
      
         	
         
      

   
      
         
         
         
         
      

      
         
         
         
            
            The Challenges of Transfrontier 
Conservation in Southern Africa
            

            	

            
         

         
      

      
         
         
            	
            The Challenges of Transfrontier Conservation in Southern Africa

            
         

         
         
         
            	
            The Park Came After Us

            
         

         
         
         
            	
            Rachel DeMotts

            	

            	

            	

            	

            	

            	

            
         

         
         
         

         
         
         
            
            LEXINGTON BOOKS

            	
            Lanham • Boulder • New York • London

            
         

         
         
      

      
         
         
         
            	
            Published by Lexington Books

            	
            An imprint of The Rowman & Littlefield Publishing Group, Inc.

            	
            4501 Forbes Boulevard, Suite 200, Lanham, Maryland 20706

            	
            www.rowman.com

            	

            	
            Unit A, Whitacre Mews, 26-34 Stannary Street, London SE11 4AB

            	

            	
            Copyright © 2017 by Lexington Books

            	

            	
            
               		All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced in any form or by any electronic or mechanical
               means, including information storage
               		and retrieval systems, without written permission from the publisher, except by
               a reviewer who may quote passages in a review.
               	
            

            	

            	
            British Library Cataloguing in Publication Information Available

            	

            
         

         
         
         
            	
            Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

            	

            	
            Names: DeMotts, Rachel, 1972- author.

            	
            Title: The challenges of transfrontier conservation in Southern Africa : the park
               came after us / Rachel DeMotts.
            

            	
            Description: Lanham, Maryland : Lexington Books, 2017. | Includes bibliographical
               references and index.
            

            	
            Identifiers: LCCN 2017029850 (print) | LCCN 2017028591 (ebook) | ISBN 9781498504645
               (electronic) | ISBN 9781498504638 (cloth : alk. paper)
            

            	
            Subjects: LCSH: Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park. | National parks and reserves—Africa,
               Southern. | Transfrontier conservation areas—Multiple use—Africa, Southern. | Conservation
               of natural resources—Government policy—Africa, Southern. | Environmental policy—Africa,
               Southern.
            

            	
            Classification: LCC S934.A356 (print) | LCC S934.A356 D46 2017 (ebook) | DDC 333.720968—dc23

            	
            LC record available at https://lccn.loc.gov/2017029850

            	

            
         

         
         
         
         
            	
            
               		TM
               		The paper used in this publication meets the minimum requirements of American National
               Standard for Information Sciences Permanence of Paper for 
               		Printed Library Materials, ANSI/NISO Z39.48-1992.
               	
            

            	

            	
            Printed in the United States of America

            
         

         
      

   
      Acknowledgments

      
      
      Without the insights, time, counsel, and thoughts of those who wander into our lives,
         learning enough to write something worth reading seems impossible. It has taken me
         some years to work my way back to the research I did for this book, and I could not
         have done so without benefitting from the wisdom of so many people.
      

      
      The conversations I had in and around the Great Limpopo shed light on what home means,
         and my family tolerated me being away from mine with more grace, humor, and curiosity
         than I could have imagined. My parents, Marcia and Holly, having moved to Colorado
         just before I departed for fieldwork, were making a transition of their own. Despite
         my sometimes confusing and far-flung choices, they never seemed to doubt that I could
         do anything to which I set my stubborn mind. Any confidence I may have had at the
         time surely emanated from their quiet and consistent assurances, even as my grandmother
         sometimes had to walk to the nearby library to look for a map of the country I was
         in at the time. From my brother Josh I learned the possibility of residing with both
         love and disagreement in the same place; though we may see the world in similar ways,
         we often reach very different conclusions about how to meet it. I flew to Alaska from
         Johannesburg to be there when he married Patti, a kindred Midwestern spirit of open
         heart who tolerates the DeMotts ways of doing things with patience and appreciation.
         Their family now includes Garrett and Adolyn, who learned how to grunt like a hippo
         and draw a giraffe at young ages. My own is now a home of two as Parakh and I let
         our intellectual connection deepen into a partnership of both love and engagement
         with the world. I am fortunate to share my life with someone whose keen insights keep
         me honest both academically and personally, always offering another question and another
         view when I hold too tightly to my own way of seeing.
      

