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ABSTRACT 

 

Zimbabwe has been experiencing intermittent food shortages since 2000. The outbreak of cholera between 

2008 and 2009 worsened the situation as the country saw itself operating under the conditions of a dual 

disaster situation, a ‗cholera-food insecurity spiral‘ (Janz, 2002). It was suggested in reports, during and in 

the aftermaths of the outbreak, that of the livelihoods and groups affected by the epidemic, fishers and 

squatters respectively were to be the worst affected. This research therefore sought to study the impact of 

the cholera epidemic on fishermen at Lake Chivero as one of the groups perceived to be most at risk: 

fishermen. The study hypothesised that the outbreak of cholera was having a negative impact on 

households in terms of household food security as both income and food-generating activities were 

destroyed. This study‘s results however, indicate that fishermen were not affected by the cholera epidemic 

either directly through illness due to exposure to contaminated water, food or travellers or indirectly through 

failure to sell fish to fish traders. As a result household food security was therefore not impacted by the 

epidemic. The research demonstrates that although epidemiologic understandings of disease patterns of 

spread and impact are useful in disaster response and preparedness, these understandings can be 

misleading and encourage the spread of ‗urban myths‘ around groups of people and livelihoods. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Introduction to the study 

Food insecurity in Southern Africa has increasingly developed into a multifaceted and multicausal 

phenomenon as it has increased in scope, complexity and frequency. Disasters have been identified as an 

additional driver of food insecurity as these too have increased in frequency and intensity triggering not only 

economic and human losses at national level but also leading to concatenating impacts and compounded 

losses at household level. Food insecurity is experienced in two different contexts: chronic and transitory. 

Food insecurity during times of disaster can exacerbate the experience of these two contexts (Maxwell et 

al, 2008).  

Zimbabwe has been no exception of this trend. This research considered that since 2006, there were 

deficits of food supply for the local market in Zimbabwe (Funk and Budde, 2009) consequently leading to 

famine. The concatenating impacts of yearly famine reduced the resilience of households to food insecurity 

resulting in almost half of the Zimbabwean population relying on internationally sourced food aid (UN, 

2008). The interaction between these two external pressures resulted in a dual disaster situation reflected 

through a ‗cholera-food insecurity spiral‘. This interaction, results in the impacts of cholera, a faecal oral 

disease, not merely being restricted to the health of an individual in the household, but resulting to 

concatenating shocks and stresses on the household and the community. Although the brunt of cholera on 

households was a complex one, one apparent and specific way was related to household food security 

(Janz, 2002). 

Accordingly during the epidemic several communities were identified as largely exposed to these external 

pressures as famine and the increased prevalence of cholera-causing bacteria put people in positions in 

which they continuously negotiated whether to consume contaminated food or not to eat at all. 

Consequently, people were put in positions in which they became increasingly vulnerable to either dying of 

starvation or cholera (IRN, 2008).  

1.2 Research rationale  

The research focused on a fishing community (at Lake Chivero1 in the Zvimba District of the Mashonaland 

West Province in Zimbabwe) that was identified as highly exposed to the external shocks and stresses of 

                                                           
1 NB Two of the most at risk groups identified for Zvimba were fishers and squatters (OCHA; 2007). However, 
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famine and cholera. It hypothesised that fishing is a livelihood activity that not only generates an income to 

enable households to purchase food, but also provides a cheap source of proteins making fisher 

households more protein secure than non-fisher households (FAO, 2008). It went on further to assume that 

the cholera epidemic either directly (affecting the fisher or his or her household) or indirectly (affecting the 

market for the fish) resulted in reduced feasibility of fishing as a livelihood activity and therefore disturbed 

the livelihood outcomes of fisher households. Consequently, it affected the food security at household level 

as income and or food-generating activities were destroyed.  

1.3 Research aims and objectives  

Through the systematic application of the livelihoods approach, this study aimed to investigate the impact 

of cholera on household livelihoods of fishers and anticipated subsequent adverse impacts on household 

food security.   

Specifically this research:  

 Described the overall impact of cholera in the Zvimba District of Mashonaland West Province 

 Described fishing as a livelihood activity by exploring the activities, assets and capabilities of 

fishers at Lake Chivero 

 Explored the relationship between the cholera outbreak and the livelihoods of fishers exposed to 

the disease, identifying the direct and indirect impacts of the disease (using household food 

insecurity as an impact indicator) 

 Identified where relevant the livelihood strategies that facilitated resilience during and after the 

cholera outbreak (using household food security as a measure of resilience) 

 Critiqued the relevance of the livelihood framework in this specific context  

1.4 Limitations  

The research design and execution attempted to satisfy scientific goals and principles. In so doing, it 

involved well thought out compromises. The researcher recognised that translation error might have 

occurred as she translated questions or responses (as interviews were conducted in Shona). This was 

addressed by having another Shona speaker and the researcher translating the questions and discussing 

the words used therefore triangulating translations (Babbie and Mutton: 2007). The same process of 
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triangulating meanings of words happened for the major themes that reoccurred (not whole interviews) 

when the responses of the respondents were translated back to English for the purpose of the report. 

1.5 Ethical considerations  

The researcher recognised the sensitivity of interviewing respondents who may have recently experienced 

the dual impacts of cholera and food insecurity including the possibility of death of any family members. 

Care and reassurance were taken when interviewing such respondents.  

With respect to obtaining informed consent, before beginning each interview the researcher approached 

informants and asked them to participate, giving them the right not to participate in the interview or to 

answer particular questions. Issues of privacy and confidentiality were given were addressed by ensuring 

that information gathered about locations and names of respondents was kept confidential.  

1.6 Organisation of the thesis   

This thesis comprises eight chapters. Chapter one provides an introduction to the study undertaken 

outlining the rationale, aims and objectives. Chapter two reviews the literature informing the research; this 

is divided into four sections: fishing as a livelihood, the livelihoods approach, food security in times of 

disasters and the epidemiology associated with cholera and recorded disease outbreaks.Chapter three 

outlines the research context drawing out the characteristics of the research area at district and community 

levels. Chapter four developed the context specific livelihoods model through drawing information from the 

literature and research context. Chapter five outlines how the conceptual framework was systematically 

applied to construct the data collection instrument and data analysis. Chapter six presents the findings and 

analysis of the study. Chapter seven critiques the relevance of applying the sustainable livelihoods 

framework to this research and finally chapter eight discuses and concludes the research. 

 

CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction  

Four clusters of literature informed this research project. These include fishing as a livelihood strategy, the 

livelihood approach with specific reference to the Learning about Livelihoods (LAL) framework, food 

security and the epidemiology associated with cholera and recorded disease outbreaks.  
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2.2 Fishing as a livelihood strategy  

According to Charles (2001), an evident and unfortunate failure of fishery management is that it 

preoccupies itself either exclusively with fishery analysis (counting and managing fish stocks and natural 

resource management) or on how fishing communities operate. There is a failure to understand the broader 

context of fisheries such as understanding how fishers live and are organised (understanding their socio-

economic positions and needs) and how these positions impact on how they fish. Fisher folk are a diverse 

community reflected in the works of Charles (2001) and Wetland (2007) which proposes a typology of 

fishers. Fishers may be differentiated into four classes as listed in table 1.  

Classification variable  Subgroups  Subgroups 

Time taken fishing Seasonal/ migratory fishers, 

 Fulltime fishers, 

 Part-time fishers  

Recreational fishers 

 

Motive  Commercial fishers  

Subsistence fishers 

Large-scale commercial  

Small-scale commercial  

Level of specialisation Specialist fishers  

Diversified fishers 

 

Role or activity  Actual fishing activity 

Cleaning fish for use (heading and 
gutting fish)  

Fish Trading 

Guides for recreational fishers 

 

Table 1: Typology of fishers (adapted from Charles, 2001) 

There is a need to further understand the difference between the two groups of commercial fishers: small-

scale and large-scale commercial fishers. These two groups determine the level of dependence of fishing 

as a livelihood activity and moderate the impact any shock can have on a household‘s wellbeing. On one 

hand are small-scale fishers who are highly dependent on fishing as a livelihood; use small fishing 

technology that is individually owned and have a tendency to use a share system to divide income 
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generated from fishing. On the other hand large-scale commercial fishers have a broad spectrum of options 

available to them (more choice to fishing grounds and non-fishing investment options: e.g. bird watching or 

lodges on the riverbank) their fishing technology is capital intensive and income is divided on a wage 

system (Charles, 2001).  

Fishing technology includes various vessels (Sainsbury, 1996) and gear types (Sainsbury, 1996 and 

Cushing, 1975). According to Cushing (1975) seines, trawls, gill nets and lines constitute the four main 

types of fishing gear while Sainsbury (1996) adds traps and pots as other forms of fishing gear and 

explains the need to include vessels as a type of fishing technology.  

Charles (2001) identified the post harvest use of fish as an activity that affects the wellbeing of fisher 

households. He explains that it is important to construct post harvest use of fish chains that illustrate the 

various stages of fish production from the fishers to the consumer in order to understand fishing 

communities better.  

Any activity, process, policy or incident that affects the typology of fishing fishers engage in, the fishing 

methodology or the post harvest use of fish will (directly or indirectly) impact the livelihood outcome of the 

fishing activity. (NB. How the approach was used in the research as a conceptual framework is explained in 

the methodology chapter).  

Co-management of fisheries is a recent development, which has led to a shift in the way natural resources 

are managed. This saw a shift from a top down natural resource management approach to a system 

orientated and people centred approach, which is holistic. The co management approach involves the 

active participation of the resource users in decision-making and management of resources. There are 

three forms of co management co management spectrum or continuum, consultative and cooperative 

(Sowman and Hauke, 2003).  

2.3 Sustainable Livelihoods Framework 

2.3.1 Introduction 

The previous section underlines the complexity and diversity of fishing as a livelihood strategy. It also 

illustrates historic preoccupations with fishery analysis and Natural Resource Management. This highlights 
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the shortcomings in understanding how fishers live. Valuable insights on these dimensions however can be 

derived by applying livelihoods models.  

There are however numerous, livelihood models, including the DIFD model, Care, Oxfam, UNDP, PGIEP 

and Learning about Livelihoods model (LAL). For the purpose of this research, the LAL model will be used 

because it was developed by consolidating several livelihoods models and it bridges between them and 

specifically focuses on the Southern African region (De Satgé et al, 2002).  

2.3.2 The sustainable livelihoods approach  

The livelihoods approach is a holistic analysis of a household and the context it is set in. The approach 

aims to understand the household‘s livelihood opportunities and constraints and leads to targeted 

interventions (De Satgé et al, 2002). Consequently, Allison and Horemans (2006) explain that the 

livelihoods approach is often used as a tool to design research. However, the value of the approach is laid 

in the fact that it can be used to inform policy on the dynamics and the nature of fishing communities in 

order to identify an entry point to help improve the livelihoods and food security of fishing communities 

(Allison and Horemans, 2006). 

The approach also identifies the level of diversity or resource dependence of livelihoods. A household that 

has a diverse livelihood base is more secure than one without because diversity in fisheries based 

livelihoods is important as the livelihood‘s seasonal and cyclical fluctuations in fish catch, stock and size 

makes fishing a high-risk occupation that is highly unpredictable. Diverse sources of household incomes 

provides the household with a safety net protecting it household from possible shocks and stresses when 

faced with a shock and is unable to recover (Allison and Ellis, 2001).  

