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A comparative study of institutional arrangements for smaliscale
livestock farmers in communities theGreat Limpopo
Transfrontier Conservation Area (GLTFCA ) in Zimbabwe and
Mozambique

1.0 Introduction

The Great Limpopo Transfrontier Conservation A(&LTFCA) is situated in southern
Africa and extends overthree countries Mozambique, South Africa and Zimbabwe. It
incorporates a number of landsas, includingfive national parks, neighbouring game
reserves, hunting areas, conservancies and intervening areas of communal lands under
traditional tenureThe communal lands are inhabited by small scale subsistence farmers and
livestock keepersSmallscale livestock farmers ithe GLTFCA have different levels of
institutionalorganisation angupport, monitoringlivestockmanagemeranddiseasecontrd
activities. The management of livestoand wildlife diseases within the envisaged larger
transbourdary landscape remains unresolved and is an issue of major concern to other
economic sectors in the regidh.is critical to understand the dynamics of communal cattle
production systemsnd thé interactionsin the GLTFCA contextThere does not appeto

be an existing formal policy on animal health and disease control for the GLTFCA and
therefore, an assessment of existingitintions around cattle and disease control in the
different countries will provide a baseline and information that will fieal future policy
processes.

The Centre for Applied Social Sciences (CAS&)s a recipient othe AHEAD-GLTFCA
Seed Grants Prograim September 2008 fdhe implementation ofA comparative study of
institutional arrangements for smaltale livestock famers in communities thé&sreat
Limpopo Transfrontier Conservation Are&l(TFCA) in Zimbabwe and Mozambiqge
Preliminary findingsof this studywere presented in anterim progress report, August 20009.
This Final Reportrecod s t he pr o) @ présénts arsanalysidvhie findingssfroma n
January 2009 to January 20d40dprovides insights on the various institutional arrangements
around smaibkcale livestock farmersighlighting a number of problemarising from their
situation withinthe GLTFCA

Study aim and objectives
The aim of thestudywasto investigate local institutionalrrangements arnchpacity in smadl
scale livestock communities in the GLTFCA to mandgestock and control livestock
diseases so as to enhance production and magkefin understanding of the issues
surrounding animal health will help us to understand how animal health impacts on the
GLTFCA socialecological system and vice versa. A bettmmprehensionof animal
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husbandry practices and examination of current petarticularly in relation to disease
prevention will assist in the development and introduction of mitigating strategies by the
stakehol@rs.

Objectives:

1. To understand the institutional arrangements ragldivestock production iselected
local commurties in the GLTFCA

2. To examine the grazing and waiey patterns in théiocal communities.

3. To understand the factors affecting effective disease management and control in these
communities

4. To identify thec ommuni ti es® pr obl ems ,es aomcarhinge ng e s
cattleraising in the TFCA.

5. To determine attitudes of smaitale livestock producers towardsldlife and the
GLTFCA.

6. To facilitate engagement between different level stakeholders in diater
communities to develop improved management pkm asnore effectively manage
livestock and control animal disease in the GLTFCA.

2.0 Background to the study : Institutions and small scale
livestock farmers in the GLTFCA

Il nstitutions ar e def ihatsdpe theswaywe e as indlviduals of t h
and as society (North, 1990). Institutions may be formaduahk asn legislation or informal

rules that govern individual behaviour and expectatibmstitutions exist ata number of

levels that affecemall scaldivestock farmersranging from the international to lak with
inter-linkages betweethe levels Trade barriers and standardsposedat the international

level on beef marketing influence national policiesthat impact onlivestock farmer®
management practices and protion. International standards for disease control often sway

public veterinary resources towards controlling diseases that are of international importance,

but which may be of minor significance to temall scale livestock farmers (Livestock in
Developmat, 1999).

Livestock famers in the GLTFCA are also affected, usually negatively, nbgrmational
policies and decisionsiadeaboutthe formationtrangrontier parks With the formation of
protected areas for biodiversity conservataomd tourism devepment farmersare often
displacedor their grazing land and access to other resources curt&itecexample, with the
formation of the GLTFCA people have been moved out of Limpopo Park in Mozambique,
and in Zimbabwe there is an-going conflict betwer the Chitsa people and the Parks and
Wildlife ManagemenA&uthority over the occupation of ancestral lands within Gonarezhou by
the Chitsa peopléMombeshora and Le Bel, 2009)



The Great Limpopolransfrontier Parkspanning Kruger National Park in SoutHriéa,
Gonarezhou National Park in Zimbabamdthe newly designatedmpopo National Parlas

well as Zinave and Banhine Nahal Parksin Mozambique was established through the
signing of an international treaity 2002 The Transfrontier Brkds goals iclude: biodiversity
conservation, the growth of the tourism sectegional cooperation and soeconomic
development. The Transfrontier Parkis set within an even broaded T r feomtier
Conservation Areab6, 2alinqughtbeceitemafweidh pemaingdyet0 0 0  k n
undefined but whichpotentially encompasses large portions of Chiredzi and Mwenezi
Districts of MasvingoProvincein Zimbabwe the interstitial regiorbetween the protected
areas in Mozambiquend the aressadjacent to Kruger Nati@al Parkin South Africa Nearly

half of the Conservation Area is under communal tersupporting small scale subsistence
farmers.

Since the inception of the Great Limpopo Transfrontior Baeke has beeincreased interest

by a wide range of institidns such as government departments, private sector and civil
society involved in agriculture, livestock production, land use planning, poverty alleviation
and public healthto carry outinitiatives in the GLTFCA. A numberof these initiatives
support thelivestock sectorThis increased interesimsto enhanceeconomic development

and biodiversity conservation in the face of an increase in the contact between humans,
wildlife and domestic animaldAHEAD-GLTFCA Working Group2008).

Participation by locapeople is viewed as an essential component for successful avildlif
protection and moters of the transfrontier park hoped that through the use of participatory
approaches local people would feel that they have a real stake in protecting wildlife.
Howeve, funders and parks planners were vague about precisely how local communities can
benefit beyond obtaining employment in tourist facilities (Duffy, 199@)reality, local

people have generally been left out of the planning processes and continue to be
marginalised. Whereas there may be positive environmental gains from thedeowadsary
developments, there are many unresolved issues of sovereignty and national security,
immigration and customs controls, veterinary concerns, land tenure, and whether
paticipation by local people will really be equitable and beneficial in the long term.

At regional level the SADQ.ivestock Sector Unibf the Agriculture and Natural Resources
Directorate is the focal point for the coordination of livestock developm&tedeactivities
There are a number of regional livestock initiatives including:
e The Promotion of Regional Integration (PRINT) in the SADC Livestock Seetor
regional project which aims to strengthen the capacith@fSADCLivestock Sector
Unit to urdertake its mandate, considering that improvements in the livestock sector
represent a considerable potential for poverty alleviation and food security
improvement in the region.
e TheSADC Livestock Information Management System (LIM®)ject which aimsto
establish a reliable and standardised livestock information system which will supply

data for trade and disease management.
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e The SADC Foot and Mouth Disease Progranwhéh was formulated to counter the
potential economic threat to the region poseddmy and mouth diseasnd to stop
the spread of the disease in the region.

e The SADC Trandoundary animal disease¥ADs) Projectwhich is designed to
strengthen animal health institutions for the risk management of TADsnproved
Transboundary Animal Bease Information Management System (TADinfo) has
been establishedhiZimbabwe and Mozambique, with support frédhe Food and
Agriculture OrganisatiofFAQO) to promote amnformation system for animal health.

e A number of po-poor initiativesfor livestockdevelopmenthat emphasisthe role of
greater market access for agricultural products from the developing world as a
pathway out of poverty, have been initiated in the last few years. For example, the
FAO-led ProPoor Livestock Facility that aims to féitate the formulation and
implementation of policies and institutional changes that have a positive impact on the
livelihoods of poor livestoclowners. In parallel, the World Bank, together with the
World Animal Health Organisation (OIE) and the FAO, lasnched the African
Livestock Programme (ALive) which is geared at promoting animal health both for
the reduction of poverty and for the facilitation of regional and international trade of
animals and animal products produced in Africa.

These various ggonal initiatives have varying impact on national and local institutions and
implementations generallysporadicshorttermand uncoordinated at local level

At the national levelboth Zimbabwe and Mozambique have Ministries of Agriculture under
which the responsibility for the livestock sector falls. Mozambique there is a National
Directorate of Veterinary Services and provincial Livestock ServibesZimbabwe,the
reorganisation of the technical departments of the Ministry of Agriculture cradtegstock
Production Department alongside the Veterinary DepartmEngre are a number of
governmentpolicies, legislation and regulations around livestock management and disease
control In Zimbabwe the legislation that governs the livestock secttireisinimal Health

Act (Chapter 19:0jLlandits Regulations which aim to prevent the introductioncurrence

and spreadfaanimal diseases and pestghe countryand to monitor and report diseases and
pests. Another law that pertains to the livestockmeist the Stock Trespass Act (Chapter
19:04) and its Regulations which aim to prevent the spread of diseases and pests through
straying of animals.

