constraints. A
combination of both quantitative and qualitativgpapaches was used in the study. A structured
guestionnaire was administered to solicit percemgiof cattle owners, (N=114). Focus Group
Discussions (FGDs) and Key Informant Interviews eveonducted to gain further insights on
decision making and implications thereof. Resiutisn this study show that men are favorites
when it comes to cattle ownership and are the rdagision makers on when and where to drive
their cattle, when to buy or sell livestock andeso Social and cultural practises are longer
dominant because most farmers are now Christiarg @m longer have faith in traditional
beliefs. It was proven advantageous staying neatpootected area as farmers will have access
to forage and water sources inside the park butela@e economic impacts associated with that.
However, as much as farmers may enjoy accesshet®iotected Areas, they tend to face many
constraints. Constraints include transmission o$edises from wildlife, predation, lack of
immediate efficient markets to sell livestock arebasing veterinary services that has
contributed to the dwindling livelihoods and nunbeof livestock kept. It is therefore
recommended that men, who are mostly owners dédadtinvited as stakeholders in meetings
to do with negotiations of coexistence of cattld anldlife at the periphery of Protected Areas.
Research specialist and extension services areinegjtio enlighten farmers on the dangers of

driving cattle inside the park and how this wilfedt their livelihoods in the long run.
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decision making
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CHAPTER ONE

1.0Introduction and Background

Livestock play significant economic and socio-cratuoles for most of Zimbabwe’s rural based
households. The roles include food, income, assehg, employment, soil fertility, livelihoods,
transport and draught. On economic aspect, catteige draught power, manure, meat and
transport and are a source of income to farmerspaadiding security in times of financial
needs, and general risk aversion (Barret, 1993jleCalso play important roles in cultural events
such as marriage, maturity rituals, funerals, wegsliand restitution all critical aspects of rural
lives in Zimbabwe (Bayer et al 2004 According taa&kieton et al., (1999), some farmers keep

cattle for prestige and pleasure, as well sourtesspect and power..

Mombeshora (1985) states that livestock farmingides a global role in improving the quality
of human life in the 2L century and is expected to be even more impoitatgrms of food

security in the future. Rukuni and Escher (1994)cew in that both crop farming and livestock
production play an important role in the economywmhbabwe, providing an income for about
75% of the population and contributing over 40%national earnings from exports. Animals
provide approximately 80% of the draught power uldcommunal farming in developing
countries (Nyathi, 2008). Governments and agermeserned with agricultural production and

development now recognize the importance of livesto

Hwange community is largely populated by the Nampgaple. The geography or environment
of the area is characterised by isolated pocketaraf suitable for cultivation that leads people
engaging in extensive livestock rearing and strebamk cultivation. Limited grazing
opportunities in rural land drive people to explo@sources in bordering Protected Areas,
changing land use patterns. People living in Magall Chezhou villages are adjacent to two
Protected Areas, Hwange National Park and SikumedtoPeople living adjacent to Protected
Areas have no clear rights to economically valuatdsources (Anderson et al,. 2013).
Regulations often preclude the opportunity foragkrs to sustainably use natural resources.
Thus, Protected Areas, considered today as a rtagbifor wildlife conservation and a refuge

for domestic animals, are facing an increasing caitipn for space and resources. The



contribution of Protected Areas to local well-beirsg dependent on multiple socio-cultural
factors which influence the services (and dis-g@s) perceived as being provided by these
areas. The distance to Protected Areas deternmheedecisions to drive cattle inside the Park or

not and controls the intensity of fluxes like acctspastures and water.

This study was conducted almost three decades d#fierlaunch of Communal Areas
Management Programme for Indigenous Resources (GARE). There are on-going debates
on interactions between Protected Areas and comimiand in environmental and social
sciences. These interactions can be studied bettypes of land use between men and wildlife,
cattle and wildlife and even between men and méhth&se can be determined on conscious
decisions made by farmers on where to drive thaitlee When they are no longer available
outside, pastures and water needed by livestockedound inside Protected Areas, legally or
not, leading to conflictual situations of diseasmsfers, safety of the cattle and men. Men drive
domestic animals such as cattle, therefore if veet@improve our knowledge about interactions
at the interface, socio economic determinants ejpkey livestock and livestock management
strategies are to be studied and understood. Jtgdyiese relations will help explore any
positivity or negativity these relations imply afekd on the country’s policy for sustainable
development.

This study therefore hypothesizes that decisiontnga&r ability to make them (power) play a
key component of livestock keeping. Therefores ibi significance to know who is responsible
for the overall decisions related to movement wédiock in and out of Protected Areas. Not
only do decisions concerning livestock managemefieat the biological needs of cattle, but
they also integrate individual histories of ownarsl managers, general production strategies,
rights of access and relationships between theerdifit stakeholders and this will explain

decisions to do with herding, buying and sellindiweéstock.

1.1 Statement of the Problem
Making a living on the fringe of Protected Areasidze a risky business for poor communal
farmers as it is often dependent on the low anatierrainfall that usually characterizes these

areas. There is also risk of loss of livestock tll wredators or diseases and even loss of human



life to wildlife as the boundaries of Protected dseare permeable to various degrees. Killing of
livestock by wild predators is a problem for mostrenunities living at the edge of Protected
Areas in Southern Africa. The fact that people selelom compensated for losses incurred by

wildlife is a major source of dissatisfaction.

Maphosa (2010) records that Hwange communal lanei®e then characterized by farmers
decreasing the number of cattle owned by an indadidThis has affected a lot of people in this
community and has seen their livelihood dwindling they will be expected to look for
alternative forms of livelihood. However, the asgtion is that staying at the periphery of these
two Protected Areas would see a better managenidimestock and improved ways of living as
these two areas act as a haven for livestock ptimauas they provide alternative grazing and
water sources. Irrespective of challenges of predaand diseases, the gap remains on the
processes and reasons why people still drive tagile into the Protected Areas despite the risks
and regulations banning such practises. Academatysis is still deficient in putting forth
reasons behind decisions made by these commumagrfaron why they keep on driving their
cattle into the Protected Areas. Questions askedntavel these decision making processes
include who owns the cattle, how were the cattlguaed, who is the decision maker concerning
cattle, what are the opportunities and constrahtseping cattle next to a Protected Area? All

these questions will be answered by pursuing theWog objectives.

1.2 Main objective of the study
» Understanding dynamics of access, ownership andagesnent of cattle
(decision-making) by smallholder farmers livingawgnt to a Protected Area.

Sub objectives

» Analyse cattle ownership patterns, cattle inheckasystems, generational trends and if

there are differences in the management of cattle.
* Examine the decision- making processes over catkgping, use, herding and disposal
» Document how people living at the edge of Proteéterhs manage cattle.

* Analyse opportunities and constraints for managattje in area under study.



1.3 Justification of study

This study contributes to knowledge in terms of emsthnding dynamics of access, ownership
and management of cattle by smallholder farmersdiadjacent to a Protected Area. Cumming
(2005) further notes that smallholder livestock pgers represent around 20 percent of the
world’s population and their decisions are keytfer wellbeing of rural communities. Due to the
anticipated increase in human population, most bickv has been projected to take place in
developing countries, livestock production will ieasingly be affected by competition for
natural resources, particularly land and watewyel$ as for food and feed. Over and above these

challenges will be the need to operate in a cadamstrained economy (Thornton, 2010).

Livestock farming has great potential to alleviatrisehold food insecurity and poverty in most
of the world’s communities, Richards (2010). Thiemlayed by smallholder livestock farmers
in livestock production is a very crucial one, thtigs essential to appreciate decision-making
processes that will help in the reformulation ofiges aimed at coexisting of humans, domestic
and wildlife at the edge of Protected Areas (McDattrat al, 1999). The social contribution of
the study is that it will assist farmers to comewith their own solutions on how best to manage

their livestock and revive their livelihoods.

1.4 Hypothesis
Farmers make conscious decisions to drive thetlecaside the Park and Forestry and this is

believed to have positive implications in theirelgs

1.5 Study Areas

The study sites are located in Hwange and KamatvMatebeleland North Province in
Zimbabwe. The areas are within the Kavango Zambexisfrontier Conservation Area (KAZA
TFCA). Villages includeMagoli and Sialwindi (Hwange Rural Ward 15). They are situated at
the northern interface of the Hwange National Rar#t Sikumi Forest. A control study site was
chosen further away from the Protected Area (>50Kamativi village 21 and 22) to have a

comparative analysis of the management strategmsiraints and opportunities).



1.6 Methodological Issues

The research study utilised both qualitative andngjtative approaches. Questionnaires were
used for the quantitative approach. Phenomenolbglacus Group Discussions and Key
Informant interviews were used to gain further gh$s on decisions to drive cattle inside the
Park and Forest. The study thus engaged in metbgidal triangulation. The flexibility of
mixed method research and the adaptability of diffemethods to ever widening arcs of inquiry
is one of its greatest strengths. Both primary sewbndary sources of were used. Secondary data
included veterinary records, published scientifapgrs analysing data from maps, policy

documents and village records.

1.7 Data Analysis

1.7.1 Statistical data analysis

Data collected from the field using questionnairthmd was be coded and analysed using SPSS
16.0. For hypothesis testing, Chi-square tests weéiksed to test the independence or
association between variables. The quantitativédysisa included descriptive statistics such as

frequency tables, percentages, and inferentiabstat and chi-square tables.

1.7.2 Non-statistical data analysis (Thematic Anabis)

Data collected from the field using qualitative hwds such as focus group discussions and key
informant interviews, was processed, organized amalysed using themes. Thematic analysis
moves beyond counting explicit words or phrasesfaodses on identifying and describing both

implicit and explicit ideas within the data.

1.8 Limitations

The study was associated with challenges. Firkthg distance from Harare to Hwange for data
collection. There was also a challenge of gate ikeepy leadership, as they did not allow the
researcher to just smoothly proceed and talk witlagers. Different protocols had to be
observed with all leadership and a consensus hduktceached between the researcher and

leadership.



Respondents may give misleading information ondik&ibuted questionnaire because it covers
information that also may be asked by donors, hémeg may misconceive the intention of the
researcher. The study compares two areas that diieeent socio economic backgrounds so
respondents may have problems in relating to samestopns that may seem irrelevant to them.
On key informant interviews, some participants, édaample, Veterinary and Forestry Officers
may want to protect their interests thereby givingsed information and this may alter the

outcomes of the research.

On addressing the limitations, the researcher badifig from RP-PCP (SAVARID) to conduct

the study. The researcher also had to observeralbgnl by paying courtesy visits to the

Hwange District administrator and Chief Nelukobaovwthen wrote letters and gave permission
to proceed to interview villagers. The research@ngulated methods, used focus group
discussions and informal interviews to verify thérmation got from questionnaires. As for the
key informants like Veterinary Department and Foge€ommision Officers, the researcher also
had to verify with the current records and documestating to communities and livestock that

was available at the time of the interview.

1.9 Organization of the study

The thesis is organized into Five Chapters. Chaptez provides detailed information on the
introduction and background to the study, it brirmyg the statement of the problem under
investigation, the objectives, research questibygothesis, justification and organization of the
study and limitations of the study. Chapter Twovles literature review, which brings out
issues related to the study. Third chapter presmmisepts, methodological issues, and nature of
the study area, methods, sampling design, ethmadiderations and data analyses procedures.
Chapter Four provides the major findings of thedgtuChapter Five discusses findings,
concludes and recommends strategies likely to susgainable and coexistence on the edge of

Protected Areas.



CHAPTER TWO

Literature Review
2.0 Introduction
This chapter reviews literature from a wide range sources on livestock production,
environment, decision making, rural livelihoods aradural resources management. The chapter
also reviews literature on the Socio Ecologicalt&ys Framework in livestock keeping in area
under study. The importance is viewed in termstsfcdontribution to the reformulation of
policies promoting coexistence between Protecteshgdrcommunal areas, and food security for
the rural poor. This chapter also focuses on tladleriiges affecting livestock production, which
are the economic impacts that come with keepingstiock at the edge of National Park and the

effects of the prohibitive nature of the Protectedas in terms of accessing grazing areas.

2.1 Cattle Keeping and Grazing Management Systems

Cattle keeping and the grazing system in commurggsaentails grazing animals in designated
grazing areas during the growing season and kga#fiem at night. Animals are allowed free

access to crop residues and stubble after hargedtirere are no strict regulations governing the
use of these resources. Chimonyo et al (1999) thatein the lower rainfall areas, where human
and animal populations are sparse, cattle are soe®neither herded nor kraaled at night. They
are allowed to graze freely away from homelandss $fistem of management as a whole tends

to lead to abuse and difficult decision makingtfe proper management of the resource.

Cattle management systems and production in cominfarmaing systems differ significantly

with commercial systems. Mapiye (2006), postulatest reasons for keeping livestock in

communal systems are very diverse. Herding of eastithe most common method of cattle
rearing in Zimbabwe. He goes further to state thatases where there is limited grazing land,
all the cattle from the entire village may be cdesed as a single interbreeding flock with no
attempts of controlling mating. After crops havesthéiarvested in the fields, communities tend
to let loose their cattle herds to feed on cropdress. At the beginning of the rainy season, cattle

now have to be herded. Tavirimwa et al (2012) resptirat communal cattle farmers are rarely



supplemented comparing with commercial cattle, tthey depend on these crop residues for

feed most part of the year.

Minimum availability of pasture in terms of bothaqiity and quality is indicated to as the major
cause of poor livestock production in communal srgdamudikuwanda, 1988; Smith, 1988).
The time when the feed is in shortest supply iwimer or the dry season. Likewise, farmers in
rural areas that are feed deficit drive cattle mfiohher away from the homesteads during
exceptionally dry seasons depending on spatialilniston of forage patches and availability of
water (Maphosa, 2013). Masikati (2010) and Mabwrgs al (2012) report that cattle travel

distances of about 14km to water points and theylaven by owners.