As the approach is holistic and differentiates the different levels of household security it can be used as a 

lens to see how vulnerability is experienced differently by different households with varying levels of 

capabilities used during times of crisis (Allison and Ellis, 2001). When unravelling the meaning of 

vulnerability the approach takes into account that vulnerability has a dual effect on households; firstly, it can 

be experienced as exposure and this is when the likelihood of a shock or stress affecting a household is 

assessed. Secondly, it can be experienced as susceptibility of the household, which refers to the ability of 

the households to cope with the shock. When there is a collapse in the household‘s returns on inputs on 

labour, capital or land the household is classified as vulnerable (Devereux, 2002).   
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Moreover, the livelihoods approach explores and sees a household as operating in a system. It links the 

activities of the households with the ecological system, as it realises that the sustainable use of resources 

is important for the continued existence of livelihoods. The livelihoods approach defines sustainable use of 

resources as ―the ability of a system to maintain productivity in spite of a major disturbance, such as is 

caused by intensive stress or long perturbation‖  (Cornway, 1985:98). The livelihood once exposed to such 

shocks attempts to balance out its resilience and sensitivity. Resilience refers to a situation when a 

livelihood or an ecological system is able to recover from the shocks and stresses presented to it, while 

sensitivity is the magnitude of response of a system to external disturbances. A robust livelihood therefore 

is one in which the livelihood system displays high resilience and low sensitivity when faced with a shock or 

stress (Allison and Ellis, 2001). Its apparent flexibility and holistic character makes it an appropriate 

framework to understand fishers exposed to both famine and cholera.  

2.4 Food security  

Securing food is a main livelihood outcome (ZIMVAC, 2009) for this reason Sen (Devereux, 2001), World 

Bank (1990) and Pelling‘s (2003) work explains why households‘ entitlements (assets, capabilities and 

activities) and livelihoods when faced with shocks and stresses are constantly eroded to secure food for 

households.  

2.4.1 Evolution of food security literature  

Food security literature has been evolving since the 1970s and to some extent has been led by the 

prevailing literature on poverty and development. Research into food security began in the late 1970s 

following the global food crisis of 1972-1974 and this research explored the possible causes of the crisis 

and solutions (Barker; 2000). The work of Valdez between 1974 and 1978 and Chisholm, and Tyres (1982) 

claimed that the food crisis or food insecurity was because of short-term fluctuations in food prices and 

production. As a result, the founding theories of food security argued that it was a short-term problem that 

was a consequence of national or international decrease in production of food or increase in price of food. 

Food insecurity caused by such structural problems is known as chronic food insecurity (FAO, 2005). Food 

insecurity at this stage was to be solved by increasing the production of food at national and international 

levels and the stabilization of food prices in order to increase per capita food supplies. 

In the 1980s, Sen argued that famine was also a result of people‘s entitlements being eroded and not 

necessarily a structural problem. Examples of entitlements were ―production-based entitlements‖ (ability to 
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grow food), ―trade-based entitlements‖ (purchasing power to buy food), ―own-labour entitlements‖ (working 

for food) and ―inheritance and transfer entitlements‖ (food in the form of remittances) (Devereux; 2001). 

Subsequently, increasing attention has been applied to the interplay between human development and 

food security in the 1990s. The definition of food security involved three components: food availability, food 

prices and nutrient security. People were considered to be food secure if they generated enough income to 

purchase food at prevailing market prices or if they had access to land to grow food. This meant that the 

approach aimed at increasing household incomes to ensure that there was increased food availability 

(World Bank; 1990). 

In the new millennium, theorists reflected on food security theories and approaches to poverty and realized 

that food security, just as poverty was a multi-causal, multifaceted and multisectoral issue. Theories 

consider that poverty and food insecurity were not essentially a rural phenomenon or an issue solved by 

increase in food production. Following the acceptance, that poverty was not essentially a rural problem and 

as focus was now on urban poverty the work by Pelling (2003) on Social vulnerability in the city, which used 

Sen‘s work on the entitlement theory, which was adapted to a livelihoods approach. His work resulted in 

less focus on development and people‘s movement out of poverty rather it looked at how household 

constantly had to play off poverty and vulnerability. This meant that he realized that poor households 

constantly bargained between using their assets in order to raise them out of poverty for that time and not 

out of vulnerability: their day-to-day survival consumed all resources and assets. The ratchet effect became 

a reality as people were trapped in a vicious circle of poverty which leads to increased vulnerability which 

means that in event of a disaster the households would fall deeper into poverty as they failed to protect 

themselves from future shocks (Pelling; 2003). Households become trapped in a position of transitory food 

insecurity (a consequence of multiple shocks to food security (FAO, 2005)).  

Maxwell (2008) echoes this principle of the ratchet effect and argues that food insecurity crises are 

increasing in scope, complexity and frequency; he identified disasters as an additional driver of food 

insecurity as disasters have reportedly increased in frequency and intensity. The large scale economic and 

human losses triggered by disasters are due to two observable phenomena: firstly there an increase in the 

concentration of vulnerable populations exposed to degraded natural resources and depleted human 

capital (due to disease especially HIV and AIDS) and secondly an  increase in the intensity and severity of 

extreme weather events especially drought and flood events. Although there has been an observed 
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increase in the intensity and frequency of disasters as well as increased vulnerability of populations these 

phenomena are not the only ones causing food insecurity rather the concatenating and compounded losses 

experienced in the natural, institutional economic and many other spheres have challenged households‘ 

ability to secure food in through sustainable strategies.  

Significantly, Salama et al (2004) highlight that humanitarian responses to disasters over the past 30 years 

has taken on the two scientific fields of epidemiology and public health and public nutrition in order to 

respond to both the health and nutrition consequences of disasters. This follows several studies that have 

revealed an association between malnutrition and mortality during communicable disease disasters and 

complex emergencies.  

2.5 Epidemiology associated with cholera and recorded disease outbreaks 

2.5.1 Introduction 

In addition to food insecurity, Southern African countries are exposed to other recurrent shocks and 

stresses such as communicable diseases. Cholera is one of such recurrent diseases, as the disease has 

become a persistent feature of the region and has resulted in several outbreaks (OCHA, 2008).  

Cholera is caused by a waterborne bacterium called Vibrio cholerae (V. cholerae) that is transmitted 

through faecal oral routes. V. Cholerae‘s infectious dose is 10 to the power 9. However, in cases where a 

person‘s gastric acidity is reduced fewer bacteria are needed to cause illness (Loon et al, 1990).  

2.5.2 Mechanisms of multiplication of Vibrio Cholerae 

V. cholerae multiplies in one or more of the following three places: firstly the environment, secondly food 

and finally in stored water. 

In the environment, V. cholerae inhabits brackish water especially in estuaries, ponds and rivers and it 

flourishes in water sources with dense organic matter such as algae and zooplankton. Cloud cover, 

humidity and temperature affect the reproduction of the bacteria and so reproduction is affected by 

seasons. In seasons when the bacteria is not aggressive or does not attack people it is stored in the leaves 

of water plants such as water hyacinth and blue green algae, in this storing period the bacteria multiply and 

pollute water sources (Emch et al, 2008).  
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V. Cholerae also multiplies in food. Studies undertaken in Tanzania reveal that drying fish increases the 

concentration and amount of bacteria in fish (Acosta et al, 1998), while research in Guinea and Mali 

revealed that the bacteria multiply more rapidly in foods with low acidity (Louis et al, 1987 and Tauxe, 

1987). In addition to this, leftover food that is contaminated is also a factor that can increase the 

concentration of bacteria in food. People who eat leftover food several hours after its contamination without 

thorough reheating are therefore at an increased risk of contracting cholera. 

Finally V. cholerae multiplies in stored water and so there is an increase in concentration of V. Cholerae in 

stored water (containers) rather than in source water (rivers and dams) (Mugoya, 2005). Diseases 

transmitted through faecal oral routes such as cholera are characteristic of areas with poor sanitation 

services and poor access to water (WHO,2008).  

2.5.3 Modes of transmission 

The most common route of transmission of V. Cholerae is a result of eating or drinking contaminated food 

or water. In Africa contaminated foods are usually served at funerals and through communal meals, 

therefore attendance to funerals is a risk factor in Africa (Mugoya, 2005). Seafood in particular is another 

common source of cholera in food. Populations and communities with low socio-economic status and 

poverty are correlated with the consumption of ‗high risk foods‘ as they usually make use of either 

contaminated water or poor sanitation systems. This therefore suggests that economic status plays an 

important role in the transmission of cholera.  

Although socio-economic status puts populations at increasing risk of cholera, the risk of transmission of 

the disease during travelling is underestimated. For healthy travellers, the incidence of cholera is not as 

severe as in unhealthy travellers who have weakened immune systems through poor diets and disease. 

The severity of cholera is therefore also associated with general and immune system status (Steffen et al, 

2003).  

2.5.4 Impacts of cholera on households  

The clinical signs of cholera are painless, watery diarrhoea, sometimes accompanied by vomiting. 

Treatment is through fluid replacement and the restoration of electrolyte balance along with antibiotics 

(ICAB; 2004).  
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The impacts of the disease can be divided into two groups or stages; the first is the direct shock (impact) of 

the disease on people: illness and sudden death of household members as well as the erosion of 

livelihoods that depended on unprotected water sources such as fishing. The indirect impact of cholera 

concerns the concatenating impacts of loss of a household member or of a livelihood that led to the 

reduction of the household income, which could trigger a stress on food supply (UNDP; 2004). The impacts 

can also be seen as those that impact negatively on income generating time for people as people begin 

travelling long distances looking for clean water or as people took care of the sick (Muringayi; 2008). 

2.5.5 Drivers and vulnerability characteristics of cholera  

Emch et al (2008) identifies the primary drivers of cholera as the factors that result in the reproduction and 

storage of the bacteria in the environment. The main primary driver of cholera is seasonal change. The 

increase in temperature and length of day in summer increases the growth of zooplankton and other water 

plants, which in turn increases the stores and food sources for the bacteria. The secondary drivers of 

cholera allow the transmission of disease between humans. Local environmental variables such as use of 

surface water, availability of sanitation facilities, flood control and nearness to uncontaminated water 

sources. The use of unprotected and surface water sources for either household use (cooking cleaning) or 

for livelihood purposes increases the risk of people to the disease (Emch et al, 2008).  

There has been an increasing trend in cholera outbreaks correlated with vulnerable people living in 

unsanitary conditions since 2004. The WHO noted that most responses by developing countries in face of a 

cholera outbreak or epidemic are usually reactive which means that the response measures to the outbreak 

are solely to prevent deaths and so sadly the response plans fail to control and prevent the spread of the 

disease in the population (WHO, 2006).  

Four critical vulnerability characteristics that may lead to the severity of the impacts of the disease on 

populations are:  

 Lack of services such as electricity means that people are unable to boil water and prepare food 

in ways that may kill the bacteria. Thus, people drink and eat contaminated water and food 

(Sparrow; 2009).  
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 Poor physical health of people due to malnutrition (a problem of socio-economic status) and 

compromised immune systems due to HIV means that people‘s bodies are unable to fight the 

disease or respond to treatment (Sparrow; 2009).  

 Exposure to disease causing bacteria people who live near poorly maintained toilets, which are 

close to water sources end up having water supplies contaminated. This is also the same case with 

people who travel to areas with high cases where their exposure rate is heightened. 

2.6 Conclusion  

The livelihoods approach is a model that can identify household dynamics and situate the households in 

the context that they exist. Livelihoods approaches have resulted in the need for food security to be 

analyzed at a household level (Pelling; 2003 and FAO, 2008) as it is important to understand the dynamics 

of per capita food supplies and the erosion of entitlements in order to meet household food requirements.  