Many national policies ardetermined by international policidsor example, regarding beef
marketing inZimbabwe governmenintervened with a number of policies promoting beef
marketing, including the formation d¢iie Cold Storag€ommissionin 1937 a public body
aimed at stimulang the beef industryand providing price guarantees foommercial
producersof beef This focus on beef cattle came to dominate thinking about livestock
production, withresearch efforts concentrated on breed and fodder improvement and stocking
rate trials to maximise beef production. tlempts were continuously made encouraging
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communal area cattle owners to increadetake and enter thenarket too.By 1985 the
communal, resettlement and srasdhle herd stood at 3,409,000, with-tfke between 1%
and 3% Much of this was sold to théold Storage&Commissionat guaranteed pricésrough
an auction system.

However, his scenariochanged significantly aftet985 when theAfrica, Caribbean and
Pacific group(ACP) preferential tradagreement came into force. From 1985 Zimbabwe had
access to the lucrativEuropean Union EU) market. Donor efforts, including substantial
investments by the EU, focused on upgrading abattoirs t@Xpdrt standardgonation of

the country, demarcating a fenced area of disease freedom for compliandepatting
country requirements, and improvements the veterinary services to ensure effective
surveillance, movement control and diseasmagement.

However, wth the zonation of the country, there was a shift of beef produétoon the
southern regions oMidlands, Matebeleland and Masvinderovinces to the highveld
(Natural Regions | and Il),with an inversion of itsspatial pattern, with 65% of the
commercial herd now located in the Mashonalpralinces(Mavedzenge, et al., 20p6Not

only hadthe south of theountrybeenzoned in thdoot and math diseaseaccination zone
(outside the EU export catchment grigcdhad experienced consecutive years of drought, and
there had been a shift by macgmmercial ranchers into gam&s aconsequencehe south
and lowveldwere nolonget he O6cay @ | @f dkdduerzepga, ettal., 2006

The Department of Merinary Services support was primarily for t@mmercial beef sector
and emphasised combating foot and mouth diseasksease okey economic importance
given it prejudicial impact on exps. Historically the Sengwe regidn Chiredzihas always
been associated with outbreakdadt and mouth diseasdue to the proximity of buffalo in
the region.The firstrecorded outbreak dbot and mouth disease the countrywas in the
southeast ir1931.By 1998, the government of Zimbabwe had constructed about 220 Animal
Health Centres across the country. Despiee infrastructure, many of the Animal Health
Centres are not operational due to lack of institutional arrangements that could fuadythe d
operations of the centresturthermore, the veterinargones no longer exist, as the
demarcating fences have been stolen and vandalised. The current status of fencing is
extremely poor.

Another nationalinstitutional change that affected livestodarmersin Zimbabwe was the

Fast Track Bnd Reform Programmehich began in2000. The Fast Track Land Reform
resulted in the movement of people from the communal areas within the new GLTFCA into
former conservancies and ranches some of which had huwotitgssions. Some smaltale
livestock farmers with previously limited grazimg the overstocked communal areas now
had access to moggazing resources the nearby resettlement areas.

At national levekthe government of Mozambique in the past endeato control livestock
disease through dipping and vaccination.mAjor event that affected livestock farmers was
7



the 1B-year RENAMO war of destabilisationin Mozambqgue that ended in 19924any
farmers lost livestock during thear which dislocated aproximately six million people,
primarily smaltscale farmers, from land resources to which they gradually returned to and
reclaimedUSCR, 1993)

As a consequence of the war and tfisruption of the economy, particularly in the
agricultural sector, thenumber of cattle waseduceddrastically. At present the cattle
population is slowly recoveringyith the national herd estimated to have risen by 7% a year
since 1993 The accelerated recovery of the cattle herd has been aided by restocking
programmes sqport by the government and international development organisations

During the RENAMO war, much of the livestock infrastructure, such as dip tanks, water
points, development stations and quarantine stations were destroyed. Floatiseasds
havealsocontributed to the loss of livestaclEpidemicshave been a major constraint to the
livestock sectorin Mozambique and have had @&amormous impact on the sis and
productivity of animals. Beases such agypanosomiasis, Newcastlésdase, African swi

fever and tickborne diseases pose a major cause for concern to the livestock and veterinary
services. Close proximity to the Kruger National Park and other protected areas that have a
relatively high concentration of wildlife also results in the lafmetsencef foot and mouth
disease

Delivery of efficient and effective services is howewnrently constrained by budget
limitations, the shortage of skilled animal health staff, limited institutional capacity for
research, and inadequate informatian which to base animal health and disease control
programmes(Blench, et al 2008 The agricultural sector in Mozambique is currently
supported by a large number of overseas donors and NGOs, and refurbishment of dip tanks is
one of the issues thaavebee identified as requiring support.

The on-going National Agricultural Programme (ProAgrof the Mozambican government
aims to stimulate increased agricultural production as well as supporting small scale farmers
to develop agriculture and enhance thierelihoods Republic of Mozambique, 2004).
ProAgri has a livestock componeand is developing a livestock sector policy. One of the
targets of the programme is to consolidate the pytsliate network of animal health service
provision, particularly foincreased coverage of mandatory vaccinations.

An innovative donorfunded programme VETAID was animplemented in Mozambique,
particularly in Gaza and Inhambane Provinces, wBigbportedarmers by supporting local
government livestock services; byr@stocking programme; and by the training of farmers
and community paravets Even though the programmendedin 2007,some of the trained
paravetsre still activein the communities assistirsgnall scaldivestock farmers.

Besides formal institutionst ahe national levg across the GLTFCA therare alsoinformal
customary institutiongoarticularly thosepertaining to the value of livestoclCattle in
8



communal areas have multiple useamelyfor draughtpower, transport, milkmanure,
savings,bride wealthpaymentsand other traditional eventand only for meat and hides as
terminal products athe end of their productive life. Studies carried out in the 1980s
demonstrated how valuabtattle were to communal area peophgth the total economic
valug estimated irreplacement cost termfgr exceeding those derived from singkee beef
animals Scoones, 1992If the full range of economic valugf communal area livestock
production systems is accounted, fofavedzenge, et al., (B6), suggest thagiven existing
circumstances dimited land availability, low herd sizes and a multiple use system, where
livestock productionwas intimately bound up with crop production, not gearing towards
commercialmarketingis actually arational position, despite lathe policy and extension
messagearging farmers to sell more.

At the local level there are formal institutional controls of movement of livestock and disease
control measuresVhenever cattle are moved from one place to another it is essential to get
obtain a movement permit in advance from the local office of the Department of Veterinary
Services which requires that the animals must befted as well as obtaining a Police
Clearance CertificatéAt the local level, there are alsoformal rules andoractices around
common property resources, particularly grazing resources, livestock management practices,
andlocal power structures.

In the communal areas, smatlale farmers aim at maximising numbers while the grazing
area usually becomes the limg factor. This means that stocking rates are considerably
higher in the communal areas (at 0.3.5 animals per dctareor up to 0.8 animals per
hectarein stress years) and herd numbers at the more localised scale fluctuate more widely,
hitting resoure limits during droughts, with resulting densttgpendent mortality, and
subsequently recovering in the wetter periods between droughts (Scoones, 1993).

Informal rules around grazingp communal landsndicate thatcattle are allowed to roam
freely durihg the dry seasoandlocal householdareallowed to graze any numbef cattle
wherever they pleaswith no boundary ruleghe only restrictioror rule beingto ensure that

t heir ani mals did not (GhwytandoGhikaodil99@) rAftepeopl e
harvest theraditional leadersleclare when farmers cgmnaze their cattle on arable laradter
harvesting, on stover left in the fiel@esearch by Der(undatedyhows that traditional rules

do not comply with the principle of exclusivigf common property regimes and hende

not in themselves offer a lasting solution to sustainable resource use. This is especially true
under conditions of growing human and livestock densities. Furthermore, he shows that
history matters and that institutionsear 6 p at h idevgveng ly eontingal marginal
adjustments, building upon the preceding institutional arrangements.



3.0 Methodology

In order to find outaboutand understand the institutional arrangements around-sozdd

livestock farmers in i GLTFCA an interpretive approach was ushat entailednteracting

with and listening to people, recording what people say about what is happening, and
anal ysing what can be | earned from peopl eb
00bj ect Avomldnatformfoqtiabtativeand quantitativeesearchechngues wereaised

as these methodsomplementseach other and allow for thorough triangulatiorhis
combination provided more in depth information, a deeper and more nuanced understanding

of the isues.

The research used sestructured interviews with key informants, focus group discuss@éns
livelihoods surveydrrect and participant observatiamdsecondary data was collected from
literature and reports In some cases, followp interviews were held with the same
informants or groupsAfter the research was conducted feedback meetings were held with
some of the farmers.

In-depth nterviews with different members of the community were conducted to gather
information pertaining to particulanstitutional arrangements within the community and to
gathe some background information abothe community. Key informants included
livestock farmers, local traditional leaders, councillors, the local veterinary officers, and other
key people in the comunity such as local nurses, police officers in charge of the stock theft
unit, development workerBeadmasters and teachers.

Focused group discussions and ipgratory rural appraisagxercisesncluding community
resource mapping and matrix of pricgation were held with the communityhese groups
varied in number and structuend includedseparate groups of women and men.

