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Preface

As the emergence of transfrontier conservation areas (TFCAs) in southernAfrica in the
early1990senjoyednationalandinternationalmediacoverage,scholarswerenotreadyto
engagewiththedevelopmentofsuchareassinceitwasanewareaofresearchaltogether.
The fast pace atwhichTFCAswerebeingpromoted, togetherwith the lackof analytical
tools toengagewith them,resulted inmuchspeculativewriting. Ina rush toexplain‘the
newphenomenon’,suchwritingsignoredtheglobalandregionalcontextsinwhichTFCAs
werelocatedortowhichtheywereconnected.Morecrucially,therewaslackofappreciation
of thehistorical foundationsofTFCAs in the southernAfrican region.Theseweaknesses
inscholarshipwereperpetuatedbyresearchthatadoptedanempiricistanalyticalgazethat
sought to analyseTFCAs in isolation.This book seeks to fill these gaps and to provide
newavenuesforfutureresearchonTFCAsinAfricaandbeyond.Inordertoachievethese
goals,thebookestablishesthelinksbetweenTFCAsinAfricaandtheglobalandregional
processesfromwhichtheyflow,andofwhichtheyarepart;accountsfortheuseofsouthern
AfricaasalaunchpadforTFCAsinAfrica;andestablishesthecommonalitiesofTFCAsin
thesouthernAfricanregion.
Thebooksuggeststhatanadequateanalysisoftransfrontierconservationinitiativesin

Africawouldhavetogobeyondexplainingspecificcasesandthecircumstancessurrounding
them if we are to achieve a comprehensive understanding of these initiatives. This is
imperative, not least becauseTFCAs provide the platformonwhich various interests are
pursued at, andbetween, various scales.Thebook challenges the emerging and common
viewofTFCAsasasouthernAfricanphenomenonor,atworst,aSouthAfricanexperience.
Instead, it argues that TFCAs should be understood in the context of the intersections
betweentheenvironmentalmovementandtheprivatesector,andtheplaceandroleofthe
state – individually and collectively – in those intersections. It concludes that events and
processesthatshapedTFCAsandtheiremergenceinAfricaarenotperfectlydiscrete,but
are linked to the trajectories of environmentalism and associated practices in a changing
socio-politicalenvironment.

MaanoRamutsindela
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Chapter1

Perspectivesontransfrontierconservationareas:
anintroduction

The development of transfrontier conservation areas1 (hereafter TFCAs) inAfrica in the
early 1990shas createdmuchmedia hype andhigh interest in academic circles, precisely
becauseoftheexpectationsithasraised2andtheconsequences3thatmightarisefromit.The
commonand,sometimes,overdrawnquestionbeingaskedfromvariousquartersiswhether
and how transfrontier conservation initiatives inAfrica and elsewherewould contribute to
theconservationofbiodiversity(Kempetal.2001;Bennett2003;LangloisandBallantine
2005;McKieetal.2005)andthedevelopmentofimpoverishedlocalpopulations(Katerere
etal.2001;Dzingirai2004;Jones2005;VanAmeromandBüscher2005),particularlythose
livinginsideoradjacenttoareasaffectedbysuchinitiatives.Thequestionarisesmainlyasa
resultoftheframingoftransfrontierconservationinitiativesinthelanguagesofconservation,
neo-liberalism and political transformation. Conceptually, the question has its own wider
implication: it imposes limits to those seeking to interrogateTFCAs by forcing them to
reaffirmthenecessityofTFCAsasapointofdeparture.Putinanotherway,thequestionseeks
togenerateanswersabouthowbesttransfrontierconservationinitiativesshouldorcouldwork
ratherthanwhoneedsanddrivestheminthefirstplace.Theimplicationisthattheresearch
focusbecomespartoftheagendaoftheenvironmentalmovement,withtheresearcherjoining
thatmovementbyintentionordefault.4Thisissobecauseanswerstothatquestionleadto,
andfitinto,theproliferationofcrusadesandcampaignsforhumansurvival.Thecampaigns
takedifferentformsthatareallcentredonthenotionofsustainabledevelopment.Ontheone
hand,proponentsofTFCAsviewtheprotectionofecologicalsystemsascriticalforhuman
survival(Westing1998).Ontheotherhand,criticsoftransfrontierconservationinitiativescall
forwaysinwhichthoseinitiativescouldbemademorerelevanttothelivelihoodsof,mostly,
theruralpoor(Jones2005)5,andtopeace-buildingefforts(Brock1991;Aliforthcoming).6

An inquiry onwhat the consequences of transfrontier conservation initiatives are or
could be demands, at the minimum, an understanding of what these initiatives are and
what drives them. In the context of southernAfrica, suggestions have been made that
TFCAs– in theirvariousnames7 – emerged from the search for anAfrikanerhomeland
(Ellis 1994; Draper et al. 2004; Hughes 2005), as a mechanism for national identity
building in post-apartheid South Africa (Draper et al. 2004), an application of the
World Conservation Union (IUCN) conservation ideas by theWorldWide Fund–South
Africa (Simon 2003), an outcome or aspect of globalisation (Duffy 2001,Ramutsindela
2004a), an experiment with selected elements of bioregionalism (Wolmer 2003), or an
extension of the community based natural resource management (CBNRM) industry
(Dzingirai 2004).While these explanations are sound as far as theygo, they raisemore
serious questions that are yet to be answered. For example, it has been suggested that
Afrikaner nationalists embarked on cross-border nature conservation initiatives as a
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strategytosecuretheirfootholdonlandafterthedemiseoftheapartheidstate.Ellis(1994)
argued strongly that the new environmental discourse and the development of a cross-
borderparkontheMozambique–SouthAfrica–Zimbabweborderwerelinkedupwiththe
broadmilitarystrategyof theapartheidstate.Heconcludedthat, ‘whatever themeritsof
thenewparksinconservationterms,thefactremainsthat,intheforeseeablefuture,control
of land remains amatter of crucial importance, especiallywhen it is in such a strategic
areaastheSouthAfrica–Mozambiqueborder’(Ellis1994,69).Admittedly,SouthAfrica’s
militaryintelligenceandSpecialForcesinfiltrated,andevenworkedthrough,conservation
areasandagencies,8butusingthesefactorstoexplaintheriseoftheTFCAsintheregion
isseverelylimitingforreasonsthatIadvancebelow.
ThelinkbetweenthedevelopmentoftheGreatLimpopoTransfrontierPark(hereafter

GLTP) on the Mozambique–SouthAfrica–Zimbabwe border (Figure 1.1) andAfrikaner
nationalism has been suggested on the grounds that interest in TFCAs coincided with
the search for anAfrikaner homeland, and that theKrugerNational Park –which is key
to thecreationof theGLTP–hashistoricallyplayedacrucial role in thedevelopmentof
Afrikanernationalism.Inthissense,analystsviewedthecreationoftheGLTPasastrategy
for entrenching theAfrikaner’s hold on the Kruger National Park in changing political
environments.That strategyhasbeen capturedby thenotionof ‘Krugerisation’,which is
occasionally used outside the official circles. Implicit in ‘Krugerisation’ is the view that
the creation of theGLTP is a process bywhich political and economic interests that are

Figure 1.1   TFCAs in southern Africa.
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historicallyembeddedintheKrugerNationalParkarebeingextendedbeyondthebordersof
SouthAfrica,stillservingaprivilegedgroupattheexpenseofmostlypoorblackpeople.To
maketheassociationbetweentheGLTPandAfrikanernationalismmoreexplicit,analysts
havereferredtothedominanceoftheAfrikanersinthePeaceParksFoundation(PPF)(Ellis
1994;Draperetal.2004),whichisthemainforcebehindtheprocessofjoiningcontiguous
nationalparksacrosspoliticalboundaries inorder toestablish transfrontierparks,suchas
theGLTP.
Admittedly, the interests of the Afrikaner in the GLTP cannot be underestimated.

However, the links betweenAfrikaner nationalism and theGLTP are not as simplistic as
they aremade to be.My argument here is thatwhile there ismerit in the association of
Afrikaner nationalism and the Kruger National Park (Carruthers 1995), the relationship
betweenTFCAs andAfrikaner nationalism is less convincing.Afrikaner nationalism has
been less homogeneous throughout much of its history, resulting in differentAfrikaner-
dominatedpoliticalpartiesindifferenttimeperiods(seeGreenberg1987;Giliomee1992).
Moreimportantly,theestablishmentofTFCAsisnotuniquetoSouthAfrica,andthefirst
officialtransfrontierparkwasnotevenestablishedinAfrica.
ThepioneersofTFCAsinAfricawereinvolvedwithconservationprojectsinsouthern

Africa as early as 1968, and the sites onwhichTFCAs are established in post-apartheid
southernAfricahavelittleornobearingontheAfrikaners’questforahomeland.Thesearch
fortheAfrikanerhomeland,thevolkstaat,wasnotdirectedatnationalparks,butwasbased
mainly on the areas that formed the core of the defunctAfrikaner republics such as the
Transvaal (Christopher1994).Moreover, themainparties that represented the interestsof
theAfrikanersatthepoliticalnegotiationtable9inKemptonParkin1991–1993,theNational
PartyandtheFreedomFront,madeproposalsforthedemarcationoftheinternalboundaries
ofthecountryforademocraticdispensation.Theproposalsbythetwopoliticalpartiesdid
notsuggestthatAfrikanernationalistswerepreoccupiedwithnationalparks,includingthe
Kruger,aspartoftheirenvisagedareasofcontrol.EventhemoreconservativeAfrikaners
who aimed at establishing their own volkstaat under the banner of the constitutionallyvolkstaat under the banner of the constitutionallyvolkstaat

sanctionedVolkstaatCouncil(seeRamutsindela1998)suggestedmapsinwhichtheTFCAsVolkstaatCouncil(seeRamutsindela1998)suggestedmapsinwhichtheTFCAsVolkstaat

werenotcentral(Figure1.2).InnowaydoIsuggestthatAfrikanerswerelessinterestedin
nationalparksduringthetransitiontoademocraticSouthAfrica.Rather, thepoint is that
TFCAswerenotcentral to thegeographicalexpressionofAfrikaner interestsat the time.
Even if thiswere thecasewith regard to theKrugerNationalPark,howwouldwe relate
AfrikanernationalismtootherTFCAssuchastheMaloti/DrakensbergandtheKgalagadi.
Moreover,theAfrikaner-dominatedPPFisnottheonlyorganisationinvolvedinthecreation
ofTFCAsinthesub-region.OtherbodiesandinstitutionssuchastheWorldWideFundfor
Nature(WWF),ConservationInternational(CI),theGlobalEnvironmentalFacility(GEF)
andthelike,areactiveplayersinthecreationofTFCAsinsouthernAfricaandbeyond.
Itcouldbearguedthatinterestsincross-bordernatureconservationprojectsinsouthern

AfricaemergedlongbeforethecurrentideaofanAfrikanerhomelandwasfirmlyestablished.
In the 1920s, General Jan Smuts was interested in establishing a wildlife sanctuary in
Mapungubwe,10 and in linking that sanctuary with conservation areas in neighbouring
countries (Tiley 2004). Smuts was also interested in a cross-border nature conservation
project thatwould expand theKrugerNationalParkbeyond theborders ofSouthAfrica.
It issaid that theMozambicanecologist,Gomes,was interested in joiningMozambique’s
protected areas with the Kruger National Park to establish some form of a cross-border
natureconservationareainthe1930s(SouthAfricanNationalParks1997).
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An adequate analysis of transfrontier conservation initiatives in Africa would have
to go beyond explaining specific cases and the circumstances surrounding them if we
are to achieve a comprehensive understanding of these initiatives.The first step towards
achievingthisgoalistodiscardtheviewofTFCAsasasouthernAfricanphenomenonor,
atworst,aSouthAfricanexperience.Failuretodothiswillmostlikelyinsulatetransfrontier
conservationinitiativesintheregionfromtheirwiderideologicalmilieus,asiscurrentlythe
casewithmoststudies.TFCAsshouldbeunderstoodinthecontextofintersectionsbetween
theenvironmentalmovement11andtheprivatesector,andtheplaceandroleofthestatein
thoseintersections.Inotherwords, there isaneedtoestablishtherootsofTFCAswithin
and beyond the borders of theAfrican continent.This will certainly help us to develop
meaningfulanalyticalframeworksfor,andapproachesto,TFCAsinAfrica.
It would also be useful to understand the commonalities and differences among

transfrontier conservation initiatives, if we are to avoid producing insufficient general
conclusions.Forinstance,mostexplanationsoftheemergenceofTFCAsinsouthernAfrica
areoftengeneralisedfromtheexperiencesoftheGLTP,mainlybecauseofitspopularityand
theextensiveresourcebasethatisaccessibletoresearcherscomparedtomostotherTFCAs
intheregion.TheGLTPisincreasinglybeingusedtogeneraliseTFCAsintheregiondespite
theevidence that the firstofficially sanctionedexampleofaTFCAin the regionand the
continentwastheKgalagadiTransfrontierPark,whichwasformallyestablishedinMay2000.
Morecrucially,mostanalysesarelimitedtothepost-1990southernAfricansituation,with

Figure 1.2   Proposed Afrikaner ‘homelands’.
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casual references to the colonists’ attempts at cross-border nature conservation schemes
(SouthAfricanNationalParks1997;Wolmer2003).Acloserinspectionofmostofthesites
onwhichtransfrontierconservationinitiativesreceivedtheirofficialsealinpost-apartheid
southern Africa reveals that bioregional planning of some sort took place long before
theofficial launchingofTFCAs in the region.Generally,African stateswere involved in
managingsomeof theirsharednaturalresourcesbeforethecreationofTFCAs.That is to
saythattransfrontierconservationinAfricahashistoricalrootsthathavebeencompletely
ignored,leadingtotheunder-theorisationofeithertheprocessestowardstheestablishment
ofcontemporaryTFCAsortheideologicalfoundationsonwhichtheyareanchored.
AmorehelpfulapproachtowardsunderstandingTFCAsintheregionandtheAfrican

continentwouldbetotracetheirdevelopmentintheregion,particularlydifferentactivities
thatprecededtheformalisationofcross-bordernatureconservationprojectsintheearly1990s.
Identifyingandexplainingthoseactivitiesisimportant,becauseTFCAswerenotestablished
inavacuum,butweresystematicallydevelopedfromexistingnatureconservationprojects,
includingnationalparks.Questionsofacademicinterestarewhetherdifferenttransfrontier
conservation initiatives are in fact informedby the same ideas, andwhat similarities and
differencesdoTFCAshave indifferentpartsofAfricaand theworldat large. In seeking
answerstothesepertinentquestionswemightarriveatadeeperunderstandingoftheriseand
operationofTFCAsinAfrica.Idonotsuggestforamomentthatthereisasingleexplanation
for the emergence ofTFCAs in the continent nor that one perspective ismore important
thantheothers.NeitherdoIprivilegetheuseofanyparticulartheoryaboveothers.Rather,
Isuggestthattheanalysesof,andperspectiveson,TFCAsinAfricathathavebeenoffered
inthefirstdecadeofTFCAsinthecontinentareinsufficient.
My contention is that events and processes that shapedTFCAs and their emergence

inAfrica are not perfectly discrete, but are linked to the trajectories of environmentalism
and associated practices in a changing socio-political environment. Arguably, TFCAs in
Africaarebyandlargeaproductofideasaboutecologicalintegritywhile,atthesametime,
representingwaysbywhichprotectedareascanbecreatedandexpandedthroughthemerging
ofconservationanddevelopmentidealswiththeappropriatepoliticalandfinancialbacking.

Theaimofthebook

ThecurrentbutnascentperspectivesonTFCAsinAfricasufferfromfourmainweaknesses,
thefirstbeingthefailuretoacknowledgetheconnectionsbetweenTFCAsinthecontinent
andtheexternalprocessesfromwhichtheyflow,andofwhichtheyarepart.Secondly,almost
allanalystsofTFCAsinsouthernAfricaignoretherolesthatthefrontrunnerofthePPF,the
SouthernAfrican Nature Foundation, played in laying the foundation for contemporary
TFCAsintheregion.Thirdly,thereislackofinformationonwhyandhowsouthernAfrica
stoodoutasthelaunchingpadforTFCAsinthecontinent.Fourthly,thereisnosystematic
accountforwhyTFCAshavebeenembracedbydifferentinterestgroups.Thisbookseeksto
makeacontributiontowardsaddressingtheseweaknessesbyfirstprovidingabackground
todifferentideologiesthatarecloselyrelatedtotheTFCAs.Inparticular,thebooksketches
outtheagendasandstrategiesoftheenvironmentalmovementanddiscussestherelevanceof
environmentalsecurity,regionalismandecotourismtotheanalysisofTFCAs.
Theprincipalobjectivesof thebookare toprovidebackground to the ideologiesand

practices underpinning the content and form ofTFCAs inAfrica, to historicise the PPF
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–asthemainactorinTFCAs–anditsgloballinkages,toanalyseregionaldynamicsand
theirrelationshipswiththeriseofTFCAs,andtoaccountfortheapparentlackofresistance
towardsthecreationofTFCAsinsouthernAfrica.Thoughthebookcoversdifferentparts
ofAfrica,mostoftheexamplesofTFCAsaredrawnfromsouthernAfrica,simplybecause
the region has been a launching pad for TFCAs in the continent. The book treats the
relativelyslowpaceofTFCAsinotherpolitico-economicregionsof thecontinentaspart
of theexplanationof theforcesandmotivesbehindTFCAsinAfrica. Inotherwords, the
geographicaldifferenceinthespreadofTFCAsinAfricaispartoftheexplanationofwhy
andhowTFCAshaveemergedinthecontinent.

Organisationofthebook

Rather than giving detailed accounts of eachTFCA inAfrica, the approach taken in this
book is to generate overarching ideas and trends from the empirical evidence from the
author’sownresearch,andfromvariousstudiesandunpublishedmaterial.Thisapproachhas
beentakeninanattempttomoveresearchonTFCAsbeyondtheconstraintsofempiricism
while,atthesametime,acknowledgingthevalueofempiricalevidenceintheformulationof
theory.Inlinewiththisapproach,eachchapterfocusesonathemethatgoesbeyondspecific
TFCA sites. The aim is to offer what Castree (2005, 544) calls a ‘concretised abstract
discussion’.

Chapter2Ontheideologicalfoundationsoftransfrontierconservationareas

ThestatementbytheformerSouthAfricanPresident,NelsonMandela(2001)inwhichhe
said,‘Iknowofnopoliticalmovement,nophilosophy,noideology,whichdoesnotagree
with the peace parks concept aswe see it going into fruition today’,12 has been used by
proponents ofTFCAs to validate the ideas behind the creation ofTFCAs, particularly in
Africa.Thiswaspossiblebecausethequotationisstrategicallysilentaboutwhichphilosophy
actuallydoessupportTFCAs.ToexposethephilosophybehindTFCAswouldmakeTFCAs
vulnerabletotheweaknessesofthatphilosophy.Itmayalsobethatifaparticularphilosophy
isovertlyassociatedwithTFCAs,thetenetsofthatphilosophymightbechallengedinplaces
whereTFCAsaretobeestablished.ThetaskofscholarsofTFCAsisthereforetoidentify
andengagewithideologiesthatunderpinorarerelevanttotheanalysisofTFCAs.Thefocus
of this chapter is on the environmentalmovement and the general foundation it has laid
for thedevelopmentof ecoregionsofdifferentkinds.The relevanceof the environmental
movementtothediscussiononTFCAsisthatthenotionsofenvironmentalcrisis,together
withtheresponsestothatcrisisbytheenvironmentalmovementanditsalliedinstitutions,
arecentral to themobilisationof ideas thatunderpin thecreationofTFCAs.Thepremise
of this chapter is that a careful analysis of the environmental movement is helpful for
understandingtherationalesfor,andinterestsin,TFCAs.ThechaptersuggeststhatTFCAs
arecloselyconnectedtothenotionoftheenvironmentalcrisisandtheglobalsolutionsthat
haveemergedfromtheinterpretationandframingofthatcrisis.
Theenvironmentalmovement responded to theenvironmental crisis indifferentways.

Thethreemainresponsesthatarerelevanttoourdiscussionare,firstly,thedevelopmentof
non-governmental organisations (NGOs) to promote ecological integrity from outside the
state.Secondly,theinfiltrationofthestatebypoliticalpartiesthatarefoundedonecological
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grounds,the‘greenparties’.Theultimateaimofthegreenpartiesistocreatea‘greenstate’.
Thirdly,acompleterestructuringofthenation-stateinfavourofthedevelopmentofgrass-
rootsautonomousregions.ForAfrica,interpretationsoftheenvironmentalcrisisaredirectly
linkedwiththepoorsocio-politicalconditionsinthatcontinent.Theabsenceof‘greenparties’
and themovement forgrass-rootsautonomous regions (bioregionalmovement)means that
environmentalNGOs,suchasthePPF,arethemainactorsinthecreationofTFCAs.

Chapter3Peacethroughecology?Asoftapproachtohardrealities

TheconceptofpeaceparkshasbeenusedinsouthernAfricatohighlightthesignificance
ofTFCAsbeyond the imperativesofecological integrity.Notably,peaceparksarenotan
African phenomenon as they have been established in different parts of the world. The
Waterton/GlacierInternationalPeaceParkontheUS–Canadaborderisgenerallyconsidered
theforerunnerof,andmodelfor,peaceparksglobally.InthischapterIsuggestthatTFCAs
inAfricashouldbeunderstood in thecontextofglobalmodelsofpeaceparks.Twomain
typesofpeaceparksstandout: the firstbeingparks thatareestablishedwithinparticular
countriesascommemorativesitesorasawayofpreservingparticularlocalsites;thesecond
involves the amalgamation of contiguous national parks across state borders, using the
needtopreservetheecologicalintegrityofareasasaguidingprinciple.Thediscussionin
thischapterandthevolumeaswholefocusesexclusivelyonthesecondcategoryofpeace
parks.13Inordertoemphasisetheapplicationofthecross-borderpeaceparkmodeltothe
Africancontext,thechapterhighlightsthreemaingeneralpropositionsofpeaceparks.These
arethat:(i)internationalboundariesaremoreimportantforpeaceparksthansub-national
ones;(ii)boundariesaroundpeaceparksarenatural;and(iii)theenvironmentisindissolubly
interlinkedwithinstabilityandpeace.
TheendoftheColdWarheraldedshiftsintheconceptofnationalsecurity,aprocess

thatwasreinforcedinsouthernAfricabythecollapseoftheapartheidstate.Newideasabout
securityincorporatedtheenvironmentasanelementofinternationalsecurity.ForAfrica,it
isassumed thatenvironmentalproblemswillcontribute to the insecurityof thecontinent,
hencethereisaviewthatAfrica’sstrategicvisionshouldincluderegionalandsubregional
co-operationonsharedproblems.TFCAsarethereforeseenaspartofthestrategytobring
aboutthemuch-neededpeaceonthecontinentbyactingassymbolsofpeaceandaplatform
forinter-stateco-operation.Thechapterconcludesthat,inAfrica,proponentsofpeaceparks
haveusedboundarynarratives,whicharerelevanttoongoingdiscussionsaboutthefuture
ofAfricaandtheunityofitspeopleandtheirenvironmenttopromoteTFCAsaspolitically,
economically,sociallyandecologicallyrelevanttothecontinent.

Chapter4Localinitiativesandtheirregionalandglobalconnections

Proceeding from the peace park model and its adoption in Africa, this chapter sketches
the development of contemporary TFCAs from disparate nature conservation projects in
southernAfrica.Thefocusofthechapteristwofold.Thefirstpartfocusesonthebackground
and activities of the SouthernAfrican Nature Foundation as a forerunner of the PPF.That
backgroundisimportantforunderstandingthedevelopmentofTFCAsintheregionandtherest
ofthecontinentontheonehand,andtoestablishthelinksbetweenTFCAsinAfricaandthe
restoftheworld,ontheotherhand.ThechapterusesthebackgroundoftheSouthernAfrican
NatureFoundationtoarguethatthemapofTFCAsinsouthernAfricahasitsrootsinactivities
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thatoccurredlongbeforetheformalisationofTFCAs,andthatthelinksbetweenTFCAsandthe
privatesectorhavealongpedigreethatstudiesonTFCAsinAfricashouldacknowledge.
The second part of the chapter focuses on the rise of transfrontier parks in southern

Africa. It captures the development of the first transfrontier park, theKgalagadi through
to the proposed Limpopo/Shashe,14 to suggest that transfrontier parks in southernAfrica
reinforcethedominanceofnationalparksincross-bordernatureconservation.TheKgalagadi
TransfrontierParkthereforeprovidedthefirstmodelforTFCAs15inwhichnationalparksare
pillarsofanecoregion.ThemodelalsosuggestsashiftfromTFCAstotransfrontierparks,a
processthathasledtotheestablishmentofnationalparksinareasearmarkedforTFCAs.The
consequenceofthatshiftisthemovetowardsthecreationofecoregionsthataredevoidof
humansettlements.Wheresuchhumansettlementexists,theplanistoremovepeoplefrom
theareasthataredesignatedfortransfrontierparks,asIshowinChapter6.

Chapter5SouthernAfricanDevelopmentCommunity:aregionalcatalyst

ThelaunchingofTFCAsinsouthernAfricaandthedelaysintheestablishmentofTFCAs
inotherpartsofAfricawarrantsomeexplanation.Thatexplanation is important,not least
because there is awell-established but ill-founded tendency to offer generalised solutions
toAfrica’svariedandcontext-specificproblems, including those related to thecontinent’s
naturalenvironment.ThequestionthatarisesfromtheestablishmentofTFCAsinsouthern
Africa,andthedelayincreatingtheminthecontinent’sotherregions,iswhatisuniqueabout
southernAfrica.Thischapterengageswiththatquestionbyreferringtoecologicalconditions
thatareoptimalfor theestablishmentofTFCAsinotherpartsofAfrica,particularly,East
andWestAfrica.ThechapternotesthattheConventiononBiologicalDiversity(CBD)that
was adopted at theEarthSummit inRio in 1992 sanctioned themerging of conservation
anddevelopmentthatbecameabenchmarkfordevelopingnationalenvironmentalpolicies.
Areviewof thestatusofsignature, ratification,accession,acceptanceandapprovalof the
CBDinAfrica reveals that southernAfricanstates,with theexceptionof the islandstates
ofMauritiusandSeychelles,didnotnecessarilytaketheleadinratifyingtheCBD.Stated
differently, most countries in other regions of Africa ratified the CBD before southern
Africanstates.Thesamecanbesaidabouttheprocessofregionalism.Easternandwestern
Africanstatesembarkedontheprocessofeconomicandpoliticalregionalismlongbeforethe
SouthernAfricanDevelopmentCommunity(SADC)wasestablishedin1992.Nevertheless,
regionalisminEastandWestAfricadidnotstronglysupportorfacilitatethedevelopmentof
TFCAsinthoseregions,despitethefactthatenvironmentalandsocio-economicconditions
favoured the establishment of TFCAs in those regions. Admittedly, regionalism is a
differentiatedprocess in thecontinenthence theoutcomesof thatprocessareboundtobe
different.However,mostregionsinAfricahavebeeninvolvedinoneformofcross-border
naturalresourcesmanagementinitiativeoranother,16yetthoseinitiativesdidnotnecessarily
translateintoTFCAs.
The chapter suggests that regionalism in southern Africa opened up opportunities

for creating TFCAs and for inserting them into the regional environmental agenda.
The Washington-based Biodiversity Support Programme commissioned a study on the
developmentof transboundarynatural resourcemanagement (TBNRM)areas in southern
Africa, which identified 17 potential terrestrialTBNRM areas.Most of those areas had
alreadybeenproposedbythePPF.TheSADCstructuresbecameinstrumentalinformalising
theTFCAsplansthathadbeendevelopedoutsidethosestructures.



PerspectivesonTFCAs9

Chapter6Silencingcommunitystruggles

Despite thehistoryofcommunity struggles fornatural resource rights in southernAfrica,
therehasnotbeenanyvisibleprotest17against theestablishmentofTFCAs in the region.
This is rather surprising, because TFCAs involve some of the national parks that were
–andsomestillare–beingcontestedbylocalcommunities.Moreover,someoftheTFCAs
directly affect the communities living inside and adjacent to areas designated forTFCAs
by, say, resettlement.Against this backdrop, the purpose of this chapter is to account for
thelackofcommunityprotestsagainsttheTFCAs.Thechapterseekstoofferatheoretical
explanation that is grounded on the practices of proponents of TFCAs. Theoretically,
the chapter explains the lackof communityprotests bydrawingon insights fromawell-
establishedbodyofworkonscaleanalysis, theaimbeingtolocatethecommunitywithin
theconstructionof thescaleatwhichTFCAsareestablished. Inotherwords,weneed to
observeprocesses thatunderscore thecreationofTFCAsat theappropriate levelsoas to
understandhowthoseprocessesopenorclose thespacesofcommunityengagement.The
chapter refers toconstructionof scales tomake three relatedarguments.Firstly, it argues
thatTFCAsmanifestaparticularconstructionofscalesthatdisengageslocalcommunities,
hencethosecommunitiesareunabletocontestorengagewiththeTFCAprocess.Thatisto
saythatthelocalcommunitiesaremarginaltotheprocessesthatproduceTFCAs.Secondly,
itarguesthatTFCAsinvolvethedoublerearticulationofpoliticalscales.Whereastheneed
forthejointprotectionandmanagementofbiodiversityandfundraisingforcesthestateto
scaleup its regulatory functions to a regional entity, the localdemands and struggles for
natural resourcesresult in thescalingdownof thefunctionsof thestate. Individualstates
remainresponsiblefortheircitizensintermsoftheirconstitutions.Apartfromsigningthe
necessarylegislativedocuments,statesplayacrucialroleinrealigningtheirpoliciestothe
ideals of transfrontier conservation.The third argument is that at the sub-national level,
community-based natural resources management projects mediate conflict over natural
resourceswhile,atthesametime,ensuringthatcommunallandfunctionsascorridorsfor
transfrontierconservation.
To substantiate these arguments, the chapter draws on the experiences in Botswana,

Mozambique, Namibia, SouthAfrica and Zimbabwe. Specifically,WildlifeManagement
AreasinBotswanaarereferredtoinordertodemonstratethewaysinwhichstatepolicies
areappropriatedtosupportthecreationofTFCAs.Namibia’sconservanciesareusefulfor
understandingtherealignmentoflanduseoptionsforthepromotionofTFCAs,whilethe
driveforprivatisationandecotourisminSouthAfricahighlightsthetrendtowardsdeveloping
nationalpoliciesthatreflectinterestsinTFCAs.Centraltothediscussionoftheexperiences
fromthosecountriesistheclaimthattheTFCAsinvolveaprocessofscalingthatdisengages
localcommunitieswhoaresupposedtobethebeneficiariesofTFCAs.

Chapter7Therenaissanceofthebush:thereinvention

oftheCapetoCairorouteincontemporaryAfrica

Themain focusof this chapter ison the linksbetweenTFCAsandecotourism inAfrica.
Thoselinksareestablishedby,firstly,analysingoneofthefamoustourismroutesinAfrica,
theCapetoCairoroute.TheanalysisbeginsbyconsideringtheideaoftheCapetoCairo
initscolonialcontext,thepurposebeingtoexcavatethecontentofthatideaintheageof
imperialismsoastoreassessitsre-emergencein21stcenturyAfrica.Ithasbeensuggested
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thatCecilRhodesembracedtheideaoftheCapetoCairo,becauseitexpressedallhehad
everdreamtof,namely,theestablishmentofaBritishWorldFederationinwhichaBritish
PaxAfricana formed an important part.TheCape toCairo ideawas initially inspired by
commercialinterests,suchasmining,beforeitdevelopedintoasharpcolonisinginstrument.
Another commercial interest that is significant for the theme of this chapter is overland
tourism. Contemporary TFCAs promote ecotourism along the Cape to Cairo axis by
establishinganunbrokenzoneofprotectedareasfromtheCapetothenorthofthecontinent.
OtherrouteshavebeenplannedtopromotetourisminTFCAs.
The chapter concludes that the reappearance of the Cape to Cairo idea as a nature

conservationandtourismschemebegsthequestionofthemannerin,andextentto,which
colonialideasarereinvented.ThechaptersuggeststhattheconstructionoftheCapetoCairo
ideaindifferenthistoricalmomentsprovidesausefulframeworkforanalysingthecolonial
presence. It argues that the British imperialist vision of connecting Africa through the
railwayandthetelegraph,andcontemporarytrans-Africaeco-basedconservationschemes
bothhavecommonpoliticalandeconomicresonance,anddeploysimilar tactics.Thefact
that southernAfrica has been a launching pad for ideas for a continent-wide linkage in
differenthistoricalmomentssuggestscomplexwaysinwhichgeographyisembroiledinthe
propagationofvisionsforAfrica.

Chapter8MappingAfrica’sfuture

O’Riordan(1996,458)correctlypointedoutthat‘environmentalismthrivesbybeinginjected
withideasandadherentsofothersocialmovements,whoseaimsandpoliticalpurposeoverlap
withenvironmentallymorestableandsociallymorepeacefulandjustfutures’.Inessence,
environmentalismprovidesaplatformonwhichpossiblefuturesareforgedonenvironmental
grounds.Forecologistsandlike-mindedindividualsandinstitutions,thefutureofhumankind
hingesontheproperworkingofecosystems.TheGaianperspectiveofnaturehasevengone
further to suggest that humans have to find their place in the natural order that existed
long before it was interrupted by humans.Within the social sciences, human survival is
conceptualisedintermsofsocio-politicalneedsandaspirations,therebydismissinganarrow
biophysicalviewoftheenvironment.Againstthisbackdrop,TFCAsembracedifferentlayers
ofenvironmentalism,18hencetheyleadtoafusionofinterestsamongecologists,politicians,
socialmovements,capitalistsandlocalcommunities.Thatfusionisfacilitatedbythediverse
rolesthatecologyplaysasan‘institutionalshamanthatcanbeinducedtopronouncenatural
whatever we wish to espouse’ (Everden, cited in Pedynowski 2003, 807). InAfrica, the
coalescence of interests inTFCAshasmoved from local projects to continental schemes
such as theNewPartnership forAfrica’sDevelopment (NEPAD).Clearly, the intention is
todefine the futureofAfrica’snatural resources and to suggesthowandbywhom those
resourceswouldbecontrolledandusedacrossstateborders.

Chapter9Postscript:transfrontierparksandthelegacyofRupert

CommentsthatweremadeonthedeathofAntonRupertinJanuary2006donotonlyreveal
thatRupertwasoneofthemainfoundersofTFCAsinsouthernAfrica,butalsosuggestthat
hisvisionoftheAfricanlandscapehasbeenembracedbypoliticians,theprivatesectorand
NGOs.TheelevationofRuperttothestatusofaheroimpliesthatacriticalassessmentof
TFCAsinAfricaonideologicalgroundsisachallengingtask.



PerspectivesonTFCAs11

Endnotes

1 In this volume, a transfrontier conservation area is regarded as a conservation areamade up of

protectedareasandotherlandusetypesacrossinternationalboundaries.
2 Theseincludeatourismboom(CityPress2005),bettermanagementofprotectedareasandpeace

amongparticipatingstates.
3 ConcernshavebeenraisedthatTFCAsmightleadtothemarginalisationoflocalresidents,lossof

landrights,thedominanceofonecountryoverothers,andsoon.
4 The ‘moral imperative’ofTFCAsaccounts largely for theabsenceofan intellectualproject that

seekstoargueagainstthenecessityofTFCAsinsouthernAfrica.
5 Jones (2005) laments that there has been minimal research on the impact of TFCAs on local

communities,andusedthecaseofMbangwenicommunityontheSouthAfricansideoftheMaloti/

Drakensbergtransfrontierconservationareatodemonstratethatlocalcommunitiescouldexperience

decreasedaccesstosocial,naturalandeconomicresourcesasaresultoftheTFCAinitiative.
6 Withinthesocialsciences, thereisanascentbutgrowingbodyofworkthatseekstocritiquethe

socio-political objectives of transfrontier conservation initiatives (see Duffy 2001; Simon 2003;

Wolmer2003;Ramutsindela2004a;VanAmeronandBüscher2005).
7 Some of the common names used in southernAfrica are peace parks and transboundary natural

resourcesmanagementareas.
8 It has been reported that Colonel Gert Otto of the apartheid-era South African Defence Force

attemptedtopromoteacross-borderparkbetweentheKrugerNationalParkandpartofMozambique

inorder to facilitate theflowof intelligencematerial to theSouthAfricansecurity forces (South

AfricanNationalParks1997).
9 Following theunbanningof the liberationmovements inSouthAfrica, political parties and civil

societywereinvolvedinnegotiatingthenewpoliticaldispensation.Themainpartiesatthenegotiation

tablewerethethenrulingNationalPartyandtheAfricanNationalCongress(seeSparks2003).
10Tiley(2004)hasdescribedJanSmutsasMapungubwe’svisionary.
11 Initsvariousforms.
12ReferringtothereleaseofelephantsfromSouthAfrica’sKrugerNationalParkintoMozambiqueto

markthefirststeptowardsthecreationofaborderlesslandscapeoftheGLTP.
13Forreasonsthatarediscussedinfullinthechapter.
14TransfrontierPark.
15 InthesouthernAfricanregion.
16Thisisparticularlytrueinthewatersector.
17 InnowaydoIsuggestthatalllocalcommunitiesarehappywiththeestablishmentofTFCAsthat

impactontheirlives.Rather,myviewisthatnoformofcommunitydissatisfactionhastranslated

intoacampaignagainsttheestablishmentofaparticularTFCA.
18AccordingtoO’Riordan(1996)thefourlayersofenvironmentalismareunderpinnedbyviewsof

nature,intervention,politicaleconomy,andthefusionofsocialmovement.
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Chapter2

Ontheideologicalfoundations
oftransfrontierconservationareas

Themulti-layeredbasesonwhichtransfrontierconservationareasarefoundedandpromoted
challengeanysimplisticexplanationofTFCAs.Thelayersrangefrominterestsinpromoting
ecological integrity and governance through international relations and peace to socio-
economicdevelopment.AfullexplanationofTFCAsshould thereforedealwith the ideas
onwhichtheyarefoundedandthevariousactorsthatareinvolvedin,andwith,them.The
focusof thischapter ison theenvironmentalmovementand thegeneral foundation ithas
laid for the development of ecoregions. The relevance of the environmental movement
to the discussiononTFCAs is that the notions of environmental crisis, togetherwith the
responses to thatcrisisby theenvironmentalmovementandallied institutions,arecentral
tothemobilisationofideasthatunderpinthecreationofTFCAs.Inaddition,thosenotions
and responses largely account for the coalescence of interests among disparate groups
andinstitutions.Thepremiseofthischapteristhatacarefulanalysisoftheenvironmental
movementishelpfulforunderstandingtherationalesfor,andinterestsin,TFCAs.

Environmentalcrisisandglobalsolutions

The former President of the World Bank, James Wolfensohn, and his colleagues from
ConservationInternationalandtheGlobalEnvironmentalFacility,issuedawarningthat‘we
are failing tostem the lethaldynamicofchronicpovertyandgrowingpopulation,which is
destroying species a thousand times faster than ever before’ (Wolfensohn et al. 2000, 38).
Indeed, studies demonstrating the catastrophic extinction of animal and plant species are
commoninthenaturalsciences,andanycontraryviewtotheenvironmentalcrisis1 isoften
dismissed as ill informed or speculative (FitzRoy and Smith 2004).The criticism levelled
against, and the dismissal of, Lomborg’s Skeptical Environmentalist (2001), is an obviousSkeptical Environmentalist (2001), is an obviousSkeptical Environmentalist

exampleofsomesuchreactions.Critiquingthenotionofenvironmentalcrisisismisconstrued
asadeliberateignoranceofscientifictruthsoradelayinsolvingalife-threateningcrisis.For
environmentalismthereisnotimetowaste,asglobalecosystemsrequiremillionsofyearsto
recoverand thereforeno furtherdestructionofecosystemscanbeallowed tocontinue.The
crisisisnotonlyaboutthedestructionoffaunaandflora,butisalsoaboutthedisintegration
ofecologicalsystemsthatareasourceofalllife.Insupportofthatperspective,Brunckhorst
(2002,1)remarkedthat,‘ourfuture,alongwiththerestof lifeonearth,dependson…the
servicesprovidedbyfullyfunctionalecologicalsystems’.Inthisway,theenvironmentalcrisis
translates into a threat to life, thereby bringing together diverse groups of peoplewho are
concernedwiththose‘threats’:anti-war,anti-nuclearproliferation,anti-industrialisation,and
thelistisendless.Thepointhereisthattheenvironmentalmovementhasbeenabroadchurch
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sincetheelevationoflocalenvironmentalissuestothepublicdomain.TheNewRepublicaptly
describedtheAmericanecologicalmovementin1970as‘thebiggestassortmentofill-matched
alliessincethecrusades–youngandold,radicalsoftheleftandright,liberalsandconservatives,
humanistsandscientists,atheistsanddeists’(citedinMcCormick1989,x).The‘assortment
of ill-matchedallies’ isoneof thedefiningcharacteristicsof the environmentalmovement.
AsIwillshowlater,thesamecanbesaidabouttransfrontierconservationinitiatives,because
theinitiativespursuethelogicoftheenvironmentalmovement.ForthemomentIfocusonthe
natureandagendasoftheenvironmentalmovementinordertounderstandhowandwhythe
environmentalmovementbringspeopleofdiversebackgroundstogether.
Proceeding from the view that the environmental movement has no clear beginning,

McCormick(1989,37)regardstheUnitedNationsScientificConferenceontheConservation
and Utilisation of Resources (UNCCUR) that was held at Lake Success (New York)
between 17 August and 6 September 1949 as ‘the first major landmark in the rise of
the international environmental movement’. The theme of the conference centred on the
adequacyofnaturalresourcestomeetgrowingdemands–arehearsalofThomasMalthus’
doctrine of the inverse relationships between population growth and food supply.Though
Malthus’ population-resource doctrine has been criticised for being too simplistic and
ignoring technological advancement in food production, his doctrine provided the solid
foundation on which ideas about the environmental crisis were developed and nurtured.
It is therefore not surprising that population issues have since become the first point of
reference in the discussion of environmental crises and proposed solutions. The Club of
Rome – an informal organisation that originated from the meeting2 of 30 individuals in
theAcademiadeiLincei inRome inApril1968–addeddimensions to theenvironmental
crisis when it sought to understand the interdependence of economic, political, natural
andsocialcomponentsof theworldsystem inorder topromotenewpolicy initiativesand
actions (Meadowsetal.1972).TheClub’sproject3on thepredicamentofmankindsought
to ‘examine the complex of problems troubling men of all nations: poverty in the midst
of plenty; degradationof the environment; loss of faith in institutions; uncontrolledurban
spread; insecurity of employment; alienation of youth; rejection of traditional values; and
inflationandothermonetaryandeconomicdisruptions’(Meadowsetal.1972,10).Itused
populationgrowthand resourceexploitation todevelopmodels,which suggested theneed
foranorderlytransitiontoaglobalequilibriumbetweenpopulationgrowthandresourceusage
(Meadowsetal.1972).Itwasthoughtthatsuchastateofequilibriumwouldreleasepeople
fromthepressuresforsurvival,andwouldensurethatpeopledirecttheirenergyandingenuity
towardssolvingotherproblems.ThatideatieswellwithMaslow’shierarchyofneeds.
Themannerinwhichtheecologicalproblemsweretobesolved,withrespecttohuman

survival,hasbeen,andstillremainsasourceofcontention.InBritainagroupofscientists
endorsedtheviewsoftheClubofRomeandsoughttooffera‘BlueprintforSurvival’,which
waspublishedasa special issueof theEcologist in January1972under theeditorshipofEcologist in January1972under theeditorshipofEcologist

EdwardGoldsmith.Thepublicationheralded theformationof theMovementforSurvival
(MS),whichsoughttochampionanewageinwhichhumans‘willlearntolivewiththerest
ofnatureratherthanagainstit’(Ecologistofnatureratherthanagainstit’(Ecologistofnatureratherthanagainstit’( 1972,1).ItspointofdeparturewasthedefectofEcologist1972,1).ItspointofdeparturewasthedefectofEcologist

industrialism,asthefollowingquotationsuggests:

theprincipaldefectoftheindustrialwayoflifewithitsethosofexpansionisthat
itisnotsustainable…Wecanbecertain,however,thatsoonerorlateritwillend
andthatitwilldosoinoneortwoways:eitheragainstourwill,inasuccessionof
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famines,epidemics,socialcrisesandwars;orbecausewewantto–becausewewish
tocreateasocietywhichwillnotimposehardshipsandcrueltyuponourchildren
–inasuccessionofthoughtful,humanandmeasuredchanges(Ecologist–inasuccessionofthoughtful,humanandmeasuredchanges(Ecologist–inasuccessionofthoughtful,humanandmeasuredchanges( 1972,2).Ecologist1972,2).Ecologist

Itwashopedthat theMSwouldbecomeaninternationalmovementwithanewphilosophy
of life that would provide the basis for four principal conditions towards a stable society:
(i) minimum disruption of ecological processes, (ii) maximum conservation of materials
and energy, (iii) stabilising the population, and (iv) establishing a decentralised system
of government.According to the Blueprint for Survival, ecological processes were being
disruptedby‘introducingintothemeithersubstancesthatareforeigntothemorthecorrect
onesinthewrongquantities’(Ecologistonesinthewrongquantities’(Ecologistonesinthewrongquantities’( 1972,9).ThesolutiontothisincludedrestrictionsonEcologist1972,9).ThesolutiontothisincludedrestrictionsonEcologist

theuseofpesticidesandfertilisers.OfsignificancetothethemeofthischapteristheBlueprint
forSurvival’sinjunctionthatwildernessareasandwetlandsshouldbeconservedatallcosts.It
viewedareasofwildernessastheworldcentresofdiversity–thegenebanks.Italsoproposed
thecreationofanewsystemofgovernmentbasedondecentralisation,theemphasisbeingon
thecreationofsmallcommunitiesthatwillguaranteeboththeminimalimpactofhumanson
theenvironmentandcommunityparticipation.TheBlueprintforSurvivalthereforesuggested
therestructuringofsocietyandgovernanceonecologicalgrounds,presentingdecentralisation
asanauthoritativeorganisationalstructureofsocietyfortheattainmentof‘globalequilibrium’.
How these objectives were to be achieved generated different responses. The three main
responsesthatarerelevantforourdiscussionare,firstly,thedevelopmentofnon-governmental
organisations (NGOs) to promote ecological integrity from outside the state. Secondly, the
infiltrationofthestatebypoliticalpartiesthatarefoundedonecologicalgrounds,the‘green
parties’withtheaimforcreatinga‘greenstate’.Thirdly,acompleterestructuringofthenation-
stateinfavourofthedevelopmentofgrass-rootsautonomousregions.Accordingly,Dryzeket

al.(2003)havecategorisedenvironmentalgroupsaccordingtothosethatareunconcernedwith
thestate, those thatco-operatedwith thestateandthose initiallybasedinoppositionalcivil
society.Thesecategoriesimplythattheenvironmentalmovementdoesnotfitnicelyintolife-
cycleprogressiontheoryinwhichitisassumedthatsocialmovementsbeginfromoppositional
andconfrontationalpositionsandlaterongravitatetowardsthestate.Instead,theshapeand
fortunesoftheenvironmentalmovementareinfluencedbythestructuralresponseofthestate
andthestate’sgeneralorientationtosocietalneeds(Kitschelt1986;Dryzeketal.2003).

Promotingecologicalintegrity:actingfromoutside

ItshouldbenotedthattheattempttodeveloptheMSwasbasedontheviewthattherewerealready
environmentalinterestgroupsinexistenceindifferentpartsoftheworld,whichwouldform
thebuildingblocksfortheinternationalmovement.AccordingtoMcCormick(1989),thefirst
environmentalinterestgroup–theCommons,FootpathsandOpenSpacesPreservationSociety
–wasfoundedinBritainin1865.Sincethen,environmentalinterestgroupshavemushroomed
allovertheworld.Ofimportancetoourdiscussioninthischapteristhepointthatmostofthese
groupsoptedtopursueanecologicalagendafromoutsidegovernmentstructures.Forinstance,
attheheightofpost-worldwarreconstruction,theconservationnetworkincontinentalEurope,
the InternationalOffice for the Protection ofNature (IOPN), successfully opposedBritain
andAmerica’sattemptstoestablishaninternationalnatureprotectionorganisationunderthe
auspicesoftheUnitedNationssystem.TheIOPNoptedtopursuetheenvironmentalagenda
outsidestatesystems.Inrealitysuchanagendacanonlybepursuedthroughthegovernments,
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leadingtothehybridnatureofenvironmental interestgroups,ashasbeenthecasewiththe
constitutionof theProvisional InternationalUnionfor theProtectionofNature(IUPN) that
wassignedon5October1948.Assuch,thepurposeoftheIUPNwastofacilitateco-operation
betweengovernmentsandnationalandinternationalorganisations.Itshouldbenotedthatthe
IUPNisaproductoftheSwiss-sponsoredmeetingthatwasattendedby70delegatesfrom24
countriesbetween28Juneand3July1947inBrunnen.Theorganisationchangeditsname
totheInternationalUnionfortheConservationofNatureandNaturalResources(IUCN)in
1956(McCormick1989).Thepointhereisthatthoseenvironmentalorganisationsthatopted
tooperateoutsidethestatewerecaughtintheunenviablepositionofhavingtoco-operatewith
thesamegovernmentsthatwere,intheorganisations’view,destroying–directlyorindirectly
–theecosystemsonwhichhumansurvivaldepends.Environmentalorganisationsdeploying
conventional lobbying strategies became increasingly less oppositional to the state, as they
soughttoaccessbureaucraticandinformalopportunitiesofferedbygovernmentofficials.This
is the casewithmoderatemainstream environmental organisations such as theWilderness
Society (United States), Norwegian Society for the Conservation of Nature (Norway), the
RamblersAssociation (UnitedKingdom),and theGermanLeague forNatureConservation
andEnvironmentalProtection(Germany)(Dryzeketal.2003).
Itwouldbeunrealistictoassumethattheinfluenceovertheenvironmentalmovement

isone-directional.Overtheyears,environmentalNGOshaveoperatedinpartnershipwith
theprivatesectortoexertinfluenceandpressureonthestate.Forexample,theIUCNhas
usedpublicplatformssuchasitsWorldParksCongressestosuggestdirectionsthatstates
shouldfollowinmattersofnatureconservation.Thosedirectionshavefoundtheirwayinto
statepoliciesandstrategies.AclearexampleofthisistheIUCN’srecommendationthateach
countryshouldsetasidetheminimumof10%ofitslandforprotectedareas.Ingovernment
circles,therecommendationhasbecomeanecessityratherthanasuggestionbyanon-state
actor.The IUCN considers itself as theworld’s largest4 andmost important conservation
network that seeks to influence,encourageandassist societies inconservingbiodiversity.
ThelinkbetweenenvironmentalNGOsandtheprivatesectormeansthatgovernmentscan
accessfundsfromdonorsiftheyfollowtheguidelinesofenvironmentalNGOs.Thisisso
becausemostfunding5forenvironmentalmatterscomesthroughthoseNGOs.

Operatingwithinandwiththestate

ThesecondresponsetowardstheenvironmentalcrisiswastofollowtheBlueprint’ssuggestion
that theMSshouldbecommitted toactatanational level, includingcontestingelections.
AtthetimeofdrawinguptheBlueprint,therewerenoclearmodelsforthekindsofstates
thatGreenpartiesweretodevelopandadminister,andhowtheaimforagreenstatecould
beachieved.Togivesubstancetothefeasibilityandviabilityofsuchmodels,theEcologist

publishedPresidentNyerere’smodelofastatebasedonthevisionofaself-reliantindependent
Tanzania.InwritingfortheEcologist,JimohOmo-Fadaka(1972,7)paintedapictureofthe
TanzanianstatethatappealedtotheauthorsoftheBlueprintbysuggestingthat:

Tanzania does notwant to turn into awestern society if thismeans the constant
pursuit of materialist goals and the social divisions produced by the differential
accumulationofwealth.Itdoesnotwanttoturnintoacountrywhereacapitalcity
swells up like an infected gland, attracting to itself manpower, which cannot be
employed.NordoesitwanttobecomeaMarxiststate.
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ClearlyNyerere’sphilosophyofUjamaawasmorethequestforindependencefromcolonial
ruleandinfluencethanabeliefintheimminentecologicaldisaster.Nevertheless,Nyerere’s
ideas of self-reliance resonated with the Blueprint’s ideals for decentralisation, and also
reaffirmedthepossibilityofastate-drivenecologicalagenda.
In pursuit of the ideals of the Blueprint, theworld’s first ‘green’ party, theValues

Party,wasfoundedinNewZealandin1972.Unlikemostenvironmentalmovementsthat
focusedmainlyonconservationissuesinthe1960sand1970s,theValuesParty‘provided
a broader ideological critique of the state’s preoccupation with materialist concerns’
(Downes 2000, 474). The 88-page policy programme (BeyondTomorrow), which was
publicisedasanelectionmanifestoforthe1975nationalelection,committedtheValues
Partytolimitsoneconomicandindustrialdevelopment,astablepopulation,liberalsocial
policies, the devolution of power in the workplace and community, and environmental
protection (Miller 1991). Essentially, the Party was responding to the exclusion of
environmental interests from thepolitical agendas thatweredominatedby theNational
and Labour parties. In particular, theMuldoonNational Government’s interests on big
energy projects acted as a catalyst for the environmental groups’ engagement with the
state(Downes2000).ThesuccessortotheValuesParty,theGreenPartyofAotearoa–New
Zealand,whichwas formed shortly before the 1990GeneralElection, also adopted the
sameanti-industrialiststance.
Europe’sfirstgreenparty,theEcologyParty,heldtheviewthattheimminentecological

disintegrationcouldonlybeavertedthroughpoliticaltransformation.Initsview,thatgoal
couldbeachievedbyeither acquiringpowerorbyprovokingotherparties to takeup the
policiesoftheEcologyParty.RudigandLowe(1986)observedthattheEcologyPartywas
formedbyacoregroupoffourpeoplein1973,asaresultofthecombinedeffectsofthe
widelydistributeddoomsdaypredictions(suchas theworkof theClubofRome)and the
consequencesofindustrialdeclineinCoventry,England.ThePartywasthereforeconceived
in thefervourof theBlueprint,andpresenteditself to thepublicas‘partofaworld-wide
awakeningtotheneedtoreconstructourwayoflifeifthereistobeanychanceofsurvival
withdecency’(NewEcologistwithdecency’(NewEcologistwithdecency’( 1979,21).Itwasguidedbyabeliefthat‘ecologylaysspecialNewEcologist1979,21).Itwasguidedbyabeliefthat‘ecologylaysspecialNewEcologist

emphasisonthequalitiesofdiversity,acknowledgingandputtingtogoodusethedifferences
thatexistbetweenpeopleandencouraging thewidestpossiblevarietyof lifestylesrather
than forcing everyone to accept the same mould’ (Porritt 1979, 21).Whereas the Club
of Romewas unclear about the sort of institutions that would be needed to achieve the
equilibriumstate,theEcologyPartyreaffirmedtheBlueprint’sproposalfordecentralisation.
TheParty’sManifestoforthe1979GeneralElectionscalledforsettingupofScottishand
WelshAssemblies and regional assemblies (New EcologistWelshAssemblies and regional assemblies (New EcologistWelshAssemblies and regional assemblies (  1979).New Ecologist 1979).New Ecologist 6 In this sense, the call
forself-determinationbytheEcologyPartywentbeyondconcernswiththeenvironmental
issuestosuggestthepoliticaldivisionoftheUnitedKingdomintoregions.Writingforthe
Ecologist,Waites (1984,164)emphasised theneed for regions in theUnitedKingdomin
thesewords:

Equallyimportant,…andperhapsmoreelusive,istherecognitionthatourcountry
mustgivemorescopeforregionalconsciousnessnotonlyinitseverydaylifebut
alsoinitspoliticaladministration.Wemustencouragetheregionsmore,notdepress
themfurther;wemustfindourstrengthfromthem,notlookonthemasaweakness;
wemustusethemtorenewournationalconsciousnessforthesoulofEnglandis
initsregions.
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The Ecology Party emphasised economic self-reliance and political self-determination.
Elsewhereotherpartiesfollowedthesamerouteofcontestingelections.
AccordingtoSpretnakandCapra(1984),theUnionofGermanEcologicalCitizen’sGroup

(BundesverbandderBürgerinitiativenUmweltschutz(BundesverbandderBürgerinitiativenUmweltschutz( )wasthefirstGermanorganisationto
structureagrassrootsmovement,whichpromotedecologicalconsciousnessonalargescale
inthe1970s.Atthetime,ecologicalconcernsinWestGermanywereshapedbyinternaland
externalinfluences.Aswehavenotedabove,theworkoftheClubofRome,TheLimitsto

Growth,hadinfluenceindifferentpartsoftheworld,andWestGermanywasnoexception.
InsideWest Germany, the post-WorldWar II political and economic environment led to
theemergenceofasocialmovement,whichsought tooppose thedevelopmentofnuclear
powerplants,theuseofmissilesaspartoftheNATOdefencesystem,toxicwasteandthe
like;while, at the same time, promoting an alternative culture.With the influence of the
counterculture in theUnited States andBritain, ‘the alternativemovement [inGermany]
fosteredmultipledevelopmentswith similar intentions, rejecting forced adherence to any
onedogmaticlineofthought,amode[it]associatedwithboththeNazisandtheMarxist/
studentprotests’(SpretnakandCapra1984,14).
The impetus for the formationof theGreenParty in thatcountrycamefromagroup

of ecologists, the Action Committee of Independent Germans (Aktionsgemeinschaftof ecologists, the Action Committee of Independent Germans (Aktionsgemeinschaftof ecologists, the Action Committee of Independent Germans (
unabhängigerDeutscher,AUD),whichurgedtheChristianDemocratparliamentarianand
authorofAPlanetisPlundered,HerbertGruhl,tojointheAUDinordertolaunchanew
party.Subsequently,GruhllefttheCDUtoformhisowngroup,GreenActionFuture.Groups
suchastheActionThirdWayandtheFreeInternationalUniversitywerealsointerestedinthe
formationofagreenparty.ThefoundingconventionoftheGreenPartywasheldinFrankfurt
inMarch1979andresultedintheestablishmentoftheFurtherPoliticalAssociation(FPA)–
TheGreens(SpretnakandCapra1984).Twomajorissuesattheconventionwereanuclear-
freeEuropeandadecentralisedEuropeofregions.TheGreenassociationenteredelectoral
politicsbycontestingelectiontotheEuropeanParliamentinJune1979.Itsurpassedthe5%
thresholdinthe1983nationalelectionsandsecured27seatsintheBundestag(DryzekBundestag(DryzekBundestag etal.
2003).Against thisbackdrop, theGermanGreenPartycombinedcivilprotestsandlegal–
administrative strategies to push for environmental changes through the political system.
AccordingtoDryzeketal.(2003,38),‘theinitialpushforrepresentationintheBundestag

wasunderlinedbyabeliefthatnotonlywouldthisprovidegreaterpoliticalpower,butalso
thatformalpoliticalchannelswouldprovidethemovementwithacomplementarystrategy
tocampaigningincivilsociety’.Ofsignificancetothethemeofthischapteristhefounding
of theGreenParty under the combined influences of ecology and the post-WorldWar II
socio-economicdevelopments.
Apartfromparticipatinginnationalelections,theGreenpartieshaveseizedtheopportunities

ofregionalismtodevelopan internationalprofileandtoparticipate inregionalgroupings
suchastheEuropeanUnionintheformofaregionalgreenmovement.Thisisparticularlytrue
oftheEuropeanFederationofGreenParties,7whosefoundingconferencewasheldatMasala,
Finlandon20June1993.TheFederationreiteratestheideasoftheMSinthesewords:

Theso-calledprogressof thepastcenturieshasbroughtusintoasituationwhere
thebasisoflifeonEarthisseriouslyunderthreat.Whiletechnologicaldevelopment
may delay the deterioration of the environment for a time, it cannot prevent the
ecologicalandsocialcollapseofcivilisationwithoutafundamentalchangeinthe
ideologyofunquestionedmaterialgrowth,whichstillprevails.8
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Unsurprisingly, theGuiding Principles of the Federation are based on three pillars, namely,
ecodevelopment, common security and new citizenship. The Federation’s notion of
ecodevelopmentisfoundedonsustainabledevelopment,oppositiontoafreemarketeconomy
or state-controlled economy, and self-reliance within the context of regions9 rather than
nationaloradministrativeborders.Itproposesanecologicalworldeconomybasedonplanetary
solidarityandtheprotectionofthediversityofecologicalresourcesandtheglobalcommons
as a prerequisite for themanagement of the global economy, and suggests the possibilities
of imposingquotason theextractionanduseofnatural resources.Twoof themainsecurity
objectives10oftheEuropeanGreensarefairdistributionandsustainableuseofnaturalresources,
andtheprotectionoftheenvironmentandbiosphere.Itsubscribestothepost-ColdWarconcept
ofsecurity,whichconsiderstheimportanceofsocial,economic,ecological,psychologicaland
culturalaspects.TheFederationcallsfortheNewCitizenship,whichcouldberealisedthrough
thedecentralisationofpowerfromthenationstatetocommunities,districtsandregions.
Though Green parties, as individuals or as a collective, have become a permanent

feature of the political landscape (particularly inEurope), their record of performance in
elections has generally been poor (Table 2.1), despite Müller-Rommel’s contention that
Greenpartiespassed the threshold representation in12Europeancountriesbetween1981
and1997.AnalystsascribethegenerallypoorperformanceofGreenpartiestotheabilityof
mainstreampoliticalparties to takeonenvironmental issuesandtomakeenvironmentally
relevantpoliticalappointments.Forexample,theformerUSPresidentBillClintonincluded
environmentalissuesinhiscampaign,andappointedenvironmentalistleaderssuchasGus
Speth to his first administration (Dryzek et al. 2003). In places such as Norway, where
environmental groups operate in close co-operation with the government, and where
environmentalconsiderationshavelargelybeenco-optedintotheexistingpoliticalsystem,11

theGreenPartyhaslittlechanceofusingenvironmentalissuesforelectioneering.Thatisto
saythattheinclusionofenvironmentalissuesintothepoliticalagendasofthemainstream
politicalpartiesdeniesgreenpartiesanicheinpoliticalelections.

Table 2.1   The performance of selected Green parties in the fi rst fi ve national elections. 