Fishing communities are at risk to both natural and human induced hazards these hazards may result in 

poverty and food insecurity in fisher households (Westlund; 2007). Most small-scale fishers in developing 

countries face a multiplicity of challenges that expose them to environmental hazards such as pollution, 

environmental degradation, over harvesting of stocks and technological accidents that reduce productivity. 

This literature review has illustrated the complexity of livelihoods; furthermore, it has demonstrated the 

complexity associated with examining livelihoods that are under pressure from multiple sources.  

This leads to the narrower focus of this research which describes and understands how a  disaster such as 

cholera impacted on the livelihood of fishers and consequently how that  affected the household‘s wellbeing 

in terms of food security.  

 

 

CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH CONTEXT 

3.1 Introduction  

The 2008 to 2009 cholera outbreak generated yet another acute hardship in Zimbabwe, a country that had 

been under sustained economic stress since the late 1990s (Cornwall; 2006). This prolonged hardship is 

evidenced by the importation of externally sourced food aid as the country‘s Grain Marketing Board failed to 
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cater for the rising demand of food related assistance2. The deteriorating economy, erratic weather 

conditions among other pressures, threatened the lives and livelihoods of a considerable number of 

households (Parliament of Zimbabwe; 2004).  

This chapter gives an overview of the area in which the study site locates itself. This background 

information of the study area at district level is provided in order to get a better understanding of the context 

in which the fishers are working in. It pays particular attention to the district: Zvimba, outlining its 

demographic, health, food security and cholera risk profile it also explores the study site: Lake Chivero 

paying particular attention to the state of the lake and the fishing communities. 

3.2 Overview of Zvimba District  

This section of the research context locates the study site outlining its spatial, demographic and social 

characteristics.  

3.2.1 Topographic and demographic profile  

The study site; Lake Chivero is located in the Mashonaland West province of Zimbabwe (figure 1) in a 

district called Zvimba. Zvimba is one of the seven districts that make up Mashonaland West (Refer 

Appendix E).  

 

 

 

                                                           
2 Food aid in 2007 was more than 143 000 metric tonnes catering for almost 50% of the Zimbabwean population (6 

million) (UN; 2008).  
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Figure 1: Location of Lake Chivero Zimbabwe ((Noyes (2004) and World Atlas (2009) ) 

This district has a population of 220 763 with an average household size of 4.2 people. Males account for 

50.28% of the population while females account for 49.72% (PASS, 2006). The district has a youthful 

population and so has a high dependency ratio of 0.74. This high dependency ratio is attributed to the high 

rate of out-migration of the economically active population to the surrounding urban areas that provide 

greater economic opportunities.  

In terms of disease in a normal year, diarrhoea accounts for 15.9% of cases of diseases reported followed 

by malaria accounting for 13.9% making these two the two general health conditions experienced by 

people in Zvimba (PASS, 2006).  

3.3 Description of Lake Chivero  

A prominent feature of the Zvimba district is Lake Chivero a manmade water reservoir which occupies 

almost half of the area of the Lake Chivero Recreational Park, covering an area of 26 square kilometres 

when full. It is fully protected and patrolled by the Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Authority. Both the National 
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Parks Authority and research staff monitor all fishery and birdlife activities and operations at the lake 

(Birdlife International; 2008). 

3.3.2 Ecological role and health of Lake Chivero  

Lake Chivero is located 30 kilometres from the capital city: Harare.The Lake provides two major services to 

Harare by supplying water for domestic consumption and as a site for treated municipal effluent. Prior to 

the excessive dumping of untreated raw sewage in the lake since 2007 (Dongozi, 2007), there were four 

main problems in the recreational park: 

a. Eutrophication of the lake caused by fertilizer run off from farms in the catchment area (ZCTF; 

2008).  

b. Invasive water hyacinth covering the lake (Birdlife International; 2008) 

c. Poaching of fish from the lake and illegal hunting of game (ZCTF;2008) 

d. Declining indigenous fish species over the past 10 years as these riverine species cannot cope 

with the increasingly static environment that the lake is becoming (Songore, 2009). 

 

The excessive dumping of raw sewage by the municipalities initially saw an upsurge of cases of diarrhoea 

reported in the city seeing ―60 public clinics attending to more than 900 cases of diarrhoea every day,‖ 

(IRIN, 2007) in 2007.  

3.4 Fishing livelihoods at Lake Chivero  

The presence of Lake Chivero provides a valuable source of livelihoods for local fishers and fisheries. 

Commercial fishing at Lake Chivero started in 1956. The first fishing cooperative: Zvido Zvevanhu (now 

Goal fisheries) was established in 1994. The cooperative fishing model was set up by the Zimbabwe 

National Parks Authority in order to empower indigenous people and entrust a large number of households 

with the lake‘s resources3.  

According to the Lake Chivero‘s chief ecologist the cooperative fishing model not only empowers more 

households with the lakes resources, but is also a progressive fisheries management model as it is easier 

to control, monitor and help fishers operating as a group rather than individuals. In addition to this, the 

Regulations of Park‘s Acts do not only govern the cooperatives but also the Cooperatives Act, which leads 

                                                           
3
 Minimum number of members needed to form a cooperative is ten (Songore, 2009). 
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to them controlling and communicating with each other better. The fishermen‘s association has been 

established for some time but has become more active in helping the fishers in the past two years. This 

association lobbies for the cooperatives, sources equipment for them and is the voice of the cooperatives 

between stakeholders (Songore, 2009).   

As a result of land redistribution in 2002 the large commercial fisheries were divided into smaller plots 

giving birth to more fishing cooperatives. To date there are 11 fishing cooperatives each on a five-ten year 

lease agreement and paying quarterly permits of US$1000 (amounting to US$4000 per annum) (Songore, 

2009). Subsistence fishing is also practised at the lake with subsistence fishers from both rural and urban 

areas commuting to the lake on a daily basis to fish (Chadenga; 2009).  

On one hand, commercial fishing involves seine netting and gill netting while on the other hand subsistence 

fishers‘ use rod and line. The post harvest use of fish includes household use, local market sale and retail 

sales. The cooperative fishers sell their fish at the landing sites to traders who sell to the local market, 

neighbouring urban areas and far away markets. For both the traders and fishers there is limited 

infrastructure to process fish and as a result sun drying is the most common processing method used. Sun 

dried fish may be sold to neighbouring farms, urban or rural areas (FAO; 2007).  

3.5 Food Security profile of Zvimba  

Zvimba is one of the three districts in Mashonaland West that have a structural food deficit problem (FAO, 

2001). Most of the food consumed, in households in Zvimba is from purchases (70%) followed by own 

production (23%), private transfers (5%) and finally public transfers (2%). On average food expenditure, 

accounts for 61% of the households‘ budget (PASS, 2006).  

Graph 1 illustrates the relative proportions of expenditure on different food groups in households in Zvimba. 

Households spend 39% of their food expenditure on cereals followed by vegetables, which account for 18% 

of the households‘ food expenditure (PASS, 2006).  
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Graph 1: Budget share of food groups in Zvimba (adapted from PASS, 2006) 

Graph 2 illustrates the proportions of households that harvested products from the environment and sold 

them. According the graph selling of fish is the second most important income generating strategy that 

depends on goods from the environment, with 26% of the households in Zvimba selling fish. 
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Graph 2 Households that sold products harvested from the environment in Zvimba (adapted from PASS, 2006) 

3.6 Cholera outbreak in Zvimba  

During the cholera epidemic in Zimbabwe teams of health officials used epidemiologic data to identify the at 

risk groups in all districts and set up action plans to control the possible transmission of the disease to the 

populations.  

The first case of cholera in Zvimba was reported almost three months after the first cholera case in the 

country (WHO, 2009). During the epidemic 13 CTCs were set up in Zvimba. In the Mashonaland West 

Province Zvimba ranked fifth in the cumulative reported cases of cholera, fourth in the number of deaths 

reported with its cumulative Case Fatality Ratio (CFR) % ranking second (WHO, 2009). 

For the Zvimba District, an OCHA report (dated 30 January 2009) stated that the cases of cholera 

continued to increase and identified four areas of high priority in the district namely Darwendale, Raffingora, 

Arda Sisi and the Dzivaresekwa Estensione; furthermore, OCHA identified fishermen and squatters as the 

two most at risk groups. The high priority areas were targeted with water supply facilities at their Cholera 

Treatment Centres (CTCs); Dzivaresekwa extension, Banket, Darwendale, Raffingora and Mt. Hampden 

had water supply facilities successfully set up, while at risk groups were to be targeted with health 

education. (OCHA, 2009). 
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CHAPTER FOUR: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

4.1 Introduction  

Prior to entering the field the research proposed to use the sustainable livelihoods framework specifically 

the Learning about Livelihoods model (De Satgé et al; 2002) however this research report will be guided by 

an adaptation of this model with a context specific livelihoods model  (figure 2) that was developed from the 

literature and research context. This chapter conceptualises the model.  

4.2 Conceptualisation of the framework 

The conceptual framework begins from the household triangle identifying household structure, assets, 

capabilities and activities (Figure2). The household is at the centre of the model highlighting that it is 

important to understand that households come in different shapes and sizes. Therefore, the research 

process began at household level: understanding households‘ structures and population variables. This 

helped to understand the various strengths and weaknesses operating in the households. Households were 

also used as a unit of study as food security theory state that households are the basic unit of analysis as 

this is the first level where intense social and economic interdependencies occur between individuals and 

food is accumulated and shared (Ellis; 2000). Ultimately, the research process appreciated that it is 

important to come to a shared view of what a household is considered to be by the community studied as 

different people (De Satgé et al, 2002) define households differently. 

Allison (2001) explains how the livelihood model can be applied to fishers. In describing the livelihood of 

fishers using this framework we can see that the assets that the fishers have can range from, fishing 

vessels, fishing gear and land, while the activities range from the type of fishing the fishers engage in, the 

methods used and the level of diversification of livelihood activity. The capabilities of the fisher livelihood 

are monitored by fishing communities themselves, government regulations on fishing and the general 

external and internal environment.  

Following this, the model identifies the external shocks and stresses (natural, economic and institutional: 

refer Figure2). Allison (2001) reveals that in response to a fisher might begin to target a different species, 

diversify livelihood activities or move to a new area. She also argues that at intra household level there 

might be modification of consumption patterns or allocation of family labour to certain activities. Both 

Charles (2001) and Allison (2001) outline that the coping strategies that fisher folk apply might have a direct 

negative impact on their livelihood and consequently on their livelihood outcome.  
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The wellbeing of a household is dependent on these livelihood outcomes (De Satgé et al; 2002). A basic 

need of any livelihood is to have access to food. For this reason, food security was used as the measure of 

the state of wellbeing. As a result, the model (figure 2) illustrates that livelihood activities are exposed to 

different shocks and stresses presented by external factors operating at macro (national/district) or micro 

(household) level. This exposure is reflected by the dotted triangle around the household. Most importantly, 

susceptibility to these shocks and stresses is dependent on individual characteristics of household 

members, how assets, activities and capabilities are employed in response to this. The responses can 

either be more sustainable coping and adaptive strategies leading to a more food secure household or less 

sustainable coping and adaptive strategies leading to a less food secure household (Figure2).  
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Figure 2: Conceptual framework (Adapted from De Satgé et al, 2002
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The majority of the people in urban areas have few tangible assets and so rely on earning money by 

depending on skills or networks to generate an income or to sustain and develop households. People‘s 

livelihoods provide them with a safety net or a defence line against disasters by providing a basis for their 

nutrition, baseline status, general health and welfare it create the capacity of people to protect themselves 

(Cannon; 2008). The livelihoods model is thus able to reveal how these external and internal activities 

affect the livelihood outcomes and how this influences on the household assets and capabilities and 

consequently affect livelihood outcomes in the future.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: METHODOLOGY 

5.1 Introduction  

The case study approach used, employed the primary data collection techniques of focus group discussion, 

in-depth interviewing and food security assessment questionnaires. In addition to this, secondary data 

collection techniques of key informant interviews and collection of records and maps were used in order to 

contextualize the study at district level. Further interrogation of cholera‘s epidemiology was undertaken in 

order to understand the findings.  

