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This paper investigates the effectiveness oftJanest Management (JFM) and
agricultural programs at reducing rural povertZambia. Community-based natural
resource management (CBNRM) programs in Africa H@een aimed at improving
livelihoods, creating tangible benefits, and insieg incomes from forests and forest
products through the sustainable use and consenvatiforest resources. Agricultural
programs have often had similar goals regardingovgxd livelihoods, benefits, food
security, and income generation for soil conseovasind reduced forest conversion due
to agricultural expansion. With increased ratedejbrestation and forest conversion,
Zambia is in need of effective measures for théasnable utilization and conservation of
forest resources.

JFM and agricultural programs are analyzed amgpewed to distinguish key indicators
of success and failure and how these programsbreant to Zambia in terms of
improving livelihoods, household and food securittigomes, and reducing rural poverty.

Levels of local participation, adoption, the ésg effects on local populations, and
five key factors (socio-cultural, historical, instional, design, and benefit) that influence
program success frame the analysis and compamsomproved livelihoods and poverty
reduction.

This paper is based on a review of the literaitutgoth the fields of community forestry
and agricultural programs and on the author’s rebeand experience with community-
based natural resource management and agricuiwgihood improvement programs in
Zambia.

The results from this paper suggest that agucallpprograms are performing better at
this point in time for livelihood improvement, fos@curity, and poverty reduction.
Barriers and pitfalls for each of these progranesiéentified and recommendations are
offered that may help to improve their ability ichéeving the project goals of livelihood
improvement and conservation, in addition to redgcural poverty in eastern Zambia.
The recommendations may have utility across Zambia.
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INTRODUCTION

Improving prosperity among the rural poor and a@ilirtg environmental
degradation is a great challenge. A large pergentdthe world’s poorest people and
global biodiversity are found in countries withrsiftcant areas of tropical forest, which
are often under heavy pressure to deliver tangibbmomic benefits. The utilization of
tropical forests for economic development and pigvalteviation, while maintaining
long-term social and environmental sustainabilgyparamount (Hammond and Zagt,
2006) for many developing countries in the tro@og sub-tropics. The use and
management of these forests by many different btddlers at many different levels and
scales can result in disagreement and disillusiohme

“There is an old African proverb that states, ‘Wiltke elephants fight, the ants
will get stamped on.” Battles at regional or nat@blevels that have often neglected the
inclusion of rural people have left them feelingmped on and a desire to change this
situation has given the rise to community fore¢Bgker and Kusel, 2003). In general,
the need for a grass-roots approach for conservatid development helped initiate the
community-based paradigm (Western and Wright, 20@3)mmunity-based programs
gained much attention during the 1970's when ceasienist and community activists
became disenchanted with the results of large-scaiservation and development
projects (Kellert et al., 2000) that had limitedsess in achieving either conservation or
development.

Community-based programs have gained much poputound the world in the
past two decades. The devolution of managemeponsgbility to communities offered

promise for greater effectiveness and efficiency¢¥ff-Baird et al., 2001) and benefits



for communities and natural resources. Consematna development are frequently
viewed as comprising opposite sides of the sam® boith conservation and
development organizations have incorporated thedsjpe” into policy (Campbell and
Vainio-Mattila, 2003). The community-based natuesource management (CBNRM)
template has spread globally from the successiplamentation of programs in the
sectors of forestry and wildlife management bottdereloped and developing countries.

In Zambia, the shift from the top-down model ofmragement to a model of
community participation and inclusion for consermatand tangible benefits for rural
development gave rise first to the CBNRM approacWwildlife management
(Wainwright and Wehrmeyer, 1998) and later spredditest management (Bwalya,
2004) through a program known as Joint Forest Mamagt (JFM). In hopes of
reducing poverty in Zambia these CBNRM programseapgd attractive. Average
poverty levels for the population are extremelyhhidgrural population poverty rates are
more pronounced, especially those involved in adftice and forestry.

Touted as the “True Africa” by the government, Z@ncontains many unique
peoples, ecosystems, and agricultural practicéss gaper will explore these unique
features of the country and provide in-depth bagkgd information on forest utilization,
agricultural systems, and livelihood strategies.

Agriculture is the primary livelihood of Zambia’sral population and human
interactions with forests for shifting cultivatitras taken place for thousands of years
and helped shape the forests as we see them t@tatemporary agriculture policies are

to ensure food security through increased cropymrtiah and to build agriculture



capacity and competitiveness. However, this pashdrease crop production and food
security can often increase the rate of forest emsion for agriculture.

Miombo forests, a common forest type in southefmcA, that cover over 50% of
Zambia are economically important for timber praduaon-timber forest products, and
contribute to local livelihoods by providing incopfeod security, reduced vulnerability
to external change, and an increased well-beiriges@ forests are essential for the rural
poor in Zambia since many forest-adjacent housshadeé miombo woodlands in their
livelihood strategies.

However, there has been degradation of this faypstin Zambia. National
policy has been aimed at combating deforestationesicouraging the sustainable use of
forests and forest products obtained from miombodiemds while promoting the
improved status and livelihood of forest usersfois$ to address these issues have been
attempted by the forestry and agriculture secto&ambia.

The Forestry Department has recently engagedli@mbawative management
called Joint Forest Management (JFM) in hopes @fawving rural livelihoods,
decreasing poverty, and conserving forested laRdsgrams within the agricultural
sector also have goals aimed at improving ruralimoods, income, and sustainable land
utilization for food security and poverty alleviai. Thus, the goal of this paper is to
gain a better understanding of forestry and agucal programs and policies and to
critically evaluate these programs.

Specifically, this professional paper will invegtie the forestry program of JFM
and agricultural livelihood improvement program&ambia. Both JFM and agricultural

programs will be analyzed individually and compat@eéach other according to key
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reducing poverty. Five key
factors (socio-cultural, historical, institutiondesign, and benefit) that influence
program success will frame the analysis concermmpgoved livelihoods and poverty
reduction. These programs are both governmengéted and this analysis will focus on
national policies and institutions, but it is prinfadirected at the local, rural level.
These programs and the analysis of such programg@tant and worth studying due to
their relevance for rural populations, their livelods, and future well-being.

| spent over two years living and working in tHigerse country as a Peace Corps
volunteer from May of 2004 until July of 2006. Ad-orestry Extension Agent, | worked
with the people in and around the small villag&afoko in the Eastern Province of

Zambia (see Figure 1) to help establish the JFMara and to disseminate information



on alternative agricultural practices and technsgfiee improved production and food
security.

The experience of being a Peace Corps voluntegoisded in being a part of
local communities and understanding their wantegdaeand desires. This process was
best articulated by Dasmann in 1977 in regardetermational research:

It involves learning the native language of thegleavho live in the areas that

require long-term protection. It involves spendalpt of time talking with them,

telling them your concerns, goals, and objectiaes! listening to theirs. It means
seeking with them ways in which these goals cajoindy achieved... this
approach takes time and patience. For the mostywamhave gone ahead,
producing new generations of poachers, surrounaibgre reserves with
alienated people and generations, instead of enmgetttem within such reserves
and encouraging the development of a friendly hueranronment of stewards
and protectors. But we are finally beginning tamfpe our ways (cited in Alcorn,

2005).

These comments are relevant to all researchergisgudommunities and natural
resource interactions. Similarly, these commerggelevant to those assisting
governments, their natural resource departmentslcamal communities for sustainable
forest utilization.

The initiation of these programs in rural areag,experience in these areas, and
the varying levels of local participation, adoptiamd the effects on local populations,
has led to this analysis and comparison betweenakdvagricultural programs presented
in this paper. The analysis will judge these paogs within the parameters of
opportunities for improved livelihoods, food setyrand poverty alleviation. First,
there will be a description of each program follovily an analysis to understand the

strengths, failures, and challenges faced by ehttiese programs. Finally,

recommendations will be offered to existing forgstnd agriculture programs.



Recommendations for these programs are directearant and future processes in order
to truly help rural communities.

This is a site specific evaluation of these proggan the Kaloko Village area
based on two years of participatory observationthrdise of key informants. Results
and recommendations from this analysis may be usebiher regions of Zambia where
JFM and agricultural programs are being implementédhould be noted that this is a
preliminary document that begs for further reseanmth documentation to obtain a clearer

picture of the realities surrounding these programs



BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW
Zambia

Zambia, located in south-central Africa, coverg,844 square kilometers, which
is approximately the size of the state of Texa#l) @wipopulation around 11.5 million
people. Roughly half of its population lives witlhurban areas, which is atypical of
most sub-Saharan countries. Zambia’s populatimsists of more than 70 Bantu-
speaking ethnic groups and the major religionkéndountry are a blend of traditional
beliefs and Christianity (U.S. Department of St2@07).

The indigenous population of Zambia began to Bpldced or absorbed by
migrating tribes about 2000 years ago. The majgrations of Bantu-speaking
immigrants began in the T&entury, but the greatest influx occurred betwibenlate
17" century and early fdcentury. This occurred primarily from the southareas of
the Democratic Republic of Congo and northern Aagbut also from the Ngoni peoples
of southern Africa. By the late 1800's the varititses of Zambia were largely
established in the areas that they currently octoggty. Western exploration of Zambia
accelerated in the mid-1800's and this was folloimed host of missionaries, traders,
and profiteers. Word of Zambia’s natural resouiaas the wealth that they could
potentially provide soon spread.

Zambia was initially colonized not by a governmdmnit by a company. The
peculiar butterfly shape of Zambia is owed, of seuto the colonial scramble for Africa,
but the first occupier in Zambia (then Northern Bésia) was the British South Africa
Company (BSAC), which acquired rights throughowt tbgion in 1889. The South

African mining magnate, Cecil Rhodes persuadedtitesh government to grant a



charter to his mining company which sought to gagmatures from African chiefs
throughout the country for protection and secuagginst inter-African fighting and slave
trade activities for the patronage of exploratoiying concessions (Grotpeter et al.,
1998). The BSAC controlled Zambia administrativehtil 1924, when the British
Colonial Office officially gained power.

Zambia became a republic on October 24, 1964 aradianalistic era began. The
rise of nationalism in southern Africa resultednfirthe exploitation of the majority by
colonial domination and the white, minority rul&frican nationalism advocated the
development of contemporary African societies thatild redress social, political,
economic, and psychological damages that resulted ¢olonialism and its legacy
(Tlou, 1997). By inheriting economic conditiondgeroblems from colonial Britain
(coupled with tenuous relations with Zimbabwe, t&uthern Rhodesia, South Africa
and European countries such as Britain and Pot(@ally, 1981), Zambia, with
economic and international relationships to manameply adopted former key colonial
laws concerning land and natural resources witlg orihor modifications to those laws
(Virtanen, 2003). This began to set the staged&bural resource exploitation. A prior
history of colonialism has been shown to strongtytlthe ability of a government to
organize the use of natural resources as pareofdevelopment process (Feldmann,
2003).

The fledgling, independent country of Zambia sdugtexploit the vast natural
resources of its country. This primarily occurredhe mining sector and rich deposits of
copper, cobalt, lead, and zinc were used to fush@aic expansion. Agricultural

expansion was also encouraged for the country'd gmaurity, but also for potential



exports. The country’s staple crop is maize (camg most of the land in agricultural
production is used for maize. Sorghum, millet,fearers, cassava, and groundnuts
(peanuts), are also grown. The primary cash dropgde tobacco and cotton. The
encouragement of agricultural expansion and exi@aatdustries such as mining have
aided in the conversion of indigenous forests.

The forests of Zambia are dominated by the miombodlands, which are an
important source of timber and non-timber foresidoicts. In Zambia, miombo
woodlands cover 53% of the country and are thecgolar building materials, poles,
firewood, and charcoal (Chidumayo, 2002; Chidumaryd Kwibisa, 2003). These
forests are rich in biodiversity and are estimatedontain roughly 5500 species of
flowering plants, 88 species of mosses, and 14éispef ferns. In addition, the faunal
diversity is high with about 1330 vertebrate speciensisting of 65 amphibians, 156
fishes, 145 reptiles, 731 birds, and 233 mammaisi(iga, 1997). This wealth of
biological diversity is important to Zambians besaiodiversity provides values for
consumptive use (used directly as food, fuel wabe|ter, fodder, and medicinal
purposes), productive use (exploited by industnttie production of food, fibers, and
energy), and non-consumptive use (ranging fronucallt spiritual and ethical values
linked to biological diversity) (Mwinga, 1997).

Zambia’s National Environmental Action Plan idéet water pollution, soil
degradation, air pollution, wildlife depletion addforestation as the five environmental
issues with the greatest social costs (de Quel@@7). Mwinga (1997) echoes similar
concerns for the sustainable use of natural ressunacluding biological resources,

which are land degradation and soil erosion, dstaten, poaching and the over-



exploitation of wildlife, and the contaminationwéter and air from industry. These
environmental issues have placed the nation-statarabia in a situation in which it is
juggling the political, economic, social, and eovimental needs of the country.

The global fall of copper prices and the fuel sages in the 1970's hit Zambia
particularly hard. Per capita annual incomes aresatly about one-half of their levels at
independence, which are presently at $627. Thisaslthe country among the poorest
nations in the world. Social indicators also coué to decline. Life expectancy at birth
is roughly 38 years and maternal and infant maigaliare high. The HIV/AIDS
pandemic is also taking its toll on Zambia and HhPévalence is formally listed at 16%,
although it is likely that it is much higher. Asntioned, almost half of Zambia’s
population lives in a few urban zones and thesealargy major transportation corridors.
These populations suffer from unemployment and texdployment (U.S. Department of
State, 2007).

Poverty is widespread and severe in Zambia. O0% @f Zambians live in
poverty (Kapungwe, 2004). Living in poverty is tyally defined as living on less than
one USD (United States Dollar) per day. HoweveZambia, where most people have
little monetary income, the concept of the minimiood basket is used to describe and
measure poverty. People in rural areas can oftemegks or even months without
transactions that involve currency. Maize is oftemlocal currency. Maize is traded in
exchange for food goods such as meat or vegetalé&sose that do not have animals or
gardens; it is traded for services such as labowéok in someone’s field, and; it is
pooled within groups or communities to sell andcpasse items. Thus, using a monetary

system to measure poverty is often difficult. Tlo@cept of the minimum food basket in
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the measurement of poverty assumes that individeaglsire a minimum caloric intake
and level of food consumption (Kapungwe, 2004)isBystem is a better measurement
of poverty since livelihoods and survival in mastal areas depends directly on food and
not currency.

Studies have indicated that rural areas suffeeatgr prevalence of poverty than
urban areas. The estimated rate of poverty inruaneas ranges from 26-69% and 67-
89% in rural areas (Alwang et al., 1996). The PogvReduction Strategy Paper
produced by the Government of the Republic of ZaniBD03) puts the average poverty
level at 73% with poverty in rural areas at 83%@spared to 56% in urban areas.
Populations in rural areas involved in agricultdogestry, and fishing recorded the
highest incidence of poverty (Kapungwe, 2004). rbe scope and depth of poverty in
Zambia, quantitatively speaking, is difficult toagp and measure due the size of the
country, the remoteness of the rural population, raimal-urban, urban-rural migration
patterns. The point is that poverty levels ardnliigoughout the country, but

significantly greater for those living in rural ase

Eastern Province of Zambia

The topography of eastern Zambia is charactehyeal flat to gently rolling
landscape with altitudes ranging from 300 metes/alsea level in valley bottoms to
1200 meters on the plateau areas. The most comailalypes are loamy sand or sand
Alfisols, interspersed with clay and loam LuvisolSenerally, the soil is sandy loam at O-
30cm depth and sand clay loam at 31-100cm depdhenPmaterial is typically a granitic

basement layer of rock that is deformed by quaszdeeisses and schists. Rainfall in
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this area of Zambia is about 1000 mm per year alibut 85% of this precipitation
falling in four months, December through March.e$é rains saturate seasonally
waterlogged, low-lying areas that are known localydambos that are encompassed by
miombo. Air temperatures range from 15-C8during June-July to 21-2€ in
September-October (Phiri et al., 2004; KuntashnthMafongoya, 2005; Chidumayo
and Kwibisa, 2003). Zambia is divided into thrgecaecological zones, Regions I, Il,
and lll. The Eastern Province falls into Regioalgng with the Southern Province, and
this region receives the least amount of rainfathie country (GRZ, 1997).

The tribal groups of Eastern Province are as da/as the rest of the country.
There are about 15 different language groups witicligwa, Chinyanja, Chinsenga,
Chitumbuka, and Chikunda being the most commore VE$t majority of inhabitants in
this area are subsistence and emergent farmerdit@ého no steady form of income.
Many, but not all, have small gardens to grow valleis primarily for consumption, but
with occasional sales. Virtually everyone hase&dffor agriculture to grow food crops
and cash crops, but not everyone has a gardemtieeedue to poor ground water
supplies in areas where gardens are located. |-So@é income activities include piece-
work (hired labor), charcoal production, reed mat basket weaving, broom making,
beekeeping and honey selling, blacksmithing antm@aking, vegetable gardening, beer
making, and the selling of transported fish andtmea

The main agricultural products in this area ineludaize, groundnuts, cotton, and
pumpkin, and, to a lesser extent, cassava, sorgheams, rice, sunflower, millet, and
more recently soy beans, cow peas, and pigeon d@desmain farming practice is ridge

cultivation and some are able to purchase fertilizet most do not have this input. All
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farmers cultivate the staple food crop, maize, mogdt cultivate a cotton crop for income
generation. This is usually their primary, andeafonly, income, which comes at one
time of the year and in one large payment. Mazaften sold at a low price to make
money to buy household essentials like soap, cgokiin kerosene, and grinding mill
fees, which then leads to a shortage of food reserfPeople in the area, for the most
part, harvest enough maize, even in drought yéarsne year’'s consumption.

However, after the income generated from the dadecash crop has been spent they sell
their food reserves to cover the costs of housedgb@nditures throughout the year.
This, in turn, leads to food insecurity. Studiesd shown that only 4-10% of the
households surveyed in eastern Zambia had enouigie meafeed their household
members throughout the year (Ajayi et al., 200B)verty levels in the Eastern Province

are at 81% (Kapungwe, 2004).

Forest Ecology
Structure and Composition

In Africa, forests and woodlands cover about 65lan hectares (21.8%) of the
total land area and about 99% of the forests angalavith 1% being classified as
plantations. Many forests are more important figr g¢ervices that they provide
(watershed protection and arresting land degraadlgtian they are for the conventional
goods that they provide (Chikamai and Tchatat, ted}a The forests found in Zambia
are located within the Afrotropics biome, which sits of tropical and subtropical
grasslands, savannas, and shrublands. Miombagaescommon in Africa and they

consist of single-storied woodlands with a lightsed canopy, which is dominated by
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trees of the geneBrachystegiaandJulbernardia(Stromgaard, 1985). They cover an
estimated 2.7 million kfin southern, central, and eastern Africa and im&ia they
cover 53% of the country and they are economicalfyortant for timber and non-timber
forest products (Chidumayo, 2002; Chidumayo andiis@, 2003) and create a variety

of habitats for organisms.

Management History

The forests of Zambia have always been managsdnme form or another.
Traditional hierarchies have allocated and orgahiaad activities for centuries. Then
colonialism under British rule centralized the owalgp and management of all natural
resources. This started the process of labelimgd) éad ownership rights. There are two
land tenure systems in Zambia, customary and leédé&nure. Customary tenure is an
indigenous form of land ownership, which is alsfeneed to as traditional African
customary tenure and it has a communal charaaténat the traditional leadership has
management authority and rural citizens are allowwadilize land for agriculture and
use forests for timber and non-timber productsaskedold tenure was introduced by the
inclusion of Zambia to the world economy througlooalism. Leasehold tenure is
usually held on land that is known as state lan@42006); land that is in direct control
by the Government of Zambia.

After independence all land became vested in tesi@ent who holds it in trust
for the people of Zambia. Thus, the governmentsalhof the land in Zambia, but it
can be managed in different ways. Today theréveomdypes of land: state land and

customary land. As mentioned above, state largllezld tenure is defined as reserved
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or gazetted land (national forests, local foremts] parks), towns, and permanent

commercial farms. Customary land means tradititarad or “open land” (non-gazetted)
where traditional chiefs and their village headrdenide on how the land is to be used.
Sixty-two percent of the country falls under cusémynadministration (GRZ, 2006; GRZ,

2005).

Human Use and Livelihoods

Tribal ethnic groups in Zambia have based thdiuoes and livelihoods around
the collection and utilization of natural resoutc@$e collection of wild plants, wild
game, forest products, and non-timber forest prsdaie an integral part of their
agricultural activities. These activities are sdpy various social commitments and
obligations in addition to the priorities for foathd an income source (Marks, 2001).
The general theme here, as well as in other paA§ica, is that natural resources,
including forests, are for the direct use and consion by humans.

Zambia’s forests have evolved with human intecactiModern humans have
lived in miombo woodlands for at least 55,000 yesard through cultivation, grazing,
consumptive harvesting, and burning, humans haaygegla key role in the modification
and transformation of the landscape in miombo wadl (Chidumayo and Kwibisa,
2003). The clearing of African forests may havguremore than 5000 years ago and
traditional swidden agriculture, like small-scalstdrbances, in forests can enhance
biodiversity (Agrawal and Gibson, 1999). The c@abf a mosaic in miombo
woodlands due to agricultural disturbance can@othprove stand heterogeneity,

structure, function, and overall diversity.
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In contemporary eastern Zambia the populationitenaries between 25 and 40
persons kr(Phiri et al., 2004) and in rural areas these faijmns use natural resources
directly and have helped shape these forest e@magstMost forests are, in fact,
anthropogenic and humans have manipulated biodiyensd have influenced species
composition and structure (Agrawal and Gibson, }#@@nhance their livelihoods.

