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Limpopo Transfrontier Conservation Area. Master thesis in Sustainable Development at Uppsala University, No. 
206, 27 pp, 15 ECTS/hp 
 
Abstract: Transfrontier Conservation Areas (TFCAs) are considered a suitable strategy to combine nature 
conservation and poverty alleviation in southern Africa, usually through ecotourism. There have, however, been 
critical voices questioning whether this is actually succeeding. Many researchers claim that the conservation and 
tourism efforts are leaving the local communities at greater risks of impoverishment rather than helping them. 
This study consults previous research to examine this issue through the examples of the Great Limpopo 
Transfrontier Conservation Area (GLTFCA), and the communities living close to its National Parks in 
Mozambique, South Africa and Zimbabwe. The methodology used is a systematic literature study of 26 
secondary sources. The study finds that the previous research reveals that the experiences of the communities 
vary between different areas in the TFCA. The general feeling is that of displacement in different ways, except 
in those communities that have found ways of empowering and developing themselves; through tourism 
schemes. Otherwise, the attitude from the authorities in the national parks of the TFCA seems to be that the 
conservation and tourism efforts in the area are given priority over the local residents’ needs. Theories such as 
systems ecology, sustainable development and deep ecology may have answers to this issue on paper, however 
judging from the reality presented in the literature used in this study they are not realistic in practice. What is 
obvious is that economic interests are prioritized in the GLTFCA just as in the rest of the world. 
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Summary: Transfrontier Conservation Areas (TFCAs) are big nature conservation areas that cross the borders 
of two or more countries and usually contain several national parks. These TFCAs are considered a suitable 
strategy to combine nature conservation and poverty alleviation in southern Africa. This is mostly done through 
tourism schemes from which the revenue goes to developing the local communities in the area. Many researchers 
are sceptical about whether or not this is working. There is a lot of research on this subject. Much of it is 
regarding the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Conservation Area (GLTFCA) which is one of southern Africa’s 
biggest TFCAs. I decided to study this available research to see how it presented the situation for the local 
communities in the GLTFCA. By doing so, I was hoping to create a new understanding of how the GLTFCA has 
affected the people in its local communities socially and economically. By studying the available literature, I 
found that the people living in the GLTFCA were often not allowed to hunt, grow crops, keep livestock or 
harvest natural resources in the protected areas of the TFCA. Additionally, many of them had to move as the area 
where they were living was added to the GLTFCA. This resulted in loss of income, cultural traditions and 
identity among other things for the local communities. Based on the accounts from the literature that was used in 
this study, it became obvious that the economic interests of the GLTFCA in the form of nature conservation 
connected to ecotourism are given precedence over the local people’s needs and desires. Life seems to be 
difficult in many ways for the people living in the GLTFCA, even though one of the goals of a TFCA is to 
develop the local communities. This study shows that there is indeed a difference between theory and practice. 
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1. Introduction 
In 1992, the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development presented the Convention on 
Biological Diversity (hereafter CBD) in Rio de Janeiro (Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, 
2000, p. i). The Convention was a response to the rapid biodiversity loss caused by human activities (United 
Nations, 1992). The objectives of the CBD are to conserve and promote the sustainable use of biodiversity as 
well as the unbiased sharing of the benefits from the use of its genetic resources (Secretariat of the Convention 
on Biological Diversity, 2000). The CBD is legally binding, which means that the signatory countries must apply 
its commitments on a national level (Ibid.). Therefore, the individual countries are ultimately responsible for the 
fulfilment of the CBD’s goals (Ibid.). 
 
One of the actions to conserve biodiversity that are stated in the CBD is to create protected areas (Secretariat of 
the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2000). A Transfrontier Conservation Area, henceforth referred to as a 
TFCA, is one kind of protected area. A TFCA is an area spanning over parts of two or more countries including 
one or several different kinds of protected areas (Southern African Development Community (SADC), 2012). 
TFCAs are also called Peace Parks, since they are considered to promote cross border cooperation in the 
countries where they exist (Dahlberg et al, 2010; SADC, 2012). Additionally, TFCAs are believed to promote 
rural poverty reduction, mostly through economic development and Community-Based Natural Resource 
Management (CBNRM) practices related to tourism (SADC, 2012; Silva & Mosimane, 2012).  
 
There are varying opinions about whether or not TFCAs are triggering development in their nearby 
communities, however. Local communities can benefit from nature conservation either through co-partnering 
with national parks in conservation efforts and/or in tourism ventures, by receiving some of the revenues from 
the tourism efforts or from development projects linked to the conservation area. Andersson et al (2013b) argue 
that it is common that local communities are excluded from the management of TFCAs.  If there is tourism in the 
area, Andersson et al (Ibid.) argue that the local communities might be included as ‘tourist attractions’ to be 
observed by the visitors, but not as equal partners (Ibid.). The exclusion of local communities is related to the 
idea that Andersson et al (Ibid.) claim is behind the TFCA idea, i.e. the idea of an uninhabited, virgin piece of 
nature. The thought of people living in the TFCA destroys this illusion as Andersson et al (Ibid.) argue. It seems 
that the members of the local communities are mostly welcomed in a tourist setting if they conform to the image 
that the tourists may have of a local community.  
 