5.2 Secondary data collection  

Identifying and sourcing reliable data constituted an initial challenge in this project. Four main sources of 

secondary data were used: the World Health Organisation, the Herald newspaper, the District 

Administration Office and a student report.  

Two unpublished reports were sourced from the World Health Organisation (WHO) to establish the severity 

of the cholera outbreak in Zvimba. The first report provided district‘s number of cases reported and case 

fatality ratios while the second explained how the OCHA report4 for the district was compiled. In Addition, 

newspaper articles were reviewed to establish the duration of the outbreak.   

The Poverty and Assessment Study Survey of 2006, which provided a complete overview of the district 

outlining its population‘s demographic, food security and health profile, complemented these. The datum 

from these three reports was reviewed using simple univariant analysis.  

Furthermore, a map compiled by a student intern at Lake Chivero Research Centre was used to provide a 

sense and geographic location of the activities operating and the location of the fishing cooperatives around 

the lake.  

5.3 Primary data collection  

5.3.1 Overview of primary data collection techniques  

Three primary data collection tools were used: focus group, in-depth interviewing and structured 

questionnaires. Prior to using these tools permission was sought from the National Parks Research Centre 

                                                           
4
This is the report which forms the basis of this research, as it identified fishers as one of the two most at risk groups 

in Zvimba 



24 
 

to use the facilities at the centre for the focus group discussion. The NPRC also provided support through 

an approved field guide. This field guide provided assess to the fishers and the fishing community.  

Access to the fishermen and permission to conduct research in the individual cooperatives was also sought 

from the directors of the four participating cooperatives through individual meetings explaining the study‘s 

purpose and rationale.  

5.3.2 Development of data collecting tools 

The Learning about Livelihoods (LAL) model was used as an organisational framework for understanding 

the relationships between households; natural resources and food security. The LAL model guided the 

construction of the focus group, in depth interview and food security assessment questions.  

a) Development of questionnaire  

A structured questionnaire was developed to explore the demographic characteristics and asses food 

security of the participating households (Refer Appendix F. Questions were adopted from the Zimbabwe 

Vulnerability Assessment Committee Food Security Assessment and Program in Urban Food Security 

Urban food security baseline survey for Cape Town). Specifically the food security assessment focused on: 

 Dietary diversity 

 Household resilience strategies in times of household food shortages 

 Identification of the shocks impacting the household that undermine its potential to secure food 

 Determination of the impact of cholera on household livelihood and food security 

b) Development of interview schedule  

The set of questions used for the in-depth interviewing are available in Appendix F however, these changed 

slightly when certain themes came up in interviews. When interviewees brought up additional, unexpected 

or interesting information the researcher diverged from these questions, probed them, and asked them to 

elaborate their responses to the questions. The interviews gathered information on: 

 Household livelihood assets, activities and capabilities 
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 The impact of cholera on the household  

c) Development of focus group questions  

The focus group questions (Refer: Appendix C) 

The focus group questions gathered information on: 

 Components of a household 

 Fishing seasonal calendar 

 Identified other shocks and stresses operating on fishers 

d) Development of key informant questions  

A community profile guide was used to gather background information of the study area at in order to get a 

better understanding of the context in which the fishers are working in.  

5.3.3 Selection of study sample  

5.3.3.1 Site selection  

The research was conducted in four of the eleven fishing cooperatives. The sites were selected to ensure 

that at least one cooperative was selected from the lower, middle and upper North Banks of the lake. One 

of the cooperatives was especially chosen because it had had a member of staff die of cholera. For the 

purpose of this paper no reference will be made to the names of the cooperatives figure 3 below, illustrates 

the location of all the fishing cooperatives on the North Bank5.  

 

                                                           
5
 Ethical consideration (pg12) 
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(*Key for the map below) 
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Figure 3: Location of cooperatives at Lake Chivero (Chidarikire, year unknown)
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5.3.3.2 Respondents selection  

A non-probability sampling technique: snowball sampling was used. This method of sampling was used 

because there is no official database with the contact details of all the fishers for Lake Chivero and because 

not all the fishers live in one particular location. For the in-depth interviewing, the field guide would 

introduce the researcher to the directors who would then call one of the fishermen and each fisherman 

would call the next respondent. Each cooperative had at least ten members interviewed (one director, two 

traders and eight fishermen). 

For the focus group interviews, each director selected the three participants for each cooperative.  

As the research was carried out for exploratory reasons this was an acceptable method of sampling, no 

generalizations of the information gathered (to all fishers at Lake Chivero or Zimbabwe will be made) 

because the sample is not representative of the fishers, thus the research primarily identifies the underlying 

processes that are operating (Babbie and Mutton: 2007).  

5.3.4 Field research  

a) Focus group interview and assessment workshop  

An assessment is a research method that allows for better understanding of shocks and stresses to 

livelihoods and livelihood outcomes. It allows for consultation with communities of their situation (Sphere 

Project; 2004) and puts the people at the centre: a component of the LAL framework (De Satgé et al; 

2002).  
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Figure 4: Focus group interview (Chaita, 2009) 

The research centre provided facilities for the focus group interviews. The focus group and assessment 

workshop was conducted with nine participants (three from each cooperative) and lasted for two hours.  

The information gathered from the assessment was used to help the researcher get a better understanding 

of the research sample and helped edit the questions for the in-depth interviews.  
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b) In-depth and structured interviews 

 

Figure 5: In-depth interviewing (Chaita, 2009) 

In-depth and the structured interviews were used to develop a situated understanding of individual 

household experiences. The in depth interviews involved openness, emotional engagement and the 

development of trust and rapport between the researcher and the respondents (Babbie and Mutton; 2007).  

The mode of enquiry also helped the researcher to understand the unique context of each household‘s 

situation, revealing the different or similar experiences of the households. Forty-three in depth and 

structured interviews were conducted and these lasted between 35 and 45 minutes.  

c) Key informant interviews  

The Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority provided two key informants to help the 

researcher better understand the fishermen‘s community prior entry into the research. The first key 

informant; was the Director Conservation for the Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority was 

contacted prior to the formulation of in-depth questions and entering the field (Refer: Appendix B). Upon 

entering the field, the Lake Chivero Chief Ecologist was also contacted and he provided background 
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information on the cooperatives and information on the trends of the Lake‘s fish resources (Refer Appendix 

B).  

5.4 Data consolidation and analysis 

The secondary and primary data along with background literature were consolidated under themes and 

these were used to create a context specific livelihoods model (Refer Chapter four). The data collected was 

used in order to understand the livelihoods of the different groups of fishermen as in the LAL model. The 

analysis process began from the centre of the model by analyzing the household structure and 

composition. An examination of the different household livelihood strategies was done by identifying the 

assets, activities and capabilities of the four different types of livelihood groups at the lake. Finally the 

different (economic, institutional, social and natural) shocks and stresses presented to the households 

during the cholera epidemic and the resultant strategies adopted to overcome these were outlined 

furthermore these strategies were identified as resulting to either more desirable or less desirable 

outcomes to the households.  
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CHAPTER SIX: PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS  

6.1 Introduction  

The findings and analysis are presented in two key stages below: the first key section, Section 6.2.1 

Description of livelihood groups, specifically describes demographic, household structures, and 

describes the different livelihood strategies of the households studied. The second key section, Section 6.3; 

The shocks and stresses during and after the cholera epidemic, identifies the impact of cholera on 

fishing as a livelihood and the subsequent impact on food security.  

6.2 Description of livelihood groups 

6.2.1 Description of study sample  

Forty-three people were interviewed; each interviewee representing a single household. The sample 

population had an average household size of 4.4, with the smallest household consisting of two members 

while the largest consisted of ten members. This average household size is very close to that at district 

level which has average households of 4.2 (PASS, 2006). There were four different groups of livelihoods in 

the sample; as reflected in table 2 below:  

Livelihood groups Number Percentage (%) 

Cooperative directors 5 12 

Cooperative fishers 29 67 

Subsistence fishers 3 7 

Fish traders 6 14 

Total 43 100 

Table 2: Livelihood groups 

6.2.2 Household demographics 

The 43 people interviewed represented 190 people. The majority of the household members were female 

constituting 51% of the sample while males constituted 49%. Graph 3, illustrates the age distribution of the 

sample.  
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Graph 3: Age distribution of household members 

The majority (64%) of the household members are in the economically active age group while the 

dependents make up 36% of the population. 

a) Education status  

All of the directors and most of the cooperative fishermen (54%) completed their ordinary level6, while all of 

the subsistence fishermen and most of the traders (75%) completed primary school (Refer: Appendix G).   

b) Household structures  

A household has been defined as people who live and eat together who are not necessarily related by 

blood, adoption or marriage (PASS, 2006). During the focus group discussion a household, (translated as 

‗mhuri‘) was defined by the group as essentially consisting of one or more of the following three groups of 

members:  

 Children of the heads of the household  (wife/husband) 

 Parents of the heads of household (wife/husband) 

 People who the heads of the household were entrusted to take care of (comprising: siblings, 

grandchildren, nieces or nephews) 

                                                           
6
 School leaving at 16 
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An additional group: members of the community, was a strongly contested component of household and 

was subject to much debate during the discussion. The discussion concluded that this component would be 

considered as part of the household only when members of the community received assistance from the 

household concerned on a regular basis.  

Literature identifies four different household structures (nuclear, child headed, extended, and single headed 

households), a further three different types of households were identified during the research process as 

shown in table 4:  

Household structure Number Percentage (%) 

Nuclear7 29 67 

Parents8 4 9 

Nuclear extended 2 5 

Extended 2 5 

Female extended 1 2 

Female/male headed with non 

resident children 

1 2 

Single headed (Male) 1 2 

Child headed 2 5 

Total 43 100 

Table 3: Household structures 

The definition and the actual household structures observed in the field however, diverge from conventional 

definitions, reflecting that households have been organised differently. Moreover, variation within typical 

household structures also occurred as reflected in table 5 that provides an explanation of the household 

structures in table 4.  

                                                           
7
 Identified themselves as heads of nuclear households 

8
 Identified themselves as members of nuclear households i.e. still staying with parents 
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Table 4: Variation within typical household structure 

 Standard definition Variation with this study sample 

Nuclear households  This comprised:  

 A male head of household who is the 

primary income earner and main 

decision maker  

 Dependent children and wife (who is 

subordinate in both decision and 

income earning)  

(Faphohunda, 1987) 

Two out of the six women interviewed pointed out that they partnered with their husbands as household heads:            

Co household heads (their income was sometimes equal or more than their husbands and both opinions mattered 

when making decisions) 

One out of the six women interviewed was unsure who should be considered as the head of the household as on 

one hand she was the breadwinner while on the other hand her husband was traditionally considered the head of the 

household although he failed to live up to his role as the breadwinner. Tensions existed between the meaning of 

breadwinner versus household head  

Both nuclear and single headed households identified non resident children and dependents 

Nuclear extended: 

 The respondent stays with wife but his children are resident with their grandparents.  