 Total number  
 of parliamentary 
Country seats Number of Green Party seats in national parliament

Austria 183 0 8 10 13 9 
Belgium 212 0 4 9 9 17 
Germany 520 0 28 44 8 49
Italy 630 13 16 11 21 17
Luxembourg 64 0 2 4 5 5
Sweden 349 0 0 20 0 18
Switzerland 200 6 11 15 8 9

Source: Adapted from Müller-Rommel (2002)

Clearly,theperformanceofGreenpartiescannotbemeasuredeffectivelyonthebasisof
environmental issuesonly.The lifespan12andorganisationstructuresofGreenpartiesand
thepolitical environment inwhich theycontest electionsallplaya significant role in the
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performance of those parties. For example, the Green Party in Germany emerged from
the confrontation between the environmental movement and the state, and its ability to
developabroadprogrammeofsocietalchangestrengthenedtheparty’spositioninelectoral
politics.AccordingtoDryzeketal.(2003,37),‘thepoliticalexclusionoftheanti-nuclear
movement [inGermany]helped fashiona strongoppositionalcounter-culturewhichwent
beyondspecificpolicygoals to include issuesof identityandalternativeformsofactions
andbehaviour’.Nevertheless,thesamecannotbesaidoftheGreenPartyinFinland,which
hasthesamedurationinparliamentaryrepresentationasthatinGermany(Müller-Rommel
2002).ThatistosaythattheGreenPartyinFinlandisaweakperformer(Table2.2).

Table 2.2   Electoral performance of the Green Party in Finland, 1987–2003.

Year Number of elected representatives in Finland’s political parties  

 SD LA NCP CPF SPP L TF CDF GL PFP EP
1987 56 20 53 40 12 0 9 5 4 n/a n/a
1991 48 19 40 55 11 1 7 8 10 n/a n/a
1995 63 22 39 44 11 0 1 7 9 2 1
1999 51 20 46 48 11 0 1 10 11 0 0
2003 53 19 40 55 8 0 3 7 14 n/a 0

Source: Finland (2004)

In theUnitedStates, theGreens’ exclusion from the statehasbeen self-imposed,not
least because the question of whether Greens should be organised along party political
lineshasbeenasourceofdisputeamongtheGreens(Dryzeketal.2003).TheUSGreens’
firstnational impressionin2000sawthePresidentialcandidateRalphNaderandWinona
Ladukegaining2.6%ofthenationalvote,andloosingthepresidencytoGeorgeBush.The
radicalGreenmovementinthatcountryhasremainedoutsidethearenaofstatepoliticsand
mainstream environmental movement, preferring instead to champion the environmental
course at the grassroots level.The environmental justicemovement has particularly been
concernedwithinequitabledistributionofharmfulwastes,particularlytheconcentrationof
thosewastesinareasoccupiedbypeopleofcolour(Bullard1990;Pulido1996).Whilethe
environmentaljusticemovementhassuccessfullyinfluencedtheUSenvironmentalpolicy,13

ithasbeenlessconcernedwiththeintersectionofecologyandhumansurvival.Thatconcern
hasbeencentraltotheotherradicalgroup,thebioregionalists.

Bioregionalism:thesearchforgrassrootsautonomousregions

In contrast to Green parties that sought to promote ideas of ecological integrity through
electoralpoliticsinEurope,theaccentuationofecologyasthebasisforsocietalorganisation
receivedadifferentemphasisintheUnitedStates.Ittooktheformofasocialmovementthat
soughttoprotestanddefendlocalitiesagainsttheexploitationofhumanandnaturalresources
andtheconsequentimpoverishment(Aberley1999).Thedifferentideasandpracticesofthe
movementhavecollectivelybeenconsideredasbioregionalism.Accordingly,Aberley(1999,
13)hasdescribedbioregionalismas‘abodyofthoughtandrelatedpracticethathasevolved
in response to the challenge of connecting socially-just human cultures in a sustainable



Ideologicalfoundations21

manner to the region-scale ecosystems inwhich they are irrevocably embedded’.Notably,
bioregionalism,asaphilosophyorparadigm,islargelyanaggregateofdifferentviewsand
practices and is, asAberley (1999, 13) put it, ‘a story frommany voices’.The doyen of
bioregionalism,Sale(1985,ix),wenttotheextentofdescribingbioregionalismas‘fluidand
organic,withperhapsasmanyapproachesastherearebioregionalists’,makingitdifficult,
ifnotimpossibleforonepersontospeakonbehalfofallbioregionalists.Nevertheless,both
AberleyandSale(1985)agreethattherearecommonthreadsthatcutacrossbioregionalists’
views.AccordingtoSale, thebioregionalparadigmrevolvesaroundscale,economy,polity
andsociety.Thesedefiningfeaturesofbioregionalismshouldbeunderstoodinthecontext
ofresponsestoecologicaldisintegrationandthethreatsthatthatdisintegrationposestothe
survivalofspecies,includinghumans.AsSale(1985,x)wrote,bioregionalismis‘notmerely
anewwayofenvisioningandactingaveryoldAmerican ideal,but is alsoacrucial, and
perhapsvirtuallytheonlypossible,meansofarrestingtheimpendingecologicalapocalypse’.
Putinanotherway,theecologicalapocalypsecanbestbearrestedbyusingtheappropriate
scale atwhich environmental problems canbe addressed andby restructuring society and
the economy to reflect that scale. A discussion of each of these important elements of
bioregionalismshedslightontheaspirationsandgoalsofthemovement.

Scalesforecologicalintegrity

Astrongbodyofworksuggeststhatscaleisimportantinaddressingenvironmentalproblems,
mainly because environmental problems cut across some of the most familiar scales,
especiallythenation-state.Consequently,solutionstothoseproblemsshouldoccuratvarious
scales,rangingfromthelocal,throughthenationaltoglobalscales.However,bioregionalists
emphasiseonetypeofscaleaboveothers,preferringtheuseofthelocalscaleatwhichpeople
will probably feel connected to theproblemsat hand. In arguing for thebioregional scale
–andcriticisingthecallforenvironmentalethics–Sale(1985,53)suggestedthat:

peoplewilldotheenvironmentally‘correct’thingnotbecauseitisthoughttobethe
moral,butratherthepracticalthingtodo.Thatcannotbedoneonaglobalscale,
noracontinental,norevenanationalone,becausethehumananimal,beingsmall
andlimitedhasonlyasmallviewoftheworldandalimitedcomprehensionofhow
toactwithinit.

Sale’ssuggestionisthathumanswilltendtoprotecttheenvironmentonwhichtheydepend.
Peoplewhodestroytheirenvironmentdoso,becausetheyarenotlivinginthebioregional
scale,butareinsteadservingdistanteconomicforces.‘Dwellersintheland’14haveabetter
understandingofhow to live in that landandhow to lookafter it.Thisviewof scaleand
associatedactivitiesiscommonamongbioregionalists,andisunderscoredbythebeliefthat
theearthisorganisedintonaturalregions–thatvaryinsize–ratherthanartificialstates.15In
thissense,thenaturalregionisthebioregion,whichSale(1985,55)definedas‘anypartofthe
earth’ssurfacewhoseroughboundariesaredeterminedbynaturalcharacteristicsratherthan
humandictates,distinguishablefromotherareasbyparticularattributesofflora,fauna,water,
climate, soils, and landforms, and by the human settlements and cultures those attributes
havegivenriseto’.Abioregion,inthiscontext,is‘aplaceandtheideasthathavedeveloped
abouthowtoliveinthatplace’(Aberley1999,23),whoseboundariesarefirstandforemost
determined by the people who live within it, considering climatology, physiography, and
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animalandplantgeography.Thatistosaythattheboundariesofbioregionsaredefinedby
culturalandphysicalattributes,henceBrunckhorst(2002)considersbioregionsasbiocultural
landscapes.Indeed,GarySnyder,oneoftheearliestbioregionalists,propagatedculturaland
individualpluralismandsuggestedthedivisionofhumanpopulationsbynaturalandcultural
boundaries(Aberley1999).Itshouldbeemphasisedthat,forbioregionalists,theboundaries
ofabioregionarebestdeterminedbythe‘dwellersintheland’.UsingexamplesintheUnited
States,Sale(1985)arguedthattheNativeAmericanIndianhabitationexhibitedbioregional
patterns,makingtheNativeAmericanstruedwellersintheland,aswellasbeingearlyand
unconsciousbioregionalists.Theyrepresentthesinglebasicbuildingblockoftheecological
world, the community. Sale’s (1985) view is that bioregions are organised into a complex
arrangement and, like Chinese boxes, are foundwithin one another. In that arrangement,
the ecoregion is the widest natural region within which other smaller bioregions such as
georegion16andmorphoregion17exist.Inadifferentbutrelatedcontext,Lamelaetal.(2005)
havesuggestedthedevelopmentofthescienceofworldplanning(geoism)thatcouldbeused
foraworldwideterritorialplanning.Geoismseekstocombineknowledgeonaglobalscalein
ordertoco-ordinateenvironmental,economic,socialandculturalpoliciesfortheattainment
ofsustainabledevelopmentandtoprotectthewilderness,inparticular(Lamelaetal.2005).
Though sharing the same concern over ecological disintegration and interests in the

fusionbetweencultureandecologyandinstitutionaltransformation,large-scaleecologists’18

viewofabioregionisdifferentfromthatofthebioregionalismmovementreferredtoabove.
Like bioregionalists, ecologists acknowledge that ‘humanity needs to learn to livewithin
ecologicallawsthatgovernthecapacityofthebiosphere’,butareopposedtothenotionof
abioregion,whichis‘thesmall-scaleself-sufficientcommunitiesadvocatedbysome“deep
ecologists”’ (Brunckhorst 2002, 4, 7). In representing theviewsof large-scale ecologists,
Brunckhorst (2002, 8) referred to a bioregion as ‘a regional-landscape scale ofmatching
socialandecologicalfunctionsasaunitofgovernanceforfuturesustainabilitythatcanbe
flexibleandcongruentstillwithvariousformsofgovernmentfoundaroundtheworld’.
Thedifferencesbetweenthebioregionalmovementandlarge-scaleecologistsarefound

inthediverserolesthattheconceptofecologyplayasanincarnationofeithernature,science,
ideaorpoliticalmovement,oracombinationofsome,orall,ofthese(seeHailaandLevins,
cited in Pedynowski 2003).Arguably, bioregionalism invokes ecology for clear political
goalswhereaslarge-scaleecologistsaccentuatethescientificunderstandingofecosystems.
Incontrasttowhatamountstothebioregionalists’localscale,ecologists’viewofabioregion
isaregionallandscapethatmediatesbetweenlocalandglobalscales.Theecologists’logic
is that the global and local scales are extreme and therefore less useful for dealingwith
critical functional problems, hence the need for a regional scale.This is underpinned by
the idea thatecosystemsoperateproperly,and that theycanbestbemanaged,atmultiple
scales. In supportof theecologicalnotionofabioregion,Brunckhorst (2002)hasargued
thatabroaderscaleprovidesmultipleoptionsforresolvingproblems,andallowsdecision-
makerstoevaluatevariouscomponentsratherthandealwithasinglesite.Practically,this
translatesintore-establishinglarge-scaleecologicalsystemsthatamalgamatebioregionsinto
ecoregions.Wherenaturalecosystemshavebeenmodified,ecoregionsareestablishedonthe
basisofthenatureandcausesofthespatialpatternsthatwouldhaveexistedintheabsence
ofdisturbances.Theguidingquestionfortheestablishmentofecoregionsis:whatwouldthe
ecosystem look likehad therebeennodisturbance (i.e. in theecosystem)?Bailey (2005)
concedes that theprimaryproblemof identifyingecoregionboundaries is to synthesise a
varietyofcluesinorder toarriveatreasonableboundaryplacement.Inpractice,different
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factorsareusedtoestablishecoregions,dependingonthenatureofparticularenvironments.
Bailey (2005) has suggested that, where vegetation is used in defining ecoregions, late
successionalvegetationismoreusefulthanpioneervegetation;andpotentialvegetationis
moreuseful than real or actual, as existingvegetationdoes not correspondwellwith the
patternsofecologicalregions.Inspiteofvariationsinthemethodsused,ecoregionscover
extensivegeographicalareas,principallybecausethesub-divisionoftheearth’ssurfaceinto
ecoregionsisbasedonmacroscalepatternsofecosystems(Bailey2005).

Transformationofthepolity

Bioregionalism dismisses the modern nation-state on the grounds that: (i) it imposes
monocultureonpeopleofdiversebackgrounds;(ii)ithasfailedtoaddressseriouslythecrisis
ofecologicalperilandthepoliticalsystemsthathavecausedecologicaldisintegration;and
(iii)thatitisatoddswithnaturallaws,whichgovernbioticcommunitieswithoutcoercion,
organisedforceorrecognisedauthority.Itproposesformsofhumangovernancethatarein
linewiththosefoundamongbioticcommunities.Insupportofthisproposition,Sale(1985,
90) invoked theChinesephilosopher,LaoTzu, to suggest that thebestgovernment isno
governmentatall,arguingthat‘apoliticalvisionbasedontheevidentworkingsofthebiotic
world,wouldnotcelebratecentralisedco-ordination,hierarchicalefficiency,andmonolithic
strength … but rather, in starkest contraposition, decentralisation, interdependence, and
diversity’. A bioregional polity would therefore replace the modern state through the
promotionofdiverseanddecentralisedinstitutions,whichreflectthedifferentculturesand
howgroupsofpeoplewanttogovernthemselves.AsSale(1985,108)putit,‘bioregional
diversity…doesnotmeanthateverycommunity…wouldconstructitselfalongthesame
lines,evolvethesamepoliticalforms…Trulyautonomousbioregionswouldinevitablygo
inseparateways,creatingtheirownpoliticalsystemsaccordingtotheirownenvironmental
settingsandtheirownecologicalneeds’.Inessence,thisisacallforavarietyofpolitical
systems thatarenotnecessarilycompatibleorviewedas ‘good’.Unlike themodernstate
thatisbasedoncommonelectoralnormsgoverningtherulerandtheruled,decision-making
inthebioregionalpolityislefttomembersofthecommunitywhoareentrustedtodosoin
accordancewiththeexistingculturalnormsofthatcommunity.Thesizeofthefundamental
polityisestimatedat5000to10,000inhabitants.Itshouldbepointedoutthatthebioregional
visiondoesnotcallfortheestablishmentofisolatedsmallpolities,butcherishestheideathat
decision-makingandcontrolofabioregionalpolityshouldbeatthelocallevel,andthatthe
politymayfinditnecessarytoco-operatewithneighbouringpolitiesforthecommongood.
Suchco-operationmayresultintheformationofconfederatebodies.
Bioregionalismnotonlyemphasisesthehumaninterconnectednesswiththelandscape,

but also informs transformative social change at two levels: ‘as a conservation and
sustainablestrategyandasapoliticalmovement,whichcallsforthedevolutionofpowerto
ecologicallyandculturallydefinedbioregions’(McGinnis1999,4).Rather thancontesting
nationalelectionsforpurposesofdecentralisation,bioregionalismpropagatesthecreationof
bioregionsthatwouldreintegratehumanculturesintotheirsupportingecosystems.Inessence,
bioregionalismisacounterculturetoindustrialsocieties,proposingaformofdecentralisation
thatcanonlybeachievedbyabolishingthemodernstate.Theultimategoalofbioregionalists
istoestablishsomeformofecologicallydecentralisedgovernancethroughbothresistanceto
thedestructionofwildsystemsandthehomogeneityofnationalculture,ontheonehand,and
therenewaloftheknowledgeofhownaturalsystemswork,ontheotherhand.
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Self-reliance:abioregionaleconomy

Bioregionalism proposes the phasing out of the capitalist economy, mainly because that
economyemphasisescompetition,exploitationandindividualprofits;attributesthatleadto
theestablishmentofmaterialprosperity for thefewat theexpenseof themajorityand the
environment.Analternativeanddesirableeconomyistheonethatconservesresourcesand
therelationshipsandsystemsofthenaturalworld,aimingatsustainabilityratherthangrowth.
Thebioregionaleconomyisbasedontheprincipleofself-sufficiency,asinpreliteratesociety.
Thebioregionalistviewisthataself-sufficientbioregionwouldbeeconomicallystable,and
freefromexternalcontrolanddependencyandthestructuralflawsofforeigncurrency.Carr
(2004, 70) has noted that ‘the long-termgoal of the bioregionalmovement is to establish
bioregionally self-reliant economies of “place” networked geographically across “space”
via communications and limited trade links.’ In stark contrast to the neo-liberal agenda,
which favours a single globalmarket, the bioregional economy emphasises the view that
theeconomyshouldbebasedoncommunalratherthanprivateownershipofresources–the
wealthofnatureshouldbethewealthofall.Clearly,thisisaradicalviewoftheeconomythat
chimeswithawell-establishedcritiqueofthecapitalisteconomy.
The bioregionalism vision has been carried forward in various ways, including the

creationofecovillages,whichSvensson(2002,10)definesas‘communitiesofpeoplewho
strivetoleadasustainablelifestyleinharmonywitheachother,otherlivingbeingsandthe
earth’.Theynotonlyembodyawayoflivingbutaregrounded‘inthedeepunderstanding
thatallthingsandallcreaturesareinterconnected’,and‘representsawidelyapplicablemodel
for the planning and reorganisation of human settlements in the 21st century’ (Svensson
2002,10).Unsurprisingly, the threemaindimensionsofecovillagesareecological, social
andcultural/spiritual.Theecologicaldimensionisbasedontheconceptofpermaculture19

andincludesgrowingorganicfood,usinglocalmaterialsandtraditionsinbuildinghomes,
adopting ecological business principles20 and protecting and safeguarding biodiversity
and wilderness areas. The social dimension of the ecovillage emphasises the values of
livingasasmallcommunityasopposedtothemegastructuresoftheindustrialworld.The
cultural/spiritual aspect of ecovillages fosters spiritual values and rituals that recognise
andcherish theconnectionofhuman lifeand the largercosmos.Examplesofecovillages
that are based on principles of bioregionalism include the Sasardi Natural Reserve and
Ecovillage(Colombia),CrystalWatersPermaculture(Australia),Svanholm(Denmark)and
Lebensgarten (Germany) (Lindegger 2002;Madaune 2002). Clearly, ecovillages and the
broadaimsandpracticesofbioregionalismasasocialmovementprovidetheplatformon
whichdifferentinterestscanbepursued.

Thecoalescenceofideasandinterests

Theenvironmentalmovementhasgonebeyondthenarrowconcernwithecologicalintegrity
toincludesocio-economicissuesthatareofrelevanceandsignificancetothewideaudience.
These include the restructuringof theworldeconomy,changingpatternsofconsumption,
promotingequityandsocialjustice,protectingtherightsofindigenouspeopleandwomen,
changing the structural imbalances of trade, securing peace and nuclear disarmament,
promotingdemocracy,opposingsocialexclusionandeconomicexploitation,andsoon.Inso
doing,environmentalismhasshiftedthepoliticalrealignmentfromtheclass-basedleft–right
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axistowardsamaterialist–postmaterialistaxis(Miller1991).SpretnakandCapra(1984,3)
observedthat,‘incallingforanecological,non-violent,non-exploitativesociety,theGreens
transcendthelinearspanofleft-to-right’.
Arguably, thebioregionalistcritiqueof themodernstateand thecapitalisteconomy in

thecontextsofecologicaldisintegrationdoesnotonlyarticulatethetenetsoftheBlueprint
forSurvivalreferredtoabove,butalsoprovidesaplatformonwhichanalternativefutureis
suggested and groundedon empirical and historical evidence.Bioregionalism is the latest
reincarnationofcenturies-oldefforttodefinehowsociallyjustandecologicallysustainable
humanculturescouldbecreatedandsustained.Itinvokesthepastinordertojustifytheneed
toredefinethefutureinterrelationshipsbetweenhumansandtheirenvironment,advocating
the view that human societies should live as ‘future primitives’ or that humans should be
‘reinventedatthespecieslevel’.AsAberley(1999,20)hasobserved,‘adeeplyrootedrespect
for indigenous thinking andpeoples is a tenet fundamental to bioregionalism’, suggesting
that‘thewaytothefuturecanbefoundbyadaptinggeneticallyfamiliarwaysoflifepractised
byancestorsandsurvivingindigenouspeople’(Aberley1999,16).ThisisevidentinSale’s
(1985)assertionthatoneofthetwogreatteachersofhumanityisthetraditionalwisdomof
mankind.21 In fact,McGinnis (1999)has suggested that the ideaofbioregionalismcanbe
tracedbacktothenativeinhabitantsofthelandscape.Inthisway,bioregionalismreaffirms
thehistoryandcultureofnativepeople,echoingananti-colonial stance,whichhasglobal
relevancetopreviouslycolonisedandmarginalisedsocieties.Inthesamelogic,theEuropean
Federation of Green Parties calls for the recognition of human rights and the protection
of the rights ofminorities.22Moreover, the bioregionalist view that land should be owned
communally is in concert with orthodox communism and is supportive to contemporary
tenuresystemsinmostpartsofthenon-westernworld,particularlyAfrica.Communalland
ownership has generally beenmarginalised andwas systematically denied a formal status
throughoutcolonialrule.Thepointhereisthatbioregionalism’ssuggestionthatindigenous
knowledgeandwayoflifeistheperfectmodelforhumansurvivalchimeswiththeindigenous
peoples’strugglesforself-determinationandtheirquestforresourcerights,particularlyland.
Inthisway,bioregionalismcontributestothevalidationofindigenousknowledgesystems.
Thecallfor thetransformationof thestaterunsthroughvariantsofenvironmentalism,

gluingtogetherdifferentgroupsandinstitutionsthatareopposedtotheworkingsandstructures
ofthemodernstate.Forexample,ecologistsareworriedthatmostcurrentinstitutionswere
developedtoservepoliticalgoalsthathaveverylittle,ornothing,todowiththesustainable
management of natural resources and people atmultiple spatial and temporal scales, and
that electoral cycles produce governments with short-term planning (Brunckhorst 2002).
Moreover,thestructureofthemodernstatefavourssectoralapproachesthatseverelylimitthe
government’sabilitytodealwithenvironmentalproblems,whichaffect,orarisefrom,various
scales.Overtheyears,thestatehasbeenseenasanenemyoftheenvironment,mainlybecause
ofthenegativeimpactofstatepoliciesontheenvironmentandtheapparentlackofpolitical
willtolegislatearadicalenvironmentalcourse.Thediminishingroleofthestateintheglobal
capitalistworld,itslackofcapacityandfinancialresources,andthewillingnessoftheprivate
sectorandindividualstocarrythefinancialcostforconservationonbehalfofthestateandto
profitfromnatureconservationinitiatives,havecontributedtothefusionofinterestsbetween
bioregionalists,ecologists,capitalists,politiciansandothersocialmovements.
By reaffirming nativism and vehemently opposing the ecological destruction through

industrialisation,bioregionalismappealstoawideraudiencethatdoesnotnecessarilysubscribe
toallbioregionalprinciplesandsuggestions.Bioregionalists’oppositiontothehomogenising
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tendencyofthehighmass-consumptionoftheindustrialsocietyisinlinewithmosttenets
ofcontemporaryanti-globalisationtheoristsandmovements.Notwithstandingitssupporters,
who view it as a panacea forworld poverty, globalisation has severely been criticised for
increasingthepovertygapwithinandamongnationsandforcreatingaborderlessworldto
thedetrimentof localculturesand institutions, including thenation-state.Bioregionalism’s
proposition for the re-establishment of ecoregions appeals to the scientific community,
especially nature conservationists, who have been concerned with the appropriate scale
at which biodiversity can best be protected andmanaged.The objective of the European
FederationofGreenPartiestobringatleast20%ofEuropeundersomesortofconservation
areaandspecialprogrammeareasupportstheambitionsoforganisationssuchastheIUCN.
Thatistosaythatthoughoperatingfromdifferentstandpoints,Greenparties,bioregionalists
andenvironmentalNGOssharecommonfeaturesthatnotonlydefinetherelationshipamong
them,butthatalsobringthewiderenvironmentalmovementclosertomostinterestgroups.
Aberley(1999,35)isoftheviewthattheappropriationofbioregionalvaluesbymainstream
institutionscouldbeathreattobioregionalismasthegeneralpubliccouldidentifywiththe
rhetorical and pragmatic government-sponsored initiatives (devoid of bioregional values)
‘ratherthanassociatewithbioregionalismwithitsgrass-rootsandorganicorigin’.
Environmentalism,byandlarge,promotesthecreationofecoregions.Thesearerelevant

to nature conservationists, not least because it is held that the term ‘ecoregion’was first
proposed in 1962 by the Canadian forest researcher, Orie Loucks (Bailey 2005). In fact
nature conservationists have been concerned that national parks that protect remnants of
biodiversity are too small and are biased towards certain species and habitats, thereby
excludingcriticalelementsofbiodiversity.Thelimitationsofnationalparkswithregardto
natureconservationaregenerallyascribedtothevariouspurposesforwhichnationalparks
wereestablishedtoserve.Theserangefromtheuseofnationalparkstoestablishstrategiczones,
buildnationalidentity,fostertheseparationofraces,definestateboundaries,andsoon.
Ideas about bioregions and ecoregions are instrumental in the development of

propositions that seek to preserve entire ecosystems and to establish corridors that link
isolated pockets of existing and future protected areas (Vreugdenhillet al. 2003), and to
bring theseunderaunifiedgovernancestructure. Indeed, thecombinationofecologyand
conservation accounts for the amalgamation of contiguous protected areas. In this sense,
protectedareas,particularlynationalparks,havebeenused indefining theboundariesof
ecoregions,leadingtotheriseinTFCAsworld-wide.TherationalesforestablishingTFCAs
gobeyondecologytoincludethedemandforinstitutionaltransformation.Thisdemandis
eloquently articulated inBrunckhorst’s (2002) assertion that current institutionswere not
meant tomanagenatural resourcesandpeople inasustainablemanner,butwere, instead,
developed to serve different purposes.As governments develop short-term policies that
represent election cycles, ‘political power structure is not in place long enough to adapt’
(Brunckhorst2002,48).Moreover,proponentsofTFCAsviewthecompartmentalisationof
thestateasanimpedimenttothelong-termmanagementofecosystems.Thetransboundary
nature of environmental problems such as pollution, globalwarming, desertification and
the like, togetherwith theweakening of the state, have addedweight to the call for the
institutional transformationof the state.The solution to all these problems is seen as the
establishment of a long-termpower structure that not only transcends the election cycles
of governments, but which also operates above the government. This view is in direct
oppositiontoGreenpartiesthatwanttobeinchargeofgovernmentsandthebioregionalists’
questforself-containedcommunities,butissupportivetopositionsthatsomeenvironmental
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organisationshaveheldsincetheendofWorldWarII.Thepointhereisthattheroleofnon-
stateactorsinpropagatingTFCAshasalonglineage,whichcanbetracedbacktotheClub
ofRome.Inthatlineage,theweaknessesofthestatehaverepeatedlybeenexposedinorder
toeitherinsertthealternativeauthorityofnon-stateactorsintransboundarynaturalresources
ortorestructurethestate.
With regard to the theme of this volume, variants of the environmental movement

are relevant to the creation ofTFCAs, not least because they accentuate the sanctity of
ecologicalsystemswhile,atthesametime,opposingtheuseofstateboundariesasatool
fororganisingallhumanlifeandactivities.ThisissuccinctinSale’s(1985)claimthatthe
firstlawofGaiaisthatthefaceoftheearthisorganisednotintoartificialstatesbutnatural
regions, which vary in size.Aswe shall see in Chapters 4 and 5,TFCAs are promoted
on the basis of re-establishing ecoregions across state borders.Without pre-empting the
discussionsinsubsequentchapters,TFCAshaveconvenientlyadaptedsomeoftheguiding
tenetsoftheenvironmentalmovementtoconditionsinAfrica.Themostobviousoftheseis
thepropagationofanenvironmentallyfriendlyeconomyintheformofecotourism,andthe
adoptionofanecoregionasanorganisingconceptofspace.IntheabsenceofGreenparties
inAfrica’spoliticallandscape,environmentalNGOshavebeenattheforefrontofTFCAson
thatcontinent.Inthechapterthatfollows,IdiscusspeaceparksasamodelforTFCAsin
general,andinAfricainparticular.

Endnotes

1 Therearedifferencesofopiniononthenotionandcausesofenvironmentalcrisis,andthemeanings

ofthatcrisishavechangedovertime(seeDeLuca2001;Buell2003;Hollander2003).
2 ThemeetingwascalledbyanItalianindustrialmanagerandaffiliateofFiatandOlivetti,DrAurelio

Peccei.
3 ThefirstphaseofthestudywassupportedbyVolkswagenFoundation.
4 Itinvolvesabout82states,111governmentagencies,morethan800non-governmentalorganisations

(NGOs),andsome10,000scientistsandexpertsfrom181countries(www.iucn.org).
5 Includingfundingthroughbilateralandmultilateralagreements.
6 Clearly,regionalismintheUnitedKingdomhadpoliticalconnotations,andhasbeencentraltothe

politicsoftheBritishIsles(seeJonesandMacLeod2004).
7 AccordingtothewebsiteoftheEuropeanFederationofGreenParties,theFederationhad31member

parties and seven applicant parties in 2005. The 31 member parties are Die Grünen (Austria),

Bulgarian Green Party, Cyprus Green Party, Strana Zelenych (Czech Republic), De Grønne

(Denmark),TheGreenParty(EnglandandWales),EestiRohelised(Estonia),VihreäLitto(Finland),

Agalev(Flanders),LesVerts(France),GreenPartyofGeorgia(Georgia),Bündnis90/DieGrünen

(Germany),PolitikiOikologia (Greece),ZöldAlternativa (Hungary),ComhaontasGlas (Ireland),

FederazionedeVerdi(Italy),DéiGréng(Luxemburg),AlternattivaDemokratika(Malta),DeGroenen

(Netherlands),GroenLinks(Netherlands),MiljøpartietdeGrønne(Norway),OsVerdes(Portugal),

GreenParty (Rumania),GreenParty of St Petersburg (Russia), ScottishGreenParty (Scotland),

StranaZelenychnaSlovensku (Slovakia),ConfederacióndeLosVerdes (Spain),Miljöpartiet de

Gröna(Sweden),Grüne/LesVerts/IVerdi(Switzerland),UkrainianGreenParty(Ukraine)andEcolo

(Wallonia).ThesevenapplicantpartiesweretheGreenPartyofAlbania,LosVerdesdeAndalucia,

GreenUnionArmenia,GreenMovementofAzerbaijan,ElsVerds(Catalonia),TheLatvianGreen

PartyandLithuanianGreenParty.

www.iucn.org
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8 http://utopia.knoware.nl/users/oterhaar/greens/europe/princips.html(accessed21/11/2005).
9 InlinewiththeperspectiveofEuropeofRegions.
10Theotherobjectivesare:tonourishfreedomanddemocracy;tonarrowthegapbetweenrichand

poor;creationofapan-Europeansecuritysystem;andgeneralandcompletedisarmament.
11Ardal(citedinDryzeketal.2003)isoftheviewthatthetwomainpartiesinNorway,theLiberal

PartyandtheSocialistLeftParty,aresympathetictotheenvironmentalagenda.
12Müller-Rommel (2002) has classified Green parties according to their lifespan into three types,

namely:Greenswitha longdurationofpre-parliamentaryandparliamentaryparticipationbefore

enteringgovernment;Greenswithlongexperiencesofparliamentaryparticipationandalowduration

in pre-parliamentary activities; andGreenswhohad long extra-parliamentary experiences before

enteringparliamentandgovernment.
13 It persuaded theClintongovernment to signExecutiveOrder12898,whichmadeenvironmental

justiceforminorityandlow-incomepopulations‘alegitimatepolicyconcernatthehighestlevelsof

thefederalgovernment’(BowenandWells2002,689).
14 Incontemporarydiscussionsaboutthepeople–environmentrelationship,thenotionof‘dwellersin

theland’isapproximatetothatoflocalcommunities.
15The idea that the state is artificial has been used by proponents of TFCAs to suggest that state

boundariesshouldberemoved,becausetheyareartificial.
16Smallerbioregionswithinthelargeecoregion,whichareidentifiedbyclearphysiographicfeatures

suchasriverbasinsandmountainranges(Sale1985).
17Aseriesofsmallerterritorieswithinthegeoregionidentifiedbydistinctlifeforms,suchastownsand

cities.
18Thosepropagatinglarge-scaleecologicalunits–seeearlierviewsonthisinMacArtherandWilson

(1967).
19 ‘A philosophical and practical approach to land use integratingmicro climate, functional plants,

animals,soil,watermanagementandhumanneedsintointricatelyconnected,highlyproductsystems’

(Bang2002,18).
20Suchascomplementarycurrencies,alternativebanks,andtheexpandedlocalinformaleconomy.
21Bioregionalism promotes the view that indigenous communities conducted their liveswithin the

parameters of bioregionalism. Subsequently, this was constrained by population growth, new

technologies, arbitrary nation/state boundaries, global economic patterns, cultural dilution and

decliningresources.
22http://utopia.knoware.nl/users/oterhaar/greens/europe/principles.htm(accessed21/11/2005).

http://utopia.knoware.nl/users/oterhaar/greens/europe/princips.html
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Chapter3

Peacethroughecology?
Asoftapproachtohardrealities

Linkingupadjoiningconservation[centres]betweentwoormorecountriesrestores
thenaturalpartsofAfricaandenablesanimalstomoveinagreaterareathanbefore.
Theconceptoftransfrontierparkssendsapowerfulsymbolthatcountriesareready
toliveinpeaceandsolidarity(NelsonMandela,citedinGodwin2001,30).1

Inadditiontoconservingbiodiversityandcontributingtotourismdevelopmentand
povertyalleviation,TFCAsalsohavethepotentialtopromoteco-operationbetween
governmentsandpromoteacultureofpeaceandstability inSADC(Hall-Martin
andModise2002,11).

As the quotations above suggest, the amalgamation of adjacent national parks into
transfrontierparksistoutedasasymbolofpeacebetweenandamongstates.Forthisreason,
transfrontierparksarealsoreferredtoaspeaceparks.Thedesignationoftheseparksandthe
roletheycanplayinpromotingpeaceisgenerallytracedbacktotheestablishmentofthe
Waterton/GlacierInternationalPeaceParkbetweenCanadaandtheUnitedStatesin1932.
TheWaterton/GlacierPeaceParkbroughtnatureconservationtotheforefrontofinternational
relations,leadingtowhatKrasner(citedinTanneretal.forthcoming)callsaninternational
regimebywhichissue-specificrelationsamongstatesaregovernedbymeansofprinciples,
norms,rulesanddecision-makingproceduresratherthanformalagreementssuchastreaties.
UnlikecontemporarypeaceparksinAfricathatemphasiseformalagreementsandtreaties,
theWaterton/GlacierPeaceParkremainedaninformalco-operativeventureforalmostseven
decades.2 It was formalised in 1998when aMemorandum ofUnderstandingwas signed
between Parks Canada and the United States Park Service (Tanner et al. forthcoming).
Moreover,theestablishmentofbiospheresinthetwoparksinthe1970sandtheirdesignation
asaWorldHeritageSitein1995(onthecriteriaofnaturalareanominations)bolsterednature
conservationintheWaterton/GlacierPeacePark.
OfsignificancetoourdiscussioninthischapteristheuseoftheWaterton/GlacierPeace

Parkasamodelforpeaceparkselsewhere,especiallyinAfrica.Tanneretal.(forthcoming)
haveremarkedthat,astheworld’sfirstpeacepark,Waterton/Glacierwastheforerunnerof
whatwouldbecomeasignificantmovementinconservationworldwide.Indeed,almostall
discussionsaboutpeaceparkstaketheWaterton/GlacierPeaceParkasapointofdeparture
(DeVilliers1999;Sheppard1999;Ali2002).TheRotaryClubInternational,whichlobbied
for theestablishmentof theWaterton/GlacierPeacePark, regarded thatparkas ‘away to
cementharmoniousrelationsbetween[nations],whileprovidingamodelforpeaceamong
nationsaroundtheworld’.3ItcouldbearguedthattheestablishmentoftheWaterton/Glacier
PeaceParkwas,at the time,morecircumstantial than thebeginningofaconcertedeffort
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towardstheestablishmentofpeaceparksacrosstheglobe.Thisisevidencedbythefailureof
theUnitedStatestoeffectsimilarstrategiesalongtheUS–Mexicoborderinthesouth,4and
thelackofinterestinthecreationofpeaceparksgloballyduringmuchofthe20thcentury.
Arguably,theWaterton/GlacierPeaceParksuggeststwoimportantaspectsofthepeaceparks
model: the focuson internationalbordersand the linkagesbetweenecologyandpeaceat
thesupranationalscale.Thischapterconcentratesontheelementsofthepeaceparkmodel
and the assumptions underlying its propositions. Proceeding from a general overview of
thenotionofpeaceparks,thechapteremphasisestheapplicationofapeaceparkmodelto
theAfricancontexts.Conceptually,cross-borderpeaceparksarefoundedonthenotionsof
ecoregionsandcarrythesamemessageofpeacethathasbeencentraltotheenvironmental
movement(seeChapter2).

Thepeaceparkmodel:propositionsandassumptions

Theexistenceofdifferenttypesofpeaceparksworldwiderendersanyattempttogeneralise
aboutthemover-ambitious.Infact,thereasonsforandthebasesonwhichpeaceparksare
establishedaregenerallydifferent.Nevertheless,twomaintypesofpeaceparksstandout;
thefirstbeingparksthatareestablishedwithinparticularcountriesascommemorativesites
orasawayofpreservingparticular localsites.Thesecond involves theamalgamationof
contiguous national parks across state borders, using the need to preserve the ecological
integrityofareasasaguidingprinciple.
Peaceparks that are established at the intra-state level are linked to variousprojects,

rangingfromthecreationofpeacegardens–asinthepublicsquareinSheffield(UK),Nathan
PhillipsSquareinToronto(Canada),theSadakoPeaceGarden(California)–toestablishing
peacecitiesasinthecaseofWaggaWagga5inAustralia.Thereisageneraltrendtowards
establishingintra-statepeaceparksascommemorativesites.Examplesoftheseincludethe
HiroshimaPeacePark (Japan) and theGallipoliPeacePark (Turkey).Canada’s ambitious
peaceparkprojectinvolveddedicatingaparkforpeacebyeachofthe400citiesandtowns
inthatcountryaspartofthecommemorationofCanada’s125thbirthdayasanationin1992.
In its pursuit of locally-basedpeaceparks, theUS-based International Institute forPeace
throughTourismhasplannedtoestablishpeaceparksthroughouttheUnitedStatesby2010.
Ontheeveofthe21stcentury,aGlobalPeaceParksProjectwaslaunchedwiththeaimof
establishing2000peaceparks,withatleastoneparkineverynation(InternationalInstitute
forPeaceThroughTourism1999).
With theexceptionof initiatives suchas theestablishmentof theDagHammarskjöld

InternationalPeacePark6inZambia,mostofthecommemorativeparksinAfricaarehardly
peace parks.Their designation generally reflects memories of struggles against colonial
rule in thecontinent.Forexample,SouthAfricaopenedtheFreedomPark7 in thecapital,
Pretoria, in 2004 tomark the country’s 10th anniversary of its liberation from apartheid.
ThecentralthemeoftheparkisthestruggleofhumanityforfreedomanddignityinSouth
Africa.AccordingtotheFreedomParkTrust(n.d.,1–2),‘theFreedomParkmuststandasa
monumentto[the]newdemocracyfoundedonthevaluesofhumandignity,equality,human
rightsandfreedom.Asymbolofthetortuousjourneyto,andsacrificesmadeforfreedom.
Acelebrationoftheachievementofdemocracyandabeaconofhopeandinspirationforthe
future’.Elsewhere,inSwaziland,KingSobuzaIIMemorialParkhasbeencreatedasatribute
totheKing’scontributiontotheindependenceofthatcountry.
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Though commemorative parks referred to above provide a useful background for
reflectingonpeaceparks, theydonotoffer insight into the establishmentofpeaceparks
between and among states.That insight is gained from the second type of peace parks,
thosethatareestablishedacrosspoliticalborders.Itisfromthesecross-borderpeaceparks
that this chapter seeks to understand the international peace parkmodel.The choice for
the cross-border peace parkmodel has beenmade on fourmain grounds, the first being
that international bodies have endorsed them as an ideal type of peace parksworldwide.
Secondly,theyarecurrentlythemain,ifnottheonly,typeofpeaceparksbeingpromoted
ontheAfricancontinent.Thirdly,cross-borderpeaceparksinAfricahavegainedcurrency
among analysts, politicians, consultants, NGOs and local citizens. Fourthly, and more
importantly,cross-borderpeaceparksarecentraltothethemeofthischapterandthevolume
asawhole.
Itwouldbenaïvetoassumethatpeaceparkshavethesamemeaningsworldwide,more

sobecause,asIhaveintimatedabove,therearedifferentideasandexamplesofpeaceparks.
Evenpeaceparks thatcrossstatebordershavebeensubjected todifferent interpretations,
inpartbecauseof theperspectives thathavebeenadoptedinanalysingthem(Chapter1).
Themajorweaknessinmostofthoseperspectives,though,isthatthepropositionsonwhich
thenotionof peaceparks is founded areoftenglossedover, andhave thereforenot been
subjected to rigorous analysis.The identificationof, and insights into, thosepropositions
areimperative,notleastbecausethepropositionsfor,andassumptions8about,peaceparks
arecriticaltoourunderstandingofpeaceparks.Ourfailuretounderstandtheassumptions
madeaboutpeaceparks–byproponentsofpeaceparks–isboundtoweakenourassessment
oftheseparks.Atthelevelofabstraction,understandingthepropositionsandassumptions
relatedtopeaceparksishelpfulforanalysingthewaysinwhichpeaceparksareframedand
howtheyoperateontheground.Againstthisbackground,thediscussionbelowisanattempt
tomakeacontributiontowardsasystematicexpositionofpropositionsonpeaceparksand
tosuggestresearchthemescoveringthelanguageofpeaceparks.

Proposition1:Internationalboundariesare

moreimportantforpeaceparksthansub-nationalones

The use of concepts such as transboundary protected area (TBPA), transboundary
conservationarea(TBCA)andtransboundarynaturalresourcemanagementarea(TBNRM)
hasgeneratedadebateaboutthetypesofboundariesreferredtointhesedescriptions.Clarity
onthetypesofboundariesisconsideredimportantforthedesignationandcertificationof
peace parks.The certification process, in turn, requires the standardisation of boundary
terminologies.Hanks(2000,3)capturedtheneedforsuchastandardisationinthefollowing
words: ‘the development of internationally recognised categories, principles and criteria
for peace parks is an essential prerequisite for the adoption of uniform standards and
international institutional frameworksfor jointmanagementand integratedplanning’.The
organisation for protected areas in Europe, the EUROPARCFederation, has developed a
certificationprocess9fortransboundaryparksbywhichthequalityofco-operationbetween
parks is examined in fivemain areas: nature and landscape conservation; education and
communication; recreation and sustainable tourism; research andmonitoring; andmutual
understandingandthepromotionofpeace(EUROPARC2003).
Themainconcernamongproponentsofpeaceparksiswhether theboundaryshould

bescaledatthenationalorsub-nationallevels,giventhatstatesexistindifferentformsand
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sizesworldwide. Inotherwords, the standardisationofboundary terminologies inpeace
parks isbound toconfrontchallengesarising fromdifferentboundaries suchas thoseof
federal,unitaryandmarinestates,asall typesofstatesarecalledupon in theserviceof
establishingpeaceparks.Theaxisofthedebateaboutthescaleatwhichboundariesshould
berecognisedforpurposesofpeaceparkshassuccinctlybeencapturedinthecriteriathat
havebeensuggestedfordesignatingpeaceparks,namely,that,‘thereshouldbeatleasttwo
protectedareas,asdefinedbyIUCN,sharingacommonnationalorsub-nationalboundary’
(Sandwith et al. 2001, 5). The implication here is that peace parks can be established
betweenandwithin states.Sub-nationalboundarieshavebeen included in the criteria to
accommodate federalstates,andareconsideredrelevant tosituations inwhich there isa
needtolobbylocalinstitutionsandotherlandusersforpurposesofestablishingpeaceparks.
Thisisparticularlytruewheretheexpansionofprotectedareascanlogicallybeachieved
throughencouraginglandownerssuchasfarmerstoparticipateinnatureconservationby
joiningtheirfarmlandtoadjacentprotectedareas.AsIwillshowinChapter6, thereare
concertedeffortstowardsincorporatingcommunallandsandprivatefarmsintopeaceparks
inmostpartsofsouthernAfrica.Theuseofsub-nationalboundariesinthecreationofpeace
parksisalsosupportedonthebasisthatthoseboundariesareimportantforincreasingthe
numberofpeaceparks.
Despite thosearguments,establishingpeaceparksacross sub-nationalboundarieshas

received little support among advocates of peace parks, because of a number of reasons.
The first one is that peace parks are alignedwith the nature conservation paradigm that
emphasises establishment of protected areas across state borders. Secondly, donors are
increasinglybecominglessinterestedinnatureconservationprojectsattheintra-statelevel,
andarethereforemorefavourabletowardsinternationalpeaceparks.Forexample,thethree
main environmental NGOs, namely, Conservation International, WWF and the Nature
Conservancy,aremoreinterestedinlarge-scaleconservationstrategiesthaninconservation
projectsatthesub-nationallevel(Chapin2004).Thirdly,thehypeaboutexistingandpotential
transboundaryprotectedareacomplexes isbasedon international rather thansub-national
boundaries.ZbiczandGreen(1997)estimatedthattherewere136transboundarycomplexes
forprotectedareas,themajority(45)ofwhichwereinEurope,followedbyAfricawith34.
Thefourthreasonisthatoneofthemainsupportersofthepeaceparksinitiatives,thetourism
industry,isexclusivelyinterestedinpeaceparksacrossstateboundaries.TheInternational
InstituteforPeaceThroughTourism(IIPT)thatwasfoundedin198610promotestheideaof
peacethroughinternationaltourism.InitsAmmanDeclarationof2000itcommitteditselfto
buildingthecultureofpeacethroughtourism,espousingtheviewthattravelandtourismis
oneoftheworld’slargestandfastestgrowingindustries,creatingonein11jobs,contributing
tointernationalandregionaleconomicgrowth,bridgingdisparitiesbetweendevelopedand
developingcountries,andbringingprosperitywhichfosterspeace.Itshouldbeemphasised
that the notion of peace through tourism is biased towards international tourism; the
implicationbeingthatthetourismindustrygivesstrongsupporttopeaceparksacrossstate
borders (seeChapter7).Thefifth reason is the recentupsurge inecological research that
supportsbioregionalplanningacrossstateboundaries(Chapter2).
Itfollowsthattheinternationalboundarydominatesconceptionsofandpracticesaround

peaceparks.IthasbeenarguedthattouseTBPA/TBCA/TBNRMtorefertosituationsacross
anyboundary iscounterproductiveand that thenotionof theboundaryshould reflect the
paradigm shift towards conserving biodiversity between two ormore states.11 Indeed, the
followingdefinitionofapeaceparkfavourstheinternationalboundary:
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Apeaceparkisaformallygazettedtransfrontiercomplex, involvingtwoormore
countries,whichisunderaunifiedsystemofmanagementwithoutcompromising
national sovereignty,andwhichhasbeenestablishedwith theexplicitpurposeof
conserving biological diversity, encouraging the free movement of animals and
touristsacrosstheinternationalboundarieswithinthepeacepark,andthebuilding
ofpeaceandunderstandingbetweenthenationsconcerned.(Hanks2000,4)

Hanks(2000)furthersuggestedthatoneoftheminimumrequirementsforaformallisting
ofanareaasapeaceparkshouldbe theparticipationofat least twosovereigncountries.
It was anticipated that establishing the requirements for the formal recognition of peace
parkswouldassistindevelopingacategoryforpeaceparkssimilartoIUCNcategoriesfor
protectedareas.InfluentialfiguresonpeaceparksinsouthernAfricasuchasJohnHanks12

andLeoBraack13havefavouredtheuseofinternationalratherthansub-nationalboundaries
inthecreationofpeaceparks,afactorwhichaccountsforthemodelofpeaceparksthathas
beenpromotedinAfrica.Theadoptionofaninternationalcontextofaboundarywasalso
defendedonthebasisthatitwouldgarnerpoliticalsupportandinternationaldonorfunding.
Thesupportforinternationalboundariesalsocomesfromguidelinesandmanualsthathave
beendevelopedsincethe1990stoassistinestablishingTFCAs.Morecrucially,proponents
of peace parks have capitalised on existing international conservation instruments such
as Ramsar, CITES andWorld Heritage Convention to push for the use of international
boundariesinTFCAs.
The choice of borderlands as sites for peace is underpinned by the classical viewof

borders as zones of friction andwar, hence the need to change their functions.As Iwill
show later in this chapter, the attempts to change the functions of borders on ecological
grounds forpurposesofpeace ismisplaced,because theoriginsand functionsofborders
areinextricablylinkedtonational,regionalandinternationalcomplexes.Moreover,disputes
over borders have their own peculiar histories that cannot be subjected to general and
commonsolutions.

Proposition2:Boundariesaroundpeaceparksarenatural

Theadventofinternationalpeaceparkshasbeenfollowedbytheemergenceofahegemonic
boundarydiscourseinwhichnationalboundariesarepresentedasanirrationalandartificial
humancreation,whichshouldgivewayto‘naturalboundaries’.Inthatdiscourse,‘natural
boundaries’ are equatedwith the limits of ecosystems, and some species have been used
todefine thoseboundaries.Forexample,Sheppard(cited inFall2005,114–115)asserted
that ‘important species, such as the Ibex in Europe and the Cougar in CentralAmerica
arenot interestedinartificialboundariesdrawnonmaps.14Protectedareas,reflectingthis
perspective,mustbroadentheiroutlookbeyondtraditionalboundariesiftheyaretosurvive
inthenextcentury’.Asweshallseebelow,themigratoryroutesofelephantshavebeenused
todefinetheboundariesofTFCAsinAfrica.
Peaceparksarefoundedontheviewthatecosystemsthathadbeendividedbyartificial

–mainlystate–boundariesshouldbemanagedasasingleecologicalunitdefinedby‘natural
boundaries’.Theclichéthat‘natureknowsnoboundaries’hasthusbeenusedtoframethe
mainfunctionofpoliticalboundariesasthatofseparatingthatwhichshouldnaturallybelong
together.Referencetotheboundariesofpeaceparksas‘natural’servestoconfertheirstatus
aspartofcreation.In thissense theRotarianJohnBohlingerremarkedthat‘Godhimself
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spenta littlemore timewhencreating themajestyof theWaterton–Glacier [International
PeacePark],15asifthetwonationalparkswerepredestinedtobecomeapeacepark.State
boundaries are not inherently disintegrative.Apart from designating an area over which
thestateexercises itssovereignty, theboundariesof thestatewerealsomeant topromote
nationalunityandidentity.Moreover,boundariesdonotonlyseparatepopulationgroupsbut
alsomediatecontactsbetweenthem(NugentandAsiwaju1996),andtheirfunctionschange
overtime(Paasi1996;AndersonandO’Dowd1999;GlassnerandFahrer2004).Itshouldbe
emphasisedthatpoliticalboundarieshavealsoplayedanintegrativeroleinothercontexts,
suchasintheformationofregionalblocs.Thesefunctionsandqualitiesofboundarieshave
beenmarginalisedintheboundarydiscourseofpeaceparksinordertopromotetheviewthat
nationalboundariesareinherentlydivisive.
Equallyproblematicisthenotionthatpeaceparksfollownature’sdesign(EUROPARC

2003),becausetherearedifferentinterpretationsandrepresentationsof‘nature’(seeCoates
1998;Castree2001).Arguably,peaceparksarefoundedontheseparationofhumansfrom
their biophysical environment and perpetuate the idea of the wilderness (Ramutsindela
2004b). The assumption that the boundaries of peace parks are determined by nature
(Turnbull2001)disguisesthefactthatmeasuringnature’sdesign,includingtheinterpretation
ofthatdesign,isanotherhumanactivitythatreflectstheinterestsandambitionsofpeople
andinstitutionsinvolved.Paradoxically,thecriticismofnationalboundariesasanoutcome
of a political process ignores the fact that the establishment of peace parks – at least in
Africa–isalsoaccomplishedthroughyetanotherpoliticalprocess,whichculminatesinthe
signingofagreementsandtreaties.Theveryactofestablishingpeaceparksisanexpression
ofpoliticalpowerovercertainspacesandspecies–itestablishesaregime,whichdetermines
thegovernanceof,andaccessto,naturalresources.Accordingly,Fall(2005)hasarguedthat
theestablishmentofatransboundaryentityonthebasisofseveralexistingprotectedareas
implies a process of reterritorialisation bywhich a common reinvention and redefinition
ofbothsocialandspatialpracticestakeplace.Thecreationofpeaceparksasaspacewas
facilitatedbytheredefinitionofenvironmentalproblemsonbothsidesoftheborderasthe
same, irrespectiveof thedifferentcontexts fromwhich thoseproblemsarose. InAfrica this
processwasenhancedbyastronglyheldviewofAfricaasahomogenousplace.Iarguethat
theexistenceofprotectedareasadjacenttoeachotherdoesnotnecessarilymeanthattheyshare
thesameproblems,16asadvocatesofpeaceparkswouldlikeustobelieve.17Protectedareasdo
protect‘differentthings’andthecountriesinwhichtheyarelocatedareoftenfacingdifferent
socio-politicalandenvironmentalchallenges.Eventhepresenceofthesameanimalindifferent
countriescouldassumedifferentenvironmentalmeanings.Fall(2005)hashintedthat inthe
MaritimeAlps,thereturnofthewolfwasconsideredaprobleminFrancebutnotinItaly.
It follows that understanding the notion of the boundary in peace parks demands the

application of broad theories of boundaries that go beyond essentialist interpretations of
boundaries.Thereshouldbearecognitionthattheconstructionofboundariesatallscalesand
dimensionstakesplacethrough:narrativity(NewmanandPaasi1998;Waters2002);manifest
powerdynamics(Fosteretal.1988;Painter1995);arepartofmaterialanddiscursiveprocesses
(Paasiforthcoming);andencompassnotonlytheformalfrontiersbetweenstates,butarealso
boundtothewholeideaofterritoriality(Clapman1996).Itcouldbearguedthatpeaceparks
arepartof the‘boundary-producing’processbywhichthestate isbrought in toassist in the
redefinitionofthesanctityofitsborders.Thequestionthatarisesfromboundariesaroundpeace
parksiswhethertheimpactofthoseboundariesonlocalresidentswouldbeanydifferentfrom
thatofexistingnationalparks.
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Proposition3:Theenvironmentis

indissolublyinterlinkedwithinstabilityandpeace

Ali(2002)believesthatthedecades-longwarbetweenIndiaandPakistancanberesolved
through the establishment of the peace park over the Siachen region. Inspiration for
establishing such parks has been drawn from examples such as the Peru–Ecuador Peace
Accord18 (1998) and the La Amistad protected area between Costa Rica and Panama
(Sheppard1999).19Thenotionofpeaceparkshasthereforeaddedanewdimensiontothe
peace movement, which has a long pedigree within the broad environmental movement
(Chapter 2).Abrief discussionof thepeacemovement is useful for understandingpeace
parksinthecontextsofsecurityandpeace.
Variousstrandsofthoughtaboutpeacearerootedinoppositiontowarasevidencedby

pacifism,humanismandrationalism;andtherearecontinuitiesbetweenpastandpresent
peaceactions.Carter(1992)observedthatthefirstpeacesocieties,suchastheAmerican
PeaceSociety,20were founded on the belief that states could settle disputes on rational
discussion without recourse to war, and that those societies drew upon amuch earlier
commitmenttoopposewar,mostlyonreligiousgrounds.21Thatistosaythatpeacewas
generallydefinedintermsofavoidingwarbetweenoramongstates,hencetheFreeTrade
Movementofthe1940s‘believedthattradewouldcreatesuchastrongeconomicinterest
inpeace that evengovernmentsadhering toobsoleteattitudeswouldbeprevented from
launchingwasteful and destructivewars’ (Carter 1992, 4).Although the first organised
peacegroupswerefoundedaftertheNapoleonicWarsandhadtheirrootsinBritainand
theUnitedStates,WorldWarI fundamentally shaped thedirectionofpeacemovements
worldwide.Thiswassobecauseoftheconsequencesofthewarandtheincreasedpublic
commitmenttoavoidingfuturewarsthroughdisarmament.Forexample,WorldWarIsaw
theemergenceoftheWomen’sInternationalLeagueforPeaceandFreedom,theEsperanto

forPeace, the InternationalFellowshipofReconciliationandsoon.The focusofpeace
movementsondisarmamentwasseriouslychallengedbytheoutbreakofWorldWarIIand
the subsequentmilitarybuilt-upof theColdWar.AfterWorldWarII, scientists lobbied
for control of atomic energy, resulting in the Baruch Plan of 1946, which proposed
the formation of a supranational authority tomonitor all nuclear plants (Carter 1992).
Following the H bomb test by the United States in March 1954, and the health risks
from radioactive fall-out, most peace movements campaigned against nuclear testing.
Opposition to nuclear testing in theUnited States led to the formation of theNational
Committee for SaneNuclear Policy in the late 1950s and theNationalCouncil for the
AbolitionofNuclearWeaponsTests.
Ofrelevancetothediscussionofthischapteristhelinkbetweenpeacemovementsand

thebroadenvironmentalmovement.AccordingtoCarter(1992,108–109),‘themostdirect
linkbetweenthenewGreenmovementandcampaignersagainstnuclearweaponshasbeen
concernaboutthedangersofnuclearpower’.Thatistosaythatthegrowingenvironmental
concernsofthelate1970saccountedforthestrongpublicoppositiontonuclearweapons.
TheGreenswereworriedabouttheminingandtransportofuranium,andusedtheirscientific
expertisetoopposetheuseofnuclearpower.Atthetime,circumstanceswerepropitiousfor
suchcampaigns,becausetheColdWar,particularlyinthe1970s,raisedthefearofanuclear
holocaust.GroupssuchasGreenpeaceorganisedprotestvoyagestotestingzonesandfound
commoncausewithotherpeacemovements.Notwithstandingresponses toenvironmental
damages associatedwith theColdWar, the intensity of thatwar in the 1980s opened up
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the possibilities for reformulating the term ‘security’. Unsurprisingly, the Independent
CommissionofDisarmamentandSecurityIssuesmootedtheideaofa‘commonsecurity’,
whichplacedenvironmentalissuesontheagendaofinternationalpoliticsinthelate1980s.
The end of theColdWar in 1988/1989 did not only result in fading public fears of

anuclearholocaust,but also robbed the superpowersof their justification for thecontrol
of client states. In the absence of superpower control, the concern was that conditions
for instability that had been suppressed by the superpowers would lead to the eruption
ofconflict.22Moreover, thearmiesandinstitutions thathadbeenput inplace towagethe
ColdWarbecameredundantasaresultoftheendofthatwar.Consequently,environmental
protectionbecameanewassignment for thearmies indevelopedcountries (Brock1991).
Arguably, environmental issues were used to redefine the notion of national security to
includeareasbeyondthebordersofthestate.Thus,theloomingdisasterofthenuclearwar
wasreplacedbythedisasterthatwouldbetriggeredbythedepletionoftheenvironmentand
newnotionsofsecuritywererequiredtoreflectthatchange.Insupportforaredefinitionof
securityinthecontextofenvironmental threats,Matthews(1989)arguedthat inthesame
waythatnuclearfissionwasthedominantforceinsecuritystrategiesduringtheColdWar,
the driving force of the coming decadeswouldmost probably be environmental change.
Dalby (1992, 503) noted that ‘the juxtaposition of security and environment [came] at a
timewhen the conventional understandings of the former [were] no longer so obviously
politicallyrelevantwhileconcernwiththelatter[was]muchinpublicview’.IntheUnited
StatestheenvironmentwasconsideredanelementoftheNationalSecurityStrategyin1991
(Butts1994).23

Subsequently,effortsweremadetodefinetheUSDepartmentofDefense’senvironmental
securityroleonthebasisthatthestressfromenvironmentalchallengescontributetopolitical
conflict, which requires the Department of Defense to mitigate the impacts of adverse
environmental actions leading to international instability (Matthews1989;Butts1994). It
was suggested that aUS-led environmental securitymissionwould giveNATO a visible
and relevant role after the waning of the Soviet Union threat. Environmental challenges
thatundermine the legitimacyofgovernmentsandcreatecivilstrifeorharmUSstrategic
alliances were considered a threat to US national security interests.24 It was therefore
recommendedthatenvironmentalsecurityshouldbeestablishedasaprincipalobjectiveof
theNationalSecurityStrategyandthatitshouldbeincludedinNationalSecurityCouncil
andforeignpolicyplanning(Butts1994).
Notwithstandingallthesedevelopments,thelinkbetweenenvironmentandsecurityis

notreadilyclear,simplybecauseenvironmentalissuesareneithergivennoraretheyviewed
fromacommonperspective.Scientificresearch,donorinterests,NGOs,politicsandsoon,
variously influence theways inwhichenvironmental issuesareconceptualisedanddealt
with.Moreover,unlikemilitary threats that are focusedandamenable to straightforward
responses, environmental threats arenot easilycompartmented (Deudney, cited inDalby
1992).Thesecurity–environmentnexushasaptlybeenquestionedinthisway:‘giventhat
securityisoftenunderstoodintermsofstabilityandtheperpetuationofthecurrentsocial
and economic arrangements then the environmental agenda can, and often is, seen as a
threat to national security’ (Dalby 1992, 511–512). Despite these criticisms, advocates
for peace parks insist that there are linkages between peace and the environment and
that ecological co-operation could develop into an independent variable in international
relations.InpursuitofthisviewBrock(1991)proposedfourlinkagesbetweenpeaceand
theenvironment:
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(a) Causalrelationship

Thenegativerelationshipbetweenpeaceandtheenvironmentisthattheuseandcontrol
ofnaturalresourceshavecontributedtoconflict,violenceandwar.Onthepositiveside,
environmental pressure to reduce violence could generate strong opposition to war.
Brock (1991, 411) hypothesised that, ‘if the environmental repercussions ofmilitary
activities cannot be confined towar area, international pressuremaymount to avoid
wars,forecologicalreasons’,aswasthecasewithresistanceagainstthewarinKuwait
intheearly1990s.

(b) Theinstrumentallinkage

Theenvironmentcouldbemanipulatedforhostilepurposes,aswas thecasewith the
VietnamWar inwhich theUnited States used chemicals to denude trees in order to
expose its target. Nevertheless, there is a view that the environment could be used
to bridge conflict. According to Brock (1991), environmental co-operation for the
protectionoftheBalticSeawasinstrumentalinbridgingtheEast/Westconflict.

(c) Thedefinitionallinkage

Environmental degradation can be defined as war on the basis that the effects of
environmentaldegradationarethesameasthoseofmilitarywars.Moreover,sincehumans
arepartofnature,peacewithnatureimpliespeaceamongpeople(Brock1991).