Neumann (1997) confirms the notion that local residents may only be included in tourism ventures if they 
correspond to the tourists’ idea of what a local resident is like. Neumann (1997) writes about ‘good’ and ‘bad’ 
natives. A ‘good’ native is one that is living a traditional life and who is conserving nature. If the local 
community consists of ‘bad natives’, meaning people that are living lives that are modernized and disruptive for 
nature, this can be used by conservationists to legitimize a claim on their land in favor of nature conservation 
(Ibid.). Actually, forced removal of local residents from different kinds of conservation areas seems to be 
common overall (Brockington & Igoe, 2006; Andersson et al, 2013b). However, there are those who contest that 
such removals are still occurring (Curran et al, 2009). 
 
Andersson et al (2013a) and Neumann (1997) are not the only researchers that question to what level the local 
residents are included and benefit from tourism ventures. According to Mbaiwa (2005), tourism reinforces socio-
economic injustice in developing countries. This is because tourism is usually enclave, which means that the 
tourists usually travel between ‘islands’ of economic and political centres, where the money they spend do not 
benefit the poor people at all (Britton, 1982). Additionally, the infrastructure, goods and services developed for 
tourist purposes are adjusted to suit tourist demand and are therefore not what the local communities desire or 
can afford (Mbaiwa, 2005). 
 
It should be emphasized here that there is research that shows that protected areas are fulfilling their biodiversity 
protection goals (United Nations Environment Programme, 2012). Therefore, from an ecological perspective, a 
TFCA might be a desirable strategy to promote sustainable development. However, this study focuses on the 
social aspects of the GLTFCA, i.e. it considers how the people and their rights are affected by the presence of the 
TFCA. The reasoning for this focus is based on the previous understanding that I have from reading literature on 
the subject, where the consensus is that people’s rights are generally neglected in nature conservation areas such 
as TFCAs. This focus will of course have an impact on the literature chosen for the study as well as for the 
result, which will be discussed further in the Methodology chapter. 
 
Despite the studies that claim that nature conservation efforts are bad for the local residents, there is research that 
shows that TFCAs can be inclusive of its local residents, although the initiatives need improvements. In my 
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bachelor thesis Power of the People - A study of the community involvement in the TFCA process in Swaziland, I 
performed interviews with communities close to Swaziland’s protected areas that are part of the Lubombo TFCA 
(Pettersson, 2013). The respondents in three out of five communities explained that they are effectively in 
control over CBNRM initiatives on a local level (Pettersson, 2013). These initiatives are mostly aimed at tourism 
however, a choice which can always be discussed considering its sustainability as tourism is a very resource 
intensive income generating activity (Venter et al, 2008). 
 
Nevertheless, the experiences of the people in Swaziland seemed to be different from that of communities close 
to TFCAs in general. It therefore seemed worthwhile to investigate whether the communities close to the Great 
Limpopo Transfrontier Conservation Area (GLTFCA) share the Swazi experience, or if they have more in 
common with the negative experiences of communities in other TFCAs, as suggested by the literature reviewed 
above. In addition, there are many researchers that, either working for the park management or as independent 
researchers, have been assessing the parks and their interactions with and effects on the local communities in the 
GLTFCA. Therefore a crosscutting analysis of these studies would be of interest as it would help create a clearer 
picture of the local communities' situation in the GLTFCA.  
 
The choice to study literature on the community experience in the GLTFCA was based on the fact that this 
TFCA contains some of southern Africa’s most reputable wildlife areas (Peace Parks Foundation, 2014-03-03). 
There is, for example, Kruger National Park (KNP) which has been a nature conservation area for over 100 years 
and open for tourists for almost as long (Kruger National Park, n.d.). There are also relatively new parks such as 
the Limpopo National Park (LNP) which became a national park (NP) in 2002 (Limpopo National Park, n.d.). 
According to Ekblom and Notelid (2010), both these parks have a history of relocation of local residents and 
they are heavily promoting tourism in the ‘real wilderness’. Investigating the available literature on the GLTFCA 
would give a new understanding of this and whether or not relocation and tourism ventures are a trend in the 
TFCA as a whole. 
 
There are many studies written on the subjects of tourism, community development, human-wildlife conflicts, 
income generation or human resettlement in relation to nature conservation in TFCAs in general and the 
GLTFCA in particular. Most of these studies focus on one or two of the NPs of the GLTFCA or the GLTFCA as 
a whole without specifying the area. Therefore, this study is aiming at combining the findings of some of these 
studies and creating an overview of the communities’ experience of the creation and presence of the NPs in the 
GLTFCA. Hopefully, readers interested in the GLTFCA will find this study useful to create a quick 
understanding of the findings of the available research in this area. It would also be beneficiary if this study 
could be used to discover needs for future research relating to the GLTFCA. 
 
1.1. Purpose and research questions 
The purpose of the study is to investigate how – according to the literature – the presence of a nature 
conservation area affects the adjacent communities. The research focuses on literature about four of the five 
major national parks in the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Conservation Area. To fulfill the purpose of this study, 
the following questions are discussed: 
 

1.       What are the social and economic consequences for the local communities given the presence of the 
conservation parks mentioned in the literature? 

2.       Tourism is a common income generating activity for communities in a conservation area. How does 
that affect the community and the conservation area? 

3.     What other possible livelihood opportunities for the local communities are mentioned in the literature? 
How are these livelihood opportunities affected by the conservation area? 