An investigation by Ndebele et al (2007) revealsat indigenous cattle breeds are better able to
survive in patchy pastures and can walk for lordistances in search for water and feed during
the dry period of the year when compared to theomeg breeds. Richards (2010) commends
that it is superlative that such breeds be kept atiicsed in the communal areas that are

characterised by highly variable spatiotemporallaldity of grazing land like Hwange.

Grazing in the communal areas of Zimbabwe is chearised by collective use of grazing

resources. It is the communal system of land temhae allows such practises. According to
Gapare (1988), technical inputs are limited by tlhisd tenure system. Thus, Enock (2005)
further notes that a communal area farmer is ndibatty to try recommended technologies
since grazing land is under communal use. Notwatigihg the aforementioned, it must be stated

that communal area management systems are dynachithanging with time.

Kirakowski (2002) postulates that pasture needsdi@zing livestock fuel massive habitat
conversion and degradation, while concentratedidéedelease antibiotics, excessive nutrients,
and hormones into the environment. The box beltwtiiates an attempt to design a sustainable

grazing strategy for the benefit of Matebelelangktarmers.



Box 1: African Holistic Management Centre Grazingi@tegy

Box 1 At the African Holistic Management Centre (AHMi@)Dimbangombe, (near Victori

D

Falls), around 400 cattle and 100 small livestoc& berded together in compact areas. Many of
the cattle belong to community members from Hwantere forage and water are becoming
scarce due to a lack of grazing management. Byigking the behaviour of wild herds and
keeping the livestock moving, the AHMC minimizegreging, leading to an increase in grouind
cover. This system is called planned grazing. ying to employ this technique in Hwange, the
livestock are also kept together in a compact, tedlriaal overnight (bomas in Hwange, this i$ a
new system introduced by Hwange Lion Reseawstgr 7 days, the kraal is moved, leaving
behind a manured and hoof-trampled area. This igfege for regeneration of grasses and
seedling growth. The planned grazing strategy ukedivestock to improve soil aeration, spll

fertility and rainwater penetration. It also givése grasslands time to regenerate.

2.2 Contribution and Importance of Livestock

Richards (2010) states that livestock are alsoiaric meeting the Millennium Development
Goals (MDGSs), as 70% of the rural poor rely on sdone of livestock for their livelihoods. The
challenge is to maximize the promise and minimike pitfalls of livestock and an eco-
agricultural vision might just deliver that. Hwangmmmunal lands in Zimbabwe are a
promising example of a landscape management syrabeg has livestock as an integral and
necessary part. Assan (2013) comments that typicaural life in Sub-Saharan Africa, the
Hwange communities live amid increasing desertiicg drying rivers, AIDS, infectious
diseases and the exodus of the youth. The congrass in land quality, water and biodiversity
that sustain agriculture, forestry, livestock, Wfkel and tourism in the region has jeopardized
their livelihoods (Khombe, 2002).

Livestock production has been known to reduce pggvamong vulnerable and marginalised
people. According to Heffernan (2004), attemptgiwid a more human face on poverty, usually
portray the poor as victims of a hostile politigaktitutional, social and economic environment.
Becks (2005) also notes that if considerationgadlieate poverty among poor livestock keepers

arise, the capabilities and agency of the poomategnored. Livestock are the main means to



enhance the poor people’s potential. Vulnerabibtyhouseholds to normal seasonal food and

income deprivations are reduced through sellingamsumption of animal products.

Maburutse et al (2010) postulate that livestocldpotion will be sustainable if there is harmony
among the stockman, livestock and the environmBEmt. attitude and goal of the stockman are
reflected in his management and breeding practs®®. (2008) states that the adaptation of the
livestock to their environment is reflected in thpioductive efficiency. One can therefore note
that it is the relationship among man, cattle aett \that can determine cattle production
systems. Betterncourt (2013) believes human beihgsugh their control of the breeding and
management of livestock as key to the questionanimiony between man and his immediate
environment. As such, the human being is eithemptioblem or the solution. It is the type and
quality of his or her stock and land that are &otion of his attitude and ability.

Enock (2005) states that anthropogenic activitfesan like domesticating grazing animals have
had a terrific effect on the ecology of this planResults of overgrazing have generally been
deleterious and in certain instances cataclysmie motch and quickness of environmental
degradation caused by destructive grazing practlepsnds largely on the seasonality of rainfall
and humidity (Thornton 2010). Low rainfall has ereously attributed to land degradation and
this has affected keeping and management of lickstoareas of low rainfall. As an example,
Gambiza and Nyama (1999) record from a 1000 haeprppn the Bandelierkop area of South
Africa show that 1100 head of cattle were carrred923 and the same area can barely keep 100

head of cattle today.

2.3 Value of Cattle Production in Communal Areas

Ndlovu et al (2004) and Masikati (2010) point ooattcommunal cattle realize numerous roles
that include providing milk, manure, draught poweCattle serve as an indication of one’s
wealth status (Chimonyo et al., 1999). On the ofizerd, Maburutse et al., (2012) points out that
they are also key in the provision of meat and s terminal products. Cattle in Matebeleland
are used as investments and a status symbol (Ndebal., 2007). At the apex, cattle generate
income among communal households through saleshef animals and their products.

Improvement in cattle production and innovativeueahddition of cattle can create employment



for people as individuals are hired to process sailicattle and their products at various points
of the production chain.

Cattle also play a pivotal role in socio-culturah€tion such as brideprice or lobola payments
and appeasement of ancestors (Maburutse et al2).2Mavedzenge et al., (2006) adds that
cattle can also be exchanged or loaned to neigebtmuenhance kinship ties. However, the
actual contribution of cattle at household leveha well known because the current valuation
systems rely on monetary standards, which ignoeentbnmonetary contribution of cattle to
households such as provision of manure, droughtepamd milk (Chimonyo et al., 2000).
Information on the real contribution of livestoakiiuman food security and livelihoods is scarce
(Gwaze et al., 2009). It is therefore importantgocial ecologists and agro-economists to come
up with scientific models that incorporate non-ntang contributions or values of cattle in terms

of contribution to communal livelihoods

Cattle markets have long been a main way of inmgstapital for people living in the communal
lands of Zimbabwe (Giller et al., 2013). This hdeen noted to have increased in response to
the economic crisis, which affected the economyhefcountry during the last decade (Zishiri,
2012) Limited cattle trade possibilities in moseéas bordering conservation areas classified as

Foot and Mouth Disease infected areas compoungrti#em of increasing cattle populations.

According to Barret (1992), although commercial tafke from Zimbabwe’s communal cattle
herd is low, smallholder farmers are productive gical in their cattle herd management. The
role of cattle varies from one region to the otimeZimbabwe, but commonly cattle are kept for
economic reasons, firstly to provide draught powad manure for tillage and secondly to
provide milk and meat for local consumption. Comudupattle in Zimbabwe are sold for
fattening or slaughter in the commercial sectamiee cash. Investment of crop income in cattle
ownership leads to capital growth as the herd gratwsough reproduction (Barret
1992).Livestock are mostly viewed as a form of ficial, social and natural capital, and as a
form of the financial capital they are a meansefeasing household income and obtaining food
products (World Bank (2000; McLeod et al 2001).



Building and strengthening of social networks ckso &e realized through cattle ownership and
management strategies. Betterncourt (2013) definegl capital as about the value of social
networks bonding similar people and bridging betwererse people with norms of reciprocity.

Many poor households either share or loan cattlih weighbors and relatives. In case of
absentee owners, the remaining family members eap kvestock. Livestock social functions

correspond to the symbolic values associated th species and the use of animals for the
fulfillment of a set of rituals and social obligatis of families and communities. Livestock gives
social status when it demonstrates wealth. .GradthLeyland (2005) comment that economic
status is realized when cattle facilitate the astesnformal credits and loans to the households.
Cattle are also used in traditional rituals, cerer@® and festivities and are given as a gift in
worships, for example, installation of ancestrairitsp ritual slaughter, and bride wealth. In

addition, some cultures, consider certain animaldé sacred (cattle in India) and in others

cultures (pigs in Muslim countries) animals are img(Ouma et al., 2003).

Livestock ownership in Sub Saharan Africa is deepbted in culture, Rwelamira et al., (1999).
Thus, the control of household livestock is cultarel context specific. Men are traditionally
responsible for the keeping and marketing of lamgamals such as cows, horses and camels
whilst women claims control over small ruminantElswas goats, pigs and specially poultry.
Decisions to manage these livestock also follow. $dowever according to Heffernan (2004),
livestock ownership involves costs for the poomfars such as high expenditures for animal

healthcare for those that own and keep livestock.

In countries such as Tanzania, Zambia and Malaamen involvement in cattle management is
limited but they do have access to animal powercidtivation limiting through hiring and

borrowing which may obstruct production (Hefferr2®04).Widows, divorced and abandoned
women lose the right to livestock through patriaehinheritance systems and are accordingly

economically and culturally marginalized (Van Daattal., 2007).

2.4 Age, Decision Making and Livestock Production
Mavedzenge et al., (2006) postulate that in Afrro@n do decisions at household level. This is

accredited to the patriachical nature of the Africocieties. Men are regarded as heads of



households; therefore, they are responsible for Hegisions like cattle and crop field
management whereas women are responsible for olegit do with kitchen utensils. McLeod
(2001) argues that age is importance when it camesttle ownership. He further comments
that young men who have not reached thirty yearslyraown livestock as they still under
responsibility of their parents. Older men over #ge of sixty five are the ones that own most
livestock. Ncube et al (1992) comments that mernr sudy five years, when given retirement
packages they buy cattle as a form of investmewm@h will then inherit their husband’s cattle

and takeover decision making processes concerhatdivestock.

2.5 Climate Change and Livestock Management

Thornton et al., (2010) point out that climate apamay have substantial effects on the global
livestock sector. Changes in management of livéstoe inevitable because of climate change.
Amassed climate variability will undoubtedly upsergvestock production risks as well as
reduce the ability of farmers to manage these riSksinfield et al. 2006) argues that offering
relatively fewer cost-effective options than otBectors such as energy, transport and buildings,
agriculture has not yet been a major player in bguction of greenhouse gas emissions.
UNFCCC (2008) note that trends will change in thufe although guidance will be desirable
from rigorous analysis. As an example, livestockstomption patterns in one country are often
associated with land-use changes in other counwisd these have to be included in national

greenhouse gas accounting exercises.

Changes in climate may have impacts not only orsgiieading of vectors of diseases. It is also
paramount to realize that some diseases are cotaumith water, which may be worsened by
flooding and complicated by inadequate water acdesyy et al., (2006) argue that while the
direct impacts of climate change on livestock diseaver the next two to three decades may be
relatively muted, there are considerable gaps owkedge concerning many existing diseases of
livestock and their relation to environmental fastancluding climate. Mashoko et al., (2007)
note that droughts have proved to force peopledeentogether with their livestock, potentially
exposing them to environments with health riskswioich they have not previously been
exposed. Nevertheless, there is bourgeoning titeraon adaptation options, including

innovative ways of using weather information toistssiral communities in managing the risks



associated with rainfall variability, design andioping of livestock insurance schemes that are

weather-indexed.

2.6 Living on the Edge and Livestock Keeping

Anderson et al., (2013) note that many people ¢jon the edge of protected wildlife areas now
find themselves residing in newly designated Trrentier Conservation Areas (TFCAS), but
with little clue as to what it actually means. Watbnservation in these areas still ill definedythe
continue to live on the wildlife frontier and argpesed to the risks that come with it. In the
academic and policy discourse on transboundaryeceaton, local peoples may be referred to
as beneficiaries or victims, but they are not menearginal in the policy process. They live on
the edge in a number of ways. First, making a §vam the fringe of Protected Areas can be a
risky business as it is often dependent on thedaod erratic rainfall that usually characterizes
these areas. Second, there is risk of crop destruand loss of livestock to wild predators or
diseases and even loss of human life to wildlifettes boundaries of Protected Areas are
permeable to various degrees. Giller et al., (2@idtulate that water sources become a major
focus of competition between people, livestock anfdllife particularly during the long dry

season.

From being regarded as marginal and even dangeomes threatening the political economy of
the state’s core in early colonial times, the edge increasingly become redefined as an area of
opportunity (Dzingirai et al, 2013). He further astthat as with illegal cross border migration
and commodity trade, cattle management, theft astimg is not a new phenomenon on the
edge. It has been part of the livestock economyiaaeased border controls and fences have
not been able to eliminate it. At the other extremdéighly regulated formal marketing system,
with the state controlled Cold Storage Company les gredominant buyer has played an
important role in suppressing cattle rustling ahedftt However, this is no longer the case for

Hwange communal areas.

The post 2000 period saw a rapid rise in cattlé gred cross border movements of cattle in the
South East lowveld. First, the formal cattle mant@ittapsed, because of fast track land reform.

Even in the 1990s, smallholder cattle keepers sdlled for their sales on nearby large-scale



commercial enterprises trading large volumes. Aslétter category fell away because of the
land reform programme, the formal marketing strreetaiso collapsed. Rapid economic decline
accompanied by commodity shortages and hyperiaflatindermined the sale of cattle within

Zimbabwe in favour of selling on the Mozambicanesaf the border. During the years 2002 to
2008, cattle were bought at prices between (US$H@0US$1000) in Mozambique as compared
with an equivalent of US$100 in Zimbabwe. Cattlstling thus became more lucrative, but also

cattle owners preferred to sell across the border.