 The respondent is the head of a normal nuclear household however; he is entrusted with and supports other 

dependents: his nieces who are not resident with his own household.  

Single headed with non resident children: 

 Two single headed households (one male one female) had non resident children (children staying with mother and 

sister respectively) 

Single headed 

households 

A single head (male or female) and 

his/her dependents (De Satgé et al; 2002) 

The respondent is resident with her brother, niece and own child, but lacks a life partner:                                      

Female headed-extended household 

Extended households  A household that has non-nuclear 

members (nuclear members: husband, 

wife and children) (Angel and Tienda, 

1982) 

Child headed 

households 

When a chid takes on the roles of 

household head (De Satgé et al; 2002) 
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The standard definitions clearly differentiate between different household structures; the thick lines in table 

5 reflect this. However, the differentiation between these household structures is blurred in the study 

sample as reflected by the thin lines between the household structures. This reveals that households are 

restructuring themselves as variations from the standard definitions of household structures were observed. 

6.3 Description of fishing as a livelihood strategy  

 6.3.1 Overview  

This subsection examines fishing as a livelihood activity outlining the main activities, capabilities and assets 

of the different groups of fishers: fishing cooperative directors and fishers, subsistence fishers and traders.  

All of the livelihoods are dependent upon the lake (natural capital) and like any natural resource; this capital 

is affected by seasons. Figure 6 is a seasonal chart constructed during the focus group discussion, 

showing how the fisher‘s catch varies according to weather and seasons.  

  Fishing seasonal calendar 

Month Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

Rating √√ √√ √√ √ √ - - √ √√√ √√√ √√√ √ √ 

Reason Rainy * Dry Dry Dry Cold & 

short 

days 

Cold & 

short 

days 

Windy & 

cold 

surface 

water 

Hot & 

long 

days 

Hot & 

long 

days 

Hot & 

long 

days 

Heavy 

Rains 

Heavy 

Rains 

Figure 6: Fishing seasonal chart (*missing data) 

Rating key 

Low catch Good catch Better catch Best catch 

- √ √√ √√√ 

 

The period from September to beginning of November was identified as the peak fishing period as the 

weather conditions (long and hot days) encouraged fish to come to the surface of the water. However the 

nadir fishing season was identified as occurring between June to July and this was because of poor 

weather conditions (short and cold days) encouraging the fish to stay deep under water. Despite the fact 
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that there is low catch during winter all the fishermen neither migrate nor adopt alternative livelihood 

activities, rather they try their best to meet their targets in order to earn their basic salaries9.  

6.3.2 Cooperative fishers’ assets, activities and capabilities  

Each cooperative consisted of ten directors, seine and gillnet workers, the assets and activities of these two 

groups (workers and directors) were different as reflected in table 6 which provides a description of their 

complementing roles and assets. 

 

Figure 7: Cooperative fishermen seine fishing (Author, 2009) 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                           
9The fishermen get an income (basic salary when target catch of 50kg, 25kg and 10kg- dependent on season is reached and 

commission thereafter); they get paid on daily, weekly or fortnightly bases which are dependent on cooperative.  



38 
 

Fishing cooperatives 

 Directors Cooperative Fishermen 

 Access 

Yes/No 

 Access 

Yes/No 

 

Assets 

Natural Capital   

Lake access  √ Through five-ten  year lease, quarterly permit  and membership  √ Through an employment contract 

Physical Capital   

Boats10, engines, gill & seine nets, heavy-

duty scale  car 

√  x  

Human Capital   

Management skills  √ Business management skills x  

Knowledge of lake  x  √ Detailed knowledge of the lake where to fish according to weather  

Protection  x  √ Protection of the nets at night from poachers i.e. to prevent loss of physical 

assets and catch 

Wellbeing  x Not compromised   The wellbeing of the fishers seemed to be compromised as the Ministry of 

Health and Child Welfare who used to carry out compulsory health checks 

on fishermen every 6 months stopped carrying out their health checks 

when the Zimbabwean economy took a downturn 

Activities 

Management  √ Management of the cooperatives 

 

  

Lobbying   Fishermen‘s association11: each cooperative nominates one director to 

represent them in the association. The association has three office 

bearers, who coordinate between the cooperatives, communicates 

problems to National Parks Authority and tries to find out more about the 

welfare of the fisheries and relay information to the cooperatives and help 

with problems associated with leases and permits. 

 

  

Fishing  x  √ Actual fishing 

Capabilities 

12 

Table 5: Cooperatives' assets, capabilities and activities 

                                                           
10

 Each cooperative through the standards set by national parks should have a minimum of three boats 
11 Cooperative fishermen are not represented by this association 
12 No capabilities identified for both groups  
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The productivity and turnover of the livelihood sources mentioned in table 5, is controlled through the 

National Park‘s regulations moderating access to the lake. In addition to this fish bongas13 are identified as 

competing land users who steal from the cooperatives on almost a fortnightly basis (Refer: Appendix I for 

an elaborate explanation on how productivity and turnover is moderated).  

6.3.3 Subsistence fishers’ assets, activities and capabilities 

Subsistence fishers usually fish for household use, but in cases where their fish catch is high, they take the 

opportunity to can sell their fish at the Whitehouse open market. 

 

Figure 8: Subsistence fishers (Author, 2009) 

Table 6 illustrates the assets, activities and capabilities of subsistence fishermen.  

 

 

                                                           
13

 Bonga is a Shona word for a wild cat that is renowned for stealing 
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Subsistence fishers 

Assets 

 

Natural capital  Lake (access through day permit) 

Bait ‗zerere‘ (algae/sly) harvested from the lake   

Physical capital Homemade rod and line                                                                                                                            

Tyres (to sit on if they decide to go in the water)                                                                               

Twenty or five litre buckets (to transport catch in)                                                                                   

Sacks which are put in stagnant water to stop the fish from rotting                                                          

Salty sadza - maize meal is also used as bait in some cases  

Human capital  Self labour (family members help in some cases) 

Social capital  Stay with their relatives that live in the Parks area cut down on transport costs to and from the lake 

in event low fish catch or in times when there is a desperate need for extra money through selling 

fish  

Financial capital  Worms and algae/sly bought for R5 for week‘s worth of catch 

US$2 per day to have access to the lake 

Capabilities14 

Activities 

 Freezing, drying or salting of fish to store or preserve fish 

Table 6: Subsistence Fishers' assets, capabilities and activities 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
14

 No capabilities identified 
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6.3.4 Traders’ assets, activities and capabilities 

Traders commute to Lake Chivero from the surrounding areas (Kuwadzana and Dzivarasekwa), Harare 

(30km away) and from places as far as Masvingo and Bindura (more than 300 kilometres from the Lake). 

The traders who live further from the Lake try arrive at the Lake for the first catch (6am) so that they can 

transport the fish to their markets and not have to store the fish overnight.  

 

Figure 9: Traders queuing for fish (Author, 2009) 

 

Table 7 illustrates the assets, activities and capabilities of the traders.  
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Traders 

Natural capital  Lake  

  
Physical capital Twenty litre buckets & fridge 

Human capital  Self 

Social capital  In cases where the traders do not have fridges they ask their neighbours to store their fish. 

Financial capital  Transport to the lake and markets 

Capabilities15 

Activities 

Freezing, drying and salting of fish to store and preserve                    .                                                                                                       

Selling at home,                                                                                                                                                                                                  

Selling at open markets (paspeed, Acturus mine, Whitehouse, Kuwadzana 5, Masvingo-300km, Glenora at open markets)                                                                                                                                                                                              

Regular orders for customers                                                                                                                                                                      

There are hardly any community maintenance activities by the traders, however the traders do not gut fish at the camp so that the area 

is kept clean and hygienic.  

Table 7: Traders' Assets, capabilities and activities 

Most traders purchase two twenty litre buckets for resale. These take a day to clear or even finish on the 

trader‘s way home and in some cases buckets can be sold in two hours. However, due to the stigma 

around the fish from Chivero the traders in most instances say the fish are from Dawendale to those who 

do not know the distinguishing features of the fish from the two lakes (i.e. difference in colour).  

6.4 The shocks and stresses during and after the cholera epidemic  

This second major subsection examines the impact of cholera on fishing as a livelihood and food security 

as a livelihood outcome.  

6.4.1 Household food security  

6.4.2 Economic conditions of the households compared to previous year  

All of the subsistence fishers, the majority of the cooperative fishers(69%) and the majority of the traders 

(67%) reported that this year the economic conditions of their households are better than last year however 

the majority of the directors (80%) said that this year the economic conditions of their households are worse 

off than last year. 

                                                           
15

 No capabilities identified  
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The reasons attached by respondents validating their household‘s economic wellbeing were grouped and: 

42.86% of the households used buying power as a condition that determined whether they are worse or 

better off, while 39.29% of the responses were food related and a constant referral was made to the state 

of ‗nzara‘ which can be translated as the unavailability of food in the community either through social 

networks, household harvest or shops to have been a condition that occurred last year that no longer 

seemed to be existent this year as reflected in table 8.  

 Food related  Economic buying 

power 

Household shocks  Other  Missing  

% 39 43 11 7 - 

Count  11 12 3 2 12 

Table 8: Reasons for better or worse economic conditions 

6.4.3 Household dietary diversity  

Graph 3 was constructed to illustrate how diverse household‘s meals were:  

 

Graph 4: Dietary diversity  
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All households consumed maize meal, bread, fish, sugar and milk/dairy products. Most households (51%) 

consumed rice as an alternative source of starch and consumed beans and peas (56%) as well as beef 

(79%) as an alternative source of protein. However, few households consumed goat meat (19%) or poultry 

(47%) as an alternative source of protein and few consumed potatoes (44%) or any other starch products 

(2%) as an alternative source of starch.  

The respondents were also asked to state where they had their last main meal and most of the cooperative 

fishers (66%) reported that they ate at the fish camp, while all the traders and the directors ate at home. 

The location at which the meal is eaten seems to be related to food diversity. This is because while the 

fishermen are at the camp they are provided with a standard meal (Sadza, fish and vegetables), however 

when the fishermen go home they seem to have a more varied diet (eating other food products such as 

rice, potatoes and beef). The cooperative where the fisherman belonged to also affected how diverse a 

meal was, this is because some cooperatives make it a point to provide their fishermen with other sources 

of protein other than fish therefore serving beef at meal times. However, the source of starch remained the 

same, as sadza was common among all cooperatives.  

6.4.5 Fishermen’s alternative livelihood activities and livelihood activities of other household 

members 

Most (79%) of the respondents claimed that fishing was the most important livelihood and income 

generating activity for their household. While the respondents who still stayed with their parents stated that 

fishing and trading fish generated money for their own consumption and not household consumption and so 

was not the most important household income or food generating activity. One of the traders said that 

trading helped him be in constant contact with the cooperatives, which fuelled his alternative livelihood 

activity. This particular trader generated more money from selling inputs for fixing boats and nets for the 

cooperatives than he did from selling fish, however this occurred irregularly and so trading fish was a 

regular source of income for his household. Table 9 illustrates the alternative livelihood strategies that 

fishers adopt. 