2. Methodology 
As was mentioned earlier, this study was inspired by my Bachelor thesis Power of the People - A study of the 
community involvement in the TFCA process in Swaziland. That was an empirical field study, but within the 
frame of a master thesis, there is not enough time or resources available to perform such a field study. 
Additionally, there is already so much published on the GLTFCA so a crosscutting study and summary would be 
more useful than an additional field study. This is the reasoning behind choosing literature study as the 
methodology for this study.  
 
This literature study was performed by searching for sources that give different views of the subject under study 
as well as have a good coverage of the different areas. I was looking for different perspectives on the issue at 
hand. The books used in this study were retrieved from the Uppsala University Library and the Nordic Africa 
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Institute Library. The articles, on the other hand, were all found online using the Uppsala University Library 
online search tool. 
 
2.1 The work procedure for the literature study 
The procedure of this literature study consisted of searching for relevant research and reading it several times. 
While doing this, I followed the procedure of a systematic literature review as described by Karolinska Institutet  
(n.d.) to a large extent. In the selection phase of the study I chose literature from the search result that had a title 
that seemed to relate to my topic (Ibid.). After identifying these articles and books, I read the abstracts and the 
cover respectively to see if they still were relevant for my purpose (Ibid.). If they were relevant, I skimmed the 
texts looking for the answers to my research questions and if I could find them, I included the article or book in 
my literature selection for further reading. Eventually, after reading through a lot of the literature at hand, I 
realized that there was a saturation of information as the different sources mentioned similar things. 
Consequently, I knew that there was little point in looking for additional material on the subject, since they 
would most likely repeat what I had already found in the other literature. So I concluded that the 26 books and 
articles that I had found were enough to answer my research questions. The next step is where I diverged from 
the Karolinska Institutet (n.d.) model.  
 
In the next step, I read the articles and books more in-depth to find detailed answers to my research questions 
that I summarized and organized in a draft table for my own purpose and use with the name of the sources in 
column one and the answers to each of the three research questions in columns 2-4. When I read the literature in 
order to transfer the highlighted information to these draft tables, I kept the research questions in mind to make 
sure that only relevant information was transferred. In order to find the answers to my research questions, I also 
had a number of subquestions that I asked the text while reading. These subquestions were: 
 
Displacement and resettlement 

·         Are people living in the park today 
·         Has there been/is there resettlement of communities and how has this process taken place 
(voluntary, involuntary, coerced) 
·         What has happened to resettled communities (eg discuss economic, social and physical 
displacement 
·         Has there been any compensation to resettled communities 

Access to natural resources 
·         Do the communities have access to any of the parks natural resources? 
·         To what degree do people follow the restrictions 
·         How strong is the enforcement of regulations against use of resources when it comes to local 
communities   
·         How does the park affect (positively or negatively) other livelihoods (agriculture, grazing) 

Income generation 
·         Do the communities get any revenues from the parks 
·         How has the park and tourist developments in connection to park resulted in other incomes (eg 
employment as park staff or tourist facilities or own/community run companies in connection to the 
park) 
 

Human-wildlife conflict 
·         What types of human-wildlife conflicts are reported in the literature 
·         How do these conflicts affect the local residents  
·         How is human-wildlife conflicts mitigated from the parks side and from the side of the 
community  

Community outreach 
·         Are there specific programs for community outreach 

Community response 
·         How do the local residents feel about the presence of the parks 
·         Have the local residents taken any action to show their opinions about the parks 
(positive/negative) 

 
Tourism 

·         What kind of tourism activities do the parks offer 
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·         Are the communities involved in the tourism efforts? To what extent 
·         Do the tourism efforts affect the local residents’ livelihoods or their lives 
·         Do the tourism efforts affect the natural environment or the conservation efforts 

 
Once the draft tables were done, I read through them again and started synthesizing the information to write the 
Results chapter of this study. During this process some of the information turned out to not be relevant to the 
study after all and was therefore discarded. Thanks to the process of continuously comparing the information 
from the literature with the research questions and subquestions, I believe that most of the unnecessary data was 
filtered out. The subquestions also helped me to organize the Result chapter and arrive at my conclusion at the 
end of this study. 
 
2.2. List of secondary sources used in the literature study  
As stated in the previous section, this literature study is based on the information found in 26 books and articles. 
These are presented below, organised based on which of my research questions they provided the answer to. 
 

 
Information exclusively on question 1: What are the social and economic 

consequences for the local communities given the presence of the 
conservation parks mentioned in the literature? 

 
Carruthers, Jane. (1995). The Kruger National Park – A Social and Political History. Pietermaritzburg: 
University of Natal Press. 
 
de Villiers, Bertus. (1999). Land claims and National Parks – The Makuleke Experience. Pretoria: Human 
Sciences Research Council. 
 
Andersson, Jens A. & Cumming, David H. M. (2013). Defining the Edge. in Andersson, Jens A. et al (eds). 
(2013). Transfrontier Conservation Areas – People Living on the Edge. Oxon: Routledge. 
 
de Garine-Wichatitsky, Michel, et al. (2013). Consequences of animals crossing the edges of transfrontier 
parks. In: Andersson et al (eds). (2013). Transfrontier Conservation Areas - People Living on the Edge. 
Oxon: Routledge.   
 