Household surveysf approximatelyl0-15% of households randomly selected from village
lists were carried out in three ofhe four sites, in order to collect systematic information
regarding livelihoods, livestock numbeéiyestock management practices and dynamics,
diseases and respective treatment, and human/wildlife/livestock interaction.

The Research Team

The projectwas led by Jeanette Manjengwa, CASS, University of Zimbabwe. Shelton
Kagande] ecturer in the Department of Animal Science, Universityioibabwe worked in

the Zimbabwesites. The research iMacaringue Mozambique was carried out Eng. Nicia
Giva, Depamnent of Agronomy, University of Eduardo Mondlane, assisted by llda Maria
Armando Mabjaia, a final year veterinary student, University of Eduardo Mondlane. In
Combomune, Jeanette was assisted by Algginhamoof Grupo de Trabalho Ambiental
(GTA) who workson the scenario planning projewtthe village
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Project Activities

Planning meetings
Several planning and coordination meetings were held during the course of the rea#arch,
the first meetingn Harare, December 2008. A meeting was held in Maplaouary 2009
Maputoto:

o formulate research instruments including designing the questionnaire and compiling a

lists questions for key informants and activities for focus group discussions;
e discuss research ethics, codes of conduct and expectations;
e organse field work logistics.

In February 2009 a meeting was held to revise questionnaire after its initial piloting in
Gezani.

A further planning meetingf the whole teamwas held during the AHEAIGLTFCA
meeting of March 2009, in Namaacha, Mozambigueere the project concept and
preliminary findings were presented.

Desk study of available literature

A large amount of literature exitsn smaliscale livestock faming issues in southern Africa,

and in particular in areas around the GLTF@@Artaining ¢ the arising issues of animal
health and livestock/wildlife interactions and human and wildlife confli€tse literature
search which began in late 2008 and continued throughout the project as new work was
publishedor discoveredinformed the study anfdrms the background to the research.

Developing lhe research instruments

Two instruments were developed, namelyuestionnaire survey and a comprehensive check
list or guide of questions and activities for focus group discussions and key informant
interviews organisedinto 20 themes and sub themesThe research instruments were
circulated for validation, piloted and then revised accordi(egg Appemdix)

The checklisor guidewas flexible and at all questions were used in each intervavgraup
discussionrather the numerous questions provided a pool from which relevant ones could be
extracted as appropriate the situation

The research instruments were translated into Portuguese by Nicia Giva. The research
assistants further transéat he information into Shayaan

Field research

The field research activities had to be planned around the farmers other activities, such as
ploughing and cultivating fields, attending funerals and political meetings.
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During the planning meetings it waecided to include two sites per country as it was noticed
that the situation for institutional arrangements around small scale livestock farmers varies
somewhatwithin each countryto some extentas well as between the two countries,
Zimbabwe and Mozalmque. Four sites were chosen (seable 1 below). Field work was
cariied out between January and Octob@@9 in the following research sites:

Table 1: Research sites

Site Location Proximity to protected area

Gezani Chiredzi District, Masingo | The village is approximatelyb0 kms
Province, Zimbabwe from Gonarazhou National Park

Malipati Chiredzi District, Mavingo | The village isadjacent toGonarazhol
Province, Zimbabwe National Park

Macaringue Massingir  District, Gazg Communty lives within the Limpopg
Province, Mozambique National Rarkin themultiple usezone

Combomunerio | Mabalane  District, Gaz|{ The community is dacent to Limpopd
Province, Mozambique National Park separated by the

Limpopo River

Feedback workshops

Two feedbackworkshops were held in October 2009 with groups of snsalhle livestock
farmers in Gezani and Malipati. In Gezani, 37 people attettteeadvorkshop including 13
women. In Malipati, 17 people attended, including 6 women. The workshop partisipant
includedlivestock farmers,chairmen of the dip tankommittees, the Veterinary Livestock
Technicians, ward councillors anlbcal representatives fronthe Italian development
organisationCESVI.

Research findings wengresentedo the participantsn vernacular. The farmgrexpressed
appreciation of the fact that we had come back to share our findings with them and indicated
that this was the first time they had experienced this sharing of res€éaectvorkshop were

an opportunity for the research team to validate itdirigs and also to get more in depth
information to fill gaps.The workshop providedan opportunity for engagement between
different level stakeholders in order to improve livestock management and disease control
and provideda forum forawareness raisings the farmersinteraced with local technical
officers and development agencidhe CESVI officer gave a shogresentation on the
SengweCorridor, describing its historyimplicationsand the current statu®uring the
workshops apical issues discussedere grazing cattle within the National Park and Parks
by-laws; use of supplementafeeds; various diseases amdnsmissionthe importance of
dosing; perceptions of the GLTFCA; and CAMPFIR&E.member of the research team,
SheltonKagande, a animal scéntist, presented information abougrious aspects afattle
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managemenincluding the use of urea treatment for supplementary feedvhich hegave

out booklets explaining the procedure The Veterinary Livestock Technician made a
presentation which toueld on branding and stock theft; tick born diseaf®s, and mouth
diseaseand vaccinations, exploring the possibility of collectively buying and storing the
vaccines and communidyased vaccinators. Th& et er i nary Livestock
presentationn Gezaniended with a quiz with the farmers who received veterinary medicines

for prizes.

The workshops also provided an opportunity to carry out local level scenario building
activities, focusing on livestock managemerbductionand marketingA SWOT andysis

(strengths, weakness, opportunities and threats) by the farmers identifiecdbthemu ni t i e s 6
problems, challenges and opportunities concerning cattle raising in the GLTFCA. Scenario
building activities helped the farmers to vision various alternasisenarios concerning the

future of livestock management in the contet the development of a transntier
conservation area.

Facilitating such interactiobetween smailscale livestock farmers and the technical officers
was an important outcome of roproject. After the workshops the research team together
with veterinary personnel designed veall calendar for 2010 focussing on livestock
management for small scale farmers in the GLTHGée Appendix). The calendasgre
distributed to the farmers dnother stakeholdersThrough the messages on livestock
management and disease control ttelendas will raise awareness of basic cattle
management practices throughout the year.

Photograph 1 Participants of the Gezanifeedback workshop
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Comparative analysis framework

A framework for comparing similarities and differences between institutional arrangements
around smaikcale livestock farmers was developed from the major themes that arose from
the researchlhe comparatie analysis is baseah the composite foings using the various
methods(quantitative and qualitativegnd triangulatiorof these The main themesf the
findings were identified and coded, and then analysed to determine similarities and
differences acrasthe sites, within country and between the two countries, Zimbabwe and
Mozambique.

4.0 The research findings

4.1 Biophysical aspects

The dimate of he whole GLTFCA is subtropicatharacterized bywo main seasons, a dry
season occurring from ApribtOctober andch wet season from November to March. The
Limpopo basin is also characterized by cyclical droughts and floods. The average annual
temperature iselatively highwith the annual mean oscillating around@® 3fc, although

the maximum can reh 4Lc. Mean annual rainfall varies between 2800mm and is highly
variable both temporally and spatia(@umming, 2004) The region is repeatedly subject to
severe droughtsThe regionis not suitable for any meaningful crop productmithout
irrigation. In Zimbabwe the GLTFCA falls within Agrecological regiorFive which isthe

hottest and driest region in Zimbabwe

The majority of the vegetation of tHeLTFCA area can be classified &olophospermum
mopanéTerminalia prunioidesvoodland to shrublad. Three other vegetation typés the
regionhave been described Bymberlake et al. (1999)
e AcacidFaidherbiaalbidariparian woodlad.
¢ Albiziabrevifolia/Combretaceae clumped open woodland to shrubland on sandstone.
e Cultivation on alluvium with sattered Acacia woodland dose to theMwenezi,
Limpopoand ElephantRivers.

4.2 Socio-economic aspects

Position of the sites,ainography,dnd administration and tenure

Gezani falls within two Wards: Ward 13 (Chibavahlengwe) and Ward 14 (Sergaigati
is in Ward 15Maoze)and is located 170 km south of Chirettaivn. It borders Gonarezhou
National Park to the east
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Macaringue is71 km from Massingirthe District centre, and lies insidbe Limpopo
National Park, towards the sotglstern tip, ccupying the inland part of the confluence of
the two rivers, Elephants and Limpopdacaringueis one of the villages within theewly
designateduffer or multiple use zonef the Limpopo National Park which extends 5 km
inwards from the Limpopo and Eleants rivers and comprises about 16.5% of the Park area.

Combomune Rias approximately 15 km from Combomune Estagao (station) which is on the
rail line and road from the Chiqualaquala border post with Zimbabwe to Chokwe.
Combomune Rio is situated on thght bank of the Limpopo River, opposite the Limpopo
National Park.

In Zimbabwe, Gezani and Malipati lie in Sengwe communal lands, owned by the state, but
with usufruct rightsin Mozambique all land is owned by the state. In Combomune o, t
communiy hold the land traditionally, but with no official titte under the Land Law.
Macaringueis ruled by a community leader, who is helped by the chiefs of each settlement
and the secretaries of the village.