The term livelihood is defined as the capabiliteessets and activities required to
achieve a means for living. A livelihood is onlyssainable when it can cope and recover
from stresses and disturbances, and maintain @neehts capabilities both now and in
the future (Carney, 1998). The role that foresdy p1 supporting livelihood strategies in
Zambia is immense. Obviously, forested areasmpeitant to people for overlapping
reasons. Forest conversion provides nutrientieiod for agricultural activities,
specifically for shifting cultivators to plant foaitops; a farming system that has existed
for thousands of years in Zambia. This gives tlagimod and an income source and
creates land tenure. Forests and forest prodisdsantribute to livelihoods by
providing increased income, improved food securigguced vulnerability, a more
sustainable use of the natural resource base,ramti@ased well-being (Warner, 2000).
This is critical for poor households in Zambia $mme of the poorest forest-adjacent
families obtain up to 80% of their livelihoods frdorests (PFAP Il, 2005a).

Increased income can arise from the sale of mamegf products such as
bushmeat and fuelwood. In Zambia, the major comiakiorest produce from
indigenous forests is charcoal, which is used I8 88 urban households (GRZ, 1997).
Nationally, the present annual consumption of waetlis 7.2 million tons, of which

two-thirds are used as fuelwood and charcoal ial mmreas and one-third is used as
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charcoal in urban areas (FAO, 2007). Househwdd Eecurity improves from the
collection of forest resources such as fruits, musims, honey, roots and tubers,
caterpillars, termites, grasshoppers, and othell-game animals (GRZ, 1997: FAO,
2007). Forests reduce the vulnerability of hous#hby acting as a safety net by
bridging seasonal gaps, meeting particular neeakhalping households tide themselves
over during long periods of shortage (Arnold, 200/4grner, 2000; Bwalya, 2004). The
degree of dependence on forests and forest proguaigher for women and children,
regardless of marital status and household sizewamen collect most of the above-
mentioned food items (Bwalya, 2004). Sustainakkeaf natural resources is critical for
an individual's livelihood and the poor tend tothe most vulnerable to the effects of
environmental degradation (Warner, 2000). Enhansotial and human capital
contributes to the social well-being of an indivétlby heightening his or her’s self-
esteem, sense of control, and inclusion (Warn€&QR®ut forests also improve physical
well-being by providing medicinal plants. In Zarapihe inability of many people to
reach modern health facilities strengthens the&atibn of medicinal plants. Lastly,
forest also help in maintaining livelihoods indilga¢hrough watershed protection,
grazing potential for livestock, live fences, wimelaks, and soil conservation (FAO,

2007).

Disturbance
It is estimated that there are about 33.5 milhectares of forest in Zambia and
that Zambia loses about 850,000 ha of forest eyeay; only Brazil, Indonesia, and

Sudan are losing more forest annually (PFAP 11,5000 Another study has suggested a
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much lower rate of loss (250,000-300,000 ha/ydar) poth of these estimates have been
based on partial sampling and extrapolation anctthas not been a national forest
inventory since the 1960's. Deforestation has lpeening at approximately 5% a year
since 1996 (PFAP Il, 2005a; PFAP II, 2005b). Itdobe safe to say that there is not a
clear understanding of just how much forest is ¢péoist each year. The fuelwood
industry is Zambia’s largest forest industry folleavby the saw-milling industry (FAO,
2007). Thiscoupled with the high pressure to convert forasis agricultural landhas
accounted for such high rates of forest loss. skubksion of Zambia’'s disturbance
regimes will now be discussed, in addition to tbatested paradigm of shifting
cultivation.

The primary disturbance regime in Zambia is tHatgricultural disturbance. As
mentioned above, there have been human interagticfeambia for thousands of years
that have helped shape miombo woodlands and thisnsprimarily agricultural
conversion of these woodlands by way of shiftintjication or shifting agriculture,
otherwise known as slash-and-burn cultivation.

Almost all of the population in rural areas of Zaepractice some form of
shifting agriculture. Shifting agriculture is tpeocess by which forests are felled,
cleared, and burned for agricultural fields. Theaas cultivated for roughly five years
and then is abandoned, usually due to decreas@dyfeand then the farmer repeats the
process of forest conversion in a different areeotatinue agricultural livelihoods.

In eastern Zambia, about half of the farmers praaix cultivation and the other
half cultivate by hand-held hoe. Average crop@ediiranges from 1.1 to 1.6 hectares

for hoe cultivators and 2.3 to 4.3 ha for ox cwtws (Phiri et al., 2004). Maize or corn
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is the most common and important crop, accountnglbout 60% to 80% of the total
cultivated area. Other food and cash crops inctuntélower, peanuts, and cotton (Phiri
et al., 2004; Kuntashula and Mafongoya, 2005).

Different types of shifting cultivation are pramd in the miombo woodlands of
Zambia and these have been blamed by the Zambiearrgoent for causing
deforestation. Also, the high dependency of utiauseholds for firewood and charcoal
in many southern African countries, including Zamlsas contributed to deforestation
(Chidumayo and Kwibisa, 2003). Increased poputatias also been theorized to
contribute to deforestation. As a result, defagsh can occur from many different
factors, but it is often shifting cultivation thatceives the blame.

The paradigm that views shifting cultivation agatve, destructive, and
unsustainable, even though it was once sustainaa¢eheen readily accepted over the
past 60 years. However, that idea is being chgdlen The idea that it is unsustainable is
based on increased population figures and redwedvftime among shifting
cultivators. This idea has been upheld due temsed population growth rates all over
sub-Saharan Africa and documented evidence tHaiféngths have reduced due to
population pressure in some areas. However, qtte@ these have become
generalizations, exaggerations, and assumptioosexample, studies have shown that
farmers use varying fallow lengths for differerglfis. This could be seen as pressure to
produce food crops due to shrinking land availgbilin actuality, it gives some
indication of the degree to which farmers respandifferences in micro-ecology and the
complexities involved in the shifting cultivatioadhnique (Ickowitz, 2006). The point is

that shifting cultivation has often been misdiagrtbas destructive and wasteful when it
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is actually a beneficial disturbance practice fothbforest ecosystem diversity and
supporting local agricultural practices. Furthereyat should be noted that this is an
agricultural practice that developed independentlyevery continent with human
populations.

It is not my intent to debate this paradigm witthe context of this paper, but
rather to show the complexities of shifting cultiea and the actors involved within
agriculture and forest management and conservaiite. point is that shifting
cultivation has existed as the primary disturbamggme within miombo woodlands for
thousands of years and has ultimately shaped thenwihat we see today. Furthermore,
most miombo woodland species are highly resiliewt lsave the capacity to regenerate
vegetatively from resprouts and stumps after deling and fires (Chidumayo, 2004).

In every action there can be both positive and tnegautcomes. It is my position that in
a region that lacks a significant natural distudsaregime that human induced
disturbance is a positive catalyst for diversity.

However, shifting cultivation, increased human gapon, and decreased fallow
times can have a negative impact on forest ressur©@e only has to look next door to
Zambia in Malawi to see the effects of these preegs Malawi now has the same
population of Zambia (around 11 million) and theicy is approximately the same size
as just the Eastern Province of Zambia. Malawidresof the highest population
densities in Africa with land becoming the majamnfisng system constraint, while in
Zambia available labor primarily limits productiyit Accordingly, pressure on trees in
the remaining natural forests and woodlands is@pprately ten times higher in Malawi

than in Zambia (Bohringer, et al., 2003). Forrapée, under the slash-and-burn type of
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shifting cultivation, where vegetation is clear-die recovery of the miombo takes
approximately 43 years (Stromgaard, 1985). Thmoisvery long in the grand scheme of
forest ecology and recovery, but with increasedsuee this could become a concern.
Thus, agriculture and forest exploitation in Zamimiast proceed with caution to not
replicate the conditions of its neighbor.

Fire is also an important ecological factor in thembo woodlands of Zambia.
Natural fire disturbance in Zambia is limited doehe subtropical climate. Lightning
events are the predominant natural cause of walgliin a typical fire disturbance regime.
However, in Zambia, lightning events are most otissociated with the timing of the
rainy season and thus accompanied by large amotiptecipitation. Therefore, natural
wildfires at the onslaught of the rainy seasoni@frequent. As a result, most fire
disturbance events are human induced and occurthé&eainy season during the hot and
dry season, typically late-August to October. Mahthese fires are started from land
clearing activities such as shifting cultivatiordasften other fires are started in the forest
to make travel easier for the collection of timpesducts, non-timber forest products,
and local building supplies. These late dry sedses, as they are known, can do a large
amount of damage to drought stressed miombo wodsllan

However, as mentioned, humans have been actifialyirsg this environment for
thousands of years and these forests are adaptied foe disturbance regime. These
forests would be very different than they are todidlyere had not been a human
presence in the area for thousands of years; atpreaence that has historically used
fire, much like the Native Americans in the Rockpluhtain west. Fire is a positive

component of forest ecology in southern Africa andhing has been reported to increase
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soil fertility temporarily (Chidumayo and Kwibisa003) and thus its use in shifting
cultivation as well.

The shaping of miombo woodlands due to a histbaothropogenic fire regime
has generated some negative aspects as well, tRediurning of understory grass
biomass significantly reduces the topsoil organatter and nitrogen component and this
has a great impact on topsoil nutrients (Chidunmeaydb Kwibisa, 2003), which are key in
many ecological processes such as nutrient cyatirggion control, moisture retention,
pH balancing, cation exchange capability, and trexall fertility of the soil. In addition,
it has been demonstrated that miombo woodland®udth shaped by fire, are ultimately
fire-sensitive as opposed to fire-tolerant. Theysusceptible to fire, and they can be
destroyed by repeated late-season fires, whiclbitntihie regeneration of trees, leading
over time to a loss of the tall canopy-forming sreé the generBrachystegia,

Julbernardiaandlsoberlinia (Cauldwell and Zieger, 2000).

Global Perspective of Community-based Programs
CNRM, CBNRM, and CBC Program Description

Policies that remained in place after independémee colonial regimes in many
countries continued to propel the notion of conaBown as protection-against-people and
hands-off management (Western, 2003a). Howevengretion in the 1960's and 1970's
of the mounting threats to the environment, thedrfeea grass-roots approach for
conservation and development, and the human ragidsndigenous peoples movements
helped initiate the community-based paradigm farseovation and management

(Western and Wright, 2003). Community-based pnogrgained attention during the
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1970's when conservationist and community activaetsame disenchanted with the
results of large-scale, capital-intensive, andredigtplanned conservation and
development projects (Kellert et al., 2000) suclngsgrated Conservation and
Development Programs (ICDPs) that had limited sse@e achieving both of its stated
goals.

For the purpose of this discussion, community ret@source management
(CNRM), community-based natural resource manage(@BhNRM) and community-
based conservation (CBC) will be used synonymosisige they have common goals and
objectives. Various expressions of community-bggegrams include social and
community forestry, community wildlife managemecdpperative or co-management,
buffer zone management, participatory multipurpas@munity projects, and communal
area management for indigenous resources. Thepesmften have subtle, yet
important, differences, but all share certain cbi@nastics (Kellert et al., 2000). Broadly
speaking, the primary objectives of these commtimgtyed programs are to enhance
biodiversity conservation and to provide incentif@slocal people, usually economic
(Campbell and Vainio-Mattila, 2003). The main asptions for community-based
programs include:

» local populations have a greater interest in tistasnable use of resources upon
which their livelihood or cultural survival restsain the state or distant managers
(Brosious et al., 1998; Belsky, 1999; Kellert ef 2D00)

* local communities have experimental knowledge efittricacies of local
ecological processes and practices and that waditvalues and ecological
knowledge should be used in modern resource mareggBrosious et al.,

1998; Belsky, 1999; Kellert et al., 2000)

* local communities are more able to effectively nggnthose resources through

local or traditional forms of access (Brosiouslet998).

The primary goals and characteristics of commubéaged programs include:
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» devolving power and authority from central andAates governments to more
local scales such as indigenous institutions amaifations provides ownership
(Kellert et al., 2000; Wycolff-Baird et al., 200Gpldman, 2003)

* to link and reconcile the objectives of socioecomdevelopment and
environmental conservation in a win-win approacit thas tangible benefits for
local peoples and the environment (Kellert et20Q0; Bwalya, 2002; Bwalya,
2003)

» to defend and legitimize local and indigenous reseand property rights
(Kellert et al., 2000)

» participation among multiple stakeholders acroseymhfferent scales (Wycolff-
Baird et al., 2001).

Community-based programs have gained populardiynaomentum around the
world in the past two decades. Where state serteodved in natural resource
management demonstrated weak technical capacitwaralportrayed as top-heavy and
riddled with corruption, the devolution of managemeesponsibility to communities
held high promise for greater effectiveness andieficy (Wycolff-Baird et al., 2001).
Due to the successful implementation of such progren the fields of wildlife
management and forestry, the CBNRM template hasadpglobally, both in “developed”
and “developing” countries. In southern Kenya, ititegrated approach to wildlife
conservation and development at the Amboseli NatiBark impacted national policies
in many countries in southern Africa, including Ziabwe, Namibia, and Zambia
(Western, 2003a). The CAMPFIRE program in ZimbalfMetcalf, 2003; Murphee,
2005) is another success story that is well-totdedommunity wildlife management.

CBNRM in the field of forestry has had acclaimedaass in Mexico (Bray et al., 2003)

and the United States (McCarthy, 2005).
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CNRM, CBNRM, and CBC Program Discussion

With the widespread use of CBNRM programs globtibre are bound to be
struggles and failures. The critics of communigséd programs are right to point out
these failures and they have legitimate conceHmwvever, most of the problems that
have occurred resulted because of poor or impriopgementation, the use of erroneous
assumptions, or the failure to clearly define tiBNRM paradigm within institutional
frameworks and governance structures (for exanvgleat is community? How should it
be defined and by whom? What is the scale?).

Poor implementation of CBNRM (for example, incoetplor partial devolution
of management authority) is a way that central gawents retain control and influence
in CBNRM projects. This suggests that devolved ag@ment from governments to
communities can reflect more rhetoric than actubktance (Goldman, 2003). Natural
resource departments in governments that claine ebving the public interest often use
scientific management to justify continued centitrol over natural resources
(Shackleton et al., 2002). The perpetuation argdic management draws clear lines
between the professional and the unprofessionaforees the tendency to disregard the
local users and their knowledge, and will choose tfie resource” when confronted with
a conflict (Fairfax and Fortmann, 1990). Furtherey@overnments can devolve
decision-making authority over a resource, butimetaforcement authority (Wycolff-
Baird et al., 2001). Thus, communities can, inectty, be seen as responsible for a
program’s limited success or failure.

The assumptions that communities are stable, henmgs, have a local scale,

and likely to preserve their ecosystems out ofisgHfrest are dangerous. Transferring

25



control to “the community” isn’t necessarily enswyithat resource use will benefit all of
the members of a community in equitable and susitdenways (McCarthy, 2005).
Communities are difficult to define and their défons are often nebulous depending on
who defines them, for example, a state governmetiteocommunities themselves. The
“mythic community,” one defined as having a smphtsal structure, a homogenous
social structure, and shared norms are typicatigrirect and CBNRM programs that use
this definition likely to encounter problems durimgplementation (Agrawal and Gibson,
1999; Brechin et al., 2003).

The scale of defining a community is also problemaDefining a community by
place on the basis of proximity to a natural reselwseems logical, but there are
complications for such a local scale. Ecologicakcpsses that require management
occur on a local scale, but also a landscape, mafjinational, and international scale.
Furthermore, concerning a natural resource, threreféeen communities of place,
communities of use, and communities of interegtodke living within or adjacent to a
natural resource that is managed by a communipyaake must also interact with
communities of use (those people that don't livehimithe resource, but use it to
maintain their livelihood) and communities of irgst (those that neither live within the
resource or use the resource, but have an iniaerteg sustainability of the resource, for
example, conservation organizations). All of thdgferent communities at different
scales all have an interest and a stake in theires@and involving all of these
stakeholders and getting participation from theakeholders can be difficult (McCarthy,

2005).

26



People have varying levels of participation witthese different scales of
community. If individuals, groups, or communitigsoose not to participate then their
voices are not heard. Or, perhaps, through ppéticin, people gain voice on a
democratic platform and gain greater say in managéenhmen there is the possibility that
rural democracy could promote, through democragams, the loss of natural resources
as rural people gain a greater say in land-useides (Hackel, 1999). On the other
hand, the devolution of power and management aityhgiven to communities can be
grabbed by local elites and the participation efaie individuals, groups, or
communities can eliminated or they can steer theagement of the resource for their
gain (McCarthy, 2005; Shackleton et al., 2002; WiyeBaird et al., 2001).

Lastly, the concept of conservation is ambiguoitkinthe
CBC/CBNRM/CNRM paradigm. Different stakeholderyédifferent definitions of
conservation and what is worth conserving. Corsa&m is a human enterprise
comprised of social and political processes andatd of maintaining a variety of levels
of species and habitats to ensure biodiversitylferfuture of our planet is paramount
(Alcorn, 2005). Conservation implies restraintrbgource users and biodiversity
protection will only occur through human institut®such as laws, organizations, or
cultural practices that control the behavior ofiudlials. Control or moderation of
exploitation typically happens through a combinaid self and externally imposed
enforcement and the key to this is legitimacy. itiewcy refers to any behavior or
grouping of circumstances that a society defingsstscorrect, or appropriate

(Wilshusen et al., 2003). Those that define coragem (resource users, governments,
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international conservation organizations) canmately, shape how resources are used
and who uses them.

For all of the above mentioned reasons, commurased programs have faced
serious, and often legitimate, critiques and chgies. Since many community-based
programs around the globe are still in their infatfey have not yet achieved their stated
objectives of conservation and community develogdrtigs, in turn, has allowed for the
resurgence of the old protectionist paradigm. Hmwethese arguments for a return to
top-down, heavy-handed patrol and management afadaesources have largely
ignored key components of social and political psses that shape how conservation
measures are undertaken in specific contexts (W8ksh et al., 2002) including moral
positions, legitimacy, governance, accountabilggrning processes, and nonlocal forces
(Brechin et al., 2002).

These kinds of concerns are warranted for ofteretis so much at stake: the
livelihoods and survival of communities, the consdion of biodiversity, the economic
prosperity of a state, and the political dimensitirad can affect of these. By considering
all of the assumptions of CBNRM, the history, riged continuing evolution of the
CBNRM paradigm, one can gain an understandingettallenges involved in specific

community-based programs.

Forest Management Programs
Community-based forestry programs follow the sémeeretical tenets of
CBNRM by allowing access, receiving tangible betsefnvolving local stakeholders

through participation, collaboration, collectiveian, and sustainable use. Like
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community-based programs in general, forestry @ogrhave been given multiple
names. For the purpose of this discussion, timestsocial forestry, community forestry,
co-management, and joint forest management willdsel synonymously since they fall
under the umbrella of community-based forest mamagé programs.

The rationale behind community involvement in &inmanagement is based on a
community’s proximity and impact on the resourteit livelihood dependency, local
governance structures, equity, cost-effectiversss the interest in protecting
biodiversity. After all, anyone who makes dailcgsions about forest utilization based
on their knowledge of the resource and shared saloeld be considered a manager
(Fairfax and Fortmann, 1990) and should be invoimetianagement decisions.
Community forestry has been defined by the FAOaaxy ‘situation that intimately
involves local people in forestry activity,” anduhcovers a range of linkages between
people and forests (Arnold, 2001). In the 198tésdoncept of management of forests
jointly for conservation and development gained rantum due to the acknowledgment
that the centralized management of forests hasliafgiled in its primary objective of
conserving the productive and protective value®iEst resources (Arnold, 2001). If
states and NGOs had been able to keep local peapte ecologically sensitive areas by
force, they would have settled for that in manyesaso community forestry has been
approached often out of necessity. Community toydsas allowed local users, once
expelled from areas, to return, control, and mariagest resources (McCarthy, 2005).

The most unifying feature of community forestryhe attempt by people to
reorder the relations among and between themselnedghe forests on which they

depend on, in a way that both promotes or imprdivedorest condition and enhances the
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community’s well-being (Baker and Kusel, 2003).eTkordering of social relations
between stakeholders often comes in the form ddlgotation, which is a core
community forestry theme.

Collaborative systems range from situations dfdahtrol and ownership of the
forest through a community forest program to situet that do no more than create or
legitimize limited local rights to usage. Co-maeaggnt through collaboration has
become prevalent because it offers advantagesiimncmities (as discussed above), but
also advantages to the state by: enabling govertsnb@continue to exercise a regulatory
role, shifting the responsibility and cost of fdrpsotection to the local user
communities, and facilitating investment and techhassistance thereby strengthening
local institutional capabilities (Arnold, 2001).

The danger is that governments can continue td exgreat measure of control.
For realcommunityforestry to occur there must be a balance of p@amdrcontrol
between the main actors (Arnold, 2001). In additgenuine collaboration cannot take
place when some aspects of management are nonaig#gdty the state. Lastly, the
state may avoid their responsibility for difficalt unpopular decisions by wrapping
themselves in the positive idea of “community” (Mo@y, 2005). With this said, there
have been tremendous successes in community fpresitexico (Bray et al., 2003),
Nepal (Gauli and Rishi, 2004), and India (Arnol@02).

A key feature of community forestry is that ittidand use system. Forested areas
in many areas of the world function simultaneows\areas for the collection of daily
household needs such as fuelwood, food items, iecamd non-timber forest products,

but primarily serve as areas for agriculture.s lini this light that community forestry
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projects can have as much to do with agricultuckagroforestry systems as with forests

by themselves (Arnold, 2001).
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METHODS

As a Peace Corps volunteer in Zambia from May 20@4 July of 2006, | lived
in a small village in the Eastern Province and wedrlas a Forestry Extension agent. The
primary goals for this position were to work withgt national counterparts in
establishing Joint Forest Management (JFM), pramgagippropriate and improved
agricultural techniques, income generating acésitfood security, and environmental
education. The scope and breadth of this prograswast, but it became apparent that
food security and income generation opportunitiesawssues that were the most salient
for rural communities. Working with the Forestrgartment (FD) to establish
community-based natural resource management (CBN&d )wvorking with local
farmers for improving food security dominated maisiny efforts. Considering that JFM
and agricultural improvement programs are bothgesi at reducing rural poverty
levels, | evaluate these programs as to their effress at achieving their stated goals.