Murwira, Amon et al. (2013). Resource Gradients and Movements Across the Edge of Transfrontier Parks. 
in Andersson, Jens A., et al. (eds). (2013). Transfrontier Conservation Areas – People Living on the Edge. 
Oxon: Routledge. 
 
Mombeshora, Solomon & Le Bel, Sebastien. (2009-06-28). ‘Parks-people conflicts: the case of Gonarezhou 
National Park and the Chitsa community in south-east Zimbabwe’. Biodiversity Conservation 18, 2009. 
Accessed: http://download.springer.com/static/pdf/237/art%253A10.1007%252Fs10531-009-9676-
5.pdf?auth66=1400236221_e17174a31230da660e07cf5d8d424bf7&ext=.pdf (2014-03-04). 
 
Anthony, Brandon P. et al. (2010). ‘Sitting on the Fence? Policies and Practices in Managing Human-
wildlife Conflict in Limpopo Province, South-Africa’. Conservation and Society 8(3), 2010. Accessed: 
http://www.conservationandsociety.org (2014-03-05). 
 
Witter, Rebecca. (2013). ‘Elephant-induced Displacement and the Power of Choice: Moral Narratives about 
Resettlement in Mozambique’s Limpopo National Park’. Conservation and Society 11(4), 2013. Accessed: 
http://www.conservationandsociety.org (2014-03-03). 
 
Robins, Steven & van der Waal, Kees. (2008). ‘‘Model tribes’ and Iconic Conservationists? The Makuleke 
Restitution Case in Kruger National Park’. Development and Change 39(1), 2008. Accessed: 
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.ezproxy.its.uu.se/doi/10.1111/j.1467-7660.2008.00468.x/pdf (2014-06-28). 
 
Lunstrum, Elizabeth. (2008). ‘Mozambique, Neoliberal land reform, and the Limpopo National Park’. 
Geographical Review 98(3), 2008. Accessed: 
http://search.proquest.com/docview/225329833/fulltextPDF/11D47CD8F41F4AFAPQ/1?accountid=14715 
(2014-03-17). 

http://download.springer.com/static/pdf/237/art%253A10.1007%252Fs10531-009-9676-5.pdf?auth66=1400236221_e17174a31230da660e07cf5d8d424bf7&ext=.pdf
http://download.springer.com/static/pdf/237/art%253A10.1007%252Fs10531-009-9676-5.pdf?auth66=1400236221_e17174a31230da660e07cf5d8d424bf7&ext=.pdf
http://www.conservationandsociety.org/
http://www.conservationandsociety.org/
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.ezproxy.its.uu.se/doi/10.1111/j.1467-7660.2008.00468.x/pdf
http://search.proquest.com/docview/225329833/fulltextPDF/11D47CD8F41F4AFAPQ/1?accountid=14715
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Ferreira, Sanette. (2004). ‘Problems associated with Tourism Development in Southern Africa: The Case of 
Transfrontier Conservation Areas’. GeoJournal, 60(3), 2004. Accessed: 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/41147892 (2014-03-17). 
 
Ferreira, S. L. A. (2006). ‘Communities and Transfrontier Parks in the Southern African Development 
Community: The Case of Limpopo National Park, Mozambique’. South African Geographical Journal, 
88(2), 2006. Accessed: http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/03736245.2006.9713859 (2013-02-
27). 
 
Dear, Chad & McCool, Stephen. (2010). ‘Causes and Consequences of Displacement Decision-Making in 
Banhine National Park’. Conservation and Society, 8(2), 2010. Accessed: 
http://www.conservationandsociety.org (2014-03-03). 
 

 
 

Information on questions 1: What are the social and economic consequences 
for the local communities given the presence of the conservation parks 

mentioned in the literature? and 2: How does tourism affect the community 
and the conservation area? 

 
Ekblom, Anneli & Notelid, Michael. (2010). A White Man’s Bush? A Comparison of Socio-Politics in the 
Creation of Kruger and Limpopo National Parks. In Friman, Eva & Gallardo, Gloria (eds). (2010). 
Politicized Nature-Global Exchange, Resources and Power. Uppsala: Cemus, CSD Uppsala. 
 
Wolmer, William. (2007). From Wilderness Vision to Farm Invasions – Conservation and development in 
Zimbabwe’s south-east lowveld. Harare: Weaver Press. 
 
Murphree, Marshall. (2001). Community, Council and Client – A Case Study in Ecotourism Development 
from Mahenye, Zimbabwe. in Hulme, David & Murphree, Marshall. (2001). African Wildlife and 
Livelihoods – the Promise and Performance of Community Conservation. Oxford: James Currey Ltd.  
 
Whande, Webster. (2010). Windows of Opportunity or Exclusion? Local Communities in the Great Limpopo 
Transfrontier Conservation Area, South Africa. in Nelson, Fred (ed). (2010). Community Rights, 
Conservation and Contested Land – The politics of Natural Resource Governance in Africa. Earthscan. 
 
Spierenburg, M. et al. (2009). Transfrontier Tourism and Relations Between Local Communities and the 
Private Sector in the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park. in Hottola, Petri (ed). (2009). Tourism Strategies 
and Local Responses in Southern Africa. CAB International. 
 
Milgroom, Jessica & Spierenburg, Marja. (2008). ‘Induced volition: Resettlement from the Limpopo 
National Park, Mozambique’. Journal of Contemporary African Studies 26(4), 2008. Accessed: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02589000802482021 (2014-07-22).  
 