Table 2: Populations and number of households iresearch sites

Village Population Number of households
Gezani, Ward 13 1712 203

Gezani, Ward 14 298 35

Malipati, Ward 15 1691 223

Macaringue 1956 427

Combomune Rio 798 133

Box 1: History of Macaringue

The village of Macaringuewas crated in 197 dur i ng t h gillagsaioni
programme, where the governmehtMozambiquestarted a campaign tomalgamat@eople
together invillages with the argument of providing better social and economic service
the time, agriculture and livestock meconsidered the main livelihood activities. Frb889
to 1992, due to the RENAM@ar of destabilisationpeope moved to Chokwe, Mabalar
andSouth Africa where they were settled as war refugees.

Betwea 1993 and 1994, after the&eAgreement a pross of post war resettlement to
place and old and new families returned to Macarinoeay, Macaringue consists 8ix
settlemers, four of them concentrated in the centre of the village and the other
settlemerg 5 and 6 located 5 km to therthand southrespectivelyof the village
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Gender imbalance

A striking similarity across the sites was the gender imbalance as there are more women than
men.In a focused group discussiaariners in Gezani estimatéat there i male to female

ratio of 1:2. In Malipati, just under a quarter, 24.5%, of the households are headed by women
of whom 15.6 % are widows. The remaining 8.9% of the householdsdeei@ctofemale

headed households as they were headed by married women whose husbands stayed in
neightouring South Africa and have not returned since they left more than five years ago in
some cases. In Combomune Riod Macaringuéhere is alsa predominance of women in
thecommunity due to men working in South Africa and other cities in Mozambique

This preponderance of women has implications for livestock management which is normally
regarded as the domain of men. Interestingly, a significant number of women actively
participated at both feed back workshops. Unfortunately however, although womeift are |
with the burden of looking after livestock on a day to day basis, it is invariably the absentee
men who make major decisions concerning livestock, particularly §dlasinformal social
institutions negatively influencthe role of women in livestocgroduction and their rights

over income from the sale of livestock products.

Land holdings and land use

The wo principal land usesre cultivation of cropsand livestock grazing. Land is an
inherited resource, which passes from generation to generaibozambique, e plots of
land one can owrependon the number of wives, while the size of plot depends on the
power and assets one has to work the land. The larger the ,faraiyally the more
numerous and largaretheplots. In Zimbabwe, land igiven out and controlled by the local
leadership.

In Malipati, homesteasl arebuilt on residential plotof between 0.4.81 hectareg~armers

have arable landfor fields, on average 9.57 hectarés each farmer. The pastures for
communalgrazng consst of the mopane woodlanthat surrounds the are®ue to the
continual subdivision of land holdings to sons on the death of their fathers, land holdings are
getting smaller.

The people

Shangaan ishe predominant ethnic group in all three countries hd GLTFCA In
Mozambique, the Simgaan comprise the major ethnic groupthe southern Mozambican
Provinces ofGaza Inhambaneand Maputoand the people living in the Mozambican part of
the GLTFCA are ethnically fairly homogeneous. Zimbabwe, he Hlengwe Shangaan
peopleare close relatives of the Makuleke, the former inhabitants of the Pafuri Triangle in the
northern Kruger National Parkyho migrated from SoutlAfrica during the Nguni uprising
beforethe 18th centuryHlambelaand Kozanayi, undatedjhey are also closely related to

the HlengweShangaarpeople in the adjacent Chicualacuala DistrictMdzambique.The
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Shangaan groum Zimbabwehasbeen able to stay together and maintain their culture but
they have mingled with othesthnic groupsthrough intermarriages especiallywith the
indigenous Karang&hona ethnic groupf Masvingo Provinceln Gezanithere is a mixture

of Venda and Shanga ethnic groups Malipati is more ethnically mixed (seeTable 3).
During the colonial eran 1954,Ndebeé people from FilabusMatebelelandwere forcibly
re-settled in the Malipati area. There are very few, if any Ndebeles in Gezani.

Table 3: Ward 15, Chiredzi District ethnic groups

Ethnic group % of population
Shangaan 72%

Shona 15%

Ndebele 7%

Venda 3%

Ndau 3%

Traditionally, Nguni groups$including the Shangaamyeremorelivestock farmers than crop
growers. However, over the years they have gradually embracedfammopng because
frequent droughtsand disease outbreakepeatedly decimated lisgeock The Hlengwe

Shagaan communities are relatively conservative and traditional.

Wealth

The communal areas within the GLTFCA are characterisetidty levels 6 poverty and
livelihoods tendo be marginalAcrossthe GLTFCA region, he major indicatorof wealth is
regarded as theumber cattle a person owasd this is the common form of wealth ranking
used by community memberg§he moe the cattle an individual has, thetter standard of
living the familyusuallyhas In some areas, such as Gezane humber of wives a person
has togethewith number ofcattle is a wealth indicator.

In Macaringue, wealth ranking exercseerecarried outwith separate groups of men and
womento obtaintheir perceptions of wellbeing and povertyable4 summariseshe main
criteria used tdooy men and women tdentify wealthy households in Madague.

Table 4. Male and female criteria to identify a wealthy householdin Macaringue

Criteria Male group Female group

Livestock numbers Cattle (30 animals) Cattle (20to 30 animals)

Goats (30 aimals) Goats (30 t&®0 animals)

Size and quantity of fieldy 3 plots of at least 1ha 3 to 5 plots of at least 1ha
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Number of wives 3 Not relevant

Type of house Not relevant Not relevant

Others Car, irrigation pump, canoe Not relevant

Therewas consensus between male and female groups that anetiorb of number of
livestockand numbenpf fields distinguish wealthy households. Howewsgmen tend to put
less emphasis on largeattle numbers, but moremphasison larger nurbers of goatand
more plots of land. Wometho not regard number of wives or other assets as being reievant
determining wealth

Regarding type of house, this was perceived as being irrelasamtcriterion of wealtfor

both men and women in Macarirggu On the other handarmersin Gezaniindicated that

there was a positive correlation between type of housing and the wealth status of an
individual. The common form of house across the region is pole and dagga (mud) huts with
thatchedgrass roofs, ditough there arseverabrick houses with asbestos or zinc roofshe
villages

In all areaspoor household&ere characteriseds #hose headed by widows orphansand
people withlittle social networking.

Occupationsand income

The dominant occugdionin all areas is that of subsistence farming. In Ge88r2% of the
respondentsdicatedthat they were farmers by occupatiavhile in Malipati, about 75% of
the population described themselves as farmiéisee quarters of the respondents relied o
cattle salesat local marketdgor incometo meet their dailyhousehold requirementich as
buying food, clothes, medical needsdaschool feesOther sources of income include
activities such as building houses, toilets and sinkigls, beer brewingselling farm
produce and pattme jobs Most resource poor farmers, mainly those with few or without
cattle provide hired laboummarichg. They sometimes get paid in cash or are given live
goats, sheep, guinea fowls, ducks or chickens. Apart frarichq Gezani farmers also
engage irhumwewhich is a form of coopetiae labour in the fields whebg families gather
and work in a pdaruntciull agvdrayodgds ffiielld i s

Some people, mainly youtlase migrant labouers in South Africaand their majosource of
income issalariegseeBox 2). Some households regn remittances sent by family members
who work in neighbouring South AfricaHowever, it is difficult to ascertain details of the
amounts received as people were reluctadidouss thisNeverthelessthese remittances are
not regular or standardised.efails of sources of income in Malipatire summarized in
Figurel.
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Economic activities
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Figure 1: Economic activitiesin Malipati

Box 2: Work in South Africa for Co mbomune Youths

The pattern amonggte Combomune Rioommunity is that youths, from 14 or 15 years ¢
go to South Africa, usually illegally, work for several years as casual labourers o
workers and then some return to the village in thein@@sntheynormallyget married. This
practice means that they miss out on education and when they return they regard the
as being too old for studying. In the case of girls, they also tend to miss out on educ
they are married very young.

Those yaith who work in South Africa do not normally send money home as remitte
However, when they visit during Christmas, they bring money and presents. Although
of the youth go to South Africa to work, they rarely use this to buy assets. An img
motivation for going to South Africa is to acquire money for bride price (lobola) or to b
house.

Unlike in Zimbabwe, the Combomune community does not carry out-boyger trade.

Household assets

Agricultural implement€Commonhouseholdassets aoss the sites are hoesses, shovels

and picks Families usually have more than one hoe depending on the size of the household.
Most households owned ploughie Gezani, 88 %of households ownednimal drawn
plougls and those that did not have a ploughed on borrowing from those who had more
than oneln Malipati, 78% of the households owned animal drawn ploughs. Ownership of

19



ploughs was lower in Mozambique than Zimbabwe. None of the farmers in the four sites had
tractors.

Water storage containei/ater storage containers are also important household assets. Size
of water storage containers also vartependingon the household size. In Gezani, for
example,householdowned water storage containavgh capacities ranging from 40 litres

up to 378itres for larger familieswith an average capacity of 133 litres

Means of transpor©wnership oimeans of transpoxaried somewhatVhile in Gezani aly
31% of the farmer owned either a trailer or an anindrawn cart ownership was much
higherin Malipati where80 % ownedanimal drawn cartsOwnership of wheelbarrow
help carry heavy loads required in the day to day running of the homestead wkreisim
both Zimbabwean sites witb7% of households owning wheel barrows. Bicycles were
common asetsin all areasparticularly in the Zimbabwean sites. In Malipati, a surprising 93
% of households have bicycles. Bicycles anemportant mode of transport in the area and
most of the bicycles are imported from South AfriteMozambique several dhe farmers
also owned canoes.