      
      I owe a great deal to my colleagues and advisors in Madison who helped me navigate
         the dissertation process. Michael Schatzberg was all I could have hoped for in an
         advisor, and I am grateful for his questions, critiques, and wisdom, but especially
         for his insistence on telling me what I needed to hear, especially when I did not
         want to hear it. Aili Tripp’s sharp insights and endless energy continue to inspire
         me, and she is even able to compose spontaneous praise songs when they are needed
         the most. Matt Turner braved the lingo of political science to open up a second home
         in geography, showing me that I could, in fact, reside in several worlds at the same
         time, which also goes for the Madison community within African Studies. I also want
         to thank my cohort for their support, especially Larry Markowitz—who probably read
         (and questioned) more of what I wrote at the time than anyone ever should have. Diagramming
         papers on chalkboards at 2 a.m. becomes much more productive when someone else is
         there to help decipher the scribbling.
      

      
      The assistance of many friends and colleagues in southern Africa made my fieldwork
         both possible and meaningful. In Namibia, Chris Weaver at WWF and Richard Diggle at
         IRDNC were gracious enough to let me observe and conduct a few pilot studies in 2002.
         Daisy Nheta opened her home to me and called me sister while helping me better understand
         what I was seeing. In South Africa, Hernan, Tara, Busi, Faith and Velry gave me an
         office to call home and a space with a group of dedicated advocates who provided direction,
         resources, and support. Busi also tolerated me in the field with persistence, curiosity,
         and saintlike patience. In Mozambique, Tanja and Fredy provided insight and guidance
         far beyond what I thought would be possible. Patricia, George, Samson, Ordit, Fernando,
         Norman, and Sello provided invaluable research assistance far beyond translation.
      

      
      Funding support was generous and came from a wide range of sources. My thanks go to
         the University of Wisconsin–Madison’s Department of Political Science, African Studies
         Program, and Global Studies Program for numerous teaching assistantships, research
         assistantships, and fellowships while in Madison. Global Studies also assisted with
         pre-dissertation fieldwork through a Scott Kloeck Jenson grant, and another to carry
         out an internship in Namibia. The U.S. Department of Education’s Fulbright Doctoral
         Dissertation Research Abroad (DDRA) funded a year of fieldwork in South Africa and
         Mozambique. Once I began settling into faculty life, first at the University of Massachusetts–Lowell
         and later at the University of Puget Sound, I began to revisit this work with the
         support of several faculty writing groups and two sabbatical leaves. While most of
         the fieldwork that came later returned to focus on Botswana and Namibia, the conversation
         between the evolving conservation landscape in the region and what I had witnessed
         in Mozambique and South Africa was never far from mind.
      

      
      Finally, and perhaps most of all, I offer my deepest appreciation to all those people
         whose experiences animate this book, who took the time to answer my questions and
         share a bit of their lives with me. Most of you will never see this final product,
         but your thoughts and words shaped its narrative and profoundly changed the way I
         look at the world. For this, I will always be grateful.
      

      
      
   
      Introduction

      
         
         Constructing the Wild in Southern Africa

         
      

      
      It was a gray winter day in early 2003 when representatives of villages located inside
         the recently declared Limpopo National Park in Mozambique assembled to discuss the
         problems they were having with park rangers. The goal of the conflict resolution workshop
         was to address the concerns of local residents and try to get to the bottom of some
         of the difficulties they were encountering—in particular, the problem of park rangers
         physically assaulting people resident in the park who were suspected of poaching.
         Park officials wanted to secure better local cooperation with their anti-poaching
         program. But when everyone was gathered in the park’s offices in the town of Massingir,
         the facilitator first called for a group activity. He asked everyone to stand, clasp
         hands with whoever sat next to them, and hold their joined fists high above their
         heads. Then, he led everyone in a cheer until it was repeated with sufficient volume:
         “We agree that there is to be a park in Massingir!” This after-the-fact chant of “agreement”
         was a puzzling way to begin a discussion with local residents who had not been asked
         if they wanted a park before it was established, and in most cases, not even informed
         of its existence until after it was declared.
      

      
      Why do efforts to engender local participation in conservation and development projects
         often wind up marginalizing some local people rather than empowering them? While local
         participation has become orthodoxy in conservation and development projects, the ways
         in which it is actually enacted often remain obscured from view. Any interaction with
         local residents is called “participation,” and the word conjures up unconditionally
         positive images—“The idea of citizen participation is a little like eating spinach:
         no one is against it in principle, because it is good for you” (Arnstein 1969, 216).
         Deciding that participation is a good thing and implementing it effectively, however,
         are clearly not the same thing. Participation can be touted from a number of viewpoints:
         For a development practitioner, participation may represent a way to minimize local
         resistance to a project and to convince people that a given project is in fact a good
         idea—especially if they are the ones who will bear most of the immediate cost of implementation
         through major changes in livelihood strategies or even displacement. For a conservationist,
         participation may offer the chance to educate local people about sustainable natural
         resource use and management that will further the ends of the project rather than
         counter them through overuse, poaching, or other practices deemed to be at odds with
         conservation goals. For a local resident, participation may mean the opportunity to
         express concerns about a project’s implementation and impacts—and for those concerns
         to be heard and taken into account. At times, it may also mean quietly finding ways
         to sabotage those efforts that are considered insensitive to local concerns. But are
         all of these possibilities truly participatory?
      