Dzingirai (1999) identified four important categesiof people living in the Lower Zambezi
Valley, further pointing to community heterogenedy the edge. For example, he identified
people he described as home seekers, and thepeanie largely of foreign origin who used to
work in former commercial farms and moved into #nea to look for homes. This is evident in
Hwange as 51% of the people were not born therdaiizi, 2011). The second group of people
is generally referred to as accumulators, largelgase they are strictly not connected to the
area and do not care what happens to natural i@Esurhirdly, there are traditionalists who
prefer land related discussions to be conductectleyant kinship groups. This group of people
has rejected fencing off wildlife areas as thimierpreted as taking away meat from people. It
will also mean taking away grazing land for livetokeepers. The fourth group comprises
modernists who are largely the young and educateddrs. The modernists are largely kin on
harnessing any initiative that brings financial ather returns to them and will only support
livestock keeping and wildlife initiatives if promethey will surpass other options in revenue
generation. Le Bel et al., (2011) found that Hwar@mmmunal Area has 12 distinct ethnic
groups, Ndebele, Tonga, Nambya, Chewa, Chikundanjdy Doma, Zezuru, Kalanga, Mlubale,
Karanga and Shangwe with Ndebele being the majority

Anderson et al., (2013) note that a number of #nmérs living close to the park acknowledged
sending their cattle in the protected area durivgdry season. In the Hwange National park
system, the use of grazing land and peripheral geemt waterholes within Protected Areas
(mostly Forestry land) was negotiated by commusitiering extreme dry spells of the early
1990s (up to 3km inside the park). Livestock kegmentinue to access these grazing areas and

waterholes despite repeated warnings from the Egr€®@mmision, and have increased their use



in recent years. Communities now claim a quotairgngp to 10km and this has been another

source of conflict between communities and the gtoyeCommision.

Park boundaries encompass some of the areas udbeé hycal people, especially the southern
region of Gonarezhou National park (Murwira citedAinderson et al 2013). The establishment
of the park resulted in a steep resource gradi@htgrazing resources for livestock being more
abundant in the protected area compared with threwsding communal land, especially during
the end of the dry season. The existence of stegpurce gradients has often prompted the
movements of livestock and livestock and wildlites well as people, across boundaries that
separate farming and wildlife activities, resultimyhuman wildlife conflicts. Movements by
unattended animals, both wild and domestic, relyeoalogical tradeoffs along a gradient of

resources.

Grazing and browsing resource gradient that existeseen communal lands and the Protected
Areas of Southern Africa plays an important rolenftuencing cattle farmers grazing strategies,
particularly during the dry season when grazingdarce. De Garine-Wichatitsky et al (2013)
contend that accessing water and grazing resoaio@sg droughts is a matter of survival for
livestock in the semi-arid ecosystems of SouthefiicA Competition with wildlife for these
scarce resources can exacerbate such scarcitipedple living on the edge of Protected Areas.
At the same time, the protected area may providal@mnative source of grazing, and thus a

buffer during the difficult periods.

The boundary of the Hwange National Park and thghbering communal area was well
delimited by a veterinary fence until 2003 (Anderset al, 2013). It collapsed due to a
combination of lack of maintenance and local comityupressure to access grazing lands
located inside the Sikumi Forest Area. The removdéénces and the creation of an Open Africa
or Boundless Southern Africa to satisfy both ecwlalgand social concerns have, in turn,
considerable implications for social and diseasgadyics at the interface of Protected Areas and
surrounding areas. Anderson and Cumming (2013) nb& boundaries are ubiquitous
components of the world we live in and exist wherethere is discontinuity or asymmetry,

within or between objects whether at an atomiclutal, organismal, local, regional or global



level. Boundaries are not confined to the physibadphysical and geographical spheres. They
are also present in behavioral and social intevastibbetween people that arise as a result of
language, religious beliefs, decisions, ethnicitgd aculture, scientific disciplines, class

distinctions, access to technology and resourcesaatghts.

Maburutse (2012) points out that although only @8pnt of the households in the communal
areas own cattle, 48 percent of those living ondtige of Protected Areas, cattle keeping has
important socio-economic and cultural functions.ttBoattle owning and non-cattle owning
households indicated that they derived direct ardiréct benefits from cattle farming in the
area. Of the households without cattle, all wetergsted in cattle farming and cited problems of
not having cash to purchase livestock and probleitis wildlife as the main reason why they
would not own cattle. Some of the households witlwadtle at the time of the survey had owned

cattle and lost them due to wildlife and droughpiavious years.

Besides Protected Areas being a haven for livestaokers, transfrontier aggregations can
overcome the socio economic marginalization assetiavith relegation to boundary areas,
turning these areas in many instances into cerdfeagricultural and industrial growth,

associated with transportation and communicatiatsiorks that across barriers to commerce
and social impact. Dzingirai, 2004 notes that kivon the edge comes with new opportunities in
terms of ecotourism and job creation for local geophis creates visions of a true win- win
situation where transfrontier conservation areasmpte both conservation and rural
development. A honey pot effect has been describedre national park creation leads to
disproportionate population growth on the edge bseaof emerging opportunities associated

with conservation areas (Wittemeyer et al, 2008).

2.7 Livestock, Diseases and Wildlife Interactions

Disease transmission is arguably one of the mdjstaales to the coexistence of wildlife and
livestock in sub Saharan Africa (Bourn and Blentf99). Movements of both humans and
animals occur across the boundaries of ProtectehsApften driven by resource gradients.
Generally, wildlife/livestock interaction has bedefined as the direct or indirect contact of

wildlife and livestock with transmission of pathagebi-directionally between wildlife and



livestock (Bengis et al., 2002). The livestock/\iflel interface can be classified as linear, that is
along a fence, or patchy reflecting habit prefeesnof a disease host or at shared water and
grazing points and such cases are popular in saha@rosystems of Africa. Cleaveland, (2006)
asserts that the transmission of disease pathogamsbe indirect. Wildlife and livestock
behaviors in terms of feeding are different whereldlife tend to avoid contact with livestock
and humans. Anderson et al (2013) argue that,fstance, buffaloes and other wildlife are
observed at night and early in the morning wateand grazing exactly where livestock are
observed at different times. This entails that algetransmission is not always direct physical
interaction but can be due to indirect contactulgiothe soil, forage, and water with which the
other animal has had contact and left dischargeb as urine, saliva. Faeces, nasal or ocular

discharge or through common insect vectors (Feh9&2)

Community based animal health systems for instamaes been advocated as a way to improve
the livelihoods of remote, marginalized and undesgiivestock keeping communities, through
improved productivity and access to markets (Grath Leyland, 2005, ). The current schemes
implemented regarding livestock health, includirerainations, acaricide treatments or other
prophylactic actions, do not address local priesitas perceived by livestock keepers themselves.
Keeley and Scoones (2003) argue that this is kargetause livestock disease management is
driven by government veterinary services at theonat level, which often concentrate their
limited resources on control of transboundary ahiliseases to allow international trade, which
is regulated by policies negotiated at the inteonat level. The perception of livestock keepers
regarding locally important diseases and the pmtkentle played by wildlife species is rarely
appreciated or taken into account when control oreasare implemented. One of the main
limitations of community based animal health systeis1the lack of voice of marginalized

communities in policy processes.

Interactions between wildlife and domestic animglesent challenges in the livestock
economies worldwide, particularly in East and SeuthAfrica where many communities are
closer to the wildlife areas, Cleaveland et alDO@. Rural poverty has been increased due to the
spread of diseases from wildlife to domestic angnalhich has declined livestock production,

and this has often caused conflicts between peapte wildlife especially over the issue of



boundaries created to demarcate communities froldlifsireserved areas (Mutambanvumi,
2006). The Ngorongoro Conservation area in Tanzen@e example where the Masai cattle
had to be moved away from prime grazing lands & ghort grass plains to avoid malignant
catarrhal fever, which is transmitted from wildetteealves. However, this change has caused
pressure on the highland ecosystems and exacelthatpdoblem of tick-borne diseases (Field et
al 1997). Communities adjacent to Serengeti Nalidtark in Tanzania present an inverse
relationship between livestock ownership and ingolent in game meat hunting. Game meat
from livestock development programs could be a @@wf protein in these areas to avoid the
demand for wildlife meat but the production of kteck is much constrained by the transmission

of diseases from wildlife such as trypanosomid&iaD, 1995).

On predation levels, de Garine Whitatisky et all@0comment that farmers explain that in
some cases cattle were lost and spent nights eutisélkraal, which exposed them to a greater
risk of being killed by wild predators. Loss of wataffects household’s direct and indirect

benefits from livestock.

2.8 Livestock Management Policies and Institutions

Government policies may be an assistance or hindran animal production. Transfrontier
Conservation Areas and their requirements prouigali testing grounds for what Keeley and
Scoones (2003) call the deliberative approach. @peroach places more emphasis on
developing methods and institutions that promoteroanication and address policy issues
through inclusive process of argumentatidfational governments can have a significant
influence on the development of livestock produttibrough economic and political measures,

as well as by promoting expansion of infrastructumd services (van Dach et al 2007).

In rural areas, poor livestock farmers often reghemimselves as sidelined by the state in terms of
functioning infrastructure and effective servicetse to support animal production, van Dach et
al., (2007).He adds that despite marked improvements in regeants, effective veterinary and
extension services for livestock producers have begn provided everywherdén Africa,
government interventions in the market have prilmdreen in terms of providing abattoirs, meat

packing facilities and milk processing plants, zach et al., (2007), These interventions impose



prices, grades and standards for livestock prod&tish interventions are usually implemented
in order to control consumer and producer pricesufjh a monopoly framework. Control would
be over grades and quality for standardisationltthea export. The view held is that private
trading is exploitative and inefficient. Thus, gavment monopolies would produce economies

of scale.

The Zimbabwean government livestock policy has gkdn over years. According to
Mavedzenge et al., (2006h Zimbabwe, the reorganisation of the technicadadttments of the
Ministry of Agriculture has created a Livestock &uation Department alongside the Veterinary
Department. Livestock are again being recogniseithpsrtant assets for livelihoods as key to
moving away from poverty; as a way into lucrativarkets; as a source of foreign exchange; as

well as essential cultural resources, social safety and means of saving.

Mukamuri et al., (2013) argue that Transfrontien§ervation Areas must benefit local peoples
and contribute to development goes hand in hand thiéd assumption that natural resources in
these areas are collectively managed. Communitgdopsojects often fail because a collective
appears to be absent, suspicion among locals, loaltical conflicts, lack of community
participation and lack of interest among localsvpreg collective action. Such local level
dynamics and struggles are often expressed in cetterims, despite the fact that ethnic
distinctions are primarily socio historical constiions rather than ontological categories. The
construction and entrenchment of ethnic identitlees not take place in a vacuum. Ford and
Harawa (2010) argue that ethnicity is complex aodadly constructed with implications for
societal interactions with spatial and temporal elsions. Mukamuri et al (2000) indicate that
people living in rural areas are heterogeneous thed actions are influenced by ethnicity,

origin, and other socio-economic variables sucbadtde ownership, education and religion.

2.9 Constraints to Cattle Production in Communal Aeas

Livestock farming has been faced with many negataaors in various countries globally.
According to Mupawenda (2009), livestock productisraffected by several social, economic,
biological, political and management factors. Thabpem of drought is one the factors affecting

livestock farming. Wreford and Adger (2010) exandirtbe effect of drought and heat wave on



livestock farming in the UK, indicating that thefesft of drought may not be felt immediately in
the year it occurs. Farmers may sell more stodyltiag in increased production, in the year in
which drought occurs, but in the subsequent ygaogjuction may decrease as farmers rebuild
their herds.

The impending climate change has an effect orstoek farming and it will be harder on the
poor people in developing countries (IFAD, 2009)isTis due to these countries’ dependence on
natural resources and agriculture for their sulviGhanges in climate patterns will result in
food insecurity; resource-poor developing counttigst cannot meet their food requirements
through market access will be worst affected (FAID&. Morgan and Wall (2009) believe that
livestock tend to suffer from increasing productitosses because of diseases caused by
parasites, and that insufficient attention has hmsd to mechanisms that could mitigate such

increases, and how they can best be exploited.

Livestock marketing, in most communal areas, isrpaod characterised by absent or ill-
functioning markets (van Rooyen 2007). A baselie by the International Crop Research
Institute in Semi-Arid Tropics (ICRISAT) revealetick of organised marketing of cattle in
Zimbabwe communal areas (Homann and Van Rooyen)2@mmunal farmers resort to the
informal way of marketing their cattle where prigins based on an arbitrary scale, with
reference to visual assessment of the animal.m&eéiaries are the main buyers and purchase
live animals from farmers for resale at cattle surctpoints and to abattoirs in towns often
benefiting more than the farmers themselves do @daenge et al 2006). Apart from selling to
local butcheries, farmers do not have ready mankbtre they can take their animals to if they
need to sell their animals therefore usually enduager-pricing their animals in cases of

emergencies (Homann and van Rooyen 2007).

African livestock producers face various barriees @ccessing markets including physical
barriers, such as poor roads and infrastructurnegtsiral challenges, such as imbalance of power
between producers and other value chain actors,l@mdlevels of skills, information and
organisation. Typically, in Africa, farmers and pmalists sell their ruminant livestock to traders
in small village markets that have few facilitiéarger secondary markets, located in regional

capitals, are dominated by intermediaries, traders butchers and serve terminal markets.



Terminal markets are located in urban centres aeddaminated by medium to large-scale
traders. High fees levied by market authoritieyséo encourage buying and selling of livestock
outside formal markets. Increasingly, livestock ianeked rather than trekked between point of

production and terminal markets. Seasonality ofpBumf animals presents problems for

abattoirs and prevents them working at or nearctyblacity year round.