. 1‘

Photograph 2:Bicycles at theGezani feedback workshop

Cars aremuch rarer assetén Gezani, Wo of the farmers both with relatively large herds,
have cars: me is a traditional healer wit the Zimbabwe National Traditical Healers
Association(ZINATHA), who has79 head of cattle and the other one is a farmer who has
141 head of cattle. Both farmers said that they sold large numbers of cattle to buy tie cars.
Combomune Ridhere are tree vehicles in the village, all pickups, including one bought in
South Africa by the leader of the Producers Association
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CommunicationRadios were the most common assetscfmnmunication.ln Gezani, just
over half the households, 56%, have radios, wi8f%b of households in Malipati have radios.
Interestingly, there is the same percentage for mobile phones in Maliigditile phones are
rare because there is ©overage of Zimbabwaetworks in the areaalthough some areas
have South African mobile phometwork coverageSome of the villagers who return from
South Africa bring mobile phones, but these are not considered to be a sign of wealth

Communallyowned assetsThere are also some communablyned assets, including
boreholes and pumps. In ComborauRio, two heads of cattle for ploughingelong to the
Producers Association and are used by the community. While most villages in Zimbabwe
have community grinding mills these are scarce in Mozambican villagésthe women
prepare maize porridgeddzaby O6souringé the cracked mai ze
before mashing wvith large wooden sticks

Household labour

Household labour tasks tend to be divided between the sexes, although some are carried out
jointly. Daily routines such asollecting water, sourcing foodnd firewood and were mainly

doneby female members of the householther activities such as gardening, ploughing,
weedi ng, childrends education and hSeme t h c a
household dutieareexclusivdy done by males except in cases where no male member of the

family was availablenamely cattle management routines, repairing implements and cattle
herding. The most labour intensive and time consuming acbyitfar according to all the
respondents as weeding.

Infra structure and arvices

All the sites are remote and accessible only via dirt roads in poor condition. Sometimes these
roads are inaccessible, particularly in the rainy season when bridges are destroyed. The
railway passes through Gonaheu National Park into Mozambique at the Sango/
Chigqualaquala border post, providing transport once a week to passengers.
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Phofograph 3: Road bridge near Malipati

None of the sites are electrified, although in Zimbabwentitional electricity grid extends to
Gonarezhou Nation#ark.

Figure 2which shows distances travelled by people in Gelramiccess various servicas
more or less typical focommunities inthe GLTFCA. Relatively longdistancesre travelled

to get services such ¥eterinary officessecondarychools, and banks.
Distance traveled to obtain service

Veterinary office
bus stop

shops

bank

Service provided
tarred road

\ O furthest distance traveled

police

secondary school

primary school

clinic

1 f T T T f f f f T
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180

Distance in kilometres

Figure 2: Maximum distancetraveled to obtain services in Gezani
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Education
Generally across the region, education levels are lower than the natiorRajesvdespite the
presence of schools in the region.

In Malipati, although there aréoth primary ad secondary schools in the villadge?.5% of
the adult population did not go to scho®b% only went to school up to the primary school
level,and33% wp to secondary school level (deigure3).

level of education

40.0% -

35.0% -

30.0% +

25.0% +

20.0% -

15.0% -

10.0% -

5.0% -

0.0%
None Primary Secondary Tertiary Vocational

Figure 3: Level of Education in Malipati

Box 3:Macaringue village school

One ofthe main infrastructures iMacaringue village is a school that teaches fréhgrade
till 7" grade. The schdavas built in 198/9 fundedby a donor,Caritas. It has one ceme
block with 3 classrooms and an administration room. In addition, there is another cla
built with local traditional building material anivo other classes function outsidender
trees. These lasthreeschoolrooms have no furniture attte children havéo bring their
own chair from home daily.

The enrolment rate is slightly decreasing year by year (Fi@jur&ccording to the teache
interest inschooling $ decreasing among the families amdnyof the pupils give up schoo
for different reasos such asearlier marriage for girls (13 to 15 years old); the small K
stay weeks without coming to school because of cattle herding obligationgraadeys gd
to South Africaat the age of 15 (teaelr s 6 i nt er vi ewed 22/ 04/
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Enrolment by sex 2004_2009
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Figure 4: Enrolment rate by sex in the last 5 years in Macaringue Primary School
(Source: Macaringue school statistics)

The graph also shows that for the last two years the female enrolment rate is slightly
than the mie, which means that there is iaerease irschool boys dropping out.

There are ningeacherstwo females andgevenmales who work in two shifts (mornings an
afternoons). According to them, although books are subsidized by the government, the
considerable number of parents that do not send their children to school saying t
cannot afford to buy other school material like exercise books, pen and pencils.

Health

Healthcare infrastructure is relatively wekvelopedat local levelacros the regionwith

clinics or health posts in the villagedowever, in Zimbabwe, healthcadelivery has been

greatly reduced due to the economic crisis that the country is experiencing. There is a serious
shortage of drugs and personn€he clinics are ot fully staffed or equippedSimilar
constraints are also experienced in the Mozambican health centres.

In Macaringue, ltere is a health post with a nurse in the village. It was built in,2416a

funded by Caritas. The health post is equipped witly tré basics fotests and medicines.
Complicatedcasesare transferred to Chokwe and Massingir. Neverthetasshealth post
provides first aid, testing and child care services. The principal diseases in the villages are
child parsites, malaria, chegnfection, and sexually transmitted diseas@ere are a
number ofhealth programmes that started 2008 which include child vaccinations, anti
parasite treatment, rapid HIV tests and a sanitation campaign.

In Gezani, HIV and AIDS cases are increasiogf 1% of pregnant mothers testing positive
for HIV in 2007 to about 5% in between February 2008 and February 2009. This is well
below the national average, which veggproximatelyl1l % in 2009
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Energy, water supply and sanitation

Fuel wood mainly gatheed from the surrounding mopane woodland, is used by all
communities. In Mozambique, charcoal is processed, mainly for markéting activity is
increasing with the various stressors such as poverty, drought and floods which are being
experienced.

In Malipati, all the households depend on fuel wood as the main household energy source for
all the cooking and heating requirements at household level although 22.2% of the
households had used solar energy mainly for lighting and playing radios.

Wateris geneally not a serious problemn the four sitesIn the Zimbabwen site there is a
prolific aquifer which can supply boreholes, plus the presence of several perennial rivers such
as theMwenezi. In Malipati, 66.7% of the househddhad access to boreholetarawhile

24.4 %hadaccess to well§.7%to rivers and a small percentage, 2.2 % to dé@figure5).

A perennial problem in all sites is the frequent breaking down of boreholes.

Sources of drinking water

Borehole

Dam

Protected well
River
Unproteted well

OEODm

Figure 5: Sources of drinking water in Malipati

Regarding access to veat Macaringue is regarded as a privileged village, as it is located in
the confluence of the Limpopo and Elephants Rivers. The two rivers also constitute the main
sources of water for animals in thempopo NationalPark. At the village level the riversea
sources of water for domestic purposes (cloth washing, and bathing), cropping, animal
drinking, and building. ElephasiRiver is perennial whiléhe Limpopois dry for most of the

year.

In Combomune Rio, the o mmu nmajonfivelthoods concentratenaise of the water from
the Limpopo, especially for agriculture and cattle rearing.
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Sanitation is either pit latrines or using therroundingbush for toilet purposesin the
Zimbabwean site56% of the households had a Blair pit latrimdich happensat be the
standard sanitation facility in the area. The other 34% did not have toilets and relied on the
Obush systemd.

Food aid andnstitutional support
The main social networks that exist in the communitieschtgches, including Apostolic
Faith Misson, Roman Catholic, and several apostolic sects.

A common feature of all communities in the GLTFCA is that they are recippéfv®d aid,

either from the governments or donors, with the World Food Programme being a major actor.
In Zimbabwe Plan Intenational, a internationalnongovernmental organisatioprovides

food items such as maize meal, cooking oil, sorghumcamdpeas to the most vulnerable
members of the communityarticularly resource poor farmers and child headed families.
About half of he farmers in Gezani had benefited from food handouts from PLAN
International.

In Combomune Rio, the World Food Programme and Jamlife (a US religious organisation)
feed school children and also provide monthly handouts of food.aBBistancés regarded

by the farmersas being potentially problematic as it is becoming institutionalised and
counterproductive. For the school feeding programmes, the food is prepared daily by the
parents.