(d) Thenormativelinkage

There is a view that environmental degradation constitutes a non-military threat to
the territorial integrity of the state and its economicwell-being.Here environmental
securityisalignedtotheideathat‘traditionalsecuritypolicyenhancesoverallinsecurity
and that this contradiction can be overcome only by pursuing a policy that defines
thesecurityneedsoftheonepartyintermsofthesecurityneedsofallparties’(Brock
1991,417).25

The linkages between ecology and peace are therefore based on the assumption that
ecological disintegration, if left unattended, will lead to fierce competition over scarce
resources, thereby becoming a recipe forwar.26 Indeed, suggestions have beenmade that
futurewarswillbefoughtoverscarcewaterresources.Inthesamevein,theNobelPeace
Prize winner,Wangari Maathai (2005), has emphasised the point that fighting between
warringfarmerscouldbelinkedtoenvironmentalissues,especiallythescarcityofresources.
A counterargument to this view is that resource abundance can equally contribute to
conflict.Drawingfromliteratureonarmedconflicts,LeBillion(2001,563)hasarguedthat,
‘contrarytothewidelyheldbeliefthatabundantresourcesaideconomicgrowthandarethus
positiveforpoliticalstability,mostempiricalevidencesuggeststhatcountrieseconomically
dependentontheexportofprimarycommoditiesareathigherriskofpoliticalinstabilityand
armedconflict’.Atthelocalscale,thecreationofprotectedareashasoftenledtoconflict
betweenconservationistsandlocalpopulations.Theinterpretationsofthelinksbetweenthe
environment/resourcesandconflictalsoaccount fordifferentviewsonconflictmitigation
and resolutionstrategies.Of relevance toourdiscussion in thischapter is theproposition
for environmental peacemaking,which is premised on the view that certain attributes of
environmentalconcernscouldbringacrimoniouspartiestosomesortofco-operation,and
canbeusedasbothentryandexitpointsbetweenadversaries(Aliforthcoming).Forthisto
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happen,partiesshouldbeprovidedwithaclearpictureofacommonenvironmentalthreat
soastohighlighttheimportanceofco-operationtoalleviatethatthreat.
Itfollowsthatenvironmentalistshaveusedboththeeffectsofwarontheenvironment

andtheframingofenvironmentalthreatsintheirpeacecampaigns.Forexample,in2001the
IUCN(2001)proposedthatTFCAsshouldbeusedforpeaceandco-operation.Iarguethat,
byappealingtothemoralityofpeace,proponentsofpeaceparksrenderanyoppositionto
theestablishmentofsuchparksasananti-peaceeffort.Thenotionofpeaceparksisvaguely
promotedasoneofthedistinctiveaimsoftransfrontierconservation,yetnosingletreatyor
MemorandumofUnderstanding(MoU)forTFCAsinsouthernAfricahasthepromotionof
peaceasoneof itsobjectives.27Carter’s (1992,13)analysisof thedistinguishingfeatures
ofpeacemovementsisinstructive:‘peace,likedemocracyisanattractivelabel,whichmay
beappropriatedforpropagandapurposes.Thegoalofpeaceis,moreover,toogeneraltobe
itselfadistinctiveaimwhichseparatespeacegroupsfromeveryoneelsesincemostpeople
desire peace formuch of the time’.An understanding of the roles of peace parks in the
promotionofpeacerequiresthatweshouldknowwhatisimpliedby‘peace’inpeaceparks,
thecausesofconflictandviolenceandhowpeaceparksrespondtothem,andthelocation
ofpeaceparks in relation tozonesofpoliticalconflict.Advocatesofpeaceparksare the
firsttoadmitthatitisdifficulttomeasuretheimpactofpeaceparksonthepeaceprocess,
mainlybecauseof the interplayofmultiple factors in thatprocess. It hasbeen suggested
that thePeaceandConflict ImpactAssessment tool,which isapplied todevelopmentand
humanitarian interventions, is relevant to assessing andmonitoring peace in peace parks
(BesançonandHammillforthcoming).Mypointhereisthat,thoughtheargumentforpeace
parks is that theyprovideanaddedvalue to thepeaceprocess, the impactofpeaceparks
onthatprocessisunclear.Theaddedvaluefrompeaceparksmakesitalmostimpossibleto
assess theusefulnessorotherwiseofpeaceparks towardsachieving thegoalofpeaceon
whichtheyarefounded.
In summary, peace movements are by and large preoccupied with states and their

behaviour; promoting the view that peace can be achieved through engaging states at
the supranational level. This view informs most peace-building strategies, including
the establishment of peace parks. In noway do I suggest that all peace parks have been
established across thebordersof nation-states; therehavebeen initiatives to createpeace
parksassitesofmemoryaswehavenotedinthebeginningofthischapter.Rather,itisto
acknowledgethatthenotionofpeaceparksisprincipallypromotedonthebasisoftheneed
toresolveconflictsbetweenandamongstates.InAfrica,suchastate-centricviewhasbeen
usedtoframeproblemsfacingAfricanstatesinordertomarketthenotionofpeaceparks.

ReinterpretationsofAfrica’sproblems
forinsertionofpeaceparks

Carter(1992)hasmootedtheideathatpeacecampaignscanbeclassifiedintermsofwhat
theyareagainstand thatan importantcriterion for identifyingpeaceorganisations is that
theyareautonomousfromgovernmentorpoliticalparties.Liketheanti-warandanti-nuclear
testingpeacemovements,proponentsofpeaceparkshavedevelopedatargetofwhattheyare
against,namely,environmentalthreat.AsIhaveintimatedinChapter2,environmentalists
viewthreatstotheenvironmentnotonlyintermsofenvironmentalharms,butalsoframe
those threats in thecontextofhumansurvival.Arguably,environmental threatsarekey to
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the conceptualisation and marketing of peace parks inAfrica.Those threats – and their
relevancetopeaceparksinAfrica–canmoreappropriatelybeunderstoodinthecontextsof
thepropositionswediscussedabove.
Thepropositiononthelinkbetweentheenvironmentandpeacehasitspeculiarcharacter

inAfricaforreasonsthatwillbecomeclearinamoment.TheendoftheColdWarandwhite
minority rule inSouthAfricahad security implications for southernAfrica, a region that
wastobecomealaboratoryforpeaceparks.Inpractice,theendoftheColdWarresulted
indiminishingmilitarysupporttosouthernAfricanstatesbycountriessuchasRussiaand
Cuba.Equally,theendofapartheidrulewasfollowedbySouthAfrica’sabandonmentofits
regionaldestabilisationpolicy28anditsnuclearweaponsprogrammeintheearly1990s.29The
combinedeffectsoftheseglobalandnationaldevelopmentsweretheproliferationofprivate
securityservicesinAfrica(MillsandStreamlau1999)andawide-rangingdemilitarisation
processinsouthernAfrica(Williams1998).Notably,thesedevelopmentsposednewsecurity
challenges,leadingtoaprofoundshiftinideasaboutsecurityintheregionandthecontinent.
Newideasaboutsecurityintheregiondidnotonlyemergeatthesametimeasthoseinthe
only remainingworld superpower, theUnitedStates, butwere also couched inpost-Cold
War terms. For example, the Deputy Director in the SouthAfrican Defence Secretariat,
VanVuuren(1998),ascribedtheincreasingpost-1989turbulenceandmilitaryoperationsto
thelossofsuperpowerinfluenceoveralliancesanddevelopingnations.Theimplicationof
thisperspective is that theregionrequiredanewsecuritypolicyin linewith thenational,
regionalandglobalsecuritydemands.Cawthra(1997)notedthattheevolutionofsecurity
policyinSouthAfricaandthewiderSADCregioninthe1990swasunderpinnedbytheneed
to develop a development-oriented approach inwhich itwas assumed that contemporary
threats are non-military and transnational. Whether the new policy was a result of a
changeinmindsetamongtherulingeliteoranoutcomeofexternalpressureisdebatable.30

Nevertheless, there is evidence that profound changes occurred in security thinking at
differentlevelsinthe1990s.
It could be argued that, as elsewhere, environmental issues were incorporated into

the reformulation of security thinking in the region, as evidenced by academic writings
andcomments from themilitaryestablishment.Forexample, theEditorial of theAfricanEditorial of theAfricanEditorial

SecurityReview(1998)consideredenvironmentaldegradationasoneofthesalientthreats
tohumanlife inAfrica.31Following thesamelineof thinking,StevenMetz(2000)of the
USArmyStrategicStudiesInstitute,warnedthatmanyAfricansocietiesfaceableakfuture
not only from social unrest and violence but also from challenges posed by the natural
environment.Thisisinlinewithpost-ColdWarsecuritythinking,whichholdsthatchanges
intheenvironmentimpingeuponsecurityissues.Bywayofexample,desertificationleadsto
lowfoodproductionandthereforetostarvationandsocialunrest.Accordingly,Metz(2000)
suggestedthatsolvingAfrica’senvironmentalproblemswillcontributetothesecurityofthe
continent,andalsopromotedtheviewthatAfrica’sstrategicvisionshouldincluderegional
andsubregionalco-operationon sharedproblems. Inpractice thismeant that themilitary
shouldcontributetoregionalsecuritybyparticipatingincross-borderdevelopmentprojects.
To this end, theDirector ofOperational Policy in theSouthAfricanDefenceSecretariat,
Williams (1998, 33), argued for the need to reduce excessive military expenditure and
the reallocationof funds todevelopment,whichhedefinedas ‘amarkedand sustainable
improvementintheeconomicoutputsofacountry,itsemploymentlevels,itspoliticaland
socialstability,itspsychologicalwell-being,anditslevelofculturalandspiritualenrichment
andharmony’.Theviewthatsolvingenvironmentalproblemsisanimportantsteptowards
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peaceissupportiveofthenotionofpeaceparks.However,proponentsofpeaceparkshave
replaced the languageofpeace and securitywith thatofpeace andco-operation, thereby
avoiding damaging political consequences that are often associated with the notion of
security.Clearly,anyreferencetopeaceparksasaninstrumentofnationalsecuritywould
potentiallybedetrimentaltomarketingtheideaofpeaceparkstoAfricangovernments.This
is so,because theovert linksbetweennationalsecurityandpeaceparkswouldhavebeen
highly problematic. It would have given rise to the pertinent question of whose security
is at stake. Unsurprisingly, the language of peace and co-operation is common among
cross-borderconservationprojectsofallsorts.Intheconstructionoftransboundaryspaces
co-operation is presented as inherently good and is theorised as themodification of the
functionsofboundaries(Fall2005).

Co-operationforpeaceorpeacefulco-operation?

As I have hinted above, advocates of peace parks argue that certain attributes of the
environment, especially those related to environmental harms, provide the platform
for dialogue between adversarial states. This logic is questionable in Africa where the
environment has not played a significant role in the definition of peace and security as
evidencedbytheProtocolRelatingtotheEstablishmentofthePeaceandSecurityCouncil
oftheAfricanUnion.TheProtocolemphasisestheconcernsabouttheprevalenceofarmed
conflicts inAfrica and the resulting refugee problem, the scourge of landmines and the
impact of the illicit small arms. The environment (as a word or concept) has not been
mentioned in the 11 Principles guiding the Protocol. Instead, Principle (d) refers to the
interdependencebetweensocio-economicdevelopmentandthesecurityofpeoplesandstates
whilePrinciple(i)upholdstherespectofbordersinheritedonachievementofindependence
(AfricanUnion2002).Whatbecomeshandyforpeaceparks’advocates is thedescription
ofthefirstobjectiveofthePeaceandSecurityCouncilasto‘promotepeace,securityand
stabilityinAfrica,inordertoguaranteetheprotectionandpreservationoflifeandproperty,
the well-being of the African people and their environment, as well as the creation of
conditionsconducivetosustainabledevelopment’(AfricanUnion2002,5).
In the context of peace parks in Africa, the concept of sustainable development is

interpreted to mean the protection of biodiversity while allowing the controlled use of
biodiversity for socio-economicdevelopment toensure the securityof,mainly,biodiversity.
In this sense, security of biodiversity translates intowar for biodiversity,which is justified
onmoralgrounds inmostpartsofAfrica (Neumann2004).Notably,privatemilitary firms
havebeencontractedbyorganisationssuchasWWFtoconductanti-poachingoperationsin
EquatorialGuinea(Smith2005),32whiledefenceforceshavebeenusedtocarryoutsimilar
tasksinZimbabwe,KenyaandTanzania,forinstance.Thoughthesemeasuresweretakenwith
regardtosecurityofbiodiversityinnationalparks,theuseofnationalparksasthecoreareas
ofpeaceparks33impliesthatthenotionofsecurityinnationalandtransfrontierparksremains
basicallythesame.34Inthissense,thefocusofsecurityismoreonbiodiversitythanonhumans.
Infactdiscussionsaboutsecurityinpeaceparksarebiasedtowardsseekingmechanismsfor
dealingwithcrimessuchaspoaching,drugtraffickingandillegalimmigrants.
Inpractice,theideaofpeaceimpliedinpeaceparkshasbeenreducedtocollaborative

management.Evidently,theobjectivesofpeaceparksinsouthernAfricahavebeendescribed
as ‘to consult and co-operatewith each other’ (GeneralTrans-Frontier Conservation and
ResourceAreaProtocol),‘tofostertrans-nationalcollaborationandco-operationamongthe
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parties’(TreatyoftheGreatLimpopo),‘topromotetheco-ordinationofthemanagement,
controlanddevelopmentoftheparks(BilateralAgreementontheKgalagadiTransfrontier
Park),‘tofoster trans-nationalcollaborationandco-operationbetweentheparties’(Treaty
oftheAis-Ais/RichtersveldTransfrontierPark),‘topromotecross-borderco-operationand
interaction’(LubomboNdumu–Tembe–FutiTransfrontierConservationandResourceArea
Protocol) and ‘to facilitate co-operation’ (MoU on theMaloti–DrakensbergTransfrontier
ConservationandDevelopmentArea).
Toassumethatco-operationthroughpeaceparksconstitutesthebasisfordialogue–and

thereforepeace–amongAfricanstatesistoignorethefactthatmostconflictsandviolence
inAfricaareintra-stateratherthaninter-stateinnature(Cawthra1997).35Moreimportantly,
theassumptionunderplaystheimpactthatexistingformalagreementshaveonthecontinent.
Stateddifferently,howwouldpeaceparkspromotedialogueamongAfricanstatesinwaysthat
aredissimilarfromotherequallyimportantexistingagreements,andwhatwouldthatdialogue
beinpoliticalterms?Itisfairenoughtoproposethatpeaceparkswouldpromotedialogue
andthecultureofpeacebetweenstates.Nonetheless,questionsariseastowhyagreements
overtheuseofnaturalresourcessuchaswaterhavenotachievedthatgoal.Thequestionis
pertinentbecauseagreementsoverpeaceparksinAfricaarearecentphenomenonthatshould
beassessedagainstadensehistoryofbilateralandmultilateralagreementsthatrangefrom
tradetosharedregionalresponsibilitiesinmatterssuchasdefence,forinstance.SouthAfrica
alonehassignedapproximately50agreementsovercross-borderwaterissuessincethe1920s.
ThemostprominentoftheseistheLesothoHighlandsWaterProjectwhosetreatywassigned
betweentheapartheidstateandtheKingdomofLesothoin1988,andthathasbeeninherited
bypost-apartheidSouthAfrica.Similarly,AngolaandNamibiahavereaffirmedthecolonial
agreements on theCuneneRiver in 1990 and also incorporatedBotswana to establish the
OkavangoRiverBasinWaterCommission in1994 (Pinheiroetal. 2003).Theseexamples
havebeenusedhere todemonstrate thatAfricanstateshavebeen involved incross-border
naturalresourceslongbeforetheadventofpeaceparks,andtoarguethattheprospectsfor
peace through ecology should be evaluated against the experiences of other cross-border
projects, such as sharedwater resources.The argument is valid in thatwater scarcity has
generallybeentreatedasathreattopeaceamongriparianstates.Thequestionofwhyexisting
cross-borderwaterprojectshavenotbeenusedasthefoundationofpeaceparksshouldbe
answeredifwearetoarriveatausefulmeaningofpeaceinpeaceparks.
Itfollowsthatthepeace–environmentnexusremainsproblematicinAfricaaselsewhere.

In Africa, different avenues have been explored to validate that nexus. With regard to
transboundarywaterresources, internationalwaterbasinshaverecentlybeen incorporated
intothelanguageofpeaceparks.Forexample,theOkavangoRiverbasinisoneofthebasins
thatGreenCrossInternationalhasincludedinitsWaterforPeaceProgramme.Accordingly,
Turton(2003)hasinvokedOhlsson’sconceptsofnegativeandpositivepeacetoarguethat
SADC should use its transboundary water resources towards fostering political stability.
Significantly, the staunch supporter of the peace parks concept, the Washington-based
BiodiversitySupportProgram,hasreferredtomajorwaterbasinsinsouthernAfricatosupport
thepeaceparksargumentagainstthedivisionofecosystemsbyinternationalboundaries.In
otherwords,transboundarywaterbasinsareincreasinglybeenusedtopromotetheideaof
peaceparks,thoughpeaceparksaremoreaboutwildlifeandtourismthantheprotectionof
waterbasins.TheproposedKavango–Zambezi(KAZA)TFCAbetweenAngola,Botswana,
Namibia,ZambiaandZimbabweisacase inpoint.Themainaimof theKAZATFCAis
toestablishtheelephantcorridorforpurposesofecotourism.36ThisisclearfromBraack’s
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(2006,9)commentsthat,‘perhapsthemajorcontributionCIismakinginassistingthefive
governmentsachievetheirambitiousvisionisbyimplementingabroadprogrammeaimedat
enablingelephantsandwildlifetomovefreelyacrosspoliticalboundariesoverastrategically
expandedandinterconnectedseriesofprotectedareasacrossthefivecountries.’Readfrom
thisperspective,theideaofpeaceparksisrootedinvarioussourcesthatcanconvenientlybe
usedatdifferentstagesinthedevelopmentofpeaceparks.
Luckily for peace parks inAfrica, the emergence ofWangariMaathai as the Nobel

Peace Prizewinner in 2004 served to highlight the environment–peace nexus.The focus
of Maathai’s Green Belt Movement on tree-planting for ecological and socio-economic
purposesbecameuseful inelevatingtreesasasymbolofpeace–supposedlyin linewith
African traditions37 (Earthyear (Earthyear ( 2005). Poverty, more than any other life experience in
Africa, has effectively been used to demonstrate the peace–environment nexus. In the
viewofproponentsofpeaceparks,environmental threatsaremainlycausedby localand
internationalcompetitionoverthewildareasofthecontinent,developmentprojectsandthe
conditionoftheAfricanstate.Thepovertyoflocalpopulationsisconsideredathreattothe
environmentmainlybecauseitiswidelyheldthatthereisacausallinkbetweenpovertyand
environmental degradation.38Unsurprisingly, the staunch supporterofpeaceparks,Anton
Rupert,hasdescribedunemploymentinsouthernAfricaasatimebomb,whichcanonlybe
defusedbyemploymentthatwouldbegeneratedbythecreationofpeaceparks(PPF1997).
RupertdescribedthethreattoAfrica’sbiologicaldiversityforwhichheproposedthesolution
inthesewords:

Thebasisoftheproblemiswidespreadpoverty,causedbymassiveunemployment
and a chronic lack of skills and entrepreneurial training, often leaving poor
people living in overcrowded areaswith little alternative but to destroy the very
resourcebaseonwhichtheirsurvivaldepends…Itmayseemsurprisingthat the
time has never been better for setting up a network of peace parks inAfrica to
addresstheconcernsofrisingunemploymentandpoverty,theacceleratinglossof
biologicalbiodiversity,andtheinveteratecivilunrestacrossinternationalboundaries
(PPF1998,5).

In other words, it is believed that diverting the livelihoods of local populations towards
earningincomeisthemostappropriatestrategytoavoidconflictovernaturalresources.A
fulldiscussionofhowthisoperatesonthegroundisgiveninChapter6.Forthemoment,our
attentionisontheframingofenvironmentalthreatsaspartofstrategiesformarketingpeace
parks.There is a view among proponents of peace parks that dwindlingworld resources
wouldtriggerinternationalcompetitionoverresources,andAfricawouldbeanobvioustarget
asaresultofitsabundantnaturalresources.39Resultingfromthisviewistheneedforpeace
parksasameasureforprotectingthecontinent’sbiodiversity.Ironically,internationalplayers
have been involved in the promotion of peace parks in southernAfrica (see Chapter 4),
raisingthequestionofwhoisprotectingbiodiversityfor,oragainst,whom?
ProponentsofpeaceparkshavecarefullydefinedthethreatposedbytheAfricanstateto

biodiversityinwaysthatwouldnotalienatethestate,sincethestateisrequiredtoformalise
the creation of peace parks.There is therefore a tendency among peace parks ideologues
to refrain from blaming post-independenceAfrican states forAfrica’s biodiversity loss or
mismanagement. Instead, they prefer to highlight general issues such as lack of funds and
capacity,weaklegislativeframeworksformanagingprotectedareas,andsoon(PeaceParks
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Foundation1998;Tukahirwa2002).ThesilenceontheweaknessesoftheAfricanstatesand
their leaders with regard to biodiversity loss is in sharp contrast to the environmentalists’
strongly held view that governments all over the world have abused their powers to the
detrimentof theenvironmentand thatstateshave lost theirpower toenforceenvironmental
laws against powerfulmultinational companies (Brubaker 1995; Conca 1995). I insist that
thefailurebyproponentsofpeaceparkstoblamepost-independenceAfricanstatesandtheir
leadersisastrategicmovetowardsgalvanisingsupportfromAfricanleaders.Unsurprisingly,
leadersinSADChavebeenmadepatronsofthePeaceParksFoundation,40andthepeaceparks
agendahasbecomethatofNEPADandtheAfricanUnion(AU),asweshallseebelow.

NEPAD,theAUandpeaceparks

Two important continental initiatives, namely, the launching of NEPAD in 2001 and the
formationoftheAUinthesameyear,havebeenusefulforthepeaceparksinitiative.Firstly,
theyopenedup the entire continent for all sorts ofprojects, includingpeaceparks,which
couldbepursuedwithout the arduous taskof explaining the relevanceof suchprojects to
ahighly sensitivepoliticalenvironment.Secondly, theaimsandobjectivesofNEPADand
theAUaretoobroadtoallowinternalandexternalinterestedpartiestoinitiateorpromote
their projects inAfrica under the banner of realising the aims and objectives of NEPAD
andtheAU.TheprimaryobjectivesofNEPADarestatedas:(i)toeradicatepoverty;(ii)to
placeAfricancountries,both individuallyandcollectively,onapathofsustainablegrowth
anddevelopment;(iii)tohaltthemarginalisationofAfricaintheglobalisationprocessand
enhanceitsfullandbeneficialintegrationintotheglobaleconomy;and(iv)toacceleratethe
empowermentofwomen(NEPAD2003).Tothisend,ahealthyandproductiveenvironment
isseenasaprerequisiteforNEPAD(NEPAD2001).
ThedirectlinkbetweenNEPADandpeaceparksemergedintheformoftheEnvironment

Initiative, which targeted eight sub-themes for priority interventions. These include the
sub-theme41 onCross-borderConservationAreas,which ‘seeks to build on the emerging
initiatives,seekingpartnershipsacrosscountriestoboostconservationandtourismandthus
createjobs’(NEPAD2001,35).Thefactthatoneoftheco-foundersofNEPAD,President
Wade (Senegal) has been theCo-ordinator of theEnvironment Initiative in theHeads of
State Implementation Committee of NEPAD and thatAfricanMinisters of Environment
are responsible forenvironmentalmatters inNEPAD,accounts for thehighprofileof the
EnvironmentInitiativewithinNEPAD.Indeed,theInitialActionPlanforNEPADincludedthe
environmentasoneofthesixSectoralPriorities,42thuspavingthewayforthedevelopment
ofNEPAD’sEnvironmentalActionPlan in 2002.TheEnvironmentalActionPlan covers:
land degradation; drought and desertification; coastal and marine resources; freshwater
resources;bettermanagementofhabitats,speciesandgeneticresources;alieninvasivespecies;
managementofnon-renewableresourcesandimpactofurbanisation;andHIV/AIDSandwar/
populationdynamics (NEPAD2002a).Unlike other priority areas,NEPAD’s InitialAction
PlanontheEnvironmentdidnotprovideclarityonhowthefocusareasontheenvironment
wouldbehandled.TheUnitedNationsEnvironmentProgramme(UNEP)andGEFfacilitated
thedevelopmentofNEPAD’sActionPlanfor theEnvironmentInitiative thatwasofficially
launchedinAlgierson15–16December2003.43

Fiveofthe12specificobjectivesoftheActionPlanfortheEnvironmentInitiativethat
haveadirectbearingonpeaceparksare:
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• TopromotethesustainableuseofAfrica’snaturalresourcesandstrengthenpublicand
politicalsupporttosubregionalandregionalenvironmentalinitiatives;

• To support the implementation byAfrican countries of their commitments under the
globalandregionalenvironmentalconventionsandotherlegalinstrumentstowhichthey
areparty;

• Topromotetheintegrationofenvironmentalissuesintopovertyreductionstrategies;
• Tofosterregionalandsubregionalco-operationtoaddressenvironmentalchallenges;and
• Toimprovetheinstitutionalframeworkforregionalenvironmentalgovernance(NEPAD
2003).

ProgrammeArea6oftheEnvironmentInitiativeisdevotedtotransboundaryconservation
or management of natural resources. Arguably, existing conservation initiatives have
largely shaped the ProgrammeArea. For example, it is acknowledged that ‘sustainable
natural resource management requires co-ordinated transboundary policy and action
in conformity with existing agreements among the countries concerned’ and that ‘a
transboundaryapproach to sustainableuseandconservationofnatural resourceswithin
theEnvironmentInitiativeofNEPADshouldbeseenasacomplementandextensionof
existing national initiatives and should build on these national level initiatives where
the opportunity exists’ (NEPAD2003, 71).Using the typical languageof supporters of
peace parks, the ProgrammeArea describes the economic and conservation benefits of
transboundary collaboration as ‘greater than would be achieved by countries working
alone’(NEPAD2003,71).
It should be noted that NEPAD’s Action Plan for infrastructural development also

boosted the idea of peace parks, because the overall objective of the Plan is to develop
‘tradecorridorswithoutbarriers’44soastominimisetransit timesandothertransitcosts45

alongAfrica’s main trading routes (NEPAD 2002b). In practice, this means doing away
with double inspection and clearance of traffic by two sets of authorities at a particular
border.Subsequently,southernAfricancountrieshaveembarkedontransformingtheborder
operationsfromtwotoaone-stopoperation,andtheTrans-KalahariCorridorisoneofthe
pilotprojects.NEPADassistsinmobilisingfundsandsecuringpoliticalactionwithregard
toconcludingbilateralandmultilateralagreements.Arguably,themovetowardsaone-stop
operationatborderpostsaugurswellfortheideathattouristsenteringpeaceparksshould
notbesubjectedtomultipleimmigrationcontrols.Inthissense,transformingimmigration
controlsinpeaceparksappearstobeapracticalimplementationofNEPAD.
Obviously,thelaunchingoftheActionPlanfortheEnvironmentInitiativewasaculmination

ofeventsandnegotiations.Indeed,relevantministershaveinsertedpeaceparksintheNEPAD
agendas.AccordingtotheInternationalCo-ordinatoroftheGreatLimpopoTransfrontierPark,
GeorgeFerrão,casestudiesofpeaceparksinsouthernAfricawerepresentedtotheAfrican
UnionSummit thatwasheld inMaputo,Mozambique, in July2003 (Ferrão2003)46 ahead
of the 5th IUCNWorld ParksCongress.47Arguably, environmentalists used the Summit to
pushfortheendorsementofthepeaceparksinitiativebyAfricangovernments,theprincipal
goalbeingtopresentpeaceparksattheWorldParksCongressasoneofAfrica’sstrategiesto
conservebiodiversity.Inessence,itwasanattempttodevelopacommonvisionofpeaceparks
amongAfricangovernmentsand topresent thatvision to theSummitas such.At the time,
therewasalreadyaproposaltodevelop22TFCAsites,coveringapproximately120millionha,
stretching from SouthAfrica to thewestern Congo basin (Hall-Martin andModise 2002).
WhereasmostsouthernAfricangovernmentswerealreadyfamiliarwiththeactivitiesofthe
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PeaceParksFoundation,governmentsinotherregionsinthecontinenthadnotyetendorsedthe
peaceparksidea.Againstthisbackdrop,theWorldParksCongressprovidedenvironmentalists
with the opportunity to market peace parks to the rest of the continent. Significantly,
environmentalistshopedtousetheCongresstopersuadethemembersofSADCtoadoptthe
proposed22TFCAsitesasSADC’sconservationagenda.
AnimportantoutcomeofthesedevelopmentswasthattheSecondOrdinaryMeetingof

theAssemblyoftheAfricanUnionadoptedtheActionPlanontheEnvironmentInitiativeas
perAssembly/AU/Decision10(II).TheAssemblyendorsedtheActionPlanonthebasisthat
itarticulates,amongotherthings,thePlanofImplementationadoptedbytheWorldSummit
onSustainableDevelopmentin2002.
SubsequenttotheAfricanUnionSummitofJuly2003andtheWorldParksCongress

thatwasheld2monthsthereafter,theNEPADActionPlanfortheEnvironmentInitiativewas
officially launchedinAlgierson15–16December2003.Theproceedingsof theoccasion
included the adoptionof thatActionPlanby theAfricangovernments in the formof the
AlgiersDeclaration.TheDeclarationrecommittedAfricangovernmentsto:(i)meetingthe
specialneedsofAfricaasperChapter8oftheJohannesburgPlanofImplementationadopted
bytheWorldSummitonSustainableDevelopment;and(ii)enteringintoastructureddialogue
bywhichrolesandresponsibilitiesamongstakeholderswillbeidentifiedatvariouslevels.
TheDeclarationwas historic in the context of the past and the present responses by

Africanstatestoenvironmentalissues.Withregardtothepast,theAfricanConventiononthe
ConservationofNatureandNaturalResourceswasadoptedin1968inAlgiersattheheight
ofAfrica’s liberation struggles. In contemporaryAfrica, the spirit of those struggles and
thequestfortheownershipofAfrica’sresourcesbyAfricansthemselvesispresentedasthe
purposeofNEPAD,andtheAlgiersDeclarationhasbeenpresentedastheimplementation
ofNEPAD.TheChairpersonoftheNEPADSteeringCommittee,WisemanNkuhlu,linked
NEPADandtheAlgiersDeclarationinthesewords:‘ItisthefirsttimeinhistorythatAfrican
leadersandtheirpartnershaveconvergedinanAfricancountry[i.e.Algeria],inthecontext
of NEPAD, to discuss strategies for addressing Africa’s environmental and sustainable
developmentchallengesonsuchacomprehensivescale’.48

OtherstepstowardsconsolidatingtheEnvironmentInitiativeintotheagendaofNEPAD
includedtheSirteDeclarationontheEnvironmentandDevelopment(June2004),theDakar
recommendationsoftheConferenceofMinistersonresourcemobilisation(October2004)and
theDakarDeclarationfortheEnhancedPartnershipsintheImplementationoftheActionPlan
fortheEnvironmentInitiativeofNEPAD(2005).TheDakarDeclarationnotonlyappealed
forinternationalsupportfortheEnvironmentInitiative,butalsourgedAfricangovernments
tocommit themselves to theInitiativeby integrating it into theirdevelopmentplans.More
importantly,itadoptedtheproposalforthecreationoftheAfricanEnvironmentFacility49at
theAfricanDevelopmentBank.As theDeclaration emphasises the implementation of the
ActionPlanoftheEnvironmentInitiativethroughexistingregionalblocs,southernAfrican
stateshavetheopportunitytoimplementpeaceparksaspartoftheNEPADplanofaction.
Clearly,theadoptionofNEPADasaprogrammeoftheAUin2001meansthatNEPAD

and theAU are inseparable.With regard to peace parks, the following objectives of the
AfricanUnionhave alsobeenused to support the creationof peaceparks: (i) to achieve
greater unity and solidarity between the African countries and the peoples of Africa;
(ii) todefend thesovereignty, territorial integrityand independenceof itsMemberStates;
(iii)toacceleratethepoliticalandsocio-economicintegrationofthecontinent;(iv)topromote
peace,security,andstabilityonthecontinent;(v)topromotesustainabledevelopmentatthe
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economic, social and cultural levels aswell as the integrationofAfrican economies; and
(vi) to co-ordinate and harmonise the policies between the existing and future Regional
Economic Communities for the gradual attainment of the objectives of the Union. Both
theobjectivesofNEPADandtheAU,particularlypeaceandsecurity–asoneofNEPAD’s
conditions50 for sustainable development – and the principle of theAfrican ownership of
development projects chime with the political rhetoric of peace parks as a home-grown
initiativeforAfricanunity,sustainabledevelopmentandpeace.Advocatesforpeaceparks
havepresentedthelinksbetweenpeaceparksandNEPADandtheAUasfollows:

The political leadership of SADC, now involved in the even more ambitious
developmentoftheAfricanUnionandtheNewPartnershipforAfrica’sDevelopment
(NEPAD)iscommittedtoco-operation.NotonlywillTFCAsallowfortheconcrete
manifestation of these ideals, they will also tap into the current worldmood of
assistingregionaldevelopmentsratherthanunilateralones(Hall-MartinandModise
2002,11).

InAfrica, the establishment ofTFCAs is one of the projects that epitomises the
implementation of the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD)
(InternationalTourismMonthly(InternationalTourismMonthly( 2003).

PresidentThaboMbekiinparticularsupports[theconceptofpeaceparks]asitfits
inwiththeNewPartnershipforAfrica’sDevelopment(NEPAD)(PPF2003,1).

PoliticianshavealsoendorsedthelinkagesbetweenNEPADandtheAUandpeaceparks.
Forinstance,ontheoccasionofthesigningoftheTreatyoftheGreatLimpopoTransfrontier
Park, SouthAfrican President Mbeki commented that ‘the birth of the Great Limpopo
TransfrontierParktoday,tellsthecitizensofourcontinentthattheAUandNEPADarenot
merelyasetofgoodandgrandideaswhoseaccomplishmentwillbeinthedistantfuture.
This Transfrontier Park says that each passing day transforms the dream of anAfrican
Renaissance into reality’ (Mbeki2002). In the samevein,SouthAfrica’s formerMinister
ofEnvironmentalAffairs andTourism,ValliMoosa, is of the view thatSouthAfrica has
impactedontherestoftheAfricancontinentandonNEPADthroughtheestablishmentof
transfrontierparksasevidencedbythefactthat‘transfrontierparksarenowmentionedin
theNEPADprogrammeand are an integral part of theAfricandevelopment programme’
(Moosa,cited inMacLeod2004,9).51Undoubtedly,peaceparkshavebecome theagenda
ofNEPADandtheAU.Thepenetrationofpeaceparksintosuchcontinentalstructureshas
neverthelessbeen facilitatedby theadaptationofglobalpropositionsof,andassumptions
about, transfrontier parks to theAfrican conditions.Assumptions about borders in peace
parkscanbeusedtosubstantiatethisclaim.

BordernarrativesandpeaceparksinAfrica

OngoingconflictsinfartoomanypartsofAfrica,Asia,EuropeandSouthAmerica
nolongerimpactonlythemilitaryforcesinvolved.Women,childrenandtheaging
make up the bulk of the victims, totalling literally millions of displaced people
who have lost their homes, their dignity and self-respect. The human costs of
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theseconflicts are immense,with the inevitableassociatedcollapseor stagnation
of economic development, and the acceleration of environmental degradation.
NowhereisthisbetterencapsulatedthanonthebordersofUganda,Rwandaandthe
DemocraticRepublicoftheCongo,wherewelloveronemilliondisplacedpeople
live in a twilight zone of fear of attack and harassment, in themidst of disease,
malnutritionandacollapsedinfrastructure(PeaceParksFoundation1999,1).

That the borders of Uganda, Rwanda and the Democratic Republic of the Congo are
inhabitedbypeoplefleeingfromconflictandgenocideisindisputable.However,reference
tothebordersofthethreecountriesasasiteofhumansufferingservestodrawattentionto
Africa’scolonialbordersthatshouldbechangedinordertopromotepeaceinAfrica.Indeed,
protagonistsofpeaceparksoftenrefertoAfrica’sbordersascoloniallyimposed,irrational,
andasacauseofpoliticalinstability;problemsthatcouldeffectivelyberesolvedthroughthe
establishmentofcross-borderpeaceparks.Insodoing,Africa’sbordersbecomethevortex
aroundwhichacommonanti-coloniallanguageisdevelopedandsharedamongpoliticians,
ecologists, pan-Africanists, consultants, the tourism industry and border communities, as
revealedbythefollowingstatements:

Thefenceserectedbyerstwhilecolonialismwouldbebroughtdownonsystematic
basistocreateacommonconservationareathatstraddlesthreecountries(Moosa,
citedinDube2001,28).52

The new park [i.e. GLTP] will boost regional co-operation between the three
countries, promote peace and security in the region, and help deal with illegal
animalpoaching.Itwillrestoretheintegrityofanecosystemartificiallysegmented
by colonial boundaries, opening up the natural migratory routes of African
elephants,endangeredspeciessuchastheroanantelope,andotheranimals(South
Africa2003).

Throughout the1950s,PanAfricanismdenouncedcolonialboundariesandcalled
for their dissolution to facilitate unity amongAfrican people…PanAfricanism
therefore has an unfinished business with our arbitrary borders which must be
addressed(Gakwandi1996,185,187).

One has to recall that the BerlinTreaty53 of 1884 dealt withAfrican territories
like a pack of cards. National boundaries then proclaimed cut across tribal and
clan groupings as well as wildlifemigration routes, fragmented ecosystems and
threateningbiodiversity.Theestablishmentofpeaceparksstrives tocorrect these
pastinjusticesandensurethatahighlevelofbiodiversityismaintainedthroughthe
jointmanagementoftheseresources(www.peaceparks.org).

Four observations can be made from the quotations above, the first being to blame
colonialismforimposinginternationalbordersonAfrica.Clearly,colonialborderswerenot
imposedonAfricaaloneandAfricawasnottheonlycontinentthathadbeencolonised.The
emphasison theactof imposingboundariesonAfrica ismeant togainpolitical support.
Informercoloniesthathavebecomepartofthedevelopedworldtheideaofdecolonising
boundaries isalmostabsent. It shouldbepointedout thatcolonialborders inAfricawere

www.peaceparks.org
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not limited to national borders but also appeared as internal administrative units.There
were also other internal physical boundaries that developed around properties such as
farms,whichwereeffectiveinpromotingracialplanning(e.g.inNamibia,SouthAfricaand
Zimbabwe)andthecolonialpolicyandstrategyofdivide-and-rule.Thisbegsthequestion
ofwhycolonialbordersthathadbeenimposedwithinAfricanstatesarenotreferredtoin
thepromotionofpeaceparks. Inorder toanswer thisquestionweneed tounderstand the
propositiononboundariesdiscussedabove.Anyconcernwithinternalcolonialboundaries
would be counterproductive to the intended goal of creating international peace parks in
Africa,andwouldforceproponentsofpeaceparkstocomefacetofacewiththecomplex
realities of the politics of theAfrican state.Boundaries around properties such as farms,
arenotpartofthemainbordernarrativeforpeaceparks,becausereferencetothecolonial
historyofsuchboundariesinAfricahasthepotentialtodisruptthecreationofmostpeace
parks,particularlywherelanddispossessioninthecontinentstillhastoberesolved.Infact,
supportersofpeaceparkshavebeenconcernedthatlandreforminsouthernAfricawould
disruptthepeaceparksinitiatives(Ramutsindela2002,2004b).Themainpointhereisthat
Africa’sinternationalboundariesweresingledoutforthepromotionofpeaceparks,because
theaimistocreatepeaceparksbetweenandamongstatesratherthanwithinparticularstates.
Intheprocess,thenatureandhistoriesofAfrica’sinternationalbordersweregeneralisedin
ordertopromoteahegemonicperspectiveoftheborderanditsproblem.Thisbringsustothe
secondobservation:theobsessionwithfencesasAfrica’sboundarymarkers.
Africa’sbordersarepresentedasiftheyareallmarkedbyfencesorobjectsthatshould

be removed. This has clearly been captured by Michler’s discussion of the roles of the
PeaceParksFoundationasto‘bringdownthefences’(2003,79).ThepicturingofAfrican
boundariesasmarkedbyfencesalsoappearsinofficialdocuments.Intheconceptualplan
for the establishment of theGreat LimpopoTransfrontier Park,African boundaries were
describedasfollows:

Political boundaries were drawn with very little regard for their ecological
consequences.Nationalborderswere sketchedonamap to suit strategicdefence
needs,mineral richesandnatural resourceneeds,demographicandotherrealities
ofthetime.Thesepoliticalboundarieslaterbecameinternationalfences,veryoften
severing traditional migration routes of animals or otherwise impending natural
processes(SouthAfrica2000,1).

Evidently, international boundaries inAfrica are not allmarked by fences.This is also the
case in southernAfrica where the seed of peace parks was first planted in the continent.
For example, the Gariep54 River marks the boundary between Namibia and SouthAfrica,
while cemented blocksmark that betweenBotswana and SouthAfrica.That is to say that
there are no fencesmarking the international boundaries between these countries. In some
cases thefenceexistsbut isnoteffectiveas isclearly theexperienceon theLesotho–South
African borderwhere locals have long cut down the fence – resulting in people, livestock
andwildlifecrossing theboundarybetween the twocountrieswith littlecontrol.The focus
on fenced boundaries diverts public attention away from the fact that conservationists are
equallyresponsibleforerectingmostofthefencesaroundprotectedareas.Conceptually,inthe
languageofpeaceparks,thefencebecomesametaphorbywhichcertainfencesaredenounced
asobstructivetothe‘publicgood’.InAfrica,thatmetaphorisconstructedinthecontextsofa
selectedhistoryofcolonialismandtheon-goinginitiativesforAfricanrenewal.



Peacethroughecology?49

The third observation about the framing ofAfrica’s borders by advocates of peace
parksisthattheemphasisonthenegativeeffectsofAfrica’scolonialbordershasbeenon
wildlife.TheBotswana-basedKalahariConservationSocietycommentedthat‘theAfrican
boundarieshavesinceestablishment,beenanecologicalproblemastheydidnotonlyseparate
communities,buthavecutacrosstraditionalmigratoryroutesimportanttovariouswildlife
species’(Tema2000,1).Iarguethatreferencetotheviewthatcolonialboundariesseparated
Africancommunitiesismadetoachievepoliticalcorrectness,because,unlikeinthecaseof
ecosystemswherethereareclearstrategiestoreuniteareasbelongingtothesameecosystem,
officialandnon-officialdocumentsonpeaceparksaresilentonhowcommunitieswould
bereunitedacrosspoliticalborders.Ontheground,communitiesaresimplyencouragedto
communicateacrosspoliticalbordersintheformofexchangevisits.Forinstance,officials
administeringtheGreatLimpopoTransfrontierParkorganisedanexchangevisitamongthe
Tsonga-speaking communities from Sengwe and Chiredzi (Zimbabwe), Shingwedzi and
Limpopo(Mozambique)andMakuleke(SouthAfrica)in2003(Ferrão2003).Similarvisits

Figure 3.1   The location of disputed borders and TFCAs.

Source: Compiled from various sources
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havetakenplacebetweentheNamainSouthAfricaandtheircounterpartsinNamibiaaspart
ofthepromotionoftheAis-Ais/RichtersveldTransfrontierPark.IntheMaloti–Drakensberg
TFCAthevisitsbetweencommunitiesintheUpperuThukelaValley(SouthAfrica)andthe
SenquSourcesarea(Lesotho),andtheBaTlokwaleadersintheformerQwaQwabantustan
andLesothowerearrangedinearly2006(Maloti–DrakensbergTransfrontierProject2006).
The lastandfourthobservation is thatadvocates forpeaceparks inAfricapromotea

narrowviewofAfrica’sboundaryproblems inorder toproposeacommonsolution– the
creationofpeaceparks.BoundarydisputesinAfricafallintodifferentcategoriesinvolving
territorialclaims,thefunctionsofboundaries,boundarypositionsandclaimsoverresources.
In contrast to the populist view that peace parks are instruments for peace in disputed
borders,thereisnocongruencebetweenthelocationofpeaceparksanddisputedbordersin
Africa(Figure3.1).
Insummary,theWaterton/GlacierPeaceParkexperiencehasbecomeamodelforpeace

parksworldwide,includinginAfrica.Thoughthemodelisunderpinnedbytherationalefor
ecologicalintegrityandpeace,itsfocusisontheinternationalscale.Theresulthasbeenthe
dominanceof inter-state rather than intra-statepeaceparks,even inplacessuchasAfrica
whereinternalfactorscontributesignificantlytopoliticalinstability.InAfrica,proponents
ofpeaceparkshaveusedboundarynarrativesthatarerelevanttoongoingdiscussionsabout
thefutureofAfricaandtheunityofitspeople.Thosenarrativeshavespecificallybeenused
to integrate peace parks to the long-established political ambition ofAfrican unity.Most
commentatorsonAfricanunityhaveascribedthelackofthatunitytothedivisivenatureof
Africanboundaries, hence repeated calls have beenmade thatAfricanboundaries should
beredrawn(Bello1995;Gakwandi1996) toachievepoliticalunityorbeadjustedfor the
Africanrenaissance(Breytenbach1999).Inbothinstances,theconcerniswithinternational
boundaries,whichareatargetforpeaceparks.

Endnotes

1 ThiswasaresponsebyformerPresidentMandelatothejournalistPeterGodwin’squestionabout

whatmadeMandeladecidetosupportthepeaceparksplan(Godwin2001).
2 Thefoundationforcollaborationwaslaidbythepersonalrelationshipsamongstaffofbothparks.
3 www.peace.ca/rotarypeaceparks.html(accessed24/5/2005).
4 Themainreasongivenfor this failure is that the formerUSPresidentFranklinRoosevelt’swish

to establish the international park on theUS–Mexico borderwas interrupted by the outbreak of

WorldWarII.IncontrasttotheestablishmentofthefirsttransboundarypeaceparkbytheUnited

States,thesituationontheUS–Mexicoborderwasmarkedbythefortificationoftheborderonthe

sideoftheUSA.RecentanalysesshowthattheUnitedStatesembarkedontheenforcementofthe

US–Mexicobordertocontrolimmigrationandtopursueeconomicinterests(Andreas2000;Nevins

2002;PurcellandNevins2005).Theattempttodevelopaninternationalpeaceparkbetweenthetwo

countriesbecamepublicinthe1990s,thoughitissaidthatthefirstproposalforthatparkwasmade

inthe1930s.
5 It is considered the First Rotary Peace City of the World (http://rosella.apana.au) (accessed

5/1/2006).
6 Theparkwasestablishedin2000tomarkthe40thanniversaryofthedeathoftheUnitedNations

SecretaryGeneral,DagHammarskjöld,whodiedinaplanecrashinNdola(Zambia).
7 TheFreedomParkwasestablishedintermsoftheNationalHeritageResourcesAct25of1999.

www.peace.ca/rotarypeaceparks.html
http://rosella.apana.au
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8 Theseareoftenimplicitratherthanexplicit.
9 Thecertificationprocesswas launchedon10May2003under the theme‘TransboundaryParks–

FollowingNature’sDesign’(EUROPARC2003).
10ThesameyearthatwasdeclaredtheUnitedNationsInternationalYearofPeace.Thetourismindustry

thereforecapitalisedonthisdeclarationtolaunchtheIIPT.
11Aheateddebateabouttheneedtoclarifythenotionofaboundaryappearedintheformofe-mails

thatwere exchangedduring preparations for theWorldParksCongress held inDurban in 2003.

Theintentionofthoseinvolvedinthedebatewastoarriveatacommonterminologythatwastobe

adoptedattheCongress.
12AdetailedreferencetoJohnHanksisgiveninChapter4.
13Leo Braack was the first international co-ordinator for the much-publicised Great Limpopo

TransfrontierPark.
14AsIwillshowbelow,theemphasisinAfricaisontranscendingcolonialboundaries.
15www.missoulian.com/articles/2005/09/19/news/mtregional(accessed9/1/2006).
16Theymaynotrequirethesamesolution,either.
17Hamiltonetal.(citedinFall2005)havesuggestedthatprotectedareasthatsharecommonborders

share common problems.A distinction should bemade between sharing common problems and

problemssuchasairpollutionthatspilloverstateborders.
18Fromtheenvironmentalpointofview,thecreationofCondor–Kutukuconservationcorridorin2004

issaidtohavecontributedtothepromotionofpeacebetweenthetwocountries.
19TheTerraGreenwebsitesuggests that theRevolutionaryArmedForcesofColumbia(FARC)has

struck a peace dealwith theColombian government by agreeing to co-manage large swathes of

protected areas that had been under the control of FARC (www.teriin.org/terragreen) (accessed

9/1/2006).
20TheAmericanPeaceSocietywascreatedin1828throughthemergerof36societiesfromdifferent

areas(Carter1992).
21ThespiritofearlyChristianitywasthatwagingwarwasincompatiblewithrespecting‘thatofGodin

everyman’(Carter1992,2).
22Thepost-ColdWarwaveofethnicrevivalistmovementsinCentralandEasternEuropecouldbeused

tosupportthisview.
23 Incidentally,thishappenedatthesametimewhenideasofpeaceparksgainedmomentum.
24 Inpromotingtheideaofenvironmentalsecurity,Butts(1994)ascribedthepoliticaldifficultiesof

Haititosevereenvironmentaldegradationthaterodedtheresourcebaseuponwhichthegovernment

shouldbeestablished.
25Brock(1991)cautionedthat theconceptofenvironmentalsecuritymaybeinvokedtodefendthe

statusquooftheworldecologicalorder,hencetheconceptofsustainabledevelopmentmightappear

appropriate.
26ASpecialIssueofGeopoliticswaspublishedin2004underthethemeof‘thegeopoliticsofresource

wars’.
27AsfarasIhavebeenabletoverify,theword‘peace’hasnotbeenrecordedintreatiesandmemoranda

establishingTFCAsinsouthernAfrica.
28ThepolicyexpressedtheobjectivesofSouthAfrica’sTotalStrategybywhichtheapartheidstate

aimedtocontroltheregionforsecuritypurposesandtopreventthespreadofcommunismtosouthern

Africa.
29SouthAfrica’swithdrawalofitsnuclearweaponprogrammehasbeenusedasamodelfornuclear

disarmament,whichcountriessuchasIran,whosenuclearprogrammeiscondemnedmainlybythe

West,shouldfollow(Fabricius2006).

www.missoulian.com/articles/2005/09/19/news/mtregional
www.teriin.org/terragreen
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30Cawthra(1997)hassuggestedthatthenewapproachtosecurityindevelopingcountriesresultedin

partfromStructuralAdjustmentProgrammes,whichrequireshiftingresourcesawayfrommilitary

securitytowardssocialandeconomicdevelopment.
31Theotherthreatswereethno-politicalconflict,smallarmsproliferation,thedisplacementofpeople,

hunger,poverty,crimeandcorruption.
32Privatemilitaryfirmsoperatedin11Africancountriesbetween1995and2005(Smith2005).
33Seevariouschaptersinthisvolume.
34Therecouldbevariationsinthetacticsofwarforbiodiversityinnationalandtransfrontierparks.
35TheRevolutionaryUnitedFrontofSierraLeonecommittedatrocitiesagainstciviliansinitsquestto

gaincontrolofthestate,followingitsmanifestoof1991(SavageandRahall2003).
36 Infact,theKAZATFCAhasbeendescribedasConservationInternational’smega-elephantproject

(Braack2006).
37 Inseekingtoestablishtherelationshipbetweenpeaceandtheenvironment,referencehasbeenmade

totheKikuyutraditionbywhichelderscarriedbranchesfromthethigitreethat‘whenplacedbetween

twodisputingsides,causedthemtostopfightingandseekingreconciliation’(Earthyeartwodisputingsides,causedthemtostopfightingandseekingreconciliation’(Earthyeartwodisputingsides,causedthemtostopfightingandseekingreconciliation’( 2005,14).Earthyear2005,14).Earthyear

Incontrasttothethigi,thebranchesfromothertreescanequallybemalignant.Phaladzane(something

thatscatters)hasbeenusedamongVenda-speakingpeopletosowdiscordamongfamilymembers.
38SeeMabogunje(1984),Broad(1994)andFairheadandLeach(1996)forthedebateonthislink.
39 Interview,NoeldeVilliers,20/9/2005,Kirstenbosch.
40Seechapters4and5forfurtherdetails.
41Theothersub-themesare:combatingdesertification;wetlandsconservation;invasivealienspecies;

coastalmanagement;globalwarming;environmentalgovernance;andfinancing.
42Fiveoftheseareeducation,health,regionalinfrastructure,agriculture,andmarketaccess.
43ThisisknownastheAlgiersDeclarationbywhichAfricanleadersrecommittedthemselvestothe

specialneedsofAfricaasrecognisedinChapter8onsustainabledevelopmentoftheJohannesburg

PlanofImplementationadoptedbytheWorldSummitonSustainableDevelopmentin2002.
44Thesecorridorsincludethe:NorthernCorridor(linkingtheGreatLakescountrieswithMombasa);

Trans-KalahariCorridor(linkingWalvisBayinNamibiawithBotswanaandSouthAfrica);Maputo

Corridor(linkingMaputowithSouthAfrica,SwazilandandZimbabwe);andBeiraCorridor(linking

BeirawithMalawiandZimbabwe).
45 IthasbeenestimatedthatthecostsoftransitdelaysinsouthernAfricaamounttoUS$48–60million

peryear(NEPAD2002b).
46 It has been reported that President Wade of Senegal was so impressed by the Great Limpopo

TransfrontierParkprojectthatherequestedtheinformationabouttheprojecttobemadeavailableto

hisowncountry.
47TheCongresswasheldinDurbanbetween8and17September2003.
48www.un.org/special-rep/ohrlls/News_flash2004(accessed14/01/2006).
49AnequivalentoftheGlobalEnvironmentFacilityoftheWorldBank.
50Otherconditionsare:democracyandgoodpolitical,economicandcorporategovernance;regional

co-operationandintegration;andcapacitybuilding.
51 Itisreportedtohavelistedtransfrontierparksasonehismostimportantachievementsoftenureas

Minister(MacLeod2004).
52TheformerSouthAfrica’sMinisterofEnvironmentalAffairsandTourism.
53SeeKatzellenbogen(1996)foracritiqueofAfrica’sboundariesandtheBerlinTreaty.
54FormerlyknownastheOrangeRiver.
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Chapter4

Localinitiativesandtheir
regionalandglobalconnections

Transfrontierconservationareas(TFCAs)inAfricaareestablishedacrossstatebordersalong
thelinesoftheWaterton/GlacierInternationalPeaceParkmodel(seeChapter3)while,atthe
sametime,articulatingtheecologicalconcernsoftheenvironmentalmovement(seeChapter
2).IntheAfricancontinent,theseedofTFCAswasplantedinsouthernAfrica,wherelocal
natureconservationinitiativesandinstitutionsplayedakeyroleinboththedevelopmentof
TFCAsandintheshapethatTFCAsweretotakelateron.ThemapofTFCAsinsouthern
Africahas its roots inactivities thatoccurred longbefore the formalisationofTFCAs. In
thissense,understandingTFCAsdemandsthatweshouldappreciatethehistoricalconditions
inwhichtheydeveloped.Thepurposeofthischapteristosketchthehistoricalbackground
and activities of the Southern African Nature Foundation (SANF) in order to aid our
understandingofthedevelopmentofTFCAsintheregionandtherestofthecontinenton
theonehand,andtoestablishthelinksbetweenTFCAsinAfricaandtherestoftheworld,
ontheotherhand.

TheSANF:afrontrunnerofthePeaceParksFoundation

Almostall analystsofTFCAs inAfricahave referred to thePPF thatwasestablished in
1997 as the think tank behind the establishment ofTFCAs in southernAfrica.The role
of thePPF inpromotingTFCAs in thesouthernAfrica regioncanneitherbedeniednor
ignored. However, the idea ofTFCAs in the region precedes the formation of the PPF.
ItcouldbearguedthatthePPFcontinuedinthefootstepsofitspredecessor,SANF,which
was founded by SouthAfrican billionaireAnton Rupert, on 14June 1968.1 It has been
suggestedthatRupertstartedSANFat therequestofPrinceBernardof theNetherlands,
who was President ofWWF International at the time (SANF 1988, 1993). In essence,
the establishment of SANFwas both a response to the failure ofWWF International to
openabranchinSouthAfricaandtheoutcomeofRupert’sinterestinconservationprojects
in the region.According toDommisse andEsterhuyse (2005)PrinceBernardwanted to
establishaWWFbranch inSouthAfrica in1966,buthis criticismof theSouthAfrican
government’s decision to subdivide the Etosha National Park in Namibia2 led to Prime
Minister Verwoerd’s refusal to support the creation of WWF branch in South Africa.
Following Verwoerd’s death in 1966, the attempt to establishWWF–South Africa was
frustratedbytheWildlifeSociety’sunwillingnesstobecomeabranchofWWF,hencethe
formationofSANF.
TheestablishmentofSANFasanaffiliateofWWFin1968meantthatSouthAfricawas

thefirstcountry inAfrica to join theWWFfamily.ThesecondAfricancountry tofollow
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suitwasNigeria in1989. Inglobal terms,SouthAfricawasoneof thefirst tencountries
to participate inWWF International.WhenWWF International’s fundraising agencywas
established in 1971 to raise funds for operational and scientific costs, SouthAfrica had
71 contributors,making it the fourth on the list ofWWF donor countries (SANF 1993;
DommisseandEsterhuyse2005).3Againstthisbackdrop,theestablishmentofSANFandits
relationshipwithWWFInternationalconferredonSouthAfricaaleadershiproleinWWF
activities inAfrica.UnlikeotherWWFaffiliates,whichoperatewithin theboundariesof
the countries inwhich they are established, SANF activitieswent beyond the borders of
SouthAfrica.ItrepresentedtheactivitiesofWWFinSouthAfricaandits12neighbouring
countries (Figure 4.1). It should be noted that SANF, like the apartheid state, recognised
thenominally independent statesofTranskei,Bophuthatswana,VendaandCiskei (TBVC
states),asSouthAfrica’sneighbours.

Source: Compiled from various sources

Figure 4.1   SANF activities and TFCA sites.
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Thegeographical reachofSANF is relevant to our discussion for twomain reasons.
Firstly,itsuggestsaregionalperspectiveofSANFthatwaslatertobefollowedbythePPF.
Innowaydo I imply thatSANFpropagated theestablishmentofTFCAsfromtheonset.
Rather, thepoint is thatSANFhaditsprojectsscatteredthroughouttheregion,becauseit
viewedthepromotionofconservationintheregionasitsmandate.AsIwillshowlaterin
thischapter,mostoftheSANFprojectsintheregionformedthebasisonwhichTFCAswere
launched.Secondly,thesphereofinfluenceofSANFalsomeantthattheFoundationcould
connectwithstateandprivateconservationbodiesindifferentpartsoftheregion,thereby
establishing a strong network of agencies.4 In practice, conservation bodies in the region
becameinstrumentsforSANF,moresobecauseSANFwasnotastatutorybodybutoperated
asanon-governmentalorganisation.TheaimofSANFwastoconservethenaturalheritage,
with a strong bias towards wildlife. This is not surprising since SANF’s international
affiliate,WWF,was, from its inception in1961,mainlyconcernedwith theprotectionof
wildlife.5ThisbiasisclearinthedescriptionoftheareaundertheresponsibilityofSANF
as ‘an area 9 times the size ofFrance, containing amazing– and irreplaceablewealth of
wildlife’ (SANF1984,1). In factSANFpresidentRupertwasof theview that thewhole
westernTransvaal6shouldbefarmedwithwildlifeandthatcultivationinthatareashouldbe
regardedasacriminalactivity(SANF1988).7Accordingly,SANFestablished19national
parksandreservesin11southernAfricancountriesinitsfirst15yearsofexistence.Inthe
Foundation’sview, conservationareaswere tobecarefullyplanned inorder topromotea
networkofconservedlandacrossthecountryto‘ensurethesurvivalof[the]wildlifeheritage
whileenablingpeopletobenefitincountlesswaysfrom[the]tremendousindigenousnatural
wealth’(SANF1985,7).AccordingtoRupert(SANF1985),thiswasindeedtheFoundation’s
majorgoalsinceitsestablishmentin1968.Againstthisbackdrop,thevisionforanetworkof
conservationareasintheregionwasconceivedduringapartheidinSouthAfrica.Strategies
toachievethatvisionincludedthelaunchingoftheSouthAfricanHeritageProgramme,the
establishmentoftheNationalParksTrustFundandthere-establishmentofwildliferiches
throughthetranslocationofwildlife.
The SouthAfrican Heritage Programme was a partnership between the Department

of Environmental Affairs, provincial conservation bodies and SANF,8 which aimed to
encourage individual landowners to register their land as heritage sites for conservation.
UndertheSouthAfricanHeritageProgramme,thelandownerreceivedacertificatesignedby
theStatePresident9andabronzeplaqueinreturnforthecommitmenttogiveatleast60days
warningofamajorchange in landuse (SANF1985).By1985,almost50siteshadbeen
registeredunder theProgramme.For itspart, theNationalParksTrustFundwas initiated
bySANFforpurposesofcreatingnewnationalparksorexpandingexistingonesthrough
theacquisitionof land.To thisend, theP.W.BothagovernmentcontributedR4million to
the Fund in 1984/85.This donation implies that the apartheid government supported the
activitiesofSANF,raisingthequestionofwhetherSANFfinancedtheapartheidstate.10The
relationshipbetweenSANFandthestatewasfurtherstrengthenedwhentheformerForeign
Minister Pik Botha’s Private Secretary, Frans Stroebel, joined SANF in 1980. By 1988,
StroebelhadbecometheDirectorofSANF.
Arguably, land acquisition for conservation was also motivated by the belief that it

wouldbealmostimpossibleforanypost-independencegovernmentinAfricatochangeland
use inprotectedareas.AsRupertmaintained, ‘once landhasbeenbought…andhanded
overforconservation,thechancesthatanygovernmentwill inlateryearsusethatground
forpurposesotherthanconservationareremote.InAfrica,noneoftheindependentblack
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nationshasdonethisdespite theirpoliticalphilosophies’(SANF1988,11).Conceptually,
natureconservationcanbeusedasaninstrumentforprotectinglandagainstthewhimsof
politicalchanges.Themostinstructiveexampleofthisistheswitchfromagriculturetogame
farminginanticipationof,orasaresponseto,landreformprogrammes,ashasbeenthecase
inBotswana,Namibia,SouthAfrica11andZimbabwe.Essentially,gamefarmingfallsunder
thebroadcategoryofconservanciesthatareestablishedasamechanismforincreasingthe
sizeanddiversityofprotectedareaswithminimalcosttothestate.Inthecontextofpolitical
changes,particularly landreform,gamefarminghasbeenviewedas therecolonisationof
thecountryside(Mail&Guardianthecountryside(Mail&Guardianthecountryside( 2005).
ThemostdefiningcharacterofSANFwas that itwasstrongly linked to thebusiness

sector.Accordingly, Rupert commented that when the Foundation was formed in 1968,
‘leadersincommerceandindustrytookupthechallengeofconservationinsouthernAfrica’
(SANF1984,5).TheFoundation’smembershipwasrestrictedtocompanies,andcorporate
membership was graded according to annual membership fees (Table 4.1). In 1988, the
Foundation’s Director, Frans Stroebel, defended the restriction on corporate membership
on the grounds that SANFdid notwant to competewith like-minded organisations such
as theWildlifeSociety,which reliedonprivate individuals.Thisbegs thequestionof the
interests thatcompanieshad innatureconservation.Acareful readingof thesupplements
thatSANFpublishedintheFinancialMailinfourconsecutiveyearsbetween1987and1990FinancialMailinfourconsecutiveyearsbetween1987and1990FinancialMail

revealsthatSANFaimedtoconsolidatetheconvergencebetweenbusinessandconservation
interests.Thefactthatthesepublicationsalsoappearedinthedyingyearsoftheapartheid
state suggests that SANF sought to reposition itself in changing political environments.
Sucharepositioningrequiredtheredefinitionoftherolesofcompaniesfromthatofsimply
promoting the establishment of protected areas to that of shaping southernAfrica as a
futuremarket. In other words, political changes heightened anxieties in commercial and
conservation circles alike, thus creating new avenues for stronger collaboration between
businessandSANF.