2.10 Socio Ecological Systems

Halliday and Glaser (2011) define a socio-ecoldggatem as a system composed of organized
assemblages of humans and no human life formsspagally determined geographical setting.
By calling it a system, those with an interest le situation signal their intention to consider
how all these elements interact together. Basurtd. £(2013) claims that the point of entry to
the Socio Ecological Systems Framework (SES) teiavith the first tier variables that a
researcher would need to define to determine tinicpkar system of interest. These variables
will determine the connectedness of the system. ignaariables, there are the Resource Units
(RU) that are part of the Resource Systems (RSreThre also the Governance Systems (GS)
that define and set rules for Actors (A). All okth influence the resultant Interactions (1) and
Outcomes (O) and create feedbacks. The Governagsierns (GS) includes characteristics
pertaining to central and local government and ofactshaping rules and governance
arrangements in Hwange National Park and Sikumeg$torThese determine incentives and

behavior for Actors (A) who are communal farmengived in the management of livestock.

Ecosystems are diverse forms of natural capital eqst at several levels on a spatial scale.
Tessema et al (2011) argues that humans who usee @affected by these different ecosystems
are organized through diverse forms of social ehpit various scales. Proposals to protect these
ecosystems by changing the institutional rulessgf and by the way these rules are monitored
and enforced. However, there is a tendency of #atiy focusing on a single level (Basurto et al
2013). Most often, this is at the level of natiogal’ernments like the Government of Zimbabwe
under the Ministry of Environment, Water and Climah addition, at all levels, institutions are
essential for the long-term protection of ecosystehrough proper decision making (Egon

(2003). Such interrelated patterns of institutionaterface can take the form of authority,



separation, fusion, negotiation or system changéh wdiverse consequences for social-

environmental systems.

The straight down interplay of institutions repme#®g groups competing or cooperating for

authority over resources requires one to look astjons of subtractability (Berkes et al., 2003).

This is when resource appropriation by one usanaesl availability to others and exclusion, that
is how costly it is to keep potential beneficiangso are communal farmers out of the benefit
stream from an ecosystemic and multiscale persgedidebele (2013) thus notes that local

forms of use and regulation of a resource, for gtambased on customary rules of use and
exclusion, although potentially effective at onevele are affected and in some cases
overwhelmed by resource use in a different patheflarger ecosystem where government rules
and regulations come in place.



CHAPTER THREE

Methodological, Conceptual Issues and Study Area

3.0 Introduction

This chapter explains the conceptual and methodw@bgsues associated with the study. The
concept of the Socio Ecological Systems will beduseexplaining decision making processes
by farmers. It describes the research design, saghptocedure and the way in which data was
collected and analysed. The socio-economic and geaphic characteristics of the farmers were
determined using descriptive statistics. Descrétstatistics and frequencies were used to
determine the prevalent factors affecting livestéamiming in Hwange, Zimbabwe. Chi-square

cross tabulations were used to determine the Evatsociation between various factors.

3.1 Methodological Issues

Borg and Gall (2007) define research methodology ako be thought of as the guiding

principle for unobjectionable research practicecdh also be viewed as the overall plan for
collecting and analyzing data, including specifimas for augmenting the internal and external
validity of the study, (Sarantakos 1998). Leady9@)9 concurs in that research methodology is a
functioning framework within which signals placed that their meanings can be seen more

clearly. The study methodologies included both gtetive and qualitative methodologies.

3.2 Research Design

A research design is a set of logical procedures fWwhen followed) enables one to obtain

evidence to determine the degree to which a thieatdtypothesis (or set of hypotheses) is/are
correct. There are four basic types of researcigddbat include case studies, cross sectional
designs, longitudinal designs and experimental gissi This study employed three of these

research designs and left out the longitudinalgresi

3.2.1 Quantitative Approach

In social sciences, quantitative research is ttstegyatic empirical investigation of observable
phenomena via statistical, mathematical or commurtak techniques. The objective of
guantitative research is to develop and employ emdiical models, theories and



or hypotheses pertaining to phenomena. The assomibtat guided this choice of methodology
was the need for measurable data. The purposeesddttidy is to measure the socio economic
factors that determine livestock management stiedesy the edge of Hwange National Park and
Sikumi forest respectively. The same measuremdhtisd be done in Kamativi, an area further
away from a protected area to compare if the oppdreés and constraints differ for these
livestock farmers. The approach uses methods tleapiee constructed and the same type of

guestions are asked thereby making comparisons esasifr.

This quantitative approach was considered morabiglithan qualitative investigation because it
controls or eliminates extraneous variables withainternal structure of study and standardized
testing can access the data produced. It providisstiat can be expressed in numbers. Because
the data is in a numeric form, one can apply siedistests in making statements about the data.
These include descriptive statistics like the memeadian, and standard deviation, but can also

include inferential statistics like t-tests, ANOV,A® multiple regression correlations.

Quantitative research is described in terms of doipm (Leach 1990) and positivism (Duffy
1985) cited in Carr, L.T (1994). This research apph is an objective formal systematic process
in which numerical data findings describes tests@mmines cause and effect relationships. The
study used this methodology together with the dmtale approach in order to have a
comprehensive understanding of the phenomena widdy. The approach is straight to the
point hence it does not give way for unnecessatgildeom participants especially in this study
where there is a tendency of respondents to exfilain challenges to drought and conflicts with

authorities.

3.2.2 Qualitative/Phenomenological Approach

Qualitative research on the other hand, asks bopssstions and collects word data from
phenomena or participants. The researcher lookethémes and described the information in
themes and patterns exclusive to that set of paatits. This methodology was chosen for this
study because of the need to understand farmersep@ons on cattle access, ownership,
decision making processes and management fromdifigirent locations. The aim of qualitative

research is to describe certain aspects of a phemamwith a view to explaining the subject



decision making. It was used as a vehicle forysthglthe empirical world from the perspective
of the subject, not the researcher (Duffy 1987 &pproach was important as it brought out the
attitudes, behaviors and emotions of the farmen®liation to the opportunities and constraints

they face in cattle production against the prohibinature of the Protected Areas.

Following data collection, rather than performingstatistical analysis, researcher looked for
trends in the data. When it came to identifyingnti® researcher looked for statements that were
identical across different research participantge Tule of thumb was that hearing a statement
from just one participant was an anecdote, from, v@oincidence; and hearing it from three
made it a trend. The trends identified that guitlednderstanding opportunities and constraints

and recommendations were drawn from that.

3.3 Sampling Techniques

Purposive sampling technique was employed in tihecsen of participants. Bernard (2002)
defines it as a deliberate choice of an informar th the qualities the informant possesses. The
researcher identifies the problem and sets outluat ¥8 to be researched then finds people with
knowledge and experience to provide the informatidne technique was applied to all the
methods such that for the questionnaire the relseartargeted households with cattle and
interviewed the owner or the custodian of the hend had clear information about their cattle.
The participants were from Magoli, Chezhou, SiabluirKamativi village 21 and village 22.

Every household that had livestock had an equalahaf being selected in the study.

Veterinary officers and representatives were setector their knowledge on disease
management, the provision of drugs, vaccination thed discouragement for farmers to drive
their cattle inside the Park. Ordinary farmers walso identified as key informants who are
responsible for decisions to drive cattle inside trark and to verify the opportunities and
constraints of keeping livestock. Farmers were a@satified as to confirm if there were any
social, cultural and economic concerns for livestpoduction. Women were also interviewed
and included in the focus group discussions to hthe& voice heard in terms of livestock
production.



3.4 Data Collection Methods/Instruments
In order to achieve the intended objectives, theeascher employed following research
instruments including Questionnaires; Focus Grougcisions (FGDs) and Key Informant

Interviews (KIIs).

3.4.1 Questionnaire

A Questionnaire is a method for the elicitatiorcamling and collecting of information and its
advantage is that potentially information can bd#lected from a large portion of a group
(Kirakowski, 2000). The instrument had sections ezong the demographic patterns of the
respondents, livestock ownership patterns, livéstoarketing, grazing and watering patterns,
herd structure, institutional aspects surroundimgestock management, wildlife/livestock
interactions and perceptions on diseases, soaitaltural relevance of livestock all of which

could answer each of the objectives.

The questionnaire was administered in the all skiths. The researcher first trained one field
assistant to help with interpretation of the quesiusing Nambya to those farmers who were
not well versed with Ndebele. One hundred and &murt(114) questionnaires were administered
to farmers in all study sites. The method waslqaind easy because respondents were provided
with same set of optional answers which they jickt tovering many respondents in a short
period. Since the study had a short life, this megplie was appropriate as there was limited

interaction between the researcher and the resptsded was economic.

The method’s weakness according to Kirakowski (2080that a questionnaire tells you only
the users reaction as the user perceives theisitutius some kinds of questions for instance, to
do with time measurement or frequent of event aetwe, are not usually reliably answered in
guestionnaires. In this study the pre constructedstions did not allow for further detailed
information and could not determine the attitudesjaviors and emotions of the respondents as

they gave answers to the questions. Much time waswmned in cases where farmers could not



remember some events like the number of times thieye cattle into the Park and animals

predated.

3.4.2 Focus Group Discussions (FGDs)

Focus groups are sometimes used when it is bettgstain information from a group rather than
individuals. According to Fern (1982), Morgan angaBish, (1984), they are small group
discussions, addressing a specific topic, whictallginvolve 6-12 participants, either matched
or varied on specific characteristics of interesttiie researcher. In this study, FGDs were
conducted after pre analysis with the questionnawme (2) group discussions each consisting of
eight people and the other consisting of ten peogdpectively were held with cattle farmers at
a central venue at Magoli Community Hall. Both loé discussions consisted of both adult males
and females whilst the other one consisted of youth order to verify intergenerational
perceptions towards livestock production. Partistpathat were interviewed using the
guestionnaire were requested to participate inetfesus group discussions and those who

agreed were informed 2 days prior to the meetintpabthat they could prepare.

Participants chose any time of the day that theseveemfortable with, this was done to avoid
inconveniences for some. The technique was opdedeand the researcher only facilitated the
discussion while giving the lead role to the resjets. Detailed information was gathered
concerning the farmers perceptions towards catttess, ownership and management in relation
to the prohibitive nature of Protected Areas ananging Zimbabwean macroeconomic
environment. Since the study was conducted in al lmrea where most farmers are illiterate,
FGDs enabled the farmers and the researcher tqueskions in native languages (Ndebele and

Nambya) and elaborate on questions and answerebthebtaining rich data

However, FDGs have weaknesses, Carey (1995) hhatithe method may not represent the
views of a larger segment of the population andylotich data may be difficult to analyze.
There were several cases were women did not attentheetings as males were considered to
have the lead role in cattle production which hasreots in their traditional culture. In cases
where they attended, they would not fully partitgpas expected as males took the lead in the

discussions. Time management was most difficult \mmen who had to carry out their



household chores before they could show up to tiseusisions. Time was consumed as

participants gave different sides of issues thatevieeought up for discussion.

3.4.3 Key Informant Interviews (KIIs)

A Kl is loosely structured conversations with peowho have specialized knowledge about the
topic you wish to understand (Murphy, 2002), themisstructured interview is usually conducted

in a face to face setting that permits the reseanthseek new insights, ask questions, and assess
phenomena in different perspectives. The researolagle interview guides for the respondents
and conducted them personally. The researcher spleniger time in the field, which helped in
identifying key informants with the help of loca¢gple. Klls were conducted with veterinary
service providers for issues on drug availabilityd ause, vaccination and dissemination of
information to farmers among others and challeribeyg face in discouraging farmers to drive
cattle inside the Park. A Forestry Commision Offieeas also interviewed on how they relate

and associate with their immediate communitiesltmwang cattle to graze inside the Forestry.

Five individuals from communities were also intewed on their own to clarify issues of
gender, age and decisions to drive cattle insidePiotected Areas. This technique was more
appropriate than others were because these stdeetiohad knowledge on their various

institutions hence they could provide in depth infation about their situation.

However, there can be a weakness with this metfibdre can be a bias in the selection of
interviewees according to their economic or sostahding especially the elites, who may not be
able to represent the smallholders’ problems (Kub®89). There was a lot of bias from those
who represented authorities, as all were protect¥etheir positions and presented no
weaknesses on their sides. Thus triangulatinghathods mentioned above will help to avoid

such biases.

3.4.4 Observations
The researcher also used observations and thisiteehwas very useful because it gave the
researcher the opportunity to see the differendevden what the farmers say and the actual

situation. The researcher observed the pasturess,dahere cattle grazed and drank, of which



most of the times was inside the Park or Foreste@ation also allowed the researcher to ask
relevant questions based on what he would havenaate The various methods that the

researcher used had their own shortfalls. The relseadiscovered that using unhurried and
unstructured conversations was time consuming atlawved the respondent to narrate their

experiences with little interruption. Thereforepsoirrelevant issues would be narrated and the
researcher had to be patient as it is disrespeatftdrding to Ndebele and Nambiya traditions to
interrupt an elderly person in the midst of a casagon. Observations also had the danger of
misinterpretation by the researcher.

3.5 Data Analysis Procedures

Data was analysed using both quantitative and tqtiak approaches of analysis. Dey (2005)
outlines data analysis as a manner of determirgg ichito its essential components. This is done
to reveal its characteristic elements and strucilines, data analysis is critical to any reseasch a
it is the stage where the raw and meaningless lidameaning breathed into it. Dey (2005)
further asserts that when analyzing data, one waaldt to do more than describe, one would
want to construe, to explain, to understand perleaps to predict based on the findings of the

study.

Quantitatively, data was captured and analyzedgusia Statistical Package for Social Scientists
(SPSS) version 16.0. The package has the capaattympute data from the field by creating a
template with the variables. Variables that were thost representative of the prevailing
conditions in the study area were selected for ahalysis. Because the data collected was
gualitative and quantitative in nature, it was sebgd to descriptive statistics. Graphs, pie charts

and histograms were used to better explain théeakhips that may exist between variables.

The thematic approach to data analysis was usedufaitative data. The data were mainly be
categorized in accordance with the research obgstwhich formed the thematic areas. These
themes and connections were then used to explairetiearch findings.