Rodgers, Graeme. (2009). ‘The Faint Footprint of Man: Representing Race, Place and Conservation on the 
Mozambique-South Africa Borderland’. Journal of Refugee Studies 22(3), 2009. Accessed:  
http://jrs.oxfordjournals.org/content/22/3/392.full.pdf+html (2014-03-16). 
 

 
 

Information on questions 1: What are the social and economic consequences 
for the local communities given the presence of the conservation parks 

mentioned in the literature? and 3: What other possible livelihood 
opportunities for the local communities are mentioned in the literature? How 

are they affected by the conservation area? 
 

Giller, Ken E. et al. (2013). Population and livelihoods on the edge. in Andersson, Jens A. et al (eds): 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/41147892
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/03736245.2006.9713859
http://www.conservationandsociety.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02589000802482021
http://jrs.oxfordjournals.org/content/22/3/392.full.pdf+html
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(2013). Transfrontier Conservation Areas – People Living on the Edge. Oxon: Routledge. 
 
 

 
Information exclusively on question 2: How does tourism affect the 

community and the conservation area? 
 

Loon, Rael et al. (2007). Sabi Sabi: A Model for Effective Ecotourism, Conservation and Community 
Involvement. in Bushell, R. & Eagles, P.F. J. (eds). (2007). Tourism and Protected Areas: Benefits Beyond 
Boundaries. CAB International. Accessed: http://site.ebrary.com/id/10178186?ppg=288 (2014-03-16). 
 
Cumming, David H. M. et al. (2013). Land- and Natural Resource-Based Livelihood Opportunities in 
TFCAs. in Andersson, Jens A., et al. (eds). (2013). Transfrontier Conservation Areas – People Living on the 
Edge. Oxon: Routledge.  
 

 
 

Information exclusively on question 3: What other possible livelihood 
opportunities for the local communities are mentioned in the literature? How 

are they affected by the conservation area? 
 

Andersson, Jens A. et  al. (2013b). TFCAs and the Invisible Peoples. in Andersson, Jens A., et al. (eds). 
(2013a). Transfrontier Conservation Areas – People Living on the Edge. Oxon: Routledge. 
 
Andersson, Jens A. et al. (2013c). Defining the Edge: Boundary Formation and TFCAs in Southern Africa. 
in Andersson, Jens A. et al. (eds). (2013a). Transfrontier Conservation Areas – People living on the Edge. 
Oxon: Routledge. 
 

 
 

Information on questions 1: What are the social and economic consequences 
for the local communities given the presence of the conservation parks 

mentioned in the literature?, 2: How does tourism affect the community and 
the conservation area? and 3: What other possible livelihood opportunities for 
the local communities are mentioned in the literature? How are they affected 

by the conservation area? 
 

Venter, Freek J. et al. (2008). ‘The Evolution of Conservation Management Philosophy: Science, 
Environmental Change and Social Adjustments in Kruger National Park’. Ecosystems 11(2), 2008. 
Accessed: http://www.jstor.org/stable/40296278 (2014-03-17). 

Since this study focuses on the socio economic consequences of the GLTFCA, the literature presented above is 
mostly on the subject of people’s rights in relation to nature conservation. The picture presented of the GLTFCA 
in this study might therefore seem somewhat negative. Hence, it is important to point out once again that nature 
reserves and other kinds of protected areas are doing well in terms of biodiversity conservation (United Nations 
Environment Programme, 2012). Thus, if I had done a literature study on the effects on the ecosystems of the 
GLTFCA, the results would have seemed more positive. Additionally, if I had done a study that focused on both 
the environmental as well as the social aspects of the GLTFCA, the image would have been more diverse. 
Unfortunately, within the frame of this master thesis, I did not have enough time to perform such a complex 
study. Therefore I chose to perform a study using a people’s rights perspective, since that seems to be the more 
problematic side of nature conservation, according to my previous understanding of the issue. 

3. Great Limpopo Transfrontier Conservation Area 
The Great Limpopo Transfrontier Conservation Area (GLTFCA) should not be confused with the Great 
Limpopo Transfrontier Park (GLTFP). The purposes and the reach of these two conservation models are 

http://site.ebrary.com/id/10178186?ppg=288
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40296278
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different. A Transfrontier Park (TFP) is state-managed and is considered to be a cross border extension of 
conservation areas (Munthali, 2007). A TFP will therefore focus on protecting ecosystems by forbidding 
resource use and human habitation in the area as well as creating an environment that encourages educational as 
well as recreational visits (Ibid.). In this effort, rural communities are usually marginalized and resettled in favor 
of the development of the TFP (Ibid.).  
 
The idea of a TFCA is rather to combine biodiversity conservation and management with rural development 
(Munthali, 2007). This means that a TFCA in theory encourages all kinds of biodiversity conservation and 
management, from state driven protected areas to private parks to CBNRM (Ibid.). However, as was mentioned 
in the introduction, there is a difference between vision and reality. According to Munthali (2007), many 
implementers of TFCA consider it to be a development of TFPs rather than anything else.  
 