Table 4.1   Categories of the corporate membership of SANF.

Category of membership Annual membership fee 

Founder Members R5000 and above
Sponsor Member R2000 –  R5000
Associate Member R500  –  R2000

Source: SANF 1987

Withregardtonatureconservation,morefundswererequiredtofinanceprojectsthat
weremeanttorescuewildlifefromtherisksofpoliticalchangesintheregion.Thiswasclearly
captured by the Foundation’s annual reports of 1988 and 1990, which had pictures of
animalsrescuedbyhugeboatsasinthebiblicalNoah’sArk.Thatistosaythatcompanies
were encouraged to pay for the high cost of animal translocation. For example in 1987,
the Foundation assisted in the transfer of the black rhino from the Zambezi Valley to
HwangeNational Park in Zimbabwe bymeans of a helicopter.And, ‘as a quid pro quo

for its assistance the Foundationmanaged to negotiate a deal through which a breeding
herd of six of these black rhino were shipped from the Zambezi Valley to Swaziland
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where they were extinct in return for the transfer of six white rhino from Swaziland to
Zimbabwe where there [were] none’ (SANF 1987, 10). In the same deal, 18 elephants
were transferred from the Kruger National Park to nature reserves in Swaziland. The
translocationoftheseanimalsfollowedontheexperimentthathadbeencarriedoutduring
thecreationofPilanesburgNationalParkintheformerBophuthatswanabantustanin1979.
Dubbed‘OperationGenesis’,some4000animalsfromBotswana,Namibia,Natalandthe
Capewere brought to the park in 1979/80. In theFoundation’s view, the translocation in
Pilanesburgwasnot onlyoneof thebiggest game translocationoperations inhistorybut
itwasalso ‘designedasablueprint for thecreationofnewnature reserves indeveloping
countries’(SANF1985,26).
Between 1987 and 1990 the Foundation also launched a campaign to highlight the

benefitsthatwouldaccruetocompaniesthatparticipatedinitsactivities.SANF’smanager
for public relations andmarketing,Carine van derMerwe (SANF1989), promoted the
view that companies shouldmove away from funding conservation from ‘the corporate
charitychest’12 toembracingconservationasamarketingtoolforprofit-making.Inthat
way,bothconservationandtheprivatesectorwouldbenefit.Themainbenefitsatthetime
werethat:

(a) Companies linked to SANF will generate international interest in their business
throughtheworld’slargestprivateconservationorganisation,WWF.SANFemphasised
the point that its sister body,WWF–Switzerland, had more members than any one
political party; Canada had one person in five actively involved in wildlife-related
activitiesandboth theKrugerNationalParkand theKirstenboschBotanicGarden in
SouthAfricareceivedabouthalfamillionvisitorseachperyear.Theseexampleswere
usedtodemonstratethepotentialmarketforcompaniessponsoringconservation.

(b) Companies couldmake environmental sponsorship part of their social responsibility.
TheSANFpromoted theview that ‘a conservation sponsorship enables the company
tohighlight its role in thecommunityand reinforce itscorporatepersonality’ (SANF
1987,3).

(c) Conservationprojectscouldbetailor-madetosuitthecompany’smarketingneedsand
improveitsimage.Withregardtothemarket,companieswouldsaveadvertisingcosts
while expanding the market. This was to be achieved through SANF’s educational
newspaper,OurLivingWorld,whichhadanestimatedcirculationofhalfamillionanda
potentialcirculationofmorethanonemillion,makingit(inSANF’sview)‘thebiggest
circulationnewspaperinAfrica’(SANF1987,6).Inthisway,SANFofferedtouseits
mediatopublicisecompaniesthatsupporteditsconservationprojects.

(d) SANFmooted the idea of the ‘loans for nature scheme’ in which companies could
contributecapitalon theunderstanding that a refund for theirmoneywasguaranteed
after5years.

Companies responded by developing brands that emphasised a special relationship with
SANF,andalsoparticipatedinactivities thatexposedthemtoa largemarket.SANFsold
itself to companies as the leading conservation organisation in Africa, and ‘by far the
heavyweight in local non-governmental organisations’ (SANF 1988, 8). In 1988 it had a
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budgetofR10million,whichplaceditatthetopofthelistamongotherenvironmentalNGOs
operatinginthecountryatthetime.Itachievedits‘dominantfinancialstatusbecauseofits
linkstotheWWF’(SANF1988,8).Itsdominancedidnotonlyattractcompanies,butwas
also reinforced by those companies that were associated with SANF. For example, the
spokespersonforSouthAfricanAirways (SAA),Marie-HeléneMaguire,commented that,
‘weinvestigatedallthelocalconservationbodiesanddecidedthattheSANFwasaleader
in its field’ (SANF1990,50).TheSAAhoped tobenefit from theactivitiesofSANF in
transportingtourists,who,accordingtotheairline,cametoSouthAfricabecauseofthelure
ofthewild–hencethewildhadtobeprotected.Foritspart,Cadburycamewithawildlife
seriesof chocolatebarswithwrappers that showed the riverine rabbit, cheetah,bat-eared
foxandvervetmonkey(SANF1989)todemonstrateitscommitmenttonatureconservation.
AECI Explosives advertised itself as environmentally-friendly blasting consultants in the
SANFpagesinthesewords:

ColefordisoneofNatal’smostpicturesquenaturereserves…it’sthehomeofthe
rainbowtrout.TheParksBoard…hadaproblem.TheColefordstretchoftheriver
consisted of a series of deep pools, linked by shallow areas,where the river ran
oversolidrock.Inwinter,especially,whentheflowisatitslowest,theseshallow
stretches were unable to support any significant number of trout. The obvious
answerwastodeepentheshallowareas.Thequestionwas,how?Andhowtodoit
withoutupsettingorharmingtheresidenttrout?TheParksBoardcontactedAECI
Explosives and Chemicals Limited, and one of our explosives engineers, Tony
Goetzsche, immediatelywent down toColeford…and recommendeddeepening
threeshallowareasusingourexplosives…75kilogramsofexplosiveswereused,
infiveseparateblasts.Theywereallhighlysuccessfulandtheriverflowedfreely
–deepandstrong…Soifyouwouldliketomakeyourblastingoperationssaferand
moreproductive…calloneofourexpertengineersorblastingconsultants(SANF
1988,n.p.).

WhatisinstructiveabouttheAECI’sadvertaboveistheattemptbycompaniestolinktheir
activitieswithnatureconservation.ThedeepeningoftheriverbyAECIinColeforddidnot
onlyeliminatetheunwanted13‘gillieminkies’ormosquitofishinthatriver,butalsocreated
conditionsforthepopulationexplosionofthetrout,leadingtoColefordbecoming14atrout
fisherman’sparadise.
In short, themain focus of the campaignwas to promote conservation sponsorships

as a marketing strategy. Corporate members were persuaded to shift their focus from
sports sponsorships,whichwereconsidered tohave reachedmarket saturation.Sportwas
alsoat riskofboycottsat the time– theheightof thestruggleagainstapartheid.SANF’s
campaign to increase sponsorship paid off, because corporate membership increased
dramaticallyin1990(Figure4.2),theyearinwhichSANFhaditshighestincomeofR32
million in its 25-year history. By 1993, it had about 320members, far above the initial
figureof72recorded in1968.Thepositive responsesofcompanies towardsconservation
in the last decade of the apartheid state should be understood in the context of South
Africa’s economy at that time.The economywasweak and, following President Botha’s
refusal to effect significant political changes, there was ‘a huge haemorrhaging of
capital from SouthAfrica’ (Hirsch 2005, 24). Under these conditions SANF encouraged
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conservation sponsorship, promoting the view that, by investing in the creation of a
nationalparkorreserve,companieswouldbemakingaboldgestureoffaithinthefutureof
SouthAfrica.
The involvement of companies in SANF’s nature conservation activities challenges

recentattempts toexplainTFCAsasaproductofglobalisation.Forexample, thecreation
ofTFCAs isseenas resultof regulatedglobalisation(Duffy2001).Themajor flawswith
theseexplanationsarethattheydonotonlyofferalimitedperspectiveofglobalisationbut
also imply that theglobalisationof nature is a recent phenomenon.From theperspective
ofthepoliticaleconomy,thereisarichhistoryofthepenetrationofcapitalismintonature
conservation, including national parks (Harvey 1996; Langholz and Lassoie 2001; Emel
2002). In thissense, the trajectoriesofglobalisation inTFCAscanmoreappropriatelybe
understood by reflecting on the historical links between nature conservation and capital,
andhowtherecentlyestablishedTFCAshaveaddednewdimensionstothoselinks.While
IendorsetheviewthatTFCAsareconnectedtodifferent trendsofglobalisation,Idonot
seeTFCAsasastartingpointforunderstandingthosetrends.Thediscussioninthischapter
suggeststhattheconnectionsbetweenbusinessandthecurrentPPFhasalonghistorythat
canbetracedbacktotheestablishmentofSANF.
Itcoulddefensiblybearguedthatthelate1980swerecrucialyearsforSANF.Indeed,

the Chairperson of the Foundation, Gavin Relly,15 did not only regard 1989 as the 21st
anniversaryofSANF,butalsoreferredtoitas‘athresholdofthefuture’(SANF1989,60),
andthefollowingyear(i.e.1990)SANFacknowledgedthatdespiteitssuccessesoverthe
last 22 years therewas no guarantee of victory in the future.Against this backdrop, the
Foundation’sdirectoratthetime,AllanHeydorn,drewastrategicplanfor1989–1993,which
hadthefollowingareasoffocus:

Figure 4.2   Corporate members 1968–1990.

Source: SANF 1988, 1993Source: SANF 1988, 1993
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(a) thepreservationofgeneticspeciesandecosystemdiversity;
(b) ensuringthesustainableuseofrenewablenaturalresources;
(c) fightingwastefulconsumptionofresourcesandenergy;
(d) combatingpollution;and
(e) thepromotionofresponsibleandcaringattitudesbyallpeoplewith
thepurposeofreversingtheacceleratingdegradationintheplanet.

Inanarticleentitled‘Whichwaytothefuture?’SANF(1990,34)referredtotheexistenceof
amasterplanforconservationinthesewords:‘thoughsomeprojectsmayfocusonaspecific
smallmammal,nondescriptbirdorlittle-knownplant,theyalltietogetherinamasterplan
forpreservingournaturalheritageasanindivisibleecosystem’(myemphasis).Inthesame
year,Anglo-AmericanandDeBeersdonatedR2.6milliontoSANF‘forurgentconservation
projects’(SANF1990,45).Thatamountwassaidtobe‘thelargestunearmarkeddonation
givenbythecorporatesectorforconservationinsouthernAfricaandoneofthelargestin
theworld’(SANF1990,45).
ImplicitinthemasterplanwastheFoundation’sintentiontojoinscatteredgamereserves

intoasingleprotectedarea,aswasthecasewiththecreationofMaputalandCoastalForest
Reserve.TogetherwithWWFandtheOceanographicResearchInstitute,SANFalsoproduced
aconservationmasterplanforsustaineddevelopmentofMozambique’sBazarutoarchipelago
in1989.AccordingtoSANF,theplanwastosafeguardthearchipelagofromthepressureof
tourismand refugees fleeing themainland (SANF1993).The conservationprojects along
Mozambique’scoastalareaswerealsosupportedbytheInternationalWildernessLeadership
School(WILD),andformedpartofSANF’s1990/91campaigntosaveecosystems.WILD
joinedforceswithForumNaturezaemPerigoandthesuccessorofSANF,thePPF,toprotect
theReservaEspecial(MaputoElephantReserve),whichfallswithinareasthatwerelatertoReservaEspecial(MaputoElephantReserve),whichfallswithinareasthatwerelatertoReservaEspecial

beusedforestablishingtheMaputolandTFCA.Inthatway,conservationprojectssupported
bySANFalsobecamesteppingstonestowardstheestablishmentoftransfrontierparks.For
example,in1990,SANFcarriedoutanecologicalsurveyinMozambique,theaimbeing‘to
pavethewayfortheestablishmentofAfrica’sfirsttransfrontierpark,parallelandadjacentto
theKrugerNationalPark’16(SANF1991,10).
Theemergenceof the ideaof transfrontierparkswithinSANFwasaccompaniedby two

majorinterrelateddevelopments,namely,therealignmentofSANF’sactivitieswiththeeconomic
imperativesof thenewblack-controlledstatesand the restructuringofSANF.Withalmostall
indicationspointingtoblackmajorityrule inpost-apartheidSouthAfrica,SANFattemptedto
reorientate its nature conservationpolicies to includeblack communities in its core activities.
ThiswasclearlyarticulatedinPresidentRupert’saddresstoSANFmemberson18June1991
in Stellenbosch, inwhich he commented that SANFwould, henceforth, fund and encourage
innovative projects,whichplaced emphasis on local communities. Suchprojectswere to link
natureconservationwitheconomicdevelopmentinordertomakeSANF’sactivitiesacceptable
totheblackpeople‘whopreviouslydismissed[natureconservation]asamatteroflowpriority’
(SANF1991,2).SANFaimedtoselltheideaoftransfrontierparkstoblackgovernmentsand
theircitizensonaneconomicrather thananecological ticket.Apartfromwantingtopromote
transfrontierparksaspeople-oriented,theeconomicadvantagesweretoutedtoluregovernments
that were preoccupied with ways in which they could promote economic growth for the
bettermentoftheircitizens.17AccordingtoDommisseandEsterhuyse(2005),Rupertenvisioned
thattheAfricanelephantwouldbringeconomicmiraclesinAfricainthesamewaythattheAsian
economicrevivalledtothosecountriesbeingdubbedthe‘AsianTigers’.
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Theseconddevelopmentthataccompaniedtheideaoftransfrontierparkswastheneed
to restructure SANF.According to the Chairperson of SANF,GavinRelly (SANF 1991,
15), restructuring was important ‘to enable the Foundation to handle rapidly increasing
demandsinthefieldsofenvironmentalconservation,educationandfund-raising…inview
ofpoliticalchangeswhich[were]sweepingthroughthecontinent’.TheappointmentofJohn
HanksastheChiefExecutiveOfficerofSANFinJune1990waspartoftherestructuring
oftheFoundation.AsaformerdirectorofAfricaconservationprogrammesattheWWFin
Switzerland,Hanksprovidedthemuch-neededexperienceofconservationinAfrica,while,
at the same time, reinforcing the Foundation’s international links at a critical historical
moment.Hewas,astheSANFreportputit,‘therightmanattherighttime’(SANF1990,
15).Hanks’experienceofconservationinAfricawasusefultoSANF,whichconsideredits
conservationprojectsasablueprintforconservationthroughoutAfrica18(SANF1987).His
knowledgeofelephants19wascrucialtothefuturepreoccupationoftheFoundationwiththe
establishment of elephantmigratory routes under the theme of peace parks.He regarded
TFCAsasoneoftheappropriatestrategiesfortreatingtheunderlyingcausesofthreatsto
wildlife as it embraced biodiversity conservation as a key component of socio-economic
development (Africa Geographicdevelopment (Africa Geographicdevelopment (  2006).Against this backdrop, proposals forTFCAs and
therestructuringofSANFweresupportiveto,andreflected,shiftsinglobalenvironmental
agendas.
ItisnotacoincidencethattherestructuringofSANFoccurredinparallelwiththoseof

globalenvironmentalinstitutions.Forexample,theproposalfortheformationofGEFwas
madeinthelate1980s,thesameperiodthatSANFwasundergoingamajorrestructuring
intermsofitsadministrativestructureandstrategiesfornatureconservationandfunding.
Some comments on the formation and aims of GEF are helpful for understanding the
developmentofsharedagendasbetweenSANFandGEF.Itissaidthatabanker,capitalist
andconservationist,MichaelSweatman,promotedtheideaofagreenfinancialinstrument
in the 1980s.As theDirector ofWILD, his primary interestwas to promote the private
sector role in conservationworldwide, particularly inAfrica (Young 2002).The idea of
bringingcapitalandconservationtogetherwasappealingtogovernmentsandinstitutions
thatwereunderpressure fromenvironmentalmovementsandactivistswhohadmounted
a strong challenge against mainstream global economic development since the 1980s.
‘By themid1980s’,Young (2002, 35)wrote, ‘a groupof ten,mostlyWashington-based
environmental NGOs [such as the Sierra Club, Audubon, Wilderness Society, Natural
ResourcesDefenceCouncil,NationalWildlifeFederation,EnvironmentalDefenceFund,
National Parks and ConservationAssociation, and Friends of the Earth] gained greater
accesstotheears(andfunds)ofdonorgovernmentsbysuggestingthateconomicgrowth
wasnotonlycompatiblewithenvironmentalprotection,butnecessarytogeneratesufficient
funds to pay for it’.That suggestionwas in linewith the 10-year review of theUnited
NationsEnvironmentProgramme(UNEP),whichrecommendedthecreationoftheWorld
Commission on Environment and Development. In addition to furthering the idea of
the compatibility of environmental and development interests,GEFwas also a strategic
responsetowardsenvironmentalactivismontheonehand,andtheneedtogeneratefunds
fornatureconservationontheotherhand.
FollowingthepublicationoftheBrundtlandReportin1987,theneedforagreenfinancial

instrument became relevant to fund ‘sustainable development’.At the same time,NGOs
suchasIUCNandWWFwerelobbyingforthecreationofafewmultilateralconventions
thatwouldbringtogethersmallandscatteredagreementsunderonelegalumbrella,inthe
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formofinternationalconventions.Againstthisbackdrop,thefirststeptowardsestablishing
agreenfinancial instrumentwas thecreationof theInternationalConservationFinancing
Program (ICFP) in 1987 at theWorldResources Institute inWashington,DC.The ICFP
was not only led by an influentialUS economist,RobertRepetto, but its advisory panel
includedSweatmanand‘representativesofotherNGOs,privateinvestmentbanksandmajor
development agencies (among them twoWorld Bank directors)’ (Young 2002, 51). The
1992RioEarthSummitalsoprovidedconditionsunderwhichtheideaoftheenvironmental
facilitycouldbecarried forward.Forexample, theWorldBanksupported thecreationof
sucha facility,viewing it asanavenue throughwhich it couldescape fromcontroversies
andcriticismssurroundingitsfundingofcertainprojects.Somenon-Westerncountriesalso
aimedtousetheSummittopressfortherestructuringoftheWorldBankandforcreating
agreenfundtocompensatesoutherncountriesfortheplunderingofresourcesbynorthern
countries.Thesedevelopmentshighlighted that therewasaneed for aglobalgreen fund,
thoughthepurposeforthatfundwasdebatable.GEFwasformedtosatisfythatneed.
Of significance to the theme of this chapter is that some of the key figures in the

formationofGEF,suchasSweatman,werealso involved in institutions thatwere later to
playaroleinTFCAprojects.Asmentionedabove,SweatmanwasonceadirectorofWILD,
afoundationthatwasestablishedintheUnitedStatesin1974bySouthAfricanIanPlayer
withtheaimofprotectingthreatenedwildernessareasandwildlifeinsub-SaharanAfrica.20

IanPlayer isadoyenof thewildernessmovement thatsought,andstillseeks, topreserve
andexpandwildernessareas.HefoundedtheWildernessTrustintheUnitedKingdomand
wasaforcebehindtheestablishmentof theWorldWildernessCongress(Player1997). In
SouthAfrica,hepropagatedtheideaofwilderness21throughtheNatalParksBoard,which
he served from 1952 to 1974. HisWilderness Leadership School is actively involved in
the development ofwilderness trails, including in uKhahlamba-Drakensberg Park,which
forms part of theMaloti–DrakensbergTFCA.The symbol of hisWilderness Leadership
School,theerythrinaleaf,embodiesthephilosophy,‘MantoGod,MantoMan,andManto
Earth’,whichconveysabiblicalinjunctionoflookingaftertheearth.Player’scontribution
towardspreservingthewildernesswasrecognisedbyPrinceBernardoftheNetherlandswho
honouredhimasKnightintheOrderoftheGoldenArk(Player1997).Thepointhereisthat
therearepointsofconvergencebetweenactorsinSANF,WILDandGEF.
The formationofGEFand the interests of thewildernessmovement are relevant for

understandingTFCAsinAfrica,not leastbecauseGEFisoneof thefinanciersofTFCA,
asweshallseebelow.WhereasGEFhaslaiddownthefoundationonwhichTFCAscanbe
funded,thewildernessmovementhasensuredthatpreservingandprotectingthewilderness
fortheenjoymentoftouristsformspartoftheTFCAagendas.TheSouthAfricanNational
Parks,asthemainplayerinthedevelopmentofTFCAs,hasadoptedtheaspirationsofWILD
byintroducingaWildCardaspartofitsnatureconservationfundingformula,callingit‘an
innovativesubsidisationforconservationobjectives’.Iemphasisethatdevelopmentsleading
to theformationofGEFand theobjectivesofWILDwerereflected in,andperhapseven
spurredonbytherestructuringofSANF.
SANF’srepositioningwasshort-lived,becauseitbecameWWF–SouthAfricain1995

(Doolan 2006). As a South African chapter of WWF International, its activities were
to be limited to SouthAfrica in terms of theWWF’s policy. Despite this policy, Rupert
requested thatWWF–SouthAfrica be given special permission to operate outside South
Africa,whichtheinternationalWWFrefused(DommisseandEsterhuyse2005).Ithasbeen
reported that ‘theExecutiveCommittee ofWWFSouthAfrica concluded that a separate
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bodywasrequiredtofacilitatetheprocessofTFCAestablishmentandfunding’(PPF1997).
Subsequently,thePPFwascreatedon1February1997,withRupertasitschairman.There
isspeculationthatthefirstExecutiveDirectorofthePPF,JohnHanks,wasoneofthemain
forcesbehindtheestablishmentoftheFoundationandthepropagationoftheideaofpeace
parks.22Nevertheless,RupertemergedasthemainfigurebehindthePPF.Accordingly,the
establishmentofTFCAshasbeenconsideredoneofRupert’sgrandestandmostambitious
schemesofhislife(DommisseandEsterhuyse2005).
OfimportancetoourdiscussioninthischapteristhemannerinwhichthePPFdrewon

theexperiencesofSANF.Arguably,theskills,resourcesandconnectionsthatexistedduring
thelifeofSANFweretransferredtothenewlyestablishedPPF.Forexample,someofthe
keyfiguresinthedefunctSANF,suchasRupert,Hanks,RellyandStroebel,becamedirectors
of the PPF in 1997. In the same vein, the PPF inherited some of the corporate founder
memberssuchasDeBeersConsolidatedMinesLimited.Othercorporatefoundermembers
in 1997 were Billiton PLC (United Kingdom), Kransnapolsky Hotels and Restaurants/
The Lord Charles Hotel (the Netherlands) and Vendôme Luxury Group (Switzerland).
The six major donors (Chase Manhattan Foundation, De Beers, Prince Bernard, PSP
Publishing,RupertNatureFoundationandSanlam)contributedmore thanR100,000each
to theFoundation in1997 (PPF1997).Unlike itspredecessor (i.e.SANF),which limited
its membership to companies, the PPF drew its individual founder members from the
PeaceParksClubthatwasalsoestablishedin1997.AsTable4.2shows,SouthAfricahad
thehighest number (36)of disclosed individual foundermembers in the first year of the
Foundation.The following year (i.e. 1998) SouthAfrica took the leadwith 17 corporate
foundermembers23of thePeaceParksClubcompared to theNetherlands,whichhadone
member,24 Switzerland25 (2),UnitedKingdom26 (1) and theUnitedStates joining inwith
onemember27 only. In thisway the PPF inherited SANF’s impressive capital base.More
importantly,conservationprojectsthathadbeeninitiatedbySANFwereusefulintheactual
establishmentofTFCAs.InthesectionthatfollowsIanalysesomeofSANF’sactivitiesthat
turnedintoimportantsitesforTFCAs.

SANF’sprojectsasTFCAsites

The fact that the PPF earmarked the establishment of sevenTFCAs (Kalahari,Ais-Ais/
Richtersveld,Kruger/Banhine–Zinave/Gonarezhou,Gariep,Maputaland,Drakenberg/Maloti
andDongola/LimpopoValley) in its first year of operation (i.e. 1997), suggests that the
sites forTFCAswereknownbefore thecreationof thePPF. In its firstyearofoperation,
thePPFestimatedthatthefundsneededtogetthesevenTFCAsoffthegroundwouldbe
R45,000,000forDongola/LimpopoValley(thecurrentLimpopo/Shashe),R80,130,000for
Drakensberg/Maloti,R10,200,000fortheGariep,R39,600,000forKgalagadi,R20,700,000
forMaputaland,R5,300,000 forKruger/Banhine-Zinave/Gonarezhou, andR7,900,000 for
Ais-Ais/Richtersveld(PPF1997).ThePPFthusadoptedamulti-siteapproachtowardsthe
establishmentofTFCAsinsouthernAfrica.ThiswaspossiblebecauseSANFwasinvolved
inmostoftheareasinwhichTFCAsweretobeestablished.
Inthe1970s,theFoundationsupportedtheconceptofasingleconservationareainthe

northernpartofthethenSouthWestAfrica,theintentionbeingtolinktheSkeletonCoast
andEtoshaNationalParkswithKaokolandandDamaraland‘toprotecttheuniquewildlife
communities of the region’ (SANF 1986, 31) and to ‘promote Kaokoland as one of the
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Table 4.2   Individual membership of the Peace Parks Club per country, 1997.

Country Number of members

Bahamas 1
Belgium  1
Bermuda 1
China 5
France 4
Germany 4
Greece 1
Italy 5
Mozambique 1
Norway 1
Pakistan 1
Spain 2
South Africa 36
Sweden 1
Switzerland 30
The Netherlands 7
United Kingdom 20
United States 14
Zimbabwe 1

Source: Compiled from PPF 1997

world’stopwildernessareas’(SANF1986,25).By1986,SANFhadcommittedanamount
ofR172,609 towards theachievementof thesegoals.Thatareahasbecomeacoreof the
PPF-proposedIona–SkeletonCoastTFCAbetweenAngolaandNamibia.
SANF’s first nature conservation project was in Swaziland, where it had donated

R47,224 towards the enlargement ofMlilwane Game Reserve28 in 1968 (SANF 1993),29

theyearSwazilandbecameindependentfromBritishrule.By1982SANFhadcommitted
R125,000tonatureconservationprojectsinSwaziland(SANF1984).AsIhaveintimated
above,SANFwasinvolvedinthetranslocationofwildlifetoSwaziland.Italsofinancedthe
creationofnaturereservesintheSwazi-dominatedSouthAfrican‘homeland’ofKaNgwane.
ItcommittedR100,000towardsthecreationofthepresent-daySongimvelonaturereserve30

in1984,whichitconsideredthenasthethirdlargestnaturereserveinSouthAfricaafterthe
KrugerNationalParkandtheKalahariGemsbokNationalPark(SANF1986).In1986,Chris
MulderAssociatesproducedaMasterPlanandManagementGuidelinesfortheSongimvelo
Natural Resource Area (SNRA). The reason for establishing SNRA had very little, or
nothing,todowithaninsufficientamountoflanddesignatedasaprotectedarea,becauseit
wasestimatedthatKaNgwanehadabout24%ofitstotalsurfaceareaunderconservationin
themid-1980s.TheSNRAwasestablishedprimarilytoprotectthewatershedthatprovides
ahighproportionof streamflow tomajor tributariesof theNkomatiRiver,whichcrosses
theboundariesofSouthAfricaandSwaziland.Theconsultantsconcededthat‘theamount
ofwatergeneratedintheSNRAservesasoneofthemostimportantreasonswhythearea
shouldbeconserved’(ChrisMulderAssociates1986,83).Thatviewwasalsoendorsedby
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theDepartmentoftheChiefMinisterofKaNgwane,whichmaintainedthat,‘Songimvelois
…vitalforwatercatchmentforotherareasinKaNgwane,anditsconservation…isthusa
priority’(KaNgwane1993).
TheinvolvementofSANFinSwazilandandtheformerKaNgwanelaidthefoundation

for the establishment of the PPF-driven Songimvelo–MalolotjaTFCA.According to the
PPF(2002,5)‘theareahastremendouspotentialtobedevelopedasaninternationalpeace
park with unique and rare qualities that will make it a popular tourist destination’.The
PPFdefendeditsinvolvementintheSongimvelo–MalolotjaTFCAonthegroundsthatthe
areaisrelativelysmallandthereforedoesnotattractfundingfromothermajordonors,and
because itwill take no longer than 2 years to establish because of the excellent political
relationsbetweenSouthAfricaandSwaziland.Itsotherreasonswerethattheareahasunique
attributesandcharacteristicsforittoobtainaninternationalpeaceparkstatus,anditoffers
job creation opportunities and cultural ecotourism to surrounding rural communities that
arecompletelydependentonagriculture(PPF2002).TheestablishmentoftheSongimvelo–
MalolotjaTFCA was also facilitated by the GEF project in Swaziland, the Biodiversity
ConservationandParticipatoryDevelopment(BCPD),whichaimstoconservebiodiversity
andtourismcorridorsofwhichtheTFCAwouldformpart.Theultimategoalfordeveloping
Songimvelo–MalolotjaTFCAwastoincorporateitintotheLubomboTFCA.31

On the Mozambican side, SANF was involved in the establishment of the Maputo
ElephantReserve.ItalsosupportedconservationprojectsthatwererunbytheNatalParks
Board on the SouthAfrican side. SANF had conservation projects along the borders of
Mozambique, South Africa and Swaziland. The PPF used those projects to launch the
LubomboTFCA.ItshouldbenotedthattheLubomboTFCAisalsolinkedtotheLubombo
Spatial Development Initiative (LSDI) that was officially launched in May 1998. There
arespeculationsthattheLubomboTFCAresultedfromtheSpatialDevelopmentInitiative
(SDI).32Theheadsofthethreeparticipatingstatesatthetimedescribedtheobjectivesofthe
LSDIinthesewords:

Weareputtinginplaceastableenvironmenttoregulateandfacilitateinvestment.
Itwilldefineandensureformsofsecurepropertyownership,protectandconserve
theenvironment,ensurethatlocalcommunitiesbenefitfromdevelopmentintheir
areasandenable theprivatesector tomaximise themanyopportunities thatexist
(Mandela1998).

Theinitiativeputsasidethebarrierstotrans-nationalco-operationinordertoend
theparadoxofpovertyamidstplenty(Chissano1998).

OurgovernmentsunderstandfullythattheprotectionoftheLubombo’sgreatnatural
beautyisakeytosustainedinvestmentandgrowth(KingMswatiIII1998).

Subsequently,thethreecountriesenteredintotheGeneralProtocolontheLubomboSpatial
DevelopmentInitiativeon5July1999,pavingthewayforthelinkagesbetweentheLSDI
andTFCAs.Clearly, theLSDIwasmeanttocreateaninvestment-friendlyenvironmentto
facilitate the development of infrastructure across the borders of the three countries.The
aimsoftheLSDIareto:promotepublicsectorinvestmentinimprovementstotheregion’s
infrastructure,mainlybyimprovingtransportcorridors;33establishasmallbusinesssupport
programmewith relevant agencies thatwill allow local residents to takeupopportunities
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for new commercial activity along the transport corridor; create an attractive and stable
climateforinvestorsinwhichtooperate;developandsupportatransnationalmalariacontrol
programme;prepareandpackageopportunitiesforprivate-sectorinvestmentintourismand
agriculture;broadenownershippatternsintheregionaleconomy;negotiatewithinstitutions
tosecureaffordableloansforlocalcommunitiestotakejointventureswithoutsideinvestors;
and build an international competitive regional economy (LubomboSpatialDevelopment
Initiative1998).
Asinotherdevelopmentprojects,conservationistswereconcernedabouttheimpactof

developmentprojectson theenvironment.Nevertheless,proponentsofTFCAsconsidered
the development of infrastructure, such as roads, as important for cross-border tourism.
Accordingly,thefollowingprojectswereattachedtotheLSDI:theGreaterStLuciaWetland
Park;LakeSibayi;PoutodoOuro–KosiBayTransfrontierTourismProject;Lavumisa–Jozini
Transfrontier Tourism Project; Ndumu–Tembe–Futi–Usutu Transfrontier Concept; and
Hlane–Mlawula Complex Transfrontier Tourism Project (Lubombo Spatial Development
Initiative 1998).Arguably, these projects predate the launching of the LSDI; their focus
was adapted to the LSDI in order to promote the establishment of TFCAs, with cross-
border tourismas an important stimulant. Indeed, theGeneralTransfrontierConservation
andResourceAreaProtocol (2000,3) thatwassignedbyMozambique,SouthAfricaand
Swazilandon22 June2000has its first objective as the ‘economicdevelopment through
appropriate optimisation of opportunities presented by the Parties’ natural assets’.A full
discussiononTFCAsandtourismisgiveninChapter7.Forthemomentourfocusisonthe
developmentofTFCAsinareasthathadtheattentionofSANFand,later,thePPF.
Unlike otherTFCA projects in southernAfrica, the LubomboTFCA developed as a

complexofnatureconservation initiatives thatwere linked together across thebordersof
the threecountries.TheLubomboTFCAisaconstellationof fiveTFCAs,namely,Ponto
do Ouro–Kosi Bay (Mozambique and SouthAfrica), Usuthu–Tembe–Futi (Mozambique,
SouthAfrica andSwaziland),Nsubane–Pongola (SouthAfrica andSwaziland),Lubombo
Conservancy–Goba(MozambiqueandSwaziland)andSongimvelo–Malolotja(SouthAfrica
andSwaziland) (Figure4.3).Theprotocols for the first threeTFCAs34 inLubombowere
signedon22June2000.ThesigningofprotocolsforthevariousTFCAsacrosstheLubombo
MountainsonthesamedayisfurtherevidencethattherawmaterialforTFCAshadlongbeen
inplace.ThatistosaythattheTFCAsontheMozambique–SouthAfrica–Swazilandborder
wereestablishedonconservationprojects thathadbeen supportedbySANF,hence those
TFCAshavedevelopedsimultaneouslyondifferentsites.Itshouldbenotedthatthebroad
aims of theTFCAs in the Lubombo are economic development, transfrontier ecological
planningandresourcemanagement,and‘thesupportingandstrengtheningofexistingand
proposedinitiativesunderwayinrespectoftheseobjectivesintheRegionandthecreation
of an enabling framework to assist such initiatives and to create synergies between and
among them’ (GeneralTransfrontier Conservation and ResourceArea Protocol 2000, 4).
TheProtocolthereforerecognisesmostoftheprojectsthatSANFandotherenvironmental
NGOshadundertaken in theareaandsupports theuseof thoseprojects in launching the
TFCAinitiatives.
The Maloti–Drakensberg TFCA on the Lesotho–South Africa border developed

alongsimilar lines.SANFfinanced theestablishment, fencing35 and supplyofequipment
and research facilities for Lesotho’s first national park, Sehlabathebe, created in 1970
(SANF1984).ItshouldbenotedthatSouthAfricahadinfluenceoverthedevelopmentof
SehlabathebelongbeforetheemergenceofTFCAs.AccordingtoNyankale(1979),thefirst
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Figure 4.3   The Lubombo TFCAs.

Source: Compiled from various sources
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proposalforLesotho’snationalparkwastheOxbowareainthenorth-westernpartofthat
country.However, followingtheon-sitevisitby theDeputyDirectorof theSouthAfrican
NationalParksBoardon8May1969,itwasdecidedthatSehlabathebeshouldbeLesotho’s
first national park. At the time, Rupert had already created the Lesotho Development
Corporationandhadestablished themedical shuttle thatprovided freemedical service to
Lesotho,especiallyinremoteareas(CapeTimes2006a;SundayTimes2006a).Itisalleged
that theformerPrimeMinisterofLesotho,JonathanLeabua,endorsedthecreationof the
park at Sehlabathebe, because it was an ideal hideout place.36The Lesotho Government
supportedtheestablishmentof thepark,becauseit fitted into thegovernment’spolicyfor
thedevelopmentofmountain areas,whichaimedatmaking those areas accessible to the
lowlandmarketsthroughthedevelopmentofroads.ItcommissionedtheTransportResearch
CentreoftheUniversityofStellenboschtodeterminetheroadnetwork.Theultimategoalfor
infrastructuredevelopmentinmountainareaswasclearlycapturedbyformerPrimeMinister
Leabua(1968,3)inthesewords:

Theopeningofthemountainareaswillconstitutethebeginningoftourism.People
will visit each other with ease. Handicrafts made by mountain people will be
accessible to visitors and tourists.The countryside will itself constitute a major
touristattraction–hencetheimportanceoftrees,andfishintheriversanddams.

Amanagement plan forSehlabathebe thatwas developedby theDirectorate ofOverseas
Surveysin1990showsthattherewereplanstoofficiallyrecognisethemigratoryrouteof
gamebetweenSouthAfricaandLesotho.Thoughoneoftheobjectivesofthemanagement
planwas‘topreventuncontrolledmovementofgameacrossthenationalparkboundariesinto
adjacentrangemanagementareas,andtheviolationofnationalparkboundariesbyillegal
entrance of domestic animals from the rangemanagement areas,’ itwas emphasised that
‘movementofgamebetweentheSehlabathebeNationalParkandtheadjacentDrakensberg
MountainParkshouldnotbehindered’(Lesotho1990,11).Inotherwords,themanagement
plansuggestedthattheboundaryfencebetweenthethenDrakensbergPark(SouthAfrica)
andSehlabathebeNationalPark(Lesotho)wouldberemoved.
TheimpetusforaTFCAintheDrakensbergcamefromtheNatalParksBoard,which

hadthesupportofSANFandtheSouthAfricangovernment,especiallytheNatalProvincial
Administration.Forexample,R.W.Hickscompiledthefinalconceptualdevelopmentplan
forSehlabathebeNationalPark, and the entireplanningprojectwas fundedby theSouth
AfricanDepartmentofForeignAffairs(Hicks1991).Theplanwastomanageandmarket
SehlabathebeNationalParkaspartoftheSouthAfricanDrakensbergtouristproduct.That
is to say that the Natal Parks Board incorporated Lesotho’s national park into the Natal
DrakensbergMountainPark’stourismdevelopmentpolicy.Apartfromitstourismpotential,
theDrakensbergisawatercatchmentareaforSouthAfrica’sthreeprovinces(Gauteng,Free
StateandKwaZulu-Natal)andLesotho.Indeed,thewatercatchmentareaoftheDrakensberg
hasbeencentraltoSouthAfrica’sdiplomaticrelationswithLesotho,hencethetwocountries
signedtheLesothoHighlandsWaterTreatyin1988.
The development of the DrakensbergTFCA can be traced back to the Natal’sTown

andRegional PlanningReport of 1990,37 inwhich the ProvincialAdministration issued a
statement of policy in the form of the DrakensbergApproaches Policy (DAP).The DAP
provided ‘a comprehensive planning and management strategy throughout the region, to
controlfurtherdevelopment,providerecreationandpromotetourisminthenationalinterest’
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(Town and Regional Planning Commission 2001, 9).38 Viewed from the perspective of
politicaldevelopments inSouthAfrica in1990,DAPwaspartof the strategy topre-empt
a regional dispensation in which part of the former ‘white’ area of Natal would remain
under the control of the white minority. However, contestations over the demarcation of
regionalboundariesforthewholecountry(seeMuthienandKhosa1998;Ramutsindelaand
Simon1999)meantthatDAPwaspoliticallyinappropriate.Subsequently,WillemVanRiet
LandscapeArchitectswerecommissionedtodeterminelandusezoningintheDrakensberg
in1993,andwereagainappointedin1994toformulateaDevelopmentControlSchemefor
theuKhahlambadistrictoftheformer‘homeland’ofKwaZulu(TownandRegionalPlanning
Commission2000).AbreakthroughinthecontroloftheDrakensbergcamein1996/97when
theTownandRegionalPlanningCommission initiated theDrakensbergSpecialCaseArea
(TownandRegionalPlanningCommission2001).39‘ASpecialCaseArea(SCA)isanarea
which,becauseofitsuniquecharacter,requiresadditionalprotectionbeyondthedevelopment
applicationprocedureswhichapplyinanyevent’(TownandRegionalPlanningCommission
2001,1).TheneedfordesignatingtheDrakensbergasaSpecialCasewasdefendedonthe
basis that it was under threat from four main sources: tourism development; commercial
farming;commercialafforestation;andruralcommunities.Itwasconcludedthat‘theexisting
institutional structure in the Drakensberg, suffering from the same ills as the rest of the
province, is not competent to deal with the problems in the Drakensberg because of the
generaldevelopmentissues,inparticular,theimportanceoftheDrakensbergas[a]primary
water catchment area and international tourist destination’ (Town and Regional Planning
Commission2000,31).ItshouldbenotedthateffortstomanagetheDrakensbergasaspecial
caseareawerelimitedtotheSouthAfricansideofthemountain.TheSpecialCaseAreaPlan
fortheDrakensbergproposedsevenlandusezones(Table4.3)ontheSouthAfricansideof
theDrakensberg,usingtheuKhahlamba–DrakensbergParkasthecorearea.

Table 4.3   Proposed land use zones for the Drakensberg as a Special Case Area.

Zones Estimated area (ha) % of SCA

uKhahlamba–Drakensberg Park 228,250 40.0
Buffer  71,600 12.5
Commercial agriculture 182,650 32.0
Resource conservation  47,240 8.3
Settlement in buffer  3,540 0.6
Settlement in the commercial/
     agricultural zone  19,180 3.4
DAP nodes and termini  18,540 3.2

Source: Town and Regional Planning Commission 2001

When the concept of theDrakensbergTFCAwasmade in 1997, the initial proposal
wastolinktheuKhahlamba–DrakensbergPark(SouthAfrica)withSehlabathebeNational
Park(Lesotho)(TownandRegionalPlanningCommission2000;Sandwith2003).Itshould
be emphasised that theTown and Regional Planning Commissionwanted to incorporate
SehlabathebeNationalParkaspartof theTransfrontierWorldHeritageSite togetherwith
uKhahlamba–DrakensbergPark.AccordingtoSandwith(2003),SouthAfricaandLesotho
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Figure 4.4   The South African side of the Maloti–Drakensberg TFCA.

Source: Adapted and modifi ed 
from Town and Regional Planning 
Commission 2001
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agreed toestablishaco-operative transboundaryconservationanddevelopmentareaafter
a workshop involving a bilateral delegation and international donors, whichwas held in
September1997.40Though theprocessesofestablishing theSCAand theWorldHeritage
SiteovertheDrakensbergoccurredintandem,theendresultwasthattheUNESCO’sWorld
HeritageCommitteeinscribeduKhahlamba–DrakensbergontheWorldHeritageListin2000
intermsofnaturalandculturalcriteria(UNESCO2000).Clearly,theSCAinitiativeplayeda
significantroleinthezoningoftheheritagesite,leadingtothedevelopmentoftheboundary
aroundtheSCAontheSouthAfricansideonly(Figure4.4).Inthisway,theboundaryofthe
Maloti–DrakensbergTFCAfirstdevelopedononesideoftheinternationalborder,whereit
wasinfluencedbylanduseinthepresent-dayprovinceofKwaZulu-Natal.Thesurprisingly
smoothboundaryoftheTFCAontheLesothosidewasdrawnarbitrarily,andinhaste,as
SehlabathebeNationalParkwastoosmalltomatcheitherthesizeofuKhahlambaorthearea
thathadbeenenvisagedfortheTFCA.
The development of TFCAs in the Drakensberg and Lubombo mountains reveals

that existing conservation activities contributed to the development of those TFCAs.
Nevertheless,theprocessofconsolidatingdisparateconservationprojectsintoTFCAswasa
complexundertaking,notleastbecausetherewasnomodelforTFCAsintheregionorthe
Africancontinent.More importantly,conservationareas thatwere tobeconsolidated into
TFCAswerenotcontiguousbutmostwere,andstillare,separatedbyhumansettlements.
TheresultwastheemergenceofTFCAsthatwereknownastransfrontierconservationand
developmentareas.Theirdesignationasconservationanddevelopmentareassignifies the
attempttopursuedevelopmentandconservationobjectivestogetherinthesameareas.The
firstmodelforTFCAscameintheformofatransfrontierpark.

Theriseoftransfrontierparks

Existing local conservation initiatives largely shaped thegeographyof transfrontierparks
in southernAfrica.This is sobecause transfrontierparks are foundedonprotectedareas,
especiallynationalparksthataresimplyjoinedtogetheracrossnationalboundariesinline
with thePeaceParkmodeldiscussed inChapter3.Different reasonshavebeenadvanced
for theneedfor transfrontierparks.Firstly, transfrontierparksarepromotedonecological
grounds:nationalparksshouldformanetworkofprotectedareasthatwouldbesupportive
to the re-establishment of ecosystems, which are crucial to the survival of humans and
all species.That is to say that transfrontier parks aim to perfect the ecological roles that
national parksweremeant to serve, but that they failed to perform,mainly because they
wereinitiallyestablishedtoservedifferentinterests,someofwhichhadnothingtodowith
theprotectionofbiodiversity.Theecologicalaimof transfrontierparks is therefore to re-
establishecoregions,usingnationalparksas rawmaterial in thatprocess. In thisway the
boundariesofnationalparksarebeingusedasthatofanecoregion.Theonlydifferenceis
that theinternationalboundarythatseparates,say, twoadjacentnationalparksisremoved
soas to turn twonationalparks intoasingleecologicalunit.This isproblematicbecause
the outer boundaries of national parks,whichwere not foundedonbioregional planning,
remain the same.Moreover, the establishmentof transfrontierparks, especially inAfrica,
wasnotprecededbythedefinitionofecoregions.Itshouldbeemphasisedthatthepopular
viewisthattheexistenceofcontiguousnationalparksgloballysuggeststhepossibilityof
establishinghundredsoftransfrontierparksacrosstheglobe(seeChapter3).Thatestimateis
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basedonthenumberofcontiguousnationalparksratherthanontheecoregionalmapofthe
world.Theimplicationofnationalparks-based-ecoregionsisthattheyperpetuateill-defined
ecoregionswhile,atthesametime,encouragingtheestablishmentofmoreprotectedareas
alonginternationalborderssoastopromotetheestablishmentoftransfrontierparks.Inthis
waytransfrontierparksbecomeecoregionsthatarelargelydefinedattheinternationalscale,
and therefore contrast sharplywithbioregionalismas a socialmovement that aimsat the
localcontrolofnaturalresources(seeChapter2).Thecontrastisnotonlyintermsofscale
(i.e.localversusinternational),butismainlyinwhatconstitutesabioregion.Byrelyingon
nationalparksaspillarsforecoregions, transfrontierparkspromote large-scalebioregions
that aredevoidofhuman settlements, and theboundariesof such ecoregions aredefined
mainlyonthebasisofspeciesbehaviour.Thesekindsofbioregionsleadusto thesecond
reasonfortheestablishmentoftransfrontierparks,thepromotionofecotourism.
Thelonghistoryoftourisminnationalparksiskeytotheestablishmentoftransfrontier

parks.As I have intimated above, SANF aimed at establishingAfrica’s first transfrontier
parks in and around SouthAfrica’s famous Kruger National Park, because of the high
numberof tourists41 visiting thatpark everyyear.Thedesire touse transfrontierparks to
recreatethewildernessforecotourismaccountsforthehostileattitudethatthepromotersof
transfrontierparkshavetowardshumansettlementsinareasdesignatedforthoseparks.The
planfortransfrontierparksistoallowtouriststovisitexpandednationalparkswithoutthe
restrictions thatwere initially imposedbybordercontrols. Indeed, thepotentialeconomic
benefits fromthe flowof touristshaveenticed thegovernmentsofparticipatingcountries
while, at the same time, rendered local populations less resistant to the establishment of
transfrontierparks(seeChapter6).Itshouldbenotedthattheestablishmentoftransfrontier
parks in the southernpart ofAfricadidnotoccur in avacuum,butdependedheavilyon
isolatedconservationinitiatives,afactorthataccountsfortheirdifferentiation,asIwillshow
inthesectionthatfollows.

TheKgalagadi:Africa’sfirsttransfrontierparkbydefault

Indications are that although the Kgalagadi Transfrontier Park (KTP) was the first to be
established in the region and the continent aswhole, it was not at the top of the agenda of
advocatesoftransfrontierparkprojects.Tworeasonscanbeadvancedtosupportthisview.Firstly,
the geographical spread of SANF’smore than 200 conservation projects did not include any
partoftheareathatfallsundertheKTP.SANF’sinterestinBotswanawasmainlyinthecentral
andnorthernpartofthatcountry.ForexampletheFoundationwasinvolvedinthetranslocation
ofwhiterhinofromNataltoChobeNationalParkandalsofinanceda4-yearstudyoflechwe
antelopeintheOkavangoDelta(SANF1984).Secondly,aswehavenotedabove,SANFproposed
to developAfrica’s first transfrontier park in and around the Kruger National Park. Official
statementssuggestthattheproposaltoestablishtheKTPresultedfromBotswana’scommissioned
fact-finding study on tourism that was conducted in 1989. Subsequently, the Department of
Wildlife andNationalParks inBotswanaconsultedwith theSouthAfricanNationalParks in
1991, leading to the establishment of theTransfrontierManagementCommittee in 1992 (De
Villiers1999).TheCommitteewasresponsiblefordraftingtheproposalfortheestablishmentof
thetransfrontierpark.ThisbegsthequestionofwhytheKgalagadibecamethefirsttransfrontier
parkintheregion.Theanswercanmostprobablybefoundinthehistoryofthetwoparksthat
werejoinedtogethertoformtheKTP,thenatureofstatebordersseparatingthetwoparks,andthe
workingrelationshipsbetweenconservationagenciesinSouthAfricaandBotswana.
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The history of protected areas in theKgalagadi reveals that governmentsweremore
interested in territorial control than innatureconservation.Before the race tocontrol the
territoryof theKalaharibegan,both thecolonialgovernment in theCapeand theBritish
government were reluctant to commit themselves to the Kalahari. British interest in the
Kalahari was strongly influenced by the desire to ward off German imperialism in the
westernpartofsouthernAfrica.EvenaftertheoccupationofBechuanalandbyBritain,the
colonialgovernmentintheCaperemainednon-committaltoBechuanalanduptothetime
ofthereplacementofJohnMckenziebyCecilRhodesasDeputyCommissioner(Colonial
Office1884).DespitetheirpoliticalinterestsinBechuanalandandtheiractiveparticipation
in the establishment of national parks, the British were not interested in establishing a
national park in the Kalahari. The first national park to be created there, the Kalahari
Gemsbok National Park, was actually established by the Union of SouthAfrica (on the
SouthAfricanside)in1931.Itscounterpartinpresent-dayBotswanawasestablished7years
later (i.e. 1938), with strong influence from the SouthAfrican side.There had been co-
operationbetweentheSouthAfricanandBotswanaconservationagenciessincethecreation
of the two national parks. De Villiers (1999) states that co-operation in the form of a
‘gentleman’sagreement’hadbeeninplacesince1948.Againstthisbackdrop,theformation
of theTransfrontierManagementCommittee in1992was the formalisationofastructure
thathadbeeninexistenceforalmosthalfacentury.
It follows that the groundwork for the establishment of the KTP was laid by the

Department ofWildlife and National Parks in Botswana and the SouthAfrican National
Parks(SANParks).However,theformalisationoftheagreementbetweenthesetwoagencies
required theapprovalof thegovernments,particularly inSouthAfricawhereSANParks is
notagovernmentdepartment,butsimplyastatutorybody.SouthAfricasignedtheagreement
on3March1999,withBotswanafollowingamonthlateron7April1999.Thegovernments
ofthetwocountriessimplyendorsedtheManagementPlanthathadbeenagreedtobetween
Botswana Department of Wildlife and National Parks and SANParks. The Kgalagadi
TransfrontierAgreement(1999,6)acknowledgesthat‘themanagementobjectivesshall,inthe
firstinstance,beimplementedthroughthe[Botswana]WildlifeDepartmentand[SANParks]
concludingaRecordofUnderstandingforadetailedManagementPlan’.Thepivotal roles
thatSANParksandtheWildlifeDepartmentplayedinthecreationoftheKgalagadiaccounts
fortheabsenceofaninternationalco-ordinator42fortheabsenceofaninternationalco-ordinator42fortheabsenceofaninternationalco-ordinator duringthecreationofthatpark.Therewas
noneedtoinvoketherelevantSADCorGlobalprotocolstopersuadethetwocountriestosign
theagreement,becausetheagreementwasaforegoneconclusion.
Against thisbackdrop, thePPFplayedan indirect roleduring the formativestagesof

theKgalagadi.Nevertheless,SANParksandtheDirectoroftheDepartmentofWildlifeand
NationalParksinBotswana,MrSediaModise,representedtheinterestsofthePPFinthe
establishmentof theKgalagadi.This claim ismadeon twomaingrounds, the firstbeing
thatSANParks,asaconservationagencyfortheSouthAfricangovernment,isresponsible
forallnationalparksinthecountry.Decisionsaboutnationalparkshavetobeendorsedby
SANParks.Furthermore,thefirstgroupofalmostallinternationalco-ordinatorsforTFCAs
came fromSANParks, suggesting thathigh-rankingpersonnel in theconservationagency
supportedtheideaofTFCAs.ThesecondreasonisthatMrSediaModiseis,accordingtothe
PPFNewsletter,oneoftheprincipalarchitectsoftheKTP(PPF1999).Heisalsoafounding
memberoftheKTPFoundation(KTPF)thatwasestablishedin1999todirecttheactivities
oftheKTP.TheKTPFwasbiasedtowardsSouthAfricafromtheonset.Forexample,itwas
createdasaSection21CompanyundertheSouthAfricanCompaniesActof1973;theSouth
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AfricanReserveBankwastoauthorisethedisbursementoffunds;andSANParksprovided
the secretarial services to the Foundation (KgalagadiTransfrontierAgreement 1999). In
2002MrModisewastheco-authorofthegeneralproposalforTFCAsinsouthernAfrica.By
2003hewasinchargeofthePPF’sfirstexternalsatelliteofficeinBotswana.43

ThepathtowardstheestablishmentoftheKTPwasalsosmoothedbytheabsenceofa
borderfencebetweenSouthAfricaandBotswana.UnlikemoststatebordersinAfrica,small
blocksof cementmark theborderbetweenSouthAfricaandBotswanaalong theNossob
River,whichisgenerallydry.Thatistosaythatthereisnofenceseparatingthetwonational
parks along the international boundary. More crucially the Kgalagadi was the only site
betweenSouthAfricaanditsneighbourswherenationalparksexistedbacktoback,without
theinterruptionbyanyotherformoflanduse.Acombinationofthesefactorsprovidedthe
fertile ground for experimentingwith transfrontier parks in theKgalagadi.Arguably, the
twonationalparksintheKalahariexistedasadefactotransfrontierparkintermsoftheir
geographyandmanagementstructures.
ThebriefhistoryoftheKTPsketchedabovesupportsmyclaimthattransfrontierparks

defineecoregionsonthebasisofthebordersofnationalparks.Article1oftheKgalagadi
TransfrontierAgreement(1999,2)betweenBotswanaandSouthAfricaontheKTPcommits
thetwocountriestorecognisetheKalaharias‘anundividedecosystem’.
Clearly, the use of the borders of existing national parks to define the extent of the

ecosystemhas compromised the ecological integrityof theKalahari,whichgoes as far as
Namibia.However,NamibiawasexcludedfromtheKTP,becauseitwasnotpartytothepre-
transfrontierparkco-operativearrangementsandthepoliticalrelationshipbetweenNamibia
andSouthAfrica in the early1990swas still tobe redefined: the consequential effectsof
SouthAfrica’scolonialpracticesinNamibia(thenSouthWestAfrica)sincetheendofWorld
WarIhadstilltobeaddressed.Morecrucially,Namibiawasexcludedfromparticipatingin
theKTPforconvenience;proponentsoftransfrontierparksintheregionweredesperateto
provethepossibilitiesofestablishingtransfrontierparksinAfrica,moreespeciallybecause
TFCAprojectswereprovingtobedifficulttoestablish.Inthissense,theestablishmentofthe
Kgalagadiprovidedmuch-neededrelief,asthefollowingquotationsshow:

ItisagreathonourtobeheretodayontheborderofBotswanaandSouthAfricaas
wemakehistorywiththeopeningofthefirsttransfrontierparkinSouthernAfrica
andoneofthefirsttransfrontierparksestablishedintheworldbylegalstatute…
IamalsopleasedtoaddthattheopeningoftheKgalagadiisnottheendoftheroad
butamilestoneinourplansforothertransfrontierconservationareasinsouthern
Africa…(Moosa2000).

Averyimportantbreakthroughforthegrowthanddevelopmentofpeaceparksin
therestofAfrica(PeaceParksFoundation1999,1).

Implicit inthequotationsaboveistheviewthattheestablishmentoftheKTPservedasa
guidelineforsimilarprojectsinthecontinent.TheChiefExecutiveOfficeroftheKalahari
ConservationSociety(KCS),WazhaTema,emphasisedthatviewatthelaunchoftheKTP
on12May2000whensayingthattheestablishmentofKTPistotheKCS‘ahistoricevent
inthatitisthefirstTransboundaryParktobeofficiallyestablishedandlaunchedthrougha
formaltreaty.Thetwogovernmentshavepioneeredanenvironmentalmanagementstrategy,
whichshouldbeenviedbymostcountries,particularlyAfricancountries’(Tema2000,1).
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Indeed, theexperiencegainedin thecreationof theKTPhasbeenusedin thecreationof
otherpeaceparksintheregion.TheKTPhasprovidedproponentsofTFCAswithauseful
tabloid onwhich to drawagreements for the establishment ofTFCAs.More importantly,
ithasreinforcedtheplaceofnationalparksasacoginthedevelopmentofTFCAs.Hanks
(2003)acknowledgedthat theKTPprovidedamodelforestablishingTFCAs.Inpractice,
themodel suggests a shift from the focus onTFCAs to transfrontier parks, hence there
hasbeenanupsurgeinthecreationofnationalparksalongstateborderssoastofacilitate
the development of such parks, as has been the case with the Great Limpopo,Ais-Ais/
RichtersveldandtheproposedLimpopo/ShasheTransfrontierParks.

Creatingtheworld’sbiggestanimalkingdom:theGreatLimpopo

As I have intimated above, protagonists of transfrontier conservation projects inAfrica,
particularlySANF,envisionedthatAfrica’sfirsttransfrontierparkwouldbeestablishedon
theMozambique–SouthAfrica–Zimbabweborder.However,MozambiqueandZimbabwe
did not have national parks that could be joined directly with South Africa’s Kruger
National Park. That is to say that national parks could not be used as the core of the
envisaged transfrontier parks, because there were no contiguous national parks on the
proposed site.The situation was complicated by the absence of a national park on the
MozambicansidethatwasadjacenttotheKrugerNationalParkwhileGonarezhouNational
Park in Zimbabwe was separated from Kruger National Park by human settlements.44

Consequently, there was some confusion whether the conservation project should be a
transfrontierparkoraTFCAorboth.Inpractice,conditionsat theproposedsite(i.e.on
the borders of the three countries) favoured the establishment of aTFCA rather than a
transfrontierpark.However,establishingaTFCAwouldhavedefeatedtheintentionofthe
PPFtocreatepeaceparks–asTFCAsarenotparks.Unsurprisingly,thePPFpursuedthe
ideaofcreatingatransfrontierparkbetweenthethreecountries.Thefirststeptowardsthat
goalwastocreateanewnationalpark,Limpopo,ontheMozambicansidein2001soasto
jointheareaofMozambiquewiththeKrugerNationalPark.JoiningGonarezhouwiththe
parksinMozambiqueandSouthAfricaremainedproblematic,becausehumansettlements
formastripbetweenGonarezhouandnationalparksintheothertwocountries.Theneed
forthatstripwasformalisedintheMemorandumofUnderstanding(1999), theTrilateral
Agreement (2000)and finally theTreaty thatwassigned in2002.Both legaldocuments
accentuatedthecreationofaparkabovethatofaTFCA,therebyreinforcingtheWaterton/
GlacierPeaceParkmodel.ThePPF(2000,1)issuedthefollowingstatementtocelebrate
thesigningoftheTrilateralAgreement:

Now with the signing of the International Transfrontier Conservation between
the three countries on Friday 10 November 2000 to develop the Gaza/Kruger/
GonarezhouTransfrontierPark,thedreamhasfinallybeenrealised.Thisagreement,
whenfullyimplemented,willconsolidatenearly100,000squarekilometresofland
– an area bigger thanPortugal – into oneof theworld’s largestwildlife parks, a
modelforconservationinthe21stcentury.