45 
 

Table 9: Alternative household livelihood activities

Livelihood group Percent with 

alternative 

livelihood 

strategies (%) 

Examples of alternative livelihood strategies  

adopted 

Percent with other 

household members 

with alternative 

livelihoods (%) 

Other household members’ livelihoods 

Subsistence 

fishers 

100  Selling doilies  

  Piece work (thatching roofs and gardening) 

 A permanent job with the department of 

youth development 

0  All the subsistence fishermen were the only ones 

working for their households although they all had 

spouses 

Directors  40  Farming (both an income and food 

generating livelihood)  

 Pastoral duties  

60  The same two directors‘ (←) have wives and 

other household members who work as directors 

and managers of the cooperatives  

 One of the other director‘s (without alternative 

livelihoods) wives sells fish at home as another 

household income generating activity  

Cooperative 

fishermen  

21  Gardening 

 Gold panning 

 Driving (x2) 

 Subsistence 

fishing  

 Farming 

31  Formal 

employment 

 Hairdressing 

 Farming 

 Day fishing 

 Cooking  

 Selling fruit and 

vegetables at a stall 

Traders  33  Plaiting hair 

  Fumigation  

 Provision of supplies and materials used to 

fix boats for the cooperatives. 

83  Teaching  

 Fish trading  

 Formal 

employment  

 ‗Makorokoza or 

indigenous‘ 

dealing of goods 
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The table highlights that the cooperative fishers had the least diverse sources of livelihood as the fishermen 

them selves did not have an alternative livelihood and also other household members.  

6.4.6 Selling of assets  

Only six of the respondents from the sample had sold their household assets since January. Three of the 

six who sold assets used the money for food, of which two of them explained that they had to sell the 

assets as they had been out of work for some time and needed to buy food as reflected in table 10. 

However, there was no record of distress sale of assets for food due to cholera.  

Occupation  Asset sold  Reason  Impact  

Director  Car  For more inputs and to pay 

workers as business was 

low 

 

Cooperative fisherman  Cattle  Food  None (Still have other 

cattle) 

Cooperative fisherman  Bed, DVD, Home theatre  Preparation for wife's 

pregnancy  

 

Cooperative fisherman  Home charger  It wasn‘t working             

Money used for food  

None  

Cooperative fisherman  Bicycle 

 

 

 

 

For food (sold in may after 

prolonged stay in rural areas 

had come to ciy in April and 

so just needed to get by) 

Walks to work 

Cooperative fisherman  TV School fees No entertainment 

Table 10: Reasons for selling assets 

 

6.4.7 Summary household food security  

All the indicators of household food security reveal that fisher households are food secure as they: ate 

three meals a day consisting of vegetables, starch and protein, they also claimed an improvement in 

access to food this year compared to last year most importantly the cholera outbreak had no impact on the 

state of the household‘s food security as there were no distress sales of assets for food due to cholera.  
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6.5 Impact of cholera 

6.5.1 Introduction  

This study‘s findings identified two direct impacts of cholera on fishing as a livelihood. Illness or a 

household member suffering or dying from cholera evidenced this. When considering the possible indirect 

impacts of cholera on the livelihood of fishers, the post harvest use of fish was assessed, the research 

process identified a fall in demand of fish by the market because of cholera education and awareness in 

communities.  

6.5.2 Direct impact of cholera on fishing as a livelihood  

Most of the respondents (95%) did not suffer from cholera. However, the 5% i.e. two of the interviewees 

who suffered from cholera did not also suffer from its less desirable outcomes on their households. This is 

because one of the respondents was already on leave and in the second instance; the other directors 

replaced the respondent (a director) during his absence. As a result, he still received his return on 

investment and his salary. It should be noted that both of these respondents contracted the cholera while 

away from the cooperatives (i.e. the former in the rural areas and the latter while travelling).  

Two of the fishermen‘s relatives suffered from cholera; as a result both fishermen took 4 days off work to 

attend to their family‘s needs. These two fishermen also did not suffer any negative outcomes to their 

livelihoods as their jobs remained reserved for them and their directors paid them their basic salaries 

despite having missed four days from work. 
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Minimising vulnerability to shocks and stresses caused by cholera 

Livelihood group  Type of coping 

strategy  

Stresses caused by cholera  Coping strategies  

Fish trading  
C

o
n

tr
o

lli
n

g
 s

u
sc

ep
ti

b
ili

ty
 o

f 
liv

el
ih

o
o

d
 Closure of open markets 

R
ed

u
ced

 tu
rn

o
ver 

• Reduced purchase of buckets of fish for resale  

• Secretly selling fish  to known customers  

• Improved hygienic practices  

 

                                   (100%) 

Police patrols (stopping people from selling food from home) 

Stigma about fish (as cholera awareness and education in 

communities encouraged people to stop buying food that 

flies were attracted to as such fish as flies are cholera 

vectors) 

Demand for hawking permits in the roads by police (failure to 

produce the permits would lead to confiscation of the fish) 

R
ed

u
ci

n
g

 e
xp

o
su

re
 

As a traveller increased exposure to vibrio cholerae 

Covered fish, gutted away from flies, disposed off guts properly, 

washed the buckets with clean treated water, and practised better 

personal hygiene (100%). 

 

Subsistence 
fishing  

Exposure to vibrio cholerae in lake 
Stayed away from the lake and did not come for four months (from 

January to April) (33%)  

Cooperative 
fishing  

Exposure to vibrio cholerae in lake 
Stayed at his rural home in fear that he would get cholera after he 

heard that many people in the city had suffered from it (3%) 

Cooperative 
fishing  

Exposure to Vibrio cholerae at gatherings 

Discouraged from going to funerals of their relatives by the directors 

because the traditional rituals of ‗kubatamaoko‘ (literally translated 

as ‗holding of hands‘ which is a ritual people practice when meeting 

a group of bereaved people). Kubatamaoko and eating communal 

meals offered at funerals is a way that people transmit the cholera 

causing bacteria (13%).  

 

Table 11: Minimising vulnerability to direct and indirect shocks caused by cholera (Proportion who employed strategy in group reflected as %)
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a) Exposure  

One of the respondents reported that he feared that one-day cholera would catch up with him and his 

family while the other fisher was relaxed and clearly knew that cholera was a problem of personal hygiene 

and good cooking methods16.  

b) Susceptibility to loss of livelihood  

During and after the epidemic the demand for fish from the cooperatives remained the same (as all fish 

caught were sold). However, some directors claimed that it seemed as though the numbers of traders 

increased during and after the epidemic. This could not be verified as both the fisheries centre and the 

cooperatives could not produce records to this effect.   

Traders argued that although they had a reduction in productivity they were still relatively well off than 

others as selling food resulted in them getting cash, which was at that time a scarce resource because of 

limited daily withdrawals from ATMs and as few shops accepted cheques.  

6.6 Summary of findings and analysis  

Understanding how households are structured helps to understand how food is sourced and allocated in 

households as well as to understand the importance of a livelihood for the wellbeing of a household. The 

research process revealed that household structures are diverse and evolving as well as non-static, so 

household structures identified in literature, and definitions used at district level for surveys are not the only 

household structures as is existent in society. The distribution of age in the population reflected the 

characteristics of fishing as a livelihood as fishing requires young men and considering that, most of the 

respondents were the heads of the households. As a result, there were no people aged above 65years in 

the sample. The age distribution might also be reflective of the country‘s demographic profile as life 

expectancy is pegged at 43 years (UNDP, 2000).  

Most of the respondents reported that their household‘s economic conditions had improved since 2008. 

43% of the reasons of better or worse economic conditions of the household were related to better buying 

power while 39% of the reasons were related to ease and ability to acquire food in both the market and in 

the community.  

                                                           
16

“ndaisambotya, husmart hwako munhu nechikafu chako ndozvinebasa‖ 
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Few of the cooperative fishers had alternative livelihood activities as their livelihoods as fishers took up 

most of the week (five to six days of work per week), leaving them with a much needed weekend to rest 

and attend to any household duties. The fact that they have no alternative livelihood activities may also 

reflect the district (and Zimbabwe as a whole) that they work in, in which there is few income generating 

opportunities (PASS, 2006).  

14% (six) of the sample studied suffered from the direct impact of fishing as a livelihood but only 2% (one) 

suffered the less desirable impacts of coping with cholera on their household. The demand for fish in 

market decreased, indirectly impacting fishing as a livelihood as the turnover for traders decreased 

however reduction in demand was not experienced by the fishermen who were able to sell all their fish at 

the end of the day as usual. The traders employed several strategies in order to cope with the reduction in 

demand of fish. As only one of the fishermen suffered from a negative outcome as a result of cholera and 

although traders had reduced turnover they still believed that they were not negatively impacted by the 

disease the research revealed that fishing as a livelihood at Lake Chivero was not impacted by cholera.  
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CHAPTER SEVEN: APPROPRIATENESS OF THE SUSTAINABLE LIVELIHOODS FRAMEWORK IN 

THIS CONTEXT 

7.1 Introduction   

The Sustainable Livelihoods Framework (SLF) was adopted as a conceptual framework for understanding 

food security issues (Swift and Hamilton, 2001) as it provides a holistic analysis of a household and the 

context it is set in. The approach aims to understand the household‘s livelihood opportunities and 

constraints and leads to targeted interventions (De Satgé et al, 2002).  

This section debates the usefulness of the SLF as a trans-disciplinary and holistic framework to explore the 

dimensions of fisher households‘ food security when they were exposed to the cholera epidemic and put in 

positions of vulnerability. In addition to this, it tries to examine if the framework is the best analytical tool to 

link Food Security and Disaster Risk Science concepts for the purpose of this research.  

7.2 Critique of the SLF  

Figure 10 is the conceptual framework developed through this research (literature, context and findings). 

The shocks and stresses as well as the enabling influences were identified and populated in the model.  
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Figure 10: Conceptual framework (adapted from De Satgé, et al, 2002)



53 
 

According to Charles (2001), most research on fisheries fails to understand the broader context of fisheries; 

of how fishers live and are organised and how these positions influences how they fish. The model 

addressed this problem through the following two ways. 

Firstly, it unpacked all the links that fisheries have that provided them either with opportunities or 

constraints in their development. It did this by originating and investigating the basic unit of human 

organisation: the household, and went on to understand the everyday relationships that are important to 

people thus making important links and connections preventing research from simply overlooking important 

characteristics. From the household it went on to understand the important characteristics of a livelihood 

and understand what constrained it and gave it opportunities. Furthermore, it investigated the interaction 

between people, their capabilities, assets or resources that they had access to and finally the activities that 

they gained their livelihoods through (De Satgé et al, 2002). The sustainable livelihoods concepts of this 

framework allowed it to take a multi-disciplinary, multi-level, people-centred, asset-based approach Eldis, 

2009)  to understanding the community and was not solely interested in understanding disasters, food 

security or fisheries. This highlights the first advantage of livelihoods approaches, as they do not belong to 

a particular discipline and so allows a bridging between disciplines and allows a trans-disciplinary approach 

to any problem.  

In spite of this, the context that the SLF draws up underestimates the impacts of rampant inflation on 

generating a vulnerable population (De Satgé et al, 2002). In this specific context Zimbabwe experienced 

hyperinflation for over three years possibly impacting on the productivity of and investment in fishing as a 

livelihood and creating different types of livelihood opportunities and constraints for the directors, traders 

and fishers that are not highlighted in the analysis.  