After returning to the United States | conductadeatensive literature review.
Scholarly journals, books, and government documeats consulted to further
understand these topics. Gray literature suclvaference proceedings and working
papers was also studied. Internet searches adsalpd information on various research
organizations, development institutions, and Now&onmental Organizations (NGOSs)
working in the fields of community forestry and @mgiture. Finally, | reviewed my
personal journals, progress reports, and progratuations for additional information
on these topics.

In my literature review, | discovered that therasiittle scholarly information on

JFM within Zambia. Improved agricultural technigueere bountiful in journal articles,
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but evaluations on the overall implementation esthtechniques were also sparse.
Therefore, the evaluation of these programs drawns fiterature on CBNRM programs
and agricultural programs from adjacent countsasjlarly designed CBNRM
programs, agricultural research, and personal gtiapbic insight and experience from
my involvement in these programs and relationsiiis both forestry and agriculture
programs.

I lived in the small village of Kaloko in Petaukastrict, which contained 72
households with a total population of approxima&2p people. Every household was
engaged in agriculture and the collection of fopstducts for their livelihoods. Most
could be classified as subsistence or emergentefar(farmers that are able to produce
beyond subsistence levels). Approximately 20%hefttouseholds owned cattle for
agricultural activities. This village and largeea was dominated by the Nsenga people.
Although there are over 70 Bantu-speaking ethrocigs in Zambia, livelihood strategies
among most rural peoples are grounded in agricubnd forest utilization.

| was directly involved with the forestry and agiture departments and assisted
them in their efforts for rural extension. | alsad personal extension efforts in these
sectors in and around the Kaloko area. | was @teattendee at government and NGO-
initiated events such as workshops, trainings,cmmunity meetings. Finally, | used
14 key informants in my village, the surroundingarand government staff at the
district, provincial, and national levels. Thesdividuals were from various socio-
economic levels within the village and urban ar@ad provided me a full spectrum of

information concerning these topics.
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Thus, | used my unique experience of having livedambia and my knowledge
of forestry and agricultural programs to evaluétm on their ability to reduce poverty
in rural areas. Both JFM and agricultural programese analyzed individually and
compared to each other to distinguish the criteriedicators of success and failure for
such programs, how these programs are relevardnia in terms of improving
livelihoods, household and food security, improwembme potential, and the
effectiveness of these programs at reducing powasgd on levels of local participation,
adoption, and the resulting effects on local pojpars.

There are some limitations in these methods. ablaelemic literature on these
topics was limited, especially for JFM, and theghss drawn from some of the gray
literature could be biased, inaccurate, or skeweat. these reasons, an analysis and
comparison of JFM and agricultural programs in Zemiarrants further study.

In summary, | have attempted to remain objectiveny assessment of these
programs, but this paper is largely reflective aray be influenced by my interpretation
of events. Although I lived in Zambia for two ysawhich allows for a degree of insight
into the culture, lives’, livelihoods’, problemsind challenges of rural peoples, my
interpretations are still those of an outsider goantry that is greatly different from my
own and there may be cultural and social aspeatd thas not aware of or did not

recognize.
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CBNRM IN ZAMBIA

Customary resource management regimes throughbu$aharan Africa lost
many of their regulatory and authority mechanismsalbise they were undermined by
colonial and, subsequently, post-independenceipslicCurrent people-centered
approaches in southern Africa are trying to revénsesrosion of customary systems and
rights (Mosimane and Aribeb, 2005). Within the la#o decades, Zambia has changed
national policies and legislation with the goaldetcentralizing natural resource
management to local structures and communitieghandrst of these people-centered
approaches was in the realm of wildlife managemedtlater spreading to forest
management (Bwalya, 2004). While it is not thepoge of this paper to focus on
community-based wildlife management, much can bargdd from wildlife management
programs that provide insight into current foregirggrams discussed below.

One such wildlife management program that | wijplere is the Administrative
Management Design (ADMADE) used in Game ManagerAegds (GMAS), which are
semi-protected areas adjacent to national parksmtambia. Historically, the use of
wildlife as an economic development tool in Afritas been long. The ivory trade
throughout a majority of Africa is a historical ewple of the direct economic benefits of
wildlife. In contemporary Africa, wildlife is ancenomic tool at the disposal of
utilitarian, national decision-makers that viewdlifle as a resource to be developed for
direct national economic gain (Matowanyika, 198%)urism and safari hunting are
attractive to economic development proponentsthistnational development process
tends to favor different groups (e.g. the statdoal communities) both temporally and

spatially.
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A shift from the top-down model of management ta@el of community
participation and populism for conservation to proe tangible benefits for rural
development gave rise to the CBNRM approach toliielthanagement in Zambia
(Wainwright and Wehrmeyer, 1998). The Zambian gowent, in collaboration with
donors and international conservation agencietaddhe school of thought that
contends that wildlife conservation and utilizateme viable economic land use options
for rural areas rather than more traditional lasd-practices (Matenga, 2002). However,
the community-based approach to wildlife managemests on its ability to change local
behavior and practices to ways that achieve coatiervand community development
that are often predetermined or defined by outsi@@rbson and Marks, 1995). The
CBNRM approach was first attempted in the earlyQl®8 the Lower Lupande GMA as
a pilot project supported by the Wildlife ConsergatSociety. The successes in
addressing the increasing pressure on the biollbigisaurces of the country’s national
parks and the local communities’ complaints thai/ttvere not receiving benefits from
the parks led to the adoption of a nation wide gatal organization in 1988 known as
the Administrative Management Design (ADMADE) foM@s (Kramer et al, 2002).

The basic premise of the ADMADE program is thablaesidents of GMAs
would provide assistance for conserving wildlifeZambia if they were provided a share
of the revenue benefits from the commercial usesildfife in their area. This
community-based conservation program is predicatetthe involvement of local
residents as part of the decision-making processtrring the revenues generated from
protected areas for investment in the local econ@ng to establish a system of user

rights with defined access to wildlife resourcesyiNga, 1997). In exchange for
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Figure 2: ADMADE structure (Lyons and Lewis, 1999

involved in the ADMADE program.

The initial startup phase of the ADMADE programsweot without its problems,
however. The chores of decentralizing wildlife mgament activities, as well as
facilitating community participation in the programere difficult obstacles due to
legislative constraints. Local organization, conmmyparticipation, and the
transparency of government and local activities feswhl managements were concerns of
participants in the program (Kramer et al, 2008gw legislation helped rectify these
problems with a revision to the Zambia Wildlife Axft1998, which transformed the
National Parks and Wildlife Service into the ZamWiddlife Authority (ZAWA) to
serve in a supervisory role within the ADMADE stiwre. It was in hopes that by
enacting various components into the Wildlife Awttthe ADMADE program would be
legitimized (Matenga, 2002). The ADMADE progranpaprs to be a devolved,
decentralized, collaborative, participatory, denatict and inclusive institution. The

structure of the program is as follows (see Fi@)r&rfhe ADMADE process is driven
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largely by a community organization which is sturet through village area groups
(VAGSs) based on geography and demography. At dael lof the organization is the
Community Resource Board, legally recognized utiteZambia Wildlife Act, which is
composed of local residents that must meet cectitifiable qualifications before they
are democratically elected to prioritize developtmaeds, manage the revenue from
safari hunting, and to oversee resource manageacénities. Traditional chiefs serve as
patrons to provide cultural and social stewardshipDMADE activities by ensuring
harmony and accountability of the elected lead@ise traditional powers of the chief are
formally recognized and greatly respected withen ADMADE structure. On the next
level are three technical Board Committees, congbo$éocal residents, which advise
the Community Resource Board on issues of resguazeagement, community
development, and financial management. A ZAWAaddfitrained in CBNRM skills is
stationed in each ADMADE area and this official siyses residents employed by the
Community Resource Board such as village scoutBagé scouts monitor animals,
protect wildlife from its illegal use, assist lodafrmers in guarding crops from problem
animals, and educate members of the community aheuADMADE project

(ADMADE, 1999).

ADMADE receives more than 90 percent of its revanfrom safari hunting
concessions and hunting fees (Matenga, 2002) anfiittds derived from these legal
licenses and harvests are shared according tocdisgdormula: 40% for local wildlife
management, 35% for community development, and 5%tained by the national
government (Marks, 2001). The funds generatecabarishunting are managed by a

centralized revenue collector known as the WildGfenservation Revolving Fund
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(WCRF) which retains the initial earnings from e@dMADE unit and distributes these
funds the following year (Lewis, 1993) to the Commity Resource Board according to
the formula outlined above.

At face value, ADMADE appears to be a visionarpraach to conserving
wildlife and promoting community participation am/olvement. Proponents of the
program claim that it has been successful in sgetutside sources of revenue, for
example, fronthe U.S. Agency for International Development (UBA&Nd the Wildlife
Conservation Society for financial support anda$ mproved the enforcement and
planning within the GMAs (Kramer et al, 2002). ARNDE offers: community
empowerment and participation, local decision-mgland leadership, incorporates the
traditional/cultural hierarchy, direct communityriadits, creates ownership and positive
attitudes towards conservation, employment oppdrésto villagers, reforms poachers,
provides education, reduces the tensions betweegabernment and communities,
forms food security and land use committees anereffevenue to develop community
services and to develop other community-based &3(ADMADE, 1999).

Critics of ADMADE contend: that it is dependenttmirism and safari clients,
the start-up costs are high, the traditional autyr¢chief) is incompatible with a
democratic citizenship, the colonial legacy hagshat and thus its legitimacy is
guestioned, it is technocratic and authoritariba,revenues are disproportionately
shared, there are few permanent jobs, it createsuae conflicts, and the budgets are
mismanaged (Virtanen, 2003). There will alwayopponents of a program that
attempts to satisfy or integrate conservation wélielopment, but the critiques raised

above are valid concerns when livelihoods for lach&bitants may be compromised.
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Joint Forest Management (JFM) I nception

Community-based forest management has followehidas course as ADMADE
in Zambia. Organized forestry in Zambia, then Nerh Rhodesia, started in 1931 as a
unit within the Department of Agriculture untiltas recognized as an independent unit,
the Forestry Department, in 1947 (PFAP II, 2009agislation that was passed during
the colonial period and laws that were largely lefthanged after independence led to
the dissatisfaction of local communities that thafips of forest products, much like
wildlife as discussed above, were not benefitir@algopulations. Furthermore, forests
were disappearing at an alarming rate. Fundampaotaly and legislative changes have
since been made by repealing the Forest Bill o#1&&l 1974 and by molding a new
forest policy (Bwalya, 2004).

Due to these policies, communities and governro#itials have considered
forest ownership and management as the respohgiliiiihe government and foresters
have usually acted as forest “police” that preyedple from utilizing forests and their
products, which has made communities fearful oémmg forests (PFAP 11, 2005b).
With the rise of CBNRM in Zambia in the wildlife &er, it was likely that CBNRM in
the forestry sector would emerge. In 1996, the @arforest Action Program (ZFAP),
an investigatory body created to address forestgement principles, concluded that the
current Forestry Department was too depleted aihekible to be an appropriate
management authority for Zambia’s forests in th& @&ntury. Also, it identified the
need to begin the process of devolution and empogénose living close to or involved
with the forests.. The recommendations by ZFAPewieen developed into the Zambia

Forest Policy of 1998 and the Forests Act of 192RAP I, 2005a).
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Participatory forest management experiences inbfamere drawn from other
countries, namely Tanzania. However, comparecatw@nia, decentralization has not
progressed as far and local government institugpdeng a smaller role. The Provincial
Forestry Action Programme Phase |, which was furimethe Finnish government, was
largely an information gathering procedure to eatduhe likelihood of JFM
implementation and success was valuable in fornmgjahe Forests Act of 1999 (PFAP
Il, 2005b).

The Forests Act of 1999 was instrumental in supgthe role of communities
in collaborative, participatory forest managementih many situations the greatest need
in forest management is for policy and legal fraroes that legitimize the participation
by poor user groups in co-management of the resand provides mechanisms to put
this in place (Warner, 2000). Most notably, thedsb Act of 1999 establishes the
following:

» the creation of the Zambia Forestry Commissiorepdace the Forestry

Department as the administrative body for the Act

» the establishment of Joint Forest Management

» the participation of local communities, traditiomagtitutions, NGOs and other
stakeholders in sustainable forest management

» the conservation and use of forests and treef&sustainable management of
forest ecosystems and biological diversity (GRA9)9

Furthermore, of primary concern to communitieshesconcept of revenue
sharing. Within the Forests Act of 1999, therestijgulations that the Forestry
Commission will share the financial benefits ofefsir utilization with communities that
are involved in the JFM process. Revenue shaaihtlis stage, is still somewhat unclear

due to the status of land ownership. 7.2 milliecthres of Zambia’s 33.5 million

hectares are gazetted as national or local forigstthe remainder legally referred to
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customary land (village land). JFM can only beresed in local forests and on
customary land.

Most natural forests are located on customarydamwtiich are far from
government offices the government is viewed asadnséntee landlord.” The lack of
intimate knowledge by government officials and &rextension officers of forest
resources in these rural areas means that loadtforanagement will be less expensive
if managed by the local communities than by theeBioy Department (Bwalya, 2004).
These issues are cause for concern. In addihergritire Forests Act of 1999 itself is
not yet fully operational. Thus, the financial béts that are supposed to accrue from
forest utilization and then shared with the comrtiagiare not being realized in most

areas. A detailed critique will follow in a lateection.

JFM Goals and Objectives

The Ministry of Tourism, Environment and Natura$®urces (MTENR) has the
mandate to provide an environmental policy framdyvoronitor, evaluate, and
coordinate its implementation, to ensure the ptair®f the environment, sustainable
development, and the management and utilizatioratafral resources for the benefit of
the present and future generations. The Forestpament, following under the
MTENR is mandated by law to protect and promotesti#ainable use of forests and
forest resources, which includes combating defatest (FAO, 2007). Following this
theme, PFAP Phases | and Il defined their objestared goals to provide “improved
livelihoods and status of forests in Zambia” (PHARR005a). This has been a common

motif of community-based forestry programs. Apmtoss to rural development
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expanded from the idea of meeting “basic need#fieéaecognition of the importance of
income in securing household “food and livelihoedwgity” (Arnold, 2001). Simply

put, the strategy of JFM is grounded in improvihg management and quality of the
forest by community involvement and to contribudemprovements in the livelihoods of
the communities (PFAP I, 2005b); and, accordinthesgovernment, “experience so far

shows that it can really improve people’s livesural areas” (GRZ, 2005).

JFM Process and | mplementation
The JFM process, structure, and implementatiovemngsimilar to ADMADE, as
discussed above. The steps for starting a JFMranogn a forest are as follows:

choosing a forest

making a formal application

getting the application verified

mobilization

initiating the first action plan

writing a memorandum of understanding (MOU)
declaration

preparing the JFM plan (GRZ, 2005).

ONOOAWNE

A detailed description of each step in the proeé@siow be discussed.

Step 1: Choosing a forest can be made by locahoamties, a group of
individuals, an NGO, or the Forestry DepartmenhisBtep is to identify the area for
JFM, to inform the traditional leadership, namdig thief and local headmen, and the
communities to affirm that there is local supportthe idea of JFM. The criteria for
selecting a forest for JFM are:

» the community is interested in keeping the a®aforest andnot for
agriculture

» if there aresettlementsor fieldsin the forest, the community and the local Chief
are willing to discuss the issue

» the localChief supports the idea of JFM in his area
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» thecommunity agrees where the boundaries of the forest ard (hivhin
document).

All of these criteria must be confirmed before meding with JFM implementation
(GRZ, 2005).

Step 2: Making the formal application involves coonities, people who
represent the communities, or other interestedgsanaving to write and submit a letter
to the Forestry Department asking for assistande the creation of JFM in their area.

Step 3: The process of getting the applicatioifiedrinvolves a group of
individuals from various institutions such as tleedstry Department, the local
government (in this case, the District Council)nsone representing the chief,
individuals from the communities of interest in JAMGO representatives, and field
officers from other government departments sudhainistry of Agriculture and
Cooperatives. These individuals will inspect tbeeft and collect data on the forest
itself, the uses of the forest by communities,ldbandaries for the JFM area, the villages
that are adjacent to the forest, and local inteardtsupport. They then formulate a
general plan and these parties have to agree orewiefunds for inspection will
originate. They will then provide a report thateirprets the results of their findings, how
feasible it will be to start JFM in the area, ardatibe the boundaries for the JFM
program (GRZ, 2005). An important note here i Faestry Extension Officers should
deal directly with communities in the implementatif the JFM process at the local
level, but they are few in number at present (FAQD7).

Step 4: After the application has been approvedrbbilization of the interested
parties (traditional leaders, village members, NGCgasernment departments, etc.)

occurs. The purpose is to inform everyone involekthe JFM process, to discuss the
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procedures involved, and to clarify the expectatiohcommunities and the Forestry
Department. The process of electing members ilmwsuicommittees and user groups
begins here (GRZ, 2005).

As mentioned above, this is very similar to theMMEDE program (please refer
to Figure 2). The bottom level of the managemantcture begins with the formation of
Village Resource Management Committees (VRMCs) lisaamposed of 15 members.
These are similar to VAGs in composition, which sipposed to be elected by the
community and the village headman is usually a neemMultiple villages within short
distances may be consolidated to compose the VR&Edon proximity. However,
there is a certain amount of doubt in the real reatdi representation since instances
arose where just a few villagers attended theielesfor the VRMCs and the whole
process appeared to be artificial (PFAP Il, 2005b).

The VRMC membership is composed of a village headmser group
representation, and a forest guard. User groupgeidDMADE structure are referred to
as peer groups. User groups consist of peoplaatbatngaged in specific forest products
or forest utilization. Some of the most commonrggeups include firewood collection,
medicinal plant collection, timber production (pawyers), wood carving, beekeepers,
mushroom collection, and clay pot production. Ehewuld be other user groups
depending on how communities use the forest andehes that they produce.

Following the election of multiple VRMCs in an arproposed for JFM, members
from each VRMC are elected to represent their VRiN@e Forest Management
Committee (FMC) along with individuals that repneistihe chief, the FD, and the District

Council. This FMC is similar to the Community Raste Board in the ADMADE
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structure. Forestry personnel are responsiblé&folitating the elections of these
committees and providing training courses commustityngthening, facilitation and
leadership shills, group mobilization, conflict nagement, gender sensitization,
HIV/AIDS awareness, constitution and by-law forntida, and book-keeping and
financial management (PFAP I, 2005a).

Step 5: After the election of committees, a sing@Bon plan must be prepared.
The action plan describes what should happen tresiirst two years and should
concentrate on important activities such as mestihgt need to occur, details of what
will and what will not be allowed in the forest,idalines for noncompliance of these
forest rules, a statement of how any squattergehisfin the forest will be handled, and
limits for the amount of forest products that cantéken from the forest. In addition,
administrative details should be included that dbsavho will be responsible for these
activities, rules for the management of any furndd may come from the area or be
given to assist with JFM, and details of the fewauking forest products and the fines for
offences (GRZ, 2005).

Step 6: A Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) istagreed upon by local
communities, the chief, and the Forestry Departmérns a document that establishes
the rules on forest use and who has the rightéches forest. Information found within
the MoU primarily comes from the community’s actiglan and constitution (GRZ,
2005).

Step 7: The MoU is then submitted and the Ministryourism, Environment
and Natural Resources declares the forest a JFM dilee land status of the area, either

local forest or customary land, will not change #rairangements deteriorate (for
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example, a community’s desire to withdraw from pinhegram) a local forest will
continue to be controlled by the Forestry Departnagiol customary land will continue to
be controlled by the traditional leadership (GREQ2).

Step 8: The FMC prepares the JFM plan in clos@eation with VRMCs,
traditional leaders, communities, and other kekedtalders involved. The FD provides
technical assistance in preparing the plan sut¢taasest calculations for sustainable use.
The JFM plan includes information that wasn't ie first action plan and should contain
all of the pieces of information that is neededtanage the forest. The JFM area is then
gazetted and the JFM plan becomes law. Thuspiwslegally binding and the activities

and rules in the plan are to be followed by eveeymvolved (GRZ, 2005).

Roles and Responsibilities

Individuals and communities in and around JFM suga expected to follow that
rules that were laid down by committees in theuldys. Most people in rural Zambia
are not used to following regulations concerning$b use. Therefore, long lists of
“don’ts are easy to put in by-laws initially wheanomunities favor strict approaches, but
if people feel the hand of their own rule then thegy not follow it (PFAP II, 2005b). It
is the responsibility of the forest resource guhat was elected by the communities to
enforce the by-laws. To give them legal powery e gazetted as Honorary Forest
Officers by the MTENR, but they are not employekthe FD and do not receive a
salary. Their main responsibilities are to patin@ forest, inform people of the
importance of forest management, monitor forestipets and their use, organize people

to suppress late-season fires, and to report ttYRMC on their activities.
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VRMCs are responsible for involving people in tharking of forest boundaries,
marking trees to be cut, organizing JFM meetingkautivities, resolving conflicts,
reporting to the FMC, producing plans and budgats, issuing licenses and permits and
collecting the funds from such permits (GRZ, 200B) rural areas, it is unrealistic for
people to travel a long distance to the Forestfic®to obtain a license for small-scale
utilization or for FD officers to travel to JFM a=for licensing (PFAP 11, 2005b).
Giving responsibility to communities to issue pessolves this problem both for
resource users and FD staff.

FMCs primary role is to manage and develop thesfoproperly, to manage the
finances for the JFM area (assure money is beibgiigy collected from the VRMCs and
distributing the benefits of the forest are propstiared in the local community), and
approving plans and changes made to the by-lawlsdbyRMCs (GRZ, 2005). The role
of the FD is to coordinate and monitor JFM actestand provide leadership and
encouragement to those engaged in JFM. The Di§tdancil’s role is to provide
institutional legitimacy to the process. The ekterwhich District Councils have been
involved varies somewhat, but their participati@s lyenerally been low (PFAP I,

2005D).