ItshouldbenotedthatthePPFreferredtotheestablishmentoftheKTPas‘abreakthrough’,
butconsiderstheGaza–Kruger–GonarezhouTransfrontierParkasamodelforcross-border
conservation projects.This distinction suggests that the PPF has been preoccupiedwith
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the establishment of the GLTP, which it wants to showcase as its biggest achievement.
TheGLTPbecameasiteonwhichthere-establishmentofecologicalsystemsacrossstate
borders could physically be demonstrated to awider audience. It is preciselywhere the
fence was, for the first time, literally cut in the establishment of transfrontier parks in
southernAfrica.
AcloserreadingoftheTreatyoftheGLTPrevealsthattheestablishmentofthatparkset

anewtoneinthedevelopmentoftransfrontierparksintheregion.UnlikeintheKgalagadi
wherenorelevantprotocolsarereferredto,theTreatyoftheGreatLimpopoinvokesboth
regionalandglobalconventionsandprotocolssoaspromotetheinternationalcredibilityof
transfrontierparks, tobindstates to,and to insert theseparks into,high-levelgovernance
structures. The specific conventions and treaties that were used as a background to the
Treaty of theGLTP are theConvention on InternationalTrade inEndangeredSpecies of
WildFloraandFauna(CITES)(1973),ConventiononBiologicalDiversity(1992),Treaty
oftheSouthernAfricanDevelopmentCommunity(SADC)(1992),andtheUnitedNations
Convention toCombatDesertification (1994). It should be noted that theTreaty did not
refertoanyconventionorprotocolthatdealsspecificallywithhumans–theevidencethat
the creation ofwilderness, rather thanmeeting socio-political needs and aspirations,was
paramount.As I will be showing in Chapter 5, these legislative instrumentswere useful
in taking the task of establishing transfrontier parks beyond the territories of the state.
TheGLTPreconfirmedtheimportanceofnationalparksintransfrontierconservationand
providedasolidfoundationonwhichother transfrontierparkscouldbeestablishedinthe
regionandtheAfricancontinent.This isevident in theAis-Ais/RichtersveldTransfrontier
Park(ARTP)ontheNamibia–SouthAfricaborderthatwasestablishedbyatreatyin2003,
ayearafterthesigningoftheTreatyoftheGLTP.

TheAis-Ais/RichtersveldTransfrontierPark

ApartfromtheForewordoftheTreatyoftheARTP,whichisexactlythesameasthatofthe
GLTP,theARTPwasfoundedonregionalandinternationalconventions.Theseincludethe
WaterfowlHabitat(1971),theConventionConcerningtheProtectionoftheWorldCultural
andNaturalHeritage(1972),theConventiononInternationalTradeinEndangeredSpecies
ofWildFloraandFauna(1973),theConventiononBiologicalDiversity(1992),theTreatyof
theSouthernAfricanDevelopmentCommunity(1992)andtheUnitedNationsConvention
toCombatDesertification(1994).AsinthecaseoftheKTPandtheGLTP,protectedareas
–Ais-Ais Hotsprings Game Park (Namibia) and the Richtersveld National Park (South
Africa)–wereusedto launchtheARTP.However,unlike thefirst twotransfrontierparks
in the region, theARTPdidnotonlymake reference to the conventionon theprotection
of cultural rights, but also moved away from the general concept of parties to that of
stakeholders in order to assert the rights of local communities, particularly on the South
AfricansidewherethenationalparklandbelongstotheRichtersveldCommunity.Article
1(j) makes this point clear: ‘“stakeholders” means individuals or groups of individuals,
communitiesorrepresentativeinstitutionswithanenforceablerightinland,whichincluded
intheTransfrontierPark,andshallincludetheRichtersveldCommunity’(TreatyofAis-Ais/
RichtersveldTransfrontierPark2003,6).WhetherthoserightswouldmaketheRichtersveld
Community any better off than communities in other transfrontier parks is debatable.
Nonetheless,thefactisthattheARTPhasintroducedanewdimensionofthecommunity
intotheestablishmentoftransfrontierparks.



Localinitiatives77

Limpopo/Shashe

The fourth transfrontier park on the line in southernAfrica, the Limpopo/Shashe on the
Botswana–SouthAfrica–Zimbabweborder, is set toconsolidate themodel thatwassetby
theKgalagadi andperfectedby theGLTPandARTP.Notably, theLimpopo/Shashe45was
oneof the firstTFCAs tobe earmarkedby thePPF.As in the caseof theGLTP, interest
inestablishingaTFCAattheconfluenceoftheLimpopoandShasheRiverscanbetraced
backtoGeneralJanSmuts’decreefortheestablishmentoftheDongolaBotanicalReserve
in 1922, which subsequently led to the creation of the Dongola National Park46 in the
1940s (Limpopo/ShasheTransfrontierConservationArea undated).TheDongolaWildlife
SanctuaryActNo.6of1947thatproclaimedsome190,000haastheareaoftheDongola
BotanicalReserve,wasde-proclaimedbytheNationalPartygovernmentin1949toallowfor
settlementbywhitefarmers(Ryan1999;Hall-MartinandModise2002;Tiley2004).
Practical steps towards the creation of a national park for the promotion of aTFCA

weretakenin1995whenthethenNorthernProvincesignedanagreementwiththenational
Ministry of Environment andTourism to proclaim theVhembe–Dongola National Park,
which comprised privately owned and state land. Subsequently, the Greefswald farm,
which houses the famous Mapungubwe archaeological site, was incorporated into the
parkin2000,amovethattheSouthAfricangovernmentconsideredabreakthroughtowards
the establishment of the Limpopo/Shashe transfrontier park. SANParks together with
WWF–SouthAfrica,DeBeers,47NationalParksTrustandthePPFembarkedontheprocess
ofpurchasingfarmstocreatetheVhembe–DongolaNationalParkthatwasproclaimedin
1998.WhentheparkwasrenamedMapungubweandofficiallyopenedonHeritageDay,48

24 September 2004, the media reported the official opening of Mapungubwe National
Park as that of the transfrontier park,49 probably becauseMapungubwe National Park is
seenascentraltothecreationoftheLimpopo/Shashetransfrontierpark.WhileBotswana’s
NorthernTuliGameReservecouldbejoinedwithMapungubweNationalParktofacilitate
the creationof aTFCA,Zimbabwehasnoprotected area adjacent to its twoneighbours.
Zimbabwe’scoreareaintheLimpopo/ShasheTFCA,theTuliCircleArea,isstatelandon
whichhuntingtakesplace.
TheFinalDraft of theMemorandumofUnderstanding50 between the three countries

didnotspecifywhichareaswouldbeincludedintheTFCA,possiblybecausetheareasthat
havebeenearmarked for thatTFCA inZimbabwearehighlycontentious.51 It is said that
BotswanaandZimbabwehaveagreedtotheestablishmentoftheLimpopo/ShasheTFCA,
but Zimbabwe has been dragging its feet on thematter.52 Notably, the final draft of the
MoUfortheLimpopo/ShasheTFCAhasadoptedthenotionofstakeholdersasintheTreaty
of theAis-Ais/Richtersveld.Article3of the finaldraftof theMoUupholds the rightsof
stakeholdersas follows: (i) theGovernmentsagree that the real rights recognisableunder
lawofStakeholderswillberecognisedandrespected;(ii)agovernmentwillintermsofits
domesticlawenterintocontractualarrangementswithStakeholdersregardingtheprotection
and regulationofmattersaffecting such rights; (iii)Stakeholderswillbecomepartof the
process to establish the proposed Limpopo/ShasheTFCAs on a voluntary basis; (iv) the
GovernmentsacknowledgethatinordertoformalisetheestablishmentofaTFCA,itwillbe
necessaryforeachGovernmenttotakeappropriatestepstodesignateorproclaimthelandso
includedintermsofitsrelevantlegislationandthatsuchdesignationorproclamationwillbe
precededbytheconclusionofaformalagreementbetweenthemactingintheirsovereignty;
and(v)itisrecordedthatcertainlandintendedforinclusionintheTFCAiseitherownedor
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issubjecttorightsinfavourofcertainStakeholdersandthatitwillaccordinglybenecessary
for binding agreements to be reached with Stakeholders prior to the aforementioned
designationorproclamationoftheTFCA.
Thefourexamplesof transfrontierparks illustrate thedominanceofnationalparks in

thecreationofTFCAs in the region.Rather thancreatingTFCAs, thePPF-drivenproject
of transfrontier conservation is preoccupied with expanding protected areas, particularly
nationalparks.ThePPF’sfocusonnationalparksisnotnew,butwasfirmlyestablishedby
SANFas its frontrunner. In this sense, theestablishmentof transfrontierparksallows the
foundersof thePPFand itsalliances topursue their interest innationalparksanewinan
entirelydifferentpoliticalenvironment. In theprocess, the rhetoricofTFCAs isuseful to
initiateplansfortransfrontierparks,ortoaddamosaicoflandtotransfrontierparksonce
suchparkshavebeenestablished.Thepreoccupationwith,andinterestin,transfrontierparks
hasledtothereopeningofthediscussiononhowtotransformTFCAssuchastheMaloti–
DrakensbergandtheLubombointotransfrontierparks.WithregardtotheLubomboTFCA,
preparations are underway to drop the fences in the Songimvelo–Malolotja andUsuthu–
Tembe–Futhi by 200953 in order to recreate the migratory routes of elephants between
Mozambique,SouthAfricaandSwaziland. Inpractice, recreatingmigratory routeswould
implythereclassificationofareasintheTFCAstoallowforthepropermanagementofthe
elephantpopulationinthethreecountries.AccordingtoSouthAfrica’stourismpromotional
magazine,DiscoverySA(2006),Songimveloissettoincreasefrom40,000hato70,000ha
throughtheestablishmentofatransfrontierpark.

Endnotes

1 Coincidentally,thisisthesameyearinwhichtheClubofRomewasformed.
2 FollowingWorldWarI,Namibia(thenSouthWestAfrica)wasunderthecontrolofSouthAfricain
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policies to Namibia, including the division of black people along ethnic lines. The Odendaal

CommissionReportof1963recommendedthecreationof‘homelands’forblackpeopleinNamibia.
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ethnicgroups.
3 Thereisawell-establishedperceptionthatpost-apartheidSouthAfricadominatesthesubcontinent
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thatSouthAfrica’shegemonywasestablishedbeforeapost-apartheidpoliticaldispensation.
4 ThoseagencieswerelatertobedeployedtopromotethedevelopmentofTFCAs.
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onwildlifetowardsabroadscopeofnatureconservation.
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areawithwildlife.
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ofSANF,thePPFalsoenteredintoagreementwiththepost-apartheidDepartmentofEnvironmental

andTourism(DEAT)andtheSouthAfricanNationalParks(SANParks)(Personalcommunication,

MulesoKharika,2005;AfricaGeographic2005).TheagreementfacilitatedthePPF’sambitionto

establishpeaceparksinsouthernAfrica.
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10 Iwillcommentfurtheronthisaspectinthepostscriptinthisvolume.
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20www.wild.org(accessed3/5/2006).
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Repgro;DeBeersConsolidatedMinesLimited;DistillersCorporationLimited;FirstRandLimited;
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BankofSouthAfrica;andVodacomGroup.
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26BillitonPLC.
27TheEdmonddeRothschildFoundation.
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ofwildlifeinthatcountryduringcolonialrule.
29TheenlargementofSwaziland’sMlilwaneGameReservewasoneofthefirstthreeprojectstobe

sponsoredbySANF.Theothertwoprojectsweretheestablishmentofthe600mlongEngelhand
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32Correspondence,WisdomDlamini,2005.
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KosiBayMarineandCoastalTFCAs.
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wasperceivedasadictator.
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37This does notmean that 1990was a year inwhich co-operation between the two countrieswas

initiated,astheMaloti–DrakensbergProgrammehadexistedsince1982(Sandwith2003).Ratherit

istoacknowledgethat1990wasacrucialdateinthedevelopmentoftheTFCAsastheideaofthe

TFCAsforsouthernAfricawasincirculationandthepoliticalenvironmentwasundergoingasea-

change.
38ThezoningsysteminDAPincludedaspectsoftheproposedlandusezonesthatappearedintheform

ofthe1976DrakensbergPolicyStatement(TownandRegionalPlanningCommission2001).
39 ItwasinitiatedontherecommendationsofUrbanEcon,whichwascommissionedbytheTownand

RegionalPlanningCommissiontoinvestigatetheneedfor,andfeasibilityof,aRegionalAuthority

fortheKwaZulu-NatalDrakensbergin1996.
40Theworkshopledtowhathasbeentermedthe‘GiantCastleDeclaration’.
41Estimatedtobe1millionperyear.
42MostTFCAsrequiretheservicesofaninternationalco-ordinator,whoshouldfacilitatetheprocess

ofcreatingTFCAs.InthecaseoftheKgalagadi,suchaco-ordinatorwasnotnecessary,becauseboth

theWildlifeDepartmentandSANParkshasalreadysealedthedeal.
43 Interview,SediaModise,25/8/2003,Gaborone.
44AfulldiscussiononthegeographicalcomplicationssurroundingtheestablishmentoftheGLTPis

giveninChapter6.
45TheinitialnameforthisTFCAwasDongola/Vhembe.
46Thiswaslaterdowngradedtoaprovincialnaturereserve.
47DeBeersdonatedits36,000haVenetiaLimpopoNatureReservetoVhembe/DongolaNationalPark

(Ryan1999).
48 InSouthAfrica.
49Getaway(2004),Mirror(2004)andMirror(2004)andMirror Zoutpansberger(2004).Zoutpansberger(2004).Zoutpansberger
50Of11March2002.
51Thestrategicareasarecommunalland,suchastheMaramani,whomighthavetoberelocatedin

ordertocreateawilderness.
52TheMoUwasnotyetsignedatthetimeofwriting,i.e.May2006.
53 allAfrica.com(accessed24/5/2006).
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Chapter5

SouthernAfricanDevelopmentCommunity:
aregionalcatalyst

Political and economic regionalism inAfrica accompaniedpolitical changeson the continent
fromthe1960sonwards.Politically,theprocessemergedfromthequesttoreorganisethecolonial
stateinlinewithnewpoliticaldemands,namely,thereunificationofAfricaanditspeopleata
regionalscale,amovethatwaschampionedbytheformerPresidentofTanzania,JuliusNyerere.1

AtthesametimeEuropeanpowerswereinterestedinassemblingtheirformercoloniesintosome
sortofregionalblocsorcommunitiesasinthecaseoftheFrenchCommunauteFrancopheand
theBritishCommonwealth(Sidaway2002).Therewerethereforecompetingregionalismsatthe
politicallevel,withimperialismfavouringregionalprojects,whichwereinlinewithmetropolitan
interests.Thepoliticaldimensionofregionalismisnotunique toAfrica,asregionselsewhere
have developed as a response to other formations or as a strategy for political survival. For
example,JapanwasinterestedintheformationoftheSouth-EastAsiaregion,becausetheregion
offeredthatcountryawayoutofapredicamentinthe1930s(Sidaway2002).TheSovietUnion
andtheEasternEuropeancommunistrepublicsestablishedtheCouncilfortheMutualEconomic
Assistance(CMEA)asasocialistalternativetotheEuropeanEconomicCommunitywhileAPEC
emergedasaresponsebyAustralia,NewZealand,theUnitedStatesandCanadatoaPacificco-
operationthatthreatenedtoexcludethem(PollardandSidaway2002;Sidaway2002).
As in the formation of regional blocsworld-wide, economic and political reasons for

regionalismgaveimpetustothedivisionofAfricaintotheArabMaghrebUnion(UMA)inthe
north,theCommonMarketforEasternandSouthernAfricanStates(COMESA)inthesouth-
east,theEconomicCommunityofWestAfricanStates(ECOWAS)inthewest,theEconomic
CommunityofCentralAfricanStates(ECCAS)asthecentralregionandtheSouthernAfrican
DevelopmentCommunity(SADC)inthesouth.AccordingtoAdepoju(2001)theneedtocreate
regionalgroupingsinAfricawasreinforcedbyexperiencesofregionalintegrationprojectssuch
astheLatinAmericanFreeTradeAssociation(LFTA),CaribbeanCommunity(CAICOM),
and the like.The existence of these regions inAfrica begs the question ofwhy only one
region,southernAfrica,wasconduciveforexperimentingwithTFCAs.Thequestionismore
pertinent ifwe consider the views that contemporary regional communities are ‘a feature
ofthepost-ColdWarWorld’(Sidaway2002,5)andthatmanyformsofcurrentregionalism
aremanifestationsofeconomicglobalisationandprevailingformsofhegemony(Grantand
Söderbaum 2003). In otherwords, regional integration is viewed as a collective effort by
which states insert themselves into theglobal economy.As Ihave intimated inChapter1,
TFCAs in southernAfrica are seen as amanifestation of globalisation. If indeedTFCAs
are a form of globalisation, whatmakes one region in the whole continent prone to that
globalisation?MyintentioninthischapteristoaccountfortheuseofSADCasthelaunch
padforstate-sanctionedTFCAsinAfrica.BeforewedwellonSADCasaconduitforTFCAs,
somecommentsonthestateoftheenvironmentinotherregionsofAfricaareinorder.
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Africa’sregionalenvironmentaloutlook

ThesigningoftheTreatyoftheSouthernAfricanDevelopmentCommunitycoincidedwith
theglobalactionplanfortheenvironmentanddevelopmentthatwasadoptedattheRioEarth
Summitin1992.InthesameyeartheCBD2wasopenedforsignature.TheEarthSummit
fundamentallychangedtheconceptionoftheenvironmentbysuggesting‘theconservation
and sustainable use of biological diversity, and the fair and equitable sharing of benefits
arising from its utilisation’ (Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity 2001,
xvii).Accordingly,African states, like their counterparts elsewhere, had to use theCBD
asthebenchmarkfornationalenvironmentalpolicies.TheCBDalsobecameanimportant
driverofenvironmentalprojects,moresobecauseratificationoftheCBDisaconditionby
whichcountries couldaccess funds for environment-relatedprogrammes from theGlobal
EnvironmentFacility.ThequestionthatarisesfromtheCBDiswhethertheregionsinAfrica
respondeddifferentlytotheCBD,andwhetherthoseresponsesaccountfortheemergence
ofSADCas a leader in the development ofTFCAs.Another related question iswhether
environmentalconditionsinSADCweresignificantlydifferentfromthoseinotherpartsof
theAfricancontinent.Areviewofthestatusofsignature,ratification,accession,acceptance
andapprovaloftheCBDinAfricarevealsthattheSADCregion,withtheexceptionofthe
islandstatesofMauritiusandSeychelles,didnotnecessarilytaketheleadinratifyingthe
CBD(Table5.1).

Table 5.1   Status of signature and ratifi cation of the CBD in the SADC region.

State Date of signature Date of ratifi cation

Angola 12 June 1992 1 April 1998
Botswana 8 August 1992 12 October 1995
Lesotho 11 June 1992 10 January 1995
Madagascar 8 June 1992 4 March 1996
Malawi 10 June 1992 2 February 1994
Mauritius 10 June 1992 4 September 1992
Mozambique 12 June 1992 25 August 1995
Namibia 12 June 1992 16 May 1997
Seychelles 10 June 1992 22 September 1992
South Africa 4 June 1993 2 November 1995
Swaziland 12 June 1992 9 November 1994
Tanzania 12 June 1992 8 March 1996
Zambia 11 June 1992 28 May 1993
Zimbabwe 12 June 1992 11 November 1994

Source: Adapted from the Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity 2001, 259–262.

Most countries in other regions ofAfrica ratified the CBD before southernAfrican
states.3Forexample,inWestAfrica,BurkinaFasoandGuinearatifiedtheCBDin1993and
werejoinedbyCameroon,Gambia,Ghana,NigeriaandSenegalthefollowingyear,1994.
ThesamecanbesaidaboutNorthandEastAfrica,wherecountriessuchasTunisia(north)
andKenya(east)ratifiedtheCBDin1993and1994respectively.



SADC:aregionalcatalyst83

The question of why other regions of Africa have been less enthusiastic about
TFCAs demands that we should understand whether ecological conditions for cross-
border collaboration existed in those regions, in the first place. It could be argued that
Africa’s political regions drew the attention of environmentalists, as each of the regions
hadsomething tocontribute tobiologicaldiversity.Forexample, innorthernAfrica,4 the
dominanceofaridandsemi-aridenvironmentshasdevelopedfourcross-borderhotspots:
the IamatongMountainson theSudan–Ugandaborder; theJebelMarravolcanicmassifs
on theChad–Sudan border; the JebelElbamountainous ecosystemon theEgypt–Sudan
border; and theHighAtlasMountainsbetweenMoroccoandTunisia (UNEP2002).The
IUCNCommission onProtectedAreas5 considersNorthAfrica and theMiddleEast6 as
some of themost diverse areas on earth, in part because those regions are located at a
junctionbetweenthreecontinents.In2000itwasestimatedthatnorthernAfricahadsome

Figure 5.1   Africa’s ecoregions.

Source: Adapted from Burgess et al. 2004
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186threatenedspeciesand72nationallyprotectedareas(UNEP2002).InWestAfrica,‘the
upperGuinea forest,which extends fromwesternGhana throughCôte d’Ivoire, Liberia
andGuinea to southernSierraLeone, is a biologically unique system that is considered
oneoftheworld’spriorityconservationareasbecauseofitshighendemism’(UNEP2002,
83).The region is also home to the endangered Cross River gorilla, which is found in
cross-borderareasbetweenNigeriaandCameroonandisspreadacrossCentralandWest
Africa (UNEP2002). In fact, the area stretching from south-westernCameroon through
Equatorial Guinea, Gabon, Congo to the Democratic Republic of the Congo has been
consideredacross-borderwildernessarea(Mittermeieretal.1998;UNEP2002).Similar
cross-borderenvironmentalconditionsofsignificancearefoundinCentralAfrica,which
ishometotheCongobasin.Thebasinhasbeendescribedasthesecondlargestcontiguous
areaofforest in theworld,andthelargest inAfrica(UNEP2002).IneasternAfrica, the
EasternArcMountainForests,withmore than25%ofendemicplant species, isanother
exampleofacross-borderecosystemthatmeetstheecologicalconditionsfortransfrontier
conservation areas outside SADC. Figure 5.1 confirms thatAfrica’s ecoregions are not
limitedtosouthernAfricaalone,butarealsofoundinthenorthern,eastern,westernand
centralregionsofthecontinent.
Burgess et al. (2004) referred to Hilton-Taylor’s work to suggest that the top ten

imperilledecoregions7inAfricaarethe:EasternArcForests;AlbertineRiftMontaneForests;
MadagascarSubhumidForests;EastAfricanMontaineForests;NorthernCongolianForest-
SavannaMosaic;CameroonHighlandsForests;MadagascarHumidForests;Northeastern
Congolian Lowveld Forests; Cross-Sanaga-Bioko Coastal Forests; and Somali Acacia-
Commiphora Bushlands andThickets. Equally, the richness and endemism index reveals
thatareasofgloballyandregionallyoutstandingstatusarenot limited toTFCAsites,but
arefoundindifferentpartsofthecontinent(Figure5.2).Ithasbeenestimatedthatthereare
119terrestrialecoregions inAfrica(Burgessetal.2004),28ofwhichare insub-Saharan
Africa(Brooksetal.2001).OtherareassuchastheSerengeti/Maasai-Maraareconsidered
naturalcross-borderareas,becausetheypermittheseasonalmigrationofwildlifebetween
Kenya andTanzania.The former SADC senior official, Professor PaulMaro,8 is of the
viewthatSerengeti/MaasaiMarashouldhavebeenthefirstTFCAinEastAfrica,because
ofwildlifemigrationand theabsenceof thefencebetween the twocountries. Ithasbeen
suggestedthatacross-borderprotectedareaexistedbetweencolonialBurundiandRwanda
inthe1920s.9

In addition to those cross-border ecosystems, all politico-economic regions inAfrica
have contiguous national parks that could have been used to promote transfrontier
conservation,andtransfrontierparksinparticular.Theiconicspeciesthathaveprincipally
beenused topromote the logicof ecological integrity for the establishmentofTFCAs in
southernAfrica,theelephants,arespreadacrossmuchofCentralAfrica,andasignificant
elephant population also exists in East and West Africa (Table 5.2). These examples
have been used here to argue that various politico-economic regions inAfrica meet the
ecological requirements for establishing areas for transfrontier conservation, yet TFCAs
thatarecouchedintermsoftheecologicalintegrityofecosystemshavenotbeenafeature
of those regions. Inaddition toecological conditions, those regionsalsohad thepolitical
environmentthatshouldhavebeensupportivetoTFCAs.Mypointhereisthatvariousparts
ofAfricameet theminimumpoliticalandecologicalrequirementsfor thedevelopmentof
TFCAs.PoliticalandenvironmentalconsiderationsinEastandWestAfricacouldbeusedto
substantiatethisargument.
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Table 5.2   African countries with a signifi cant* elephant population.

Country Estimated population

Benin 1,605
Botswana 121,866
Burkina Faso  3,090
Cameroon  14,242
Central African Republic  5,877
Chad  3,989
Congo  19,653
Côte d’Ivoire 1,064
Democratic Republic of Congo  49,558
Ethiopia  1,361
Gabon  76,857
Ghana  1,695
Kenya  27,732
Liberia 1,676
Malawi  2,296
Mozambique  21,502
Namibia  9,641
Tanzania 112,089
South Africa  14,926
Uganda  2,534
Zambia  20,323
Zimbabwe  89,128

 Source: Adapted from Van Aarde and Jackson 2006

* More than 1000 elephants

RegionalismandTFCAsinEastAfrica

Itwouldbenaïve tosuggest thatotherAfricanregions laggedbehind in thedevelopment
ofTFCAs, because theydidnot recognise the imperativesof regionalismor transfrontier
conservation.Onthecontrary,regionssuchasEastAfricaexperimentedwiththeformation
of a regional community, when Kenya,Tanzania and Uganda signed theTreaty on East
AfricanCo-operationon1December1967,onthesamedaythattheill-fatedEastAfrican
Community(EAC)wasinaugurated.Itshouldbenotedthat theEACwastheoutcomeof
attemptsbytheindependentEastAfricanstates tocreate theEastAfricanFederation,10as
apractical step towards the realisationofPan-Africanism.Of relevance toourdiscussion
is the fact that theEACaimed topromoteco-operation inmanyareas, includingwildlife
conservation and natural resources. Though the EAC collapsed in 1977, its formation
demonstratesthatthespiritofregionalco-operationprevailedinotherpartsofAfricalong
before theformationofSADCin1992.TheIntergovernmentalAuthorityonDroughtand
Development(IGADD)11thatwasformedin1986carriedtheprocessofregionalisminEast
Africaforward.Inthemid-1990sIGADDwasrevitalisedintoafully-fledgedregionalentity
thatassumedthesamestatusasthatofSADC.Itmovedawayfromitsfocusondroughtand
desertificationtoencompassthebroadmandateofdevelopment,henceitwasrenamedthe
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IntergovernmentalAuthorityonDevelopment(IGAD)inMarch1996.12Itshouldbenoted
thatoneofthefirstthreepriorityareasofco-operationofthenewlyformedIGADwasfood
securityandenvironmentalprotection.13

Intheareaofnaturalresourcesandtheenvironment,IGADaimstoharmonisepolicies,
initiateandpromoteprogrammesandprojects thatwouldensuresustainabledevelopment
ofnaturalresourcesandenvironmentalprotection.Theseaimsareinlinewiththoseofthe
EACDevelopmentStrategy(1997–2000),whichencouragesco-operationinenvironmental
and natural resources management and tourism and wildlife management (EastAfrican
CommunitySecretariat2001).14Despitethesedevelopments,TFCAsremainedararefeature
inEastAfrica.Researchonconservationinthatregionappearslessconcernedwiththeidea
ofTFCAs.Forexample,contributorstoNewmark’s(1991)editedvolume,TheConservation

ofMountKilimanjaro,endorsedeightpriorities15fortheconservationofMountKilimanjaro,
butnoneof theirpriorities suggest thecreationofTFCAs.This is rather surprisinggiven

Figure 5.2   Biodiversity indices and TFCA sites.

Source: Adapted and modifi ed from Burgess et al. 2004
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that the authors emphasised the need for corridors, and their work was published by
the IUCN.16 Newmark (1991, 112) concluded that, ‘in order to ensure that the existing
wildlife corridor on theKenyan side of theTanzanian–Kenyan border ismaintained, the
WildlifeDivisionandTanzaniaNationalParksshouldestablishadialoguewiththeKenyan
authorities’.Equally,Brockington’s(2006)workinTanzaniaemphasisesthewaysinwhich
environmentalisminthatcountryispursuedatthenational,localandvillagelevels,butis
silentonenvironmentalismatthesupranationallevel.
Nevertheless,therearesignsthattheTFCAideaisbeginningtospreadtoEastAfrica.

Forexample,theEACDevelopmentStrategy2001–2005includestheintentiontoharmonise
management programmes for transboundary ecosystems. According to the East African
CommunitySecretariat(2001),prioritywillbegiventothemajorwatershed/catchmentareas
ofMtElgon,MtKilimanjaro, EwasoNgiro and the PembaChannel.However, the EAC
DevelopmentStrategyisvagueonwhetherco-operationinwildlifewouldbeintheformof
transfrontierparks.Instead,itpointstotheneedforthestudythatshouldbeundertakento
investigateco-operationinhunting,anti-poaching,preservationofwildlifemigratoryroutes
andconservationoffauna.17Undoubtedly,GEFwillassisttheregiontocreatecross-border
protectedareas.Indeed,suchamovehascomeintheformoftheEastAfricaCrossBorder
Project,whichhasbeen implemented inpartnershipwith theIUCN–EastAfricaRegional
OfficeandtheAfricanCentreforTechnologyStudies.KenyaandTanzaniaarekeyto the
developmentofcross-borderprotectedareasinEastAfrica.Forexample,thetwocountries
areinvolvedinthreeofthefourEastAfricaCrossBorderProjectsites.Theseare:Bukobato
Rakai/MbararaontheTanzania–Ugandaborder;MondulitoKajiadoontheTanzania–Kenya
border;SametoTaita–TavetaontheTanzania–Kenyaborder;andTurkanatoMoroto/Kotido
ontheKenya–Ugandaborder.IntheviewofNgoile(inShechamboetal.2001), theEast
AfricaCrossBorderProjectisahumblebeginninginthedevelopmentofaregionalstrategy
bywhichcross-borderenvironmentalissueswillberesolved.
RecentdevelopmentsintheSelous–NiassaCorridorandtheCentralAlbertineRiftpoint

tothebeginningoftheeraoftransfrontierparksinEastAfrica.Thoughtheideaofestablishing
theSelous–NiassaCorridorcanbetracedbacktoproposalsthattheSelousGameReserve18

requiredanemergencyprogrammebecauseoftheimminentdangeroflosingitsrhinoand
elephant(Baldusetal.,2003),thecurrentdevelopmentpointstotheprocessofconnecting
theworld’slargestelephantrangestotheLakeMalawi/Niassa/Nyasaecoregion,whichwillbe
aspringboardforlaunchingtheTFCAbetweenMalawi,MozambiqueandTanzania.Baldus
et al. (2003, 60) conceded that ‘after 15 years of effort by different partners to conserve
one ofAfrica’s greatestwilderness andwildlife areas, the timemight be ripe to begin a
newchapter, theoneof internationalpartnerships’. Inessence, the ‘newchapter’ referred
to is the development of aTFCA in which the Selous Game Reserve (Tanzania) would
be joined togetherwithNiassaGameReserve inMozambique.TheGermanGovernment
fundeda4-year(2000–2003)researchprojectthatsupportedtheneedfortheSelous–Niassa
Corridor,arguingthatthecorridorisnotonlyatransitrouteforelephantsbetweenthetwo
gamereservesinthenorthandsouth,butalsosustainsitsownsizableresidentpopulation
(Baldus and Hahn forthcoming). In 2006, the German Development Bank committed
EUR5milliontothedevelopmentoftheSelous–NiassaCorridorontheTanzanianside.It
shouldbeemphasisedthattheSelous–NiassaCorridoriscentraltothedevelopmentofthe
LakeMalawi/Nyasa/NiassaTFCA.GeorgeMkondiwa(2003)oftheSecretariatforNatural
ResourcesandEnvironmentalAffairsofMalawi,estimatedthat1.6millionpeoplefromthe
riparianstatesofMalawi,MozambiqueandTanzaniarelyonthefisheriesresourcesofthat
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TFCA.ThereareindicationsthatthatTFCAwillexpandtoZambiathroughthedevelopment
oftheMtwaraDevelopmentCorridorforwhichthefourcountriessignedanagreementon
15December2004.TheMtwaraDevelopmentCorridorprovidesthenecessaryinfrastructure
fortourismdevelopmentintheregion.SimilardevelopmentshavetakenplaceintheCentral
AlbertineRift.
IntheCentralAlbertineRifttheVirungaVolcanomassifandBwindiImpenetrableForests

areconsideredtheonlyhabitatofthemountaingorillaintheworld.TheInternationalGorilla
ConservationProgramme(IGCP)19haspromotedaregionalframeworkfortheconservation
of the gorilla in EastAfrica since 1991 (Rainer et al. 2003).The framework operates in
the form of regional meetings, joint patrols, and cross-border visits while, at same time,
supportingprotectedareaauthoritiesofrelevantcountries.Theaimistolaythefoundationfor
aregionalcollaborativestructure.TheIGCPhaspromotedtheneedforregionalcollaboration
onecological,economicandpoliticalgrounds,theultimategoalbeingtoestablishaTFCA.
Clearly, the political instability and violent conflict that engulfed theGreat LakesRegion
afterthecollapseoftheMobuturegimeinZaïrein1993andgenocideinRwandain1994
complicated efforts towards establishing a regional conservation framework. Nonetheless,
theIGCPachievedthefirststeptowardsestablishingtheTFCAthroughthesigningof the
MoUontheCollaborativeConservationoftheCentralAlbertineRiftTransfrontierProtected
Area Network (CARTPAN) by Rwanda, Uganda and the Democratic Republic of Congo
in 2004.The three countries agreed to jointly protectVolcano,MgahingaGorilla,Bwindi
Impenetrable,QueenElizabeth,Semliki,RuwenzoriMountains,KibaleandVirungaNational
Parks as a transfrontier ecosystem (TrilateralMemorandum of Understanding 2004).The
three countries signed theTripartiteDeclaration on theTransboundaryNatural Resources
ManagementoftheTransfrontierProtectedAreaNetworkoftheCentralAlbertineRifton14
October2005.Theintentionistotakethisforwardintheformofdevelopingacollaborative
protocolamongthegovernmentsofthethreecountries.
Four inferences can bemade from theCARTPAN initiative. Firstly, theCARTPAN is

basedonthemodelofatransfrontierpark,inwhichnationalparksareusedasbuildingblocks
(seeChapter3).Secondly, although the ideaof apeaceparkhasbeenplayeddownby the
designationoftheinitiativeasa‘transfrontierprotectedareanetwork’,thelanguageofpeace
parksisevidentintheMoUandinthewritingsofthosesupportingtheinitiativesuchasRainer
etal.(2003).Article3oftheMoUstatesthatthetransfrontierobjectivesare,amongotherthings,
‘buildingtrust,understandingandco-operationamongwildlifeauthorities,nongovernmental
organisations,communities,usersandotherstakeholderstoachievesustainableconservation
and thereby contribute to peace’ (TrilateralMemorandum ofUnderstanding 2004, 3).The
emphasis on wildlife is relevant to my third inference, namely, the intention to use the
protectedareanetworktopromoteecotourism.Infact,two20ofthesignatoriesoftheTripartite
Declarationwereministersresponsiblefortourismintheirrespectivecountries.Accordingto
Raineretal. (2003),Rwandaand theformerZaïreestablishedgorilla-based tourismbefore
theformationoftheIGCPin1979.Againstthisbackdrop,theIGCPusedtheexistingtourism
industrytopromotetheviewthataTFCAwillleadtotheexpansionofthatindustry.Fourthly,
theinitiativeisalsofoundedonthebeliefthattheCARTPANwillcontributetosocio-economic
development,especiallypovertyalleviation.Insupportofthesocio-economicrationaleforthe
TFCAbetweenthetwocountries,Raineretal.(2003,197)arguedthat,‘veryfewalternatives
outside of subsistence farming exist for income generation.Tourism, or more specifically
ecotourism, can provide one of the more viable options to the surrounding population in
additiontothemuch-neededfundsforthe[protectedareas]’.
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RegionalismandTFCAsinWestAfrica

As in East Africa, West African states also embraced regionalism, but the ideas of
transfrontier conservation did not readily translate into transfrontier parks in that region.
SixteenWestAfrican states21 signed theTreaty to establish theEconomicCommunity of
WestAfrican States inLagos on 28May 1975.ChapterVI of theTreaty focuses on co-
operationinenvironmentandnaturalresources,andinArticle29ofthatchapter,member
states undertook to protect, preserve and enhance the natural environment of the region.
Thiswas to be achievedby adoptingpolicies, strategies andprogrammes at national and
regionallevelsandbyestablishingappropriateinstitutions(ECOWAS1975).Nonetheless,
ECOWAS emphasised co-operation onmineral andwater resources, as perArticle 31 of
ChapterVI, bywhichmember states undertook to co-ordinate their programmes for the
development and utilisation of mineral and water resources and to acquire appropriate
skillsandtechnologiestorealisethatgoal.Accordingly,ECOWASinitiatedtheIntegrated
Water Resources Management following the Ouagadougou Conference in 1998.22 The
OuagadougouStatementurged thegovernmentsofmemberstates to,amongother things,
createtheframeworksforregionalco-operationonintegratedwaterresourcesmanagement
andforjointmanagementofsharedbasinsamongriparianstates.TheWaterResourceCo-
ordinationUnitwascreatedtoassistmemberstatestoachievethosegoals.
Otherinstitutionsthataresupportiveoftheideaofgoverningsharednaturalresources

inWestAfricaincludetheManoRiverUnionandtheNigerRiverBasinAuthority.Whether
thesedevelopmentscanberegardedasamanifestationof transfrontierconservationareas
inWestAfricaisdebatable,moresobecausethenotionofcross-borderareasinthatregion
isnotnecessarilycouchedintermsofnatureconservationareas,butismorefocusedonthe
socio-economiccomponentofregionalism.Regionalisminthatregionisalsopremisedon
theviewthatcolonialbordersobstructregionalintegration,hencetheneedtodefineborders
as zones of contact rather than separation. For such contact tomaterialise, border zones
should be created to integrate neighbouring communities across the national boundaries
of contiguous states.Accordingly, the Sikasso consensus23 defines a cross-border area as
‘a geographical area that overlaps between two or more neighbouring states, and whose
populationsarelinkedbysocio-economicandculturalbonds’(Diarrah2002,2).
Whiletheconceptofacross-borderarea(inthecontextofWestAfrica)isconcernedwith

thelegacyofcolonialbordersthatunderpinthediscourseofTFCAsinsouthernAfrica,its
focusisontheregionalintegrationprocess.Itsspecificobjectivesareto:createhomogeneous
areasofdevelopmentandco-operation;encouragetradeandsocialandculturalexchanges;
createbetterconditionsfor thecirculationofgoodsandpeople;promotecross-borderco-
operation and help communities undertake commondevelopment actions in the fields of
health, education, arts, sport and culture, agriculture, transport, energy, environment and
industry; harmonise national sectoral policies on health, education, infrastructure, sports,
artsandculture;andintensifytradeflowsbyprovidinginfrastructureandcapitalequipment
for border markets and by creating and strengthening production-to-distribution chains
(Diarrah 2002). Unlike the demarcation of ecoregions, the Sikasso consensus proposed
that the cross-border areas in ECOWAS should be demarcated on the basis of existing
nationalorlocaladministrativeboundaries,andthatstatesshouldjointlydemarcateareas.
Arguably,theproposedanthropogeniccross-borderareasinWestAfricaemergedaspartof
thepolicyinstrumenttoenhanceregionalintegrationandtosupporttheimplementationof
theprogressivemigrationpolicyofthatregion.AsIhavearguedinChapter5andelsewhere
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(Ramutsindela 2004b), the designation of cross-border areas in the form of transfrontier
parks in southernAfrica favours the migration of wildlife rather than that of the local
residentsofneighbouringcountries.
ItshouldbenotedthatECOWASalsoconsideredtourismasacriticalareaofco-operation

amongmemberstatesintermsofChapterVII,Article34oftheTreatyofECOWAS.Member
states undertook to strengthen regional co-operation in tourism through the: promotion
of intra-community tourism; harmonisation and co-ordination of tourism development
policies,plansandprogrammes;harmonisationofregulationsgoverningtourismandhotel
management activities; institutionalising a community reference framework for tourism
statistics;andbyjointlypromotingtourismproductsportrayingthenaturalandsocio-cultural
valuesoftheregion(ECOWAS1975).Inthiscontext,thevisionfortourismdevelopment
wasnottiedtothatofTFCAs,inwhichtourismispromotedthroughtheestablishmentof
across-borderwilderness.
TheexperiencesinEastandWestAfricareferredtoaboveshowthattheattemptsatco-

operationoverthemanagementanduseofnaturalresourcesthatoccurredinthoseregionsdid
notnecessarilytranslateintoTFCAs.ThesamecanbesaidabouttheNileRiver,whichhas
alonghistoryofco-operationoveritssharedwaterresources.Despitethatlong-established
politicaltradition,trans-borderconservationinNorthAfricaisarecentphenomenon.This
is so thoughmore than 30 regionalmeetingswere convened between 1993 and 1999 to
promote inter-Arab co-operation on biodiversity conservation (UNEP 2002).Algeria and
Nigeralludedtotheprospectforco-operationbetweenWestandNorthAfricainprotecting
theSaharo–SahelianfaunaduringtheirjointdeclarationofadoptingtheCBD(Secretariatof
theConventiononBiologicalDiversity2001).
One of the axial themes in transfrontier parks relates to the act of ‘breaking down

colonial boundaries’.This begs the question ofwhy environmentalists have been slow in
breakingdowncolonialboundariesinAfrica’sregionsotherthansouthernAfrica.Whatis
socolonialaboutboundariesinsouthernAfricaascomparedtootherpartsofAfrica?Itis
ahistoricalfactthatAfricaasawholesufferedfromtheimpositionofcolonialboundaries
(Asiwaju 1985; Gakwandi 1996). Geographically, West Africa is the most colonially
fragmentedregioninAfrica.ItwasonthebasisofthatfragmentationthatKwameNkrumah
(1961,xi)mournedandcounselledafterindependencethat,‘itishearteningtoseesomany
flagshoistedinplaceofold;itisdisturbingtoseesomanycountriesofvaryingsizesand
atdifferentlevelsofdevelopment,weakand,insomecaseshelpless.Ifthisterriblestateof
fragmentationisallowedtocontinue,itmaywellbedisastrousforusall’.Thepointhereis
thatWestAfricawasequallyanidealcandidatefortransfrontierprojects,notleastbecause
of the intensity of the geographical fragmentation of states in that region. Equally, East
AfricawasfaraheadofsouthernAfrica inmattersrelatingto theintegrationofpeople in
thatregion.Forinstance,itpromotedSwahiliasaregionallanguageandestablishedafederal
UniversityofEastAfricawithuniversitycollegesinKenya,TanzaniaandUganda.Though
someoftheregionalinitiativescollapsedontheway,theydohoweverdemonstratethefact
thatEastAfricahad,andstillhas,thepoliticalwilltowardsintegration.
It couldalsobeargued that thenotionofpeaceparks ismorecompelling inAfrica’s

north, west, and east regions where violent conflict has been long and intense than
in southern Africa. Interestingly, discussions on cross-border protected areas and the
broaderregionalintegrationprocessinEastandWestAfricaarealsocouchedinthesame
anti-colonial language that has been used to support the creation ofTFCAs in southern
Africa,yet, transfrontierparksremainedalientothoseregions.Against thisbackdrop, the
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uniquenessofSADCwithregardtotransfrontierparkscanmoreappropriatelybeunderstood
by carefully analysing the opportunities for TFCAs that emanated from the creation of
SADCandhowthatregionalentityoperated.AswehavenotedinChapter4,transfrontier
parkswereinitiatedoutsidethestructuresofSADCbynon-governmentalorganisationsand
thereforedidnotoriginateasaregionalinitiative.ThisbegsthequestionofhowtheSADC
region became a vehicle throughwhich the idea of transfrontier parks could be pursued.
Is the process of regionalism in SADC unique to the continent? Are southern African
statesexceptionalintheirhandlingofcross-borderenvironmentalissues?Answerstothese
questionsdemandanunderstandingofregionalisminsouthernAfricaandthelinksbetween
thatprocessandtheenvironmentalagendas.

TheriseandworkingofSADC

Globalisation theorists have suggested that regional integration is amanifestationof, and
response to, the interplayofglobal forces (Cleaver1997;Cheru2002;Sidaway2002). In
particular, the liberalisationofeconomiesand theweakeningof thestatearesaid tohave
createdtheneedfortherearrangementofstatesintoregionalblocs.Acloserinspectionof
SADCrevealsthattheregionwasmorearesponsetoregionalcircumstancesthataffected
thefortunesofthestatesinthatregion(Gibb1996;Simon1998)thanapreoccupationwith
theglobalpoliticalandeconomicenvironment.InnowaydoIsuggest that therewereno
global interestsandrivalries in theregion.Evidently,ColdWarpoliticswasplayedout in
the region,withSouthAfricaservingwestern interestsandformingabufferzoneagainst
thespreadofcommunismintheregion.Rather,Isuggestthattheformationofaregional
blocinsouthernAfricawasnotadirectresponsetothebi-polarColdWarpolitics.24SADC
owes its origin to the formation of the Southern African Development Co-ordination
Conference(SADCC),whichwasestablishedin1980toco-ordinatetheeconomiesofnine
independent countries25 and to reduce their dependence on apartheid SouthAfrica. The
SADCC’s Programme ofAction26 included: the creation of a SouthernAfricanTransport
andCommunicationsCommissionbased inMaputo;measures to control foot andmouth
diseaseincattlethroughouttheregion;thepreparationofafoodsecurityplanfortheregion;
theestablishmentofaRegionalAgriculturalResearchCentrespecialisingindrought-prone
areas;plansforharmonisationofindustrialandenergypolicies;sharingofnationaltraining
facilitieswithintheregion;andconductingstudiesleadingtoproposalsfortheestablishment
ofaSouthernAfricanDevelopmentFund(SADCC1980).Ratherthancreatingabureaucracy
thatwouldcarryouttheProgrammeofAction,theSADCCSummitresolvedinJuly1981
thatthegovernmentsofmemberstateswereresponsibleforimplementingthatprogramme
(SADCC1981).27

Of significance to the discussion of this chapter, and the volume as awhole, is that
the SADCCCouncil ofMinisters allocatedMalawi the responsibility for co-ordinating a
regional approach to the development of fisheries and wildlife (SADCC 1981).Malawi
thereforehadtheopportunitytoinfluenceregionalpoliciesonwildlifeandshouldhavetaken
theleadinthedevelopmentofTFCAsintheregion.However,thatleadershipwastakenover
bySouthAfrica,whichwasnotevenamemberof theSADCC,becauseof the influence
thattheSouthAfrican-basedSANFhadonnatureconservation(seeChapter4).Moreover,
Malawi’snatureconservationpolicies focusedon the forestryandfisheriesandwerealso
inward-looking, as Iwill be showing shortly.The SADCC also had a disjointed ‘policy’



92SADC:aregionalcatalyst

on theprotectionof biodiversity as evidencedby the allocationof sector responsibilities.
Forexample,accordingto thedecisionof theSADCCCouncilofMinisters,Lesothowas
entrustedwiththeresponsibilityofco-ordinatingregionalactivitiesrelatedtoSoilandWater
ConservationandLandUtilisation(SWCLU),whileZimbabwewasresponsibleforregional
activitiesrelatedtofood,agricultureandnaturalresources(SADC1996a).
ItfollowsthatthestructureoftheSADCCfocusedonthepoliticalagendaofliberation,

asituationthatgaveroomfornon-stateactorstoattendtheSADCCSummits.Forexample,
members of theAfricanNational Congress (OliverTambo), the PanAfricanist Congress
(John Pokela) and a representative of SWAPO attended the fifth SADCC Summit in
GaboroneinJuly1984(SADCC1984).Thiswasnotaonce-offattendance,asmembersof
the liberationmovementscontinued toattend theSADCCSummits from1984onwards.28

Clearly,theparticipationoftheliberationmovementsinSADCCSummitswasimportantfor
developingacommonpoliticalpositiontowardsSouthAfricaanditsregionaldestabilisation
policy.Unsurprisingly,SADCCallowedmembersoftheliberationmovementstoattendits
Summitsaftertheorganisationhadraisedtheconcernin1983thatSouthAfricahadstepped
upitsaggressivepolicyagainstmemberstates(SADCC1983).TheattemptsbytheSADCC
memberstatestodevelopacommonpolicytowardsapartheidSouthAfricawerefrustrated
by therelianceof thosememberstatesonSouthAfrica’s infrastructurefor trade; the lack
ofintra-tradeamongthememberstates;andthemultiplememberships29thatthemembers
had.Admittedly,externalpressurealsoweakenedthedevelopmentofSADCCasaunified
regionalbloc.Forexample,theUSCongresspassedthelegislationtoassistSADCCin1987,
butexcludedAngolaandMozambiquefromsuchprogrammes.

TransformingSADCCintoaregionalcommunity

TheneedtoformaliseSADCCwassuggestedattheSADCCSummitinHarareinAugust
1989.AtthatSummit,Councilmemberswereinstructedto‘formaliseSADCC,andgiveitan
appropriatelegalstatus,takingintoaccounttheneedtoreplacetheSADCCMemorandumof
UnderstandingwithanAgreement,CharterorTreatytobepreparedinreadinessforsignature
forthe1990Summit’30(SADCC1989,2).ThereisastrongviewthattheendoftheColdWar
in1989accountsfortherestructuringoftheSADCC.Notingthattheregionwasundergoing
fundamentaleconomic,politicalandsocialchanges,theSADCCSummitdirectedCouncil
in1991to‘undertakethenecessaryworktoidentifyoptionsandstrategiesforregionalco-
operation in a post-apartheid era’ (SADCC 1991, 3). Subsequently, the SADCCSummit
approvedtheformalisationofSADCCinAugust1992, leadingtotheformationofanew
organisation,theSouthernAfricanDevelopmentCommunity(SADC).AccordingtoArticle5
oftheTreatyoftheSouthernAfricanDevelopmentCommunity,SADChadeightobjectives
ofwhichfourweretohaveadirectbearingontransfrontierconservation.Thesearetoachieve
developmentandeconomicgrowth,alleviatepoverty,enhance thestandardandqualityof
lifeofthepeopleofsouthernAfricaandsupportthesociallydisadvantagedthroughregional
integration;promoteanddefendpeaceandsecurity;achievesustainableutilisationofnatural
resources and effective protection of the environment; and to strengthen and consolidate
thelongstandinghistorical,socialandculturalaffinitiesandlinksamongthepeopleofthe
Region(SADC1992).31Inaddition,memberstatesofSADCagreedtoco-operateinareas
of, among other things, natural resources and the environment.32ThoughSADCmember
states recognised theneed forco-operation, themanner inwhich thatco-operationwould
be implemented in themanagement of natural resourceswas vague, as evidenced by the
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absenceoftherelevantprotocolsatthetime(i.e.1992).TheDeclarationandTreatyofthe
SouthernAfricanDevelopmentCommunity suggested that ‘policymeasures [were to] be
taken,andmechanismsinstitutedtoprotecttheenvironment,andmanagenaturalresource
utilisationwithaviewtoachievingoptimumsustainablebenefitsforthepresentandfuture
generationsofSouthernAfrica’(SADC1992,6–7).
ThetransformationofSADCCintoSADCwasaccompaniedbyshiftsinenvironmental

policies.The SADC policy and strategy for sustainable development thatwas developed
in 1993–1995 was an attempt to move ‘away from the past approach of managing the
environment infragmented,sector-orientedmanner’(SADC1996a,6).Theimplicationof
the transformationwas also that ‘projects’were to be realigned to the imperatives of the
newlyformedregionalcommunity.AyearaftertheformationofSADC(i.e.1993)theSADC
Summitplacedamoratoriumonnewprojects(SADC1993),andin199433theprimaryfocus
oftheSADCorganswasthebuildingofSADCasacommunity.Inpracticethismeantthat
theSADCProgrammewasstreamlinedto‘ensurethatonlyprojectswitharegionalimpact
andthatcanbeviableandself-sustainingremainintheprogramme’(SADC1994,4).Inits
effortstogiveclaritytothespatiallimitsofSADC,theSADCSummitdecidedonsplitting
thePreferentialTradeArea(PTA)intotheSouthern(SADC)andNorthernRegions(Non-
SADC)in1994.Effectively,thedecisionwasmeanttoseparateSADCfromCOMESA,with
far-reachingimplicationsontheimplementationofprotocols.Thatistosaythatprotocols,
aslegalinstruments,determinedthewaysinwhichthememberstatesofSADCwouldco-
operateasmembersofadistinctregionalcommunity.
IncontrasttothepopulistviewthatTFCAswouldencourageco-operationamongSADC

members,theSADCProtocolonSharedWatercourseSystemsthatwassignedon28August
1995,34wasthefirstprotocoltoputsuchco-operationintopracticeintheregion.TheGeneral
PrinciplesofthatProtocolasperArticle2revealthatmemberstatesweremoreconcerned
withthemanagementandsharingofwaterresourcesthandesignatingareasofprotectionin
theformofTFCAs.ThisisnottosuggestthattheProtocoldidnotconsidertheprotectionof
sharedwaterresourcesasanissue.Rather,itistoarguethattheconcernwiththeprotection
ofwatercoursesystemswasnottiedtotheideaofTFCAs.35Forexample,Sub-Section12of
Article2oftheProtocolalludestothefactthat‘MemberStatesshallmaintainandprotect
sharedwatercoursesystemsandrelatedinstallations,facilitiesandotherworksinorderto
prevent pollution or environmental degradation’ (SADC 1995a, 6), but the objectives of
RiverBasinManagement Institutionsarenot toestablishTFCAs. Instead, theyaremeant
to: develop a monitoring policy for shared watercourse systems; promote the equitable
utilisationofsharedwatercoursesystems;formulatestrategiesforthedevelopmentofshared
watercoursesystems;andmonitortheexecutionofintegratedwaterresourcedevelopment
plansinsharedwatercoursesystems(SADC1995a).36TheobjectiveoftheProtocolasawhole
isto‘enhanceco-operationintheoptimalutilisationandconservationofsharedwatercourse
systemsintheSADCregion’(SADC1995b,52).Arguably,proponentsofTFCAsdidnot
promote the spirit of co-operation and themanagement of natural resources expressed in
thatProtocol,becausetheyweremoreinterestedinwildlifethanwaterresources.Inother
words,co-operationoversharedwaterresourceswasnotinstrumentaltowardsthecreationof
TFCAs,becausewaterresourcesneitherprovidedready-madebuildingblocksforprotected
areas37norweretheyrelevanttotheenvisagedtourismindustry.
The Sector that should have spearheaded the development of transfrontier parks in

the region,wasSoil andWaterConservationandLandUtilisation, renamedEnvironment
and Land Management Sector (ELMS), which later made a new environmental policy
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and strategy for SADC.According toMaro,38 ELMS emerged from attempts to develop
the SADC statement for the 1992 Rio Summit. The existing Sector on Soil andWater
Conservationwasconsideredtoospecificandinadequate,hencetherewasaneedtodesign
abroadconceptoftheenvironmentthatwouldberelevantforthewholeofSADC.Itwas
maintained that ‘thenewSADCpolicy[forenvironmentandresourcemanagement]must
bedevelopedandimplementedasanintegralpartofalargerSADCagendaandstrategyfor
equity-ledgrowthand sustainabledevelopment in andamong the countriesof theSADC
region’(SADC1996b,ix).ThenewpolicybroadenedthescopeoftheSWCLUtoprotectand
improvethehealth,environmentandlivelihoodsofthepeopleinsouthernAfrica;preserve
the natural heritage, biodiversity and life-supporting ecosystems in southernAfrica; and
supportregionaleconomicdevelopmentonanequitableandsustainablebasisforthebenefit
ofpresentandfuturegenerations(SADC1996a,b).ThechangefromSWCLUtoELMSwas
partofthecentralisationtendencythathadcometocharacterisetherestructuringofSADC.39

The process of centralisationwas promoted on the basis that therewas a duplication of
responsibilitiesandthatSectorsweretoodonor-dependent.40Inpractice,Lesothoremained
anominalhostofELMSwhereaspoliciesweredirectedfromtheSecretariatinGaborone,
Botswana. The same can be said about Malawi, which remained responsible for Inland
Fisheries,ForestryandWildlifeSector.
ItcouldbearguedthatdespitechangesinSADCenvironmentalpolicyandstrategy,the

governmentofMalawiwaslessenthusiasticaboutpromotingcross-borderprotectedareasas
partofSADCenvironmentalpolicy.AcloserinspectionofMalawirevealsthatitsnational
environmentalpoliciesandactionsweremorearesponsetotheRioEarthSummitandthe
JohannesburgWorld Summit on SustainableDevelopment. For example, the government
adopted the National Environmental Action Plan in 1994, which was supported by the
NationalEnvironmentalPolicyof1996.TheActionPlanwasdevelopedimmediatelyafter
theRioEarthSummit.Inaddition,thecoreofMalawi’sNationalStrategyforSustainable
Development is based on the nine thematic areas of the Johannesburg Plan of Action
(Malawi2004).
OfrelevancetothediscussioninthischapteristhethemeonProtectingandManaging

theNaturalResourceBaseofEconomicandSocialDevelopment.With88gazettedforest
reservescoveringsome28%ofthecountryandfishproviding60–70%ofthetotalanimal
proteininthecountry,itisunderstandablethatMalawi’snatureconservationpolicyfocused
on forestry and fisheries. In the lightof thediscussion inChapters2 and3, forestry and
fisheriesweremarginaltothepropositionsforpeaceparksinAfrica.Thepointhereisnot
thattransfrontierparkscannotbeestablishedonthebasisofforestryandfisheries,asindeed
there are transfrontier parks of that nature. InEastAfrica,Coulter andMubamba (1993)
proposedthatextendingfourexistingwildlifelandparksintothelaketoformunderwater
parks is one of the appropriate strategies for conservingLakeTanganyika. In their view,
the boundaries of the underwater park would be determined on an ecological basis to
encompass the entire local distribution of species.Despite the possibility of establishing
transfrontier parks for marine resources, EastAfrica, andMalawi in particular, was not
‘inthegameoftransfrontierparks’.41Equally,theopportunityofusingnationalparksand
wildlife topromotethecreationof transfrontierparksbetweenMalawianditsneighbours
wasnotrealised,mainlybecausetransfrontierparksdidnotfeatureinthatcountry’sNational
StrategyforSustainableDevelopment.Instead,Malawi’sgoalwithregardtonationalparks
andwildlifewastoincreaselawenforcementcapacityinprotectedareaswithadequateand
well-trained and equipped staff, increase community-basednatural resourcemanagement,
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improve knowledge of wildlife resources through appropriate wildlife research, control
human and wildlife conflicts, improve the institutional structure of the Department of
NationalParksandWildlife,initiatetrainingneedsforthesectorandtorewardstaffproperly
(Malawi2004).
It should be pointed out that SADC, through its Sectoral office inMalawi, opted to

establishandusetheBiodiversityFocalPoint(BFP),42whichactedasa‘clearinghousefor
projects, programmes and activities pertaining to biodiversity in SADC’ (Nyasulu 1997,
9).43The intentionwasneither tosubstitutevariousSADCsectorsnor to replace regional
bodiessuchastheIUCN.Rather,theaimwastousetheBFPtocollateinformationabout
conservationactivitiesandresearchresultsinordertoformulateaSADCpositiononaspects
of the Convention of Biological Diversity. These included facilitating the development
of a regional biodiversity strategy and action plan, and promoting the preparation of
comprehensive biodiversity maps and management plans for each member state. These
expectationswereunrealisticgiventhattheBFPhadonlytwostaffofaprofessionallevel,a
technicaladvisorandfinanceassistant(Nyasulu1997).
TheprocessofrationalisingSADC,whichwasrecommendedbytheMainReportonthe

Review andRationalisation of the SADCProgramme ofAction inApril 1997, sheds some
lightonregionaldynamicsandtheirimplicationforthedevelopmentofTFCAsintheregion.
TheReviewfocusedon the strategyand framework forbuilding theSADCcommunityand
onthepolicies,prioritiesandstrategiesofall16SADCSectors,theaimbeingtorecommend
amendmentstotheSADCportfolioofpoliciesandstrategies.ThemainfindingoftheReview
wasthat,althoughmemberstatesresponsibleforparticularsectorshavedevelopedasenseof
‘ownership’,thenumberofSectorsandSub-Sectorswasunsustainable,moresobecauseSectors
wereallocatedforpoliticalreasonsratherthanasaresultofthecomparativeadvantageofthe
member states responsible for theSector.Besides,Sectoral responsibilitieswere fragmented
andintermixedwithpolicyandinstitutionalissues(SADC1997).Underthesecircumstances
twooptionsweresuggestedfortherestructuringofSADC.Thefirstoptionwastorationalise
thestatusquobyredefiningtheSectorsandmergingfunctionsandtoallocateonesectorper
memberstate.TheReviewsuggested that thereshouldbe12Sectorscovering:agriculture;44

transport, communications and information technology; industry and trade, finance and
investment;humanresourcesdevelopment;energy,water,environment,healthandpopulation;
tourism;cultureandmining(SADC1997).Thesecondoptionwastocreateclustersthatwould
promote cross-sectoral economic integration. The Review invoked the seven areas of co-
operationidentifiedinArticle21(3)oftheSADCTreatytosuggestthefollowingsevenclusters:
foodsecurity,landandagriculture;infrastructureandservices;industry,trade,investmentand
finance; human resources development, science and technology; natural resources and the
environment; social welfare, information and culture; and politics, diplomacy, international
relations,peaceandsecurity(SADC1997).TheReviewrecommendedthesecondoptionon
thebasis thatclusteringareasofco-operationwould lead to thedevelopmentof region-wide
programmes and structures.The attempt to rationalise the SADCSectors created confusion
intheregion,mainlybecausethetraditionofworkingthroughSectorsisdeeplyentrenchedin
theregionwhile,atthesametime,donorswereincreasinglybecominginterestedinpromoting
regionalprogrammes thatdidnotnecessarily fit into theSectors.The implicationof the last
pointisthatdonorscouldlaunchtheirregionalprogrammesfromamemberstate,whichdidnot
havethetraditionalSectorresponsibilities.ThisisparticularlyrelevantforSouthAfrica,which
hasbeenviewedbyanalystsastheforcebehindTFCAs,yetthatcountry’sSectorresponsibilities
areFinanceandInvestmentandHealthratherthantheenvironment(Table5.3).
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Table 5.3   SADC sectoral responsibilities.