There are also a number of institutional developmental suppbaétives, which wereoften

more active in the past than at present. Such is the case in Combomune Rio where a number
of interventions have now ended, includihg VETAID community livestock health support
programme. Previouslysome of nongovernmental aanisationsused to assist the

Combomune RioAgriculture Pr oducer 6s Associati on garden
gardening implement®ut currentlyonly the governmerdssists

All the communities receive governmental support for development projetisygtit in the

last ten years in Zimbabwe this support has seriously dwindled due to-ti@ngnmacre
economic crisis.Most of the respondents in Gezani indicated that they were not benefiting
from any government programmes or donor developmental projdots farmers said that

they had difficulties in accessing extension services and other government services and
progr ammes nagu@h paso gtrhaenm& f or f dmrMozamigquda, np u't
Local Governmengllocatesmoney for communitydevelopmat projects but here appears

to be a weakness the ability ofsomecommunities to formulate proposdtsaccess these

funds.

One socieeconomic difference between the people of Malipati and the other sites is that the
community in Malipati are more fluenced by the long presence of donors and-non
governmental organisations in the area and displayedegree ofdonordependence
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syndrome. For example, World Vision and ENZAnbabwe were active about-PD years
ago, Southern Alliance for Indigenous Resces $AFIRE), Plarinternational and CIRAD

are still active in the area. On thier hand, the Gezani community, which has received less
donor supportappeared more cohesive, independent anebsgdnising

4.3 Dynamics of communal cattle producti on systems

Livestock assets

The majority offarmers in theGLTFCA rely on livestock production for sustenance, cattle
being the major income earner, while goats, sheep, ducks, guinea fowls and chickens being
kept for household conmption. Donkeys are kepor draught powerand transporpurposes

only.

It is difficult to ascertain exact numbers of cattle owned. Even when stock cards are used, the
numbers do not always tally with what is on the ground. Farmergearerally reluctant to
disclose the numbef animals that they actually have and tengdjite false deflated figures.

This is probably because they do not want to be considered wealthy and risk not being listed
for food aid.Famersin Gezanipointed out that@me farmers who have lots of catied in a
position to buy their own food get food aid yet some poor farmers who had honestly
disclosed the number of animals they really have may fail to get food aid.

Largest numbers of cattle were found amonlygizambican smalscale farmers. In
Macarirgue,over half own herds between 15 and 60 beagtde almost a thirdown herds

of between 60 and 20BeastsHowever, 5% owned no cattle.In Gezani, every farmer
interviewed owned cattJevith an average d32 cattle per farmeithe highest number ben
141 beasts.

In Combomune Rio the numbers are lower, dmatrising as the farmers build up their herds
slowly after they were decined during the RENAMO destabilisation war (197992). A
smallherd consists dbetween 4 and 5 heads of cattle, while kargest herds are between 50
and 60, with lhe average herd sibeingaround 30 cattle According to the farmersobody

in recent yeardhas reached 100, although diaemerindicated that before the war he had
120 cattle, but these werd tken fron his kraal by RENAMandits in 1988. Three of his
sons were also killed by RENAMQA\pparently most of the farmers in Combomune Rio
experienced loss of cattle, and other assets such agiornigpumps, to RENAM@uringthe

war. Although the farmers ofdbomune Rio consider themselves to be poor because their
cattle were stolen, their herd sizes are actually larger than the national average.

According to the survey in Malipati, farmers generally now own more cattle than they did in
2002.In 2002, 19 %of the farmers had no cattle at all compared to 20B8reall farmers
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interviewedhadcattle. In 200953 % of thefarmersownedherd sizes ranginigetween 1 and
10 cattle which wee considered to be the smakrds.Almost 5% of farmers have large
herdsof over 50 g§ee Bble 5.

Table 5: Cattle numbersin Malipati

Cattle numbers % farmers in 2002 | % farmers in 2009
No cattle 19.0% 0%
1- 10 cattle 38.1% 53.5%
11-20 cattle 20.9% 18.6%
21-49 cattle 17.0% 23.3%
Over 50 5.0% 4.7%

Desired numbers ofattle

All the farmers aspired to have more cattle, with the desired herd size differing depending on
a number of variables, particularly awdile graze. In Gezani, where grazing land is not
regarded as a problem, most of the farmers aspired to havesdwouipéble the number they
already have, and there was even one farmer who desired to have a 1000 head of cattle.
Droughts, cash sales and breeding problems were often blamed as the major hindrances that
limited Gezanifarmers from realising their desirbéérd sizes

In Malipati, most farmers also desired to have larger herds of @ttieugh not on such a
grandscaleas the Gezani farmers. 77 % of the farmarMalipati desred to own herds of
between 160 animals andrdy 2 % wished to own marthan500 cattle. The farmers cited a
numberof problems that limit them from reaching their desired targbtsmajor stumbling
block being lack of grazing around Malipatiyith animal diseases, lack of mong&y buy
breeding stock and thedtso being limitabns Breeding problems were sighted ddyout 2%

of the farmers.

Other livestock

Farmersgenerally ownmore cattle than goat donkeys and sheepor example,n Gezani,
farmers owned more than twiones more cattle than other animals. However, farmers
other areas own largend growinghumbers of goatdn Malipati, for example, while88% d
farmers did not have goats 2002, by 2009 this percentage had fallen to 9 %. In 2009 the
largest goat flock was 5%vith an averageownership ofbetween two an@0 goats. (Figure

6).
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Goat flocksizes
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Figure 6: Goat flock size in Malipati, 2009

Donkeys werggenerallythe leastnumerais type of livestock. In Gezani, only 34 of the
farmers owned donkeysvhile in Malipati, only abouR5% of farmers owned between 2 and
26 donkeys

In Macaringue, while cattle numbers have increased since 2003, goat numbers are lower and
have fluctuated. The few sheep that were kept have now disappeiawdver,pigs have
generally increased since 20@4gure 7. Chickens are kept in almost albuseholds, usually

for home consumption.
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Photograph 4. Goat eating watermelon in Combomune Rio

Livestock numbers in Macaringue
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Figure 7: Numbers of livestock in Macaringueover a five year period

(SourceMa s si n g i statisgcB, RO s

Acquisition of livestock

Farmers acquired their livestock in a variety of waysl the patterns of acquisition are
similar across the sites, with the most common way being through purtihadacaringue,
79% of cattle were boughtvhile in Malipati, 71 % of cattle were boughthe role of
working in, andremittances fromSouth Africacan beimportant factos in the purchase of
livestock. However,not all types of work in South Africa result in saviigsge enough to
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invest in livestockThe most common form of employmearmiwadayss casual part time jobs
rather than highepaying jobs in the mines.

Besides purchasingtleer sources of acquiridyestockare through:
¢ Inheritance when parents die the cattle are automatigaleritedby the elder son or
t he f at her 6k Malipati h6§6 ofcattmtere mherited

e Marriage: when oneds da u gdge, eraditionaly, tlessamelalv f

payslobola (dowry). In both countriesobola accounts for 4% of cattle acquisions.

The number of cattlgiven in lobola varies depending on the circumstas. For
example, in Macaringydobola usually consists ol5 cattle while in Combomune
Rio and Sengwe communal lands/e were considered usudlowever, nowadays
part of thelobola can be paid in monegquivalent to the number of cattle stipulated.

e Herding cattleand other servicesyoungboys who herd cattle have a payment right

of an ox or cowper each yeaior the herding job.In Macaringue, 9% of cattle were
acquired in his way.In Zimbabwe about 7% of cattle wereobtained as payments for

services such as building of houses, sinking of wells and keeping a herd of cattle for

another person.

Box 4: The restocking exercise in Malipati

During the 1992/93 drought a lot tdrmersin the regionlost their cattle. Worlg
Vision, an internationahorrgovernmental organisatipambarked on a restockir
exercise where by the community would identify farmers who were left nvat
cattle The beneficiarie where divided into groupsf five farmers. Each grou
was given two heifers that would rotate around all the farmers. The
beneficiary would give the cow to the next farmer after it raised a calf for
This would continue until all the farmers had equal chances of raialags from
the cows. At the end of the breeding rotations the cow would go back and be
a property of the community development committee. This project was succ
in ensuring thaithe resource poor farmers hadttle. The major challenge wi
conflicts among farmers as a result of some farmers failing to pass on the |
time. Another problem was thabme animalsvere lostto diseases. In this scher
farmers were trained on the basic livestock management issues.

Usesand social meaning difvestock
Cattle in communal aread the GLTFCAhave multiple used he farmergprimarily consider

cattle to be their insuran@nd savingsA counci | I or who haties25
havi ng Catte mehg Gllages are seen as a sign of setéls and prestigéarmers
mainly rely on investing their monetary and labour resources into buying cattle so that they
re-sell the cattle whenever they need cd3attle are sometimes sold to sustain the family.
However, farmers are generally reluctdatsell cattle, except in an emergency such as
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famine,a sick child, or for school fegsr as in a case in Combomune Rio cattle sales were
usedto pay taxesln Malipati, only 7% of farmers indicated that they sell cattle for chsh.
Combomune Riohe frequency of cattle sales depends on the situation, for example, in years
of hunger when crops fail, more cattle are sold. One farmer had already sold eight of his
cattle between January and April 2009.