User Groups

Individuals within a community use the forest iffetent ways. The rise of user
committees or user groups gained widespread adojptithe mid-1990s in many less
developed countries to give ordinary people a vatdhe local level (Manor, 2004). The

process of forming user groups takes this into idemation. The composition of
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VRMCs was initially thought to include broad-basesnmunity representation, but after
some trials of JFM in pilot areas most of the fomefield staff agreed that the user group
approach was preferable since they are more likellyclude motivated people (PFAP I,
2005b). The majority of membership in a VRMC aeeple that represent different user
groups, as discussed above. Once user groupsrared they can be responsible for the
day-to-day management of the parts of the foregtttiey use, they can suggest ways to
the VRMC to manage the resource, they are the people doing JFM activities, and
can get assistance and training from the FD imngetheir forest products (GRZ, 2005).
This also provides opportunities for establishinga@idifying income generating

activities encouraged by the FD and numerous NGOs.

Funding

The FD does not spend much on forest managenrerd giere is limited
management activity and does not have the finacejadcity, employed labor force, and
equipment such as vehicles to undertake this weAlO|, 2007; PFAP II, 2005b). This
has led to the attractiveness of JFM in parts ohiZia. The assumption that JFM can be
financially sustainable is flawed and it is likehat outside funding agencies need to be
involved (Arnold, 2001; PFAP IlI, 2005b). The costxreating JFM in an area involve
the initial costs of starting the program and theurrent costs of managing the forests
within JFM. Communities that are interested in Jk&We the cost of time spent on JFM
activities and meetings and the cost of labor fojgets such as boundary demarcation
and forest inventories. The costs borne to thediisist of employing staff,

transportation, training, and labor (GRZ, 2005).
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Funding from donor agencies has been criticalharicing the development and
facilitation of resource management devolution (&leton et al., 2002). Discovering
sources of start-up funds can affirm a programteipioal, but these must then be
replaced with long-term operating funds derivedrfrdependable sources (Wycolff-
Baird et al., 2001). Covering the start-up co$t3FM without external support is
unlikely and in many areas it may ever be posgibkchieve self-financing of all
management activities by the communities in the higare (PFAP II, 2005b). The
Provincial Forestry Action Programme (PFAP) funtbgdhe Finnish government is the
latest in a series of support to the forestry saotdambia dating back to the early 1970s
(PFAP 11, 2005a). PFAP and the Cooperative Learjube United States of America

(CLUSA) have been the largest funders of JFM in Eiansince the mid-1990s.

Benefits

The compensation for the costs of the JFM impldgatem process are found in
the benefits that are derived from JFM. Many efsthbenefits are intangible to
communities such as the preservation and sustaingiel of forest products both timber
and non-timber products, forest health and prodingtiwildlife habitat, and watershed
protection, to name just a few. The tangible beés@iclude legal access to resources
and the provision of their daily needs for firewpodnstruction materials and some
supplementary foods (PFAP Il, 2005b). The maimeraf forest ecosystems also
provides opportunities for income-generating atiggi (IGAs). Beekeeping is a good
example of an IGA that is actually linked to respibie forest management and men and

women can participate in this activity which proasoa supplemental food and income
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source (PFAP II, 2005b). For instance, non-tinfbeest products such as this offer
targeted benefits for poor producers and theiraetivn tends to have less ecological
impacts than that of timber production (Wunder, 200

The greatest benefit perceived by communitiesas of economic gain. Revenue
sharing is the process by which funds generatdatéyses and permits are to be shared
between the FMC and the government of Zambia (&R@5). The Forests Act of 1999
has introduced the principle of revenue sharindp witmmunities, but the actual
percentages to be apportioned have not yet beeedgpon (PFAP 11, 2005a; FAO,
2007) unlike that of ADMADE, which has clearly dedid revenue sharing guidelines.

Another tangible benefit derived from JFM is tbathe opportunity to apply for
government loans in the forestry sector. The Rddeselopment Credit Facility is a
domestic, public financial mechanism that allowsamunities involved in JFM to apply
for loans. The loan is from the government of Zamb the rural poor to participate in
forestry business. This is considered a revolfumgl and no donor funds are involved in
this mechanism (FAO, 2007). Loans are given toroomities to develop certain
forestry sectors such as beekeeping, pit sawirdyp#rer timber and non-timber
utilizations. These loans are then paid back éogibvernment, which, in turn, finance
other communities applying for loans.

As previously mentioned, the government benefitsditsourcing the
management of forests to local communities and tbdsces the operating costs for the
FD. In addition, there are the benefits of capdgitilding, community organization and
mobilization, protection of forest resources thiowgmmunity involvement and forest

guards, and financial benefits through the revesiaging process.
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Cooperation between the Gover nment and Non-Gover nment Agencies

Often there has been a local distrust of the gowent and government
institutions due to prior policies and practicesttplaced foresters and local communities
in confrontation with each other. This has allovi@dthe rapid expansion of NGOs in
many community forest management programs, in wihielg act as intermediaries
between the state and local users. They facilgiagéage at the local level by providing
training, extension, advisory, and marketing s&wicln addition, they also offer an
advocacy role on behalf of communities that cap h&luence policy at the local,
national, and international levels (Arnold, 200Qutside organizations such as NGOs
can strengthen the positions of local actors (Wi«&xsird et al., 2001) and they may be
as powerful as the state, but their power oftegioates from the money that they control
(McCarthy, 2005).

In Zambia, currently there is almost no capacitirmowledge about JFM
amongst NGOs. If JFM is to expand throughout titeée country, NGOs and other
agencies must play a role and the FD needs todgveater willingness to work with
such agencies outside of the government (PFARDO5B). However, this is starting to
change and some NGOs, namely World Vision and Ke2aebia, are starting to work
with the FD in the acceleration of non-timber fanet#lization such as beekeeping, which

has been a common livelihood pattern throughoutmali@ambia’s rural communities.

JFM Statutory Instrument and Stagnation
The Forests Act of 1999 has since been amendedgpiements or Statutory

Instruments (SIs) that help clarify or specificallgfine the roles and responsibilities of
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the government, communities, and others interest@uvested in the JFM process.
Essentially, the Forests Act is still dormant amel Forestry Commission that is spoken
of as operational within the Act is not yet fundiilng and thus the FD continues to be the
institution with the authority over all forestrygatices in Zambia (PFAP 11, 2005b).
Furthermore, the new Act was not operational seryeafter the endorsement by
parliament and the president. This is a clearadigrat the implementation of forest
policy is far too slow and could be construed asate of time. One District Forestry
Officer commented, “The policy is fine, involvemaesitall stakeholders needed, but it
appears the same government (that made the pdiopf ready for this” (PFAP I,
2005b). Finally, in the most recent Statutoryrmstent (Number 47 of 2006) a select
few JFM areas were recognized formally, but thénitedn or explanation of the revenue

sharing benefits among stakeholders was not evetianed within the SI.
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AGRICULTURAL LIVELIHOOD PROGRAMSIN ZAMBIA
If many little people,
in many little places,
do many little things,
they can change the face of the earth.
(African proverb - Leakey and Simons, 1998)
Agriculture Background
As mentioned above, shifting agriculture has exish southern Africa for
thousands of years, but with the arrival of Eurappapulations the traditional
technologies eventually changed. Land availabilis reduced (often the most
productive land), but the introduction of the animii@wn mouldbourd plough, and later
tractor, temporarily enabled food supply to meedfdemand (Fowler and Rockstrom,
2001). Spurred by the devastating droughts intgéirica in the 1920's and the United
States in the 1930's, British colonial authoritreposed soil conservation interventions
across much of British Africa into the 1950's. 3&é\frican colonial schemes were
widely resented and collapsed after independendeanterest in United States-based
minimume-tillage practices gained momentum. Repkatkprice shocks of the 1970's
raised interest in minimum-tillage techniques (Halgde and Tembo, 2003). Zambia,
however, continued to pursue intensive agriculgroeinded in fossil fuels, hybrid seed,
and inorganic inputs, such as fertilizer. Zamlpaiticies in the agriculture sector
provided incentives to rural residents for caslome and poverty reduction in the form
of subsidized farm inputs from the government (NjoR2004). By the 1990's, three
decades of heavy subsidies for maize, fertilizagtors, and plows came to an end

following the collapse of Zambia’s agricultural paratals and global copper prices

(Haggblade and Tembo, 2003).
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Since independence in 1964 until the early 199&spolicy of the Zambian
Government was to ensure food security througheased crop production by providing
unrealistic markets to guarantee producers grgatdits from various crops; in
particular, maize, the national staple food crépe policies for subsidized inputs and
low-priced, processed agro-products in urban aeasg this period were easy to
implement when the economy was strong, but asdbeamy grew weaker during the
1970's and onward it became increasingly diffiowttjch resulted in very high budget
deficits due to the subsidies (Chizuni, 1994: Kgasgt al., 1999).

Since 1992, Zambia has undergone reforms as ptre Gtructural Adjustment
Programs imposed by the World Bank, Internationahktary Fund (IMF) and other
development partners to improve the economy angceedoverty in the country. These
privatization policies in all of the sectors of theonomy were aimed at improving farm
productivity, enhancing farmer’s access to agrigalt extension services, increasing
participation in product markets, improving accessredit facilities, and enhancing the
private sector’s involvement (Njobvu, 2004). Howewhe removal of these subsidies
by the state on maize purchasing and fertilizesslibs in favor of privatization has
accelerated the decrease in food production shrcarticipated improved marketing
climate has not materialized (Kwesiga et al., 1999)

Zambia’s former system of heavily subsidized, higbut agriculture has
collapsed both financially and ecologically. Thhes been a need to find cost-effective
methods to maintain soil fertility and productiar Zambia’'s farmers to accelerate
economic growth (Haggblade and Tembo, 2003). RBgehe thrust has been on

sustainable agriculture to meet both productioneswhomic prosperity. Sustainable
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agriculture has been defined by the Food and Aljual Organization (FAO) of the
United Nations as “the use of agricultural pradiedich conserve water and soil and are
environmentally non-degrading, technically appraf@j economically viable and socially
acceptable” (Fowler and Rockstrom, 2001).

Sustainable agriculture is of great concern in Eanfor some of the agricultural
problems found within the country include soil dadgition through acidification, nutrient
loss, soil structure deterioration, soil erosialirszation, chemical pollution and
deforestation (GRZ, 1997). Farmers, both smallesaad large-scale, are often
considered the culprits of such deterioration.

Typically, there are three main categories of fansnn Zambian agriculture:
small-scale, medium-scale, and large-scale. Sscalke farmers are subsistence farmers
of staple foods with an occasional surplus for salmcome; medium-scale farmers have
surplus maize and other cash crops for the locakets; and, large-scale farmers
produce primarily cash crops and livestock fordbenestic and international markets
(GRZ, 2006). Sustainable agriculture is relevantl of these farmers. Furthermore,
sustainable agriculture is of interest to domeatid international agencies because much
of the arable land in Zambia includes land incoaped within national parks, forest
reserves, and low-potential agricultural areas (GE®7) and is thus unavailable to local

populations.

Agricultural Concernsand Problems
The prior history of agricultural policies and ptiaes has created concern for

those whose livelihoods depend on agriculture. fEngoval of government subsidies for
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fertilizer and price controls for purchasing mamee limited the options for rural
farmers. The increased cost of fertilizers hasnditacally reduced the use of fertilizers
by those who were once able to purchase them (@jayKwesiga, 2003). This has
limited the production of maize and other food cop depleted and marginal soils,
thereby leading to agricultural expansion in indiges forests or the reduction in fallow
periods from reduced nitrogen reserves.

Countries in southern Africa, including Zambiazddand-use problems including
a shortage of fuelwood and a shortage of livestodker, but the paramount concern
facing farmers is that of declining soil fertili(C TA, 2002). In Zambia, traditional
shifting cultivation agriculture fallows are consiéd to be natural fallows for there are
no human interventions or alterations. Fieldsado@doned and allowed to recover
through natural successional processes. Tradilypfi@mers in Zambia leave their
fields in a natural fallow for five to twenty yeaxsrecover soil fertility through the
regrowth of natural vegetation (Sileshi and Mafoyggd?003; Chirwa et al., 2004). As
mentioned, farmers have identified declining seitifity as one of their perceived
problems and nitrogen deficiency was found to lgenlost important problem that is
responsible for low maize yields. The increasexsgure on land has reduced natural
fallow periods to one to three years (Phiri et2004). When yield productivity
decreases, which it eventually does, those withnteans will move to mature,
indigenous forests and begin clearing a portiorafoew field. Those without the means
remain stationary and will see a continued deghingeld.

The national agricultural policies of Zambia plareat emphasis on food

security, but the factors previously mentioned dtate into decreased food security for

57



much of the rural population. Food insecurity ido low productivity, past

government policies that over-emphasized the priimluof hybrid maize at the expense
of traditional crops, and the limited access tacdjiural services and resources (Chizuni,
1994). Both the government of Zambia and NGOs lilmweloped programs to address

the continued problem of food security and povattgviation.

Government and NGO Agricultural Programs

The government of Zambia has embarked on manyamgyaimed at increasing
food security and reducing poverty in rural areéke general strategies to strengthen
rural producers are targeted at improving infragtite such as roads, education,
sanitation, and combating HIV/AIDS. These stragegian improve an individual’'s and a
community’s overall health and thus increase predoctput to reduce food insecurity
and increase income for poverty alleviation. s hational level, the Poverty Reduction
Strategy Paper (PRSP) is focused on policy reforchraviewing land tenure acts to
build agricultural capacity to expand productiorgguctivity, and competitiveness to
meet local and international demands. At the |lemadl, programs such as the Fertilizer
Support Programme and the Food Security Pack aaat@ service smallholder farmers
to enhance the productivity of their land throulgé provision of improved seed varieties
and fertilizers for food security and poverty retioie (GRZ, 2006). Often these
programs include education and training in altemediarming techniques practices
designed to maintain soil productivity and increpsmluction.

The implementation of these policies and progrdmsughout the country has

been undertaken by numerous government agencieatepinstitutions, research centers,
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and NGOs. Some of these include the Ministry ofi&gture and Cooperatives (MAC),
the Zambia National Farmer’s Union (ZNFU), the Wofgroforestry Research Centre
(ICRAF), the Conservation Farming Unit (CFU), thel@en Valley Agricultural
Research Trust (GART), the Cooperative League®ft8A (CLUSA), the Programme
Against Malnutrition (PAM), the Agriculture Suppd?togramme (ASP), district-level
Farmer’s Training Centers, the Dunavant Cotton Camgpplus NGOs such as World
Vision, CARE International, Africare, and the Luthe World Federation (LWF), among
others (Haggblade and Tembo, 2003). Cooperatiamitg, and extension activities
have occurred between research institutions, govent ministries, and NGOs (Franzel
et al., 2004).

The programs and the supporting organizationsesddnany facets of
agriculture, food security, and poverty alleviatiddowever, within the context of this

paper | will only address the promotion of conséorafarming and agroforestry.

Goalsand Objectives

The advocacy of conservation farming and agrofoyds/ government and non-
government organizations is focused on maintaiaimdjor improving soil fertility to
ensure continued yields. This, in turn, attem@tseet the goals of increasing food
security and poverty alleviation. Conservatiomfarg and agroforestry will now be
discussed to determine how they meet these godlelgactives

Declining soil fertility has resulted in many padf Zambia due to conventional
farming practices such as the burning of crop tesscand fallow vegetation, intensive

hoeing and plowing, and the failure to incorpom@tganic matter into the soil (Steiner,
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2002). Conservation farming’s main objective isniprove and sustain the productivity
of agricultural lands (GRZ, 2006). Conservatiomfeng (CF) or conservation tillage is
defined as any cropping system which results irctmeservation of natural or other
resources. lItis a generic term given to soil gan@ent systems that aim to conserve
natural resources (Fowler and Rockstrom, 2001).

To understand CF one must first understand tcadhtifield preparation and
farming practices in Zambia. Typically, in exigfiagricultural fields most rural
Zambians begin field preparation once the firsttecad rains have arrived, which signals
the start of the rainy season in early Novembdiis Toosens the soil after the long, hot,
dry season and makes field preparation easierdibr the hoe farmer and the ox-plough
farmer. Ridges are created by building up sod imes for planting. Weeding the fields
usually occurs twice during the rainy season. Bsdgre rebuilt and weeds uprooted by
hoe or plough to dry and decompose in this procelssyvesting begins once crops dry in
the fields.

In contrast, CF includes dry-season field prepamatith minimal soil
disturbance, crop residue retention, precisiontipplication (inorganic fertilizer or
animal manure), and nitrogen-fixing crop rotatigdaggblade and Tembo, 2003;
Steiner, 2002). To avoid a long, analytical dgdmn of the process, CF involves the
creation of planting station “basins” verses triadial ridge agriculture. A permanent
planting station is created by digging a hole th® soil by hoe-farmers or using a ripper
implement by ox-plough farmers. These basinsestil's surface capture precipitation
more efficiently than planting stations on top idiges. This is extremely important for

farming systems found within arid and semi-aridaag in southern Africa where
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rainfall can be unpredictable and sporadic, asetfimsnd within southern and eastern
Zambia. The benefits of CF will be discussed following section.

The use of nitrogen-fixing crop rotations as digsat in CF practices is
paramount. Tantamount to this is the use of nérefixing tree rotations as in the use of
agroforestry systems. The goals of agroforesey@igenerate environmental benefits
and in increase household incomes (Franzel €@04). Rural participants in
agroforestry intervention programs identified tloalg of agroforestry as enhancing food
security and nutrition, eradicating poverty, congegg natural resources, promoting
income generation, and improving the supply of wpamtlucts (CTA, 2002).
Agroforestry is defined as “a land-use system imctwivoody perennials (trees, shrubs,
palms, bamboo) are deliberately used on the samdenf@nagement unit as agricultural
crops (woody or not), animals or both, either imedorm of spatial arrangement or
temporal sequence. In agroforestry systems therbah ecological and economic
interactions between the different components” (CZ@02).

One study recognized some 18 different agrofoygstictices, but it is likely that
each practice has an infinite number of variatihesakey and Simons, 1998).
Concerning agroforestry, this is a point that nhestnade explicit. In Zambia,
agricultural fields are cleared of all vegetatiomhere is not an agroforestry system that
incorporates agriculture beneath indigenous fatestds like those in south-east Asia or
South America, in which farmers plant food or casips under the canopy or slightly
reduce the forest canopy for agricultural producttitn Zambia, mango trees are
typically the only trees that can be found in farisiéields. This could be considered an

agroforestry system, but for this discussion agestyy is the marriage of agriculture and
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forestry by the use of nitrogen-fixing tree specdrefallowed agricultural fields (known
as improved fallows) that both increase the pradiigtof agricultural crops and reduce
the demand on surrounding forest reserves for foediiand building materials.

Improved fallows are ones that use fast growilagt/tree species that fix
nitrogen, produce easily decomposable biomasscangatible with cereal crops in
rotation, and are adapted to the climate and camgitof the miombo woodland ecology
of southern Africa (Ajayi et al., 2003). Theseesare usually established as a pure stand
or intercropped with food crops. The tree fallaws cut two or three years after planting
and the foliar biomass is incorporated into thé doring land preparation, which easily
decomposes and provides nutrients for subsequeps ¢Ajay and Kwesiga, 2003).

CF and agroforestry systems seek to improve andtana soil conditions by
utilizing and maximizing all available inputs suat moisture, organic matter, fertilizers
(if they are available), nitrogen, and human labbhe use of CF and agroforestry in
southern African farming systems has gained mommetod governments, development
agencies, and NGOs have indicated their supporiraecest in these programs by

funding them.

Funding

Funding for the research, development, and exdarsrvices for conservation
farming and agroforestry programs largely comesfiaternational sources. The United
States Agency for International Development (USAIDE Swedish International
Development Cooperation Development Agency (SIDRg, Canadian International

Development Agency (CIDA), the Food and Agricult@eganization (FAO), and the
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World Food Program (WFP) are some of the largesbd These funds are given to
government ministries, research institutions, agritalture organizations to facilitate CF

and agroforestry technology extension.

Benefits

The quote at the beginning of this chapter illtsts the importance of CF and
agroforestry. These practices often begin smatlhlve the potential to make large and
lasting changes. The benefits of CF and agrofigr@atl now be discussed.

To enhance food security and reduce the dependenegternal donors,
sustainable agriculture has become imperative laagaotential value of CF has been
growing throughout Africa (Fowler and RockstrompP2pand Zambia. The benefits of
CF have environmental, economical, and social &ffe€CF’s environmental effects are
to maintain soil fertility, reduce erosion, andnease water infiltration to the soil; the
economic effects are the reduction in productioste@dabor and capital) and the reduced
time spent in field preparation and weeding, whiah be used for other income-
generating activities; the social effects are @&thas contributed to social and economic
empowerment of communities and raised the selfidente of individuals. Additional
effects of CF include carbon sequestration by s¢pcarbon in the soil, poverty reduction
by increasing labor productivity and income, andd@ecurity by enabling an efficient
use of rainwater, which reduces the risk of crojufa due to drought (Steiner, 2002).

To illustrate this, those who do early field pregigon and early planting in CF are
able to capture early rains and save an averatyeoolveeks of rainfall utilization as

compared to traditional farming practices. Thisvais an important determinant of crop
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yields. Furthermore, smallholder Zambian CF fasmweno use hand hoes or ox-plough
rippers achieve significant reductions in peak gedabor. Overall, these practices
improve soil structure and water retention and cedtie need for chemical fertilizers
while at the same time increasing crop yields (Héaade and Tembo, 2003).

In addition to CF, agroforestry offers a host ehbfits to farmers in Zambia. As
mentioned, declining soil fertility has been idéetl by rural farmers as the most
important factor in reduced yields. The conversba forested area followed by
cultivation has been found to reduce the tops@éoic matter and it is recommended
that farmers cultivating in miombo woodland sadkgelthose found in Zambia, should
implement measures that sustain topsoil organitemabncentrations to minimize the
long-term deterioration in soil fertility (Chidumaynd Kwibisa, 2003). A successful
way to mitigate the decline in soil fertility iseéhuse of agroforestry species in improved
fallows.