Member state Responsibilities

Angola Energy
Botswana Agricultural research, Livestock Production 
 and Animal Disease Control
DRC N/A
Lesotho Water, Environment and Land Management
Malawi Inland Fisheries, Forestry, Wildlife
Mauritius Tourism
Mozambique Culture, Information, Sport, Transport, 
 Communications and Technology
Namibia Marine Fisheries and Resources, Legal Affairs
Seychelles N/A
South Africa Finance and Investment, Health
Swaziland Human Resources Development
Tanzania Industry and Trade
Zambia Mining, Employment and Labour
Zimbabwe Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources, 
 Crop Production

Source: SADC 1999a

When the SADC Council of Ministers reaffirmed the position of the Government
ofMalawi as responsible for providing leadership in conservation and sustainable use of
biologicalresourcesintheSADCregioninSeptember1997,thePPFhadalreadymapped
outsevenTFCAsitesinSouthAfricaanditsneighbours.45Itshouldbenotedthat though
Malawiwas responsible forwildlife for theSADCregion, thePPFexcluded thatcountry
from its initial proposals forTFCAs in 1997.Thiswas the case despite the involvement
of SANF in nature conservation inMalawi.46The PPF focused on SouthAfrica and its
neighbours,mostprobablybecause itwanted tocapitaliseon theopportunities thatSouth
Africa offered following the demise of the apartheid state and the end of civil war in
Mozambique.SubsequenttotheidentificationofTFCAsinSouthAfricaanditsneighbours,
thePPFalsoshowedinterestindevelopingaTFCAinMalawi(PPF1998),andby1999,the
GEFLakeMalawi/NyasaBiodiversityConservationProjecthadbeenestablishedinMalawi
andMozambique.The point here is that the PPFwas instrumental in pushingTFCAs in
southernAfricathoughitoperatedoutsidetheformalstructuresofSADC.Inotherwords,
TFCAswerenotstartedbytheSADCSectors,buttherestructuringofthoseSectorsallowed
theprivatesectorandNGOstopushtheTFCA’sagendathroughcountries,suchasSouth
AfricaandMozambique,thathadnoSectorresponsibilitiesforwildlife.Thiswaspossible
sincetheSectorshadbeenunbundledandweakened.
Evidently, the launching of the GEF-funded SouthernAfrican Biodiversity Support

Programme(SABSP)inLilongweinSeptember2000contributedtotheregionalisationof
TFCAs, as the Programme adopted an ecosystems approach. For instance, it highlighted
thesignificanceofconserving the followingecosystems in southernAfrica: thearid-and
semi-aridecosystems(Karoo–Kalahari–Namibiaregion); thewholeof theMediterranean-
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type ecosystem (Cape Floristic kingdom); coastal, marine and freshwater ecosystems
(Zambezi, Okavango delta and Kafue wetlands); forest ecosystems (Guineo–Congolian
forests of Angola, the Usambara/Inhambane forests of Mozambique, the Afro-montane
forestsofAngola,Malawi,Mozambique,SouthAfrica,Swaziland,ZambiaandZimbabwe);
and mountain ecosystems such as the Huambo and Huila (Angola), the Chimanimani
(Mozambique andZimbabwe), theNyika (Malawi andZambia), theDrakensberg (South
AfricaandLesotho)andMountMulanje(Malawi)(SADC2002).Inlinewiththeideology
of TFCAs, SABSP promoted the view that ecosystems in southern Africa exist within
transboundaryareasandthereforerequiredregionalco-operation.
ItshouldbenotedthatSABSPisaregionalarmoftheBiodiversitySupportProgramme,

which is aUSAID-funded consortium ofWWF,TheNatureConservancy and theWorld
ResourceInstitute.SABSPisdescribedas

acapacitybuildingprogrammethathasthemaingoalofpromotingtheconservation
and sustainable use of biological diversity in southern Africa by strengthening
regional biodiversity planning, co-operation and information exchange … by
strengthening regional institutional structures and assisting in the establishment
of a sustainable financingmechanismof these.Thiswill lead into improvements
in both national and transboundary biodiversity and ecosystemmanagement and
conservation…’(SADC2002,13).

SABSPcapitalisedontheSADCProtocolonWildlifeConservationandLawEnforcement
thatwassignedbymemberstateson18August1999.TheProtocolrecognisedtheimportance
ofcreating the transfrontierconservationarea,defining it as ‘theareaorcomponentofa
largeecologicalregionthatstraddlestheboundariesoftwoormorecountries,encompassing
one or more protected areas, as well as multiple resource use areas’ (SADC 1999b, 4).
The objective of establishingTFCAs is clearly stated inArticle 4(f) of the Protocol, in
which the aim is ‘[to] promote the conservation of sharedwildlife resources through the
establishmentoftransfrontierconservationareas’(SADC1999b,6).Thisisalsoemphasised
inArticle7Sub-Section5a,whichstatesthat‘StatePartiesshall,asappropriate,establish
programmesandenterintoagreementstopromotetheco-operativemanagementofshared
wildliferesourcesandwildlifehabitatsacrossinternationalborders’(SADC1999b,12).The
ProtocolhassincebeenusedasthereasonformemberstatestosignMoUsandtreatiesfor
theestablishmentofTFCAs.
TheBSPcommissionedastudyonthedevelopmentoftransboundarynaturalresource

management(TBNRM)areasinsouthernAfrica,whichwaspublishedin1999(Griffinetal.,

1999).Ofsignificance toourdiscussion is that thestudy identified17potential terrestrial
TBNRMareas,namely,Iona/SkeletonCoast,Okavango/Caprivi/Chobe/Hwange,Kgalagadi,
Mana/Zambezi/Cahora Bassa, Kruger/Zinave/Banhine/Gonarezhou, Niassa/Selous,Ais/Ais
Richtersveld, Drakensberg/Maloti, Malolotja, Maputo/Mlawula, Ndumu/Tembe/Maputo,
Tuli Bloc, Chimanimani, Nyika/Nyika, Kasungu/Lukusuzi, Lengwe, andMwabvi (Griffin
etal.1999).ThesearethesameareasthatthePPFhadalreadyproposedorshowedinterest
in.Infact,theteamleaderofthestudy,JohnGriffin,acknowledgedthatthePPFsupported
thestudywithdatabases.ItcouldbedefensiblyarguedthattheTBNRMareasproposedby
Griffinetal.(1999)reaffirmedthepeaceparksmapofthePPF.Inthatway,thePPF,though
operatingoutsidetheformalstructuresofSADC,wasabletopromoteitspeaceparkssitesin
theregionthroughSABSP,whichhadtheblessingofSADCstructures.
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Effectively, the PPF operated throughDEAT andSANParks in SouthAfrica. It entered
intoatrilateralagreementwiththetwoinstitutionsin2002.Inthatagreement,DEAT’sroles
and responsibilities included: theproclamation anddesignationof areas formingpart of the
TFCAsinSouthAfrica;co-ordinationandfacilitationofco-operationbetweenthethreetiers
of government structures, parastatals and other agencies; management of Cabinet process;
formalisation and implementation of policies; and being the lead agent in negotiations and
entering into international agreements. For its part, SANParks’ roles included: participation
in conclusion of international agreements; management of co-governance arrangements;
and formalising empowerment deals and ensuring community participation. In addition
to fundraising forTFCAs, the PPF was, and still is, responsible for: the promotion of the
developmentofTFCAsonacommercialbasis;internationalmarketing;andfundingthesalaries
ofTFCAProjectCo-ordinators.ThetrilateralagreementempoweredDEATtoplayapivotalrole
intheformalisationofTFCAs.Unsurprisingly,theformerMinisterofDEAT,ValliMoosa,used
thedepartmentalplatformtochampionthedevelopmentofTFCAsinsouthernAfrica.
IreiteratethatthoughSADCstructures,particularlyitsSectoralOfficeinMalawi,and

SADCProtocolonWildlifeConservationandLawEnforcementrecognisedtheestablishment
ofTFCAsasstrategicfornatureconservationintheregion,SADCdidnotinitiateTFCAs
intheregion.Evidently,therehavebeendelaysinformallyadoptingexistingTFCAsasthe
SADCprogrammeofaction.At the timeofwriting(i.e.May2006) therewasaproposal
forestablishingtheSouthernAfricaSub-RegionalEnvironmentalActionPlan(SREAP)as
aregionalexpressionofNEPAD’sEnvironmentActionPlan.AswehavenotedinChapter
4,NEPADhasalreadyendorsedtheestablishmentofTFCAsaspartofitscontinent-wide
responsetochallengesposedbythethreatstobiodiversityandbythehighlevelofpoverty.
AstheDraftDocumentonSREAP(2006,34)states:

the purpose of implementing the action plan shall be to enhance the human,
institutional,organisationalandtechnicalcapacitiesofSADCsub-regionaleconomic
grouping and its partners for effective implementation ofNEPAD environmental
actionplanandimprovetheabilitytomainstreamenvironmentalconsiderationsinto
othereconomicdevelopmentstreamsofNEPAD.

Against this backdrop,TFCAs will be promoted as a continental rather than a regional
initiative.The implicationsof linkingTFCAswithNEPADare threefold.Firstly, regional
blocsandindividualAfricanstatesaremostlikelytoadoptTFCAsasawayofimplementing
NEPAD.IntheabsenceoftheNEPADframework,TFCAsareeasilyseenasaSouthAfrican
initiativethathasbeenpushedthroughSADC,becauseofSouthAfrica’sdominanteconomic
andpoliticalpositionintheSADCregionandthecontinentasawhole.LinkingNEPADwith
TFCAsremovesthe‘SouthAfricanfactor’fromtheTFCAs,therebypromotingTFCAsasa
continentalratherthanaSouthAfrica-driveninitiative.Thesecondimplicationisthatdonors
willbeabletopersuaderegionsandindividualcountriestoestablishTFCAsasaNEPAD
initiativeratherthanaforeignimpositionwiththeusualsuspectedconditionalities.Thirdly,
aspartofNEPAD,thefailureofTFCAstodeliveronthepromisesofprotectingbiodiversity
and socio-economicdevelopmentwouldbe laid squarelyonAfricangovernments, all the
morebecauseNEPADistoutedasahome-grownprogrammethatisownedanddirectedby
enlightenedAfricanleaders.
Thischapterhashighlightedtheregionalcontextsthathaveimpactedontheestablishment

ofTFCAsinAfrica.RegionalisminAfricaemergedasadifferentiatedprocess,whichsought
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to promote socio-economic development in a post-independence political environment.
As elsewhere, themain outcome of regionalism inAfricawas the formation of regional
blocs,which operated under different social, economic and political circumstances.With
regardtotheestablishmentofTFCAs,southernAfricastandsoutastheregionleadingthe
establishment ofTFCAs inAfrica, raising thequestionof thepart playedby regionalism
inthedevelopmentofTFCAsinthatregion.AsIhavesuggestedthroughout thischapter,
southernAfricaisnotnecessarilyuniqueintermsoftheecologicalandpoliticalreasonsfor
TFCAs.EcoregionsarefoundindifferentpartsofAfrica,andAfricangovernmentshaveco-
operatedovertransboundarynaturalresourcesinonewayoranother.Politically,theideology
of pan-Africanism and the concerns with the divisive colonially inscribed boundaries
permeatedtheentirecontinent.AlltheseconditionshavebeenusedtopromoteTFCAs,yet
southernAfrica is theonly region inwhichstatesarepreoccupiedwith theestablishment
ofTFCAs.Thisisso,mainlybecausesouthernAfricanstatesembracetwodifferentforms
of co-operation, one non-spatial, the other ‘space-producing’.The first one refers to co-
operationonissuessuchastradethatdonotproducefixedspatialentities.Thesecondone,
space-producing, refers to,or evendemands, the establishmentof ageographic areaover
whichcontrolisexercisedasinthecaseofTFCAs.ThePPFexploitedSADCenvironment
and structures to promote the establishment of TFCAs in the southern African region.

Endnotes

1 Unificationthroughregionalismwasnottheonlyoptionavailableinearlypost-independenceAfrica.

Forexample,KwameNkrumahofGhanapromotedtheviewthatAfricanunityshouldbeachieved

throughtheformationoftheUnitedStatesofAfricaratherthanregionalism.
2 TheConvention is underpinned by theGoverningCouncil decision 14/26 of theUnitedNations

EnvironmentProgramme.‘TheprincipalobjectivesoftheConvention…aretheconservationand

sustainableuseofbiologicaldiversity,andthefairandequitablesharingofbenefitsarisingfromits

utilisation’(SecretariatoftheConventiononBiologicalDiversity2001,xvii).
3 Notably,theConferencefortheAdoptionoftheAgreedTextoftheConventiononBiologicalDiversitywas

heldinNairobi(Kenya)on22May1992(SecretariatoftheConventiononBiologicalDiversity2001).
4 TheUNEP(2002)considersthenorthernAfricasub-regionasmadeupofAlgeria,Egypt,Libyan

ArabJamahiriya,Morocco,theSudanandTunisia.
5 www.iucn.org/themes/wcpa/region(accessed08/3/2006).
6 IntheworkoftheIUCN,NorthAfricaandtheMiddleEastaretreatedasoneregion.
7 Rankedbyextinctionriskscore.
8 Discussioninterview,5/4/2006,DaresSalaam.
9 IamthankfultoChristineNoeforbringingthistomyattention.
10Thedeclarationofan intent toformtheFederationwassignedbyJomoKenyata(Kenya),Julius

Nyerere(Tanzania)andMiltonObote(Uganda)inNairobion5June1963(Nkonoki1983).
11ThememberstatesofIGADDareDjibouti,Eritrea,Ethiopia,Kenya,Somalia,SudanandUganda.
12The IGADDHeadsofState andGovernment endorsed thedecision to expand IGADD’s areaof

operationon18April1995(www.igadregion.org).
13Theothertwopriorityareaswere:(i)conflictprevention,managementandresolutionandhumanitarian

affairs;and(ii)infrastructuredevelopment.
14The EAC was revived in the 1990s and the Treaty for the Establishment of the East African

Communitywassignedon30November1999inArusha,Tanzania.

www.igadregion.org
www.iucn.org/themes/wcpa/region
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15These are: banning all authorised cutting of native montane; maintaining the wildlife corridor;
monitoring the discharge of themajor rivers and streams; expandingKilimanjaroNational Park
toincludeallofthemontaneforest;developinganintegratedconservationplanthatshoulddefine
prioritylandusesandactivitiesforMountKilimanjaro;developingextensiveafforestationactivities;
designinglong-termresearchprojectsthataddressresourceproblems;andplantingseveralcorridors
ofnativevegetation(Newmark1991).

16TheIUCNgenerallysupportsthedevelopmentofTFCAs.
17ThetimeframeforthestudywasDecember2001.
18AccordingtoBaldusetal.(2003)thereserverepresentsmorethan5%ofTanzaniaandisthelargest
uninhabitedprotectedareainAfrica.

19 ItwasformedasacoalitionoftheAfricanWildlifeFoundation,FaunaandFloraInternationaland
WWF(Raineretal.2003).

20MinistersProtaisMitarioftheMinistryofCommerce,Industries,InvestmentsPromotion,Tourism
and Co-operatives (Rwanda) and Jovino Akaki Nyumu of the Ministry of Tourism, Trade and
Industry (Uganda).TheDRCwas theonly country representedby theMinistryofEnvironment,
NatureConservation,WaterandForests,underMinisterAnselmeEnerunga.

21Benin, Burkina Faso, Cape Verde, Côte d’Ivoire, The Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea Bissau,
Liberia,Mali,Mauritania,Niger,Nigeria,Senegal,SierraLeoneandTogo.

22www.wrcu.ecowas.int(accessed10/3/2006).
23ReachedattheSpecialEventMeetingoftheSahelandWestAfricanClubthatwasheldinAccraon
20–21May2002.

24 Infact,statesintheregionweredividedalongthecapitalistWestandthecommunistEastcamps.
25Angola,Botswana,Lesotho,Malawi,Mozambique,Swaziland,Tanzania,ZambiaandZimbabwe.
26KnownastheLusakaProgrammeofAction.
27MemberstatessignedaMemorandumofUnderstandingthatcodifiedallSADCCdecisionsrelating
totheinstitutionalarrangements.

28 Inthefollowingyear(i.e.1985)theANC(OliverTambo),PAC(JohnsonMlambo)andSWAPO
(SamNujoma)attendedtheSummitinArusha.

29Forexample,Botswana,LesothoandSwazilandweremembersof theSouthernAfricanCustoms
Union,whichwasledbySouthAfrica,whilethesecountriesalsobelongedtoSADCC.

30Thisdeadlinewasnotmet.
31The remaining four objectives were to, evolve common political values, systems and institutions;
promoteself-sustainingdevelopmentonthebasisofcollectiveself-reliance,andtheinterdependenceof
memberstates;complementaritybetweennationalandregionalstrategiesandprogrammes;andpromote
andmaximiseproductiveemploymentandutilisationofresourcesoftheregion(SADC1992).

32AccordingtoChapterSeven,Article21.
33TheyearinwhichSouthAfricawaswelcomedasthe11thMemberofSADC.
34LesothowasthefirstSADCmemberstatetoratifytheprotocolon30July1996.
35ThetermTFCAwasnotevenusedintheProtocol.Theconcerniswiththedrainagebasin,which
theProtocoldefinesas‘ageographicalareadeterminedbythewatershedlimitsofasystemofwaters
includingundergroundwatersflowingintoacommonterminus’(SADC1995a,2).

36The functions of the River BasinManagement Institutions with regard to the protection of the
environment are to: promotemeasures for the protection of the environment and the prevention
of all forms of environmental degradation arising from the utilisation of the resources of shared
watercoursesystems;assistintheestablishmentofalistofsubstanceswhoseintroductionintothe
watersofasharedwatercoursesystemistobebannedorcontrolled;promoteenvironmentalimpact
assessmentsofdevelopmentprojectswithinthesharedwatercoursesystems;andmonitortheeffects
ontheenvironmentandonwaterqualityarisingfromnavigationalactivities(SADC1995a).

www.wrcu.ecowas.int
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37Thereisaweaklinkbetweentheprotectionofwaterresourcesandtheideaofanationalpark.
38Discussioninterview,5/4/2006,DaresSalaam.
39PersonalcommunicationwithMulesoKharika,8/3/2006,Pretoria.
40DiscussioninterviewwithProfessorPaulMaro,5/4/2006,DaresSalaam.
41PersonalcommunicationwithMulesoKharika,8/3/2006.
42Theideaofafocalpointcameasaresultoftheneedforco-ordinationamongsectorsdealingwith

biodiversity.
43SADC Ministers of Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources approved the functions of the

BiodiversityFocalPointinMauritiusinJune1997(SADC1997).
44 Includinginlandandmarinefisheries,forestry,agriculturalresearch,livestockproductionandland

management.
45Botswana,Lesotho,Namibia,SwazilandandZimbabwe.
46SANFcarriedoutwildlifesurveysinMalawiandalsocontributedtothedevelopmentandmanagement

structuresofnationalparksinthatcountry.
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Chapter6

Silencingcommunitystruggles

SouthernAfrica as a region on which the experiment ofTFCAs has been carried out is
characterised by a long history of protests over loss of ownership and access to natural
resources,especiallyland(Mbeki1984;Ranger1999).Suchprotestswerevisibleatdifferent
historicalmoments.Clearly,thestrugglesforlandrightswerewagedagainstcolonists1and
havecontinued indifferent forms into thepost-independenceera.2Protectedareas suchas
nationalparkshavenotbeenimmunetothosestruggles,hencetheyhavebeen,andcontinue
tobe,zonesofconflictbetweenstateagentsandlocalresidents(Kepeetal.2005).Despite
the history of community struggles for natural resource rights in southern Africa, there
hasnotbeenanyvisibleprotest against theestablishmentofTFCAs in the region.This is
surprisingbecauseTFCAs involvesomeof thenationalparks thathavebeencontestedby
localcommunitiesandsomeofthemalsodirectlyaffectthesurroundingcommunities.Their
disenfranchisingtendency,toborrowfromDzingirai(2004),doesnotseemtoarouseprotests
among the disenfranchised.This begs the question ofwhy communities living inside and
aroundareasdesignatedforTFCAshavenotprotestedagainstthecreationofthoseTFCAs.
Thepurposeof this chapter is to account for the lackof communityprotests against

theTFCAs.Itseekstoofferatheoreticalexplanationthatisgroundedonexperiencesand
practicesinTFCAsites.Theoretically,thechapterexplainsthelackofcommunityprotests
bydrawingoninsightsfromawell-establishedbodyofworkonscaleanalysis,theaimbeing
tolocatethecommunitywithintheconstructionofthescaleatwhichTFCAsareestablished.
In other words, we need to observe processes that underscore the creation ofTFCAs at
theappropriate levelsoas tounderstandhowthoseprocessesopenorclose thespacesof
engagementbycommunities.
Thechapter refers toconstructionsofscales tomake three relatedarguments.Firstly,

it argues that TFCAs manifest particular constructions of scales that disengage local
communities,hencethosecommunitiesareunabletocontestorshapeTFCAs.Thatistosay
thatthelocalcommunitiesaremarginaltotheprocessesthatproduceTFCAs.Secondly,it
argues thatTFCAs involve thedouble rearticulationofpolitical scales.Whereas theneed
for the joint protection andmanagement of biodiversity and fund raising forces the state
toscaleupitsregulatoryfunctionstoaregionalentity,thelocaldemandsandstrugglesfor
natural resourcesresult in thescalingdownof thefunctionsof thestate. Individualstates
remainresponsible to theircitizens in termsof theirconstitutions.Apartfromsigningthe
necessarylegislativedocuments,statesplayacrucialroleinrealigningtheirpoliciestothe
ideals ofTFCAs.The third argument is that at the sub-national level, community-based
naturalresourcesmanagementprojectsmediateconflictovernaturalresourceswhile,atthe
same time,ensuring thatcommunal landfunctionsascorridors forTFCAs.By theirvery
nature,TFCAsrequiretheparticipationofstatesandotherlandholdersandresourceusers.
Somecommentsontheconstructionsofscalearehelpfulincontextualisingthearguments
Imakeinthischapter.
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Constructionsofscale:implicationsforenvironmentalissues

There seems to be consensus on the view that scale is not ontologically pre-given but is
sociallyconstructed(Brenner2001;MarstonandSmith2001).Nevertheless,thedebateon
howdifferent actorsproduce scales and the implicationsof the arrangementof scaleson
differentprocessesis inconclusive.Basically, thereisnoagreementamongscholarsabout
howscalescanbestbearrangedtounderstandtheimportantrolesthatthey(i.e.scales)play
in different processes (Beauregard 1995;Thrift 1999; North 2005).The disagreement is
indicativeofdifferentviewsonhowscalesareproducedandworkindifferentsettings.Of
significancetoourdiscussionishowquestionsofscaleshavebeenrelatedtoenvironmental
matters. Brown and Purcell (2005), McCarthy (2005) and Sayre (2005) lament that the
insightsgainedfromthedebateonscalehavenotbeensuccessfullyintegratedintopolitical
ecology.Sayre (2005) isworried that therehasnotbeencomparisonof issuesof scale in
ecologyandgeography,andsuggests thateachdisciplinerequires insightsfromtheother.
The possibilities of integrating scalar debates between ecology and human geography lie
inthefactthatgeography’sepistemologicalinsightintotheproductionandsignificanceof
scalecouldbeappliedtoecology,whileecologistscanhelpresolve‘thescalequestion’in
criticalhumangeography(Sayre2005).Inemphasisingtheimportanceofscaleinecology,
Sayre(2005,277)referredtoLee’sviewthat,‘whenhumanresponsibilitydoesnotmatchthe
spatial,temporal,orfunctionalscaleofnaturalphenomena,unsustainableuseofresourcesis
likely,anditwillpersistuntilthemismatchofscalesiscured’.
BrownandPurcell(2005)areoftheviewthatresearchinpoliticalecologywouldbenefit

frommoreexplicitandcarefulattentiontothequestionofscaleandscalarpolitics.Proceeding
fromthefamiliarviewthatscaleissociallyproducedthroughcontingentpoliticalstruggles,
they sought to relatediscussions about scalewith ideasof local communityparticipation
andbenefits sharing.They are particularly concerned that there is a strongbelief among
politicalecologiststhatlocalscalearrangementsareinherentlymorelikelytohaveadesired
effectonlocalcommunitiesthanactivitiesorganisedatotherscales.3Inotherwords,political
ecologists suffer from a ‘scalar trap’, which privileges the local scale. In rereading the
BrazilianAmazonthroughthelensofscales,BrownandPurcell(2005)arguedthatscalar
arrangementswere fixed, unfixed and refixed in a process of continual political struggle
in order to achieve specific agendas. In their view, the local producers in the Brazilian
Amazonwereabletojumpfromthelocaltotheinternationalscalebyformingallianceswith
internationalcapitalinterests(e.g.theWorldBank)andinternationalNGOssuchasWWF.
Thisjumpingofscale,whichtheytermglocalisation,hasledtotheconstructionofanew
scalethatismorebeneficialtothelocalproducersthanthelocalscale.
McCarthy (2005, 734) also supports the relevance of glocalisation in understanding

the politics of scale, arguing that ‘environmentalists have vigorously and successfully
promulgatedbothpositive andnormative claims about the scales atwhich environmental
problemsshouldbeconceptualisedandenvironmentalgovernanceshouldoccur’.McCarthy
makes two important observations that are relevant to the discussion in this chapter.The
first observation is that the current theorisations of scale in radical geography have paid
littleattentiontoenvironmentalNGOsandmovementsasimportantactorsinscalarpolitics.
This observation challenges the tendency to regard the state as having the central and
uniqueroleintheconstructionofscales.Thesecondobservationisthatindigenousgroups
and international environmental NGOs have developed scale-jumping strategic alliances
to constructnewspacesof engagements. In supportof this,McCarthy (2005) referred to
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theMethanexcase inCalifornia,4 inwhichenvironmentalNGOsmade submission to the
tribunal,amovewhichresultedintherestructuringofthescopeandnumberofparticipants
inthatcase.UnderNAFTA,theCanadian-basedMethanexCorporationcaninitiatedisputes
againstforeignstatesdirectlywithouttheapprovaloftheCanadiangovernment,asituation
thatcoulddisableCanada’sparticipationintheresolutionofthedispute.McCarthy’spointis
thatagreementswiththecapacitytosupersededomesticregulationsareaclearinstanceof
therescalingbycapitaltoescapedomesticconstraints.IntheMethanexcase,environmental
NGOsdisruptedthatrescalingprocesstoallowvoicesthatwouldotherwisenotbeheard.
The examples of the BrazilianAmazon andMethanex referred to above suggest that

localresidentsparticipateintheconstructionofscalesbyformingallianceswithinternational
environmental NGOs. These examples are correct as far they go, but leave out another
important roleplayedby international environmentalNGOs,which is tomarginalise local
residents. Chapin (2004) has accused the three main international environmental NGOs,
namely,ConservationInternational,TheNatureConservancyandWWF,ofignoringthevery
indigenouspeoplewhoselandtheyclaimtoprotectandconserve.BrownandPurcell’s(2005)
andMcCarthy’s(2005)workseemstosuggestthatlocalresidentsasserttheirpowerthrough
glocalisationasiftheirengagementsatotherscalesarenotbeneficial.Localresidentscould
equallyengagewithnationalandsub-nationalstructuresofpowerintheirattemptstoextract
thesamegainsthataccruethroughglocalisation.AsIwillbeshowingbelow,TFCAscreatean
environmentinwhichlocalresidentsareexposedtoforcesoperatingatandthroughvarious
scales,leadingtoaformofglocalisationthatweakenstheresidents’position.

TFCAsasascaleofmarginality

Incontrast to thehierarchicalorderingofscales,whichbeginsmainly fromthe local, the
startingpointforTFCAsisthesupranationalscale.Irefertothisscaleinthischapterasa
regionalscale.TheregionalscaleforTFCAsisembeddedintheideaofcrossinginternational
boundaries,andissupportedbythemetaphorofpeaceparksbetweenandamongnations.
That is to say that the actors involved in the constructions of the scale forTFCAs share
commonscalarinterests,thoughthesearepursuedfromdifferentangles(seeChapters2,3
and4).Iarguethatlocalresidentshavehadlittleornocontributiontotheconstructionof
theregionalscaleforTFCAs.

Thedoublerearticulationofpoliticalscales

Agrowingbodyofworkhasbeencriticalofastate-centricapproachthatprivilegesthestate
asthemainplayerintheconstructionofscale(McCarthy2005).InthecaseofTFCAs,thestate
playsacriticalroleinconnectingbothregionalandglobalactors,andlocalresidentstothegoal
oftransfrontierconservation.Nevertheless,thewaysinwhichtheseactorsareconnectedare
characterisedbyimbalances.Bothweakandstrongstatesagreetotheneedforthejointprotection
andmanagementofbiodiversityinordertoraisefundsandtodevelopappropriatestructures
ofmanagement andcontrol. In this sense the state scalesup its regulatory functions to a
regionalentity. InsouthernAfrica, theprocessofscalingupthefunctionsof thestateare
facilitatedintwomainways,thefirstbeingthatdonorsareincreasinglyfavouringregional
ratherthannationaldevelopmentprojects,asisthecasewithfundingfromthePPF,5GEF
andUSAID.6 SouthernAfrican states organise themselves under the banner of SADC in
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order to access those funds (see Sidaway 2002).The involvement of SADC leads to the
secondrouteinthescalingprocess,namely,thedevelopmentofprotocolsthatbindstatesto
acommonvisionwhile,atthesametime,committinggovernmentstodevelopingnational
policiesthatarticulateregionalgoalsandideals.Ofsignificancetoourdiscussionhereare
theProtocols onWildlifeProtection andonTourism,whichpromoteTFCAs.By signing
theseprotocols,thegovernmentsofsouthernAfricanstatesagreethattheirnationalpolicies
shouldberedesignedinlinewithregionalinterestsandgoals.Thisispreciselythepointat
whichthereiscompetitionbetweennationalandregionalinterests.WithregardtoTFCAs,
governments have tended to support regional interests at the expense of their citizens,
particularlythoselivinginsideoradjacenttoareasdesignatedforTFCAs.Mozambiqueand
Zimbabweprovideagoodexampleofhowthishappens.

TheGreatLimpopoandlocalcommunitiesinMozambique

TheofficialprocessofcreatingtheGLTPthattookplacebetween1990and2002occurred
at the national and supranational levels, with funding from GEF, GTZ, governments and
theprivate sector.ForMozambique toparticipate fully in that transfrontierpark, it had to
elevate the status of theCoutada 16 from a hunting ground to a national park, a process
thatculminated in thecreationofParqueNacionaldoLimpopo(hereaftercalledLimpopo
NationalPark)in2001.ItcouldbearguedthatLimpopoNationalParkwaspartandparcel
of the conditionality7 imposed onMozambique and, as in such conditionalities, the state
tendstoignorelocalinterestsinfavourofinternationalones.8TheWorldBank,throughits
GlobalEnvironmentalFacility,identifiedCoutada16asoneoftheareasthat,‘whencoupled
withtherapidlygrowingpotentialfortourismintheregion,representsuniqueopportunities
to combinebiodiversity conservationand sustainabledevelopment’ (WorldBank1996,3).
Leaving local interests aside for the moment, theMozambican government embarked on
legislativeandinstitutionalchangesthat,fromthemid-1990sonwards,weresupportiveofthe
creationofTFCAs,includingtheGLTP.Forexample,thegovernmentintroducedtheNational
EnvironmentalManagementProgrammein1995andsubsequentlycreatedtheMinistryfor
Co-ordination of Environmental Affairs. Conceptually, these changes were introduced to
realigntheactivitiesandfunctionsoftheMozambicangovernmenttoglobalprotocolssuch
astheCBD,whichthatgovernmenthadsignedin1995.Againstthisbackdrop,thecreatorsof
theGLTPpredominantlyoperatedat,andbetween,thenational,regionalandglobalscales.
Globalbodies,suchastheIUCN,thatparticipatedinthecreationoftheGLTPfailedto

assistlocalresidentstojumpthescale.Thatistosaythatthenormalprocessofglocalisation
was interrupted.A number of reasons can be advanced to explain this. For example, the
RegionalOfficeoftheIUCN(IUCN-ROSA)basedinZimbabwewasambiguoustowardsthe
creationofTFCAs9intheregionandwaspreoccupiedwithCBNRMprojectswhentheideaof
theTFCAwasbeingnurtured.IthasbeensuggestedthatthepromotersofTFCAsattempted
to change the focus of the IUCN-ROSA from community-based projects inMozambique
tothatofTFCAs,therebycreatingconfusionoverthepurposesofCBNRMprojectsinthat
country.10 Similarly, other NGOs that participated in nature conservation projects in the
GLTPsiteinthatcountry,throughtheticketofcommunityempowermentanddevelopment,
werealsoentangledintheGLTP,which,asIwillshow,wasmarginalisingthecommunity.
ConfusionovertherolesthattheCBNRMprojectsweretoplayinthecreationoftheGLTP
wasreflectedamongthedonors.Forexample,thePPF,IUCN,USAID,GEFandtheGerman
DevelopmentBankfunded thecreationof theLimpopoNationalPark,butboth theWorld
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Bank andGermanDevelopment Bankwere later reluctant to continue funding that park,
becauseofwaysinwhichtheaffectedcommunitiesinMozambiquehadbeenmarginalised
fromtheGLTPprocess.In2004, theWorldBankcommentedthat,‘despitetheirefforts to
resolvethefateofthecommunitieslivinginCoutada16,andtheassurancesgivenby[the
GovernmentofMozambique]thattheissuewouldbeadequatelyresolvedpriortoanyaction,
in2001,the[LimpopoNationalPark]wasgazettedasanationalparkandsomeanimalswere
allowedtoentertheparkarea.Thiscreatedalotofmediaattentionandcontroversyaroundthe
project’(citedinSpenceleyforthcoming,168).ThisbegsthequestionofhowtheWorldBank
fundedtheGLTPwithoutfullknowledgeoftheimpactthattheGLTPinitiativewouldhaveon
localpopulations.Arguably,theWorldBankwasawarethattherewerepeoplelivinginsidethe
TFCAthatwaslatertobecometheGLTP.ItsgrantofUS$5milliontowardsthepilotproject
inTFCAsinMozambiquewasmeantto‘contributetopovertyreductionbyassistinglocal
communitiesinsideandaroundtheconservationareas’(WorldBank1996,n.p.).
ItfollowsthatlocalresidentsinMozambiquewereleftbehindintheprocessofcreating

theGLTP.Initssurveyofthecommunity’sknowledgeandawarenessoftheGLTPin2002,the
UniversityoftheWitwatersrand’sRefugeeResearchProgrammeconcludedthatcommunities
inMozambiquehadlittleornoknowledgeoftheGLTP(WitsRefugeeResearchProgramme
2002).Despitethesefindings,thepro-GLTPconsultants,Suni/CREATE,promotedtheview
that residents knew that their areaswerewithin the boundaries of theLimpopoNational
Park–aparkwhichformspartoftheGLTP.Thereisageneralconsensusamonganalysts
oftheGLTPthatcommunitieswereleftoutsidetheprocessofcreatingtheGLTPforalong
timedespitepublicpronouncementsontheGLTPasapro-communityinitiative.Ithasbeen
suggested that some high-ranking government officials opposed the idea of community
participationintheGLTPintheboardrooms,butdeliveredpro-communityspeechesonthe
publicplatforms,asamarketingexcise.11Inaddition,therehasnotbeenacommonapproach
towardslocalcommunitiesaffectedbythecreationoftheGLTP.Thisisevidenceofthelack
ofsupportforlocalcommunitiesatnationalandregionallevels.
In practice, the Mozambican government has to carry the burden of addressing the

consequences of communitymarginalisation in the LimpopoNational Park.This involves
resettlingapproximately6500peoplefromtheLimpopoNationalPark.Accordingtothefirst
manager of LimpopoNational Park, GilbertoVincente,12 the position of theMozambican
governmentisthatpeoplewillberesettledoutsidetheParkonavoluntarybasis,possiblytoan
areasouthofMassingirDam,butwithintheGazaDistrict(Figure6.1).Hecommentedthat:

therewillbenoforcedremovals,àlatheapartheidgovernment’seffortsintheearly
daysofKruger[NationalPark]…Thistimeweneedtogetitright…Ifwedon’t,
they [people tobe removed]will return inno timeat all and try to reclaim their
land…Onapositivenote,however,mostvillagersareinagreementwithourplans
andtheonlyremaininghurdleisfindingalternativelandwhichisacceptabletoall
parties(Vincente,citedinEdwart-Smith2005,27).

Apparently, the reason for relocating peopleen masse to the sameplace is to keep them
under the control of their traditional leaders.There is fear among traditional leaders that
resettlement could split their subjects, thereby diminishing their power base.Traditional
andelectedleadersintheareaaredividedontheissueofresettlement.Arguably,thepro-
governmentelected leaders in theareaare likely to toe thegovernment lineandpromote
resettlementasthesolutiontotheproblemofparksversuspeople.13
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Figure 6.1   The GLTP and environs.
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The need to relocate people is presented by officials and environmentalists as an
accidentaloutcomeof theprocessofcreating theGLTP.Vincente reasoned thatwhen the
ideaoftheGLTPwasconceived,itwasanticipatedthattheexistingnationalparkswouldbe
joinedtogether.However,itwasdifficulttocreatecorridorsbetweennationalparksthatwere
farapartandthathavehumansettlementsbetweenthem,aswasthecasebetweennational
parks inSouthAfrica andMozambique.Consequently,Coutada16wasupgraded froma
huntingconcessiontoIUCNCategoryIInationalpark.Inthelightofthediscussionabove,
the ‘accidental discovery’ of people in the park is a fallacy, because all the geographical
designs for theGLTP incorporated the areas that had been occupied by people.But, the
creatorsoftheGLTPweresilentaboutthefateofpeoplelivinginsidetheGLTPinorderto
avoidscaringoffdonors.Thesilencewasalsomeanttoweakenanypossibleresistancefrom
thelocalcommunitiesandinternationalpressuregroupsatacrucialtimewhencreatingthe
GLTPwasprovingtobeadifficultundertakingattheintergovernmentallevel.
AnumberofresettlementoptionshavebeensuggestedforcommunitiesontheMozambican

sideof theGLTP.Theseincludeprovidingalternativeservicedsitesonwhichpeoplewould
beresettled,fencingpeopleintoenclavesintheparkorallowingpeopleandwildlifetolive
togetherinthepark.TheMozambicangovernmentendorsedtheresettlementoptionin2004,
providingincentivesthatwouldmaketheoptionappearvoluntary.Ferreira(forthcoming)has
indicatedthattheGermanDevelopmentBank(KfW)willcontribute6millionEurostowards
resettlement,andthatadraftproposalfortheresettlementofseveralsmallagriculturalvillages
wasonthetablefordiscussioninmid-2005.Donorswhowerebecomingreluctanttofundthe
GLTP,becauseofthecontroversysurroundingresettlement,seemtohavefoundanotheravenue
for participating in the GLTP through community-based projects. Arguably, the financial
assistance from the German Development Bank towards resettlement is meant to present
theBank as pro-community,while ensuring that theGLTPdevelops as planned. Similarly,
the Swiss-based NGO, Helvetas, and USAID have jointly funded the Covane Community
Lodge,whichwasopenedinMay2004.Itisassumedthatcommunitieswillusethelodgeto
benefitfromecotourism.Projectsofthisnaturediverttheattentionofthepublicandthelocal
communitiesawayfromtheissueofresettlementtothatofcommunitydevelopment,thereby
ensuringthatthedesignandambitionsoftheGLTPremainintact.

TheGreatLimpopoandlocalcommunitiesinZimbabwe

Drawing from his research on the Sengwe community in Zimbabwe, Dzingirai (2004)
concludedthatTFCAs,suchastheGLTP,representaprocessofdisenfranchisementatlarge.
BythishemeantthatTFCAsdonotonlyleadtothelossofcommunitycontrolover,and
accessto,naturalresources,14butalsoresultinlarge-scaleresettlementofcommunities.As
inthecaseofMozambique,thedisplacementofpeopleinZimbabwe‘isonethatdoesnot
happeninarhetoricalvacuum.[But]issanitisedinwaysthatpresentsitaslessdisruptive’
(Dzingirai2004,8).Howthishappensonthegroundwillbecomeclearbelow.
TheparticipationofZimbabweintheGLTPdependedmainlyonlinkingGonarezhou

NationalPark(Zimbabwe)totheKrugerNationalPark(SouthAfrica).Unlikeinsituations
where aTFCA is established by simply joining contiguous national parks,15 Gonarezhou
couldonlybejoinedtotheKrugerNationalParkbymeansofastripoflandoccupiedby
differentcommunities inZimbabwe.There isnocommonboundarybetweenGonarezhou
NationalParkandeithertheKrugerNationalParkorthenewlyformedLimpopoNational
Park(Mozambique).AccordingtotheItalian-basedNGO,CESVI,Zimbabwehadtousethe
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‘SengweCorridor’andthe‘Limpopostrip’(Figure6.2)tocommittheGonarezhouNational
ParktotheGLTPandtocomplywiththeinternationaltreatyofGLTP(CESVI2005).Indeed,
theTreatyoftheGreatLimpopoTransfrontierPark(2002)definedtheareasoftheGLTPin
Zimbabweas:GonarezhouNationalPark;MalipatiSafariArea;ManjinjiPanSanctuary;and
thecommunityareas,whichconstitutethebiodiversitycorridorlinkingGonarezhoutothe
KrugerNationalPark(Figure6.2).
Obviously,theTreatydidnotspellouthowthatcorridorwouldbecreated,therebyleaving

theresponsibilityofestablishingthecorridortotheZimbabweangovernment.Intermsof
thethemeofthischapter,bysigningtheTreaty,theZimbabweangovernmentwasboundto
createthecorridor,therebypromotinginterestsatthesupranationallevel.Practically,there
wasnowayinwhichthegovernmentcouldhavebeensupportiveofcommunityoppositionto

Figure 6.2   TFCAs in south and south-eastern Zimbabwe.

Source: Adapted from various sources
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TFCAs.ThesameappliestotheNGOsthathavebeeninvolvedinsomekindofnature-based
community development projects in the envisaged corridor. For example, the Parks and
WildlifeManagementAuthority,CESVIandAfricanWildlifeFoundationhavebeenpartners
inthecreationofthecorridor.TheyjointlyorganisedaStrategicPlanningWorkshopforthe
SengweCorridor inSeptember2002, theaimbeing todevelop strategies forcreating the
corridor.TheircommondesireistophysicallylinkGonarezhouandKrugerNationalparks
inordertofacilitatewildlifemovement,touristflowsandregionaleconomicdevelopment.
Thepolicies inZimbabwe thatarekey to thisprocessareWildlifePolicy,WildlifeBased
LandReformandthePolicyforTourismDevelopment.TheWildlifePolicyisrelevanttothe
GLTPasitspecificallyreferstothewildlifemanagementandutilisation,andformsthebasis
for developingwildlife-based land-use systems.However, it does not provide options for
creatingtheSengwe–TchipiseWildernessCorridor.TheCorridorcouldbeestablishedeither
bycontractualparksorco-managementarrangements,optionsthatarenotprovidedforin
theWildlifePolicy.Intheabsenceoftheselegalinstruments,differentoptionsforcreating
thecorridorshavebeenpursued.Forexample,theTransfrontierParkTechnicalCommittee
proposedastrip15–26kmwide,whichimpliedtheresettlementofapproximately15,000
people(CESVI2005).TheSengwecommunityisopposedtotheresettlement.Accordingto
Dzingirai (2004)neitherexternalnor internal relocation ispracticalordesirable.External
relocationimpliesthattheSengwecommunitywillhavetoberelocatedtocommercialfarms
orsomeunusedlandinthenearbyvillages.Giventhepoliticalsensitivitiesoflandreform
inZimbabwe, the relocationof theSengwecommunity tocommercial farms for thesake
ofthecorridorwillprobablybringtheGLTPintodisrepute.Equally,internalrelocationis
notfeasible,becausepeoplehavebeenmigratingoutofSengwepropertoareasadjacentto
protectedareasinsearchoflivelihoods(Dzingirai2004).16

Thismeansthatthecreationofthecorridorrequiresstrategiesforaccommodatinglocal
communitiesaspartofthecorridor.CESVI(2005)hassuggestedfourplanningscenariosfor
thecreationofthecorridorandtheirimplicationsfortheGLTP.Thefirstoneistomaintain
thestatusquoattheperilofthelocaleconomyandbiodiversity.Inotherwords,thesocial,
economic and environmental consequences of this scenario are all negative.The second
involvesdevelopingthetourismindustrywithlittle,ifany,integrationbetweenlandtenure
systems.Thissituationwould,accordingtoCESVI(2005), leadtolocalcommunitiesand
resettledfarmersrevertingtoanagro-livestockbasedland-usesystem.Itwouldalsopromote
low-keynon-consumptivetourismwhile,atthesametime,limitoptionsforthedevelopment
of Gonarezhou National Park. The result would be a fragmented tourism development.
Thethirdscenarioistourismdevelopment,whichfocusesonLimpopo/Sengwe/Mabalauta
andGonarezhouNationalPark.17Thelastscenario,whichisconsideredthemostrobustof
all options, involves the launching of the IntegratedTourismDevelopment for the south-
eastern lowveld.To achieve this goal, theParks andWildlifeManagementAuthority and
the Sengwe–Tchipise communities will enter into an arrangement to jointly manage the
developmentzone.Similararrangementswillbemadewithotheraffectedcommunities,18

conservanciesandtheprivatesector.CESVI(2005)suggeststhat,whilethelinkagebetween
Gonarezhou National Park and its counterparts in South Africa and Mozambique is a
necessity,theprocessofcreatingthecorridorshouldbebroadenedtoaccommodatecurrent
and potential interests in developing the south-eastern part of Zimbabwe. In 2005 plans
werealreadyunderwaytojointheSengweCorridorand‘LimpopoStrip’intotheSengwe–
TchipiseWildernessCorridor(Figure6.2),tobegazettedunderZimbabwe’sTownRegional
andCountryPlanningAct.
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Arguably, the proposal for the wider wilderness corridor goes beyond enabling the
governmentofZimbabwetoparticipateintheGLTP,butismeanttoresolvesimilarproblems
thatwouldarisefromtheestablishmentoftheLimpopo/ShasheTFCAattheBotswana–South
Africa–Zimbabweborder.ThecreationofthatTFCAwillaffecttheMachuchuta,Maramani
andMaseracommunities(seeFigure6.2),whosecommunallandconstitutesmorethanhalf
thetotalareaoftheTFCAcomponentinZimbabwe.Thepopulationofthethreecommunal
landshasbeenestimatedat10,500(CESVI2003).Thereissilenceonhowthesepeoplewill
be accommodated in theTFCA,partlybecause theZimbabweangovernmenthasdelayed
the signing of the Memorandum of Understanding. Nevertheless, the proposal for the
Sengwe–TchipiseWildernessCorridorpre-emptsthelinkagebetweentheLimpopo/Shashe
anddevelopmentsintheSengweCorridor.Conceptually,theSengwe–TchipiseWilderness
Corridoroffersasub-regionalsolutiontoproblemsthataffectspecificcommunities.Thatis
tosaythatintheabsenceofsolutionsatthenationalandinternationallevels,asub-regional
process is being promoted to diffuse a potentialwave of local protests.The process ‘de-
localises’ potential protests by encouraging an ecotourism dialogue among communities
that would be affected byTFCAs in southern and south-eastern Zimbabwe. In this way,
communitiesengagewiththeTFCAprocessfromananglethathasbeendefinedforthem.
That is, the involvementofcommunities,asasub-regionalcollective, in thedevelopment
ofTFCAsdidnotoriginatefromthemobilisationbythecommunitiesthemselves.Instead,
itemergedfromaprocessthatsoughttodirectcommunitiestothegoalsofTFCAs.Inthis
sense,communitiesparticipatein,andfor,theirownmarginalisation.
TheexampleofcommunitymarginalisationintheGLTP,particularlyontheMozambican

side,hasattractedtheattentionofanalystsofTFCAsinsouthernAfrica.Thereasonforthis
isobvious:theaffectedcommunitiesarelocatedwithinthemostpublicisedTFCAsinAfrica.
Nonetheless,themarginalisationofcommunitiesintheGLTPisnotuniquetoaparticular
TFCAinsouthernAfrica.Thatprocessisbuiltintotheconception,designandpracticesof
TFCAsintheregion.Most,ifnotall,TFCAmapsintheregiontooktheformof‘classified
documents’intheirinitialstages.Theywerenotmadepublicandcommunitiesdidnotknow
thattheirareaswouldbeincorporatedintoTFCAs.Inofficialcircles,therewerethosewho
fearedthatpublicisingTFCAmapsduringtheconceptionstagewouldagitatepeople.19The
point here is thatTFCAmaps are imposed on local communitieswhen the deal is done
betweengovernmentsanddonors,diminishing thechanceofcommunities influencing the
TFCAprocesses.
Theoretically,thelocalscaleisperipheraltotheTFCAprocess,renderingthecommon

notionofglocalisation inwhich localcommunities forge linkswithglobalplayersalmost
untenable.Stateddifferently,theprocessofjumpingscalesisdisruptedbytheremovalofthe
scale(i.e.local)fromwhichthejumpingshouldnormallystart.Thisisnottoarguethatthere
is no glocalisation in transfrontier conservation.Rather it is to suggest that glocalisation
doesnothavetobelimitedtotheideaofjumpingscales,becausethescalesarebyandlarge
connectedandactorsatdifferentscalescouldpushthatprocess.Theprocessofglocalisation
takesdifferent forms that are contingenton the issuesandactors athand.With regard to
theTFCAs, the roles that areusuallyplayedby local communities in theglocalisationof
environmental issues are taken over by elites,who are not necessarilymembers of those
communities,butwhoareable toconnectwithactorsabove the localscale.Therole that
AntonRupertplayedinpromotingTFCAsdemonstratesthispoint.Hepenetratednational
governments and international institutions, while presumably promoting the interests of
blacklocalcommunitiesthatheneitherbelongedtonorwithwhomheplannedTFCAs.20
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Hughes(2005)mootedtheideathatglocalisationinTFCAstakestheformofscale-jumping
bywhichsouthernAfricanwhites21hopetoescapefromblackmajoritygovernmentsinpost-
apartheidsouthernAfrica.HisargumentisthatTFCAs‘allowed[thesewhites]toescapethe
confinesofthenationandjumpscalesupward…Amongthese[whites],somehavechosen
–almostasanactofwill–toidentifywiththecontinentasawhole,ratherthanwithanyone
countryorevenwiththesouthernsubcontinent’(Hughes2005,160).Inthissensethescalethat
isbeing jumped is thenationalone.WhileHughes’attempt tobring thedebateabout the
productionofscaletotheanalysisofTFCAsisappreciated,hissuggestionthatthenational
scaleisbeingjumpedimpliesthatsouthernAfricanwhitesoperatefromthelocalscale.
In light of the discussion above, this constitutes a form of glocalisation, but Hughes

neitherclarifies theactorswithwhich thosewhitesare linkedat thecontinental scale,nor
explainswhytheywouldwanttobe‘stateless’citizensinthecontinent.Hughes’argumentis
alsoproblematic,becausetheblackelitehasbeenparticipatingintheestablishmentofTFCAs
(Draperetal.2004).Arethoseblackpeoplealsoescapingfromthestateandthesub-continent,
andwhatwouldtheirreasonsbe?Thesuggestionthatthenationalscaleisbeingjumpedis
alsoquestionable,becausetheprocessesbywhichTFCAsareproduceddonoteclipseactors
atthenationalscale.Infact,TFCAsrequiretheactiveinvolvementofactors,someofwhich
operateatthenationallevel.Morecrucially,toequatesouthernAfricanwhiteswith‘thelocal’
istoignorethepresenceoflocalblackresidentswhoaresupposedlythemainbeneficiariesof
theTFCAs.ThelocalcommunitieshaveaspecificlegaldefinitioninTFCAs,whichsuggests
aparticularviewof‘thelocal’.WhatappearstobehappeninginTFCAsisthereconstitution
ofthelocalsothatlocalactorsarenotnecessarilylocalcommunitiesasdefinedinthelegal
andofficialdocumentsofTFCAs.Forexample,conservationagenciescouldbesaidtohave
taken the place of local communities in the creation ofTFCAs.Conservation agencies in
Botswana and SouthAfrica championed the establishment of the KgalagadiTransfrontier
Parkandwereabletosuccessfullylinkupwithexternalandinternaldonors.
Insummary, thekindofglocalisation takingplace inTFCAsweakens thepositionof

localresidentswhoarecentraltothediscourseofTFCAswhile,atthesametime,allowing
thelocalelite,governmentsandNGOstoparticipateinthescalingprocesses.Inaddition,
glocalisation inTFCAsworks through the national scale instead of jumping it. For local
communities,asinthecasesofMozambiqueandZimbabwe,theirdemandsandstruggles
for natural resources are handled at the national and sub-national levels rather than at
supranationallevelwheretheTFCAs’processismostactive.Inthissenseindividualstates
areresponsibleforexecutingtasksatthenationalandsub-nationallevelsthataresupportive
ofaprocessthattakesplaceathigherlevels.Thisisclearinthedevelopmentofstatepolicies
thatarealignedtotheidealsoftransfrontierconservation.InthesectionthatfollowsIshow
howstate-drivennatureconservationpolicies,whichseeminglydevelopedindependentlyof
theTFCAs,werevariouslyrealignedwiththelogicofanexternallymanufacturedvisionof
theecologicallandscapeofsouthernAfrica.

Thecongruencebetweenstatepoliciesand
theimaginedgeographyofTFCAs

Globalisationmighthavechallenged themoderngeopolitical imaginationsbyrearranging
the interconnectivity and functional boundaries of the world political map (O’Tuathail
1998), but imagined geographies continue to inform and shape contemporary political
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developmentsandprocesses.Thus,developmentsandprocessesoccurringatvariousscales
arecontinuouslybeingenmeshedinanimaginedfuture.Thatfutureis,asVisvanathan(1998,
239)putit,‘nolongerfictionorfantasy.Itisbeingcolonisedbyanoracleofinternationalcivil
servantswhohavemappeditwithcyberneticsandsystemstheory’.Inpractice,geographical
imaginationshavespurredandrealignedactivitiesinaccordancewithaprojectedfuture.A
greatdealofthishasbeenlearntfromimperialistimaginationsthatresultedinthegrowth
ofinstitutionsandassociations‘dedicatedtopropagandisingtheincreasinglyenfranchised
massesintobelieving[that]colonialexpansionwasineveryone’sinterest’(O’Tuathail1996,
21).Moreover, imperialist expansionism thrived on the imagined distant colonies, hence
thecolonisationofAfricarequiredtheconstructionsofimagesofthecontinentasanempty
andrefusedland(Marks1980;Mazrui1980;Mudimbe1988).Suchanimage(andthereare
manymore)wasnotonlyusedtojustifyEuropeanoccupationandtheimpositionofWestern
valuesonthecontinent,butalsoprovidedthecontextinwhichcolonialpoliciesevolved.In
otherwords,outofanimaginedcontinentalspacearosepoliciesthatsoughttoreconfigure
thatspaceinaccordancewiththeimperialvisionoftheworld.
State policies and doctrines therefore express the contours of particular political

imaginations,asthehistoryofgeopoliticsillustrates.O’Tuathail(1996)notedthatgeopolitics
anditsrootednessinanimaginedearthinformednationalsecuritystatedoctrines.Thepost-
ColdWar foreignpolicyof theUnitedStates is rooted inprojectionsof the futureworld
orderandtheroleandpositionoftheUnitedStatesinit.Thechallengethereforeistobring
tointelligibilitytherawmaterialofpoliticalimaginationsontheonehand,andhowthose
imaginationsare linked toprocessesanddevelopmentson theground,on theotherhand.
Simplyput,howcanwebesure thataparticulardevelopment,processorpolicyfits into
somegrandplan?InthissectionIgrapplewiththisquestionbylookingatthefoundation
ofoneofthelatestimaginedgeographiesoftheAfricancontinent(Hughes2005),TFCAs,
andtheirconnectednesswithstatepolicies.TheAfricanDream,asTFCAshavecometobe
called,isanimaginationofaconnectedecologicallandscapeofthecontinent(i.e.Africa)by
meansofconservationareas.Myintentionistodemonstratethatstatepoliciesintheregion
are linked to the imaginedgeographyofTFCAs in threemainways.Firstly,governments
formulated policies that pre-empted the TFCAs’ environment. Secondly, protagonists of
TFCAsappropriatedexistingstatepoliciestodrawtheirTFCAmaps.Thirdly,governments
havebeenencouragedtodeveloppoliciesthatrealignland-useoptionsinordertofacilitate
thedrawingofapreconceivedmap.Alltheseweremadepossiblethroughtheuseofmultiple
sourcesinwhichtheimaginedgeographiesofTFCAsareembedded.

GovernmentpoliciesandTFCAs:thecaseofSouthAfrica

Thedrive forecotourism insideandoutsideTFCA-designatedareashasgiven impetus to
thepolicyofprivatisationinnationalparks.Forinstance,thepolicyofprivatisationinSouth
Africa’snationalparkscloselyfollowedthedevelopmentoftheGLTP.Thefirstprivategame
concessionneartheKrugerNationalPark,Ngala,wasestablishedin1990,thesameyearin
whichRupertopenlysoldthetransfrontierparkideatogovernmentsintheregion.According
toSouthAfricanAirlink(2003,8),Ngala‘heraldedthefirstthree-waypartnershipbetweenthe
privatesector(CCAfrica),thestate[SANParks]andanon-governmentalorganisation(World
WideFund)andpavedthewayfortheestablishmentof[transfrontierparks]’.Furthermore,
thesigningof theMemorandumofUnderstandingfor theestablishmentof theGLTPand
thefirstphaseof theprogrammeofprivatisation inSouthAfrica’snationalparksall took
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placeinNovember2000(SouthAfrica2000;SANParks2004).Theprivatisationpolicywas
implementedintime(i.e.2000)fortheprivatesectortooperateintheGLTPontheSouth
African side.Through its privatisation programme, Operation Prevail, private companies
investedR122millioninsixsitesintheKrugerNationalParkin2001(Ramutsindela2004b).
AlthoughtheprogrammeisnotlimitedtotheKrugerNationalPark,thatparkaccountsfor
approximately60%ofthenumberofconcessionareasinthecountry’snationalparks.
TheofficialexplanationsforprivatisationinSouthAfrica’snationalparkswasthat:the

democraticgovernmentwillprioritisesocialexpenditureabovenatureconservation;national
parksshouldberunonbusinesslines;andthatSANParks’priorityshouldbeonmanaging
biodiversity.Be that as itmay, the InternationalFinanceCorporation (a subsidiaryof the
WorldBank)influencedtheprocessofprivatisationinSouthAfrica’snationalparksthrough
itstechnicalinput.Thelessonhereisthatprivatisationinnationalparksintheregioncannot
sufficientlybedisconnectedfromtheambitiousAfricandream.Iemphasisethatconcessions
inSouthAfrica’snationalparksweregrantedinanticipationoftherolethattheprivatesector
wouldplayinTFCAsintheregion.
ItshouldbenotedthatprivatisationintheKrugerNationalParkwasaccompaniedbyother

privatesectorinvestmentsoutsidethePark.Forexample,a22-monthprojectwasunderwayto
buildtheKrugerMpumalangaInternationalAirport(KMIA),22whichbecameoperationalon
21October2002,twomonthsbeforethesigningoftheTreatyoftheGLTP.KMIAisowned
byPrimkopAirportManagementandisofficiallydescribedas‘theinternationalgatewayin
Mpumalangafordirectaccesstotheworld-renownedKrugerNationalParkandtheworld
famousSabiSandsprivategamelodgesintheGreaterKruger’(KMIAundated,n.p.).Inits
firstyearsofoperation,theKMIAhaddirectinternationalflightstoAustralia,Britain,China,
SwitzerlandandtheUnitedStates.Arguably,theKMIAwasbuiltinordertoflyinternational
touristsdirectlytotheGLTP.EvidenceofthisisfoundintheKMIAbrochure,whichsellsthe
GLTPasoneofthemainattractionsinthevicinityoftheairport.Furthermore,theaircraft
ofSouthAfricanAirwaysthatfliesfromCapeTownInternationalAirporttoKMIAhadthe
followingwordsonitsside:‘FlyingtheAfricanDream’,23adescriptionthatresonateswith
TFCAsasan‘AfricanDream’.
Conceptually, the existence of an imagined map could pave the way for developing

appropriatepoliciesthatshapeactivitiesfortherealisationofthatmap.Inthissense,concessions
areanexampleofproactivepoliciesthatsupportthedevelopmentofTFCAs.Inadditiontothis
strategy,theimaginedgeographyofTFCAsalsoreliedonstatepoliciesthatwerealreadyin
operation.Thus,TFCAprotagonistshaveappropriatedexistingstatepoliciestoenhancetheir
visionforTFCAs,asthecaseofWildlifeManagementAreas(hereafterWMAs)inBotswana
illustrates.TheWMAsinBotswanawerechampionedbythestate,anddevelopedfrompolicies
thatwerenotlinkedtotheTFCAideaatthetime.However,WMAswerelatertobeembraced
ascriticalrawmaterialfortheimaginedgeographyofTFCAsinsouthernAfrica.