      
      This book examines the process of creating the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park, a
         tri-national conservation project spanning conservation areas in Mozambique, South
         Africa, and Zimbabwe, with an eye towards ways in which participation was and was
         not embedded in these beginnings. Who participated? Who was excluded? Why? Who benefitted
         from participation, and what did it accomplish? Holding local participation structures
         up to scrutiny and interrogating both who and what they represent offers insight into
         decision-making and access to power. Situating them in the larger political context
         of NGOs, donors, governments, and businesses demonstrates whose needs are met by participation,
         as well as the significance of local processes that are not owned by local people,
         especially in the context of conservation, which can have profound consequences for
         land use, access, and natural resource practices.
      

      
      The Great Limpopo’s implementation process featured a great deal of discourse about
         participation, especially in international discussions about the park’s creation.
         But the ways in which that participation played out on the ground in the three countries
         was not especially participatory. While different strategies were used within and
         between countries, none of them reflected a genuine effort to allow people living
         in and around the park to alter its form or outcomes. To shed light on the local experience
         of residing in the Great Limpopo, this introduction will first offer some brief background
         on approaches to conservation under apartheid, which had profound impacts on parks
         that emerged in the region as a whole. It will then briefly discuss participation
         and methodology, and conclude by outlining the chapters of the book to provide an
         overview of the ways in which community experiences of participation will be narrated
         and examined. In so doing, it foregrounds what it was like to live in, and next to,
         the Great Limpopo as it emerged. In this way, it seeks to provide at least some small
         space in which concerns that should have been addressed in the GLTP’s inception process
         might at least be heard at this late date.
      

      
      Wild Southern Africa

      
      As MacKenzie asserts, “Twentieth century conservation in Africa . . . demonstrated
         that the ruling race had the power to rearrange nature as well as land and people”
         (1988, 27). In southern Africa, even nature could not escape apartheid. The South
         African game reserves set aside for Dutch and British hunters which later became national
         parks brimming with Afrikaner nationalism and pride were—and in some ways, still are—just
         as reflective of attempts to separate and control as the imposition of the bantustans
         on human beings. Entire villages were forcibly removed in the name of conservation;
         as late as 1969, the South African government sought to consolidate the Kruger National
         Park with the taking of the land at its northernmost end and the relocation of the
         three villages there. Parks were militarized—then, to control immigration and perpetuate
         wars of destabilization in neighboring countries such as Mozambique; and more recently,
         to battle resurgent ivory poaching. 
      

      
      It is not the purpose of this introduction to write a history of conservation in the
         region. Rather, the goal is to briefly contextualize the development of the Great
         Limpopo within its regional and historical trajectory. The establishment of this megapark,
         although certainly championed by particular individuals and organizations, was also
         conditioned by historical patterns and policy priorities that shaped efforts to create
         this transfrontier space on the ground. Without a brief examination of the South African
         approach to conservation in particular, the Great Limpopo makes less sense.
      

      
      Apartheid Environments Beyond Boundaries

      
      Under apartheid, the natural environment was a resource to be controlled and exploited
         with relatively little attention to conservation or concern for sustainability (Bond
         2002; Steyn 2005). The creation of Bantustans, or homelands, strained the land’s ability
         to provide for densely concentrated settlements of people on what was often the poorest
         available land. The remains of imported waste, chemical dumping, strip mining, and
         inadequate sewerage disposal contributed to “polluting the poor” during the apartheid
         regime (Kalan 1993). Even policy efforts to combat soil erosion were racially ordered
         (and ineffective), often employing coercive measures against Africans, but overly
         cooperative approaches with white farmers (Delius and Schirmer 2000).
      

      
      But this damage was not confined to South African people and lands. Conflict zones
         along the Angolan and Mozambican borders were doused with Agent Orange and other toxic
         chemicals as part of South Africa’s program of political destabilization in the region
         (Kalan 1993). National parks were sometimes used as secret military bases for operations,
         and the South African National Defense Force (SANDF) was connected to ivory smuggling
         rings (Ellis 1994; Koch 1998; Steyn 2005). Land mines litter the Angolan border, not
         far from former South African military bases in the Caprivi Strip of Namibia, and
         wildlife populations in the Caprivi were devastated during its South African occupation.
      