The propagation of agroforestry tree species praved fallows is a remedy to
combat this problem. “Improved fallows or the taia of fast growing nitrogen-fixing
legume species with cereals have been shown teoradate nitrogen and organic matter,
recycle nutrients in the soil and improve soil pbgsand chemical properties, and
increase crop yield compared to traditional fallo{&leshi and Mafongoya, 2003). For
example, following a 2-year improved fallow, farmeachieved maize yields of
approximately 3.6 tons per hectare as comparegdmaimately 1.0 t/ha in continuous
cropping or following a 2-year natural fallow (Fret al., 2004).

The most widely promoted, adopted, and benefagabforestry tree species in

Zambia include: sesbani§dsbania sesbamigeon peaGajanus cajah tephrosia
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(Tephrosia vogel)i and gliricidia Gliricidia sepiun). These species vary in the
effectiveness of soil restoration, disease tolexaand secondary uses, but all are
effective in promoting soil fertility maintenancedareducing the inclination to engage in
shifting cultivation because maintaining a produetnd successful improved fallow
requires less work and energy than felling, clegrand burning a portion of mature,
indigenous forest.

The use of multiple agroforestry species by anviddal farmer appears to be the
most successful method of encouraging agroforéstityniques. Farmers agree that soil
fertility improvement is the single most importaansideration for adopting improved
fallow technologies, but fuelwood, constructiongmllight construction material, and to
a lesser extent animal fodder could be the maiefsrthat encourage rural farmers to
become involved in agroforestry (Kuntashula anddvigbya, 2005). For instance, a
mature, one hectare stand of sesbania can produgeeoage 10 tons of fuelwood each
year. This is significant because the majoritAbfcan households need approximately
three tons of fuelwood each year for cooking (ICR2604). Furthermore, the
intercropping of multiple agroforestry species withereal crops such as sesbania +
pigeon pea, sesbania + tephrosia, and tephrosigedppea has been demonstrated to
reduce the infestation by termites (which are knéevoause up to a 29% loss of maize
yields in Africa) and weeds, and give a maize gyéhd that is comparable to the
recommended rates of inorganic fertilizers (Silestd Mafongoya, 2003). Lastly,
pigeon pea has been shown to supply water fromedlesepl layers to the
associating/intercropped maize plants through hylaréft (Sekiya and Yano, 2004) and

sesbania fallows can increase the soil-water stoirathe soil profile (Phiri et al., 2003).
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Sesbania and pigeon pea’s deep root systems andethidting ability to draw water
upward from lower layers to benefit maize cropdrestically important in the Eastern
Province of Zambia, which is typically a dry area aegularly experiences droughts.

Besides the noticeable, tangible benefits to fasntaere are many ecological
benefits that often go unnoticed. Mixed agrofanespecies are believed to increase the
biological diversity, productivity and sustainatyilof the fallow system, reduce pest and
disease risks, modify the microclimate, resourdezation, allelopathy, and improve the
nitrogen, phosphorus, and potassium supply fromrntegous biomass to improve crop
vigor (Sileshi and Mafongoya, 2003). In additifertilizer trees such as those mentioned
above can sequester 10-20 tons of carbon per bgmaryear and increase soil carbon by
approximately one ton per hectare per year (ICRZIBA).

Overall, agroforestry benefits rural, subsistefacemers and others engaged in
agriculture by increasing and maintaining the faglility of their fields, which, in turn,
reduces the need for expensive inorganic inputls asdertilizers (Chirwa et al., 2003)
and reduces the need for forest conversion intew@giral systems resulting from

declining fertility.

66



EVALUATION OF PROGRAMS
Comparison Between JFM and Agricultural Livelihood I mprovement Programs

The ultimate goal in lesser developed countrigstha international community
is poverty reduction/alleviation. This is achieusdsupporting rural development
programs that target a local population’s livelidoo ways that can enhance
productivity. Thereby maintaining their livelihopdousehold and food security, and
offering potential income sources while utilizingtaral resources wisely and
sustainably. As governments translate developmgeais into policy and then pass
specific laws and legislation, there must be altsrrutiny for success is measured not
by how these policies are passed or sold to thequut by the effects it has on people’s
lives (Li, 2005).

In Zambia, a host of these rural development @nogrhave been undertaken over
the past forty years with varying levels of succedambia’s rural populations are deeply
dependent on the landscape for agricultural prestand the utilization of forest products
for survival. It is within this vein that such ddgpment programs have arisen. The
focus of this paper is to further understand thprsgrams, how they are performing in
rural areas, and if they are achieving the degicads of poverty reduction, increased
income, and food security.

Joint Forest Management and agricultural progratiisiow be compared and
evaluated from an extensive literature review and this resonates with my personal
experiences, my participatory observation, andugesof key informants in the Kaloko
area of Zambia. Indicators of success and faflureach program will be identified and

outlined to understand the requirements neededduieving program success and
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avoiding failure. The two programs will then beatated on their individual successes
and failures based on these indicators followedrgvaluative summary. Furthermore,
a detailed evaluation of participation and adopttbe two main factors of successful
program implementation in rural areas, will be dssed at theoretical and pragmatic
levels succeeded by a critique of each progranadtfition, funding and the poverty
reduction potential that these programs offer feilow. Lastly, an analysis of the future

feasibility of these programs will be presented.

Success Indicatorsfor JFM

Found throughout the literature in community-bagexjrams are three
fundamental requirements for successful resourceagement: individuals from local
communities must highly value a natural resourdeatee the incentive to manage the
resource sustainably; property rights must be dexbto individuals who use the
resource to enable them to benefit from its managenand, individuals at the local
level must have the ability to create micro-ingigns to regulate the use of the resource
(Gibson and Becker, 2000). JFM has theoreticalhieved these requirements, in that
most rural Zambians do value forest resources doptheir livelihood strategies, use
and access rights are guaranteed in the JFM proguasinmicro-institutions are created
to manage the resource such as the formation tH#géilResource Management
Committees (VRMCs).

Other primary requirements for successful resoararagement include:

» tangible benefits to local resource users and nesagften economic or
financial with legal basis (Bwalya, 2004; PFAP2005b; Wycolff-Baird et al.,
2001; Arnold, 2001; Little, 2003; Bromley, 2003);

» to help change national policy regarding commubgged management
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(Western, 2003a)

market potential for forest products (Bwalya, 2004tshusen et al., 2003;
Arnold, 2001);

to establish legitimacy of the program, the implatmey agency, and the
government (Brechin et al., 2003; Bwalya, 2002);

accountability of local and state institutions wiitle ability to admit failure
(Wilshusen et al., 2003; Brechin et al., 2003; Wifddaird et al., 2001; Western,
2003b);

establishing local participatory management congagf as mentioned above,
with democratic elections that include the resowrsers (Bwalya, 2004; PFAP 11,
2005b; Manor, 2004);

to develop community capacity and decision-makkitiss(Bwalya, 2004; PFAP
II, 2005b; Wilshusen et al., 2003);

to raise the awareness of the resource’s impatamasers (PFAP 11, 2005a;
PFAP II, 2005b);

to establish relationships and participatory callative agreements between local
decision-makers and the government for mediatiahdaaogue (Wycolff-Baird
et al., 2001; Feldmann, 2003);

the power to learn from the process and adaptdagihg circumstances, for
example adaptive management (PFAP Il, 2005a; Bnezthal., 2003; Langston,
2005);

the inclusion and participation of external parsash as the private sector and
NGOs (PFAP IlI, 2005b; Arnold, 2001; Bwalya, 2008jdmann, 2003);

local leadership skills (Wycolff-Baird et al., 2001

the inclusion of traditional leaders (Bwalya, 2004)

the use of local individuals for monitoring andipolg (Hughes, 2001);

access to small grants by communities (Wilshuseh €2003); and

to reduce the likelihood of over-ambitious targétenold, 2001).

These requirements, as mentioned above, areusitifevithin the JFM program.

Most of these requirements are found within théonat legislation concerning JFM

policy or are defined and exercised within the peaters of the program itself.

Based on my experience in the Kaloko area, marlyesfe success indicators are

present within the JFM program at large, the Foyd3epartment-community dialogue

process, and the implementation of JFM within raralas. Another requirement for the

success of a community-based program like JFMagept timing concerning both the

initial start-up phase, as well as the length aftcwed support from the FD. Seasonal

issues should be considered. After the harvestghewvhen most rural people have fewer
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labor obligations, is the best time to introduc®JRto an area. This can be followed by
additional meetings, workshops, and trainings tagp the program in an area before
the following planting season. This can help easwrccessful JFM participation,
knowledge exchange, and the adoption of the prodpefiore people become busy with
agricultural activities again. Lastly, patiencelwhalf of all stakeholders is required for
success. The FD must realize that the pace ofcip¥city-building at the local level
takes time and communities must understand the gfaeeeiving tangible benefits from

the program also takes time.

FailurelIndicatorsfor JFM

It would simple, easy, and, yet, accurate to diesdhe indicators for failure as
the inverse of the success indicators. This i, tout it is often more complicated than
that in community-based management programs. réaiiua community-based program
can result because of one factor or a combinatidactors not being addressed or
rectified.

A thorough review of the literature reveals thibofeing indicators of failure:

» the state’s lack of trust in communities or locamagement bodies in decision-
making or the incomplete devolution of access sgittmanagement authority
(Goldman, 2003; Arnold, 2001; Wycolff-Baird et &2001);

» legislation that enables community-based managerhantesults in gridlock or
delay and a limitation or uncertainty concerningdlorights and authority
(Arnold, 2001; Hughes, 2001; Bromley, 2003; Lynci &lcorn, 2003);

» the dubious election of committee members, whickufes the exclusion of the
poor, the inclusion of women with no guaranteeenhéle influence, or the
election of committee members to support the statechallenge local users
(Manor, 2004; Gauli and Rishi, 2004; Arnold, 2001);

» the usurpation of power by local elites in the cattee (Wycolff-Baird et al.,
2001; Manor, 2004; Arnold, 2001; Bwalya, 2002; Hegh2001; Metcalf, 2003;
Baker and Kusel, 2003);

» the inability to provide tangible benefits to lagashare the revenues from
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collaborative management, or provide market oppatiees for resources (Arnold,

2001; Wycolff-Baird et al., 2001; Manor, 2004; Bya] 2004);

» the failure to resolve existing conflicts beforarihg CBNRM or having

appropriate measures to resolve conflicts aftetempntation (Hughes, 2001);

» the reliance on scientific management to maintatharity and control

(Alexander and McGregor, 2000; Goldman, 2003);and

» the use of a community-based program widely ovgga@yraphic area when such

programs are often site-specific (Seymour, 2008cBin et al., 2003).

JFEM in Zambia has largely avoided the some optimaary indicators of failure.
Although it was established by law in the Forests & 1999, it is relatively new
regarding its implementation in rural areas. Tfaee this could be a reason for
avoiding many of the pitfalls of failure. At thp®int in time the program has simply not
existed long enough and has not been applied iry mig@as for most of these problems to
manifest themselves.

My experience in the Kaloko area with communitgdxforestry also suggests
that lack of consistency in training, funding, anfbrmation dissemination can lead to
failure. The lack of (or slow realization of) tablg benefits for populations in rural
areas further complements the failure indicatorshiat | have witnessed. In addition,
opportunities for low-interest loans are preserthinithe framework of JFM, but often
there is little knowledge within communities or therestry Department extension staff
concerning the writing of technical loan applicago Often FD personnel are not
completely versed in what type of information shibloié contained within such a
proposal and how a proposal should be expressedtien format. Rural communities
are put at a disadvantage if FD personnel are atdepf assisting them with loan
opportunities. Finally, the entire JFM procesetaiime. The expectation by the FD that
communities will be able to manage the forestsadthem in collaboration with the FD

soon after training sessions in JFM is unrealigtspecially with few and infrequent
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trainings on this new topic.

Successesin JFM

Success is measured in different ways througleyils of different stakeholders.
Specifically, the definition of success may varyldéterent scales; for example, the
household level, the community level, the regidaaél, the national level, or the
international level.

JFM has made some significant gains since thé tegagnition of the program
in the Forests Act of 1999. A success that isnoftlederscored is the fact that Zambia
has collaborative forest management. Many countid do not have a program with
legal recognition for the rights of resource usafhere people are excluded from
decision-making processes and prevented from dogagsources, which they consider
they have the right to utilize, there will be stgles and conflict (Baker and Kusel, 2003).
Zambia’s effort to develop JFM and recognize Iqugbulations as partners in the
process within legislation is a success in andseffi In addition, the JFM program has
been largely financed by external donors, whiakstliates the support by the
international community. The devolution of forestnagement, in turn, has opened
channels of communication and allowed locals taesptheir concerns and priorities,
which has helped to improve community-governmelaiti@ns (Shackleton et al., 2002).

The inclusion of community structures into the Jpidcess can be viewed as an
important success. The emphasis of the needlipeutical traditional structures and
recognizing the role of traditional leaders in conmities creates partnerships between

the government and communities (FAO, 2007). Allse,recognition of local knowledge
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and using that knowledge within JFM programs isdieral for the FD and local
communities.

This inclusion has helped generate local interéghere JFM has occurred in
pilot areas there have been instances of adjacemicinities expressing interest and
asking that the program be extended into their @€AP 11, 2005b) and | also witnessed
this in my district. This is a good indicator tilaé program is proceeding correctly.
According to PFAP, the primary funder of JFM, theerest by women in the program,
their willingness to participate, their satisfactwith JFM guidelines, and the goal of the
FD to increase training opportunities for commuastand FD staff (PFAP I, 2005a)
illustrates the success of gender policies withendFM framework. Local interest has
also generated local awareness of forest manageroeoerns within communities and
some JFM pilot programs have conducted environmedtscation activities in local
schools to increase awareness (PFAP I, 2005dprtEimade by the FD did result in
increased awareness in forest problems and conicenmg experience.

Building local community-capacity and supportingdl livelihoods has also been
a great success. A significant amount of trairfiag been done with communities to
establish local management institutions such as ¢ZRMind FMCs and Forest User
Groups (PFAP II, 2005a). The FD has put much effo supporting and strengthening
beekeeping user groups, a common livelihood foanoughout Zambia. Helping people
move into rewarding endeavors that involve lessil@mnd high returns rather than
focusing on forest activities of low potential isl@allenge for forest management

(Warner, 2000), but the FD has recognized beekgegsra common and productive
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livelihood in need of further development. Beekagmroups in Zambia have gained
significant power and control over their productl gmices in recent years (FAO, 2007).
Successful partnerships with other bodies su¢heprivate sector and NGOs
have been observed. The Forests Act recognizesetiekto include the private sector in
preparing management plans for JFM areas (FAO, )28 efforts have been made to
link rural areas with urban markets. NGOs are afalel in that they can be project
implementers, provide technical information, proengénder equality, and work to
integrate development needs of local people withrahresource management concerns
(Shackleton et al., 2002). NGOs have been filttmgse roles in other sectors such as
health and education and the FD has began toeuthiir skills in JFM forest products,
especially when working with beekeeping user groupamy personal experience, the
NGO, World Vision, has collaborated with the FOnmplementing gender-balanced
beekeeping programs, which provided technical mfdion, supplies, and provided
market opportunities for honey and beeswax withRbe NGOs were also instrumental
in promoting forest conservation and increasingaivareness of local forest problems

and concerns.

Failuresin JFM

The requirements for success may be found witiv dnd in the measures that
it hopes to implement, but, in the field and ongheund, the reality of success
requirements may vary. The lack of significantrallesuccess in the JFM program (in
that the committees and communities can manag®etests themselves) warrants a

discussion of where and how the program is fallmgeet its designed objectives.
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Funding of the FD and of the JFM program in pattcis a major failure. The
lack funding support for FD staff and extensionrdgavho conduct the fieldwork and
training in JFM is apparent. Low numbers of staftl staff members that leave the FD in
pursuit of more lucrative opportunities with NGQsmternational organizations has
severely reduced the already inadequate personndbers in the FD (PFAP I, 2005a;
FAO, 2007). | observed this as well, which will ¢iecussed in a following section.

JFM gives management and use rights to local camtras for private
consumption, but if forest products are collected subsequently sold then a license is
required. Due to the lack of government finansigbport to the FD or for the JFM
program, the FD has been forced to raise the leeées for authorized forest collection.
Once the cost of production for an item, plus thet ©f a collection fee/license is
calculated by forest users, it usually results angnusers not purchasing a license due to
the meager profits. Thus, continued forest prodaotiection and utilization is then
deemed illegal (PFAP II, 2005b). The increasederse prices for the rural producer
has resulted in practices counter to the entirmz® of JFM forest income generation
from licensing. In my experience, the FD was gitlicing extensively, particularly for
illegally cut trees for charcoal production.

Continued policing for these products, even iraarthat does not have an
established JFM program, will continue to creastrdst and resentment towards the FD.
In addition, this illustrates that FD funds coulel ised to further train VRMCs and forest
guards on licensing, fee collection, and policithggreby, sharing patrolling
responsibilities. Efforts aimed at supporting amehitoring existing VRMCs rather than

partial capacity-building and subsequent abandohweviRMCs in favor of policing
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may be preferable. This would strengthen VRMCHhé&opoint at which they can police
and regulate themselves and reduce the resentrinén@ BD once they began a JFM
project in a new area. To further demonstratentrexl for continued support and
monitoring, CLUSA initiated conservation farmingdaagroforestry training in JFM pilot
areas, but some farmers in the Kaloko area abaddbeeneasures after just one year.
This possibly could be traced back to poor supgod monitoring after these agricultural
techniques were introduced.

The real nature of local committees also has lbeesrea of contention.
Procedures for electing committee members weralaatys clearly defined and in some
instances only a few village members were presdmth did not represent the entire
community or area and were largely artificial (PFR2005b). Low numbers for
committee elections were not observed in my expeegbut the comment is worth
noting. Furthermore, Manor (2004) noted that gowent officials in Zambia favored
nominating user committee members that were coresid@phisticated and cooperative
people because they would not create trouble amg] the committees would be
insulated from the “politics” of Zambia’s local aoeils. Low representation and the
selective nomination of committee members can jdrelseen as democracy and could
be better described as a failure.

To continue with the elections of committee memb#re FD is in need of
retraining personnel in programs such as JFM #adire participatory and gender
sensitive planning, monitoring, and implementa{ibAO, 2007). JFM guidelines
suggest that a minimum of 30% of VRMC, FMC, andrugeups be composed of

women, but even this has been difficult to achi@€AP II, 2005a). For example, JFM
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processes can discourage women'’s participatiore sumenen often conform to
traditional roles and do not speak much in comnyumi¢etings; they have less time
available for meetings due to fulfilling househotdes; they often have lower literacy
rates; many have less time to plan and think of@mm gains since they are trying to
manage short-term needs of their households; amdoften decide if women are
allowed to participate in community events (PFAR2005b). In my experience, the
inclusion of women in many different government aoth-government initiated village
committees appeared to be a token of gender iclush prescriptive number of
women, although well-intentioned, will not guaranteue participation and democracy.
Often the women on these committees are the spofisdlage headmen, thus ensuring
the involvement of village elites. Perhaps VRM@Gswdd be composed primarily by
women since they are the ones most directly depermateforest resources. Regardless,
there is the need for more inclusion of women amtdust the women with more status or
power.

Finally, the formulation of forest management glaould be considered a failure
in that quite often such plans were developed aivel by the FD itself. The role of
communities was limited to providing feedback apaged to truly developing the plans
themselves or in collaboration with the FD (PFAP2D05b). In addition, scientific
management, technocratic thinking, and the emplofs$est protection based on the
fear of promoting unsustainable practices alsordmrted to forest management plans
being usurped by the FD (PFAP II, 2005b; FAO, 20079r example, the formation of
basket-making user groups was designed at thenaatevel, but usually applied in all of

the JFM pilot areas. Given that basket-makingmmon across Zambia, this is a
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logical conclusion to form this type of user grougpowever, market opportunities at
local and regional levels may differ. At a provadaneeting of foresters, | heard one
District Forest Officer comment to the group, “Havany baskets can you make and
sell?” This comment speaks volumes. Many usangpoducts are produced and
traded locally and often there are not adequat&et&afor NTFP expansion on a level

that is profitable for the producer.

JFM summary

Ground-breakers and initiators often have the rddtult time and are usually
subject to critical review and criticism by othed=M is no exception. PFAP and
CLUSA have achieved tremendous success in statprggram that is aimed at
protecting an important national, community, angdividual natural resource. Starting
collaborative forest management in Zambia is aesgm that it recognizes and values
local participation and inclusion. In additionetbstablishment of local management
authorities such as VRMCs and FMCs is a largeistéie right direction.

However, funding by PFAP and CLUSA for JFM progeatas often inadequate
to completely train and support this new managersentture. Additional support for
VRMCs was fleeting and monitoring efforts were nséd to strengthen components of
JFM to the degree that communities could procedlont assistance. Successes were
achieved regarding the formal steps of JFM impldatean, but at the local level, where
it matters most, it is debatable if communitiesolved in JFM could be considered
successful. Committee election processes coutdkedsmproved to ensure greater

inclusion and participation, which would lead tmare involved and supportive
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committee. Finally, communities under PFAP and GILboth developed management
plans for their forests, but in both cases the fengentation did not show any
meaningful results” (PFAP I, 2005b). This was experience as well. All of the time
and money spent on developing plans, committees,grsups, forest guards, and other
pieces of the JFM puzzle mean little if there avgarceived benefits by local
populations. The JFM program demonstrated litleny, tangible results for

communities or the FD that | observed.