In the case of the GLTFCA, the GLTFP happens to be a part of it (Peace Parks Foundation, n.d.). The GLTFP, 
which was established in 2002, is the core of the GLTFCA and entails the national parks of Kruger in South 
Africa, Limpopo in Mozambique and Gonarezhou in Zimbabwe (Ibid.). Also part of the GLTFP are Zimbabwe’s 
Malipati Safari Area, Manjinji Pan Sanctuary and theSengwe communal area as well as South Africa’s 
Makuleke region (Ibid.). The GLTFP is 37 572 km2 in total (Ibid.). 
 
Apart from the GLTFP, the GLTFCA also includes (or at least in the final stage it will include) the national 
parks of Banhine and Zinave (both in Mozambique), the areas of Corumana and Massingir and several state-
owned and private reserves in Zimbabwe and South Africa located closely to the GLTFP (Peace Parks 
Foundation, n.d.). The total area of the GLTFCA is almost 100 000 km2 (Ibid.). This study focuses on four of the 
five national parks of the GLTFCA, namely Kruger, Limpopo, Gonarezhou and Banhine, which can all be seen 
in Fig. 1. 
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Fig. 1. The GLTFCA with its five National Parks: Gonarezhou, Zinave, Banhine, Limpopo and Kruger. Zinave National Park 
is excluded from this study, because there was no available research on that area. Source: 
http://www.peaceparks.org/story.php?pid=1005&mid=1048  
 
3.1. Kruger National Park 
One of the first parts of what was later to become Kruger National Park was established in 1898 (Carruthers, 
1995, p. 26). This area was then de-proclaimed during the South African War (1899-1902), only to be re-
proclaimed as the Sabi Game Reserve once the war had ended in 1902 (Ibid., p. 32). Initially, the game reserve 
warden James Stevenson-Hamilton forced the local people in the area to vacate as it was considered 
inappropriate for humans to live in a game reserve (Ibid., p. 43). He later changed his mind as he realized that the 
presence of a few natives would be beneficiary for the game reserve (Ibid.). However, at the time of the re-
proclamation of the reserve, he had again decided that the in-reserve inhabitants should be removed (Ibid.).  
 
A year after the Sabi Game Reserve was re-proclaimed, a new game reserve called the Shingwedzi Game 
Reserve was declared (Carruthers, 1995, p. 43). At this point, several communities were located in the reserve 
(Ibid.). For whatever reason, Stevenson-Hamilton decided not to evict them (Ibid.). However, the communities 
were obliged to pay a squatter’s rent (Ibid.). This practice has since been a considerable source of income for 
game reserves in Africa (Ibid.). 
 
In 1926, the Sabi and Shingwedzi Game Reserves were merged and the around 70 farms located in-between 
them were acquired by the government to form the KNP (Kruger National Park, n.d.). Tourists started coming to 

http://www.peaceparks.org/story.php?pid=1005&mid=1048
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the park in 1927, although the initial modest number of visitors was far from the numbers of today (Ibid.). By 
1937, however, the park had gained popularity and several thousands of kilometres of road had been laid and 
many so called rest camps, where tourists can spend the night, buy souvenirs and have a hot meal, had been built 
(Ibid.).  
 
When apartheid was established in 1948, many local residents were removed from the park (Giller et al, 2013). 
The removals of people continued in 1969, when the Pafuri Triangle was added to the KNP, which caused the 
relocation of the Makuleke people who were living there (Andersson & Cumming, 2013). A closer explanation 
of the events surrounding the addition of the Pafuri Triangle to KNP is provided in the ‘Result’ section of this 
study.  
 
The KNP was opened for tourists in 1920 (Carruthers, 1995, p. 99). However, it was not until the 1990s that a 
serious commercialization process started (Kruger National Park, n.d.). This caused many changes in the 
activities and services offered in KNP (Ibid.). The 90s also saw the development of several private rest camps for 
tourists (Ibid.). Then, in 2002, the number of tourists visiting the park exceeded the one million mark for the first 
time (Ibid.). Today, business in KNP is still good with visitor numbers as high as 1 million per year in peak years 
(Ekblom & Notelid, 2010). According to Ekblom and Notelid (Ibid.), KNP ‘is heralded as a park of the new 
South Africa for all South Africans’. Perhaps this is the reason why South Africans pay a smaller daily 
conservation fee than other visitors to the park (South African National Parks, n.d.(a))? 

 
3.2. Limpopo National Park 
The Limpopo National Park (LNP) was originally a hunting zone called Coutada 16 (Rodgers, 2009). The 
coutada is located in the Gaza area in Mozambique (Fig. 2). Since Coutada 16 was a hunting zone, it was not too 
strictly managed and the local people still had reasonable access to the area for a long period of time (Rodgers, 
2009). During the civil war (1980-1992), the people living within Coutada 16 left their homes and many fled to 
South Africa (Rodgers, 2009: Ekblom & Notelid, 2010). Therefore, Coutada 16 was considered depopulated 
after the civil war (Rodgers, 2009).  

