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ABSTRACT 5 

 6 

Aims: To review literature on available land resource regimes in Zambia and how these resource regimes 
affect rural food systems 
Methodology:  Literature review of government reports, legislature and published material on land 
resources in Zambia. 
Findings: The country’s land resources are governed either through statutory or traditional/customary 
regimes. Statutory governance is characterized by recipients having exclusive ownership rights to utilized 
resources while customary resources are under traditional authorities and recipients utilizing customary 
resources have no exclusive ownership to the resources. Land under customary governance is 
responsible for most of the food produced for rural and urban consumption. Sustainable governance of 
these land resources translates into sustainable management of food systems. The study identified 
allocation of exclusive land and resource property rights to local food producers, devolution of powers 
from the central government to locals, regulation of urban demand for resources, site-based resource 
governance, promoting conservation agriculture among local producers and building resilience of food 
systems towards shocks and stressors as means to improve management of land resource for 
sustainable food systems. 
Conclusion: Natural resource governance in Zambia needs to embrace a bottom-up approach and 
encourage systems allowing for innovation, diversification and possible intensification in local food 
production. 
 7 
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1. INTRODUCTION 10 

 11 
Governance of natural resources (NR) entails the exercise of responsibilities and power, decision making 12 
processes and local citizenry involvement in the process that is influenced by institutions and cultural 13 
norms for purposes of enhancing sustainable management and utilization of natural resources [1]. 14 
Effective land resource governance starts with the central government devolving powers to the locals so 15 
that issues affecting them can be managed locally [2]. Land resource management impacts not only the 16 
sustainability of resources but also the stability of livelihoods dependent on these resources and their 17 
food systems. 18 

Human utilization of land and influencing governance regimes exhibit diversity and dynamism in the long 19 
term [3]. Depending on the developmental need, traditionally managed resources could be gazetted to 20 
become state owned/managed. A formally gazetted area, such as a forest, could be de-gazetted to allow 21 
for such activities as agriculture. Resource governance systems are premised on practices, governing 22 
principles and existing institutions that communities adhere to in their utilization of shared resources [4]. 23 
This is mostly true with shared resources which are managed communally. Governance is deeply rooted 24 
in the cultural traditions of the communities benefiting from the resources. Even in such cases, long term 25 
benefits to the host communities only accrue when utilization is sustainable. This ensures that the 26 
available resource governance systems are able to respond quickly and flexibly to social and 27 
environmental perturbations [5]. 28 

The majority of natural resources in Zambia such as land, forestry, fisheries and water are either owned 29 
or controlled by the state or traditional authorities. However, these main controlling authorities have 30 
allowed for private leasehold and management of certain portions of the resource particularly land which 31 
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could be placed under private leasehold. Certain resources such as fisheries, forestry, water, game etc. 32 
still remain under the control of the state or traditional authorities. These are shared resources utilized for 33 
public good. Effective governance of shared resources starts with establishing management regimes 34 
strong enough to influence human behavior’s ability to attain set goals yet still be operational in the long 35 
term, and robust enough to withstand external forces capable of destabilizing the system [6]. However, 36 
there is a current increase in privatization of these resources as the trend of individuals leasing land 37 
resources increase. Private leasehold of resources is a global trend [7; 3]. Such ownerships increase the 38 
active interaction between private and public resource governance institutions. The current study 39 
analyses the current resource governance regimes in Zambia and their implications on local smallholder 40 
food systems. 41 
 42 

1.1 Governance and governance mechanisms of land resources in Zambia 43 

 44 
Land resource governance is at the core of human relationships with processes managing the biological 45 
and physical cycles [8]. Current communities are facing challenges of rapid change, increased risk, 46 
inadequacies in agriculture policies, increased land degradation, growing cultural and biodiversity loss, 47 
livelihood insecurity and chronic hunger to agricultural communities [9] all factors at play in destabilizing 48 
food systems and ensuring food insecurity. Land resource governance in Zambia starts from the top to 49 
bottom placed institutions. The Land Act of 1995 [10] places ownership of land resources in the 50 
Presidents hands. This implies that whether the land is statutory or customary controlled, the President is 51 
the ultimate authority over governance of such land. As such, the president can sanction either the 52 
gazetting or de-gazetting of any land resource as seen fit. Professional bodies such as the Zambia 53 
Environmental Management Agency, The Ministry of Lands and Natural Resources as well as locally 54 
placed District/Municipal councils oversee land management issues at different hierarchical levels. 55 
Livelihoods are affected by the interplay between policies, institutions, processes and power relations 56 
influencing resource governance. The institutions set the policies which dictates processes followed in 57 
resource utilization at the local level. These influencing mechanisms are collectively known as 58 
governance mechanisms.   59 
 60 
1.1.1 Policy   61 