3.6 Ethical Considerations

Moore (2005) emphasizes the need to balance edimdssocial science research in pursuit of
knowledge. To gain entry into the district the srsber sought for permission and followed the
local government hierarchy that is going throughk istrict Administrator in Hwange, the
respective Councilor for the ward and the villagads to get their permission. One village head
was also interviewed to get their views on indigendknowledge systems of livestock
production and the changes in the management gigatand if there are decisions made as a
community concerning livestock. To gain entry in ttee government departments like the
department of veterinary services and livestockdpetion, permission was sought from the
District Heads. The researcher also obtained psiomdrom the Chief Nekatambe who advised
all people under his jurisdiction to help me in téwer way possible for my study to be a

SuUcCcess.

Donors frequently visit the study area and to aveng¢ misconception about the researcher’s
identity, the researcher made it clear to the @aents about the intention of the project and that
it was purely academic. Thus, this led to respotsgdesluntarily participating and being
informed about the procedures involved in the nedseaand challenges likely to arise.
Confidentiality was also guaranteed. It was madarchat names would not be disclosed in this

study without the participants’ consent.

When conducting research, it is vital for the reslkear to ensure that information he gets from
the respondents does not only benefit him but drensunity as well such that not any form of
information distortion is encountered. The researahill therefore go back to the communities

studied with the findings and possible recommendatior better managing the livestock.

3.7 Study area

The study area is located in Hwange Rural Dist(Matabeleland North, Zimbabwe) and
includes four villages in ward 15. The villageslutde Magoli, Chezhou, Dingani and Sialwindi,
however too much emphasis was made on Magoli amzl@u as they are slightly closer to the
protected area. This communal area is borderedeteauth by the Main Camp area of Hwange
National Park (HNP), to the east by Sikumi For&st)(and to the southeast by the town of Dete.



Chloe Guerbois (2012) notes that the area, clasgiséis agro-ecological region IV and V, is

characterized by low fertility soils (mostly Kalahaands) and erratic low annual rainfall
(606 mm, inter-annual CV = 25%).

HNP, a key protected area from the Kavango-ZambE@A, hosts wildlife that has a negative
effect on the production of livestock. In the stuadga farmers make conscious decisions to drive
cattle inside Hwange National Park and Sikumi Foaesl most problems with wildlife concern
diseases and predation for livestock. Proximitywitdlife means occasional interfacing of
domestic and wild animals which results in trarsfiee of diseases such as Foot and Mouth

(FMD) and higher chances of livestock being eatgnwild animals like lions, hyenas and
painted dogs.

Fig 3.1 Map of study area
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Kamativi is a small mining town in Matabeleland MoProvince, Zimbabwe. Kamativi is also
the name of a tin mine located at the town. Thentewists because of the mine. It was selected
as a comparison study site as they are also affdntewildlife yet they stay away from the
Protected Areas. It is located about 50km away fitben aforementioned Protected Areas.

Village 21 and 22 that were formed after land nef@rogramme in year 2000 were selected.

The study involved a first visit to Hwange in Ju2@14 with the Cirad team as to familiarize
with the environment. The main objective of thig twas to meet with the authorities and get
permission to conduct my research there. This veasarproblem as two PhD students, Arthur
and Hugo who had worked in these communities aaidiig with the leadership, assisted I. It
only took me 7 days to familiarize with the comntigs and was ready to start administering
guestionnaires and conducting both focus groupudsgons and key informant interviews. It was
followed by a 25 days data collection trip. Theeasher had to camp at one of the Village
Headmen homesteads for easy access into the cotmsufar case studies. The period was
enough to conduct 69 questionnaires and 2 focuspgdgscussions along with 5 key informant
interviews. Observations were made by the reseadiming the time he went with the herders

to herd cattle. Observations were also done dudipging sessions.

The second and final field trip was conducted inedduly 2015 after pre analysis with the
guestionnaire was completed. Some changes were nmdde questionnaire and then
administered in two villages namely Magoli and Gimz Six (6) kraal interviews were also
conducted with different owners of livestock on @nship trends, historical information of
existing cattle and so on. The researcher theneped to Kamativi for 10 days to administer
guestionnaires, key informant interviews and kratdrviews. A total number of 22 interviews

were administered and 6 kraal interviews.

3.8 Conceptual Framework
A Socio-Ecological System can be defined as a evtieystem of biophysical and social factors
that regularly interact in a resilient, sustainednmer (Basurto et al 2013). Scholars have used

the concept of socio-ecological systems to empbdbe integrated concept of humans in nature



and to stress that the delineation between sogs¢s and ecological systems is artificial and

arbitrary.

Fundamental to the SES framework is the presumphianhumans can make conscious choices
as individuals or as members of collaborative gspwgnd that these individual and collective
choices can, at least potentially, make a sigmfichifference in outcomes. Individual farmers, as
decision makers, in the management strategies eyeaggents in ecological systems. From an
ecological perspective, the individual is both atptate, a basic entity whose existence is taken

for granted and a unit of measurement.

As a postulate, an individual has several charsties. First he requires access to an
environment, upon which he or she is dependenkrowledge. Second, he is interdependent
with other humans; that is, is always part of aydafpon and cannot exist otherwise. Third, he is
time bound, or has a finite life cycle. Fourth, res an innate tendency to preserve and expand
life. Fifth, he has capacity for behavioral varldipi Social ecological models are thus applicable
to the processes and conditions that govern tleéoii§ course of human development in the
actual environment in which human beings live. Bels the Socio Ecological System or
framework with all the tenets that determine decisinaking by farmers in the Hwange socio

ecological environment.



Fig 3.2 Socio Ecological Systems Framework (Ostrorh986)
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The analysis of the dynamics of the system requdestifying a set of constraints associated
with the multiple dimensions of the SES that allaallscomponents to be viable. Farmers are
actors in the system being governed and restricyetules and regulations of the Governance
System. There are also resource systems that@rark and Forestry with the resource units as
pastures, wildlife and trees. The co-viability aggerhes thus explicitly explore the conditions for
coexistence between the various components ofystera. Thus, Berkes et al., (2003) note that
the studied socio-ecological system in this hypsithes ideal for exploring the study’s research

questions.



CHAPTER FOUR

Presentation of Findings
4.0 Introduction
This chapter presents findings obtained in theyst@&me of the results are illustrated by pie
charts and graphs for data that was quantitatibesqDare tests are used for testing associations
between variables. Data for association is predant&bles. For qualitative data, the study used
themes that surround farmer’s choices of drivingjeaside the Park and Forest. Statements are
guoted from farmers as they expressed their viawd-aocus Group Discussions and Key

Informant Interviews.

4.1 Access and Ownership Patterns of Cattle in th8tudy Area
This presents results for objective one that fosusecattle ownership patterns.

4.1.1 Gender and Cattle Access

Sex and gender are significant in determining eattivnership in area of study. Of all the
respondents, 72.7% were male and 27.3% were fetRaed4.1) The study shows that cattle
ownership is still skewed along gender lines withles owning most of the cattle. Follow-up
interviews confirmed the above gender bias in eattvnership. The most effective way for poor

males to own cattle in the study area is throughriguone cow and waiting for it to reproduce.

Ukusisaor ukufuyisais not a common system in all three study siteagd®li, Chezhou and
Kamativi. Indepth interviews revealed two aspedtte kufuyisasystem. First, a young male is
hired to herd cattle in return for a beast or eadter an agreed period. The reward is also
determined by the size of the herd. Second, a pessih a sizeable herd of cattle “loans” an
excess number to a poor household which then lafiks the cattle based on a mutually agreed
contract. The contract stipulates the number alec#ite debtor cattle will receive during and
after the expiry of the contract.

Female respondents confirmed that they usuallyat@njoy the advantages of ukusisa system.
Women tend to access or own cattle through inhrertaor as part of bride wealthombe

yehumaifollowing marriage of a daughter. Women are notkivg or were not working for



them to save and buy a beast. The latter explainsmost young females do not own or have
defined access to cattle than their male countexrplliostly, females are usually associated with
small livestock keeping such as goats and chickemhshey have access to cattle products such
as milk, meat, draft power and manure. Women ae abt favourites when it comes to cattle
inheritance. The eldest son is the expected hethefcattle, unless if there is no son in the
family, then the mother can inherit cattle. Fig gtfbws the number of cattle owned by men and

women. It shows that men are the favourites evaaititbe numbers owned.

Fig 4.1 Cattle Ownership by Gender
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Fig 4.2 Cattle Numbers Owned by Male and Female
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4.1.2 Age and Cattle Ownership

Age is also significant in cattle access and owmprs the study area. Farmers between the ages
of 45-65 (50%) own more cattle then those belowed@y (6%) and above 65years (3%). Those
ranging from 31years to 45 years constitute 41%heftotal ownership of cattle by age. Those
between 31 years to 65 years have been attribatiekir ability to work and accumulate cash to
buy cattle and can get cattle in form of bride s their daughters get married. Information got
from the interviews state that these men will bekivg and have income to atleast purchase one
cow.



Fig 4.3 Age and Cattle Ownership
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4.1.3 Ethnicity and Cattle Ownership

There are different ethnic groups that own catdéhtHwange and Kamativi. In Hwange, most
of the owners were Nambiya people with the biggesink of 54.5% followed by Ndebele with

27.3% followed by Tonga with 9.1%. Minority ethrgeoups like Bemba and Lozwi had 4.5%

of ownership each.



Fig 4.4 Magoli and Chezhou Ethnic Groups

Ethnicity

5%

B Nambiya
H Ndebele
mTonga
H Bemba

M Lozwi

Fig 4.5 Kamativi Village 21 and Village 22 Ethnic Goups
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Kamativi is a bit different from Hwange. Most owseof cattle are Ndebele with 38.9%
followed by Nambiya with 34%, Tonga with 19.1%. 8hchave 5%, Bemba, and Lozwi with

1.5% respectively.

However, it is of importance to find out if there mo association between ethnic group and

cattle ownership. Chi-square statistic was usedld@termine if the measure of association



between cattle ownership and ethnicity. Table HuBtrates the chi-square test. With the value
of (chi=3.743, df =5 and p= .587), we accept th# hypothesis that there is no association
between ethnic group and cattle ownership becéhese tvalue is far much greater than 0.05.

Thus, cattle ownership does not depend on onefgsegiioup.

Table 4.1 Chi-square Tests (Association between @ik group and cattle ownership)

Value Df Asymp. Sig. (2
sided)
Pearson Chi; 3.743 5 587

square

No. of valid cases| 96




4.1.4 Religion and Cattle Ownership

Most of the cattle owners are Christians as congptardraditionalists. Of all the cattle owners,
Christians (irrespective of which church one betng) were 82% and those who believe in
African Traditional Religion constituted 17% and 3&ho believe in other religions. Focus
Group Discussions also confirmed that most of theppe belong to a number of Christian
denominations. However, these percentages do wetus a true picture if one’s religion really
determines him or her to own cattle.

Fig 4.6 Religion and Cattle Ownership
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Table 4.2 Chi-square Tests (Association between Rgbn and Cattle Ownership)

Value df Asymp. Sig. (2 sided)
Pearson Chi-square 2.479 2 .289
No. of valid cases 58

Thus, Table 4.2 shows that there is no associdgtween religion and cattle ownership. With
the chi square value of 2.479, df=2, p= .289, ame accept the null hypothesis that there is no

significant association or dependence betweenioelignd cattle ownership.



4.1.5 Forms of Cattle Acquisition

There are a number of ways through which peoplee haequired and accumulated cattle.
Respondents interviewed (50%) expressed that tleg lacquired cattle through inheritance
where the owner dies and then livestock distribtitecemaining family members. Of particular
interest are the 36.4% who pointed out that theyghottheir cattle. Those who got their cattle
through lobola payments were 9.1% and 4.5 % haaeeld cattle.

Fig 4.7 Forms of Cattle Acquisition
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Kraal interviews also confirmed that ukusisa is aatommon practise in the area under study.
For example, Mr. Sibanda noted that farmers nodorigan cattle because their herds have
significantly decrease in the past two decades. veNeeless, most of the farmers also
commented that they bought their livestock. Thadres that a farmer buys one or two cows in
the beginning and then leaves them to reproduce. folowing respondents supported this

claim.



Box 2: Respondent’s cattle acquisition and managere

Melody Moyo (Magoli)

Firstly, there is Melody Moyo. She is 58-year-oldmian who resides in Magoli. She is {

he

owner of 7 cattle at the moment. Following is teaeplogy of her cows; the first cow is Angpla

and has given birth three times. The second ortdélasukazi who is the first-born to Angolg.

There is Nsundukazi who is the second born to Andolthe fourth place there is Mpevukazi

who is a third born to Angola. The first cow thhesowned was called Bata who was the mother

to Angola who is the most productive in the krddta was bought from selling an ox. This

exchange was mainly made for reproduction process®felody’s kraal. The rest of the catt
are still calves and have not been given namelaatiine of the interview. Melody does not h
any oxen. She uses these cows for ploughing anegbrgower. However, she was bragg
that she has potential of having a bigger kraathe near future as she has reproductive cq
She concluded by echoing that having or buyingwa ae she did is more advantageous tl

buying oxen.
Sibanda J (Chezhou)

There is also Sibanda J. He is a 67-year-old mam.bdught 1 cow in 1993 when he was
working in Bulawayo. Sigcebhezana (hame of the eeas bought in Chezhou from one of
village members. She was sold because former owragtdivorced and there was no one
keep it, thus she was sold and the money shareallgdietween the divorcees. She is the
cow that reproduced the whole herd of cattle tlmed than owns. At the time of the intervig
there were 9 existing cattle in the kraal. He caammed of most of his cattle dying whilst the
were still calves otherwise, he will be having achef closer to 20 cattle. He is still not aware
the cause of these deaths but he suspected wittheoa the past 5 years, no cow has been

just the mysterious deaths of the calves.