 
Fig. 2. The Gaza area of Mozambique. Source: 
http://news.bbcimg.co.uk/media/images/46396000/gif/_46396874_mozambique_gaza.gif  

http://news.bbcimg.co.uk/media/images/46396000/gif/_46396874_mozambique_gaza.gif
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Once the war had ended, a repatriation program was carried out in Mozambique to bring the people, who had 
fled from the war, back to their homes (Milgroom & Spierenburg, 2008). This happened at the same time as the 
plans for the creation of LNP were made (Ibid.). This meant that once the park was proclaimed, there were 
indeed people living inside of the park’s borders (Ibid.). However, since it was not realized that these local 
residents could pose a problem to the conservation efforts there were no actual removals of people from LNP in 
connection to the proclamation of it as a national park (Ekblom & Notelid, 2010).  This has changed since then, 
though, and today there are plans to resettle some of the people living in LNP (Milgroom & Spierenburg, 2008; 
Rodgers, 2009; Ekblom & Notelid, 2010).  
 
According to Milgroom and Spierenburg (2008), there are 27 000 people living in the LNP. 7000 of these people 
are living in an area along the Shingwedzi River which happens to be located in a part of the park intended as a 
wildlife corridor and for tourist development (Ibid.). These people are destined to be relocated from the area 
(Milgroom & Spierenburg, 2008; Rodgers, 2009). In theory, this resettlement is defined as being voluntary, 
although there are doubts as to how much choice the local communities really will have in the matter, as we will 
see later (Milgroom & Spierenburg, 2008; Rodgers, 2009). The remaining 20 000 people in the LNP are living in 
an area of the park which is not needed for neither tourism nor conservation purposes (Milgroom & Spierenburg, 
2008). Therefore these people are not threatened with relocation at the moment (Ibid.). This is despite the fact 
that it is forbidden to live in national parks according to Mozambican law (Ekblom & Notelid, 2010). 
 
In comparison to KNP, LNP does not have as many tourists. According to Ekblom and Notelid (2010), this is not 
necessarily a disadvantage. They claim that the smaller number of tourists and lack of extended infrastructure 
gives the LNP more of a wilderness feeling, which may attract a different kind of tourist than KNP does (Ibid.). 

3.3. Gonarezhou National Park 
The land that Gonarezhou National Park (GNP) consists of originally belonged to the Shangaan speaking people, 
the same as in northern KNP and in LNP (Mombeshora & Le Bel, 2009-06-28). In fact, before colonialism, the 
Shangaans inhabited a big part of the area that is GLTFP today (Murphree, 2001). Gonarezhou was proclaimed a 
game reserve in 1934 (Mombeshora & Le Bel, 2009-06-28). This led to relocations of its people, which will be 
discussed further below. 
 
Due to a tsetse control program in the 1940s, the game reserve was de-proclaimed (Mombeshora & Le Bel, 
2009-06-28). However, the de-proclamation did not stop the inclusion and addition of new land to the game 
reserve (Ferreira, 2004; Mombeshora & Le Bel, 2009-06-28). In 1956 land areas of the Chitsa people were 
included in the game reserve (Mombeshora & Le Bel, 2009-06-28). That was the start of several removals and 
resettlements of the Chitsa people in the Gonarezhou Game Reserve (Ibid.). In 1975, when the Gonarezhou 
Game Reserve was proclaimed a national park, the Chitsa people – yet again – found themselves living on land 
that belonged to the reserve (Ibid.). The proclamation of the GNP also led to evictions of the Shangaan people 
living in the park (Ferreira, 2004). 
 
After its proclamation, GNP was still closed a couple of times due to the political turmoil in the 19070 and 1980s 
in Zimbabwe (Goodwin et al, 1998, p. 13). First, the park was closed because of the struggle for independence in 
1976-1982 (Ibid.). Then in 1988-1989, the park closed again because of attacks from Mozambican guerillas 
(Ibid.). This issue was resolved in 1990, which resulted in the park being opened again (Ibid.). It started out by 
opening for domestic tourists before it expanded to welcoming visitors from other SADC countries in 1991 
(Ibid.). In 1994, GNP finally started welcoming overseas tourists (Ibid.). Due to the constant closings and re-
openings of GNP, as well as a few other factors such as geographical remoteness, the park’s infrastructure has 
not developed to the same extent as it has in KNP, for example (Ibid.). Just like in the case of LNP, the lack of 
developed infrastructure in GNP gives the park the atmosphere of a true wilderness area (Ibid.). 
 
To the north of GNP lies the Mahenye ward (Academic Roadmap, 2010). Around 3,700 Shangaans are living in 
this community (Ibid.). Since rainfall is not consistent, the area is not suitable for agriculture or livestock 
keeping (Ibid.). Therefore, wildlife is an important source of income for the people living in Mahenye and they 
have ventured into eco-tourism and trophy hunting for tourists to generate an income (Murphree, 2001). This 
will be presented in closer detail later. 
 
3.4. Banhine National Park 
Banhine National Park (BNP) was initially created as a hunting reserve called Coutada 17, in 1969 (Dear & 
McCool, 2010). Four years later, in 1973, the Banhine National Park was declared (Ibid.). Even though the 
declaration of the national park brought with it legislations on resource use, the enforcement thereof was little 
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before 1975 when Mozambique became independent (Ibid.). Additionally, the presence of the national park did 
not result in any ‘physical relocation of park residents’ (Ibid.). Just as in LNP, however, the civil war killed or 
caused the relocation of many residents of the BNP (Ibid.). A large number of these people were repatriated after 
the war through the resettlement program which was mentioned earlier (Ibid.).  
 