These are the standards and principles governing land resource management and utilization. Policy 62 
provides guidelines which influence and enforce human behavior for the purpose of not only managing 63 
but also regulating utilization of available land resources. Zambia follows a multi-sectorial system of 64 
natural resource governance. Environmental management issues are governed in the framework 65 
provided by the National Policy on Environment (NPE) of 2007 [11] and the Environmental Management 66 
Act (EMA) of 2011 [12], which are supported by many other policies and strategies developed for other 67 
sectors such as the Land Act, Forest Act, the Wildlife Act, the Water Act and the Fisheries Act. 68 

Rural communities have also set up their own guidelines (customary laws) governing the use of their 69 
available resources. For example in rural areas of Singani, Choma District, where the locals are 70 
smallholder farmers, use of forest resources is mostly restricted to Non Timber Forestry Products (NTFP), 71 
with the exception of individuals who encounter crop failures and might need to engage in charcoal 72 
production for survival till the next growing season. In this case, permission is sought from the traditional 73 
authorities who select particular trees which could be cut and how they should be cut to enhance 74 
regeneration. These customary laws within communities are enforced by traditional authorities.   75 
 76 

1.1.2 Institutions 77 

These are organizations mandated with the responsibility of overseeing access, management and 78 
utilization of land resources. In Zambia, this responsibility lies with the Ministry of Lands, Environment and 79 
Natural Resources (MLENR) which oversees policy implementation and regulations governing resource 80 
conservation and utilization ensuring sustainability. The ministry has departments within different districts. 81 
However, the EMA of 2011 also provided for the establishment of the Zambia Environmental 82 
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Management Agency (ZEMA) which is charged with ensuring sustainable management and protection of 83 
the environment [12]. This body is responsible for implementation of activities of all ministries and 84 
conservation authorities relating to the environment. 85 
 86 

1.1.3 Processes 87 

A ‘process’ in land resource governance is an established practice or procedure that dictates how 88 
resources are utilized or managed. Processes provide methods of conversion of policies by institutions 89 
into practice at different levels. Processes in resource governance regulate practices of access and use 90 
of land resources, decision making, conflict resolution, innovation and capacity building. 91 
 92 

2. METHODS 93 

 94 
This paper is a comprehensive review of existing literature on land and NR governance in Zambia and its 95 
implications on local food systems. The review included data on change in resource governance, 96 
customary against statutory resource governance as well as impacts on local food systems. This 97 
comprehensive review of existing literature on land resource governance and local food systems was 98 
conducted to gain a better understanding of concepts in resource governance and food systems. While 99 
the study of food systems is still in its infancy in Zambia, a review of studies conducted in other parts of 100 
the world helped the researcher analyze potential similarities and/or differences expected in the study 101 
area. Several government reports, legal documents and strategic plans were reviewed to clarify the role 102 
of government in management of both statutory and customary resources. 103 
 104 

3. STATUTORY VS. CUSTOMARY MANAGEMENT OF LAND RESOURCES 105 

 106 
Natural resources in Zambia are either under state management or are managed customarily under 107 
traditional authorities. From an economical perspective, land is the most important natural resources in 108 
Zambia as it forms the basis for local livelihoods [13]. Conversely, it’s also a major source for conflicts 109 
either between individuals or between the state and traditional authorities. Nearly half of Zambia’s land is 110 
potentially arable (47%) [14]. However, only 14 % of the land is actually utilized for crop production [15]. 111 
The rest of the land is either gazetted as National Parks, Game Management Areas or forests. Some of 112 
the available arable land is not used for arable agriculture as it is located in remote areas and would 113 
require heavy investment such as roads and public services to make it accessible and usable to 114 
smallholder farmers [14]. Patterns of distribution of land within the customary tenure are still largely 115 
unknown [16]. However, most of the customary land is too remote to be accessed by smallholder farmers, 116 
leading to competition for the available and accessible arable land nearby.  117 