Sibanda N (Village 21)

He is a 45-year-old man. He has been living in tpiace for 15 years and was born |i

Tsholotsho. He is the owner of 29 cattle. He hdmdsown cattle and mainly uses oxen
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draught power and get milk from cows. He boughtftlet 2 cows that then reproduced. He
bought them in 1986. He inherited 4 cattle fromfather and moved to this place in 2000.

Ngwenya C. (Village 22)

The ownership of cattle in this homestead is meltiphe father owns 17 cattle, the wife owns 8
and the son owns 2. In total, there are 27 catil¢his household. The father bought 5 cattle in
1973 when he was working in Kamativi mine. He stdpworking in 1997 and focused pn
keeping livestock and farming. He commented tethe lost 11 cows in 2009 due to drought.
6 of these cows died soon after giving birth. Preent diseases in the area include lumpy skin

and the black leg.




4.2 Herd Sizes

There is no difference in the size of the herdsnfigeriod 2010 to 2015 for people living in
Magoli and Chezhou and those living in Kamativiarfers were asked whether their herd was
increasing, decreasing or unchanging. The decri@asattle herds has been attributed to the
different coping strategies on diseases, predatioeft and predation. Poverty and lack of
financial capital has made farmers to lack drugsréat their cattle from diseases. This was

confirmed in both Focus group and informant intews.

Fig 4.8 Herd size (Increasing, Decreasing and Nothanging)
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The average number of cattle owned by farmers ih lstudy areas was nine (9). Thus, the
highest number of cattle owned by an individuaMagoli and Chezhou is thirty three (33). In
Kamativi, the highest number of cattle owned isrtiyeeight (28). However, most of the farmers
interviewed range from two (2) to fourteen (14)tleatespectively. These herd sizes seem to be
stagnant from 2010, they are not changing eithertie increase or for the decrease. Cattle
numbers may fluctuate among members but the avéragdeen almost the same over the past

five years.



Table 4.3 Average Number of Cattle Owned

Area of residence No. of HouseholdsTotal number of | Average number of
interviewed livestock recorded livestock

Magoli and Chezhou | 92 867 9.42

Kamativi Village 21|24 226 9.41

and 22

4.3 Inheritance Patterns

The interviews show that son is usually the mostegred heir of livestock if the father dies.

Fig 4.9 Inheritance Patterns

Inheritance Patterns
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Those who said the son is the heir constituted %43f@lowed by the remaining spouse on
38.6%. There is a slight difference between thesge, thowever focus group discussions
confirmed that the son is the most preferred h@me of the participants in a focus group
discussion said that:



Box 3: Statement from a Focus Group Discussion

“The son is the one who carries the legacy of #milly thus it is wise and smart to leave him/|all

the inheritance in order to keep up the family legand prestige”.

Daughters are the least mentioned recipients aslock through inheritance. Respondents
(6.8%) who mentioned that the daughter can be ¢iveoh livestock do not have sons and cannot
leave the legacy to the extended family. 11.4%hefrespondents said that any member of the
extended family can be the heir of livestock if tnener dies. Focus group discussions and

indepth interviews confirmed this. One particippainted out that:

Box 4: Statement from a Focus Group Discussion

“Sometimes it's best to leave livestock with otfamily members who have knowledge on how
to keep them. He argued that in most cases thendbibe either working in town or in the
diaspora, thus it is best to leave livestock wité tincles who stay in the same rural area as they
will be the best people to take over keeping lodsts they have experience on how to survive

in that particular community”.

4.4 Drivers of Keeping Livestock

The main driver of keeping livestock in Hwange dtamativi is for economic purposes (82%),
followed by social status (12%) and lastly for awl purposes (6%). Farmers in both Hwange
and Kamativi reported that they keep livestock msakernative for failure in crop production.
They reported that they receive low rains that meékienpossible for them to practise crop
production. They further reported that their phgkienvironment favours livestock rearing with

goats as the first option.

The study shows that a huge number of rural farmetsheir cash income for livestock. Ninety
one (91%) of the farmers alluded to livestock baingcial for them getting cash income through
sales. They also get draught power for ploughing) @ulling of scotch carts (transportation) to
fetch water and taking people from one point totheo Other roles mentioned are stated in the
graph below. The least role mentioned was thatsofigulivestock for traditional rituals and

ceremonies (27%).



Fig 4.10 Role of Cattle for Rural Farmers
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4.5 Socio Cultural Uses or Practises Associated wiCattle

Cattle are still being used for socio cultural pisses. Lobola is one of the practises that aré stil
practiced. Eighty one (81 %) of the respondentstimeed that they still use cattle for lobola
payments and is still very significant. Those whentioned using cattle for memorial services
like umbuyiso were 16% whereas 3% mentioned Kuxpgazi. One of the key informants stated
that:

Box 5: Statement from a Key Informant Interview

“Cattle no longer have any cultural relevance. Masbple in this area are now Christians and
no longer believe in traditional cultural practiséke umbuyiso or kurova guva and kuripa ngpzi

but payment of brideprice or lobola”




Fig 4.11 Socio Cultural Uses of Cattle
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4.5.1 Ethnicity and Socio Cultural Practices

Belonging to an ethnic group does not determinepdrgormance of socio cultural activities.
From the study, we accept the null hypothesis tiiexte is no association between ethnic group
and socio cultural activities. The p-value is .6id & greater that the accepted 0.05 that means
that one can then conclude that there is relatipnsh association between ethnic group and

socio cultural activities

Table 4.4 Chi-square Tests (Association between Htit Group and Socio Cultural

Activities)

Value df Asymp. Sig. (2 sided)
Pearson Chi-square 7.614 9 .667
No. of valid cases 93

4.6 Decision-Making Processes
The study shows that levels of decision-making eafigm the household level up to the

community level. In both Magoli and Kamativi, mereahe ones responsible for decision



making at a household level. . Focus group disonssand indepth interviews confirmed that
decisions made at household level are those dasisiodo with when to sell or buy cattle, when
and which beast to slaughter for ceremonies. Famgke, one of the respondents, Mr Sibanda
noted that he is the only one who makes decisiowarming all livestock in his homestead. He
pointed out that in his absence, no one can malecion concerning livestock, and they will

have to call him wherever he will be for him to reakecisions. At one point, there was need for
cash to pay tuition fees and he was away in SotiticaAat that time, his wife had to call him

asking permission to sell one cow and pay tuiteesffor their son who is studying at National

University for Science and Technology (NUST).

Fig 4.12 Decision Making at a Household Level
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M Father
® Mother
Son/Daughter

H Other

Only five households had employed herd boys. ThHes®l boys are the ones who make

decisions on where cattle would graze on that @der day. Of all the herd boys, the researcher
found out that they had different interests in teraf grazing opportunities. On one of the

interviews conducted with a herder while herdinmgditock, he mentioned that:

Box 6: Statement from an Interview with a Herder

“What we do in the bush is our own decisions akme@v where there is good pasture and water
sources. Owner of the livestock can only make mexssn the kraal and not on what to do in the

bush as they have no experience of how it’s likerevtheir livestock graze”.




Decisions to do with the common property like thazing land are done at community level and
sometimes involve authorities and institutions. sTlsame out clearly in the Focus Group

Discussions where the participants agreed on tiegtagree on a particular time on when to start
herding and when to allow livestock to graze inirtlceop fields. They agree on a date of when
everyone will be done harvesting their crops, ttiey can allow their livestock to graze in the

fields. There is no uniform time because of thengeaof seasons, thus the Village Head
convenes a meeting to discuss on a date with thememity at large to avoid unnecessary

conflicts among households.

4.6.1 Institutions and Communal Decision-Making

Local people note that they have been guided bgsrahd regulations of the Park that restrict
their livestock and people inside the park. Thexpnity of the study area to the wildlife
conservation area also entails mutual consensuwebnt the Park authorities and the
communities. Farmers’ awareness of wildlife regales was very high and they have standing
memorandums of understanding on how to utilise Hygadational Park and Sikumi Forest. For

example, Tendai (Sikumi Forestry Officer) pointg that;

Box 7: Statement from an Interview with a Forest@fficial

“There used to be grazing leases where the commiggald mark an area where people gan
get their cattle for grazing. However, now thatrthare lodges within the forestry through
forestry concessions, restriction of people intesth areas is on the rise. Thus, there has tp be
local arrangements with local chiefs and the loéatestry area on how best to utilize the

forestry for the betterment of their livelihoodg.tAe moment people are allowed only to enter

10 kilometers into the forestry for grazing and @ratources”.

“Farmers pay nothing to access grazing and watethiese Protected Areas but it has become a
problem as they exceed their 10 kilometers radiisis those who exceed this zone will| be

punished or prosecuted”.

However, farmers expressed discontent towards gheximity to these two Protected Areas.

They have not received much benefit from obsertiregrules and regulations of the park.



Wildlife, which is seen outside the Park, is noaltlevith as done when Park and Forestry
Officials observe inside the park and in the foredtereby the owner faces penalties and
punishment cattle. However, respondents did not timenany encounter with Private

Conservancies found within the Park and Forestry.

Farmers in Kamativi reported that they mainly comioate with the Department of Veterinary
Services and Agritex when it comes to livestockiéss They were the only institutions reported
to provide services and information to do with stk production. Decisions on when to
vaccinate and dip cattle come from the Departméneterinary services. It is of importance to

note that there are no strict grazing rules asttseno Protected Area nearby.

4.7 Livestock Supervision and Distance to the Protéed Area.

On supervising livestock, most respondents poittttioat they herd their own cattle. 54.5% of

the owners of livestock herd their own livestockn @he other hand, only nine (20.5%)

households had a salaried herdboy responsiblakorg care of livestock in the bush. Salaries of
herdboys were ranging from as little as $25 up 100 This was determined by the economic
status of the household and the herd size. Thote larige numbers of cattle of cattle, that is
more than thirty were paying $50 and above. Theameimg households have herd boys who are
not paid to herd livestock. They are family membe&ts in most cases are grandchildren or

nephews.

Distance to the Protected Area was not significardetermining supervision and management
of cattle. The closest farmer to the Protected Avaa less than a kilometer (approximately 850
metres) into Sikumi Forest. The furthest farmer aB® in Magoli and stays eight kilometers
(8km) away. However, all farmers reported that tHeysend their cattle into Protected Areas in
search of pastures and water. They further repdhaidthis has been their norm for some time

and they are not intending to change their behaviou

Herding practises were the same in Kamativi. THyg difference was that farmers in Kamativi
did not have their cattle getting into any Protdcfaea. They reported that that they have

enough grazing land since the area was recentifties. Farmers reported that they have been



in the area not more than ten years and theyrstike adequate grazing land. Major challenge
was that of water sources, thus they end up regptt Kamativi dam for water. Nevertheless,

they complained of the quality of the water saytimaf it is not good for their cattle’s health.

Fig 4.13 Livestock Supervision
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Fourteen (14) respondents reported that they usaddor kraaling their livestock at night. They

alluded to that they kraal their cattle togetheittsat they can create nutrient hotspots for their
livestock. Other farmers interviewed did not use thomas as they were not aware of the
initiative. An indepth interview with a Researchfioér for Hwange Lion Research, who are the
custodians of the boma project in Hwange confirtfeat use of bomas is still new in the

community. Respondents using bomas appreciatedbantnoted that they have an economic
value as they no longer have to buy fertilizerstif@ir crops. There was no mention of social and

cultural values associated with the bomas.

4.7.2 Membership to Agricultural or Farmers Associdéions

One of the respondents in Hwange noted that Adticall Associations represent the lowest civil

society levels in terms of agricultural activitigsyth in livestock and crops. Livestock based
Farmers Associations were defined by farmers agpgrof farmers who are elected to represent

members’ interests on provision of veterinary viems. They further pointed out that they



discuss all issues pertaining to cattle productiotheir areas and often seek for external help
from veterinary Department, Government and othelOd@perating in the areas on behalf of
other farmers. The most disappointing thing is thaly 20% of the respondents belong to
Zimbabwe Farmers Union. Eighty percent (80%) ofitherviewed farmers do not belong to any
agricultural association, thus they use their iedmus knowledge systems of crop production
and livestock rearing.

4.7.3 Locally Based Veterinary Services

Department of Veterinary Services was found in bidthange rural and Kamativi. Farmers’
capacity to manage cattle diseases is enhancduebyability to access Veterinary services at a
local level. This saves time and costs for thelrpomr. The Department of Veterinary Services
(DVS) has the ultimate responsibility in the praoersof drugs, vaccinations and dissemination
of information discouraging farmers to drive thedttle inside the park. All respondents alluded
to the fact that there are locally based Veterirsanvices and they are discouraged in allowing
their cattle to be in contact with wildlife like tfalos. Dipping of cattle which used to be twice a
month was now conducted once, leaving cattle wtbctious diseases yet farmers pay a dipping
fee of $1 per beast every year. In an in deptiniiee with a Dete local veterinary officer, he
argued that:

Box 8: Statement from an Interview with a VeterinaOfficial

“We mainly interact with communities when we arealohy with livestock. We assist
communities on how best to manage their cattleteowl to keep them outside Protected Argas
where they mainly interact with wildlife. We norigatonduct farmer trainings and do routine
inspections once per dip tank per month. In tragnfiarmers, we put them in small groups (1015
people) whereby we focus on animal health.

Trainings are meant to be conducted 10 times ampuahich is not the case. This is capagcity
building for these farmers. We mainly teach themualliseases, dipping and other operations
like de horning and castration. It is individudlgat come together and form a group then call a
veterinary officer to come and train them. Theseugs have not been successful because

transport has been a hindrance and some programisrtay come in for the veterinary officer.

This has derailed progress of these groups.




However, our main priority in these communitiegignsure dipping and treating diseases”.