Cattle markets are generally few and far away. hastock farmers in Macaringue and
Combomune Rio the main market for cattle sales is in Chokwe, about 200 km away, and at
times Maputo. Buyers come from Chokwe in trucks to buy cattle from the villagers.
Occasionally,the government organises agricultufairs. In Zimbabwethe Cold Storage
Company(formerly Commissionjvhich provided a guaranteed market and guaranteed prices
has notbeen operational for the past tgears. There are few private abattoirs and local
butcheries and most local sales of catite between farmer and farmer, which incur no
transport or marketing costs, but prices tend to be low. [abisof markets for cattle drove
some farmers to sell them illegally for foreign currency, across the bardbtezambique

and South Africawhere t was more lucrativeHowever, with the introduction of multi
currencyuse in Zimbabwe, mi@009, it is now considered too risky to sell cattle illegally in
Mozambique wHst cattle cannow be sold legally in Zimbabw&r foreign currency (9
dollars or South African Ranyl

Othermajor uses of cattle includaughtpower, milk productiorand occasionally for meat.
Traditionaland culturaluses such as fdobola (bride price) and other traditional ceremonies
are also important.

Photograph 5: Milking cattle in Macaringu
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Milk for housénold consumption and local sales is obtained from both goats and battle.
Zimbabwe fresh and sour (solid) midlaten withsadzaare both used, while in Mozambique

it is mainly fresh milk that is used with tea or mixed withaize flour tomake porridgeMeat

is eaten only for special occasigo@dthough some of the Zimbabwean livestock farmers said
thatthey do not slaughter for beéh Combomunga family wouldon averagéill a beast for
home consumption once a year, usually at Christmaanather holiday when the family
gathers. On the other hand, goats are eaten fneapgently, on average between zamal two

per month. Other sources of household protein are chickens and ducks, vesiooak
wildlife such as rabbit and small antelope.

Cattle and donkeys are used for ploughing in all areas, although farmers indicated that they
would prefer tractors if these were availablelike the other areaploughing was perceived

to bethe majo use for cattle in Combomune Ridhereagriculture is the main activity. In a

good year thie granaries are full andatlle are regarded as security during times of bad
harvest.

Transport is another important useliwestock.In Combomune Rio,attle and donkeys are

used to transport water and timber. The timber is used in the flourishing charcoal industry.
The charcoal is transported to the nearby railwayicst in Combomundzstacap where
numerous trucks overloaded with sacks of charcoal can beasé&®nrailway siding ready to

be loaded on to the traifhe mopane woodlands more accessible areas around Massingir,
south of the Limpopo National Park, have all been exploited so charcoal merchants now
come to exploit the mopane woodlar@®und th&Combomune area. Maputo and other cities
provide an insatiable market for charcoal.

?\r
-
5
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tograph 6: Donkev drawn cart near Gezani
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Loss of cattlestock theft

Besides the occasionsdle or slaughter of cattle, herds areleligl either by disease or theft.
Stock theft is a serious problem throughout the GLTFCA, particularly in Zimbabwe where
the stolen cattle usually end up in Mozambique as there is a ready lucrative market in
Mozambique for cattle.

Box 5: Lost cattle in Mozambique

During afield visit to Mozambiquejn May 2009, a herd of branded cat
were seemrazingon the road side. As cattle are not branded in Mozamb
it was presumed that these were stolen cattle. Furthermore, there was
we heardaboutat the Sangoborder post concerning a group of Zimbabwi
women from Malipati, whose cattle had been stolen and they fedldivem
up into Mozambique. The womdaund thér six cattle in a kraal just a fe
kilometres over the border. Unfortunately, becaude tlee traditional
bureaucracy they faced difficulties in recovering all the cattle and

managed to bring four back. Two cattle had to be left behind as paym
the traditional authorities (even though they had been stolen!).

Zimbabwean livestock famers lamented that Once t he <cat
Mozambique itods ver yilthtigdvérnment should t
somet hing! o

Box6:What 6s the point of f

During the feedback workshop presentation on the us
urea treatmmt for supplementary feed during the ¢
season, one wo mawh aftadrsmetr
fattening our cattlé t h e lyednbré attractive angistbe
stol end

The Zimbabwe Republic Police have a Cattle Rustling seatibich keepsrecords and
statisticswhich aredisplayed at police stationBigure 8showsthe incidences of stock theft

in Gezani for 2008 and 200Boreign and local syndicates are believed to be involved. It was
even rumoured that local police officers were involved.

As a way offighting stock theft the Zimbabwe Republic Police launched a campaign to raise
awareness among the community members on the consequences of stock theft. Farmers are
urged to report cases of missing animals as soon as they notice them because t@tle rust
actfast. Such timely reportwould lead to quick investigations and follow ups that increase
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the chances of recovering the cattle before they are crossed into neighbouring Mozambique.
Cattle rustlers are neselective and can drive away the wholech€ccasionallycattle are
recovered well before the farmer finds out that his or her cattle had been stolen. Most cattle
are stolen from the pastures whtse animals are left unattended.

REPORTED CASES OF STOCK THEFT IN GEZANI
12

10 o

JIRE NN BNERDNEEN

Jan- Feb- Mar- Apr-08 May- Jun- Jul-08 Aug- Sep- Oct-08 Nov- Dec- Jan- Feb-
08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 09 09

Month

Figure 8: The number of cases of cdle theft reported from January 2008to February
2009in the Gezani area

In Zimbabwe, uder the Animal Idalth (Livestock Identification) (Cattle) Regulations of
2003, all cattle over the age of six months are required to be branded on the left neck or
shaulder with a brand which is appropriate to the prescribed veterinary area or zone. Under
the same regulations, it is also a requirement that all cattle be identified to their dip tank or
farm of origin by either (or both) a brand on the right neck or stewulapproved and
registered by the Director of Veterinary Services and applied within six months of birth, or
ear tags, also prescribed and registered with the Director of Veterinary Services.

Cattle rustling isalsobecoming a serious probleimMozambgue Cattlein Mozambiqueare
not branded or marked in any wdy Combomune Rio, one farmeydt 10 heads of cattle in
2007, presumedstolen.

Types of cattle

The cattle are predominantly indigenous Sanga or Afticeeds oBostaurus In Zimbabwe
themaincattle breed is the Mashona, with smaller numbers of atbdgrenous Sanga breeds
such as Tuli and Afrikaer, as well as some Brahmarhere has been interbreeding between
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the Mashona and the other bredddMacaringuethetype of cattle raised ithe village is the
traditional breed calledandi. Within this breed, therare different typeaccording to the
external characteristic of the cattle, see Téble

Table 6. Landi cattle differentiation according to external characteristics

Designation | External Characteristics

Phuphuphu | Grey camouflaged

Baumucaze | White with a blackspot in front of the head anah
the abdomen

Nshlavucaze | Shiny brown

Nacaze Black and white

Mushlope All white

Lungazene | White with brown spots

Sundo Brown and black

Nconi White with black spots

Zimacaze All black

Mpevu White face and brown body

Nhanti Buffalo head and brown greyish colour

Thereappears to be no difference among the variatitgsrms of susceptibility to diseases.

In Combomune Rio e local beed of cattle is callechinowani,a small old breed which the
farmers believe has acclimatised to the local conditions over many generations. The farmers
perceive the breed to be resistant to disease and hunger.

4.4 Grazing and watering patterns

Grazng areas, consisting of woodland and scrubland atestssurround the villagesre
communal common propertgsourcesallocated by local traditional leadefthese vastract

of land have fairly homogeneousegetation dominated by stands Gblophospermun
mopanerees and shrubs. The grass species are mainly annuals ®rechaiaria brizantha
and Urochloa mosambicensishich provideexcellent forage during the wet season. During
the dry season the animals mostly rely on the nutritious browse of thenenspeubsand
Acacia pods The rangelands also hawwother grass species callédistida that is not
palaable when dry because it hgsiky awns.

Grazingand hkerding practices

There are a number pfactices for grazing cattle by small scale livesttarknerswhich are
widespreadn communitiesacross the GLTFCAAs a common practice, cattle are kept in
kraals at night and driven out graze inrangelands during the daffarmers kraal their
animals because of fear of predators and tiketals shouldprovide adequate shelter and
shade and be situated on higher, wiedined ground.The kraals are constructed large
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logs or polesand are of varying sizes, depending on the number and type of livéstmk

photagraph.There are no paddocks.
‘r'( A

Photograph 7. Cattle kraals: Malipati and Macaringue

Table7 illustrates thegrazing pattern observe Macaringueand itis fairly typical for small
scale livestock farmers ithe wholeGLTFCA. During the rainy season cattle are herded
around thevillage environs whereas in the dry seasthey are moved more into theopane
woodland. The distance they depend on theseason, thavailability of grass and the size

of the herd.In the case of Gamni, wherethere are extensiveopanerangeland farmers
reported thatite grazing area is at least five kilometres from the homesteads and swetches
for more than 20 kmThe further the animals graze into the forest the better the grazing
becomes Grazing distances in Mozambique tend to be shorter at between one and five
kilometres in the dry seasoin Combomune Riohe cattle graze irhe mopane woodlands
and open bushmanaga)around the villageln Macaringue, there are two principal grazing
areas (Figure 9, one from the village towards the southwest where they share with
Maconguelevillage and another towards the north sharing WithibombesettlementAfter
harvesting,cattle graze in thecultivated ares. Other livestock includingyoats and tseep
always browse around the village area.