AppropriatingstatepoliciesforTFCAs:thecaseofBotswana

Wildlife forms an important strand in the history of colonial and postcolonialBotswana.
Consequently,itwasgivenattentionwhenideasofland-useplanningdiffusedintothenewly
independentBotswanainthelate1960s.Itshouldbenotedthat,initsinitialstages,land-use
planninginBotswanafocusedontheconstructionofsmalldamsforplannedsettlements.It
wasaimedatbringingaboutaredistributionofcattleandpeople(Botswana1968).Inthis
sense,land-useplanningledtotheimplementationoftheTribalGrazingLandPolicy(TGLP)
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in1975,whichwastodeterminetheshapeofthecountrysideinthatcountry.Accordingto
theBotswanaGovernment,‘theTGLPwasmeanttoenhancepropermanagementanduse
oflandsoastoavoidovergrazing.Thebasicplanwastorelocatethelargecattleownersso
thatpressureoncommunal areaswouldbe reduced’ (Botswana1997,333).Furthermore,
thepolicyformalisedthreecategoriesofland,namely,communalgrazingareas,commercial
farming areas and reserved areas. The reserved areas ‘were further divided into two
categories;thosewithonlyafewcattleandareasreservedforalternateusessuchaswildlife,
miningandcultivation’(Botswana2001,197).
Of relevance to the discussion of this chapter is the emergence of areas reserved

for wildlife uses, which are designated asWMAs. It should be emphasised thatWMAs
originated from intensive land-usezoning in thatcountryand that theywerebasedon the
principlesofsustainedutilisationandco-ordinatedmanagementofwildlifeoutsidetheparks
andreserves.TheframeworkforthesewaslaiddownbytheWildlifeConservationPolicy,
whichreceivedofficialendorsementinJuly1986.Theirimportancedoesnotonlylieinthe
areatheycover(i.e.20%ofBotswanain2001),butinthepurposestheyaremeanttoserve.
First,theyserveasbufferzonesbetweenconflictingland-uses,particularlythecompetition
forresourceutilisationbetweencattleandwildlife.Theideaofbufferzoneshasgainedglobal
recognitionasamechanismforsofteningboundariesaroundprotectedareas.Intheory,buffer
zonesaremechanismsthroughwhichtheboundariesbetweenparksandpeopleareblurred.
ThesecondfunctionofWMAsinBotswanaistoopenupthespacefordiversifiedwildlife
utilisationbylocalpopulations,‘formingaruralbaseforcommercialandnon-commercial
activities to provide employment and income opportunities for rural dwellers’ (Botswana
1985,255).Clearly,thisisadeparturefromnarrowandconservativeideasofpreservation
and law enforcement. Nonetheless, the question ofwhether local populations do actually
benefitfromWMAshasattractedagreatdealofattention(Twyman1998;Rozemeijerand
VanderJagt2000;Mbaiwa2004),notleastbecausetheWildlifeandNationalParksActof
1992 ‘authorises theDepartment ofWildlife andNationalParks to usewildlife resources
in any givenWildlifeManagementArea’ (Botswana 1997, 333).Thirdly,WMAs provide
migratorycorridorsforwildlife.AsIhaveshowninChapter3,TFCAsareunderpinnedby
theideaofmigratorycorridorsthathadbeendisruptedbycolonialboundaries.Inthecase
ofBotswana,WMAs created the space formigratory corridorswithin the state, correctly
implyingthatTFCAsshouldnotbeconfinedtotheinternationaldomainonly.
Notwithstanding theiroriginasastatepolicyon land-useandzoning,WMAsfit into

theplanforTFCAsbylinkingdifferentland-usetypesalongtheaxisofTFCAs(seeFigure
6.3). In this regard,Botswana standsalone in the regionas thecountry thathasprovided
TFCAideologueswithready-made‘pointsofconnectivity’forestablishingTFCAsacross
thecountry.WhentheBotswanagovernmentbecameactivelyinvolvedinTFCAs(through
theKgagaladiTransfrontierPark),allthatwasleftwastoperfectasystemthatwasalready
inplace.Subsequently,ithadtoresolvetheproblemofhumansettlementsthatwereoutside
WMAsbutwithintheenvisagedTFCAmap.Tothisend,theremovaloftheBasarwafrom
theCentralKalahariGameReservehassomething todowithensuring thata ‘wilderness
path’isestablishedfromthesouthtothenorthofthecountry.Differentexplanationshave
beenofferedfortheremovaloftheBasarwa.TheGovernmentarguesthattheBasarwaare
entitledtothecountry’sbenefitsofdevelopmentlikeanyothercitizenofthatcountry,and
that they should be resettled from their scattered settlements into compact settlements in
order forgovernment toprovide themwith ‘infrastructureandservices inacosteffective
andefficientmanner’(Botswana1998,20).AccordingtotheMail&Guardian(1999),the
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BotswanagovernmenthasbeenremovingtheBasarwafromXadeinsidethenaturereserve
toNewXade,some70kmoutsidethewesternreserveborder.Thishasresultedinreducing
ahugesettlementoftheBasarwainXadetoasmallvillage,whichhasbeenfightingforits
survivalinthereserve.Itisestimatedthatin1999therewereapproximately250peopleliving
insidethereserve.Criticshaveascribedtheirremovaleithertothestate’sinterestsindiamond
mininginthereserve(TaylorandMokhawa2003)ortotheoppressionoftheBasarwabya
dominantTswanagroup,particularlytheBaNgwato(Gaborone1998;MongweandTevera
2000). These explanations aside, the position of nature conservationists in the Basarwa
sagasuggeststhatthereisinterestinthepreservationofthereserveaspartoftheKalahari
wilderness.AccordingtoMongweandTevera(2000,80),‘theKalahariConservationSociety
… raised concerns in 1984 that the continued habitation of the [Central Kalahari Game
Reserve]bytheBasarwacommunitieswasincompatiblewiththestatusoftheareaasagame

Figure 6.3   TFCAs and the envisaged linkages.

Source: Adapted from various sources
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reserve’.Ayearlater(i.e.1985)aFactFindingMissionwasconvenedtoinvestigateland-
useoptionsinthereserveandtomakerecommendations.‘[The]government’ssubsequent
decisiontorelocateresidentsatservicedsettlementsoutsidethe[gamereserve]wentagainst
themission’srecommendation’(HudsonandMurray1997,88)thattheBasarwashouldbe
allowedtocontinuetoliveinthereserve.IntermsoftheprojectedTFCAmapoftheregion,
theCentralKalahariNatureReserveformsan importantconnectionbetweenthesouthern
andnorthernpartsofBotswanaontheonehand,andbetweenBotswanaanditsneighbours
on the other hand.The development ofWMAs in Botswana and their usefulness in the
redrawingof themapof the region (i.e. throughTFCAs) is evidenceof the linkbetween
geographical imaginations and existing state policies.As I will show below, communal
conservanciesinNamibiaplayedasimilarrole,albeitinadifferentcontext.

Realigningland-useoptionsforTFCAs:

thecaseofconservanciesinNamibia

Conservancies24emergedfromtheuseofprivatelandfornatureconservation.Accordingto
LangholzandLassoie(2001),modernprivateparksgainedrecognitionnearly40yearsago
when itwas acknowledged thatmany nature reservesworld-widewere owned by private
individualsindiverseforms.Theirsignificanceliesintheprotectionofhabitatsandspecies
thatareunder-representedinstateprotectedareasandinthatthey‘canserveastemporary
bulwarks for threatened lands, protecting themuntil government becomeswillingor able
to assume responsibility’ (Langholz and Lassoie 2001, 1081). In the United States, the
NatureConservancy,whichwasestablishedin1951,managesthelargestnetworkofprivate
protectedareasinthatcountry(NatureConservancyn.d.,3).
For thecolonies, thesystemofdual landownership implied thatprivate landwas the

preserveof the (white)settlers.Theestablishmentofprivately-ownednature reserveswas
therefore racially exclusive. It is in this sense that whites in Namibia had the exclusive
privilege of private land ownership. By 1995, approximately 43% of Namibia’s land
surfacewasunderprivatelyownedcommercialfarmland(BarnesandDeJager1995).The
grantingofrightstouseandbenefitfromwildlifetowhitelandownersin1967pavedthe
wayfor thedevelopmentofanexclusivewhitewildlife industry inNamibia.Thoserights
were consolidated through the passing of the Nature Conservation Ordinance in 1975.
Subsequently, theNamibianMinistry ofEnvironment andTourism registered 148 private
naturereservestotaling0.9%ofthetotallandareaofthatcountryin1995(Barnard1998).
Moreover, over 10,000 km² of farmland had been consolidated into nine commercial
conservancies in 1998.These are ‘land units managed jointly for resource conservation
purposesbymultiplelandholders,withfinancialandotherbenefitssharedbetweenthemin
someway’(Barnard1998,45).
It follows that black people inNamibiawere alienated from rights to land andother

naturalresources.Withregardtowildlife,theNatureConservancyOrdinanceAmendment
Actof1996devolvedconditionalrightsoverwildlifeandtourismtocommunities.Shumba
(1998,76)summarisedtheimpactoftheActasfollows:

Before theNature ConservationAmendmentAct of 1996, farmers in communal
landhadnorightsoverwildlife,incontrasttocommercialfarmersonfreeholdland.
Incommunalareas,wildliferemainedstateproperty.TheAmendmentActof1996
transferredthisrightfromthestatetocommunities.
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TheActsetthestagefortheevolutionofcommunalconservanciesinNamibia.Accordingly,
thoseconservancieswereseenasheraldingasignificantshiftinthenaturalresourcepolicyin
thatcountry.Infact,ithasbeenclaimedthatNamibia’sconservancyprogrammeisthemost
radicalofitskindinAfrica(Blackie1999).Itshouldbenotedthatcommunalconservancies
inNamibiaareviewedinofficialcirclesasanimportantsteptowardslocalnaturalresource
management.For this reason, theywere recordedas someof the landmarks inNamibia’s
Human Development Report (Namibia 1998), withTurnbull (2002, 73) describing them
as ‘a leap of faith which has borne fruit in an amazing way’. Furthermore, communal
conservancies can be used as areas intowhich surplus game can be relocated instead of
controllingthembymeansofculling.25Theyarealsoinstrumentalinprovidingadditional
landtothecountry’sprotectedareas.In1998,41%ofNamibiawascommunalland(Shumba
1998).Itisbelievedthatmuchofthecountry’swildlife,scenicandculturalheritageisfound
on communal lands (Jones 1995), and estimations are that communal conservancieswill
coverapproximately18%ofthatcountryin2030(Turnbull2002).
Conceptually, communal conservancies in Namibiamanifest the quest for redress, a

processwhichhasbeencapturedbythenotionofCBNRM.Idonotwishtoenterintothe
debate onCBNRMhere. Suffice it to say thatCBNRMhave been interpreted as closest
to the radical conceptualisation of a totally community-centred approach to conservation
(HulmeandMurphree1999).AsIhaveintimatedabove,Blackie(1999)hasextendedthat
interpretationtoconservanciesinNamibia.However,thegeographyofconservanciesinthat
countryiswellplacedtoassistintherealisationoftheTFCAmapoftheregion.Inthenorth-
westernpartofthecountry,communalconservanciesformacorridorthatusefullyconnects
theSkeletonCoastNationalParkwithEtoshaNationalPark(Figure6.3).Admittedly, the
boundaries of Etosha National Park and environs are ascribed to colonial and apartheid
rule in that country.26Oneof the consequences of partitioning the parkwas thatwildlife
becamehighlyconcentrated,creatingseriousproblemsofwildlife/humanconflict.Against
thisbackground,communalconservanciesservetore-establishthesurroundingenvironment
ofEtoshatoitspre-apartheidstate.Moreimportantly,conservanciesinNamibiacontribute
toconsolidatingareas that fallwithin themapofTFCAs insouthernAfrica. ‘Many rural
communitieshavebeenstimulatedtoformconservancies’(Barnard,1998),inpartbecause
communallandplaysthecriticalroleofconnectingareasthatarewithintheboundariesof
theenvisagedTFCAmaps.Thus, communal conservancies are sponsoredprojects,which
formanintegralfeatureoftheTFCAmapoftheregion.Unsurprisingly,thePPFallocated
over R5 million to wildlife and community-based activities in proposed TFCA areas
(WildNetAfrica1999).
Byusingcommunalconservancies,localpopulationsareeasilygraftedintotheTFCA

project – by the lure of ecotourism. In light of this, conservancies of all sorts that have
(andsomestillwillbe)developedalong theboundariesofsouthernAfricanstatesshould
be analysed in termsof their contribution to imaginedgeographyofTFCAs.Put another
way,communalconservanciesdonotexist inisolation,butareincreasinglybeingusedas
partofthebroadstrategyforincorporatingcommunallandintoTFCAs.Thisisclearinthe
thinking of proponents ofTFCAs. For example, Braack (2006, 9) described the roles of
conservanciesintheproposedKavango–ZambeziTFCAinthesewords:‘workingwithour
valuedpartners,IntegratedRuralDevelopmentandNatureConservation(IRDNC),weare
assisting communities to establish conservancieswhichwill not only create corridors for

theelephants toaccessnewhabitatandotherprotectedareas,butbringveryreal tourism
benefitstotheseruralpeople’.27
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Theforegoingdiscussionhighlightstherelevanceofthedebateabouttheproduction
of scale to the analysis ofTFCAs.Admittedly, the discussion presented in this chapter
formspartofthegrowinginterestinanalysingenvironmentaldimensionsandprocessesin
thecontextofscale.Studiesshowthattherehasbeenagrowingattentiontoenvironmental
NGOs as actors in scalar politics (Dauncey 1988; Brown and Purcell 2005;McCarthy
2005) and that the integration of ecology and human geography has the potential to
enhanceourunderstandingofscalesandhowtheywork.Inaddition,attemptsarebeing
madetotheoriseTFCAsasaprocessofscalingup(Hughes2005).Inthischapter,Ihave
soughttocontributetothisgrowingbodyofworkbyarguingforadifferentiatedprocess
of glocalisation,which recognises the roles played by the state in that process.This is
moreappropriate forTFCAs,since thesecannotbeestablishedwithout the involvement
ofthestate.StatesarerequiredtosignthenecessarylegislativedocumentssuchasMoUs
andtreaties.Inpractice,theneedforthejointprotectionandmanagementofbiodiversity
(throughTFCAs) and fund raising forces the state to scale up its regulatory functions
toa regional entity. In thecaseof southernAfrican states the relevantSADCprotocols
areinstrumentalintheprocessofscalingupthefunctionsofthestate.Admittedly,there
are differences in how the functions of southernAfrican states are scaled up, because
thosestateshavedifferentconstitutionsfrom,andprocessesby,whichtheydeveloptheir
legislative instruments.Nonetheless, all states are involved in the scaling-upprocessof
onesortoranotherintheestablishmentofTFCAs.
IhavealsoarguedthatTFCAsmanifestparticularconstructionsofscalesthatdisengage

local communities, hence those communities are unable to contest the establishment of
TFCAs.A dense network of actors operates at the national and regional scales thereby
marginalisingthelocalcommunitiesfromtheprocessesthatproduceTFCAs.Againstthis
backdrop,TFCAsinvolvethedoublerearticulationofpoliticalscalesthatweakensthelocal
communities’demandsandstrugglesforresources.Apartfromtheirmarginalisationfrom
the regionalised process that producesTFCAs, the state also weakens the participation
of localcommunities in theTFCAprocess in threeways.Firstly,governments formulate
policiesthatpre-empttheTFCAsenvironment.AsIhaveshowninthecaseofprivatisation
in South Africa’s national parks, the process of privatisation appears to be addressing
national issueswhereas theoutcomeof thatprocess feedsdirectly intoTFCAinitiatives.
Secondly, protagonists ofTFCAs appropriate existing state policies to draw theirTFCA
maps, as in the case ofwildlife corridors inBotswana.Thirdly, governments have been
encouragedtodeveloppoliciesthatrealignland-useoptionsinordertofacilitatethedrawing
ofapreconceivedmap,asattested toby thedevelopmentofcommunalconservancies in
Namibia.
Againstthisbackdrop,community-basednaturalresourcemanagementprojectsmediate

conflict over natural resources while, at the same time, ensuring that communal land
functions as corridors for transfrontier conservation. Conceptually, communal struggles
for natural resources are weakened through the reconstitution and restructuring of the
localscaleastheexamplesofZimbabwehaveshown.Itwouldbehard,ifnotimpossible,
for local communities to oppose TFCAs since they are indirectly participating in the
developmentof thoseTFCAs. In this caseopposition to theTFCAprocesswould imply
opposingstatepoliciesthatfeedintothatprocess.Sincesuchpoliciesarecouchedinthe
language of redress, they are embraced by local communities, governments, donors and
academicsasprogressive.
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Endnotes

1 Effectively, land was central to liberation struggles in developing countries, and in Africa in

particular.
2 Forexample,theLandlessPeople’sMovementhasbeenformedinpost-apartheidSouthAfricato

pushforthereleaseoflandforthepoor.
3 Community-basednaturalresourcesmanagementprojectsareexpressionofthisbelief.
4 Methanex isamanufacturerofmethanol.Thecompanywasbanned from theStateofCalifornia

inDecember 2002, because it was said to be polluting the State’s groundwater (for details, see

McCarthy2005).
5 Interview,WernerMyburgh,5/11/2002,Stellenbosch.
6 Interview,DeborahKahatano,25/8/2003,Gaborone.
7 Therewasnoway inwhichMozambiquecouldhaveparticipated in theGLTP initiativewithout

establishingthepark.Afterall,theparkistheonlyareainMozambiquethathasbeenrecognisedin

theTreaty.
8 TheresultsoftheStructuralAdjustmentProgrammeinAfricaareanexampleofthis.
9 TheformerDirectorofIUCN-ROSA,Katerere,wasdismissiveoftheideaofpeaceparks(personal

communication,19/10/2000,Bellville).
10PersonalcommunicationwithCarmelMbizvo,4/3/2004,Randburg.
11 Interviewswithanonymoushigh-rankingofficial,Pretoria.
12Personalcommunication,5/3/2004,Randburg.GilbertohasabackgroundinwildlifefromWildlife

College (Tanzania).Hewas appointedParkManager in June 2001, 4months before the official

declarationofthepark.
13Thisassumptionisbasedonthecentricisttendenciesofrulingpoliticalpartiesintheregion.
14Bytakingawaylandheldincommon.
15AsinthecaseoftheKgalagadiandAis-Ais/Richtersveldtransfrontierparks.
16Dzingirai (2004) describes the Sengwe as amulti-ethnic group that has long been bypassed by

development,andwhoseeconomyisorganisedaroundborder-jumping,poaching,smugglingand

soon.
17ThisscenariowillrequiretherezoningofGonarezhouNationalparkasawildlife-basedmultipleusearea.
18 IncludingtheChitsacommunitywhoinvadedGonarezhouNationalParktodemandthereturnof

theirland.
19 Interview,JohanVerhoef,2/6/2005,Pretoria.
20SeeChapter8foradditionalinformation.
21HughespreferstocallthemEuro-Africans.
22TheairporthasthecapacitytolandBoeing737,747and767.
23 IbecameawareofthisdescriptionwhenflyingSAAfromCapeTowntoKMIAinJanuary2003.
24Asareasofprivatepropertydesignatedforspecialprotectionattheinitiativeofthelandowner,in

ordertoconservethenaturalresourcesintheproperty(NatureConservancy2001,21).
25 Interview,DrFanuelDelmas,1/7/2003,Windhoek.
26Forexample,theinfamousOdendaal CommissionledtotheremovalsoftheOvambofromEtosha

NationalParkinto‘homelands’inthe1970s.AswasthecaseinSouthAfrica, theOvambowere

removedintotheir‘homeland’.Consequently,EtoshaNationalPark,whichoriginallycovered93,240

km²in1907,wasdramaticallyreducedbyover70%in1963togainlandfortheethnicpartitioning

underthetermsoftheOdendaalCommissionReport(Lawrie1963;Barnard1998).
27OtherexamplesofcommunalconservanciesservicingTFCAsincludeShewula(Swaziland),which

hasbeenusedtolinkupMozambique,SouthAfricaandSwazilandintheLubomboTFCA.
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Chapter7

Therenaissanceofthebush:
thereinventionoftheCapetoCairoroute
incontemporaryAfrica

ThoughTFCAsappeartobenewwaysofreconnectingtheAfricanlandscape,attemptsat
connectingdifferentpartsofAfricaarenotnew.Politically,thequestforunitingAfricawas
endorsedbytheOrganisationofAfricanUnityin1963.Sincethen,theambitionforAfrican
unityhasbeencentraltothePan-AfricanistprojectandtheAfricanrenaissance(Nabudere
2001).IncontrasttothepoliticalgoalofAfricanunitythatseekstouniteAfricaanditspeople
inordertoreclaimtheirrespectfulpositionamongothernationsoftheworld,colonialism
sought tobringdifferentpartsofAfrica together tocreate‘regionsofcontrol’.1Thepoint
hereisthatcolonialismaimedatdividingthecontinent,andatbringingthedividedpartsof
thecontinenttogetherunderthecontrolofaparticularimperialpower.Thesamelogicofa
coherentcolonialsystemwasappliedatthenationallevelwherecolonialismsoughttobind
diversegroups foradministrative reasons (Coleman1994,Mamdani1996)and to impose
thedesirabilityofitsownmemoryabovethememoriesofmanyAfricancultures(Mudimbe
1988).TheBritishinparticularaimedtopromotetheirinfluencein,andcontrolover,Africa
by linking the territories from the south to the north of the whole continent, in what is
commonlyknownastheCapetoCairoroute.
ThischapterexaminestheCapetoCairoideainitscolonialandpostcolonialcontexts.

Itseekstoexcavatethecontentofthatideaintheageofimperialismsoastoreassessitsre-
emergencein21stcenturyAfrica.Initiallyinspiredbycommercialinterests(Lunn1992),the
CapetoCairoideadevelopedintoasharpcolonisinginstrument.Itsreappearanceasanature
conservationandtourismschemebegsthequestionofthemannerin,andextentto,which
colonialideasarereinvented.ThischaptersuggeststhattheconstructionoftheCapetoCairo
idea indifferenthistoricalmomentsprovidesa fecundopening for analysing thecolonial
presence.ItarguesthatboththeBritishimperialistvisionforconnectingAfricathroughthe
railwayandthetelegraph,andcontemporarytrans-Africaeco-basedconservationinitiatives
havecommonpoliticalandeconomic resonance,andalsodeploysimilar tactics.The fact
that southernAfrica has been a launching pad for ideas for a continent-wide linkage in
differenthistoricalmomentssuggestscomplexwaysinwhichgeographyisembroiledinthe
propagationofvisionsforAfricaanditsfuture.

TrajectoriesoftheCapetoCairoimaginativegeography

ThoughBritishimperialisminAfricaarosefromaconstellationof influences, itspolicyof
connectingthesouthandnorthofthecontinentasitsterrestrialpossessionislargelyassociated
withtheCapetoCairoidea.IthasinfactbeensuggestedthatBritaindidnothaveaclearpolicy
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onAfrica,andthattheevolutionofcoloniesfollowedaroughpath(Coleman1994).Equally,
theCapetoCairoideawasneitherpreconceivednororiginatedasaninstrumentofimperialism
fromtheonset.Instead,itemergedasaresultofthefusionofinterestsamongdisparateEuropean
agents.TheinterestsofvariousgroupsandindividualsinBritain2coalescedintoacommon
purpose,whichfoundexpressionintheCapetoCairoidea.AccordingtoTabor(2003)the
firstimpulsetotheideaofanall-Britishlinkfromthesoutherntothenorthernpartsofthe
continentcamefromtheexplorerH.M.Stanley’sletterstotheDailyTelegraphinBritain.Itis
heldthattheleadwriteroftheDailyTelegraph,EdwinArnold,expandedtheideaandcoined
thephrase‘CapetoCairo’in1876(Gross1956;Merrington2001;Tabor2003).Subsequently
theideaassumedageopoliticalsignificance.3ItfascinatedBritishEmpirebuildersand,atthe
same time,createdaclimateof rivalryamongcolonisingpowers, inparticular theFrench,
GermansandPortuguese.AsRaphael(1936,21)explained:‘inthebriefcaption“fromCapeto
Cairo,”wefindanepitomeofanimportantchapterinthehistoryofBritishexpansioninAfrica
andinthestoryofinternationalrivalryontheDarkcontinent’.
NowhereisBritain’sCapetoCairoexpansionistapproachmorepronouncedthaninthe

imperialistCecilRhodes’sambitiontocreateandamalgamatecontiguousBritishterritories
inAfrica.Infact,theCapetoCairoideaisgenerallyconsideredasRhodes’svision,andit
hasbeen suggested thatRhodes claimed tobe its founder (Weinthal1922).According to
Merrington(2001),Rhodesembracedtheideabecauseitexpressedallhehadeverdreamt
of,namely,theestablishmentofaBritishWorldFederationinwhichaBritishPaxAfricana
formedanimportantpart.HisuniversalistvisionwentbeyondnarrowBritishimperialismto
encapsulate‘anexpressionofatotalisingconceptofhistoryasdestiny’(Merrington2001,
331).TheviewfromTableMountaininCapeTown(andlaterfromtheMatoposinpresent-
dayZimbabwe)4wasthelensthroughwhichhereadthatdestiny.AsRhodes’sarchitectand
closeassociate,HerbertBaker(1934,164)wrote:‘SoRhodesfromTableMountaindreamed
of the extension of the Empire from Cape to Cairo: it was Sea-Quest inspired the one;
Land-Questtheother’.Unsurprisingly,mountainsandthesourceoftheNilewereimportant
symbolsinRhodes’swayfromCapetoCairo(Baker1934).5

ItfollowsthattheCapetoCairoisageopoliticaldescriptorofAfricaasanimportant
heartland.Indeed,thestalwartoftheCapetoCairorailway,RobertWilliams(1922,149–150),
argued that a railway line that connects thewhole ofAfrica from the south to the north,
‘portendforAfrica,andnotforAfricaonly,butforAsia,EuropeandtheWorld’,andwarned
thatitwouldhave‘politicalandeconomicaffectsofaveryfar-reachingcharacter’.Politically,
anall-BritishhinterlandfromSouthAfricatoEgyptwascrucialforBritain’scontestforthe
controlofAfricaagainstothercolonisingpowers.It ispreciselythispoliticalsignificance
that turned theCape toCairo idea into a geopolitical strategy forBritish imperialism in
Africa.Beforethis,theBritishgovernmentwasreluctanttoendorsetheCapetoCairoidea,
withofficialsvariouslycalling it ‘imaginativemadness’, ‘aclaptrap’, ‘sentimental jargon’
anda‘curiousidea’.6However,allthesebecameirrelevantwhentheBritishgovernmentwas
madeawareofthevaluableterritorythatcouldfallunderBritishruleweretheCapetoCairo
visiontobecomeareality.Gross(1956,171)capturedhowtheideaexcitedBritishPrime
MinisterSalisburyinthesewords:

SalisburywenttothemaponthewallandlethisfingerslideslowlyfromtheCapeover
Bechuanaland,MatabelelandandMashonaland,crossingovertheZambezitoNyasaland
alongLakeTanganyika, overUganda and the Sudan, until he stopped atCairo. In a
hushedvoicehesaid:‘CapetoCairo–CapetoCairo…andallBritish.
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ThePrimeMinister’sinterestintheprojectwasnecessaryforRhodes’slandquesttothenorth
andhiswishtoseethehinterlandfromtheCapetoGreatLakesredwithBritishoccupation.
Hewas determined that, ‘if money is the only hindrance to our striking north from the
ZambezitotheheadwatersoftheNile,Iwillfindthemoney!7…whatwasattemptedby
Alexander,CambysesandNapoleon,wepracticalpeoplearegoingtofinish’(Gross1956,
172).IemphasisethattheCapetoCairoideawasinstrumentalintheconstructionofAfrica
as a heartland.This observation does not invalidate the view that India was the core of
Britain’sstrategyforglobalpower(Hobsbawm1994).Rather,itistoacknowledgethatthe
CapetoCairoideawassupportivetothatcoreasbothEgyptandtheCapewereimportant
shortandlongsea-routesrespectively.Moreover,thepromotersoftheCapetoCairo‘saw
tradingcentresalongtheroutedevelopingintocolonies,andfinally,thecoloniesmerging
intoaBritishEmpirefromCapetoCairo’(Raphael1936,9).ThepresenceoftheBritishin
EgyptandtheCapegaveBritainanupperhandinthequestforcontrolofareasofstrategic
importance. For the purpose of our discussion, Britain’s presence in those two places,
togetherwith the resource endowment in the interior,made theCape toCairo ideamore
appealingtotheBritishpublic.AsRaphael(1936,21)putit,‘withBritishinterestsalready
strongly entrenched in the south and north: in Cape Colony and Egypt, it was therefore
naturalthattheBritishpublicshouldlookwithlongingeyesatthetemptingterritorywhich
laybetweenthesetwoextremes’.ThejournalistwhowasformerlyinUSintelligence,Mark
Strage (1973), commented that theCape toCairo concept had ageographic logic,which
suggestedthatamasterhandwasneededtofillthespacebetweenthetwoareasthatwere
alreadyunderafirmcontroloftheBritish,namely,theCapeandEgypt.
TheCapetoCairoideawascultivatedbothinEuropeandSouthAfrica,theaimbeing

tonaturalise the linksbetweentheCapeandEgypton theonehand,andbetweenEurope
and the twoAfricancountrieson theotherhand.Merrington (2001) refers to theprocess
ofachievingthatnaturalisationas‘staggeredorientalism’.Inessence,theprocessaimedto
constructdisparateplacesaspartsofthesameregioninwhichcommonidentitiescouldbe
forged.Paasi’s(2002,137)analysisofregionshasrelevancetostaggeredorientalism:

The simplistic assumption of regional identity is that it joins people and regions
together, provides people with shared regional values and self-confidence, and
ultimatelymakestheregionintoacultural-economicmediuminthestruggleover
resourcesandpowerinthebroadersocio-spatialsystem.

WithregardtotheCapetoCairoidea,differentrawmaterialsweremobilisedandusedinthe
constructionoftheCapeasanaturalisedallyofEgypt.Theseincludedclimate,architectural
style, population dynamics and travel.Whereas similar climatic conditions in the south
andnorthoftheAfricancontinentwereregardedastheobviouselementoftheconstructed
Mediterraneanregion,architecturehadtobemobilisedasaforceinregionformation.Cecil
Rhodes’s architect,HerbertBaker,was sent to study themasterpiecesof architecture and
sculptureofEgyptwiththepurposeoftransferringthatknowledgetotheCape(CapeArgus

1962).TheCapetoCairoconnectionthrougharchitecturewaspartandparcelofChristopher
Wren’sdoctrinethat‘architecturehasitspoliticaluse;itestablishesanation’(citedinBaker
1934, 10).To give the climatologically definedMediterraneanAfrica a human face and
effect, the CapeMalays were presented as similar toMediterraneanMuslims, the Cape
Bushmen to Ur-people in northernAfrica or southern Europe such as the Hysos or the
Etruscans (Merrington2001).The lush cultivated lands along theOrangeRiver (now the
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Gariep)werelikenedtothefertileNileValleyandAfrikanertrekkersfromtheCapetothe
northofthecountry(i.e.SouthAfrica)thoughttheyhadreachedtheNileinEgyptwhenthey
namedtheriverNylstroom(Merrington2001).

Trans-Africatelegraph

WhereasthepicturingoftheCapeandEgypthelpedinthedevelopmentoftheCapetoCairo
consciousness,thecontinentaltelegraph,railwaylineandairroutesprovidedthetechnical
expressionofconnectingtheAfricancontinentalongtheCapetoCairoaxis.Theymarked
areasthatweretobesubjectedtoBritishruleandcontrol.AsIwillshowbelow,therailway
line in particularwasuseful in the amalgamationofBritish territories, and togetherwith
the telegraph and air route (along the Cape to Cairo axis) defined Britain’s geopolitical
positionontheAfricancontinent.Thefrontrunneroftherailwaysystemwasthetrans-Africa
telegraph,8 which wasmeant to facilitate the administration of colonies and to facilitate
commercial transactions. The telegraph project became public in 1878, when the Cape
Governmentofferedasubsidyof£15,000perannumfor15yearstoanypersonorcompany
whowouldconstructandworkatelegraphbetweenEnglandandtheCape(Weinthal1922).
CecilRhodeslookeduponitas,‘akindofadvanceguardofcivilisation,9whichwould,in
duecourse,befollowedbyarailwaysystem’(Weinthal1922,217).Thesuggestionforan
‘all-Britishtelegraphiccable’hadapeculiarfascinationamongEmpirebuilders,wholooked
uponitas‘anall-powerfulweaponfordevelopingtradebetweentheMotherCountryand
herColonies, and forbringingabout something in thenatureof ImperialFederationor a
Pan-BritannicCustomsUnion’ (Bright 1911, 35). Itwas proposed that the telegraph line
shouldbeasimportantastheBritishnavyandarmy,andthatitshouldbeamatterofthe
stateratherthantheprivatesectortoenabletheBritishtotalkfreely‘yetsecretlywiththe
restoftheEmpire’(Bright1911,xvi).Bright(1911)wasworriedthattheinter-imperialnews
toandfromtheUnitedKingdomwasbeingsubjectedtothecontrolofAmericaninterests
and party policies in the absence of aBritish-controlled cable.He viewed the all-British
telegraphbetween theUnitedKingdomandCanadaas anexample tobe followedby the
BritishgovernmentandsuggestedthatthetelegraphlineinAfricashouldfollowaprojected
all-Britishsteamship.InthecontextoftheCapetoCairo,theall-BritishAtlanticcablewas
toserveasasecondandsuperiorstrategiclinetotheCape.Inthissense,thetelegraphset
thescenefortheCapetoCairoconnections.However,itwastherailwaythatplayedacrucial
partintherealisationofthoseconnections.Strage(1973)hassuggestedthatRhodes’sOxford
classmate,CharlesMetcalfe,was probably the first person to put the idea of the railway
runningthelengthofAfricainprint,andwhoalsohadaproposalforthewholeplan.

Therailway:servicingtheCapetoCairo

ThedevelopmentoftherailwayinSouthAfricawasspurredbytheinaugurationoftheStockton
toDarlingtonRailway,whichwasopenedinEnglandin1825(Hoare1975).Subsequently,the
CapeColonyGovernmentproposedbuildingarailwayin1828(Strage1973).TheProvincial
Committeeof theCapeofGoodHopeWesternRailwayconsideredbuilding a railway in
CapeTown,andthefirstRailwayActoftheCapewaspassedin1857.Thisopenedtheway
fortheEdwardPickering(company)tocontracttobuildtherailwaylinefromCapeTown,
tappingthecornandwinedistrictsofStellenboschandPaarl,toWellingtonin1858(Raphael
1936;Hoare1975).Inthesameperiod,Britainwaspursuingthedevelopmentoftherailway
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betweenAlexandraandCairo,andCairoand theSuez inEgypt.Thesedevelopments laid
thefoundationforboththesouthernandnorthernsectionsofthetranscontinentalrailway.
Thesectionsoftherailwayatbothendsofthecontinentclearlymarkedthepathalongwhich
thecontinentofAfricacouldbeconnected,andstimulatedtheimperialimaginationsofthe
naturalresourcesthatcouldbebroughtunderBritishcontrol.InRhodes’simperialvision,the
CapetoCairorailwaybecame‘thesturdyarmatureonwhichanempirecouldbeassembled,
shapedandcast’(Strage1973,16).
Africa’smineralsplayedacriticalroleinthedevelopmentoftheCapetoCairoimperial

mission.ThediscoveryofgoldontheWitwatersrandledtoabeliefthatsimilargoldfieldslay
beyondtheLimpopo(Malcolm1939),henceMatabelelandbecameatarget.Forthepurpose
of our discussion,mineral prospecting accentuated the desire to link the south andnorth
of theAfricancontinent.ThisbecameclearwhenRhodesconsolidatedminingcompanies
under theaegisof theBritishSouthAfricaCompany (hereafter theCharteredCompany).
In its application for the Royal Charter, the Company presented its main feature as ‘to
extendtheCaperailwayandtelegraphsystemstotheZambeziRiver,toencourageBritish
colonisation,andpromotetradeandcommerceinthedistrictsthusopenedup,andtodevelop
themineralandotherconcessionswhichtheyalreadypossessed’(Weinthal1922,412).The
ColonialOfficewantedtolimittheoperationoftheCharteredCompanybetweentheCape
andZambezi,butRhodesusedtheCapetoCairoleitmotifinhisargumentforthepermissionleitmotifinhisargumentforthepermissionleitmotif

to operate beyond the Zambezi. Consequently when the company was incorporated by
RoyalCharteron29October1889(Malcolm1939),‘theChartercontainednomentionof
thenorthernboundariesinregardtotheextensionoftheCompany’sterritory’,andRhodes
regardedtheconcessiongiventohisCharteredCompany‘sogigantic,[itwas]likegivinga
manthewholeofAustralia’(Gross1956,181).
MoreapplicabletotheCapetoCairovisionisthattheCharterwasusefulintwomain

ways.Firstly,byopeningupvast landstothenorthofLimpopo,theCharterembodiedthe
territorial indefinitenessand legalisedRhodes’snorthwardsexpansion.TheDeBeersTrust
Deed,asdraftedbyRhodes,empoweredthecompanyto‘acquireanyassetitpleased,including
tractsofcountryinAfricaandelsewhere…tobuildandoperatetramways,railways,roads,
…’(Strage1973,46).Secondly,itencouragedexpeditionsalongtheCapetoCairoaxis.For
instance,theexpeditionsof1899and1901weresenttoAfricaforthepurposeof‘discovering
amineralareaofsufficientimportancetodrawthelinenorthwards’(Williams1922,148).In
thissense,mineraldiscoverieswereusedasjustificationfortheextensionofrailways,while
areasrichinmineralsfellintothehandsofimperialentrepreneurs.10Rhodesiawasthefirst
maintarget,becauseitprovidedthestrongest,yethighlycontested, linksinconnectingthe
Capewiththenorthernterritories.InhisforewordtoWeinthal’s(1922,xxvii)fourvolumes,
JanSmutsdescribedtheroleofRhodesiaintheCapetoCairovisioninthesewords:‘South
Africahasbeenmostintimatelyconnected…withtheconceptionoftheCapetoCairoroute
…[It]was[Rhodes’s]greatvision,andthelandcalledafterhisname[i.e.Rhodesia]washis
creation,andincidentallythegreateststepforwardtowardstherealisationofthevision’.
TheattempttoincorporateRhodesiaintotheUnionofSouthAfricafailedfollowingthe

Referendumof27October1922,inwhichRhodesiansdecidedinfavourofaResponsible
Governmentby8774votesto5989(Gale1935).Moreover,theAfrikaner-dominatedSouth
AfricanRepublicmadethatincorporationgeographicallyimpossible.Underthesepolitical
conditions,Rhodes regardedBechuanaland (present-dayBotswana) as the gateway to the
north,hencehepersuadedthereluctantBritishgovernment11tocoloniseBotswanainorder
to,amongotherthings,keephisnorthwardexpansionistplanintact.Bechuanalandperformed
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thesamestrategicrolethattheSuezCanalplayedinthegeopoliticsofEurope,hencethat
countryhasbeendubbedtheSuezinthedescriptionofBritain’snorthwardsexpansionismin
Africa.TherelationshipbetweentheBritishGovernmentandtheCharteredCompanyover
Bechuanalandwassealedbythetripartiteagreement12betweentheGovernmentofBritish
Bechuanaland, the Chartered Company and the Bechuanaland Railway Company, which
was signed by the three parties on 9August 1894 (House ofCommons 1894). It should
beemphasised that thecolonisationofBechuanalandbyBritainwasan importantstep in
thedevelopmentoftheroadtotheNorth.AsIwillbeshowingbelow,bothBotswanaand
ZimbabwestillremainstrategicterritoriesinthenewlyrelaunchedCapetoCairorhetoric.
For themomentIhighlight thepractices thatbolsteredtheCapetoCairo imperialvision.
Such practices are important for understanding howgeopolitical ideas are translated into
everyday life.AsDodds (2001, 474) noted, ‘critical geopolitics needs to engagewith…
concernsovertheroleofpracticesineverydaylife’.

ThecolonialromanceoftheCapetoCairoroute

‘SpeakofAfricaandgoldenjoys’;thejoyofwanderingthroughthelonelylands;
thejoyofhuntingthemightyandterriblelordsofthewilderness,thecunning,the
wary,andthegrain.Inthesegreatestoftheworld’sgreathunting-groundsthereare
mountain-peakswhosesnowsaredazzlingundertheequatorialsun;swampswhere
theslimeoozesandbubblesandfestersinthesteamingheat;lakeslikeseas;skies
that burn above desertswhere the iron desolation is shrouded from view by the
waveringmockeryofmirage;vastgrassypalmsandthorn-treesfringethedwindling
streams;mightyriversrushingoutoftheheartofthecontinentthroughthesadness
ofendlessmarshes;forestsofgorgeousbeauty,wheredeathbroodsinthedarkand
silentdepths(TheodoreRoosevelt,citedinWeinthal1922).

Apartfrommineralprospecting,thepropagationoftheCapetoCairoideawasbolsteredby
anumberofactivities,themostimportantonebeingtravel.Itshouldbeacknowledgedthat
travelstoAfricapredatetheCapetoCairoinvention.Nonetheless,theadventoftheCape
toCairorailwaypromotedaparticularpatternoftravelthatnaturalisedtheroute.Arguably,
thosewhosupportedtheconstructionoftherailwaylinehadinterestintrans-bordertourism.
Forexample,JanSmutscommentedthat:

whentheengineerhascompletedhistasksomethingwillstillremainbeyondtherange
ofmechanics.Africawillremaintheunique,theindefinable,themostbafflingofthe
continents.Butitsfascinationwillnolongerbeconfinedtotheselectcircleofgreat
travellersanddiscoverersandmightyhunters.Theroutewillmakethegreatsecretof
Africathepossessionofallwhocaretotravel(citedinWeinthal1922,28–29).

OfrelevancetothediscussionofthischapterandthebookisthattheCapetoCairo,asan
ideaaswellastheroute,realignedcontinental travelsinandoverAfrica(seeGroganand
Sharp1900;Letcher1905).Suchtravelswereconsideredofimperialvalue.Forexample,Jan
SmutsencouragedStellaTreattandherhusbandtoembarkonaCapetoCairotripandtowrite
aboutthattripforpeopleinEnglandsoastocreateinterestintheCapetoCairoexpedition
(Treatt1927).13Theirroutestucktotheall-Britishterritoryandtheyreceivedassistancefrom
thecolonialoffice(Treatt1927).Belcher(1932)reportedaboutsimilarexperiencesoftwo
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womenwhoorganisedatripfromCapeTowntoCowleyviaCairo,inwhichabroadredline
wasclearlymarkedfromCapeTowntoNairobi,andfromtherecontinuedalmostwithouta
breaktoCairo.InthecasewherethejourneydidnotbeginfromCapeTown,therewasan
expressedinterestamongtravellerstojointheCapetoCairoroute,asitwasthecasewith
CaptainsSpekeandGrant.TheirrouteacrossthecontinentcommencedinZanzibar,butit
joinedtheCapetoCairoroutenorthwardfromLakeVictoria(Grant1864).
LeoWeinthalfoundedtheCape-to-CairoExpressandpromotedtourisminEgypt.Robert

Murray,inconjunctionwithThomasCook’stravelbusinessexploredtourismbetweenCape
Town and EastAfrica, the aim being to show tourists ‘the glories of unexploredAfrica’
(Murray 1996, 29). Subsequently,Murray formed theTrans-Africa Safari Company14 ‘to
operatefullyinclusivetourseverywhereinAfricabetweenCapeTownandJuba15…andhis
driversworedarkblueuniformsandpeakedcapswithasilverbadgeintheshapeofamap
ofAfrica’(Murray1996,36).
AirtransportwasalsousedtosupporttourismalongtheCapetoCairoaxis.Forexample,

AirVice-MarshalSalmondhopedtoestablishCairoasacentreofthreegreatempireairroutes
toIndia,totheCapeandtoAustralia(Weinthal1922).TheCapetoCairoairrouteopened
on27December1919(Weinthal1922).AccordingtotheBritanniawebsite,16nowherewas
theromanceofcommercialflyingmorecompoundedwiththeperceivedconditionsofthe
exoticthanontheImperialAirways17routebetweenCairoandtheCape.TheAfricanroute
wasconsideredtheworld’smostadventurousskyjourney.
TravelsontheCapetoCairoroutealsoconferredasenseofachievement.MaryHall’s

(1907,v)prefacetoherbookmakesthispointclear:‘asIamthefirstwomanofanynationality
tohaveaccomplishedtheentire journeyfromtheCapetoCairo,I thinkperhapsasimple
accountofhowImanagedtodoitquitealonemaybeofsomeinterest tomanywho,for
variousreasons,realorimaginary,areunabletogosofarafield’.Belcher(1932)suggested
thatusinga lightcar, theOxfordMorris, for travelling fromCape toCairodemonstrated
whatBritishgoodscoulddo.Thesamesenseofachievementandthespatialityonwhichit
isembeddedismanifestedin21stcenturyAfrica,asIwillshowinthesectionthatfollows.

Transfrontierconservation:theCapetoCairobyanothername

Despiteitsimperialistimpulsesandconnotations,thephrase‘CapetoCairo’hasbecomea
descriptorofprojects thataresupposedlymeanttobenefitpost-independenceAfrica.It is
beingusedincontemporaryAfricaonthegroundsthatitspurposeandmeaningscouldbe
rehabilitatedtofitintocurrentsocial,politicalandeconomicrealities.Putitdifferently,it
isbelievedthattheCapetoCairoaxiscouldserveapurposedifferentfromitsimperialist
oneandthatthereisvalueinrecyclingthatphraseunderadifferentpoliticalenvironment.
Tothisend,Naidoo18(citedinBanfield1999)suggestedthattheinformationsuper-highway
shouldbebuilt fromCapeTown toCairo to liberate thecontinent, arguing that the same
CapetoCairoaxisthathadbeenusedtosubjugatethecontinentcouldalsobeaninstrument
foritseconomicliberation.InthesameveinRobertson(1999)19describedthesigningofan
agreementfortheraillinkfromJohannesburgtoKampalain1999astheraildealthatlinks
CapetoCairo.20ThemessagehereisthattheCapetoCairoaxisisasrelevantforpresent-day
Africa’sdevelopmentasitwasclaimedtobeinthepast.Theimperialmotivesbehindthe
expansionandconnectionofBritishterritorialpossessionsinAfricaarebeingreinterpreted
in21stcenturyAfricainordertopromotetourism.Inthecontextoftourism,theCapeto
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Cairo is viewed as presenting anopportunity for the tourism industry to harnessAfrica’s
geographical heritage (Nelson 1996).Accordingly, Frost and Shanka (2001) have argued
fortherevivaloftheCapetoCairodreamfortourismpurposes.21TheyconsidertheCape
toCairoaxisasacorridorthatisviablefortourismfromboththepoliticalandeconomic
standpoints.Politically,thecorridorisviablefortourismbecause‘Africangovernmentsno
longer view international tourism investors as agents of imperialismor neo-colonialism’,
thetourismroutealongthecorridor‘hasstrongsocialandeconomicconsequencesforthe
participating nations’ andAfrica has entered a new political climate of co-operation and
regionalism(FrostandShanka2001,236).Economically,thecorridorhasawell-developed
infrastructurewithcountriesinthecorridorofferingviabletouristproductstotheexisting
internationalmarket.Usingthetourismdatafrom1989to1998,theauthorsarguedthatthe
corridoraccountsforanaverage52%ofallarrivalsinAfrica.
ItfollowsthattourismisbeenpromotedonthehistoricalideaoftheCapetoCairo,theaim

beingtorelivethecolonialCapetoCairojourneysandexperiencesthathave,astheNational

Geographicexplorer,Holgate(2003),laments,sadlybeenlost.ThatistosaythattheCapeto
Cairotourismroutescapitalise(Figure7.1)onhistoricalamnesia,promotingthequesttofollow
on the footstepsofEuropeanexplorers.For example,Figenschouwroteon theVWwebsite
that‘eversinceIlearnedasaschoolboyabouttheBritishimperialistCecilJohnRhodesand
hisvisionoftheGreatNorthRoadfromCapetoCairo,Ihavedreamedofdrivingthelength
ofAfrica,earth’ssecondlargestcontinent’.22LikeinthedaysofRhodes,mostjourneysacross
AfricastartfromCapeTown,withSouthAfricaactingasatransitionzonebetweenthecivilised
north and the uncivilisedAfrica.As theEcoAfricawebsite put it, ‘SouthAfrica is the first
countryyouwillencounteronthisjourney[i.e.CapetoCairo].It’sacivilisedintroductiontothe
vastanduntamedcontinentthatisAfrica’.23Thespiritofconqueringthehistoricallyperceived
‘dark’and ‘hazardous’continent is alsobeingnurtured. InheraccountofBrianRoutledge’s
retirementjourneyfromCapeTowntoCairo,Redfern(1999)alludedtotheviewthatonecan
travelacrossAfricabycarifonehas‘therightequipment,timeandnerveenoughtotacklethe
hazardsofacontinentstrugglingwiththird-worldsocialandpoliticalproblems…’.
Differentmodesoftravelarebeingusedtopromotetravellingalongthatroute,themain

onesbeingairandroadtravel.24Forexample,aWashington-basedtravelcompany,Capeto
CairoLLC, described itself as a tour operator, airline consolidation, and safari specialist
forSouthernandEastAfrica thatprovidescomplete individualandgroup travelplanning
forAfrican safari, vacation andbusiness travel.25TourismAfrica also specialises inCape
toCairoairsafaris.Itorganisedsuchsafarison3–17November2004andon2–16March
2005 at a cost of US$12,000 per person sharing. Similarly, theTrans-Africa Expedition
by aMalaysian expedition team travelled from CapeTown through Namibia, Botswana,
Zimbabwe,Zambia,Malawi,Tanzania,Uganda,Kenya,EthiopiaandSudantoCairo,Egypt,
in2000(FrostandShanka2001).
InsouthernAfrica,overlandtravelontheCapetoCairoroute,especiallybyfour-wheel

drive(4x4s),hasgainedmomentum.Forexample,the4x4Eco-Challenge,whichwasfirst
organisedin2001,wasanoverlandadventure‘gearedtotheconceptofenjoyingtheuntamed
beautynaturehas tooffer’ (DriveOutbeautynaturehas tooffer’ (DriveOutbeautynaturehas tooffer’ ( 2005,8), andwasconsideredanoverland tour forDriveOut 2005,8), andwasconsideredanoverland tour forDriveOut

testingco-operation,knowledgeandskills.Admittedly,notall4x4overlandtoursfollowthe
CapetoCairoroute.Ourmainconcernhere iswith toursontheCapetoCairorouteand
with those thatare supportive to,oremergeasa resultof, thepeaceparks initiative.The
4x4makes crossingborders easy, as theDriveOutmagazine suggests. In2002DriveOutmagazine suggests. In2002DriveOut Getaway

magazine organised an overlandCape toCairo trip, calling it ‘the quintessentialAfrican



Therenaissanceofthebush131

Journey’(Getaway2002,126)undertheguidanceofan‘experiencedAfricannomad’,Mike
Copeland.26ThecostofthetripwaslatercalculatedatR43,653.Theoutcomeofthejourney
andtheinvolvementofGetawayastheorganiserofthatjourneyhaverelevancetothetheme
of this chapter and, indeed, thevolumeasawhole.Theultimategoalof the journeywas
to researchmaterial forGetaway’sCape-to-Cairo guidebook thatwas published in 2003.
Thefirsttwoparagraphsoftheintroductiontotheguidebookhavethesewords:‘weareall
nomadsatheartandAfricais theidealplacetofollowyourinstincts…If it isadventure
anddangeryoucrave,thenit’shereintruckloads.Themountains,junglesanddesertswill
fillyouwithawe…wildanimalsroamtheopenspaceslikebitplayersinatimelesssaga
…’ (Copeland 2003). The guidebook does not only emphasise attributes of theAfrican
landscapethatappealtotourists,butalsoprovidespracticalstepstowardstravellingacross
thecontinent.

Figure 7.1   Cape to Cairo routes and TFCAs.

Source: Compiled from various sourcesSource: Compiled from various sources
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TFCAsandtourism

Aswehaveseeninthepreviouschapters,TFCAsarepromotedprimarilyonecological
grounds, and are also couched in the language of sustainable development. The
tourist industry has taken the ecological and sustainable development agenda further
by promoting tourism as an appropriate economic activity that would benefit nature
conservationandlocalcommunities.Notably,theexpansionofnationalparksintheform
of transfrontierparks ishelpful in recreating thewilderness,which the tourist industry
could sell as a (tourism) product. Unsurprisingly,TFCAs have the full support of the
tourismindustryand 4x4trailsaremarketedasoneoftheattractionsofpeaceparks.Both
theGreatLimpopo,KgalagadiandAis-Ais/Richtersveldpeaceparkshaveself-drivetrails
(DriveOut2005).DriveOut2005).DriveOut

ItcouldbearguedthatTFCAsdonotonlycreatethewildernessfor tourists,butalso
contribute to therevivalandpopularisationof the imperial-inscribedCape toCairoroute.
EvidenceofthisisfoundincommentsaboutTFCAsandtheCapetoCairoideaand,more
importantly, from the alignment of contemporary tourism routes, in which emphasis is
placedontheroutesfromCapeTowntotheinterioroftheAfricancontinent.Forexample,
Addison (1997, 66) drew the parallel between Cecil Rhodes and peace parks when he
commentedthat:

ahundredyearsagoCecilRhodesimpudently…announcedhisvisionofanAfrica
paintedredundertheBritishflag.Nowundertherubricofpeaceparks,themapis
tobecolouredgreenfromCapetoCairowiththesupportofAfricanpresidentsand
majorfundingfromprivatesectorinvestorsanddonorsinthewealthiercountries.

Getaway supports the creation of peace parks,which it sees as a grand ecotourismplan.
AstheGetawaywriterPinnock(1996,89)put it,‘therelinkingoftheseancientcorridors
[throughpeaceparks]couldre-establishthegreatherds…andprovidethebasisforahuge
ecotourismindustry’.Infactoneof thewaysthemapsof theplanforconnectingTFCAs
in southernAfricawas firstbrought topublicattentionwas theirpublicationbyGetaway

magazineinNovember1996.The‘superparks’,asGetawaycallsthem,weretobeginfrom
existingprotectedareas.
ItshouldbenotedthatGetawayisnotaloneinpromotingtheideaofecotourismroutes

fromCapeTowntothenorthofthecontinent.TheCapeTown-basedOpenAfricaInitiative,
whichwasestablishedin1995byagroupofscientists,businesspeopleandtourismexperts,
embarked on the ‘AfricanDream Project’ that aimed at linking the splendours ofAfrica
throughanetworkofAfrikatourismroutesfromCapetoCairo.Theideaiscreditedtothe
founderoftheAfricanDreamProject,NoeldeVilliers.ItshouldbenotedthattheAfrican
DreamInitiativedevelopedalongsidethatofcross-borderparks–aprocessthathasledto
theinterpretationsoftheAfricanDreamasbothanatureconservationandtourismproject.
IthasbeenspeculatedthattheAfricanDreamInitiativewasovertakenbythedevelopment
ofpeaceparks,whichgavetheInitiativeageographicalexpression.Addison(1997)isofthe
viewthatitwasAntonRupertwhoaddedthefinalmixtotheAfricanDreamthroughthe
promotionofpeaceparks.ThemannerinwhichtheideaofconnectingAfricabymeansof
greenbeltsofprotectedareaswascreatedandcarriedoutcouldbedebatable,butthelink
betweenpeaceparksandtheAfricanDreamProjectisidentifiable.TheProjectpaintedthe
imageofAfricainthesewords:



Therenaissanceofthebush133

Indulgeinsomeimaginaryscenario-building.Redefine‘gameparks’toincludeareas
reflectingthetraditions,culture,arts,literature,archaeologicalsites,andfolkloreof
Africa.ImaginetheselinkedfromCapeTowntoCairo,suchparkstoserveasthe
cornerstonesofanAfricanparadigmandmodalityof living thatharmoniseswith
nature.Pencilinaccommodationandnewformsofcraftandotherindustriesalong
these links and on the borders of these parks, with informalmarkets employing
hundredsofthousandsofpeople;agriculturebasedonfarmingwithwildlife;music,
clothing, art, and theatrical exportswith nature as the theme, educationwith an
emphasisonenvironmentalmanagement;newformsofarchitecturebasedonold.
SeeAfrica vividly etched against the background of a worsening environmental
crisisalmosteverywhereelseontheglobe.Anticipatethehumaninterestinnature
30yearsfromnowtobefargreaterthancanbeimaginedtoday,andtheyearning
forwildernessareastohaveintensifiedbythen.RegardAfricaastheworld’sgarden,
theglobe’slung,astheplacefromwhichhumanityderivesanewethosandethic
environmentalinspiration(DeVilliers1995,9–10).

DeVilliersthoughtthattheimageofAfricathathepaintedabovewouldgalvanisemoraland
financialsupportfor theproject,moreespeciallyinSouthAfricawhereitwaslaunched.27

Consequently,heunderestimatedtheneedforfund-raising,whichhasbeenthemaindrawback
for the project. Ten years later (i.e. 2005) the Nelson Mandela-patronedAfrican Dream
ProjectwasstilloperatingmainlyinsideSouthAfrica.Itlauncheditsfirstroutein1999and
had56routesinsevencountriesby2005.Theproject’sfirstrouteoutsideSouthAfricawas
openedin2002inSwazilandintheLubomboregion(Rodrigues2002).28Itwasenvisaged
thattherouteswillultimatelylinkup,actingasforerunnerstopeaceparks.Clearly,theway
inwhichtheAfricanDreamProjectestablishestourismroutesaccountsforthelocalisationof
thoseroutes.Theroutesaredevelopedbyagroupofpeoplewhocometogethertousefeatures
suchasculture,historicalsitesandsoon,topromotetourism.Followingtheidentification
oftheroute,OpenAfricaassistswiththeplanningoftheroute.29AccordingtoDeVilliers,
thatapproachismodelledonthefamouswineroutesof theCape,whichwereestablished
bywine farmerswhowerekeen toattract touristsbydevelopingactivities that contribute
toeconomiesofscale.30Inessence,thevoluntaryapproachbywhichAfrikatourismroutes
aredevelopedmeans that thepatternof the routes is neitherpredeterminednor enforced.
Consequently,theroutesarenotnecessarilyalignedtotheCapetoCairoaxis.Nevertheless,
theCapetoCairo imageryhasbeenusedtoencouragethedevelopmentof tourismroutes
withalongtermviewofcreatinganetworkofroutesacrosstheAfricancontinent.
I emphasise that there is a concerted effort towardsdeveloping anetworkof tourism

routesthatconnectswithTFCAsinordertopromotetourismattheregionallevel.Thisis
made possible by realigning road infrastructurewith existing and potentialTFCAs sites,
asisthecasewiththeLubomboroute31thatwaslaunchedinMay2006.Thatroute,which
formspartof theMaputoDevelopmentCorridor, isaimedat thedevelopmentof tourism
in the area. It is anticipated that the routewould offer a diversified tourismproduct that
would simultaneouslybenefitMozambique,SouthAfrica andSwaziland.Touristswill be
abletoexplorethediversecultures,landscape,wildlifeandthecoast.Accordingly,thejoint
statementoftheministersofthethreecountriesclaimedthattheroutewillturntheLubombo
regioninto‘oneofthefewplacesintheworldwheretouristswillbeabletodiveoncoral
reefsandobservewhalesanddolphinsintheseawithinjustafewhoursofexperiencinga
bigfivegamesafari’.32ItshouldbenotedthattheLubomborouteisanetworkoftourism
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Figure 7.2   Lubombo TFCAs and tourism routes.

Source: Compiled from various sources
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routes,namely,theCoastalAdventureRoute(Route1),theMountainRoute(Route2)and
theEzulwiniValleyRoute(Route3)(Figure7.2).Thethreeroutesareallconnectedtothe
TFCAs inLubombo,withRoute 1 linking theLubombo and theGLTP (seeFigure 7.2).
AccordingtotheSwaziObserverOnline,theEzulwiniValleyRoutehasbeendevelopedto
allowvisitorstoexperiencetheSongimvelo–MalolotjaTFCA.
The linksbetween tourismandTFCAs in the regionhave institutional support in the

formofSADCandtheRegionalTourismOrganisationofSouthernAfrica(RETOSA).As
wehaveseeninChapter5,SADCsupportsthedevelopmentofTFCAsinsouthernAfrica.
The member states33 of SADC signed the SADC Charter of RETOSA34 in 1997, which
meansthatSADChasentrustedRETOSAwithregionaltourismmatters.Accordingtothe
Charter,theobjectivesofRETOSAaretoencourageandfacilitatethemovementandflowof
touristsintheregion,applyingthenecessaryregionalornationalpoliciesandmechanisms,
whichfacilitatetheliberalisationofexchangecontrolandregulations;facilitateacommunity
and rural-based tourism industry and culture throughout the region; and to develop, co-
ordinate and facilitate tourism marketing and related promotional opportunities into the
region (RETOSA1998).Of relevance to thediscussionof this chapter is thatRETOSA’s
marketingactivitiesareprimarilyfocusedonscenicbeauty,wildlife,cultureandseaside.The
organisation’simageofthesouthernAfricanregionisthatof‘ascenictropicalparadisewith
beautifulwildopenspacesandAfricananimals,backedupbyitspeople’sfriendliness,good
foodandservice’(RETOSA1998,15).Accordingly,RETOSAhasbrandedsouthernAfrica
as‘theessenceofAfrica–beyondyourwildestdream’,anditslogohasfourcolours35that
reflecttheregion’s‘African-ness’.ItshouldbenotedthattheSADCCouncilapprovedthe
recommendationthatRETOSAshouldremainasubsidiaryoftheorganisationofSADCin
MauritiusinAugust2004(SADC2005).TheviewthatTFCAsareharbingersofpeacehas
elevatedthelinkbetweenTFCAsandtourismbeyondthesouthernAfricanregiontomake
themrelevanttotheentireAfricancontinent.

TouringAfricaforpeaceorpeacefultourisminAfrica?