Ninety percent (90%) of the farmers reported thay/thave not heard about the trainings even at
the diptank sessions. They only know Departmerfeierinary Services as providers of drugs

for livestock and not training or capacity buildiog how to best mange livestock.

4.8 Perceptions on Diseases and Management.

The most perceived challenge faced by farmers whe adjacent to the wildlife reserve is the
stopping or dealing with transmission of diseasth@gens from wildlife to livestock through
direct and indirect contacts as they share foodveateér resources. The noted livestock diseases
were foot and mouth disease (FMD), heart waterplkin, blackleg, red water, gall sickness;

anthrax; bovine Tuberculosis, Quarter evil and<oil

These diseases were reported in both Magoli andaeimFarmers in Kamativi reported that
their livestock interacts with wildlife even if thestay far away from the Park. Wildlife met by
herders included elephants, buffaloes, lions arneh&y. Thus, the same diseases reported by
farmers at the periphery of Hwange National Part 8ikumi forest were the same as those

reported in Kamativi because of these interactioitis wildlife.

4.9 Medicine Preferences by Farmers

Farmers in Magoli, Chezhou and Kamativi used Hadlitional and modern medicines. Fifty
eight percent (58%) of the respondents state et prefer using modern forms of medicines
whilst 42% prefer using the traditional methods participant of a Focus Group Discussion
commented that they prefer modern medicine becauseefficient and has been tested and
recommended by the Veterinary Department. For thdse prefer traditional medicines, they
reported that farmers do not have cash to purchas#ern medicine. Traditional medicine is
also readily available (herbs and leaves from trest) unlike having to go to Hwange or
Bulawayo to purchase the medicine.

Lack of cash and order of family priorities were ntiened as a precursor of preferring

traditional medicine. Most farmers are unemployed earely get income from remittances and



selling of crops. When they get cash, they woutdeabuy food for their families at the expense

of purchasing drugs for livestock.

Fig 4.14 Medicine Preference in Treatment of Livesick
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4.10 Perceptions on Wildlife/livestock Interactions

Humans, livestock and wildlife share habitat in kga and Kamativi study area such that
wildlife is sometimes observed in the communitied aattle cross over the boundaries into the
park. During wet and dry seasons animals that wbeerved in the home areas were different
such that hyenas frequent more in dry season whilsalos and elephants were observed during
the wet season.

Carnivores such as hyena, lion and wild dogs, grdatdu and common warthog were observed
all year long with no effect of season. Losses ahdstic animals (cattle, small ruminant and
donkeys) to predation were mainly by hyenas andtra@son of crops mainly by

elephants.Those living further from the park obedrfewer animals (warthogs and buffalos)

but on rare occasions and have the least livestoskes. All respondents perceived the



interactions as not good for farming as there @sdased transmission of diseases from wildlife
to livestock.

Table 4.5 Farmer’s Perceptions on Diseases.

WILDLIFE PERCEPTION(important | PREVALENCE TREND
OBSERVED BY | to farmers)
FARMRERS

Hyena (wet season) | Diseases- Foot and Mouth 67%
Elephant & buffalg ,Lumpskin,Blackleg,

(dry season) Heartwater & Redwater

Hyena, Lions| Predation 21%

(throughout the year)

4.11 Opportunities and Constraints

The National Park and the Forestry were reportebetca haven and offer opportunities for
farmers at the periphery. The researcher wilt dtapresenting the opportunities mentioned by
respondents and then constraints or limitationsttiey face in keeping livestock.

One opportunity that all respondents mentioned thas of adequate grazing land in the Park
and in the Forest. Respondents from Kamativi alkmed to the fact that the grazing land is
adequate and people do not have to travel longrdist in search of pastures and water sources.
All these were also confirmed in the Focus grougcassions. One participant in Hwange
mentioned that:

Box 9: Statement from a Focus Group Discussion



“There is enough grazing in the forest and | alsavé an opportunity that | stay next to| a
borehole, thus my cattle do not have problems ttingewater to drink. My children are the ones

that pump water for these cows”.

However, the constraints or limitations mentiort®d people override the opportunity thus
explaining why the livestock numbers are decreasih@n alarming rate. Major constraints
mentioned by people include diseases, predatistartie to water sources and quality of water.
The least mentioned limitation was that of thefimitations and constraints faced by

respondents keeping livestock were as follows:
4.11.1 Diseases

All respondents from Magoli, Chezhou and Kamatiwentioned diseases as a constraint of
keeping livestock in area under study. They are mhest perceived challenge faced by farmers
who reside adjacent to the wildlife reserve istth@smission of disease pathogens from wildlife
to livestock through direct and indirect contactstlaey share food and water resources. The
noted livestock diseases were foot and mouth des@aslD), heart water; lump skin, blackleg,
red water, gall sickness; anthrax; bovine TubesigsloFarmers reported that among diseases,
ones that livestock mostly contract from wildlife arder of prevalence were FMD, lumpy skin,
anthrax, blackleg, buffalo TB. Foot and Mouth Dseand lumpy skin, which are contracted
form buffaloes were the most mentioned by farmarbath areas of study. However, farmers
closer to the National Park and Forest indicateaply skin and foot and mouth whereas blackleg

and heart water were mainly mentioned in Kamatddduse of rare encounters with wildlife.

4.11.2 Predation

Lions and hyenas were reported by respondents gw medators of livestock. Respondents
complained of these predators coming to the comimaneas to attack livestock. In Kamativi,

predators are mainly met in the bush where livésgraze. However, only three respondents
complained of their livestock being attacked bydaters in the past five years thus making them

to continue sending their cattle into the Parkhay foresee no threat by wildlife.



4.11.3 Markets

Lack of official convenient markets is also a liatibn of keeping livestock in area under study.
Data gathered from Focus Group Discussions andviates show that farmers are complaining
of inadequate and inefficient markets. Respondesperted that the cattle sale pen in Lupote
was closed long back is no longer functional. Thiey have to resort to selling their livestock
to local butchery owners and individuals. This va#s0 the case with Kamativi where there is
official cattle sale pen that used to exist in todonial system. Inadequate external markets

were also reported in all study areas. For exangple participant was recorded saying;

Box 10: Statement from a Focus Group Discussion

1%

“We do not have a competitive market when it cotoelling livestock. Thus, only the butchery
people tend to buy these cattle and offer medipadies. A largest beast, which can be sold|for
a price of $700, is often sold for $400. Becausestnod these cattle are sold in times |of

emergency, farmers will not have any option buadoept what they will have been offered to

cover up these emerging expenses. In some case®r$ tend to go to a slaughter poll in
Kamativi to get their beasts slaughtered then felithemselves. This is usually done when|the

cash is not immediately needed”.

4.11.4 Parks and Forestry Rules and Regulations

Respondents reported that both Hwange National Rark Sikumi Forest have rules and
regulations that restrict them access. Villageid #aat they are not to be seen herding their
cattle or harvesting forest products without auttasion from either the Park or Forestry
Commision. Participants in a Focus Group Discussiomplained of the stringent rules and
regulations that deny them access to pastures atel Yor their livestock. They also reported
that they drive their cattle inside the Park andeBband try not to be caught by Rangers or
Officials from the Park or Forest as they avoidees associated with being caught where you

are not supposed to be.



Table 4.6 Benefits of Keeping Livestock at the Peshery and Further Away

Opportunity Percentage of farmers who mentioned the
opportunity
Magoli and | Kamativi
Chezhou

Adequate grazing land 84% 100%

Access to clean water sources 89% 91%

Table 4.7 Constraints of Keeping Livestock

Constraint/Challenge

Percentage of farmers who meitned the

constraint

Magoli and | Kamativi

Chezhou
Diseases mainly from interaction with wildlife ~ 90% 68%
Predation by lions and hyenas 72% 53%
Inadequate and underperforming markets 100% 100%
Theft of livestock 3% 5%
Bad water quality/unclean water 44% 57%
Inadequate manpower to pump water | B1% N/A
boreholes for livestock

Of these challenges, farmers in Magoli and Cheztiamrefore tend to drive their cattle into the
park with the hope that their cattle will fattendabe competitive on the market. Farmers
reported too that inadequate manpower to pump bteslalso force them to drive cattle to the
waterholes in the park as an alternative. Neveztisglfarmers tend to give a blind eye to the

challenges of transmission of diseases, predatnuhueclean water that also has a negative

impact to livestock production



4.12 Livelihood Strategies by Farmers in Order of inportance

Farmers in all areas of study reported that thilydgpend on crop farming even if the rains are
not enough. They reported that it has always besor@ that rural families have to be sustained
by crop cultivation. They further reported thattesd of farming maize, they resort to small
grains like millet and rapoko that do not requiream rain. Livestock rearing came second.
Farmers mainly reported that livestock is keptdmplement the core activity of crop farming. It

is mainly regarded as a status symbol rather thiwekhood base. Most household heads are
unemployed and sometimes depend on remittancesdtioen family members working in towns

or outside the country.



CHAPTER FIVE

Discussion of Findings, Conclusions and Recommendlans

5.0 Introduction

The chapter focuses on discussing the literatwiewsd in Chapter Two and findings that were
presented in Chapter Four. It also concludes thsighand gives recommendations that can be
taken for policy improvement through relevant amfoimed decision makers in livestock

production.

5.1 Discussion of Findings

Owning and keeping of communal cattle fulfil muléipoles in the lives of communal farmers.
Some of these roles are economic, social and alllmmature. From observations, interviews
and talks with local people, it is worthwhile to mien the importance given by households to
the livestock roles and social functions. Howevagny of these functions are often ignored
when estimating the total contribution of livestoick wealth and wellbeing of Hwange rural
households. The economic value of the livestockasdanctions are difficult to evaluate and
specific research needs to be done in order tertbetiderstand and assess the role of livestock in
the wellbeing and in development of rural commaeasitin Hwange and to quantify its economic

value.

Respondents alluded to cattle as a status symleol #nough the economic role took the pole
position on owning and keeping of livestock. Catfjenerate income among communal
households through sales of the animals and thredygts. It is of importance to note that
improvement in cattle production and innovativeueahddition of cattle can enhance livelihoods
and create employment for people as individualshaesl to herd cattle and also to process and

sell cattle and their products at various pointthefproduction chain.

Cattle substantiated to play a focal role in samitiural function of brides wealth or lobola
payments and mollification of ancestors. Cattlehexged or loaned between relatives and
owners prove to neighbours to enhance kinship (lsvedzenge et al 2006). Respondents in

Hwange and Kamativi still use cattle for lobola pents even though it is now a rare thing to



see people getting married legitimately. People tewd to co-habit with each, especially youth
who start families just like that because of ecolmdmardships in raising money to buy cattle for
lobola. However, the actual contribution of cattehousehold level is not well known because
the current valuation systems rely on monetary dgteds, which ignore the nonmonetary

contribution of cattle to households such as prormisf manure, drought power and milk.

Cattle ownership is a source of livelihood to theaf farmers. Rwelamira et al (1999), notes that
livestock ownership in Sub Saharan Africa is deegted in culture thus the control of
household livestock is culture and context specifien are traditionally responsible for the
keeping and marketing of large animals such as chases and camels whilst women claims
control over small ruminants such as goats, pigk specially poultry. In African patriachical

societies, men do decisions.

It is of importance to note that cattle are a syhdbstatus among African men thus all decisions
to do with cattle have to come from them to conthgir prestigeThis is synonymous with the
practices in the study area where cattle ownerghipale dominated and decision making is
mainly for men whilst women are into small rumingmbduction. According to Tangka et al
(2000), gender division of labor and decision mgkpmocess are influenced by perceived value
attached to the different animal species. Womeillysbave influence on species that provide a
form of food security to the family whilst their teacounterparts take responsibility on animals
that have income generating purposes and haveltineate decision making role. In general,
men control the monetized sector whilst women talexedence on unpaid subsistence sector
(World Bank 1993).

Livestock are a primary form of saving and as arestment, it cannot be competed with by
other sources and is a quick way for the poor tes€ income hence it is a means of capital
growth, World Bank, (2000) . Farmers in this stumhga rely more on livestock sales and
proceeds for sources of funds to purchase inpatedhere is a very insignificant number of
farmers formally employed. The proceeds from cattecentral in the management of cattle and
in meeting of day to day household expense suckchsol fees, food, drugs, funeral costs,

council levy among others.



Livestock is used in traditional rituals, ceremaenignd festivities and is given as a gift in
worships (for example, installation of ancestralritsp ritual slaughter, and bride wealth).
Betterncourt et al (2013) notes that livestock aboftinctions correspond to the symbolic values
associated to each species and the use of aniaralsef fulfillment of a set of rituals and social
obligations of families and communities. Howevérede traditional practises are no longer of
significance in area under study. Most farmersrrefehemselves as Christians who do not abide
by any traditional rules and obligations. Ritualkelumbuyiso or kurova guvan native

languages are diminishing day by day.

Mutumwa (2013) avers that livestock nhumbers owngdceammunal farmers have decreased
significantly from 2007 up to 2013. Hwange and K#émacommunal farmers are not an
exception in this trend. Respondents noted that tieeds have really dwindled compared to the
herds that were owned by their fathers and thaindfiathers. The main reasons for such declines
were mainly population growth and lack of adequatzing areas and drugs for livestock. Most
land that was for grazing in the past four to filecades earlier has been given to people to start
their own homes. This means that households were fibrced to drive their cattle into the Park
and Forest in order to get pastures and waterhfar tivestock. In so doing, cattle contracted
diseases from interacting with wildlife and mosttleadied due to lack of medicine to treat these
cattle. Predation of livestock also took toll dgrithese interactions and farmers lost a number of

their livestock to wildlife.