Secondly, livelihoods approaches are participatory and so allow local people and outsiders to engage and 

allows for a negotiated understanding and learning between the two groups (Scoones, 2009). According to 

Sutherland et al (1999) in their experience of applying, the livelihoods approach to assess and understand 

household food security in semi-arid Africa, participatory research processes are advantageous because 

they are able to diagnose food security problems, analyse their causes and identify household coping 

strategies effectively. This highlights the second strength if the SLF as it understands that when households 

are put in positions of vulnerability their coping strategies are not an end in themselves. As a result, the 

livelihood approaches can be used for understanding how secure a household is and the level of risk of it 
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being affected by a shock or stress; furthermore, it allows the analysis to understand how livelihoods 

change over time and how vulnerabilities evolve (De Satgé et al, 2002). The effective identification of these 

problems and causes help integrate household food security concerns to location specific development and 

relief programs. Participatory research can prevent sole focus on food production and allow for a better 

analysis of other household factors such as access to food and nutrition as well as inform food security 

policy at district and national level depending on how well planned the project is (Sutherland et al, 1999).  

Nevertheless Sutherland et al (1999) identified the challenge of participatory research as failure to have a 

platform from which to influence policy.  

However, the major constraint of applying this framework is that it undertook a livelihoods approach to 

understanding the risk of fishermen. However, although the fishers were highly exposed to the cholera 

causing bacteria they did not suffer from the clinical signs of cholera. An epidemiologic understanding of 

cholera was needed to understand the enabling influences that protected the fisher households and 

therefore the research failed to show both sides of livelihood the positive and the negative as reflected by 

the empty cells in figure 2 (page30). An epidemiologic understanding would have been a better way to 

understand the risk of the fishermen. Figure 11 provides an explanation of the dimensions that could have 

been examined.  

 

Figure 11: Unpacking vulnerability of fishers using an epidemiologic understanding 
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CHAPTER EIGHT: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Households have autonomous effects on the environment through the means by which they make use of or 

invest in different types of livelihood activities. Households can affect the environment through livelihood 

activities nevertheless; the environment can affect livelihood activities through factors such as disease and 

resource depletion or enhancement (de Sherbinin et al; 2007:4). This research was interested in how the 

environment through disease has affected households‘ food security, as food is the main livelihood 

outcome of households (ZIMVAC, 2009). 

 

Figure 12: Vulnerability of fishers 

During the cholera outbreak that occurred between August 2008 and July 2009 in Zimbabwe; in order to 

reduce the exposure and the risk of contracting the disease vulnerable communities were identified and 

targeted with risk reducing interventions. OCHA identified fishermen in the Zvimba District as particularly at 

risk of contracting cholera as they were highly exposed to the cholera causing bacteria as reflected in figure 

9. Figure 9 illustrates the three ways in which the literature reveals how the fishers were exposed through 
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the consumption of contaminated water and food (Mugoya, 2005), vectors and travellers (Steffen et al, 

2003). However the results of this study reveal that although the fishermen were highly exposed to the 

cholera-causing bacteria they did not suffer from it. Literature also explains the reason for this as specific 

doses of vibrio-cholerae needed to be consumed for a person to suffer from the disease; a person can gain 

immunity through the consumption of the bacteria at doses. The practice of storing drinking water or food, 

attending funerals (Mugoya, 2005), and travelling (Steffen et al, 2003) are greater risk factors all of which 

the fishers did not do.  

The research also assumed that the exposure conditions would interact with internal household conditions 

depending on how susceptible the household was as reflected in figure 8. Only two fishermen suffered from 

and two fishermen had to attend to household members who had suffered from cholera in both cases 

however no negative impact on the household manifested as there as no loss in income or ability to fish 

and so there were no direct impacts on fishing as a livelihood. In addition to this, no indirect impacts were 

recorded although the turnover of fish decreased during the epidemic for the traders they stated that they 

actually still lived a ‗good life‘ ‗taitorarama hupenyu huribho‘ as when they sold their fish they would get 

cash: which was at that time not circulating well. Life and food security remained the same for fishermen 

who still got their standard meals from the company and could still afford to purchase a loaf of bread for 

their tea time break, while the directors were still able to get cash for their fish. The subsistence fishers 

were still able to fish for household consumption and continued to eat fish as usual.  

Furthermore, the research assumed that in event that households fail to respond to the shocks presented 

by the outbreak they would adopt food and non-food coping strategies. Food based coping strategies were 

assessed using the quantity, quality, diversity and number of meals consumed by the household. Non food 

based coping strategies were assessed with the seeking of alternative sources of income to off set the 

reduction in purchasing power (FAO, 2008). None of these indicators reveals that cholera affected food 

security. Although most meals of the fishermen consumed food which was rich in cereals, roots and tubers 

and did not contain foods concentrated with micronutrients such as dairy products, fruits and vegetables 

this was the case before and after the epidemic and might have been a reflection of the economic 

environment in Zimbabwe. As a result, there were no direct or indirect impacts of cholera on households as 

they remained food secure.  
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A: INITIAL QUESTIONS SENT TO MR CHADENGA 

 

Q. What is the full name of the organisation you work for? 

A. Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority 

Q. Where is it located? 

A. The HQ is at Botanical Gardens on corner Borrowdale Road and Sundringhum Drive 

Q.  What is your position in the Organisation? 

A.  Director Conservation 

Q. What does your organisation do? 

A.  The organisation has the mandate to protect the Parks and Wildlife protected areas which include 

National Parks, Recreational Parks, Botanical Gardens and Reserves, Sanctuaries and Safari 

areas. Where utilization is permitted the organisation regulates all activities and ensures 

sustainable utilization of any natural resources. 

Q. How do fishers fit into the structure of your organisation? 

A. Fish conservation is part of our activities. Fishers seek permission to fish from the water bodies 

under our jurisdiction and can be granted the rights to fish at a certain annual fee. The fishing gear 

is specified on the permit as well as the rules and regulations of conducting the business in an 

environmentally friendly manner. Fishers are part of our clients they are not in our organisational 

structure. 

Q. What services does your organisation offer the fishery or the area surrounding the lake? 

A. The service includes regulating and monitoring all activities in and around the lake. Monthly fish 

returns are also submitted to the fisheries office to keep track on the trends of fishing. 

Q.  I understand some fishers operate in cooperatives do you operate solely with these or you 

work with all the fishers? 
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A. There are two types of commercial fishing groups, those who fish as individual companies and 

those who are cooperatives. The third type of fishers is the ones who fish on a daily basis with rod 

and line. The Authority monitors the activities of all the fishing activities. 

Q.  Numbers of fishing cooperatives and companies? 

A. Darwendale dam has 15 fishing groups meanwhile Lake Chivero has 11 fishing groups. 

Cooperatives comprise of 10 members who are registered through the ministry of 

cooperatives. 

Q. Does your organisation have an idea of how many fishers operate? 

A.  The commercial fishing groups are as indicated above. Rod and line anglers vary from day to day. 

There is also illegal fishing that goes on like in any water body. 

Q. Can you suggest people who work with the fishers on a daily basis? 

A. I suggest you contact Ecologist N. Songore or Ranger G.Chaita on 0912 436 676 or 0912 274 661 

respectively. These are the officers who are based at Lake Chivero Fisheries Research Centre. It 

will be more ideal for you to work with the officers who are directly involved with fisheries issues on 

your project. 

Q. Has access to the Lake ever been ceased during the cholera outbreak?           

A. The lake has always been open to fishing except on weekends and public holidays. 
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APPENDIX B: TRENDS IN FISH SPECIES AT CHIVERO 

The lake has twenty-nine species of fish. Breams (cichlids), particularly the exotic Oreochromis niloticus, 

Oreochromis machrochir, Tilapia rendalli, Clarias gariepinus, common carp: Cyprinus carpio and 

blackbass: Micropterus salmoides are the major fish species sought for at the lake. Over the past 10 years 

on one hand the indigenous fish species have been declining as these riverine species cannot cope with 

the increasingly static water that the lake is becoming while on the other hand the exotic‘s fish populations 

have increased as they are used to static waters and have been able to occupy the vacant niches not 

occupied by the indigenous fish species (Songore, 2009). Image 1 illustrates the change in the top three 

species caught in the lake over the past 10 years.   

Figure 13: Trends of major fish species in Lake Chivero (extracted from Songore 2009; 34) 
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APPENDIX C: FOCUS GROUP DISSCUSSION AND WORKSHOP PLAN 

Central Research Question 

The impact of cholera on the ability of households to employ fishing as a livelihood strategy 

 

Introduction of the session and the need for the session  

 

Focus group questions 

1. Question: What is a household?  

Materials:  Flip chart and markers. Individual sheets 

Aim: Get a working definition of household for group discussion.  

*Consider (extended, nuclear, child headed, single headed) 

Individual activity: Creating a household profile (identifying members, roles, occupations, age, who 

contributes food, who has access to assets, who are Household heads and why?)  

*Use grid in Appendix F (Part I) 

* Time allocation 20mins  

 

2. Question: What is a livelihood? What makes it sustainable?  

Aim: Introduce livelihoods framework 

Materials: Flip charts  

Activity: 1.  

a. We go around the room each person says what a livelihood is and it‘s written on flip chart. DFID Def is 

put aside and 2 definitions are compared and amendments made. NB Focus on fishing as a 

livelihood 

b. Definition of livelihood from group (10min)  
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c. Instructor’s words: The livelihoods framework is a model that is used in order to understand and 

analyse the household livelihoods. In groups please make a definition of a livelihood then identify what 

affects the ability of households to attain livelihood security.  

d. People divided into 4 groups. Aim to identify: What factors build or destroy livelihood security? Group1: 

What factors within the household have a positive impact on the livelihood? Group 2. What factors in 

the household that have a negative impact on livelihood? Group3. What outside factors affect livelihood 

positively? Group 4. What outside factors affect livelihood negatively. (8mins) 

e. Feedback (5mins) 

f. Explanation of model using prepared flip chart and diagrams. (10mins) 

g. Individual assessment (10mins) 

 Time allocation 45 mins  

 

3. Question: Household activities and food security. 

Materials: Pre-pared calendar flip chart (1 row months 1 row for answers) 

Activity:   

a. Draw a seasonal chart that looks at good year and last year (ask if last year is the actual bad year).  

In each year they identify catch effort. Distinguish activities that happen daily, frequent and those tied to 

seasons.  

b. Identify fluctuations in food daily, frequent and seasons.  

* Time 20mins 

c. Individual assessment.  

* Time 10mins  

 

4. Question: Household activities and cholera  

Materials: Pre-pared calendar flip chart (1 row months 1 row for answers) 

Activity:   

a. Draw a seasonal chart that looks at good year and last year (ask if last year is the actual bad year).  

Identify what shocks were a result of cholera if the shocks were more sever in certain seasons?  
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* Time 10mins 

b. Individual assessment.  

* Time 10mins  

 

5. Question: Household assets and capabilities  

Activity: 

a. Explanation of concepts (10min) 

b. Discussion of anything (10min) 

c. Individual assessment (Part II,III and IV from interview guide) (10min) 

 

6. Question: What is the state of Food security in households 

Activity: Individual assessment (Part VII and VIII) 

 

 

Notes to focus group interview 

 

The questions were adopted from De Satgé et al (2002) Introducing the livelihoods framework. Learning about 

livelihoods: insights from Southern Africa. 
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APPENDIX D:  DEFINITIONS/ GLOSSARY 

Disaster  

A natural or human induced event  that seriously disrupts the normal functioning of a society and causes 

extensive human, material or ecological losses exceeding the capacity of the affected society to cope or 

recover using its own resources (Park; 2007). 