Undoubtedly,peaceparksplayacriticalroleinthepromotionoftourisminAfrica,mainly
becausetheysupportandentrenchtheromanticviewofAfricanlandscapeswhile,atthe
same time, being alignedwith ideas about peace on the continent.There is a strongly
heldviewthatAfricahasarichnaturalandculturalheritagethatcouldbeharnessedfor
the promotion of tourism,which acts as a catalyst for peace in the continent (Sumaye
2003).Asonothercontinents,theIIPTisattheforefrontofpromotingthelinkbetween
peace parks and tourism inAfrica.Accordingly, it held its firstAfricanConference on
Peace throughTourism in Nelspruit, SouthAfrica, in 2002 under the theme ‘Building
Bridges of Peace through Sustainable Community Tourism Development’. The aim of
the conferencewas to fosterAfrican awareness and commitment to the social, cultural,
environmental and economic benefits of tourism and the role of tourism as a catalyst
for reconciliation and peace on the continent. Subsequently, the Second IIPTAfrican
ConferencewasheldinDaresSalaam,Tanzania,on7–12December2003(IIPT2003a),
the aim being to develop partnerships, implementation strategies and action initiatives
that contribute to sustainable community development, peace and poverty reduction.36

Significantly, the conference led to the development of theTanzaniaAction Plan with
aclearagenda that includeddevelopingaglobalawarenessof theactivitiesof theIIPT.
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To that end, it endorsed theUnitedNations declaration of the first decade of the 21st
century (i.e. 2001–2010) as the International Decade for a Culture of Peace andNon-
Violence for theChildren of theWorld. It is claimed that theConferencewas actually
organised tosupport thatUNdeclaration (IIPT2003b).Oneof thekeyActionAgendas
adopted at theTanzania conferencewas sustainable tourismdevelopment,which aimed
toencourageallnationsofAfricatodevelopsustainabletourismstrategies,policiesand
masterplans.Moreimportantly,theActionAgendaencouragedregionalcollaborationin
naturalresourceandenvironmentalplanningconsistentwithregionalecologicalsystems,
andthedevelopmentoftransnationalpeaceparks(IIPT2003b).Inemphasisingtheneed
fordevelopingpeaceparksinAfrica,theDeputySecretary-GeneraloftheWorldTourism
Organisation,DawiddeVilliers(2003,3),tolddelegates37that‘oneofthemostsuccessful
andpowerfulinitiativestoutilisetheimmensenaturalpotentialofAfrica–itsopenspaces,
rivers,mountainsandwildlife–comesfromthePeaceParksFoundationandtheconcept
ofTrans-frontierConservationAreas’.Thisisevidencethattourismorganisationssupport
thedevelopmentofpeaceparksinAfricafortourismpurposes.Investorshavealsocome
onboardastheyseetravelandtourismasakeyfactoroftheAfricaneconomy.According
tothefounderandPresidentoftheIIPT,Louisd’Amore(2003),membersoftheUS-based
CorporateCouncilonAfrica,whichgiveshighregardtotravelandtourism,accountfor
85%ofallUSinvestmentinAfrica.
TheThirdIIPTAfricanPeaceThroughTourismConference,38heldinZambiaon6–11

February 2005, also has direct relevance to the peace park concept and to the legacy of
British occupation inAfrica. The goals of the Conference were to: (i) provide a forum
for leading government, industry, donor agency, NGO, educators and practitioners to
debate and reach consensus on a 21st CenturyVision forAfricanTourism; (ii) facilitate
thedevelopmentofstrategicalliancestoachievethatvision;(iii)demonstrateelementsof
thatvisionwith‘successstories’andmodelsof‘bestpractice’;and(iv)continuebuilding
a global awareness ofAfrica as a 21st century destination (IIPT 2005a).The conference
coincidedwithZambia’s‘NationalPeaceThroughTourismWeek’,39duringwhichZambia
celebratedthe150thanniversaryofLivingstone’ssightingofVictoriaFalls, theCentenary
YearoftheTownofLivingstoneandthe100thbirthdayoftheformerUNSecretaryGeneral
DagHammarskjöld.Significantly,ZambiadedicatedVictoriaFallsasanIIPTInternational
Peace Park.An important outcome of the Zambia Conference was the adoption of the
LusakaDeclaration,which called on governments, the private sector and civil society to
supporttourismbasedonauniqueAfricanexperience–thebrandingofAfrica.Moreover,
theLusakaDeclarationemphasisedtheneedforregionalandsub-regionalco-operationand
practicallysupportedtheconceptofpeaceparksbyestablishingtheGreatFallsPeaceParks
Initiative,whichdedicated IIPTInternationalPeaceParks ineachcountryadjacent to the
world’sthreegreatfalls,namely,Iguaçu(betweenArgentinaandBrazil),Niagara(Canada
andtheUSA)andVictoria(ZambiaandZimbabwe)(IIPT2005b).
Insummary,theimperialistvisionforacontinent-wideconnectivityisbeingrehabilitated

fortourismpurposes,withTFCAsplayingacriticalroleinthatprocess.TheCapetoCairo
concept and TFCAs have some similarities, which range from their geographical reach
through to their impact onAfrica and its people.Geographically, both theCape toCairo
conceptandTFCAsemphasiseSouthAfricaasastartingpointforcontinent-wideprojects
ofdifferentkinds.Theybothemphasisetheconnectivityofcountriesfor thedevelopment
of the continent. To be sure, the development of the railway acrossAfrica was viewed
by imperialists as an instrument for civilising and developing the supposedly dark and
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barbaricAfrica.Tabor(2003)hasactuallysuggestedthatpartsofthecontinent,suchasthe
DemocraticRepublicoftheCongo,aretroubledhotspots,becausetheywerenottouchedby
therailway.Hemaintainsthat‘itisironicthatthegaps40oflessthan500mileslieintwoof
themosttroubledterritoriesonthecontinent’(Tabor2003,v).Asimilarmessageisbeing
spread thatAfrican countries that do not participate inTFCAswill not benefit from the
economicspin-offsofecotourismandfromthe‘peace’thatTFCAswouldfoster.Asinthe
caseoftheimperialCapetoCairoproject,non-stateactors,particularlytheprivatesector,are
themaindriversofTFCAsinAfrica.ThisbegsthequestionoftheextenttowhichAfrica’s
fortunesandmisfortunesarecontinuouslyshapedbynon-stateactors,ofcourse,with the
complicityofthestate.ItfollowsthattouringfromtheCapetoCairoisbecominginfectious
incontemporaryAfricaasFox(2004)hassuggested,andnewtitleson theCape toCairo
routehavebecomepopularamongbookpublishers(Hugon1993;Oberholzer1996;Holgate
2003;Moore 2003;Theroux 2003).Rhodes’sCape toCairo ambition, and his ecological
imperialismthatwasmanifestedbybirdsandimportedexoticfauna(Maylam2005),isbeing
replayedintheformofTFCAsandtheirassociatedtourism.
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Chapter8

MappingAfrica’sfuture

AnalystsofTFCAsshouldnotonlydealwitharangeofissuesthatarisefromthecreation
ofTFCAs,butshouldalsoengagewiththeconceptualisationsofTFCAs.Inotherwords,the
analyticalgazeshouldappreciate thedifferentdimensionsofTFCAssoas toenhancethe
theorisationofTFCAsand todevelopappropriateandrobustmethodsofevaluating them
ontheground.Attheleveloftheory,environmentalismandtheconceptsofpeace,security
andeconomicdevelopmentthatflowfromit,provideausefulandmulti-dimensionalentry
pointtothestudyofTFCAs.TheaccentuationofthenotionofecologicalintegrityinTFCAs
implies that in theorising themwe should considerdebates in, and research results from,
disciplinesinthegeneralcategoryofnaturalscience.TheassociationofTFCAswithpeace
andsecuritypointstotheneedforTFCAstudiestograsptheoriesofinternationalrelations
whileecotourisminTFCAscallsforadeeperunderstandingoftheworkingsofcapitaland
itsagencies innatureconservation.Themainpointhere is that there isaneed toengage
withTFCAsattheabstractlevelandthattheabstractionofTFCAsshouldbeinformedby,
andreflect,thedimensionsofTFCAs.ThosedimensionsrangefromTFCAsasimaginations
through to their implementation and impact that they have on biodiversity protection,
interstaterelations,localcommunities,landuseandownership,andsoforth.

TFCAs:animaginedgeography

Hagen(2003)considersanimaginedgeographyaswaysofperceivingspacesandplaces,and
the relationshipsbetween them,andas representingcomplexsetsofculturalandpolitical
practicesandideasdefinedspatially.Animaginedgeographycannotbeconfinedtostatic
and discrete territorial units, all the more because spatially defined ideas and practices
are continuously been shaped by a mixture of factors and actors operating at various
geographical scales (Mudimbe1988;Said1994;Agnew1999;Kitchin andKneale2001;
Merrington2001;Paasi2002).Howeverfictitiousgeographicalimaginationsmightbethey
haveaconstitutiveroletoplayinoureverydaylives(Castree2004).Arguably,thepointof
departureinunderstandinggeopolitical intentionsandinterestsis toexaminecloselytheir
rootednessingeopoliticalimaginations.Theidentificationanddecodingofa‘grandplan’is
thereforeanecessarypreconditionforestablishingthelinksbetweenimaginedgeographies
andactivitiesontheground.Jhaveri(2004)madethispointclearwhenarguingforaclear
understanding of how oil enables the United States to pursue its petroimperialism. In a
different but related context, Shalom (1999) used the foreign policy of theUnitedStates
during the ColdWar to suggest that amisunderstanding of the foundation of a political
imaginationcouldleadtothemisinterpretationoftheforeignpolicyofaparticularcountry.
Hearguedthat,contrarytoconventionalwisdom,theSovietUnionwasnevertheexclusive
forcebehindUS foreignpolicy.Rather, thepolicyarose from the imperialprojectionsof
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theUnitedStates,whichsoughttoconstructandmaintainaglobalstagetowhichtheSoviet
Union together withThirdWorld nationalists and FirstWorld competitors were a threat.
Indeed,thequestforcontroloftheworldstageaccountsforUSinterventionismlongbefore
thecollapseoftheSovietUnion.Thiscallsfortheneedtograspthemultiplesourcesthat
aremobilisedintheconstructionofimaginedgeographies,andhowtheseimaginationsgive
contenttoprocessesandpoliciesontheground.TFCAsinAfricaareanexampleofthose
geographies,hencetheyarecorrectlycalledanAfricanDream.
Africa’sTFCAsdonotonlyconstructimagesofthecontinentfortourismpurposes,but

alsoseektoconsolidatethoseimagesintoadefinedcommonfeaturetobepursuedonthe
groundsofecologicalintegrityandassocio-economicandpoliticalimperatives.Imagesof
Africaarenotpost-ColdWarphenomena,as thecolonisationofAfricawassupportedby
an arrayof those images (Mudimbe1988).Nonetheless, the imagesof the continent that
emergedafterthecollapseoftheapartheidstateinSouthAfricaandtheendoftheColdWar
werepartofaprocess thatsought toshape thefutureof thecontinentunderentirelynew
national,regionalandglobalpoliticalenvironments.TFCAsemergedaspartofthepackage
that sought to determine howAfrica should look.As the promotional magazine of the
TFCAideahasadmitted,themapsofTFCAs‘werenotordinarymaps,butratheravision:a
windowofhowAfricamightlooklike’(Getaway2003,62).Thatvisionaccountsforvarious
nature-basedactivitiesonthecontinent,particularlyinsouthernAfrica.TheTFCAimagery
isembeddedintherearrangementofhistoricalfacts,socio-economicconditionsandpolitical
movementsaccording toacontemporarybiodiversitygrid.However, itwouldbenaïve to
explaintheriseofTFCAsinsouthernAfricaasaregionalphenomenon.AsIhaveargued
in this volume,TFCAs can more appropriately be understood within the context of the
environmentalmovementandtheprocessesandpracticesassociatedwiththatmovement.A
closerinspectionofthatmovementrevealsthatconcernswiththeecologicaldisintegration,
andthepartplayedbyhumansinthatprocess,arecentraltoenvironmentalism,aswellas
theapproachesthatvariousenvironmentalgroupshaveadopted.

EcologicalintegrityandTFCAs

The strongly held view that human survival and welfare depend on the fully functional
ecological systems has inspired generations of environmentalists to find strategies for
protecting and managing ecosystems, including attempts to recreate ecosystems where
possible.Theenvironmentalmovementhasalsopaid,andcontinuestopay,agreatdealof
attentiontothehumanactivitiesthatcontributetoecologicaldisintegration.Industrialisation,
population explosions, the development of nuclear weapons and the like, not only gave
impetus to theMovement for Survival in the 1970s, but also led to the development of
differentapproaches towardsablueprint for the future.Thoseapproachesaccount for the
emergence of different environmental interest groups. The groups include: NGOs, such
as the IUCN, that seek to develop global ecological policies through governmentswhile
remainingoutsidethestatesystem;Greenpartiesthatsoughtandstillseektotakeoverthe
controlofthemodernstateinordertoestablisha‘greenstate’;andagrassrootsmovement
of bioregionalism that aims to radically reorganise theworld by abolishing the state and
itsborders.Therehasalsobeenamove towardsdeveloping international instruments for
biodiversityprotectionsuchastheConventiononBiologicalDiversitysoastoencourage,
andeventoforce,governmentstoabidebyinternationalrulesgoverningtheuse,protection
and management of natural resources. To place TFCAs in Africa squarely into one of
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theseapproachescouldbemisleading,moreespeciallybecauseTFCAsareestablishedand
promotedthroughacarefulselectionofdifferentthreadsoftheenvironmentalmovement.
Forexample,TFCAsareunderpinnedbythelogicofecologicalintegritythatiscentraltothe
environmentalmovement,yettheyareaimedatneithercreatingthe‘greenstate’norcreating
aworldorderbasedonbioregionalism.Clearly,TFCAsinAfricaarenotpromotedthrough
partypoliticalsystemsastherearenovisibleGreenpartiesinthecontinent.
Aselsewhere,TFCAsinAfricaarepartoftheglobalsolutiontotheenvironmentalcrisis.

TheAfricaGeographic(2006)describestheestablishmentofTFCAsinAfricaasthelast
attempttolinknaturallandfortheprotectionofbiodiversitypatternsandprocesses.Thataim
issupportiveoftheideaofre-establishingecoregionsandofthewholeprocessofbioregional
planning,whichhasgainedprominencethroughtheanalysisofcross-borderenvironmental
problemsandtheconstraintsthat‘closedhabitats’imposeonspecies.Fromtheecological
perspective,ecoregionsdonotonlyrefertolargegeographicunits,butarealsoexclusively
concerned with non-human species, habitats, environmental conditions and ecological
dynamics.IncontrasttothepubliciseddefinitionsofTFCAsasareascombiningprotected
areasandtheculturalattributes,TFCAsinAfricaarebeingpromotedasecoregionsthatare
devoidofhumans.1Thisisso,becausetherehasbeenashiftfromtheconceptofTFCAs
tothatof transfrontierparks.AsIhaveshowninthevariouschaptersofthisvolume,the
establishmentofTFCAsintheAfricancontinent,particularlyinsouthernAfrica,isbasedon
theamalgamationofcontiguousnationalparks.Intheabsenceofnationalparksintheareas
designatedforTFCAs,nationalparkshavebeencreatedasthecoreof theTFCAs,asthe
examplesoftheGLTPandtheLimpopo/Shashehaveshown.IfindeedTFCAsaremeantto
preservetheculturalqualitiesoftheareasinwhichtheyareestablished,therewouldhave
beennoneedfortheresettlementoflocalresidents.IncontrasttothemarketingofTFCAs
asaninitiativethatrespectsandpromotesthelandrightsoflocalresidents,theresidentsare
beingresettled,orwillfaceresettlementinfuture,preciselybecausetheconceptofTFCAs
isincreasinglybeingreplacedbythatoftransfrontierparks,theimplicationbeingtocreate
‘superparks’.
TheobsessionwithecoregionsinTFCAsinsouthernAfricaisalsoevidentintheinterests

ofproponentsofTFCAsonthemigratoryroutesofwildlife.Elephantsareparticularlyused
todefineecoregionsforTFCAs.Accordingly,AfricaGeographic(2006)hassuggestedthat
elephantsdefineAfrica’ssavannaandthattheplanet’swildplaceswouldbediminishedwithout
them.Inthissense,elephantsareinstrumentalinrecreatingthewilderness,whichiscentralto
theideaofTFCAs.Intheprocessofcreatingthewildernessthroughelephants,humanmigration
hasbeenignoredinordertosecureecoregions.Theresultistopromoteanimalmigration
across political boundaries while, at the same time, persecuting humans who are found
crossingthesameboundaries.ThemostactiveparticipantsinTFCAs,BotswanaandSouth
Africa,havestrengthenedtheirbordersagainstimmigrantsfromtheirneighbouringcountries.
BotswanahasevenbuiltanelectricfencealongitsborderwithZimbabwe(Gumede2005).
In the promotion of TFCAs the cost of these cross-border initiatives to humans is

covered through the use of politically correct language – a rare occurrence inwhich the
languageofsocialscienceisusedbynaturalscientiststopromoteanaturalscienceagenda.
IntheanalysisofTFCAs,theuseofthatlanguageacrossdisciplineshasmeantthatthereis
collusionamongscientistsfromdifferentbackgroundsandperspectives.Beforewedwellon
thediscussionoftheuseofsocialsciencelanguageinthepromotionofTFCAs,somefurther
commentsontheestablishmentofTFCAsasecoregionswouldbeappropriate.Ecoregions
arenotsimplyspacesthatarecreatedfortheprotectionandmanagementofbiodiversity,but
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embodythewholeprocessoftheproductionofspaceandthepowerdynamicsthatgowith
thatprocess.Thisisclearfromthediscussionontheappropriateboundariesofecoregions.
Thenumberofecoregionsvariesaccordingtothefactorsthatareusedtodefinethem,

andalsoaccording to thepurposes forwhich theyare established.Apart fromprotecting
viableecosystems,Africa’secoregionsrepresenttheprocessofcreatingspacebygrabbing
land froma land-hungryconstituent,with thepromise that thatprocess is ineverybody’s
interest.Accordingly,thePPFregardstheestablishmentofTFCAsasaprocessofsecuring
space.2 In practice,TFCAs secure space by denouncing state boundaries as artificial and
human-madesoas todrawnewboundariesonecologicalgrounds.Read from thisangle,
ordinarynatureconservationprojectssuchascross-borderwatermanagementschemeshave
generallybeenignoredinthecreationofTFCAs,becausetheydonotassistinsecuringspace
withclearboundaries.Moreimportantly,countriessuchasKenyaandTanzaniathatdonot
havefencesimpedingthemigrationofwildlifehavenotbeenusedtolaunchTFCAs,partly
becausetheir‘boundless’spaceswouldhavetobedefinedfirstbeforeboundedspacescould
becreatedandsecured fromstatecontroland intervention.Putdifferently,proponentsof
TFCAsclaimthatstateboundariesshouldberemovedinordertoallowthere-establishment
of themigratory routes ofwildlife, yet, at the same time, they did not capitalise on the
existingmigratoryroutesthathavenotbeenobstructedbytheso-calledartificialboundaries.
Arguably,unfencedareasdonotlendthemselvestotheTFCAprocess,becausethatprocess
createsfencesthroughaprocessofde-legitimatisingotherfences.

TheroleofsocialscienceintheconstructionofTFCAs

AswehaveseeninChapter2,theenvironmentalmovementwasstrengthenedbyconcerns
over the negative effects of industrialisation on the earth’s support systems.While such
concerns were relevant to the industrialised countries of the North, the anti-industrialist
stancehadits limitationsinmostdevelopingcountrieswherethelevelofindustrialisation
is generally low. The strategy that the environmental movement adopted with regard to
developing countries was to focus on, among other things, poverty as the main threat
to ecological systems and human survival. By focusing on poverty as an enemy of the
environment, the environmentalmovement has garnered strong support from individuals,
groupsandinstitutionsthatareconcernedwithpoverty.Clearly,thelinksbetweenpoverty
alleviation andnature conservationmean thatTFCAs sit nicely in theglobal projects for
poverty alleviation suchas theMillenniumDevelopmentGoals.Conceptually, thehuman
dimensionoftheenvironmentalcrisisgainedcurrencywhentheagendasofdevelopmentand
environmentwerepursuedastwosidesofthesamecoininthelate1980s.Thoseagendas
were sealed at world forums such the Rio Earth Summit (1992) and the Johannesburg
SustainableDevelopment Summit (2002),where emphasiswas placed on themutual co-
existenceofenvironmentalprotectionanddevelopment.

EcotourisminTFCAs:abioregionaleconomy?

ItfollowsthatecotourisminTFCAsrepresentstheeconomicparadigmoftheenvironmental
movement.That paradigm has been made relevant to theAfrican continent by adapting
it to the socio-economic conditions in the continent. In environmental circles, poverty
is viewed as one of themajor threats to the environment. Flowing from this view is the
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use of ecotourism as the most appropriate method for poverty alleviation. Admittedly,
ecotourismhasthepotentialtocontributetothewelfareofimpoverishedcommunities,but
tosuggestecotourismasanabsolutestrategyforpovertyalleviationandastheonlyviable
mono-economy,particularly inruralareasadjacent toTFCAs, is to invalidateotherforms
of economic activities and livelihood strategies. Indeed, such a process of invalidation
occurredintandemwiththepromotionofTFCAsinsouthernAfrica.Forinstance,various
studieshavebeenconductedintheregiontoemphasisetheneedtoswitchfromagricultural
farmingtowildlife-basedactivities,suchasgamefarming.Workhasalsobeendonetopush
theideathatthereisnothingelseforruralresidentsinoradjacenttoareasdesignatedfor
TFCAs to liveonexceptecotourism.There isnothingwrongwithecotourismperse,but
theemphasisonecotourisminTFCAssitesdoesnotonlyfitintotheformofeconomythat
environmentalistsgenerallysupport,butisalsomeanttoextendcapitalismintotheremotest
ruralpartsof,mostly,developingcountries.Moreimportantly,theemphasisonecotourism
inandaroundTFCAssitesalsoservestoacquireproperty,intheformofcommunalland,
without theuseofviolence.That is tosay, theviolence throughwhich landwasacquired
for protected areas has been replaced by less violent mechanisms that legitimise the
predominantlyWesternpropertyregime.AcquiringlandforTFCAsthroughecotourismis
therefore a bloodlessmethod,whichVisvanathan (1998, 238) described in the following
seriesofquestions:‘whykill,whenyoucanco-opt?Whydestroy,whenyoucanabsorbthe
world throughKeynesian strategies?Whypoliceblatantly,when theexpert advertisement
canmakethevictimcompliant?’
InterestinecotourisminTFCAshasmeantthatthedevelopmentofTFCAsandtourism

routeshasbeenrealignedinordertomakeTFCAstouristattractions.Thisisclearfromthe
developmentofanetworkoftourismroutesintheformoftheLubomboroutethatconnects
fiveTFCAsfortourismpurposes.TherouteispromotedonthebasisthattheTFCAsand
surrounding areas offer a diversified tourism product that would simultaneously benefit
Mozambique, SouthAfrica and Swaziland.As I have shown in Chapter 7, the Coastal
Adventure Route links St LuciaWetland Park to the Kruger National Park via southern
Mozambique, the aim being to connect the LubomboTFCAswith theGLTP.Moreover,
the links between tourism andTFCAs in the region have an institutional support in the
formofSADCandRETOSA.AsasubsidiaryorganisationofSADC,RETOSAdoesnot
onlyencourageandfacilitatethemovementandflowoftouristsintotheregionbutisalso
responsibleforbrandingtheregion.Itsfocusonscenicbeauty,wildlife,cultureandseaside
meansTFCAsarerelevanttotheactivitiesoftheregionthatRETOSAhasbranded.
ApartfromharnessingAfrica’srichnaturalandculturalheritagefor thepromotionof

tourism,TFCAsarealsolinkedtotheconceptoftourismforpeace.Conceptually,theuseof
TFCAsasacatalystforpeaceonthecontinentsupportsthedominanceoftheideaofa‘park’in
thecreationofTFCAs.Inpractice,TFCAsaremarketedaspeaceparksfortourismpurposesin
linewiththeviewthatecologicalintegritycouldbeusedtosupportpeacebetweenandamong
nations.Accordingly,theIIPTisattheforefrontofestablishingthelinksbetweenpeaceparks
andtourisminAfricabyfosteringthecommitmentbygovernmentsandtheprivatesectorto
thesocial,cultural,environmentalandeconomicbenefitsoftourism.InthissensetheIIPT
promotestheviewthattourismisacatalystforreconciliationandpeaceonthecontinent.To
thatend,ithasendorsedtheUnitedNationsdeclarationofthefirstdecadeofthe21stcentury
(i.e.2001–2010)astheInternationalDecadeforaCultureofPeaceandNon-Violenceforthe
ChildrenoftheWorld.TheimportanceofecotourisminTFCAsgoesbeyondconcernswith
localeconomicdevelopmenttothepromotionofTFCAsasamoralandeconomicnecessity
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atnational,regional,continentalandgloballevels.Itshouldbeemphasisedthatthoughthe
seedofTFCAswasplantedinsouthernAfrica,therolesthatTFCAsplayintourismhave
beenappreciatedatthecontinentallevelasakeyfactoroftheAfricaneconomy.Atthetime
ofwriting(May2006),SouthAfrica,asthehostofthe2010SoccerWorldCuponbehalf
ofAfrica,wasalreadyplanning touse tourisminTFCAsasoneof thestrategies that the
restofAfricacouldbenefitfromduringthe2010soccerevent.TheSundayTimes(2006a)
hasmostrecentlypublishedjobadvertisementsfortheProgrammeManager,3Infrastructure
Development Manager and Marketing Manager4 for the newly created TFCAs 2010
DevelopmentUnit.5Theimpactofthateventcannotbepre-empted,butthereareindications
thatthateventwillbeusedtoconsolidateTFCAsasanengineofecotourisminAfrica.Future
researchonTFCAsandtourisminAfricawilldowelltoestablishtheimpactofthe2010
SoccerWorldCuponthedevelopmentofTFCAsandtheirresultanteconomicbenefits.
Inshort,ecotourisminTFCAsconflatesbioregionalismandcapitalism.Bioregionalism,as

wehavenotedinthisbook,isopposedtothecapitalisteconomyandfavourscommunalrather
than private ownership of resources.The growing trend towards communal conservancies
and ecotourism ventures, particularly in southernAfrica, fosters the spirit of communal
ownership;meanwhilecommunallandisincorporatedintotheglobaltourismindustry.

Institutionaltransformation

ThecreationofTFCAsdoesnotoccurinaninstitutionalvacuum,buttheprocesspenetrates
through the state to the different actors operating at various, and interconnected, scales.
The state provides the foundation for institutional transformation, including its own
transformationindifferentways.Theseincludeattemptstode-establishthestateboundaries
by rendering them useful for state sovereignty; meanwhile the natural resources that
traditionally belonged to the state are placed in the hands of supranational entities and
structures.Thereasonsadvancedfordoingsoarethat:thestateisincapableofplayingthe
roleoftheguardianofnature;environmentalproblemsarenotandcannotbelimitedtothe
boundariesofthestate;politicalsystemsarebasedonshortcycles;andtheorganisationof
thestatemakes it impossible toco-ordinateefforts towardsprotectingandmanaging life-
supportecologicalsystems.Withinenvironmentalism,thestateisunderattackfromvarious
quarters, ranging from the Green parties through peace movements to bioregionalists.
WhereasGreenparties seek to transform the state from inside, bioregionalists aimat the
radical transformation of the state so as to re-establish the organisational structure of
‘the native’. Such a radical agenda appeals to historically marginalised groups such as
indigenouspeoplesas it reconfirms‘indigenous institutions’andhistories.Withregard to
TFCAs, indigenous knowledge and institutions are not re-established for their own sake,
but aremobilised to support the creation of supranational institutions and structures that
governnaturalresources.Intheprocessofdoingso,thehistoriesofthemigrationoflocal
residentsareerasedinfavourofthatofanimals,andlocalcommunitiesaresystematically
marginalised,asIhavearguedinChapter6.
Itcouldbearguedthattheprocessofinstitutionaltransformationisprincipallyaimed

at the state, though that process ironically operates through the state.Aswith thewider
environmental movement, TFCAs are underpinned by the view that the rules of state
sovereignty6 are inadequate for biodiversity protection and management hence there is
a need for a shared sovereignty of some kind. In his analysis of the institutional options
fordealingwithweakor failed sovereignty,Krasner (2004,85) suggested that ‘in future,
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betterdomesticgovernanceinbadlygoverned,failed,andoccupiedpolitieswillrequirethe
transcendence of accepted rules, including the creation of shared sovereignty in specific
areas’.Sharedsovereigntycouldinvolvetheengagementofexternalactorsinsomeofthe
domesticauthoritystructuresofthetargetstateforanindefiniteperiodoftime.Thoughthe
conceptofsharedsovereigntydoesnotappearintreatiesandMoUsgoverningTFCAs,its
applicabilitytothegovernanceandownershipofbiodiversitycannotbedismissed,notleast
becauseTFCAsdeterritorialisebiodiversity.7InthisregardDuffy(2006)correctlydescribed
TFCAsasaformoftransnationalmanagementoftheenvironment.
In the context ofTFCAs, institutional transformation also implies changing the roles

andpowersof thestateovernatural resources, restructuringandstreamlininggovernment
departmentsandministries,harmonisinglegislativeinstrumentsamongparticipatingstates,
andreorganisingandstrengtheningcommunitygovernancestructures.Thecreationof the
Ministry for Co-ordination of EnvironmentalAffairs (Mozambique), the Directorate for
Transfrontier Conservation and Protected Areas (South Africa), and the transfer of the
Department of Parks to the Ministry of Environment in Lesotho, are examples of the
relevance of the restructuring of state institutions that facilitate the establishment of
TFCAs.WithregardtothelegislativeinstrumentsnecessaryforTFCAs,differentcountries
are involved in promulgating laws that make the creation of TFCAs possible. Most of
the legislative instruments are in the areas of the environment and tourism.Against this
backdrop, national policies that are promoted and implemented by states participating in
TFCAsprovideausefulbackgroundforanalysingthelinksbetweenstatepolicyandTFCAs.
AsIhaveshowninChapter6,thereiscongruencebetweenstatepoliciesandtheenvisaged
mapofTFCAsinsouthernAfrica.
Thecross-bordernatureofTFCAsimpliesthatchangestakingplacewithinparticipating

states should be directed towards achieving a supranational goal.That goal can only be
realised through the establishment of institutions at the supranational level. In southern
Africa,SADCprovidedthenecessaryconditionsforthedevelopmentofTFCAsforreasons
thatIhaveadvancedinthisbookandthataresummarisedbelow.SADCprovidedmember
stateswithcommonpolitical,economicalandenvironmentalagendas.Thepoliticalagenda
offormingaregionalentityandidentitymeantthatmemberstatesshouldactasmembers
of the same community.As in most regional blocs, the economic rationales for SADC
includetheestablishmentofacommonmarketandthedevelopmentofrulesandregulations
governing trade relationsamongmember stateson theonehandandbetweenSADCand
non-membersontheotherhand.TheSADCenvironmentalagendathattranslatedintothe
SADCProtocolonWildlifeConservationandLawEnforcementwasparticularlyrelevantfor
theestablishmentofTFCAsinthesouthernAfricanregion.
Itcouldbearguedthat thepolitical,economicandenvironmentalconcernsofSADC

are not unique to the region, raising the question of why SADC has been a launching
padforTFCAsin theAfricancontinent.Admittedly, theprocessofregionalisminAfrica
isnot confined to southernAfrica,buthas takenplace inotherpartsof thecontinent as
evidencedbyregionalblocssuchasUMA,COMESA,ECOWASandECCAS,whichare
found elsewhere in theAfrican continent. These regional blocs are founded on similar
politicalandeconomicbasesthatledto,andthatunderpin,SADC.Bythesamelogic,other
partsofAfricaalsohadenvironmentalconditionsthatcouldhavebeenusedtosupportthe
ecologicalaimsandobjectivesofTFCAs.DespitemeetingalltherequirementsforTFCAs,
those regionalblocshavenotbeenused in thepromotionofTFCAs, a situation thathas
conferredleadershiponsouthernAfricainTFCAinitiativesinAfrica.AsIhavearguedin
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thisbook,SADCbecamealaunchingpadforTFCAs,mainlybecausethemainforcebehind
theestablishmentofTFCAsinAfrica, thePPF,hasa longhistoryofnatureconservation
insouthernAfrica.SANF,asthefrontrunnerofthePPF,laidthefoundationonwhichthe
PPFcouldlaunchTFCAsinsouthernAfrica.Inotherwords,theregionalreachofSANF
ensuredthatthePPFwouldinheritthenecessaryagencies,humanandnon-humancapital
andtheinfrastructurethatcouldbemobilisedforthecreationofTFCAs.Theuseofthese
resourceswasgeographically limited tosouthernAfrica,particularly toSouthAfricaand
its immediate neighbouring countries. The PPF succeeded in promoting the concept of
TFCAsintheregion,becauseithasthesupportofSADCstructures.Thepointhereisthat
regionalismisnotuniquetosouthernAfrica,but thecombinationof thatprocessandthe
strategiesandresourcesofthePPFhasmeantthatsouthernAfricastandsoutastheregion
leading the development ofTFCAs on theAfrican continent.To be sure, regionalism in
SADCprovided thenecessary conditions for thedevelopmentofTFCAs in the southern
partoftheAfricancontinent.ThetransformationofSADCinthelate1990sinparticular
offered supporters ofTFCAs the opportunities to sell their agenda to SADC structures.
CurrentandfutureanalysesofTFCAsinAfricaareboundtoconfronttheroleofthePPF
intheestablishmentofTFCAs.
GiventheregionaldynamicsandrivalriesbetweenandamongregionalblocsinAfrica,

the launching ofTFCAs in southernAfrica is most likely to place SADC as a regional
hegemonyonTFCAsinthecontinent.Indeed,theleadershiprolethatSouthAfricaplayedin
thecreationofTFCAshasbeeninterpretedasthemanifestationandentrenchmentofSouth
Africa’sdominantpositioninsouthernAfrica.Equally,theviewthatTFCAsarebeingdriven
bywhitesinSouthAfricahasthepotentialtogeneratethelackofinterestinTFCAsinother
partsofthecontinent.ThepointisthatconcernswithTFCAsasaSouthAfricanorSADC
initiativeimplythatthereisapossibilitythatotherregionsmightshowalackofinterestin
theTFCAinitiative.Thatpossibilityisremote,becauseTFCAshavebeenadoptedaspart
oftheNEPADEnvironmentInitiative.TheadoptionofTFCAsandtherecognitionofTFCA
agreementsbyNEPADimplythatAfricanstatesparticipatinginNEPADhaveembracedthe
TFCAs’agenda.Againstthisbackdrop,Africanstates,donorsandenvironmentalNGOswill
beabletopromoteTFCAsontheentireAfricancontinentasaNEPADproject.Inthisway,
thefutureofTFCAshasbeentiedtothatofNEPAD,andthereforetothatofthecontinent
asawhole.

Endnotes

1 Theideaofthewildernessseemstore-emergingthroughtheestablishmentofTFCAs.
2 SeePPFwebsite:www.peaceparks.org
3 ThepositioninvolvesprovidingleadershiptoandguidancetotheTFCA2010DevelopmentUnit.
4 TheMarketingManagerisexpectedtodevelopamarketablebrandfortheTFCAroute,developa

marketingandimplementationplanfortheTFCA,identifypotentialtourismfacilitiesineachTFCA,

andliaisewithvariousregionalandnationaltourismauthorities.
5 TheUnitisattachedtotheSouthAfricanDepartmentofEnvironmentalAffairsandTourism.
6 Arecognitionofjuridicallyindependentterritorialentitiesandnon-interventionintheinternalaffairs

ofotherstates(Krasner2004).
7 ThistakesplacedespitetheemphasisbytreatiesandMoUsthattheTFCAsrespectthesovereignty

ofthestate.

www.peaceparks.org
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Chapter9

Postscript:transfrontierparks
andthelegacyofRupert

TheimprintsofAntonRupert’slegacyarescatteredalloversouthernAfrica,further
afieldandacrossinternationalboundaries.Theycoverthebusinessworld,cultural
lifeandthenaturalenvironment.Theyareembeddeddeepintheheartsofallthose
whohavecrossedhispathandhavebeenenrichedbytheexperience1(CapeTimes

2006a,9).

Few societies in the world have had the privilege to produce individuals of the
calibre and integrityofDrAntonRupert.Hewillbe remembered,honouredand
appreciatedbygenerationstocomefortheprofoundlegacyheleftonawidecanvas
inourownaswellasinternationalsocieties(BusinessReportinourownaswellasinternationalsocieties(BusinessReportinourownaswellasinternationalsocieties( 2006,3).BusinessReport2006,3).BusinessReport

Thepassingawayofoneofthestrongestadvocatesforandfinancieroftransfrontierparks
inAfrica,AntonRupert,on18January2006,didnotonlymakeheadlinesinthemediain
SouthAfricaandbeyond,butalsobroughtthelifeandactivitiesofRuperttotheattention
ofthegeneralpublic.TheCapeTown-basedAfrikaansnewspaper,DieBurger,ensuredthat
thepublicwasinformedofRupert’sactivitiesbyprovidingfreecopiesofthenewspaperto
thepublic,2withasupplementwritteninEnglish.MediareportsandcommentsonRupert
afterhisdeatharerelevanttothethemeofthisbookintwomainways.Firstly,theyprovide
informationonRupert’sinvolvementinnationalandtransfrontierparks.Thatinformationis
usefulinclosingoropeninggapsintheanalysisofTFCAs.Secondly,theyprovidepublic
opinion on TFCAs and also shed light on the bases of that opinion. For these reasons,
thispostscriptwasconsidereda timelyandnecessarypartof thebook.On thewhole the
postscriptisnotintendedtoendorseorrefutemediareports.Theaimisrathertoteaseout
mediareportsandstatementsthatenrichtheanalysisofthisbookandthatsuggestsomeof
theresearch themesfor futureworkonTFCAs.Specifically, thepostscriptpaysattention
tomediareportsonRupert’svisionandambitions,hisrelationshipwiththeapartheidstate,
hisidentity,hisbusinessactivities,andhiscontributiontosocietyandnatureconservation.
Thesewerethethemesthatthemediahighlighted,andcommentedon.

Rupert’sphilosophy,visionandambitions

Mostmedia reportswerebasedon theRupert biographypublished in 2005.Themain
authorofthebiographyandformereditor-in-chiefofDieBurger,EbbeDommisse,was
oneof thebusiestpersonsshortlyafter theannouncementofRupert’sdeathashewas
consideredthesourceofinformationaboutRupert.TheSundayIndependentandtheSundayIndependentandtheSundayIndependent Star
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publishedbookreviewsonRupert’sbiographytocommemoratehisdeath.Dommisseused
thefirstparagraphsinthefirstchapterofhisbooktosuggestthatRupert’sphilosophyand
visionwasprofoundlyshapedbythehorrorsofWorldWarII,particularlythedropping
oftheatomicbombonHiroshimain1945.3Themediaemphasisedtheinfluenceofthe
experiences ofWorldWar II onRupert’s life in the days following his death, calling
it aDamascus experience (CapeTimes 2006a).Rupert’s philosophyof co-existence is
ascribedtohisreflectionontheeffectsofthatwarandtheimpactthatitwouldhaveon
thefutureoftheworld.TheSundayTimes(2006a,1)summarisedtheimpactofWorld
War IIonhisphilosophyand the relevanceof thatphilosophy topeaceparks in these
words:

‘Man[accordingtoRupert]hadalwaysdreamedabouthavingpower.Nowhehad
got thepower,but itwas thepower todestroyhimself. Icame to theconclusion
thatlifewouldneverbethesameagain;wewouldlivelikescorpionsinabottle.’
Outofthisrealisationcamehisphilosophyofco-existenceandpartnership,andhis
subsequentdeterminationtocreatepeaceparks.

Theatomicbombissaid tohavechangedRupert’sperceptionof life.However,hisview
on,andlovefor,naturedevelopedfromchildhoodwithsomereligiousconnotations.Rupert
developedhislovefornaturelongbeforetheoutbreakofWorldWarII.Asachild,hisfather
taughthimthatleadersofallmonotheisticreligionscamefromthedesert,4meaningthatthe
Karoo,Rupert’sbirthplace,hasthepotentialtoproducepeoplewhowould‘naturallyrespect
andappreciatenature’ (CapeTimes2006b).Conceptually, this implies thatRupert’s love
fornatureisneitheraproductofexternalinfluencesnorpartofhiscapitalisticendeavours.
RatherhisviewonnatureemergedfromhisconsciencethatdevelopedintheKaroointhe
Cape.ThisperspectivedoesnotonlyinsulateRupertfromthegeneralcriticismofcolonial
andapartheidnatureconservationphilosophiesandpractices,butalsoelevateshimabove
mostwhiteconservationists.5ThisisclearfromIanPlayer’scommentthat,‘hewasoneof
thegreatAfrikanersofourtimewhoreallyputanenormousamountofenergyandmoney
intocultureandintoconservation,andinthatregardhestandsoutaboveallhispeers’(cited
inYeld2006,31).
Outofhisnaturallovefornatureemergedambitiontoleavethisworldalittlebetter.In

thelightofthisandthediscussioninChapter2ofthisbook,Rupertcanbeseenaspartof
thepeacemovementthatbecamestrongerafterWorldWarII.Thatmovementwasfiercely
opposedtowar.ItcouldbesuggestedthatRupert’snotionofpeace,whichwaslatertobe
promotedthroughpeaceparks,hadafoundationthatisnotonlyhistoricalbutthatalsogoes
beyond the imperativesofnatureconservation.Of significance to the themeof thisbook
isRupert’s philosophy of co-existence,which developed fromhis deep reflection on the
consequencesoftheWorldWarIItohumansandnon-humans.6

Apartheid,RupertandthefutureofSouthAfrica

In her review ofRupert’s biography,Maureen Isaacson commented that the biography
evaded the question of whether Rupert funded the National Party, which ruled South
Africaunderapartheid(SundayIndependent2006a).ThatquestionwasneitherraisednorSundayIndependent2006a).ThatquestionwasneitherraisednorSundayIndependent

answeredby themediaat the timeofRupert’sdeath. Itappearedvaguely inadifferent
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columnofthesamenewspaper,whereIsaacsonquotedthestatementthatRupertmadeto
theAfrikaanse Handelsinstituut inMay1977 inwhichhe said: ‘myorganisation neverAfrikaanse Handelsinstituut inMay1977 inwhichhe said: ‘myorganisationneverAfrikaanse Handelsinstituut

donates anymoney to anypoliticalparty in anycountry. I have followed thepolicyof
neverhavinganycontactwithanyonefrommygroupifhebecomesaministerofstate’
(Sunday Independent 2006a, 4). Moreover, the media also avoided asking the sameSunday Independent 2006a, 4). Moreover, the media also avoided asking the sameSunday Independent

question from another angle, i.e. whether the apartheid state funded Rupert’s nature
conservationprojectsandwhatthereasonsforthefundingmighthavebeen.Clearly,the
42orsonationalparksthatRuperthelpedtoestablishwereofinterestto,andadministered
by,theapartheidstate.
Interestingly, the media was preoccupied with proving that Rupert adopted an

anti-apartheid stance. The Star (2006a, 1) wrote that ‘Rupert was well known for
his opposition to apartheid’s inhumanities’, while the Sunday Independent (2006b)
reported thatRupert clashedwith the fiercest of apartheid rulers,HendrikVerwoerd
andPikBotha.TheStar (2006b)presented a clearpictureofRupert’s anti-apartheid
stanceinthesewords:

He played an important role in trying to convince leaders like JohnVorster and
PWBothathatpoliciesshouldbechanged…‘reaffirmyourrejectionofapartheid
[Rupert said]. It is crucifying us; it is destroying our language; it is degrading a
onceheroicnationtobethelepersoftheworld.Removetheburdenofthecurseof
atransgressionagainstmankindfromthebacksofourchildrenandtheirchildren
…[andhewrotetoBothaafterhisRubiconspeechof1986]shouldyoufailinthis
God-giventask,thenonedayweshallsurelyendupwithaNuremberg.’

Giventhatenemiesoftheapartheidstateofallbackgroundswereharassed,hunteddown,
maimedandkilled,themediawasatpainstoexplainwhytheagenciesoftheapartheidstate
didnotharmRupertas itdidothers, includinganti-apartheidactivists fromtheAfrikaner
community. The explanation offered is that Rupert did not opposed apartheid loudly,
becausehewantedtoprotecthisbusinessinterests(DieBurgerbecausehewantedtoprotecthisbusinessinterests(DieBurgerbecausehewantedtoprotecthisbusinessinterests( 2006).DieBurger2006).DieBurger

There is an acknowledgement that Rupert was once part of the Afrikaner secret
organisation and think-tank of the apartheid state, the Broederbond, and that he later
abandoned the organisation,7 calling it ‘an absurdity’ (Sunday Times 2006b, 15). That
acknowledgementwasnot accompaniedby the reasonswhyhe joined theorganisation in
the firstplace,because todosomightexposecracks inhisphilosophyandpractices.The
emphasisonhiswithdrawalfromtheBroederbonddoesnotonlysuggesthisanti-apartheidBroederbonddoesnotonlysuggesthisanti-apartheidBroederbond

stance,butalsomakeshimacandidateofnon-racialisminSouthAfrica.Accordingly, the
mediaemphasisedtheviewthatRupertbelievedinanon-racialfutureforSouthAfrica,and
thathadheassumedtheleadershipoftheapartheidstate,SouthAfricawouldhavefollowed
adifferentpathofhistory(CapeTimes2006a).TheCityPressBusiness(2006,3)emphasised
that point by commenting that ‘if Anton became primeminister8 in Hendrik Verwoerd’s
place,[SouthAfrica]wouldhavebeentotallydifferent’.Hewouldhavebeentoosensitiveto
implementapartheid’sbrutallawsandpolicies.Theimplicationisthathewasanantithesis
ofapartheidleaders.Hewas,astheDemocraticPartyleader,TonyLeon,describedhim,‘the
ultimaterenaissanceman’(CapeArgus2006,1)whocarriedthehopeofSouthAfrica.The
CityPressBusiness(2006,3)wenttotheextentofsayingthat,‘morethanoneperson–from
formerPresidentNelsonMandelatofuturologistPhilipSpies–hasobservedthataslongas
[SouthAfrica]haspeopleofAntonRupert’scalibre,itwouldremainacountryofhope’.



152Postscript:thelegacyofRupert

The‘non-materialistcapitalist’

It issaidthatWorldWarIImadeRupertrealisetwoimportantthings, thefirstbeingthat
warcreatesthemarketforliquorandtobacco.Hisbusinessempireemergedasaresponseto
thatmarket.Accordingly,theCapeTimes(2006a,9)reportedthat,‘havingexperiencedthe
1930sdepressionandhavingseentheeffectsofWorldWar2,[Rupert]realisedthatthese
commodities[i.e.liquorandtobacco]soldinlargerquantitiesthanlesserquantitiesduring
hardtimes’.ThepointhereisthatRupert’sbusinessempirewasfoundedonhisprofound
understandingofthemarket.‘Hehad’,astheSundayTimes(2006a,15)putit,‘ageniusfor
marketingandhenevermissedatrick’.Accordingtoastatementreleasedbyhisfamily,‘he
knewthevalueofinternationalrenowntrademarkslongbeforeconceptssuchas“intellectual
property”and“intangibleassets”becamefashionable’(Star2006a,1).Star2006a,1).Star

UnlikeallcommentatorsinthemediawholaudedRupert’sentrepreneurship,whichhe
developed from‘hishumblebeginning’,RichardOkesandW.L.Masonpublished letters
in theMail & Guardian newspaper, condemning the health risks that Rupert’s tobacco
andliquorpose.Okes(Mail&Guardianandliquorpose.Okes(Mail&Guardianandliquorpose.Okes( 2006,22)condemnednewseditorswhopraised
Rupert’s business in thesewords: ‘don’t editors hear graveyards groanwith rotten lungs
andlivers,retirementvillageswheeze,cancerwardscroak?Can’t theyfeel thedespairof
countless familiesas they reel fromalcoholabuse–broken-spiritedmen,beatenwomen,
molested and neglected children?’Mason added to the criticism by saying that ‘Rupert
mighthavebeenabastionofconservationandofthearts,buttomeanyonewhowaxesrich
frompeddlingaprovenkiller–inthiscasecigarettes–isanunashamedopportunist’(Mailfrompeddlingaprovenkiller–inthiscasecigarettes–isanunashamedopportunist’(Mailfrompeddlingaprovenkiller–inthiscasecigarettes–isanunashamedopportunist’(
&Guardian2006,22).Negativecommentssuchasthesewereanexceptioninthemedia.
Almostallmediareportspraisedhimfordoingbusinesswithasenseofmorality.Rupert’s
son,JohannRupert,isreportedtohavesaidthathisfatherbelievedinthefree-marketsystem
andinsharingwealthgeneratedfromthatsystem(Star2006c).ThefollowingcommentsareStar2006c).ThefollowingcommentsareStar

worthnoting:

[Rupert]lovedSouthAfricaandwasdeeplycommittedtotheempowermentofits
people(CyrilRamaphosa,citedinCapeTimes2006b,1).

Hebelievedfirmlyinaffirmativeactionandblackeconomicempowerment.Hetold
meoncethatwhiteswouldbenefitfromsocietywhenthecushionofpublicservice
as (the) first and frequently (the) only opportunity was denied to them (Trevor
Manual,citedinStar2006a,1).Star2006a,1).Star

Rupert had not only distinguished himself in theAfrikaner community, but also
played a significant role in supporting and initiating the transformation ofSouth
Africanbusiness(ThaboMbeki,citedinCapeArgus2006,1).

The quotations given above were used by the media to illustrate Rupert’s commitment
and relevance to the now fashionable concepts of black economic empowerment and
transformation in the business sector. His practical steps towards those political and
commercialidealsweredemonstratedbytheexamplesthatheonceestablishedapartnership
companywith thecolouredcommunity(SundayIndependent2006b),setupanetworkofSundayIndependent2006b),setupanetworkofSundayIndependent

Indianretailersforhissnuffthroughcontactswiththeanti-apartheidactivistYusufCachalia
(SundayTimes2006a),believedthatblacksshouldbeallowedtofarmandownland,donated
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R20,000tovictimsoftheurbanviolenceinthe1970s(SundayIndependent2006b),promotedSundayIndependent2006b),promotedSundayIndependent

equalrightsduringapartheid(Guardian2006),andhisRembrandtcompanyintroduced‘a
minimumwage ofR2 a day in 1963, despite opposition from other employers’ (Sunday

Independent2006b,4).ThemediademonstratedhissympathytoblacksbyhighlightingthatIndependent2006b,4).ThemediademonstratedhissympathytoblacksbyhighlightingthatIndependent

heinitiatedandfundedlanguagecoursesonrecordsin1964‘toencouragethelearningof
Xhosa,ZuluandNorthernSotho’ (CapeTimes2006a,9).Hisunderstandingandsupport
forblackeconomicempowermentstemsfromhisexperienceofthemarginalisationofthe
AfrikanerintheEnglish-dominatedmarketinthepast(SundayIndependent2006b).SundayIndependent2006b).SundayIndependent

Accordingtomediareports,RupertsawthesecurityandfutureofwhitesinSouthAfrica
asdependentonthatofblackpeople.Heisreportedtohavesaidthatifblackpeoplehave
nothingtoeatthenwhiteswouldnotbeabletosleep(CapeTimes2006a).ThePremierofthe
WesternCape,EbrahimRasool,reiteratedthatstatementduringhisopeningaddresstothe
ProvincialLegislatureon19January2006notonlytopaytributetoRupert,butalsotosuggest
thatRupert’svisionfortheindivisibilityofSouthAfricansshouldspurthewhitecommunity
tocontributetowardsbuildingasharedfutureofSouthAfricathatRupertcherished.

TheAfrikaner,thewhiteSouthAfrican,theAfricanlegend

Born to sparkle as an Afrikaner nationalist, serving an exclusive cause, Anton
Rupertwassufficientlyinspiredbythespiritofrighteousnessandjustice,whichis
aninherentpartofthemakingoftheAfrikaners,toendhislifeasacelebratedSouth
AfricanandAfricanpatriot,aprophetofaninclusivefutureforthechildrenofour
countryandcontinent(ThaboMbeki2006,3).

InacountrysuchasSouthAfricawherecontestedidentitiesarecontinuouslycreatedand
recreated,one’spositioninsocietyisoftensubjectedtoidentitypolitics.Acloserreading
ofmedia reportsaboutRupert’s identity reveals thathehasbeenmade tosimultaneously
representAfrikanerdomandthenewSouthAfricanidentitythathasbecomeanationalproject
inthedemocraticdispensation.HisidentityasanAfrikanercameoutclearlyfromcomments
fromthestudentleadershipoftheUniversityofPretoria,Rupert’salmamater.According
tothePresidentoftheStudentRepresentativeCouncilatthatuniversity,JanHendrikKay,
Rupert was not only a pioneer in the Afrikaner community but also contributed to the
richtraditionsof thatuniversity, includingtheoxwagon,9conservingcultureandcultural
treasures–especiallythepresidentialsashbelongingtoPresidentKruger,whichhunginthe
officesoftheSRCattheUniversityofPretoria–andthereintroductionofAfrikaansatthat
university.HewasandremainedproudofhisAfrikaner-nessand theAfrikaans language
(City Press Business 2006, 3). From the ideological point of view, it is said thatRupert
startedhisbusiness inpartnershipwithAfrikanernationalists suchasNicoDiederichs in
ordertohelpthevolktoescapefrompovertyandtochallengethehegemonyoftheEnglishvolktoescapefrompovertyandtochallengethehegemonyoftheEnglishvolk

inbusinessinSouthAfrica(SundayTimes2006b).Inotherwords,Afrikanerdomwaskey
tohisimpetus(SundayIndependent2006b).SundayIndependent2006b).SundayIndependent

Ruperthasalsobeendescribedasapersonwhosenationalidentitytranscendedboundary
identitiesatdifferent scales,and thathis identity isnot imposed,becausehesawhimself
assimultaneouslyanAfrikaner,SouthAfrican,African,worldcitizenandChristian10(City

PressBusiness2006).Moreover,hisidentityasanAfrikanerhadnothingtodowithwhite
superiority.Rather,itembraceshisvisionforanon-racialSouthAfrica(CapeTimes2006b),
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whichisencapsulatedinhisbeliefthatpeoplearelikegrainsofsandthatarenobetterthan
theother (CityPressBusiness2006).Asaresultofhissupport fornon-racialismandhis
willingness toworkwithblackgovernments in southernAfrica, the formerBroederbond

chairmanandSouthAfricanBroadcastingCorporationboss,PietMeyer,describedRupert
asa‘blackbrother’(SundayTimes2006a).
Describing Rupert as part of the rainbow nation helps to claim his achievements as

thatoftheSouthAfricannation.ThatistosaythathedidnotonlyputSouthAfricaonthe
internationalstage,buthealsoprovedthatSouthAfricanscandistinguishthemselvesand
successfullycompeteglobally(CapeTimes2006b).HeidentifiedwiththeAfricancontinent
andwishedSouthAfricatocontributetowardsstabilityinthecontinent.He‘sawhimselfas
awhiteAfricanwitharesponsibilitytothe[African]continent’(SundayIndependent2006b,SundayIndependent2006b,SundayIndependent

4).Asaglobalcitizen,heservedtheworldandhumanity.
The description ofRupert’s political identity above has implication for analyses that

seektochallengeTFCAsassomekindofanAfrikanerconspiracy.Suchanalyseswillhave
todemonstratethatAkrikanerssuchasRupertdidnotbelieveinthedemocraticdispensation.
ThechallengeforcriticalresearchonTFCAsistodevelopacrediblehistoricalanalysisof
the connection between TFCAs and the ideas and aspirations that emerged at particular
moments.TocriticiseTFCAsinsouthernAfricaandthecontinentatlargeonshakygrounds
ismostlikelytorendermuchoftheworkonTFCAsirrelevantandmisinformed.

Peaceparks:amonument

SouthAfrica’sEnvironmentandTourismMinister,MarthinusvanSchalkwyk,commented
that the passing away of Rupertmarked an end to the era of global conservation (Cape

Argus2006), thepointbeing thatRupertplayedacritical role inshaping theagendasfor
natureconservationbeyondtheshoresofSouthAfrica.Almostallmediareportscontained
statementsaboutRupert’sinvolvementintransfrontierparks,andpresentedtheseparksas
themostimportantachievementinhislife.Thefollowingstatementsareworthnoting:

I think he really was a builder and architect of the South African economy, of
wildlifeandthearts.Hehadadeepunderstandingofthepeopleandsoilofthisland
(TonyLeon,citedinCapeArgus2006,1).

Not onlywill he be remembered for his business acumen, but also for his total
devotion to nature and environmental conservation as shown by his immense
contributiontotheestablishmentoftransfrontierparks.Atruephilanthropist(Thabo
Mbeki,citedinCapeArgus2006,1).

Oneofhismostvisionaryprojectswasthepeaceparks,whichwillstandasoneof
hisgreatestmonuments(NelsonMandela,citedinCapeTimes2006c,1).

TherecouldbenoargumentagainstRupert’sunrivalledcontributiontoconservation.
HebroughtSouthAfrica under theWorldWideFund forNature (WWF) and is
responsible for the creation of cross-border peace parks by collapsing borders
betweensomeofsouthernAfrica’slargestnationalparks.Hepronouncedthisthe
mostgratifyingpartofhislife(SundayIndependent2006b,4).SundayIndependent2006b,4).SundayIndependent
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There are salient points that the media raised with regard to Rupert’s involvement in
transfrontier parks, the first being that the idea of transfrontier parks had its origin in
Rupert’screativethinking.11InthatwayheisthefounderoftheAfricandream.AstheChief
ExecutiveofthePPF,WillemvanRiet,putsit,‘hewasthemanwhoproducedthedream
andheaskedustoturnitintoareality,andthatpartnershipbetweenthedreamersandthose
makingitarealitywasextremelystrong’(CapeArgus2006,2).Inanapparentattemptto
enhancethepoliticalcredibilityoftheideaoftransfrontierparks,theStar(2006a,1)wentStar(2006a,1)wentStar

totheextentofsuggestingthatRupertcofoundedthePeaceParksFoundationwithMandela
andthelatePrinceBernardoftheNetherlands.
ThesecondpointisthattransfrontierparksarefoundedonRupert’sphilosophyofco-

existence:thepartnershipbetween‘man’and‘man’ontheonehand,and‘man’withnature
on the other hand12 (Cape Times 2006a).Nevertheless,what ismeant by co-existence in
transfrontier parks is vague, and lends itself to different interpretations.While it appears
to challenge the division between nature and culture by suggesting the ‘man–nature’
interrelationship, the experiences of forced removals from, and the obsession with the
recreationofthewildernessthrough,transfrontierparksinsouthernAfricarenderthenotion
ofco-existenceproblematic.
The third point is that the first move towards realising one of Rupert’s dreams for

transfrontierparkswasthecreationoftheGLTP(CapeTimes2006a).Thispointhasbeen
reiteratedinYeld’s(2006,31)commentthatRupertdevelopedthevisionofaseriesofpeace
parks ‘when he saw the opportunities offered by a peace park encompassing theKruger
NationalParkandmassivenaturalareasinadjoiningMozambiqueandSwaziland’.
Fourthly,Rupertwasmotivatedtocreatetransfrontierparksinordertocreatejobsfor

local communities through tourism. Media reports suggest that Rupert has always been
concernedwithpoverty alleviation, and thathis aim ismainly tohelppeople to take the
futureintotheirownhands.Forexample,hewasshockedbytheextentofpovertyamong
theAfrikanersasreportedintheCarnegieReport(SundayTimes2006b)and‘endeavoured
toalleviatetheappallinglivingconditionsinthetownships’throughtheUrbanFoundation,
which he co-founded (Business Reportwhich he co-founded (Business Reportwhich he co-founded (  2006, 3). Job creation through transfrontier parksBusiness Report 2006, 3). Job creation through transfrontier parksBusiness Report

isthereforeacontinuationofRupert’sphilosophyofsmallbusinessas‘asourceofwealth
creation,aformofempowermentthatinvolvedmorethanjustthetransferofcapitalgoods
andshareoptionsthathavebecomesoprevalentinSouthAfrica’(CityPressBusiness2006,
3).Thestoriesofhiscontributiontowardstheupliftmentofpoorpeople,includingblacks,
havesomerelevancetothecurrentmarketingoftransfrontierparksasastrategyforpoverty
alleviation. In other words, the idea that transfrontier parks would contribute to socio-
economicdevelopment in impoverishedblack ruralareas ispresentedaspartofRupert’s
nationallyandgloballytestedbusinessphilosophy.
Fifthly, there is a strong message that transfrontier parks cannot be wrong, mainly

becausetheyarefoundedbyoneofthemostsuccessfulpeopleinthecountryandtheworld,
who is well known for taking right and principled decisions. That is to say that private
sectorinvestmentinTFCAsisawisedecision,becauseitisledbyoneofthepioneers‘in
theglobalfinancialandcommercialworld’(CapeTimes2006b,1),whohas‘auniquesense
ofknowingwhattheconsumerneededandthatproductqualitywasnon-negotiable’(Cape

Times2006a,9).TheimplicationforTFCAsisthattheyareagoodcommercialproductfor
thosewhowanttoinvestinthem.
Sixthly,thestatementthatRupertwas‘amanwhotackledthechallengesofthefuture

withwisdomandexperienceof thepast’ (CapeArgus 2006,1) implies that transfrontier



156Postscript:thelegacyofRupert

parksareablueprintforthefutureofthecontinent.Atthelevelofabstraction,thosewho
challengetransfrontierparksasawaytothefuturewillhavetoprovideanalternativeand
brightfutureforthecontinent.PresidentMbeki’sdescriptionofRupertasa‘prophet’also
suggeststhatthecontinentshouldfollowontheblueprintoftransfrontierparksthatRupert
hasdrawnforthecontinent.InbiddingfarewelltoRupert,Mbeki(2006,3)wrote‘Itrustthat
allofus,blackandwhite,willfinditwithinourcapabilitiestotranslate[Rupert’s]prophecy
into the livedand livingexperienceof all the childrenofAfrica’.Against thisbackdrop,
transfrontierparksareheretostayasthelastinglegacyofRupert’sachievementsandvision
forthecontinent(Star2006a).Star2006a).Star

Lastly,Ruperthasbeenelevated to the statusof ahero (Sunday Independent 2006b)Sunday Independent 2006b)Sunday Independent

andwordssuchas‘colossus’havebeenusedtodescribehimasanextraordinaryperson.In
payingtributetoRupert,theAfricaWildlifemagazinesuggestedthat‘wordslike“colossus”
or“legend”shouldneverbeused lightly.But in thecaseofAntonRupert, theAfrikaner
businesstycoonandphilanthropistextraordinaire…theyareentirelyapposite’(Yeld2006,
31).Descriptions such as ‘the colossus’,which have been used for people such asCecil
Rhodes, imply that Rupert and TFCAs in Africa are inseparable, with Rupert being the
heroofAfrica.ThereisapossibilitythattheassociationbetweentheCapetoCairoconcept
andTFCAs could be used to imply that,whileRhodes dreamed of linkingAfrica under
colonialism,Ruperthasachieved thesamegoal ina liberatedAfrica. It is in theCape to
CairoconceptthatthecomparisonbetweenRhodesandRupertmightinfuturebedrawn.

Endnotes

1 MediastatementreleasedbyRupert’sfamily.
2 TheauthorreceivedhisfreecopyatthePick’nPaysupermarket.
3 ItissaidthatRupertwassosaddenedbythebombthat,forthefirsttime,hestayedawayfromwork

forthewholeday.
4 SuchasChrist,MosesandMuhammad(CapeTimes2006a).
5 Mostofthemhadtobetrainedtolookafternature,andmisusedtheirpowerintheirservicetonature

conservationagenciesandorganisations.
6 Morecommentsonco-existenceandtransfrontierparksareprovidedinthesectionsbelow.
7 Bynotrenewinghismembership.
8 He had all the qualities to become one, and the eminentAfrikaans poet,VanWykLouw, once

requestedhimtoconsiderstandingasacandidateforthePremiership(CapeTimes2006a).
9 HemadeitpossiblethattheoxwagonthatbelongedtotheVoortrekkers’leader,LouisTrichardt,

couldbepreservedattheUniversityofPretoria.TheoxwagonhadbeenkeptatthetownofLouis

Trichardt,whichhassincebeenrenamedasMakhado.Insodoing,heprotectedtheoxwagonfrom

beinglosttotheAfrikanercommunity,especiallyinademocraticSouthAfricawheresymbolsofthe

apartheidpastarebeingchallengedbythepreviouslyoppressedmajority,includingthetemptation

todestroythemcompletely.TheoxwagonisanimportantsymbolofAfrikaneridentity.Itsignifies

thesacrificesofthepreviousgenerationofAfrikaners(DieBurgerthesacrificesofthepreviousgenerationofAfrikaners(DieBurgerthesacrificesofthepreviousgenerationofAfrikaners( 2006).DieBurger2006).DieBurger
10 ItissaidthatRupertdidnotseecontradictionsintheseidentities(CityPressBusiness2006).
11Heis,afterall,acreatorofideas(Star2006c).Star2006c).Star
12Withoutthispartnership,humanitywillnotsurvive.
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