Making a living on the fringe of Protected Areas &@ a risky business as it is often dependent
on the low and erratic rainfall that usually chaesices these areas. Second, there is risk of crop
destruction and loss of livestock to wild predatorsdiseases and even loss of human life to
wildlife as the boundaries of Protected Areas agemgable to various degrees. Giller et al
(2013, p.79) postulate that water sources becomajar focus of competition between people,
livestock and wildlife particularly during the lordyy season. In this study, a number of farmers
living close to the park acknowledged sending tleeitle in the protected area during the dry
season. In the Hwange National park system, theotigeazing land and peripheral permanent
waterholes within Protected Areas (mostly Forektngl) was negotiated by communities during

extreme dry spells of the early 1990s (up to 3ksnd@ the park). Livestock keepers continue to



access these grazing areas and waterholes degpeated warnings from the Forestry
Commision, and have increased their use in receatsy Communities now claim a quota
ranging up to 10km and this has been another saifrcenflict between Magoli and Chezhou

communities and the Forestry Commision.

Droughts due to climate change may force people thed livestock to move, potentially

exposing them to environments with health riske/hioch they have not previously been exposed
to. Hwange and Kamativi have experienced drougbtstie past two decades and this has
affected livestock production. Most respondents mglamed of changing weather conditions,
which affect both their crop and livestock farmimg,which they had to resort to the National

Park and Forest for pastures and water sources.

According to Enock (2005), market access and macdkeiditions are factors that disrupt
livestock keepers whenever they think of sellingcommercializing their livestock products to
get income. Musemwa et al (2008) stated that poadition of livestock would lead to cattle
buyers not reaching out to them. Giller et al (20i&es that buying cattle has long been a main
way of investing capital for people living in themamunal lands of Zimbabwe, but it is possible
that this has increased in response to the econonsis, which affected the economy of the
country during the last decade. Limited cattle érgubssibilities in most areas bordering
conservation areas classified as Foot and Moutbd3ss infected areas compound the problem of
increasing cattle populations and selling of catblether districts or provinces in the country.
This has forced farmers to sell their cattle localt mediocre prices. Main buyers of cattle are
butchery owners who offer very low prices to buttleaFarmers tend to conform to these prices

as most of them tend to sell when they are in dasp@eed of cash.

The distance from the markets tends to influenmestiction costs. The further away the farmers
are from markets, the higher the transport costg thcur, In addition, farmers’ incur extra
transport costs to obtain transporting andlingel permits from the police station and
veterinary offices, respectively (Musemwa et &0&). There are no readily available
competitive markets and farmers had to rely onrmégliaries (butchery owners) whom they

reported to have taken advantage of their situadiothimposed very low prices on their cattle.



The study area has also presented challenges @ssang veterinary pharmacies, thus very few
farmers have managed through friends and relaties stay in either Bulawayo or Hwange.
This has been attributed to the failure of Govemim¥eterinary Department to make the
services and medicine available to the rural fasmAccess to these institutions at a local scale
could make them purchase drugs and upgrade thagiuption processes. Antonio Rota (2009)
asserts that rural areas are difficult to reach upoor infrastructures few and low levels of
economic activities and this has been the mainoreasy Veterinary Doctors and pharmacies
have not come to these areas. Very high transactets are incurred to poor farmers in trying
to provide the services and the conditions are tadbred for rural areas such that only
commercial farmers or those who can afford doctorsvrite prescriptions to have access to

these institutions.

Livestock is also important in building social netks. Betterncourt (2013) defines social

capital as about the value of social networks bmgpdiimilar people and bridging between

diverse people with norms of reciprocity. For mg@mopr households, livestock may be shared or
loaned between friends and neighbors or rearedlisentee owners (Beck 1994). According to
Van Dach et al (2007), ownership of livestock vargeross the world, to smallholder farmers,
ownership of livestock means more than just hawdsgets but is also for social and cultural
significance and recognition, hence, farmers fighhiccumulate more livestock especially large

animals like cattle.

Social relations are partly defined with referenceivestock. The sharing of livestock with

others is often a means to build or reinforce saeiationships. Social status in livestock-based
communities is often associated with leadershipes® to, and authority over natural, physical
and financial resources. However, loaning or slgaoihcattle is no longer a common practise in
area under study because of the dwindling numbecattie. Farmers no longer have or keep
large numbers of livestock where they can haveathantage to lend out some. Actually, these

farmers are struggling to keep those few cattlg #re left with.

Different institutions have played crucial rolestire management of cattle in the study area.

Basurto et al (2013) note that the vertical int@ypbf institutions representing groups competing



or cooperating for authority over resources reguore to look at questions of subtractability,
that is, whether resource appropriation by one usduces availability to others and exclusion,
that is, how costly it is to keep potential beniefies out of the benefit stream from an

ecosystemic and multiscale perspective.

There have always been conflicts among institutidkesthe National Park, Sikumi Forest and
the communities at large. There are regulationsdbay communities access into these areas yet
communities see it as a right for their livestookaccess these lands as they belong to them.
From a Socio Ecological Systems framework or apgrp¢éhere is need for good interactions
between the Governance Systems and individualedoRrce Systems are to be sustainable.
Thus, one can note that there is need for ecolbgistice, environmental justice and social
justice. All the forms of justice have to be inmmany with each other. There is need to balance
human nature relationships by distributive justidesocial recognition and the environmental

advantages among population.

In terms of treating livestock, farmers have tovile dipping and vaccinating chemicals when
Government could not carry out the duty due to eodn depression suffered by Zimbabwe.
Maphosa (2013) avers that in 2010, Government, N@@mers associations, dip committees
and the farmers contributed in the management ¢iraie provision of various services. This
has a remarkable relationship with the study by ikef®003), Zambian Government provided
veterinary services for free before 1990 when tbenemy was stable, however the policies
changed and farmers had to sponsor themselvesiohley failed. NGOs offered help in the
reduction of diseases through dipping chemicals tbat Government failed to sustain them
resulting in increase in diseases. In the case atebkleland North, assistance usually comes
from NGOs like Caritas and Environment Africa. Rashers from the CIRAD and the RP-PCP

team have also assisted with chemicals whenever tas need.

Disease transmission is arguably one of the mdjstagles to the coexistence of wildlife and
livestock in sub Saharan Africa (Bourn and Blentfi99). Movements of both humans and
animals occur across the boundaries of Protectedsfoften driven by resource gradients. The

study area’s proximity to Hwange National Park (HN#hd Sikumi Forest poses threats to



disease transmission through the interactions heztweildlife and livestock. In wet and dry
seasons, farmers observed wildlife such as buffalephants and hyenas in their home areas.
They also sent cattle inside the park when theg frazing and water shortages. Bengis et al
(2002) similarly asserts that where communitieslacated close to wildlife conservation areas,
wildlife are observed outside the Protected Areasthe most prominent in the transmission of

diseases is the buffalo and elephant.

Diseases such as lumpy skin and Foot and MouthaBésbave been reported by farmers to be
contracted from buffaloes and the transmission @&@nh through shared feeding and water
sources. In Magoli and Chezhou, wildlife and lieest share the same grazing land and water
sources. Wildlife is usually found within the 10kadius where livestock is allowed to graze and
search for water sources. Kamativi is also affetigdildlife, even if it is further away from the
Protected Areas, wildlife has also been observedl fzas transmitted diseases to livestock.
According to Fenner (1982) transmission is not gbwdirect physical interaction but can be due
to indirect contact through the soil, forage, andter with which the other animal has had
contact and left discharges such as urine, salaeces, nasal or ocular discharge or through

common insect vectors.

There have been experiences of impairment due gob#havior of different actors in both
Magoli and Kamativi. Societies have been in cotdliwith the wildlife area being too close to
them due to the destruction of crops by elephamislass of livestock to predation mainly by
hyenas and lions as noted by farmers. Parks anestauthorities have been in conflict with
communities who do not follow the rules and regala of not sending livestock further into the
park. Denying farmers access is believed to briexgelits to communities. The benefits that are
supposed to be obtained through conserving wildlife outweighed by the costs they incur
when managing diseases and have to look for atteenaneans of livelihood as their fields will
be destroyed by elephants and baboons. The consummpit game meat is also very low.
Masikati (2010) identically notes that there arsipee and negative aspects to the interface and
it has been a source of conflict in many areasenofbecause of misunderstanding and
polarisation of opinion between eco centric andhvangocentric forces in society.



Cleaveland et al., (2006) notes that there exisflicts between people and wildlife especially
over the issue of boundaries created to demarcatencinities from wildlife reserved areas. It is
of significance to note that the study area is witthe CAMPFIRE program that has created
boundaries between communities and the Hwange tNdtPark and this has affected access to
grazing pastures for cattle as penalties were gnaisa for trespassers. People however violated
this rule by sending their cattle inside the patlew they face grazing shortages. Other farmers
also pointed out that they always send their caitle the park whether there is grazing shortage
or not.

These conflicts have made it difficult to come uphva sustainable development approach for
these farmers. There is no balance in economici@fity by farmers, there is no equity among
farmers and ecological or environmental efficiet@s been difficult to attain because of the
degrading anthropogenic activities like overgrazihbe problem to all this is culture of these
communal farmers. Farmers still send their cattle the Protected Areas despite the challenges
being faced because of culture that was left byaheestors who believed that the Park and
Forest belong to them and was given to them by th@estors. The study show that almost all
farmers have been converted to Christianity andonger believe in ancestors. It is shocking
however, how these farmers are so selective wheaonites to cultural practises. Mashingaidze
(2009) thus states that culture has always remanettked problem when it comes to natural

resources management and enhancement of rurahboels.

It is of importance to note that to amicably sabueh conflicts, there is need to identify a Game
Theory and a Pareto optimal way of dealing withfeoin Matema (2015) states that in Pareto
Optimal treaty, there is an emphasis on win —winagions. The other part benefits without
leaving the other worse off. Gains may not be #raes but the parties will be satisfied in their
own way. However, this study show perceptions omixs being treated badly and denied
access to natural resources and they are notisdteatfall. Since the natural resources are shared
between communities and wildlife, there is needdemntify stable agreements between parties.
Communities under study always have perennial mgetivith the relevant authorities in order
to come up to an agreement for the benefit of thelev ecosystem. There is multi decision



making about maximizing gain where each player dxasnterest in the use of the resource.

Rational choices are made and there is strategjamaa coming up with collective action.

5.2 Conclusion

Cattle are very important in the lives of ruralfers, however their status and value is changing
rapidly. The various reasons for owning and keepivestock confirm that livestock form an
integral and indispensable part of social life awbtenance of poor rural communities in
Zimbabwe. With most owners, being males aged betviesy five and sixty five years, these
men make decisions concerning all livestock isslies. main driver of keeping livestock at the
edge of a Protected Area is the assumption thaPthtected Area will be a haven in terms of
pastures and water. Nevertheless, it is of impodato note that keeping livestock at the
periphery of a Protected Area can be of equivalambage to the livelihoods of farmers as they
incur a lot of costs purchasing drugs to treatleait the diseases acquired from wildlife. That
same amount of cash might have been used to siare sncome generating projects or
supplement the livelihoods; instead, it is divertedlivestock management on diseases that can
be avoided. The other disadvantage is that of degpruction by wildlife thus jeopardizing poor
farmer’s hope of getting food in a hard hit Zimbaanw economy. However, cattle serve as
financial aids, the poor do not have access toitcaad banking facilities in general. Thus, cattle

offer an alternative to their savings or accumulatapital and as a hedge against critical times.

Farmers can sell their livestock for urgent cashuse them as a form of insurance that can be
sold to provide for the family. Most cattle are dsabithin communities where market prices
constantly vary and are arrived at through negotiatwhere farmers have limited bargaining
power. Depending on the circumstances and presswet ready cash in a depressed economy,
most smallholder or communal farmers get low reguinom their sales. As much as cultural
norms in many poor rural societies place consideraslue on livestock as an indicator of social
importance in the community, cattle are no longeptkfor social prestige and for cultural or
traditional ceremonies. The socio cultural prastisee no longer common because of

Christianity that does not allow the performancéhefse rituals to appease ancestors.



All farmers faced constraints or challenges iniggtforage and clean water for their livestock.
There is also lack of functional marketing and vietey networks, lower prices of selling cattle,
contracting of diseases from wildlife and predatafrivestock among other things. Despite all
these constraints, farmers in Magoli, Chezhou aath#tivi still make conscious decisions to
keep cattle, as they still believe that it is tleeecof their livelihood and will always bring good
returns in the end. Nevertheless, they ignoreladllenges and continue sending their cattle into
the Park and Forest in search of greener pastgrésest assume it is good for livestock hence
economic gain.

5.3 Recommendations

In light of the conclusions above, the followingea@ome of the recommendations arrived at:

» Authorities like National Parks and Forestry Comonsshould make more commonage
land available to the rural farmers in order to e&aopith degrading forage land and
population growth.

* There is need for improved communication betweakestolders (decision makers) for
both cattle and wildlife populations to negotiatel@aome up with feasible policies that
will promote co-existence.

* Loans should be provided to rural farmers to be girchase atleast one or two cows
for reproduction purposes. There is need for viaipligtitutions like Agribank in
attending to such matters.

* Research and specialist services/extension shasg®rdinate information to farmers
through organized shows and field days in all add dip tanks to enhance farmers’
expertise on livestock management and existinglexngés marketing linkages through
government’s department of Agricultural MarketingtAority.

» The Park authorities should help the communityhim provision of veterinary services
and drugs to counter for the negative impacts dtlliile on people and livestock
(providing veterinary doctors at a cost that evfaryner can manage, if possible free).

» Rural farmers need to be trained to view farmingagable businesses and to demand

access to better selling opportunities guided agdardized livestock grading systems.



» Livestock producers must form groups for marketargl lobbying purposes. These
groups may also help producers to join nationamér associations or unions like
Zimbabwe Farmers Union.

e There is need for emancipation and developmentranognes that promote women'’s

access, ownership and decision making on cattle.
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