Statutory and customary resource governance differs in the resource rights attached to each. State lands 118 
are usually open to private lease while customary land remains under traditional control. While traditional 119 
authorities have the final say under customary land tenure, they are usually powerless in state land 120 
tenure, hence not always eager to approve change of land tenure systems. Conversions of customary 121 
land to state land means traditional authorities relinquishing their power and this often undermines the 122 
authority traditional leaders have over the land [17]. Customary land tenure often discourages huge 123 
private and long-term investment, due to its lack of security because of weak personal ownership 124 
schemes. The hazy security nature of the customary land tenure system makes it difficult for investors to 125 
plan in the long-term. Often this has resulted in traditional land being less developed.  126 

Traditionally managed resources can change tenure to statutory when gazetted. Whenever a resource is 127 
identified in a customary tenure for project development, ZEMA consults with the traditional authorities 128 
responsible for that particular resource before sanctioning the project. Both parties have to agree before a 129 
particular developmental project would be sanctioned. A failure on either party to agree often results in 130 
the project not taking off. On the other hand, if a consensus between parties is reached, the resource in 131 
question is gazetted. ZEMA still has the authority to overrule traditional authorities if the sanctioned 132 
project is deemed to poses adverse impacts on the environment. De-gazetting of a resource happens if a 133 
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formerly restricted resource gets encroached. For example, a forest encroached for smallholder 134 
agriculture can be de-gazetted and converted to agriculture land. 135 

The enactment of the Land Act of 1995 coincided with the increase in cases of customary land resources 136 
being converted into leasehold tenure. The exacerbated rates of conversion have been due to the Act 137 
affirming such conversions. Section 8 (1) of the Land Act of 1995 states that, “... any person who holds 138 
land under customary tenure may convert it into leasehold tenure not exceeding ninety nine years on 139 
application” [18]. Furthermore, section 8(2) provides for foreign companies or government to obtain any 140 
land as long as the individual or institution proves that they are investors and obtains a presidential 141 
consent which is issued by the commission of lands. This highlights political will or interference as 142 
another cause for change in resource governance. It is this clause which provided for the settlement of 143 
many white commercial farmers who were forced to leave Zimbabwe between 1999 and 2008, to settle in 144 
Zambia. The land on which these farmers were settled had to be state land to allow for long-term secure 145 
investment. 146 

Land resources have also changed governance regimes whenever a valuable mineral resource is 147 
discovered on customary land. In such cases, a cost-benefit analysis of converting the land from its 148 
current use to a mining area would often be conducted and based on the results, the land could either be 149 
gazetted or not. Traditional authorities responsible for the land under which the resource is situated would 150 
often have to give consent before the project is implemented. Other developmental projects such as 151 
construction of a national stadium, schools, hospitals, shopping malls have all resulted in a change in 152 
tenure of the land resource affected. 153 
 154 

4. HOW ARE LOCAL FOOD SYSTEMS AFFECTED BY THE LAND RESOURCE REGIMES 155 

IN ZAMBIA? 156 

 157 
Global environmental change, biodiversity loss, land degradation, change in hydrological regimes, 158 
change in climatic patterns due to anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions, growing demand for food 159 
both in rural and urban communities have had consequences on food security and food systems [19]. 160 
These are governance issues which affect both livelihoods and resource security. The purpose of every 161 
form of resource governance is to achieve economic and food sustenance at the same time sustainably 162 
managing available resources. The state of how healthy a community’s food system will be in the long-163 
term is measured by its current vitality and sustainability [20]. Designing simple sustainable local food 164 
systems rooted and sustained locally can provide the stability and vitality necessary for improving 165 
economic viability, social equity and ecological protection at a local level. Hence resource regimes should 166 
improve availability, access and utilization of resources and do so sustainably. 167 
 168 