Success Indicatorsfor Agricultural Programs
The success indicators of agricultural progranth sis conservation farming
(CF) and agroforestry are often measured in sinnikys. Tangible benefits, market
opportunities, and the learning and adaptatiorrofgsses are also success indicators,
much like community-based programs. In direct cangon between community-based
programs and agricultural programs the similarigies
» the recognition of a valuable resource (e.g. swiility)(Ajayi et al., 2003);
» the membership and participation in collaborativ@@s such as farming groups
(Ajayi et al., 2003);
» partnerships with other users and extension dtafingrs and agriculture
extension staff, in this case) for information exxpe (Kwesiga et al., 1999);
» external support, in the form of farming trainingnters and rural farmer field
visits (Kwesiga et al., 1999);
* the encouragement and enthusiasm with farmer erpatation (Kwesiga et al.,
1999); and
» the process of scaling-up markets to add valuawoproducts (Franzel et al.,
2004).
The indicators of success for agriculture progranesiargely based on

participation and adoption (discussion to follow@lare backed prominently by

individuals rather than communities so it is difilictco compare and contrast all of the
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requirements. Thus, a simplified comparison hanlpresented to draw similarities and
some requirements are fundamental amongst all anogaimed at improving livelihoods
and reducing rural poverty.

Furthermore, in my field experience, there ardtamdhl indicators of success.
The timing of agricultural education is vital. V¥shops and trainings are best conducted
immediately prior to the planting season. For eglanfour to six weeks before people
start planting is preferable. This gives farmer®pportunity to evaluate new farming
methods and techniques and decide where and hotiize the information in their
fields. In addition, the information from thesenkshops is fresh in their minds and the
specific technical requirements will be recalledhwess difficulty. If possible additional
or repetitive workshops and trainings are preferra@doption of new techniques or
technologies should recognize that adoption rate&lde low initially. Risk aversion
and experimentation are factors that reduce indidespread adoption. Lastly,
subsequent trainings and/or field visits shoultbfelto monitor the progress of farmers,
answer questions, offer additional information, anovide encouragement. In addition,
follow-up visits during the period of agriculturattivities can help provide farmers with
relevant seasonal agricultural issues such asnrd#on on weeding, insect control,

harvesting techniques, and post-harvest storapadémyy.

FailurelIndicatorsfor Agricultural Programs
The failure of agricultural programs, once agasrhased on their ability to affect
individuals rather than communities. The literataffers few failure indicators, but

correlations can be drawn:
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» the lack of awareness of agricultural programs yAg al., 2003);
» the lack of information dissemination regardingigcal knowledge (Ajayi et al.,

2003; Kwesiga et al., 1999);

» the lack of specific knowledge regarding plantiaghniques (Ajayi et al., 2003;

Kwesiga et al., 1999); and

» the disadoption of practices or techniques aftgeréod of time (Haggblade and

Tembo, 2003).

These are the usual symptoms of agricultural pragedlure and are largely rooted in
infrequent training demonstrations on agricultdoglics.

In my experience, the number of agriculture extanagents able to execute
these projects and disperse information to rurahéas is directly related to adoption
rates. The lower the number of extension agenialsdower adoption by farmers. In
addition, the continued lack of extension will ikéead to disadoption. Furthermore, it
has been noted around the globe that adoptionfi@t@sograms intended to improve
farmer’s livelihood and productivity are not adaptes quickly as hoped. Again this
relates to a farmer’s risk aversion. Once obserthe performance of an agricultural
program for at least one season and evaluatingskénvolved, then a farmer may adopt
an improved agriculture technology (Ajayi et aD03). Success is measured with active
participation and subsequent adoption and failsiraeasured by disadoption in
following years. | noticed that there were few morng efforts that followed

workshops. Continued monitoring, evaluation, amgi®rt for farmers that have been

trained in improved agricultural methods may deseedisadoption.

Successesin Agricultural Programs
The successes in conservation farming and thefusgroforestry have been well

documented in Zambia and other countries. Consenvearming offers increased labor
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productivity in agricultural fields; thus, providirsurplus time and opportunities for other
income generating activities. This can, therebgrease in household income (Steiner,
2002). In addition, the acceptance of conservdaoming by farmers has been
successful when patrticipatory strategies are usé@mnsfer knowledge and there is
encouragement through farmer experimentation. hEurtore, soil deterioration has been
reduced when conservation farming techniques dreeat (Fowler and Rockstrom,
2001).

Agroforestry has had similar successes. The ggeaticcess in agroforestry has
been in the pragmatic results such as: increasefiddity, fodder for livestock,
fuelwood supplies, erosion control, water conseowatincreased crop yields, improved
nutrient cycling and biomass production all leadimgustainable land use (CTA, 2002,
Young, 1989; Kwesiga et al., 1999). Extensionnffbave led to the successful
utilization of agroforestry. Information dissemiioa by diagnosing a farmer’s concerns
through field visits, farming groups, training centvorkshops, and visits to research
centers have improved the success of agroforestrgny experience, the formation of
farming groups by government or non-governmentturtgins and inviting farmers to
participate at farmer training centers have graatlyroved the success of farmers
utilizing the technology.

Adaptive research has also been a large compohsaotcess in agroforestry.
The inclusion and participation of farmers in tealogy development, research, and
testing has greatly improved extending the knowdedligagroforestry to rural farmers
(Kwesiga et al., 1999; CTA, 2002; Franzel et &04). In addition, the encouragement

and motivation from extension staff to farmers @ages the likelihood of success by
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demonstrating results and not empty promises (Kyeest al., 1999). Furthermore, the
encouragement of experimentation by farmers tharasdias led to the success of
agroforestry. Effective measures are giving fagreewide range of management options
in agroforestry and allowing them to test and exenfiow these technologies can
improve their productivity (Kwesiga et al., 1999akzel et al., 2004).

Agroforestry has succeeded in offering a technptbgt is gender neutral,
incorporated local knowledge, and has involvedlltEzdership for implementation
(Kwesiga et al., 1999). Plus, it has been effectivthe collaboration between
agricultural extension institutions (CTA, 2002) dmak even achieved the integration of
agroforestry technologies into Zambia’'s elemen&hycation system on a national level
(Franzel et al., 2004).

Finally, agricultural extension efforts by the gowment and NGOs are
incorporating forestry issues within their trainiog agricultural techniques such as
conservation farming and agroforestry; for examble,importance of forest
conservation via soil conservation. This has adugghtened awareness to issues
concerning forest conversion and forest utilizati®tersonally, whenever | performed
workshops and trainings on agriculture, | usualg high numbers of participants, which
provided a forum for discussion on the importanicthese techniques for maintaining
agricultural productivity, in addition to forestquiuctivity from conservation. In fact,
most of the assistance that people wanted frormmeral areas concerned agriculture,
but it opened opportunities to stress the impoeasfdorests as well. Other agencies and
organizations involved in agricultural extensiomiaties also married the importance of

agriculture and forests in a holistic manner as lase systems.
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Failuresin Agricultural Programs

Conservation farming (CF) has suffered severetcanss due to low funding.
The limited budgets in agriculture departmentsxtieied participatory training have
resulted in the low numbers of people utilizing nayed farming methods (Steiner,
2002). Furthermore, government extension persameebften scientifically trained and
science-based technologies tend to ignore and deeipcal knowledge concerning
agriculture (Fowler and Rockstrom, 2001). Othercadfure extension staff in CF may
be trained in agriculture in a generalist mannehsas NGOs and the precise practices
required by CF can become difficult to sustain.efil, the lack of information on
improved farming techniques is a primary indicatb€F failure (CTA, 2002).

Extension staff faults and failures to continue i@nitoring of farmers can result in a
20% per year disadoption in CF techniques (Haggbéaatl Tembo, 2003).

The high likelihood of risk aversion is also redet to the failure of CF. For
those who are trained in CF, rarely do 100% offtiheners engage in the method. Most
farmers do not have the resources to manage é@etote using CF methods (time and
labor to start a radically new technology) and viel portions of their field as insurance
against drought and famine. They appear to vieweCknology as a portfolio of
diversification to ensure household food secutitgdgblade and Tembo, 2003).
Furthermore, concerning risk aversion, there is @scial risk” aversion associated with
using a new technology. “Instead of allowing conmityimembers to succeed and
improve, communities tend to pull innovators baw ithe ‘status quo,’ a possible
spiritual dimension to development often noteddmitlom addressed” (Fowler and

Rockstrom, 2001). This was noted in my experiangeany facets of rural
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development. Jealousy is rampant in rural villaed those that experiment and try new
technologies are often the targets of sabotageshwhtlude the theft of food crops in the
field, destruction of property, and social miscoctdsuch as spreading rumors, lies, and
gossip.

Agroforestry failures have followed similar cousseé~unding, again, is the
primary constraint to success. Inadequate govanhfoading of agroforestry programs
is a major constraint and most funds for such @ograre derived from donors (CTA,
2002). In fact, the scaling-up of agroforestrygreoms is greatly improved with external
aid (Franzel et al., 2004).

The lack of funds has resulted in the shortageanfied personnel to extend
agroforestry technologies and has decreased lo@lilmprovement technologies for
rural farmers. In addition, the outcome of pooaficial support has been the unreliable
supply of quality seed for agroforestry speciesAC2002). The lack of qualified
personnel and seed stocks in rural areas to petedthese technologies is a failure for
widespread uptake of these livelihood improvemeagams.

Furthermore, agroforestry fallows take time anakito see tangible results.
Granted, it only takes two or three years to seedBults, but shifting cultivators, such as
those found in rural Zambia, have heightened egpiects from agricultural programs in
hopes to step out of poverty as quickly as possiblm the times of subsidized fertilizer
programs to increase production. Agroforestryrsfidecreased lengths of fallow
recovery, but in rural Zambia patience is thin #edting, especially when added labor is

involved in the planting, care, and monitoring gf@orestry trees and shrubs.

85



Finally, the Ministry of Agriculture and Coopenas has not done an effective
job of performing a primary tenet of their ministstarting cooperatives. Agricultural
cooperatives are collaborative groups that selkento the government at prices fixed by
the government. There were no cooperative graufisei Kaloko area and people were
distrustful of cooperative arrangements due toapetative started by CLUSA that failed
to provide any benefits for the members. In additsurrounding areas did not have
cooperatives and there were few training sessionsifal people on starting
cooperatives. Cooperatives offer substantial gi@kior decreasing rural poverty. For
example, the typical rural farmer sells maize tuger that visits rural areas or sells
maize to a buyer in an urban area. These are eidéh and the prices are usually quite
low, but after the harvest rural farmers are inpgesate need of income to pay for
household expenses. Farmers sell their maizestethuyers for 15,000-18,000 Zambian
Kwacha per 50 kilogram bag (3.33-4.00 USD/50kghwidver, through a cooperative, a
farmer will receive a price of 36,000-40,000 perkgbag (8.00-8.88 USD/50kg). This
doubles their income potential and is an acceldratenue out of poverty. This may
also reduce the retaliatory actions from jealofi®veryone can access profitable
markets. More time, money, and energy needs fodused on cooperatives by the

Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives.

Agricultural Program Summary
The technical successes of conservation and agsifg techniques have been
well documented in field trials, experiments, ane literature on such topics. Tangible

benefits such as improved soil fertility, soil cengtion, and increased productivity have
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been observed by researchers and rural farmerger@oent and non-government
institutions are recognizing the benefits to rdaamers and are implementing these
techniques into extension programs in the hopedl®fiating rural poverty.

However, funding for these institutions is limitadd has prevented the scaling-
up of these technologies. In addition, the inherisk aversion by the rural poor has
limited widespread utilization. Considering thgtiaulture is practiced by an
overwhelmingly high majority of the population, reshould be done to promote
cooperatives and improved agricultural techniqgoasprove income and to maintain or

improve production.

Detailed Comparison Based on Primary Success/Failure Indicators
Participation Overview
Participation is a key ingredient in any rural eleypment program and is required
by all of the stakeholders. Participation (likepton to follow) has multiple definitions
and meanings and is often as nebulous as “commutdgvelopment,” or
“conservation.” Participation has been defined as:
“an active process by which beneficiary or clierdups influence the direction
and execution of a development project with a viewnhancing their well-being
in terms of income, personal growth, self-reliararegther values they cherish”
and as “the organized efforts to increase contret cesources and regulative
institutions in given social situations on the paErgroups and movements of
those hitherto excluded from such control.” In demation, the two main
elements of participation are that participatioraamal in itself and participation
as a means to achieve improved social and econajectives (Little, 2003).
Early rural development programs such as Intedr@@nservation and

Development Projects (ICDPs) often had low levél®cal participation due to

divergent goals, knowledge differences, local hies class, status, and ethnic

87



differences (Wilshusen et al., 2003). However,ablenowledgment and need for
community participation grew. Community-based mognts and conservationists
quickly seized and supported the concept of pagdiedn in community development and
conservation programs. The idea of participatioforestry was introduced in the late
1970's when development policy was shifting towdhasprovision of basic needs at the
community level (Skutsch, 2000). Conservation prats have become participatory
because of the rise in the number of stakeholdetdlze very nature of complex
environmental problems requires a participatoryrepgh (Berkes, 2003). Participatory
development then shifted from a passive voice (siscim “basic needs development”)
into an active voice; one that included the loedge’s decisions (Campbell and Vainio-

Mattila, 2003).

Participation in JFM

Local participation is a large component of JFMZambia. The legislation that
established JFM, the Forests Act of 1999, spedlfiealdresses this issue, “the
participation of local communities, traditional tigtions, NGOs and other stakeholders
in sustainable forest management” (GRZ, 1999)tidiaation must start at the planning
phase when forests and communities begin the pafed-M and the inclusion of
traditional leaders is vital (PFAP 1, 2005b). Fhusually begins with conversations with
the area chief and subsequently the village headmdrcommunities that are in
proximity to JFM areas. Local participation cons through the length of the JFM

process: establishing JFM forests, electing VRMQnimers, establishing by-laws, and
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working with the Forestry Department. It is herattl would like to begin my critique of
participation within the JFM structure.

Once an area has been identified for JFM, a contygnoreeting is usually held.

At this meeting JFM is discussed and explainedaeaW@®MC is elected. My experience
was that attendance for such meetings was oftdndnd questions and issues raised by
both the FD and attendees were addressed. Howbeeazlection of a VRMC usually
took place immediately after the discussion of JFRNis is a new concept for many
people in rural areas and an opportunity to fuledt the process of JFM and to discuss
it within communities may be preferable. Electiovere conducted by a simple show of
hands and are often hurried. To recognize gesdaes, usually two to five positions are
open exclusively for women. Having women partitimaon committees, no matter
what the committee is established for (educatiea)th, natural resources, etc.) is
common in Zambia due to the recent push for gemd&rsion by the government and
various NGOs. The Zambian Forestry Departmenteis wtentioned by having women
participate, but often the gesture appears totb&emn rather than true participation.
Perhaps women should dominate the committee mehipdos quite frequently women
are the ones that use the forest on a regular Badibave a greater dependence on forest
resources.

Participation can involve risks as well. Stakeleos with expertise or influence
such as those with training, education, or locé&Mith status and power can exercise
control of the process and committee (Wycolff-Bagtdal., 2001). For example, the
person who holds the secretary position is uswafgrson that has had some formal

education. Literacy rates in rural Zambia are &wl those who can read and write in
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English, the official national language of Zamhlilagpite seven regional languages
containing over 70 dialects), are often selecteal e@@mmittee’s secretary. | mention this
because this same person is often the secretasthencommittees and although they are
participating they have the same responsibilittesther committees and groups. This is
a voluntary position and their time must be shambng these different committees and
their obligations to their own livelihood and hohekl. The point is that often some
members have responsibilities within multiple conmities and multiple committees.
Election processes must investigate this and censitiether or not motivated
community members may be over-committed already.

Continuing with the risks of participation, thatsts and power of local elites may
alter true community participation. Decentralipatof management authorities, like
those found in JFM, can enable local elites to cbdate their power (Wycolff-Baird et
al., 2001). The JFM process includes village headim the management committee.
While this is a typical form of traditional-leadbig inclusion and participation it can
present instances of corruption, the hoarding okbts, and a misuse of power,
especially when funds are involved. There is ndewe to suggest this at present and
my personal experience cannot support these clakosvever, this has been
significantly observed in the ADMADE program (Gilosand Marks 1995); a program of
similar structure and principle in Zambia and, #fere, should offer some cautionary
notes. This, of course, can lead to jealousy betveemmittee members and community
members. Jealousy is a force that is very strongral villages and community
development projects. Jealousy can influence loofktive systems just as easily as in

individual programs such as agriculture as preomentioned. The agencies that are
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funding or supporting these projects must recogthizee internal conflicts that can arise
through local participation.

The patrticipation by the Zambian Forestry Depantiiealso a factor. The
funding for the FD is low and thus the ability féD staff to initiate, develop, and support
JFM programs in their catchment areas is also [dhe participation by the FD in the
entire scope of this process is minimal, usually thubudget constraints. Often
extension agents feel helpless and unmotivate@ $hey know what to do and how to go
about doing it, but they are tethered to the FDitisaneager budgets for all of their
forest extension activities, of which JFM is jugiiace. As | mentioned earlier, the loss
of staff, low morale, and small budgets for equipbteansportation to monitor JFM
activities can reduce the participation of the RRhe process. After all, JFM is a
government-initiated program for devolved manageémed must involve participation
by the FD for successful implementation, prograssl, community partnership in the
program. Caution must be exercised by the govenhimere because when devolution or
decentralization by government authorities occargsi¢rease local participation from
citizens and those citizens discover that partt@pais largely illusionary then they can

react with cynicism to the government (Manor, 2084J erode collaborative processes.

Participation in Agriculture Programs

Agriculture, on the other hand, faces fewer gifabncerning participation.
Agriculture is largely an individual or householldeavor and requires much less
community involvement and participation. Partit¢ipa in agricultural extension

activities is voluntary and doesn’t require colleddmn with other individuals, groups, or
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communities. Decisions to plant or not to plargafic crops are an individual’s choice
and these decisions are usually based on foodrezgents, market prices, and demand.
Agriculture in rural areas, unlike forest use, @ communal, collaborative, or
community-based. There are no communal fieldsfpiculture in communities. The
exception being fields used for cash crop produadtw groups such as churches or
community schools to raise income for their insim.

Agricultural programs in Zambia designed for famturity and poverty
alleviation address individual choice. All of titrdormation, improved methods and
technology, and training in conservation farming agroforestry are available for
farmers to either utilize or refuse. The workshagsning programs, and field
demonstrations that | attended or facilitated rakrareas were all framed at
demonstration and explanation. They allowed thlevidual to choose to participate in
the training and choose to implement the infornratieat was disseminated.

Based on my field experience, participation wasallg high at such workshops
and demonstrations. Often, the numbers of attendiegovernment-sponsored
workshops had to be limited or restricted in ofdegffectively conduct the training.
This indicates a high level of interest and dewirparticipate. Agriculture, being the
primary form of livelihoods in rural areas, and grams related to agriculture generates
high interest in rural areas. Subsequently, atteod and participation at such events is
typically high due to the thirst for knowledge toprove their primary livelihood.
However, this could be due to the infrequency @hsevents. The Ministry of

Agriculture and Cooperatives is also poorly funded has very few agriculture
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extension agents at the district level to faciitairal education and demonstrations. This
could also explain that when agricultural workshagpes held there is high attendance.

To sum up, increased production is at the hegpadicipation in programs that
attempt to reduce poverty through income generaimm as forestry or agricultural
programs. To summarize Peter D. Little (2003),gkperiences with local participation
in social forestry programs have had to addresditaBenma of conservation versus
production or development. This issue is less n@od in farming systems because these

are tied directly to production and income concerns

Participation Summary

Participation is the first key to success for §brg and agriculture programs.
Rural people patrticipate in these programs in thigek that there will be benefits from
them. However, when there are no tangible bentefibee gained from participation in a
program the people’s participation will cease.oci8l forestry or community-based
forestry programs often have a difficult time acimg tangible benefits when coupled
with conservation requirements or stipulatiamsi the sharing of benefits among
multiple stakeholders. Concerning JFM, participatan be a means for stakeholders
such as elites and power-hungry individuals to seou usurp power and control over a
participatory process. Thus, caution must be eésetdoy those involved in establishing
collaborative programs. Furthermore, the FD mostiaue to participate in JFM. The
lack of funds or low morale and subsequent lagsasficipation will only deteriorate

existing programs. After all, it is called JoirdrEst Management.
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Conversely, participation in agricultural program$ased on individual
characteristics. Agricultural improvement prograsmns specifically designed for
increasing production or maintaining productiorotigh soil fertility improvement
interventions and, as a result, generating incoaterpial at the household level. The
high interest in such programs is a result of therest in improving production aimed at
achieving household food security. Furthermore,ghmary livelihood of rural
Zambians is agriculture and the participation in@dtural programs is viewed as

promoting and enhancing an existing livelihoodtsgg.

Adoption Overview

Participation in a program is often meaningladgss participants adopt the
measures that are trying to be enacted; eithdrein 6wn interest, in a communal
interest, or in the interest of the parties attengpto enact a program. Adoption of
programs, whether they be in forestry or agriceltsignals that the principals of the
program are worthy of implementation by individuatscommunities. However,
adoption involves risk. It can be very risky fadividuals or a community to adopt a
new program or strategy that may be well-intenttbard aimed at improving their
livelihoods, but are untested in personal expegendost rural villagers in Zambia, as
well as rural inhabitants across the globe, aleaigerse. It is very difficult to gamble on

new and foreign activities when there is veryditib gamble with.
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Adoption of JFM

Regarding JFM in Zambia, the government acceptedisk and adopted a
community-based program in the forestry sectordigrgue to the ADMADE program in
community-based wildlife management and communagelal forestry programs in
surrounding countries. Zambia adopted participafmrest management with the
possibility that it could lead to the improvememthe quality of the forest resource and
that such an approach could be cheaper than coomaehinanagement practices (PFAP
Il, 2005a).

Certain communities in Zambia, as a result, halepted JFM in their areas. The
costs and risks of JFM are often borne by the comiies as the above statement
suggests. Local communities are sometimes intitedke on more of the
responsibilities and costs of managing forestsautiobtaining a commensurate increase
in the security of their rights, and thus are bengat risk (Arnold, 2001); something
that is often against their innate behavior.