      
      Even efforts to create space for conservation had problematic social and political
         consequences. National parks constituted highly racialized space run by whites from
         which black residents were forcibly removed (Fabricius and deWet 1999; Harries 1987);
         many protected areas also encouraged the seepage of authoritarian and apartheid practices
         across borders. The Kruger National Park (KNP) in particular has a historically insidious
         relationship with Mozambicans living just beyond its eastern boundary. During the
         creation of the park, its first warden James Stevenson-Hamilton used Mozambican migrants
         caught in the park as a source of forced labor to advance infrastructure projects
         more rapidly (Carruthers 1995). Continuing surveillance of human migration routes
         through the park limited people’s ability to come and go from areas bordering the
         KNP, which they were used to accessing for employment and visiting relatives, and
         subjected unknown numbers of Mozambicans to death by electrocution on the border fence
         or by wildlife attack (Andersson 1992). Many of those who did survive were moved from
         jail to jail along the route back to Mozambique, sometimes taking as many as six months
         to return home.[1]  
      

      
      These approaches to the exploitation of the natural environment and the use of conservation
         to control people were characteristic of apartheid policies in South Africa. Moreover,
         they had profound effects not only within South Africa, but also beyond its borders
         as South Africa sought to dominate—or at least destabilize—other countries in the
         region. With ongoing emphasis on protected areas in particular, South Africa continued
         to use conservation projects to exert pressure on neighboring countries and citizens
         even after the end of apartheid.
      

      
      Continuity in Conservation?

      
      After its first democratic elections in 1994, South Africa was faced with the tremendous
         challenge of transforming apartheid structures into equitable and participatory government.
         In conservation policy, management of and access to national parks remained a symbol
         of white dominance—especially Afrikaner dominance—in the control and use of nature,
         and a broad-based environmental movement was slow to emerge (Cock and Koch 1991; Steyn
         and Wessels 2000). Black South Africans did not visit or run parks, meaning that those
         who had once lived on the land occupied by protected areas were marginalized from
         participating and benefiting. In addition to emphasizing environmental education and
         beginning to diversify its staff, South African National Parks (SANParks) created
         a Social Ecology program (which will be discussed in chapter 2), the stated purpose
         of which was to set up community structures in the village areas adjacent to the KNP
         to allow for information to flow between the park and local residents. Social Ecology,
         however, was widely regarded as a failure before long, as its networks of local forums
         were mostly focused on a slow dribble of information about occasional employment opportunities
         that did not allow for participation in management. In 2003, it was replaced with
         a program called People and Conservation. People and Conservation’s mission, in contrast
         to the participatory language of Social Ecology, was said to be focused on constituency-building
         in the communal areas bordering national parks. This language emphasizes the idea
         that people must be convinced of the value of parks, which raises questions about
         how participatory “People and Conservation” could be when its primary focus was on
         selling parks to local people.
      

      
      South Africa also moved to the forefront of a global push for conservation across
         political borders. Called peace parks, transfrontier parks or conservation areas,
         transboundary natural resource management, and other names, these initiatives vary
         in approach (DeMotts 2004) but generally seek to link ecosystems and environmental
         management across national lines. The first transfrontier park in southern Africa,
         the Kgalagadi Transfrontier Park, linked existing parks in South Africa and Botswana.
         South Africa is currently engaged in these transboundary initiatives with all of it
         neighbors—Botswana, Lesotho, Mozambique, Namibia, Swaziland, and Zimbabwe. These particular
         initiatives are focused around the expansion or creation of new protected areas rather
         than merely linking conservation or management efforts. Peace parks are a particular
         brand of protected area, as in theory they seek to target areas formerly affected
         by conflict and use environmental cooperation as a way to “heal old wounds” (Koch
         1998). In contrast, for example, transboundary natural resource management (TBRNM)
         may or may not include protected areas and is sometimes smaller in scale. 
      

      
      While the South African Department of Environment and Tourism was an early eager advocate
         of these transboundary initiatives, the real push began with the creation of the Peace
         Parks Foundation (PPF) in 1992. The PPF was founded by Anton Rupert, who had established
         the Southern African Nature Foundation in 1968. Rupert, a prominent South African
         businessman who had ties to a secret Afrikaner nationalist society called the Broederbond,
         was already heavily involved in nature conservation and had numerous connections to
         possible European donors (Ellis 1994). The PPF rapidly became the leading regional
         advocate of peace parks, becoming involved in as many as 14 areas across southern
         Africa. 
      