4.1 Food availability 169 

Customary land tenure is the most common form of land acquisition in most rural areas of Zambia. 170 
Agriculture is the mainstay for the majority of households in communities under customary tenure. These 171 
communities are the food producers hence production is their most important attribute of food availability. 172 
Households have to either depend on their produced food for sustenance or engage in exchange at 173 
agriculture markets or with other farmers who have what they need [21]. Rural households in Zambia 174 
represent subsistence farmers who are perpetual producers of the staple crop for consumption and 175 
occasionally selling off their surplus [22]. Hence the size of land available to them determines the amount 176 
of their produce and eventually their food availability and income. Increase in production for these 177 
households is largely due to agriculture extensification rather than intensification, hence the bigger their 178 
land, the higher their crop production [23].  179 

Urban based communities in Zambia are largely individuals engaged in formal and informal employment 180 
or are manufacturers. These urban communities are not direct food producers and mostly inhabit planned 181 
state lands. Unlike most lands under customary tenure, most state lands are serviced by government 182 
controlled utility companies. This has contributed to the reduced of development for customary lands. 183 
Another challenge facing households under customary land tenure involves a lack of property rights 184 
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which includes rights to lease and use of the land resources they occupy [3]. Unlike state lands of which 185 
individuals or institutions have leasehold to their property, land resources under customary tenure 186 
remains under the control of traditional authorities. This impedes enhanced productivity as ownership of 187 
property rights is cardinal to staking comprehensive ownership claims of land by indigenous peoples and 188 
instituting innovative production approaches.  189 

For most urban communities (communities on titled state land), food production is not the most important 190 
component in their food system-food distribution and exchange are. Since these communities are not 191 
agriculture oriented, they depend on the food produced by rural farmers (both smallholders under 192 
customary land and commercial farmers under state land) which reaches them through exchange 193 
markets. The interplay in food availability from production to exchange involves effective management of 194 
the source of food which for the locals is customary land. However, it is the inhabitants of state lands who 195 
provide markets for the farmers and as long as markets exist, these farmers use any extraction means to 196 
satisfy the ever growing urban demand for food. For example, Atteridge [24] reported that charcoal 197 
consumption is very high in urban areas of Zambia, particularly Lusaka. However, this charcoal is never 198 
produced in the urban areas of Lusaka. It’s a product from the surrounding rural areas and only 199 
transported to Lusaka. The existence of markets in urban areas is a driver of over-exploitation of forests 200 
in surrounding rural areas.  201 
 202 

4.2 Food Utilization 203 
 204 
The variants of food utilization largely affected by land resource governance are the nutritional value of 205 
food produced and food safety. The nutrient content such as calories, vitamins, proteins and 206 
micronutrients [25] derived from food can only be satisfied if a diverse variety of food is produced. The 207 
available land for food production plays a major role in both the amounts and diversity of food to be 208 
produced. Even agriculture intensification might in some cases give way to some degree of 209 
extensification to satisfy the nutritional requirements of a divergent population. For example, livestock 210 
rearing involving cattle, goats or sheep requires large pieces of land. The land requirement for such kind 211 
of livestock rearing in Zambia is more likely to be found under customary rather than statutory tenure. 212 
However, the lack of proper legal ownership to such lands is a big factor in the reduced number of people 213 
venturing into such production. Land ownership is also a factor in crop diversification as it discourages 214 
increased varieties of crops cultivated for the satisfaction of a variety of individuals with different 215 
nutritional requirements. 216 
 217 

4.3 Food access 218 

The ability to access quality food in preferred quantities is a function of price, income and individual 219 
preference. While political governance might affect all the variants of food access, land resource 220 
governance mostly affects levels of income and preferences. Prices for particular commodities may either 221 
be set by the government (as is the case in maize) or maybe determined by the interaction of market 222 
forces. In rural societies, the same socio-political capital influence regulations governing land resource 223 
use [26] to some extent may affect food access. 224 