Household food security  

A condition that exists when all household members are free from hunger at all times and are able to utilise 

food (i.e. take-in and absorb the nutrients of the food). The household should be able to access and secure 

an adequate daily supply of food that is affordable, nutritious, hygienic and culturally appropriate. The 

production, procurement, distribution and consumption of the food should be both reliable and sustainable 

(Webb and Rogers 2003 and WFP; 2002).  

Informed consent 

Informing respondents on the nature and consequences of the research and giving them the right to refuse 

to be interviewed and the right not answer particular questions (Babbie and Mutton, 2006). 

Vulnerability 

These are the characteristics of a group or individual that affects their ability to anticipate, cope, resist and 

recover from the impact of a hazard or risk. Vulnerability puts different aspects of a person‘s life at risk e.g. 

livelihood, property and assets (Wisner, 2004). 
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APPENDIX E: MAP MASHONALND WEST 
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APPENDIX F: INTERVEW SCHEDULE (SEMI-STRUCTURED AND STRUCTURED QUESTIONS) 

A LIVELIHOODS APPROACH TO UNDERSTANDING AND 

DESCRIBING THE IMPACT OF CHOLERA ON HOUSEHOLD’ FOOD 

SECURITY. STUDYING FISHERS AT LAKE CHIVERO 

Time interview 

Started:      Name:  

Completed:  Date:  

Comments:  Location:  

 

CONCENT  

My name is Vimbai Chasi. I am trying to research for the purpose of my honours research 

project on how fishing families might have been affected by last year’s cholera outbreak. I 

will be asking a few structured questions, to get to know this household’s characteristics. 

Then we will go on to have a discussion in which you explain to me how cholera affected the 

livelihood and food security of your household. If there are any questions that, you do not feel 

comfortable answering you can tell me as we go along. Would you like to participate? 

NO: Thank you for your time  

YES: Thank you for agreeing. May I use a Dictaphone in order to record this interview? This 

will make the information that I will gather accurate.   
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PART I HOUSEHOLD PROFILE  

 

Sex Age Relationship 

to 

household 

head 

Highest 

level of 

education 

Occupation Lives away 

from 

household? 

Where? 

Health 

status 

Where was 

main meal 

eaten 

yesterday? 

HH 

 

HH 

 

HH 

 

HH 

 

HH 

 

HH 

 

HH 

 

HH 

        

        

        

        

 

1. Which one of the following best describes the household structure  

2. Household income from all sources  

3. How would you say the economic conditions of your household are today compared to 

last year? 
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PART II HOUSEHOLD LIVELIHOOD ASSETS 

 

1. Please list the assets (gear vessels) that your household uses for fishing  

2. How do you get to the lake? 

3. Please list assets that your household uses for other livelihood activities  

4. What assets have you sold or traded since January 2009? 

5. What was the reason for selling these assets? 

6. What was the impact of selling these assets in your livelihood? 

PART III HOUSEHOLD ACTIVITIES 

1. What type of fishing do you engage in?  

2. How long have you been fishing? 

3. When and why did you join the coop? 

a. How was it formed? 

b. What help does it offer? 

4. How long do you spend fishing (per week/ day/ month) 

a. Has this changed since last year? 

5. Which species do you prefer?  

a. Has it changed over the past years 

6. Are the species declining? 

7. (A map of the lake will be provided) please identify where you enjoy/ prefer fishing/ are 

allowed to fish. 

8. Are there any competing land users? How do they implicate your fishing? 

9. What is the post harvest use of your fish?  

10. Why do you fish (food for your household / income/recreation) 

11. If you get an income from selling your fish: what do you use the income from fishing 

for? (Buying inputs for other activities? Food?) 

12. What household activities other than formal jobs are done? (Mother’s unions?) 

13. How have these activities affected fishing as an income generating activity? 

14. Which of the activities was more important during the cholera outbreak?  

15. Has it always been the most important activity? 
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16. How does fishing compensate for this activity?  

PART IV HOUSEHOLD CAPABILITIES 

1. What type of finance do you have access to?  

2. What hinders you from moving to commercial fishing? 

3. How do you market your fish? 

PART V CHOLERA 

1. Did the cholera epidemic happen during the peak fishing season?  

2. How many people in your household got cholera? When were they sick?  

a. Any die? 

3. How much time off did you take when a household member/ friend/ relative/ community 

member was sick? 

4. How did you make up for time lost? 

5. Did you stop fishing because of the outbreak? 

6. Did the outbreak affect fish sales? 

7. Did your household continue eating as much fish during the outbreak? 

8. Are there any activities that you participate in that affected your time devoted to fishing? 

 

PART VI IMPACT OF CHOLERA ON LIVELIHOOD AND FOOD SECURITY 

1. What was the impact of cholera on your livelihood? 

2. Did you adopt an alternative livelihood strategy? 

3. What was the impact of cholera on your food security? 

PART VII HOUSEHOLD FOOD SECURITY 

1. Does the household support anyone outside the home with money or food? 

2. Is the household getting support frome anyone outside the household?  

b. If yes in what form?  

3. When were the activities started? Where they ever disrupted?  

4. How often in a week do you consume the following commodities and what was the 

source of the commodities?  
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Food item  Number of times per week  Source  

Maize meal (porridge 

sadza)  

  

Other mealie (sorghum, 

millet)  

  

Bread    

Wheat flour    

Cereal Rice    

Roots and tubers (Potatoes 

and sweet potatoes) 

  

Sugar and sugar products    

Beans and peas    

Groundnuts and tree nuts   

Vegetables (relish)   

Fish    

Beef, goat pork    

Other meat (mbeva)   

Poultry and eggs   

Milk/ dairy products    

Fresh mealies    
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Codes 

1. Sources  

2. Own production  

3. Casual labour  

4. Borrowed  

5. Gift  

6. Purchases  

7. Food assistance  

8. Barter 

9. Hunting/ gathering/ catching  

10. Other (state:       ) 

 

PART VIII HOUSEHOLD RESILIENCE (STRATEGIES) 

In the past days, how frequently did your household resort to using the following strategies to 

have access to food? Select 1 answer per strategy:  

 Never Seldom (1-3 days 

per 

month)  

Skip entire days without eating?    

Limit portion size at mealtimes?    

Reduce number of meals eaten per day?    

Borrow food or rely on help from friends or relatives?    

Rely on less expensive or less preferred foods?    

Purchase/borrow food on credit?    

Gather unusual types or amounts of wild food / hunt?    

Harvest immature crops (e.g. green maize)?    

Send household members to eat elsewhere?    

Send household members to beg?    

Reduce adult consumption so children can eat?    

Have you sold any household assets to buy food in the 

past 3 months? 
   

Have you sold any household livestock to buy food in the 

past 3 months? 
   

Other (State)    
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PART VIV SHOCKS IMPACTING THE HOUSEHOLD 

In the past month, what difficulties have negatively impacted your household’s ability to meet 

your food and non food needs? (Don’t read the list, once identified rank 1-3) 

Shock Tick all difficulties identified Rank the  top 3  
difficulties 

Loss of employment/reduced salary   

Sickness/health expenditures   

Death of household member   

High food prices   

High fuel/transport costs   

High house rentals frequently reviewed, 

pegged in forex 

  

Irregular/unsafe drinking water   

Electricity cuts   

Insecurity/thefts   

Bad climate (poor crop yields/harvests)   

Low fish catch   

Natural disaster (floods, droughts)   

Frequent school fees reviews and boarding 

school groceries 

  

Others (State)   
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PART X FISHING AND SHOCKS* 

1. How does your total catch in 2008 compare to 2007? Has your catch increased since 

2007? 

2. How does your total catch in 2009 compare to 2008? Has your fish catch increased since 

2008? 

3. How does your total sales in 2008 compare to 2007? Has your sales increased since 

2007?  

4. How does your total sales in 2009 compare to 2008? Has your fish sales increased since 

2008? 

5. If there are changes: What do you think are the reasons for these changes?  

6. If there are no changes: What do you think are the reasons for the stability? 

7. Was there any change in purchasing power during the outbreak? Less people coming to 

the market?  

8. Was there any relief assistance? 

9. Did the relief assistance affect sales?  

*Questions asked in focus group, cooperative directors and key informants 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes to questionnaire 

1. The questions have been adopted from the questionnaire from the ZIMVAC food security 

assessment and Program in Urban Food Security (PUFS) Urban food security baseline 

survey in Cape Town 2009.  

 
 

OBSERVATIONS 

What was the respondent doing before your arrival? 

What was the respondent doing during interview? 

What were the people around doing? 

Other: 
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APPENDIX G: ADDITIONAL TABLES AND GRAPHS 

 
 

Highest level of education Fishers  Day 
fisher  

Director  Traders 

Primary school  15 100  60 

Form 1 8    

ZJC 12    

Form 3  12   20 

O level  54  100 20 

Missing  7    

Table 12: Education status of livelihood groups 
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APPENDIX H: FIELD RESEARCH TIMELINE 
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APPENDIX I: EXPLORING COOPERATIVE FISHING 

 

a) Productivity and turnover  

The National Parks Authority restricts the amount of fish fished, therefore affecting the productivity of the 

fisheries through net mesh size and length (each cooperative is to have the length of all their gillnets not 

exceeding 1600 metres while their seine nets not exceeding 150 metres long with mesh sizes of 76mm) 

and number of days to fish (gillnet fishing is permitted from Monday to Saturday while seine net fishing is 

from Monday to Friday. No fishing is allowed on public holidays). The cooperatives, however tend to mask 

their fish catch records as they assume that the true figures can either lead to the increase in cooperatives 

in the lake as the lake‘s productivity would be perceived as high enough for more cooperatives, or it 

reflecting that they are not complying with mesh and length regulations or that they fear that permit price 

might be increased. 

b) Social Capital  

As each cooperative has a minimum of ten directors in event that a member of the management team is 

sick or needs to attend to some household issues the members replace each other and this is not at the 

risk of the productivity or the management of the cooperative. This worked exceptionally well when one the 

directors suffered from cholera and was out of work for almost a week. However, this failed to work for the 

other cooperative where the managing director has been chronically ill for a long time and as a result, 

productivity of the cooperative has decreased. Social capital and entitlements can also be traded for 

physical assets this is seen as one of the cooperatives does not have a truck to transport the workers and 

the directors to and from the fishing camp, the directors of this cooperative in exchange for a lift to and from 

the camp have allowed a friend to have the first pick of the fish fresh from the water. Surprisingly the 

directors do not take orders from shops and the fishermen do not take fish from the cooperative to sell at 

home.  

c) Capabilities and opportunities  

The opportunity for the fisheries to produce their fish for a better paying market is very limited to none 

existent. The National Parks Authority attempted to start fillet production for a higher end market and 

proposed to distribute this fillet through The Meikles Hotel and major supermarkets but all these retailers 

claimed that the fact that the fish came from Chivero the high-end market would not purchase it. This lack 
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of opportunity for a better paying market is a reflection of the impact of the external environment on the 

fishery as the discharge of effluent into the lake by the Harare City Council and industries has stigmatised 

fish from the lake as unhealthy and toxic. The impression of the external environment on the fishery has 

also limited the opportunities for them to the low end of the market.  

d) Normal shocks and stresses to livelihood  

Fish poachers better known as fish bongas17 are identified as competing land users. The poachers steal 

from the cooperatives in one of four ways. Firstly they come in the middle of the night and steal the nets 

and their contents; secondly they come and cut the net and steal the contents; thirdly they can fish drive 

(making noise and forcing fish to move towards their own nets) or finally they go to the restricted areas 

(usually have bigger and more fish) and fish there with stolen nets. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
17

 Bonga is a Shona word for a wild cat that is renowned for stealing 