      
      Curiously, despite its name, there was no stated emphasis at the PPF on social conflicts
         (past or present) in their projects, which are intensely focused on conservation and
         the expansion of wildlife habitat. It is more as though the idealized views of nature
         and wildlife promoted by the PPF were thought to have innate benefits that would trickle
         down to the local level just by the fact of their presence[2]—rather than being the potential cause of additional competition for resources and
         violent conflict between people and wildlife. There was, however, a strong discursive
         emphasis on local community benefits and participation in these projects that claimed
         both residents and the environment would reap the rewards of these parks (Duffy 2006).
         The PPF’s vision extended beyond transfrontier parks with firm boundaries to larger
         conservation areas that would link across the continent, an idea that received more
         attention as an added tourist attraction to South Africa’s 2010 hosting of the World
         Cup. 
      

      
      From the beginning, however, resistance to the push for peace parks emerged beyond
         South African borders, and the myriad of interested stakeholders from the international
         to the grassroots level was complex (Duffy 2006). Conservationists complained of a
         new form of land grab as South Africa redefined its role in the region with a different
         form of aggression (Wolmer 2003; Hughes 2005). “The peace parks idea will never work
         here,” asserted a prominent Namibian conservationist in 2000.[3]   But others were of a different mind; the international treaty creating the Ai Ais-Richtersveld
         Transfrontier Park on Namibia’s southern border with South Africa was signed in August
         of 2003. As one observer put it:
      

      
      
         The South African government is not very consultative; they don’t like to hear this
            but it’s true . . . it’s a challenge with South Africa because they think they have
            all the answers. South Africa says if Mozambique would do like we do it would all
            be ok—which doesn’t sit well with Maputo. Most of the guys in Pretoria liked doing
            the Richtersveld better, because the Namibians can speak Afrikaans, and they are more
            subservient than the Mozambicans. There is a sense of ‘big brother’ in this and a
            lot of South African officials reinforce this style.[4]  
         

         
      

      This concern highlighted the continued perception that many South African conservationists
         were accustomed to operating under apartheid, a system which not only allowed them
         to do as they wished, but encouraged them to do so. Parks in particular were also
         closely tied up with Afrikaner nationalism and cultural pride; many were only created
         because National Party members engaged in exhaustive campaigns to convince their British
         counterparts of the merits of such protected areas (Carruthers 1995). The authoritarian
         nature of apartheid, then, also permeated the South African approach to conservation—which
         even today is seen as heavily managed and still a largely white endeavor.
      

      
      Enter Great Limpopo

      
      In this highly charged regional context, this book explores the process of establishing
         the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park—a three-country conservation initiative that
         seeks to bring down the fences between three existing national parks in Mozambique,
         South Africa, and Zimbabwe, allowing wildlife to roam freely and granting tourists
         unfettered access to wild Africa. At the time of its establishment in 2002, the Great
         Limpopo was the largest project of its kind, and it is considered a model for the
         proliferating regional projects along South African borders and elsewhere.
      

      
      But the process of creating this “peace park” was anything but peaceful for those
         people living in and along the edges of this designed conservation area. This book
         traces that process at international, national, and local levels in an effort to construct
         a narrative reflective of the troubling complexities of the Great Limpopo. Since created,
         the Great Limpopo has paved the way for the commission of human rights abuses by park
         rangers, increased human-wildlife conflict that threatens local lives and livelihoods,
         and the forced resettlement of approximately 7,000 Mozambicans. This clear disjuncture
         between international claims about the pressing need for wildlife conservation on
         one hand and deeply problematic local consequences on the other is at the heart of
         this book’s narrative. It argues that the experience of living in a peace park is
         far from peaceful. By tracing the evolution of the Great Limpopo through its first
         year of implementation, the book situates what happened on the ground within larger
         national and international policy processes and demonstrates that the promise of peace
         parks is far from realized. Focusing on the experience of living in the park not only
         foregrounds the realities of living with wildlife, it also raises bigger questions
         about whether conservation is actually an unproblematic good, whose values are given
         weight and whose are not, and what imagining a wild nature free of people means for
         constructing a park across political, cultural, social, and historical borders. It
         also speaks to the practice of participation at the local level, in which consultation
         processes that should have involved local residents in decision-making instead functioned
         as manipulative tools of park managers, donors, and government agencies, driven by
         a desire to “get the locals [pejorative implication intentional] to do what we want.”
         Instead of giving voice to local residents, then, processes labeled “participation”
         marginalized those whom they were (arguably) intended to benefit.
      

      
      The GLTP’s approach to participation can be situated within a much larger conversation
         about the need to construct development, or in this case, conservation and development,
         in an inclusive, locally driven way rather than imposing top-down strategies. The
         notion that local people, as those most directly affected by development projects,
         should participate in the design and implementation of such projects is not a new
         idea
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