Incomes for most rural households are generated from their agriculture activities. Maize being the 225 
country’s staple crop has dominated smallholder agriculture for decades [23; 27] and as such has been 226 
the major source of income for these farmers. General maize production has been on the increase since 227 
2006/2007 agriculture season [23] with expected increase incomes, particularly for farmers selling to the 228 
government institution-Food Reserve Agency (FRA) which buys maize at a higher flow price than private 229 
buyers [28]. In a system where agriculture extensification is the main form of yield increase rather than 230 
intensification [23], the amounts of land allocated to the farmers has a direct impact on their incomes just 231 
as does property rights attached to the land they work. Farmers with smaller pieces of land might find it 232 
difficult to extensify and diversify. On the other hand, a lack of property rights to the land discourages 233 
innovation and long. This can have an effect on both the quality of the produce and sustainability of 234 
household incomes. 235 
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Food preferences for different individuals are influenced by social and cultural values and norms besides 236 
geographical location. Local cultures encouraging sustainable resource utilization will likely shape 237 
individual food preferences. The influence of local customs and geographical location on food access is 238 
seen in the distribution of production and consumption of cassava in Zambia. The northern parts of 239 
Zambia are cassava producers and consumers while in southern Zambia the crop is hardly cultivated [29] 240 
let alone consumed. A lack of proper taste has been cited as a reason for southerner’s distaste for 241 
cassava. In the northern parts where the crop has been cultivated for centuries, such perceived lack of 242 
taste is not even an issue [27]. Decades of cassava consumption has made the northerners identified 243 
with cassava while the southerners do not care much for it. Other factors which influence preferences 244 
include religion, advertisement, mode of preparation, human capital, taste, local customs and gender of 245 
participants involved in labor force. 246 
 247 

5. LAND RESOURCE GOVERNANCE FOR SUSTAINABLE LOCAL FOOD SYSTEMS 248 

 249 
Governance of sustainable food systems is a case of sustainable management of the land resources 250 
which determines availability, utilization and access of food to both producing and non-producing 251 
communities. Most of these land resources are under customary tenure of which governance would 252 
involve rethinking the whole social-political system from policy to mechanisms set at local household 253 
levels. Below are suggestions for creating a robust governance for improving food systems: 254 
 255 

5.1 Rethinking resource rights 256 

 257 
There is a direct correlation between responsible ownership of a resource and property rights attached to 258 
the resource [30]. This implies that effective resource governance depends upon successful management 259 
of property rights and rights to resource ownership. These rights are central to comprehensive claims of 260 
local people who are the food producers [3]. They are often motivated to engage in long-term projects on 261 
land of which they have total ownership and have freedom to try out innovative approaches for improving 262 
food production. This produces sustainable food systems which are resource efficient, productive and 263 
adaptive to changing demands [31]. 264 
 265 

5.2 Devolution of powers 266 

A study conducted by Hirons [32] on Ghana reported how decentralization has been viewed as effective 267 
means to managing land resources. However, he recognized the importance of engaging traditional 268 
authorities if the decentralization process would succeed [32]. In Zambia, current resource governance 269 
regimes involve a top-down approach with policies affecting local communities being run at national or 270 
even district level and expecting to work in different areas of the country and at all levels of society. 271 
However, communities have different social and economic dynamics and management using a one-size-272 
fits-all approach has been a factor in lack of success recorded in resource management over time [2]. For 273 
example, the Farmers’ Input Support Programme (FISP) in Zambia is a case in point. FISP is a 274 
government funded subsidy programme which provides inputs to beneficiary farmers [28]. Besides free 275 
maize and rice seeds, FISP supplies basal fertilizer and Top dressing fertilizer to beneficiary farmers. The 276 
same type of fertilizer is provided for all areas without regard for the soil fertility concerns farmers may 277 
face. While some areas might benefit from the supplied fertilizer, for other areas application of such 278 
fertilizer might prove wasteful as the soils might need other forms of management such as lime (CaO) for 279 
highly acidic environments. 280 

A bottom-up management style will entail development and implementation of policies and approaches 281 
enabling locals to make decisions on resource utilization and management. This has a higher chance of 282 
success as the people utilizing the resources and affected by depletion of these resources at a lower level 283 
are charged with the responsibility of making decisions directly affecting them. The locals possess 284 
knowledge of local systems [33] besides their tacit indigenous knowledge achieved over time [34; 35] 285 
which is vital to achieving sustainability in food security. Devolution of power by the government should 286 
involve a genuine commitment to transfer decision-making, access to benefits and legally recognize the 287 
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rights of the locals, inclusive local structures and opportunities to enhance land resource based 288 
livelihoods [[2]. 289 
 290 