At present, there are few areas in Zambia tha¢ lagopted JFM and it is here
that | want to express my concern. Adoption of J¥d4& often instigated by the FD in
my experience and in talking with others that wak®lved in JFM implementation.

JFM implementation was usually initiated by the &bcompared with communities
pioneering their interest in the JFM program witthieir area. As previously mentioned,
rural communities in Zambia are poverty strickditeracy rates are high, health services
are few, and overall, opportunities for climbing ofithe perpetual rut of poverty are
infrequent. Thus, any program initiated in a ra@nmunity is often greeted openly and

with enthusiasm, regardless of the instigator -egoment, NGO, or private sector
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stakeholder. Initially, people welcome new progsahthey offer opportunities for
increased household income. However, as progracmnte established, individuals will
evaluate their personal risk and decide whetheobto adopt a program. They may
continue to support the program verbally in thedsopf receiving benefits, but do very
little to support the program pragmatically. THere, true adoption may be transparent.
As commented on in the Introduction, this is simglgreliminary document that begs for
further research and documentation to obtain aelgacture of the facts and data

concerning this issue.

Adoption of Agriculture Programs

Adoption of agricultural programs such as cong@mmadarming and agroforestry
has followed a different course in Zambia. Adoptim addition to participation,
involves individual choice. Adoption rates of censtion farming have proved highest
in the agro-ecological regions of sporadic raimfath strong extension services, input
supply systems, and the availability and opporjuodtsts of labor such as in Zambia’'s
Agricultural Region 1 (Haggblade and Tembo, 200Bastern Zambia falls within
Region 1, but the extension services and inputlglgystems are intermittent due to low
government funding, as mentioned above. Onceipeacand adopted, conservation
farming (CF) methods can save hand hoe farmersenage of 120 days per hectare for
field seedbed preparation and weed control (Foamer Rockstrom, 2001).

Adoption rates through participatory extensiorvees can be increased by the
encouragement of farmer innovations, utilizing getious knowledge, recognizing

specific local opportunities, and supporting thenfation of CF groups (Steiner, 2002). |

96



noticed that just simple encouragement by exterstiaif to farmers greatly accelerated
adoption. Even if farmers were not doing CF methpoieecisely as they were instructed,
the encouragement by staff and other farmers pagak CF spurred their adoption of
the method. One thing that should be considereglisghat CF is drastically different
than traditional farming methods in Zambia. Famsriaave learned techniques from their
parents and grandparents and they have done tihiegame way their entire lives.
These things are ingrained in them. Thus, chantiely farming methods involves
uncertainty and risk. This is usually mitigatedfagmers trying CF on just a small
portion of their fields. Farmers can then evaldatehemselves the pros and cons of CF.
Continuing with agricultural programs, the adoptaf a new technology such as
agroforestry is influenced by economic and physibaracteristics such as labor
availability, credit, tenure, farm size, risk antcartainty, human capital, and supply
constraints of inputs such as fertilizer. In adif the adoption of such technologies is
influenced by the personal characteristics of fasnljay and Kwesiga, 2003). This is
something that should be stressed. In the litegadnd my personal experience, farmers
that have more wealth can usually afford fertiliaad have very little interest in adopting
agroforestry. Personal characteristics are alspiwgortant such as interest, motivation,
and openness to new ideas and technologies. Futhe, a farmer’s decision to adopt
agroforestry is governed by the interplay of mdencel factors (e.g. land tenure systems,
institutional and agricultural policies) and indluial-level factors, in addition to
household-specific variables (e.g. age and edugatmd community-level factors (e.g.

the presence of NGOs and the availability of mak@ijayi et al., 2003).
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All of these factors are salient. A farmer thasla small field with declining soil
fertility and that has no opportunity for relocatior shifting agriculture due to land
tenure or population density is more likely to adagroforestry technologies as
compared with a farmer that has wealth for inputhsas fertilizer and local power that

can enable the farmer to establish new fields.

Adoption Summary

Adoption is the second key to success for foremtiy agriculture programs. The
poor adoption of JFM in the Kaloko area could laeéd to either the failure of the
community or the failure of the FD. As mentionagtal Zambians are risk averse and
guite often they engage in a “wait and see” potiogcerning individual benefits.
Individuals and communities could be viewed asqrening this strategy, but based on
my experience, the FD may be the party that didnubt adopt JFM by continuing to
monitor and support JFM structures once they wstabéshed.

Adoption for agricultural programs is, once agamgre of an individual choice
based on a variety of factors. Cultural, sociatspnal, and economic factors influence
adoption rates. Successful adoption is greatlpglted by the simple use of

encouragement and increased monitoring may leagyter adoption rates.

Funding Overview
Financial support of community-based programegdgiired to establish and
implement projects within rural areas. Most prtgateed initial capital for design, the

training of staff, the extension to communitiesifguut, and the exploration of market
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potential for community-based products. Most depilg countries are not able to fund
the development and implementation of such proj@itsout external assistance and
donors need to be linked to these projects (Seyn20@3). In addition, the long term
economic viability of projects must be evaluatedinolerstand if the project will be

sustainable without donor funding (Alexander and3vigor, 2000).

Funding of JFM

The Forestry Department in Zambia has severe diahoonstraints. It also has
inadequate human and technical capacity to impléimead policy changes and to
sustain the implementation of JFM even with dongp®rt (FAO, 2007). Furthermore,
the efficiency and cost-effectiveness of JFM impamation, based on funds used to
date, demonstrates that this approach is not sa$iai without donor funding (PFAP 11,
2005a). The expansion of JFM in other areas oftdammay be unappealing to donors
given the amount of money required to establishraathtain the program. Donors and
country/program recipients of funds are often urmessure to demonstrate success as
early as possible and donors face pressure to m@eenewer initiatives after a certain
period of time (Seymour, 2003). The loss of fuadd, as a result, the loss of staff
needed to support community-based programs caklguéad to program failure
(Western, 2003a). As previously mentioned in rdgdao my personal experience, the
funding for JFM in my area ceased approximately f@ars after implementation, which
was just five months after my arrival in the arddnis had obvious detrimental results

that were discussed earlier.
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Funding of Agriculture Programs

Agricultural programs in Zambia confront similaamzerns. The government
funds agricultural programs, but external donoggbua large amount of financial aid as
well. These funds are used to support agricultunplovement programs in addition to
direct food aid. The degradation of natural resesyin which livelihoods depend upon,
has propelled many into a spiral of decreased &smdrity and increased aid dependence
(Fowler and Rockstrom, 2001). An incredible amanfnihoney and food aid is donated
to Zambia, most notably following a year of drougliten individual and national food
reserves (maize) are at their lowest. The resdtideen a cycle of dependency.
Dependency syndrome was common in my area andsaZewsbia with some
subsistence farmers. They believe that the goventmill give them help in the form of
food aid if they do not grow enough food for thetwes. Conservation farming and
agroforestry programs offer potential to severstimgs of dependency and help rural
farmers rely on their own efforts to insure theamofuture. Agriculture programs and
research institutions such as the World AgrofoyeGenter (ICRAF) offer attractive
alternatives to direct aid, either financial ordoorhese programs and institutions can
help train and educate small-holder farmers inqatiig and advancing their food

security, improving livelihoods, and eventually ued rural poverty.

Funding Summary
JFM and agricultural programs face severe funtimgations. Both programs do
not get much support from the government, aremeba external funding sources, and

have low numbers of staff and extension agentsgloir support is questionable or
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inflexible for the time consuming progress to ebshbthese programs in rural areas, then
these departments must use their resources wigalybia can not depend on donors for
continued support. Crises in donor countries coeddlt in the complete dissolution of
funds for recipient countries such as Zambia. &h@egrams need to focus on
individuals, groups, communities, and institutitingt have received prior training and
support from their efforts. Supporting and monitgrexisting programs will be more
beneficial in the long-term versus broadcasting thiéorts over a large geographic area

with low monitoring efforts. This will most likelyesult in low long-term adoption rates.

Poverty Reduction Potential Comparison

Both JFM and agricultural programs in Zambia offex potential to reduce
poverty. Poverty is commonly measured by threshotdscome or consumption, food
security or lack of it, and, recently and more aately, by evaluating multidimensional
characteristics and causes of sustainable livetie@@/arner, 2000), as previously
discussed in the Human Use and Livelihoods sectiéiM and the primary funding
institution for the program, PFAP, state their @lleobjective as, “Improved livelihoods
and status of forests in Zambia,” which providedear poverty-focused rationale to the
program’s purpose of implementing a sustainablkaloorative forest management
practice (PFAP II, 2005a). While reducing localedy may be the most effective
means of achieving environmental goals such a&i@oved status of forests,” this
does not mean that community-based conservatioh confont all dimensions of
poverty. Conservation can be improved by suppgmixisting agricultural programs

rather than new conservation initiatives (Littl@03). Furthermore, forestry tends to be a
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rather capital-intensive activity as compared tocadfure and formal forestry
employment is probably not a major contributoruat incomes (Wunder, 2001) such as
large-scale timber harvests and the use of locaktquards in JFM.

These points, then, get at the heart of this papérich sector’s programs,
forestry or agriculture, are best suited for realgrty reduction? The answers aren’t
typically clear or easy, but the results, as suteaiin previous sections, will be
consolidated and presented below.

At this point in time, based on the literature amglpersonal experience in
Zambia with these programs that are focused atregyoverty, it appears that
agricultural programs are performing better on mdifferent levels. Agricultural
programs have had greater success in terms o€ipation and adoption, which are a
direct function of the tangible benefits that indivals receive or perceive that they can
receive. JFM has succeeded in the formal procetesms of proceeding down the
checklist for the creation of JFM in rural are&fowever, it has not delivered in terms of
local benefits, which makes agricultural progranserappealing to those whose
primary livelihood is derived from agriculture. toof the individual benefits of
agricultural programs, both tangible and perceiaed,nested in reducing personal food
insecurity, income insecurity, and general poverty.

Poverty is felt at individual, household, commuyniegional, and national levels.
However, an individual's poverty is often a motingtforce greater than that of
community poverty. Hence, there is the likelihaocdopt measures such as agricultural
programs to alleviate personal and household ppbefore community poverty. This

does not mean that there is not a place for commpowverty reduction programs such
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as JFM. JFM is a means to complement poverty temuefforts on community and

regional scales. This, then, begs the questidheofuture of these programs in Zambia.
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DISCUSSION OF FIVE FACTORS

It is likely that Joint Forest Management will ¢ome and certainly agricultural
programs such as conservation farming and agrdfgredl be promoted in Zambia.
These are both aimed at improving livelihoods,@asing community and household
income, and reducing rural poverty. For these @amg to continue there must be a high
level of support for these programs on many difieseales: individual, community,
local and national government, and internationppsut.

Both of these programs have had varying levelsuotess in rural areas. If these
programs are to continue and achieve their degioats then the problems found within
them must be addressed and rectified in order trely the population and satisfy the
external funding agencies. Based on my experieagrgultural programs appear to be
more effective at improving livelihoods, food satyrand offer greater potential for
poverty reduction at this point in time. Within thkove literature and my personal
experience, there appear to be five major undeglinemes or factors influencing
success that merit further discussion. The fa@ogssocio-cultural, historical,
institutional, design, and benefit. These factoesnot easily separated from each other
for they are all interrelated and it is difficudt tiscuss one factor without mentioning
characteristics of another factor, as suggestéagure 3. An analysis of these factors

will be presented below.
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Socio-cultural

Benefit

Figure 3: Five Factors lllustratior

Socio-Cultural Factors

Social and cultural practices and norms play @ mokuccessful project
implementation. This is the way in which peoplsp@nd to projects based on their
cultural traditions and social norms. In the Kal@kea, three socio-cultural factors were
identified that may affect the adoption of liveldtbprograms. These are risk aversion,
jealousy, and the concept of time.

As discussed eatrlier, the rural poor are typicadlly averse. When new
development or livelihood improvement programsiatm@duced they are often openly
welcomed, but individuals practice a “wait and sapproach to ascertain if the program

is worth his or her’s time, energy, or investmedM in the Kaloko area was introduced
105



and welcomed, but locals have been slow to investnof their time and energy in the
program due to risk aversion. They are not seerrgceiving many tangible benefits
from the program and thus spend their time andggnierother more profitable
livelihood strategies.

The same is true for agricultural programs. Rig&rse people tend to evaluate
conservation farming and agroforestry for at |@ss season and then chose to either
adopt or abandon the methods. In my two yearsdarKialoko area, people steadily
adopted these technologies in growing numbers sd hgricultural technologies offer
greater individual benefits that are easily measbnerural farmers. Thus, the risk
averse nature of individuals has been outweigheokengfits.

Jealousy or social risk is another motivating samiltural factor. As described
earlier, communities tend to pull innovators bazkhte status quo and jealousy is
rampant in rural areas. This can severely damagegaam such as JFM for it has been
well documented in the ADMADE program; a progransiohilar design. Jealousy can
occur from the selection of committee membersdik&ibution of benefits, and the
consolidation of power by committee members, véldgadman, or chiefs. Although
this was not observed in the forestry program eKhaloko area, it should be of concern.
Once benefits start materializing through reverhagiag in the JFM program this will
likely become more salient.

In agriculture, jealousy also affects innovattm®tigh the destruction of property,
theft of crops, and by spreading false rumagzengulukeor “back-stabbing” is a
common form of jealousy. The following story isl@scription of how one of my key

informants mitigated the possibility of jealousy.
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| visited this innovator and key informant in lgigrden where | found him
teaching a member of his village improved gardem@atpniques. | let him finish his
discussion with the villager and then asked himtigawas doing. He replied in
Chinsenga that he was trying to help many peopléaihe could bring everyone up.
What he meant by this was that if he helps bringrgane up to his level than everyone
will do better. It could be argued that he iswa#itic, but considering the prevalence of
uzengulukan Zambia and this community it is more likely tie is trying to preserve
his own self interests. He is less likely to beedime target of jealousy by helping others
improve their livelihoods and raising them to tesdl.

Agricultural programs help all those who are iat#ed and the knowledge
sharing of improved agricultural techniques cangate the social risk of success. Also,
the sharing of agricultural knowledge can helpratividual’s social standing. JFM in
the Kaloko area at this time cannot be accuratedjuated in terms of social risk since it
is not yet providing benefits and thus has notteidan environment that is open to
jealousy.

Lastly, the concept of time is a socio-culturatéa that needs to be addressed.
For example, the village in which I lived, and theger surrounding area, is dominated
by the Nsenga people. In their local dialect tloedifor “today” islelo. The local word
for “yesterday,” as well as “tomorrow” imailo. In extremely poor rural areas, yesterday
and tomorrow do not mean much. Itis all abdeld. Learning from the past and
preparing for the future is often difficult for pale in poverty when the primary concern
is on the “today.” Conservation farming and agresiry take some time to see the

benefits, but is measured in months not years.ekample, the benefits from
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conservation farming can be seen in six monthgslamtenefits from agroforestry can be
seen in one year. However, the benefits from JBMelyet to be realized four years after
its implementation in the Kaloko area. Tangibleutes and benefits must be achieved
quickly for locals to invest in the program, whiehable people to think about and plan
for mailo.

In summary, risk aversion, jealousy, and the cphoétime all contribute to the
greater success of agricultural programs versus JHw lesson learned from these
examples is that social and cultural factors céecaprograms introduced into rural areas

and failure to recognize this factor can lead wbpgms and program failure.

Historical Factors

The prior history of programs aimed at improvinglihoods can influence the
success or failure of current programs with singlaals. Failures by prior programs
create distrust and resentment and limit the ssookwell-intentioned programs; for
example, the efforts of CLUSA that | experiencedhie Kaloko area.

CLUSA, the initial funder of JFM in the Kaloko arestarted numerous projects
that had limited success and directly affectedstieeess of subsequent projects. First,
CLUSA started an agricultural co-operative in thRtJarea. This co-operative was
focused on producing and marketing peanuts andkagpvhich are products that have a
high market value and offered potential at imprgvimcome generation. This co-op was
in its decline when | arrived in Kaloko. The respes that | received from key
informants were that the co-op was not providirgnthwith benefits. One woman

reported to me that the work that was requiredHerplanting, harvesting, and shelling
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of peanuts for the co-operative were not worthfithencial benefit and that it was
preferable to keep the harvest for home consumpfidre co-op was in disarray and
many complained of not benefiting from membershithe co-op, especially since there
were membership fees. Many were jaded about futoth@perative initiatives since they
paid for membership in a program that didn’t retsuibstantial benefits from the sale of
peanuts and paprika.

The importance of this type of prior history isigtrated by the community’s
response when a Cooperative Extension Agent frevtriculture Department came to
the Kaloko area to discuss the formation of ancagfural co-operative through the
Agriculture Department. This type of co-op is feed on the sale of maize, which is the
primary agricultural product in Zambia. The inrm this type of co-operative was
high, but the prior history and failure of the CLA80-0p created skepticism and
allowed for a resurgence of negative views on c&-0fhe co-operative attempted by the
Agriculture Department did not develop past theodtictory meeting due, in large part,
to the failure of the previous co-op.

In addition, CLUSA attempted to promote conseoraftarming with certain
individuals called lead farmers. While this wapmpriate and well-intentioned, the
farmers trained in these methods years ago didordinue CF techniques. This reveals
the need for continued monitoring and recognizivag & prior history of workshops and
trainings may not have been performed correctly.

Finally, CLUSA attempted tree planting efforts@mnd certain villages and also
attempted to start tree nurseries at rural scHooléhe sale of ornamental and fruit trees.

Most of these projects failed due to the lack tdiiest from villagers and school staff.
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All of these historical factors have relevanceldoth JFM and agricultural
programs. If JFM attempts to incorporate projsctsh as tree planting and nurseries
within their program then the FD would be wisedoagnize these past failures and
correct their implementation by helping rural pesgplo see the benefits of such efforts.
That is, if they are even salient to rural peoplagricultural programs also must
recognize and understand the prior history in @a.arThe failure of the CLUSA co-
operative and the lack of adoption in conservatawming from the CLUSA trainings
can create problems in the future as demonstratéidebmistrust of the Agriculture

Department’s co-op before it began.

I nstitutional Factors

Institutional factors are those that are groundggdin the government, the
department, the program, or the staff. They oetumany different scales and can
directly affect the success of a project in thédfienstitutional factors in the Kaloko area
are the direction of program implementation andifog.

JFM implementation has largely been a top-dowairffThe program was
conceived and created at the national level andeimg@nted by the FD to rural
communities. JFM in Zambia was not a grass-roibtstenitiated by people at local
scales. JFM has a somewhat rigid format and ppgs@ measures such as user groups,
bylaws, and revenue sharing. Agricultural programesinitiated by government and
non-government agencies, but they are directegrak farmers in such a way that allows
them to decide whether or not to adopt the metimodadso allows them the freedom to

experiment and modify the technologies as theyicee
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The institutional factor of funding has more néegay affected JFM as compared
to agricultural programs. Both sectors are pofarhded for extension efforts, but
agricultural programs appear to be having greatecess with the limited funds at their
disposal.

For example, the first District Forestry Offiaarthe area was not very involved
in the JFM process and had what appeared to leeititerest in local forestry issues as a
whole. CLUSA was spearheading the extension opesaaind he had a small role in
JFM'’s implementation in the field. It appearedttha was allowing CLUSA staff to
perform the duties of the Forestry Departmenttelad of collaboration, information
exchange, and capacity-building within the FD, Biestaff was largely coasting along
from the outsourcing of JFM extension. Extra staufl funds from CLUSA during the
period of appropriate funding for JFM implementatio the Kaloko area enabled the FD
staff to become lackadaisical. The DFO’s generahise became clear once he revealed
that he was to work and study abroad in anothentcpand continent.

As a result of staff loses, the remaining FD pensb often have a low morale
concerning FD operations and the uncertain prdctaratinuation of JFM (PFAP I,
2005b). Once again, this was observed with theesygent District Forestry Officer after
the support and funding for CLUSA staff and extensactivities ceased. The lack of
funds to do extension work in JFM and collaborafivest management left a highly
motivated and energetic person feeling disenchantigdthe FD since he was unable to
execute extension efforts due to the lack of fusas$ he expressed this to me on

numerous occasions.
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The funding issues were quite apparent in the kabrea. Funding for JFM was
initially supplied by CLUSA and later assistancenfr PFAP. Both have similar goals
and objectives regarding JFM. CLUSA had been wvewlin JFM in the Kaloko area
since 2000 and started collaborative activitiehwimmunities in 2002. However, by
the end of 2004 (five months after my arrival inl¢da@) the funding from these
organizations ended. Village Resource Managementriittees (VRMCS) in the
Kaloko area had been elected and a forest guarbédmdtrained, but VRMCs had not
drafted by-laws for their area. Most extensionvés to continue the capacity-building
process for forest management ceased, but thedfs8l expected these committees
and communities to do policing efforts and issuegblicenses.

Near the end of my stay in Kaloko a timber bussrfesm the provincial capital
was in the Kaloko area harvesting trees. | askedO about these individuals and he
commented that they had purchased licenses frofihe cut trees in the area, but
“they (the VRMC in Kaloko) should be doing their mlcensing by now.” However,
the VRMC in the Kaloko area was not trained togbant that they could proceed
without FD support. This demonstrates the lackwd support by funding agencies and
FD staff to proceed with JFM to the point that conmities can manage local forest
resources in collaboration with the FD. Furtherendrappeared that the FD in the
Kaloko area was not interested in collaboratindwitganizations that offered little or no
funding potential for the FD to continue JFM, retjass of opportunities to improve
forest conservation.

In addition, JFM’s problems are further compountgdhe fact that Zambia’s

miombo forests are poor in commercial timber sgewith the exception of two
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hardwood species and there are few areas in thergahat have profitable commercial
timber reserves (GRZ, 1997). Plus, the marketiacmime potential for NTFPs such as
honey from beekeeping or indigenous fruits is smaé to seasonal supply, poor
economic potential or insufficient markets (Leakeyl Simons, 1998; PFAP I, 2005b;
Wunder, 2001).