Table 7. Seasonal cattle grazing aream Macarignue

Movement November to| March to July August to October
patterns February

Village surrounding

In the forest

In the fields
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Photograph 8: Calf in maize field, near Macaringue
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Photograph 9: Cattle grazing around the village

All farmers except those in Mahti regard grazing land aadequatealthough it is often in
short supply during the dry seasand during droughtsConflicts over grazing land arare
evenwhenthe grazing overlaps with other villageshe only conflict mentionegertains to
cattleinvadingthe crop fields, fomwhich in Macaringuethe community have established a
fine of 100Mt (USD4) per head invadedlhe situation is different story in Malipativhere
grazing land is a severely limiting factor to the numbmErsattledue to theextension of the
protected area outwards from the original National Park bourtdanglude Malipati Safari
Area The Park fence is only 1 km from Malipati villagend consequently conflicts are
common(see Box 7.

Box 7: Grazing and Gonarezhou NationalPark

In the Malipati community 71% of thBouseholds graze their animaissually for a few
hours onlyin the Gonarezhou National Park during the dry months of the year when g
is limited. The fence is broken in a number of places, primarily by elegsh

Farmers toldhefollowing story which illustratethe grazing problems faced in Malipati

@efore the inception of the Gonarezhou National Park, grazingagequate;
in fact it was more than enough. Our cattle never had feed problems. The
problem egan with the establishment of the Park. Before they put their
veterinary fences enclosing our grazing in their Park we never knew of grazing
problems. Now the pastures are not enough, in fact we have no real grazing
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areas. Our cattle rely on grazing arogiour homesteads, fields where we leave
bush and grass growing. Also important to us here as grazing resources are th
uncultivated fields whose owners have since left for work in the nearby Soutt
Africad.

Cattlehave been impounded in the National Pardt etre farmers have to pay fines. In 20
four household paidfines. In October 2009 a councillor drove 25 heads of cattle 500
into theNationalPark and a National Parkcout impounded the cattlkeeepingthem in their
canp for two days. They chged the councillorO USD to release the cattle.

One f ar mwhy arateekarirdals éhat come out of the Park not fined as we are
we go into the Park, because .they dest

In Malipati, farmers said that cattle dieflfoot and mouth diseaster contracting it in the
Park. The farmers know that it is not good to graze their animals in the Park, but tf
forced to drive their cattle there because there is nowhere else to graze.

Institutional practices aroundrazing

I nstitutional practices around gr azdriving ar e
out cattle into the forest in the mornings and coltegthem in the evening for kraalifg
Herding is invariably done by young boys (and sometimes)dskse photgraph). Each
household has a herd boy that takes cdirthe cattle during the herdinghe herd boy is
normally a child of the househd| but he can also ke worker who is usually paid @w
annually The herd boy is in charge of the decis@frwhich direction to take the cattéach

day, based on his sense about the grass availafiliggre is no management plan or strategy
around grazing areas and the herders normally take the nearest direction from the departure
place.Regardless of hisge, the size of the herd under his responsibility depends exclusively
on the herd size of the ownéfsuallythe animals are herded in large groups, comprised of a
number of households. It is a common sight to see large herds being herded along the roads
and tracks back to the village in the evening.
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Photograph 10: Herd boys and girl, near Malipati

Use of supplementary feed

Use of crop residues for supplementary feed reflects the relative availability of grazing land.
Only one farmeiin Gezanj where grazing land is abundansed crop residugmajange as
supplementary feeding for cattle the dry seasarin contrast, about half of the farmers in
Malipati, where grazing land is severely limitgatpvide somesupplementy feed to their
livestock duringthe dry seasarThis supplementary feed imsainly stover collected from the
fields after harveststored at their homesteads and féd the animals when need arises.
However, the amount of supplementéegd islimited andinadequateo last through the dry
season

A succulent tuberzombwe (Spenostylis marginajds sometimes used for feeding cattle in
the dry season. Howevet js not widespread or abundant dadmers expressed concern that

it would disappear if uproetl too muchNutritious seed pods, such as fréwaciasp., are
also used as supplementary fe&b commercially purchased supplementary feed is used by
the small scale livestock farmers in the GLTFCA.

Watering points

Apparently, watering isiot regardeds problematién the study siteseven during drought
years and on the whol@nimals do not travel long distances to drink water as they do for
grazing. All the farmers have accesstiver, borehole or well at moshreekilometres from

their homestads. The boreholes and wells provide a perennial source of water for all the
livestock. In the rainy season livestock also drink from the streams and rivulets around the
homesteads armbolswithin the pastures.

In Macaringue,lte main cattle drinking piots are the two rivershe Elephants and Limpopo.
The cattle routine consists of grazing the whole idahe woodlandnd drinking in the river
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on their wayback home These water points doohhave any management strategyuse
rules.

Livestock in @mbomune Rio have access to driméiter inthe Limpopo River When the
river dries uplivestock drink in pools in the river bed or fromells dug by the farmerm the
river bed to access the water. The cattle do not reach the other side of the eveer dhe
Limpopo National Park.

Box 8: Manijinji Pan in Malipati

The lowest pointin altitude in Malipati is the Manijinji panwhich is an
important water source for livestock, particularly durihg drier months o
the year. The pan is surrounded Bgacia forest that supports &ch
diversity of aquaticplants, birds and wildlife specie¥here are plans t
fence the pan and make it a protected area.

4.5 Cattle versus cultivation

Generally cultivation is a relatively minor source of livelihcasklimatically, the region is

not suitable for raified cultivation, although generally the soils are fertleither livestock
manure, nor anwrtificial fertiliser is used in the fieldédowever, crop residues ausually
ploughed back into the soil. Detp the lowand erraticrainfall, nearly all farmers grow
maize, sorghum, millet, groundnuts, watermelons and pumpkins for household sustenance
only. Most farmers begin planting in their fields after the onset rains mid to late December.
The soils are molst clays that become sticky and impossible to work on when wet such that
when it rains farmers still have to delay land preparation until the soil conditions permit.

There is a continuurof relative importance placexh livestock rearing ancultivationacross

the sites. In Gezani, at one enflthe scalg cattle are ofparamountimportanceand all

farmers in that area perceived livestock farming to be more profitable than crop production.

In Malipati, despite the limited available graZdermers also tesh to prefer livestock to

cropping. During the community mapping exercise, the extent of grazingnasd little
exaggerated on the map than on the ground. The fields were given smaller areas on the map
suggestinghat the farmers perceive pastures tont@me important to them than cropping

fields. There is an irrigated gardestheme in Malipati which is of significance to local
livelihoods(see Box The6 success storiesd of the Manjinj
widows have used their proceedsnr garden produce to acquire livestock assets

At the other endf the continuumjn Combomune Riaropping is considered to be more
important and the cattle are valuéar providing traction.The main local institution is the
Agriculture Producers Assaation, to which 85% of the households belonghe Producers
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Association, whichis regarded as being welfganisedwith good leadershippverseesand
manageshe community garderpart of which is irrigatedThe garden has enotor pump for
extracting wagr from the Limpopo River. However, tlvapacity of the pump is limiteand
only manages to irrigate a small proportion of the gar@ae.production from the garden is
not enough to pay for seeds or fuel for the puspart from lack of water and fregnt
droughts, insects are alseious pest which decimate crops.

Box 9: Manijinji irrigation scheme

The Manjinji irrigation scheme is located 3 km from Malipati business centre. The irri
scheme was a Rhodesian government initiative in the 1960g apdrated well until 197
when operations were disturbed by the liberation war. The irrigation scheme was reop
the Zimbabwean government ¥980 but collapsed again in February 2@Q@ tofloods
during Cyclone Eline Afterwards, he scheme wa®sauscitated an@éxpanded by funds fror
the Liechtenstein Development ServicEse farmers in the scheme each pay US$ 10 evq
months into themaintenance fund. The funds arenaged by a farmer led managem
committee.Until December 2009, the scheme waiministered and managed by SAFI
who injected US$ 500 as maintenance seed mdrteymajor challengaow for the farmers
is to continue with the irrigation scheme under their own management. In anticipation
SAFIRE trained farmers on business mgement and leadership skills.

The purpose of the irrigation scheme is to alleviate poverty and to improve the livelihg
over 120 families Crops grown aremaize, wheat, groundnuts, cabbages, tomatoes, of
sugar beans, cowpeas, round nuts androaeCultivating in the irrigation scheme can
quite lucrativefor the smaliscale farmers. Howevemwthough production is high, marketir
is often difficultand the produce rots.

The Manijinji success stories: The importance of livestock

Farmers in th scheme invest their money into buying livestddte following stories
illustrate the relationship between the irrigated garden group activities and the acquisit
livestock:

Amai Ncube il am a widow; my husband died sigays ago. | have dllren

of school going age. My story is that, ever since | joined the scheme and
became a dedicated farmer, | am building up wealth. | bought 10 hens just in
one year ; I sell a bird every time |

Ms Dube iThe i rrigation scheme is our I
widow any more, and using the proceeds from the irrigation | have bought 3
goats. | get money for school fees, we also have a women club where we buy
blankets for each other, and th@ney comes from the scheme

Ms Mbagi il am a widow as well, but look | am on my way to having cattle of
my own, just this year | bought a calf for myself after selling vegetables from the
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