5.3 Regulating urban based demand for exploited resources 291 

 292 
The commercial interplay involving urban demand for resources and rural people’s ability to supply the 293 
resources has been a major factor in over-exploitation of rural based resources particularly forests. Forest 294 
encroachment and charcoal production are major culprits in forest exploitation. Empowering local 295 
management of these resources as well as cheaper and efficient energy provision for urban communities 296 
would highly reduce forest over-exploitation. Research into large-scale migration to green energy should 297 
be high on the governance agenda. 298 
 299 

5.4 Encouraging conservation agriculture (CA) techniques among local producers 300 

 301 
In recent decades, policy frameworks, practitioners and communities have given increased emphasis on 302 
conservation and restoration issues whether its involving forests [36], land or climate change. Global 303 
climatic changes affect smallholder food production [37] and national food security. Recent CA Studies in 304 
Zambia [38; 39] have confirmed that the practice increases smallholder farmer resilience towards impacts 305 
of global climatic changes as well as improve yields produced. The CA package to smallholder farmers 306 
involve a series of sound land husbandry practices which minimize soil disturbance, keep soils 307 
permanently covered with organic matter and sequentially rotate crops [40]. The practice not only 308 
improves soil fertility but also helps farmers increase their harvest. However, there has been a reported 309 
low rate of adoption of CA among smallholder farmers in Zambia [41] with many blaming the labor 310 
intensive nature of the practice (basin CA) [42]. Encouraging CA among the local producers helps 311 
promote agriculture intensification, restoration and discourages encroachment into new lands hence 312 
reduced forest degradation. 313 
  314 

5.5 Access to enough land to ensure food security 315 

 316 
Even though the amount of land under customary tenure in Zambia is still not well known [16], most of 317 
this land is inaccessible to smallholder farmers and is not used for food production [15]. Efforts in 318 
improving access to these lands are necessary for increased production. Securing rights to these lands 319 
will provide the needed motivation for improved production and innovative agriculture. 320 
 321 

5.6 Land wrangles and conflict prevention 322 

 323 
Reduced or restricted access to land leads to intensified competition for available land. Conflicts generally 324 
arise with the risk of ‘losers’ getting displaced. Conflicts are a hindrance to production and needs to be 325 
prevented. Clearly defined tenure rights to resources particularly in customary areas would reduce 326 
wrangles and prevent conflicts.  327 
  328 

5.7 Building resilient food systems 329 

Evans [43] identified five factors necessary for building resilient food system; assets, institutions and 330 
entitlements, knowledge and information, innovation and flexibility of foresight. Building resilience will 331 
therefore involve ownership of assets by individuals and communities and this could be in form of 332 
resources such as land or means to ensure livelihoods. Innovative institutional management is crucial in 333 
management of social-ecological systems [44]. This is because institutions and entitlements are central in 334 
ensuring individual rights to resources and access to assets for improved production. Knowledge and 335 
information in form of early warning systems, weather forecasts and extension services will ensure 336 
improved farmers productivity and resilience to shocks and stresses. Innovation encourages flexible and 337 
adaptable systems which can quickly respond to change. It provides an adaptation pathway for response 338 
to shocks and stressors [45]. It can also allow smallholder farmers to change farming systems to adapt to 339 
the felt change whether in the short-term or long-term. Ownership to resources encourages long-term 340 
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innovation among smallholder farmers. Knowledge and information is crucial to developing flexibility and 341 
foresight. Tacit knowledge accumulated through experience over time is crucial to building resilience 342 
among smallholder farmers [46]. 343 

Altieri [47] reported that the developing world’s 1.4 billion resource poor farmers inhabiting marginal, risk-344 
prone environments are yet to be touched by modern agriculture technology. The low levels of agricultural 345 
technological advancement among smallholder farmers means that resilience based on natural resource 346 
capital is more likely for these farmers as it provides them with a wider choice of resource components 347 
especially in more complex agro-ecological systems [48]. This enables these farmers to diversify their 348 
production systems enhancing their adaptation. This is because diversifying farming system makes them 349 
less vulnerable to shocks and hence enhances farmer adaptations to changed global conditions [49]. A 350 
simple agro-ecological system is less vulnerable to the impacts of variability and tends to be driven by 351 
specialized local farmers able to access local resources. This facilitates adaptation by local farmers by 352 
increasing resilience to shocks.  353 
 354 