Finally, JFM must be honest about its severe fir@dimitations. As Arnold
(2001) states, “It is a mistake to think that commmuforestry is necessarily a low-cost
route to sustainable forest management.” Contiriueding of this program with very
few results for the forest department and for l@mahmunities in terms of economic gain
and the conservation or sustainable use of thetfoesource will cause external funding
agencies to question their involvement. Commaesiwill also question their
involvement in these programs. JFM should nottheges] in areas where they can not be
sustained financially, either by external donorérom JFM forest products, because this
will erode community solidarity, trust, and futuweoperation (Bwalya, 2004).

As a final note, the funding for pilot areas ilVJ&re limited to just three of the
nine provinces of Zambia and the funding will ceasthe end of 2008. This begs many
questions for it is difficult to set time framesddimitations to a process that is
continually evolving and often in need of extersapport and facilitation from the FD.
Hopefully, these areas will have had sufficienirtirag in all of the aspects of JFM so
they can continue forest management without thistasse of the FD based on external
funding sources.

Agricultural programs have similar funding constts, but their programs are

designed for information dissemination. Those #rateducated in improved farming
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techniques have the liberty to choose to adoptetienique or not. Continued
monitoring can help increase adoption rates, kattithunlikely without further funding.
However, the steady adoption and information sigaoyfarmers demonstrates that
minimal funding does not affect the success ofcadfiral programs as severely as

forestry programs.

Design Factors

How a program is designed for the use and padiicip by rural communities can
affect the success of such programs. The struatustenechanics of a program such as
JFM can have serious flaws as compared to agrralijmograms that rely on individual
choice and adoption.

At this point in time, JFM faces many problems anelas of concern for
communities, the government, and the program itSEffe need to draw on the lessons
learned from other community-based programs shioelldaramount for JFM. PFAP
itself, the primary funding agency for JFM in Zambadmits that it lacks documented
lessons from other related projects such as themony-based wildlife program in
Zambia (PFAP II, 2005a).

Community-based wildlife management has existedlécades in southern
Africa and Zambia has its own CBNRM program fordkfe, ADMADE, as discussed
above. JFM is closely modeled after the ADMADEgyeon, which is modeled after the
CAMPFIRE program in Zimbabwe, and could learn smaleable lessons from these.

First, there is the issue of revenue sharinghénADMADE program, the

prescriptive allocation of revenues from safaritmmis meant to return 35% of the
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proceeds from hunting licenses to community develamt. However, this often varies
and is usually well below that allocated percentalgevenues are spread thinly across
large numbers of communities, are often misappatgal, or there is high taxation on the
profits and communities don’t view conservatiorbaseficial when there is low
compensation for such efforts. This does not hweléfor internal sustainability and the
continued support from external donors is ofterunegl (Bwalya, 2003). JFM'’s revenue
sharing tenant is similar and has not been realizeabst areas including Kaloko.
Further donor support will likely be needed. Iotfaa definitive percentage of revenues
from fees and licenses has not been legally defivitdn the Forests Act of 1999 or the
Statutory Instrument No. 47 of 2006. Until a meagul percentage for communities is
prescribed there will continue to disagreementflminand a perceived lack of tangible
benefits among the stakeholders.

Second, the ADMADE program has often been initiated developed in a top-
down format by external agents and has succumb#gktmfluence of power-hungry
chiefs and other rural elites (Matenga, 2002). dlbiéty of elites to secure power and
control for themselves, to influence elected posgisuch as village game scouts (similar
to forest guards in the JFM program), and their grot@ manipulate the overall agenda of
the program (Gibson and Marks, 1995) should beontern for JFM since it closely
follows a similar path by including traditional tership. For example village headmen
are included in VRMCs and area chiefs are includdte overall JFM structure.

Third, site specificity is key in any communitydem program. Communities
vary over geographic areas and programs must loegtdito appropriately meet the

needs and concerns of communities. CAMPFIRE hedfeniserably in parts of
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Zimbabwe (Alexander and McGregor, 2000; Hughes128urphee, 2005) and
ADMADE has failed in parts of Zambia (Marks, 20@lLje to a variety of factors that
were not addressed in project implementation atwhately led to the failure of these
programs in certain areas.

Fourth, there is the need for adaptive managem&aéptive management has
been a key feature in the ADMADE program by innovgind testing new methods and
accepting mistakes as part of the learning pro@e®81ADE, 1999). If communities are
not allowed to adapt and change to internal anereat variables they are then
constrained to the status quo when the naturalresas favored over the needs of
communities. The lack of adaptive managementead fo “forced primitivism,” that is,
that residents must remain doing what they aregi@itackel, 1999). This will
inevitably result in conflicts between resourcerassd management entities. JFM must
be allowed the flexibility to experiment and ledrom its successes and failures.

Another similarity between community-based wildlgrograms and forestry
programs such as JFM is the issue of legitima@st Bxperiences in the wildlife sector
suggest that when there is a lack of tangible bsnier communities, a distrust of
government agency motives, or a history of trarepar and accountability failures the
entire program will lack legitimacy (Alexander akidGregor, 2000; Hughes, 2001,
Bwalya, 2003). JFM will cease to have legitimaayoag local populations if it fails to
deliver pragmatic benefits in an honest an opehidas

Finally, the design of JFM’s User Groups is araareconcern. User groups are
largely determined by the FD. At a JFM communitgating for the establishment of

user groups within the Kaloko area it appearedtt@afD extension staff was steering
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the villagers into forming certain user groups.e Btaff asked meeting members how
they used the forest and what forest products weed and collected. All of this was
appropriate for they subsequently created usermgréar timber, medicine, and firewood.
However, user groups were also created for canangsclay pots. Carvings are not a
popular livelihood strategy in this area and, ictféhere were no individuals that |
encountered making carvings, unless one includdshtamndles as carvings. Furthermore,
clay pots are not a dominant livelihood activitylasuch products are traded locally. The
selection of a clay pot user group headed by femalimbership may be a token of
gender inclusion for the market potential of claysois small. Kaloko village is 20 miles
from the nearest urban center where such thingsl tmutraded in large quantities.
Carvings and clay pots do not realistically offetame potential in this area.

An additional example of the failure to matchiatitves with local livelihood
activities previously mentioned stems from whettéraded a provincial forestry meeting
where these issues were raised. One DFO fronfexett district commented on a
basket-making user group in which he said, “How ynaaskets can we make and sell?”
Baskets are also traded and sold locally. Someraanities involved in JFM may have
better market potential for such products, butthimment reveals that there are obvious
supply and demand issues involved in marketingetipesducts. In summary, the
variability in market potential across Zambia rdsesagnificant design faults in the JFM
program; specifically the selection and establishino¢ user groups that are not relevant
to local conditions.

In general, agricultural programs face some degrgblems also. The low

numbers of agriculture extension staff, the lowtitndonal support, and the low access to
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information for agricultural services will continte be a problem for the rural
population. Agricultural policies will further cqpticate matters. The government policy
of encouraging maize production throughout Zambpiaubsidizing prices has changed
the eating habits to favor maize. In contrastdmesumption of more traditional
drought-resistant crops such as sorghum, millet,cassava have been reduced or
abandoned (Chizuni, 1994). Plus, policies havenolticked private sector support and
participation, lacked incentives and credit insgttns for small-holder farmers, and the
overall lack of infrastructure improvement for metikg opportunities (Njobvu, 2004).

Also, market opportunities need to be stressdte alccess to trade and markets
for rural populations in agricultural growth andvdpment is the key to poverty
alleviation (Wunder, 2001). Market opportunities fural villagers are usually limited
and potential profits from agricultural producte aften siphoned off by middle-men that
give minimal prices to rural producers. Improvedrkets vis-a-vis agriculture
cooperatives are potential avenues for greaterymerdprofits. This is a hallmark of the
Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives, but oftemal communities have difficulty
engaging in a cooperative measure that is largedgd on individual effort such as
farming, as discussed above.

Finally, the use of NGOs in agricultural activetisuggests a large push for
improving rural production. These organizatiors @ften very helpful in disseminating
knowledge of improved agricultural techniques, ibulustrates the paralysis of the
government (Feldmann, 2003), policy, and genenatalgure information circulation.

Specifically, agricultural programs such as covston farming and agroforestry

face certain challenges and problems for successplementation. A discussion of the
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problems facing conservation farming followed bgiscussion of agroforestry problems
are presented below.

While | was discussing conservation farming (CHhvan agriculture extension
agent in Zambia, he commented that CF should bes mmeshdatory in legislation for
drought-prone agro-ecological regions such as uth&n and eastern Zambia. Fowler
and Rockstrom (2001) would agree. They arguepblities and legislation need to be
developed to promote CF. They also argue thatidger constraint to further adoption
was the transfer of knowledge, the need for infdimmeexchange networks, and the need
for agricultural extension staff and NGO staff tvdxposed to successful CF
practitioners to learn more participatory reseaxtension techniques (Fowler and
Rockstrom, 2001). Finally, on a more pragmati@legommon rural farming practices
often impede those that attempt to follow CF gured. For example, a major tenet of
CF is to leave prior crop residues for mulch antisgprovement. This is often negated
by grazing animals that browse on the residuekrough consumption by uncontrolled
bush fires (Ajay and Kwesiga, 2003), which are cannm Zambia. The scaling-up of
conservation farming in the future will be a chafieng task.

Scaling-up agroforestry will also be a problemunMerous factors cause problems
for rural farmers to engage in improved fallow teclogies. Environmental factors such
as leaf-defoliating insects and drought (Kwesigalet1999) and customary/cultural
factors such as free-range cattle grazing and desh(Ajay and Kwesiga, 2003;
Kwesiga et al., 1999) result in the abandonmeiaigobforestry technologies. Brush fires
were a major complaint by farmers in the Kalokaar®ften their time and labor was

wasted due to human-caused brush fires that destiiweir improved fallow
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agroforestry trees. Labor factors such as thelihato establish their own improved
fallows because of time spent working in fieldsotifers for additional income and the
need to establish fallows every 2-3 years aftectbpping phase in agroforestry systems
can also limit widespread uptake (Ajayi et al., 200TA, 2002). Finally, the lack of
seed for these agroforestry species or the midusgpoopriate species for a given area
can result in failure (Chirwa et al., 2003) andwdddoe considered for the future
promotion of agroforestry technologies.

However, the simple encouragement of improvedcatitiral techniques by
extension staff has significantly improved the adwpof these techniques and continued

monitoring will likely lead to further success.

Benefit Factors

Direct, tangible benefits gained by individualsl@mommunities are the final
factor in the evaluation of JFM and agriculturadgmams. This is most likely the most
salient factor for rural communities and directlgtdtes their involvement, participation,
and adoption in such programs. The benefits mayp@oneasured solely in economic
terms. Benefits may also include increased tinvegdabor reduction, or overall
livelihood improvement.

Sadly, at this point in time, there is very littecomment on concerning JFM. It
simply has not provided tangible benefits for theal populous of the Kaloko area. The
program has been implemented, the structures golace, and awareness has been raised
concerning JFM and the need to protect, consenteywasely use forest resources, but

there have not been any direct benefits to indafslthouseholds, or communities in the
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Kaloko area with the exception of beekeeping. FbBehas had some success in
providing and enhancing a supplemental income @éingractivity such as beekeeping
by providing training on such topics and establigha market within the FD for comb
honey.

Conversely, agricultural programs such as consiervéarming and agroforestry
have provided many direct, tangible benefits tlzat loe observed or perceived by
individuals and households. These have been diedws length above, but some of
these include increased soll fertility, increassabl productivity, fodder for livestock,
fuelwood supplies, erosion control, water retenaod conservation, increased crop
yields, and improved nutrient cycling all of whilgad to sustainable land use.

These benefits help individuals and natural resesjrin which their livelihoods
depend upon. This has helped rural farmers retiz@otential for improving their
livelihoods while maintaining natural resourcesiwin-win fashion. Agricultural
programs also offer the benefits of reducing faneagd domestic aid (food and
economic) by severing the dependency syndromeeaheting rural poverty. Numerous
key informants commented to me how these prograorsservation farming or
agroforestry) allowed them to rely on themselves @mtheir own efforts. Most of the
comments were to the effect of that “we cannot cglythe government to help us,” “we
must pull ourselves up by our own bootstraps,”vee ‘must solve our own problems and

these methods help us do that.”
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Summary

Both JFM and agricultural programs face seriowbl@ms if they are to
substantially improve rural livelihoods and incona@sl meet the overall goal of reducing
poverty. Both need to learn from past mistakesfaihgres from similar programs in
Zambia, as well as surrounding southern Africamtoes and both need to learn from
the above mentioned five factors that can influgorogram success or failure.

Specifically, JFM’s problems are grounded in faliog the ideology of programs
such as ADMADE and CAMPFIRE without learning froheir previous mistakes and
failures. JFM is likely doomed to repeat these aildincur similar results at the
expense of communities and the program as a whgeicultural programs also need to
learn from their prior mistakes and misapplicatisimce adopting new technologies at
the rural level is at the expense of inherent agdained local agricultural knowledge
and may possibly reduce food production. Thisresnult in a lack of trust, cooperation,
or the disregard for future programs.

Agricultural programs offer greater potential woaling, achieving, mitigating, or
solving the five factors of success or failure asipared to the current forestry program
of JFM. Agricultural programs can more easily dedh risk aversion, jealousy, and the
concept of time to mitigate socio-cultural factotistorical, institutional, and design
factors are currently in favor of agricultural prag adoption. Finally, the benefit
factors clearly favor agricultural programs as canegd to JFM for they are more easily
perceived and measured.

The key for JFM as well as agricultural progranmsesl at conservation and

poverty alleviation is involvement, inclusion, aparticipation. Participation in long-
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term conservation efforts tends to be associatéd mgher income and lower rates of
poverty and income equality and, at present, bgtltaltural and forest activities
generate very little income for rural residents @Bya, 2004). Thus, there is tremendous
need to demonstrate that these activities can gedaingible benefits for rural peoples;
benefits that can be measured in both conservatidreconomic terms. The scaling-up
of these programs is best described by Franzél @G0D4) in regards to agroforestry, but
it is relevant to all programs in Zambia, by “brimg more quality benefits to more
people over a wider geographical area, more quicktyre equitably, and more

lastingly.”
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Joint Forest Management and agricultural prograrasoth facing limitations at
this point in time. Obviously, funding issues pegamount for these programs and most
of the problems and constraints to successful imphgation are rooted in inadequate
budgets. Low numbers of extension staff, few anficequent training opportunities,
limited information sharing, plus infrequent momitm and evaluation procedures all
have their origins in the meager financial situasiof these departments. However,
improvements can be made with existing financiast@ints. Furthermore,
recommendations for the improvement of JFM andcagitiral programs around the
village of Kaloko may have wider utility for othdrstricts in the Eastern Province and
the nation as a whole.

Regarding the implementation of CBNRM in Zambjaedfically JFM, there
needs to be a change in the assumptions. Therebmextensive institution building
before CBNRM can be effectively applied, educati@itorts should be increased
especially in the social and environmental benefitsommunity-based programs, and
that stakeholder conflict and heterogeneous interee the norm, rather than the
exception (Kellert et al., 2000). The socio-cwdypitfalls of risk aversion and,
specifically, social risk and jealousy can cre&éd&eholder conflicts and impede the
progress of programs. In addition, JFM and agtical programs must consider the
socio-cultural concept of time. Although almogdteadtension staff with the forestry and
agricultural sectors are Zambian and they know klow things can proceed in the

village and Zambia in general, they must recogtha¢ an individual’s interest,
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participation, and adoption of programs wanes adehgth of time increases to receive
direct benefits.

JFM and agricultural programs must recognize hisgbfactors. A prior history
of failure or continued failure will preclude adapt of such programs in the future. This
is most apparent for JFM. Slow adoption and lichibenefits of the JFM program in the
Kaloko area coupled with the meager results of CAIF®-initiated agricultural co-
operatives greatly affected the success of therano@nd compromised the ability of the
Agriculture Department to promote a co-operatia thas directed at the staple food
crop.

In the Kaloko area, institutional factors sucklBM initiation in a top-down
fashion and the application without a full complermef capacity-building skills for local
institutions helped create a lack of complete adoptLocal institutions that were
deficient concerning a complete toolbox of JFMIskiere then expected to fulfill the
duties and obligations without being properly tein Much of this can be traced back to
a lack of funding. As a result, this can slow dave process and should be recognized
and calculated in project implementation. The Fauld be wise in using the funds at its
disposal for solidifying one pilot JFM area befesgpanding the program in other areas
to simply satisfy donors on the basis of numbensrograms implemented. These issues
must be addressed and resolved before a projektshiegreduce the likelihood of
stagnation, disillusionment, and subsequent failure

JFM in the Kaloko area and nationally needs teehdesign adaptability on many
different levels. The ability to adapt to locahditions and to adapt policy to reflect

local and social conditions is required. Legislatshould follow the objectives of the
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project and not program objectives chasing theslagion (PFAP Il, 2005b).
Furthermore, JFM needs to realize where and whismitt working in an area.
Community projects should target communities tlaatehhad a successful record with
collective management or those with little or nonfal experience. Projects should be
limited in communities that experience many faituré&sovernment and external
organizations should desist from starting commuprtjects in which they are incapable
of sustaining, which can lead to eroding commusdldarity, trust, and cooperation
(Bwalya, 2004). The FD in the district of the KiedoJFM program would be wise to
consult other government departments such hashhedltication, water and sanitation, in
addition to NGOs that have projects or programsiral areas. Consultation with these
parties may help in discovering if there are emrgstoroductive and successful
collaborative groups in areas that are being et@dlimr JFM implementation. This
could help reveal levels of cooperation and colfabon in community or commons
projects and learn if there are existing disputesooflicts.

Furthermore, JFM must learn from the ADMADE pragraithin its borders and
the CAMPFIRE program in Zimbabwe regarding wildifnagement in order to avoid
the pitfalls in a forestry program that is struetisimilarly. After all, programs that
“fail” are not failures if they learn and adaptrindheir mistakes. JFM must think
critically and objectively when establishing newMJBreas. The quality and quantity of
timber and non-timber forest products, successhrkets for these products, the
selection of appropriate user groups, the truentiatiefor communities, and the overall

sustainability for all of these must be considdvetbre starting JFM in a rural area.
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Agricultural programs could also use their exigtiudgets more efficiently by
improving the design, timing, and consistency ahdastrations, trainings, and
workshops. Scaling-up conservation farming andfagestry requires using funds for
demonstrations before the planting season, follolyeextensive monitoring. Working
with smaller numbers of farmers or using budgeaanore monitoring with those that
have been trained could improve adoption ratesméis that continue to use introduced
technologies successfully and appropriately willrba position to educate other rural
farmers, thereby performing the role of agricultar¢ension staff without direct
assistance.

Agricultural programs should also focus more @itlextension efforts in a
holistic manner. Agriculture is a year-round aityhand extension should be provided on
food storage technologies and farmer co-operatii@proved yields from the use of
conservation farming and agroforestry are negaygabist-harvest pests and insects in
poor grain storage devices. Workshops or trainthgeg or immediately following the
harvest period could help farmers protect theidfogserves and improve food security.
In addition, continued education on co-operativestbe performed. The formation of
co-operatives in rural areas can give farmers adoesarkets with higher prices and can
double their profits from maize sales. This offeggathway out of poverty and more
education in this area is needed.

Most importantly, these rural livelihood improvem@rograms must recognize
that benefit factors are the most salient for irdiials, households, and communities. Of
the five factors that precipitated from this anayall of these eventually are tied in some

form or hinge on direct, tangible benefits. JFM paovided few benefits at this point in
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time, but agricultural programs have generateddgtegerest and adoption through real,
tangible benefits for farmers. This, in turn, ¢eatp in reducing the cycle of dependence
and rural poverty.

Generally speaking, both JFM and agricultural paogs need to utilize the non-
government sector more. Budgets for these progratmsh are derived from national
income and external sources, are insecure andctubjBuctuations. NGOs in Zambia
are often well financed and their use and collatbmmavith government programs should
be expanded. NGO missions are usually aimed arpoxeduction and the goals of
government projects can easily mesh with NGOs. ¢l@n caution should be exercised
so that the objectives of government programs arenisdirected by secondary missions
of NGOs.

Finally, there must be greater synergy betweeridtestry and agriculture
departments. Increased collaboration and cooldméetween them would help them to
improve rural livelihoods, conserve natural resear@and reduce poverty. Community-
based projects designed to tackle poverty and imgoconservation efforts can succeed
by supporting existing agricultural programs (l&tt2003). Conversely, agricultural
programs can assist community-based forestry pnogjtay improving soil fertility and
maintaining yields, thereby reducing the need toveat forested lands into agricultural
areas. Zambia’s forestry and agriculture sectarstroollaborate because, once again,
community forestry projects can have as much twitlo agriculture and agroforestry as
with forests by themselves (Arnold, 2001).

Overall, agricultural programs in Zambia are ddiegter than JFM with the

resources at their disposal, but the evaluatidorefstry and agricultural programs

128



warrants further research. Based on the literatncemy personal experience,
agricultural programs are performing better inkladoko area in terms of local interest,
participation, and adoption on the basis of livetitl improvement, food security,
achieving the five factors of success, and thematiefor poverty reduction. The
primary livelihood and food source for rural peopagriculture and benefits from
agricultural programs are more timely and easilg@®ed by locals. Forests will
continue to be a safety net and there is a nedofestry programs such as JFM, but the
benefits have been slow to materialize.

Zambia’s ecosystems are as unique and diverdeegmebples that inhabit them.
The co-evolution of the environment and local pesgiave produced ecosystems,
cultures, and livelihood options that are unique definitely worth preserving.
Improvements in forestry and agricultural prograhet identify and rectify problems in
the rural socio-cultural environment, their respexhistory, institutions, program
design, and benefit allocation will greatly aid thanagement, use, and conservation of
natural resources while simultaneously increadnegability of rural communities to

maintain their livelihood options, reduce food iogety, and alleviate poverty.
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