6. TOWARDS A SUSTAINABLE MANAGEMENT OF LOCAL NATURAL RESOURCES 355 

 356 
Local natural resource governance (including land resources) begins with the identification of governance 357 
mechanisms operating at a local level (Figure 1) which influence resource utilization and livelihood value 358 
[1]. These mechanisms could be policies, institutions or processes influencing access to particular 359 
resources. Governance mechanisms can be identified at all levels, including village level where traditional 360 
governance structures are set up to regulate resource use. Local regulations and rules governing 361 
resource use at village level can pass for policy. Some traditional institutions may fall within or outside 362 
state structure [2] of which a distinction need to be made. Next is to establish natural resources and 363 
livelihood values and challenges related to access. This entails identifying all the livelihoods dependent 364 
on the available local natural resources and constraints related to access and utilization.  365 

Natural resources in an area can then be identified as either conservational and/or consumable ones. 366 
While conservational resources also have consumable value, for management purposes these need to 367 
have restricted access while consumable ones sustain local livelihood. Regulating use of conservational 368 
resources can help prolong resource use and enhance sustainability. It can also help evaluate how 369 
governance is influencing and impacting on production, access and utilization of the available resources. 370 
An identification of opportunities to strengthen sustainable use of these resources can then be made. The 371 
purpose is to improve on the existing governance style while conserving some natural resources and 372 
enhancing livelihoods. This can be done by assessing areas requiring improvements such as information 373 
flow, increased innovation in production, improved resilience through crop diversification or methods of 374 
assessing livelihood indicators designed to measure long-term impacts. Implementation of the observed 375 
weaknesses in local natural resource governance should result in local natural resources being utilized 376 
for sustainable livelihoods anchoring sustainable food systems.  Possible areas of natural resource 377 
governance assessment could be land and natural resource ownership, natural resource access and 378 
management, and natural resource service provision. 379 

Various forces operational at local level can impact natural resource governance. NGOs, international 380 
agencies, entrepreneurs, beside government structures tend to influence and in many instances 381 
undermine traditional structures necessary for local level governance. Hence devolution of state powers 382 
is a cardinal step towards local resource governance. Existing gender, age or economic stratification 383 
within communities have the potential to influence the nature of resource control and could be sources of 384 
conflict. Rules and regulations developed locally can be enforced to ensure equity within the community 385 
and towards resource access. This would ensure equitable access and utilization of natural resources for 386 
sustainable food system governance. 387 
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 388 
Fig. 1. Sustainable management of natural resources at local level 389 

 390 

7. CONCLUSION 391 

 392 
Land resource regimes in Zambia are either statutory or customary. Statutory managed resources have 393 
clearly defined property rights while customary resources are traditionally managed with individuals 394 
utilizing the resource not having exclusive rights to it. Most customary managed land resources are in 395 
rural areas and it is these resources that most food producers utilize. Most urban state lands are 396 
inhabited by non-food-producers. Natural resource management in Zambia has followed a top-down 397 
approach where one-size-fits-all by having a single policy produced at national level guide resource 398 
management at all levels down the chain. This strategy has been inefficient as different factors and 399 
dynamics have hindered efficiency resulting in below potential production for many customary resource 400 
owners. Developing strategies from bottom-up would entail the locally affected communities suggest 401 
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strategies that could work for their communities. This would be a more efficient management style as it 402 
would handle site specific issues. Identified governance issues to improve system performance include 403 
rethinking property rights to allow customary land owners to have exclusive leasehold of their land 404 
resources. To improve sustainability of food systems, resource governance should encourage innovation 405 
and long-term investment, devolution of powers of governing resources to the locals, regulation of urban 406 
demand for resources and building resilient food systems. In conclusion, land resource governance 407 
needs to embrace a bottom-up approach and encourage systems allowing for innovation, diversification 408 
and possible intensification in local food production. 409 
 410 
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