Before continuing, I would like to highlight that there was very little available research on the BNP in English. 
In fact, there was only one source that was useful in order to answer the research questions of this study. 
Therefore, all the information about BNP in this study is based on this single source. I am aware of the problems 
related to this, but I decided to use the source anyway since it was informative. This also enabled me to include 
BNP in the study, which I believe contributed to a more holistic understanding of the GLTFCA. 

4. Results 
In this chapter, the results from the literature study are presented separately for each national park under three 
first order subheadings, each representing one of the three research questions.  
 
4.1. Social and economic consequences of park creation 
 
4.1.1. Kruger National Park 
 
4.1.1.1. Displacement and resettlement in Kruger National Park 
As mentioned in the background, after the re-proclamation of the Sabi Game Reserve in 1902, evictions of the 
inhabitants of the park started occurring (Carruthers, 1995, p. 43). Between this time and August 1903, 2000-
3000 people had been evicted from the game reserve (Ibid.). There were claims that Stevenson-Hamilton’s 
original idea was to consider the people’s needs to some extent when evicting them, for example in relation to 
the seasons of agriculture (Ibid.). However, there were also accusations against Stevenson-Hamilton stating that 
he started burning huts a couple of months later to get the people out of the game reserve (Ibid.). Stevenson-
Hamilton’s superiors, however, claimed that the huts that were burnt had already been emptied (Ibid.). 
Additionally, in 1906 a group of people living on the edge of the Sabi Game Reserve expressed a notion that the 
government wanted to drive them off their land so that it could be added to the game reserve (Ibid.).  
 
Carruthers (1995, p. 43) argues that actions like these from officials have caused the relocated local communities 
and surrounding local communities to view the game reserves that they are living close to as threats to their 
access to land and their agricultural activities. In fact, for many local people, Kruger National Park (KNP) is yet 
another governmental structure meant to exclude them as part of apartheid (Ibid.). However there was also 
resistance against the park , as despite these enforcements, people continued to live in KNP (Ibid.). According to 
Carruthers (Ibid.), in 1903, when the Shingwedzi Game Reserve was established and added to the KNP, it was 
decided that the inhabitants were allowed to stay as long as they paid rent or labored in the park. Giller et al 
(2013) support this, stating that this practice was accepted through 1905-1948. According to Carruthers (1995, p. 
92), in May 1905, there were almost 3000 people living in KNP. These tenants were allowed to keep livestock 
and grow crops as long as they did not violate any wildlife regulations (Ibid.).  
 
Even though the presence of residents in the Sabi and Shingwedzi Game Reserves was considered a benefit to 
the KNP, there were other areas in KNP where this was not the case (Carruthers, 1995, p. 98). The Makuleke 
community in the north of the KNP had once been relocated to the Limpopo River area (outside the boundary) to 
ensure that they stayed outside of the park (Ibid.). However, since there were not that many rangers in this part of 
the park, the Makulekes began coming back into park territory with time (Ibid.). This caused the National Parks 
Board to apply to the government in the early 1930s to include the Pafuri triangle, which was part of the 
Makuleke area, in the KNP (Ibid.). The idea was then to relocate the Makulekes to an area further south (Ibid.). 
This application met a lot of resistance until it was approved in 1933 (Ibid.). The Makulekes were not relocated, 
however, since there was a stalemate between the National Parks Board, which wanted to move them, and the 
Native Affairs Department, which refused to approve of the resettlement of the community to the land that had 
been offered (Ibid.). Nevertheless, in 1969, when apartheid grew stronger in South Africa, the Makulekes were 
forced to move from the Pafuri triangle, which became the Pafuri Game Reserve and was added to the KNP 
(Carruthers, 1995, p. 99; de Villiers, 1999, p. 45; Robins & van der Waal, 2008; Andersson & Cumming, 2013). 
The eviction seemed unfair even to the National Parks Board secretary Van Graan, who stated that the new piece 
of land was not as well suited for agriculture as the Parfuri triangle (Carruthers, 1995, p. 98). Additionally, 
according to Robins and van der Waal (2008), this new land area that the Makulekes moved to was almost only a 
quarter of the size of their old land. Despite the fact that the relocation was a clear disadvantage to the 
Makulekes, they received no compensation (de Villiers, 1999, pp. 46-47; Robins & van der Waal, 2008). 
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The eviction of the Makulekes did not last forever, though. In 1998, the Makulekes pushed a restitution case and 
finally got their land back (de Villiers, 1999, p. 59; Robins & van der Waal, 2008). The land came with 
restrictions and part of the deal was that the Makulekes would manage the Pafuri Triangle together with the KNP 
administration, which was projected to bring benefits to the community (Robins & van der Waal, 2008; Venter et 
al, 2008).  According to Spierenburg et al (2009), the Makulekes were allowed to hunt and use the area’s natural 
resources in a sustainable manner. However, in return, the community was bound to concession the area for 
conservation purposes for the next 99 years (Ibid.). Simply, this means that the Makuleke community is not 
allowed to live on, mine or cultivate the soil in the area (de Villiers, 1999, p. 60; Spierenburg et al, 2009). 
 
Apart from economic and emotional displacement1, relocations also result in local social and political changes. 
An example of this is given by Whande (2010), who writes about Endani, a man who lived in northeastern South 
Africa close to the border to Zimbabwe. Endani lost his role as a headman as he was moved into a different area 
than his royal family when the Makulekes were relocated from the Pafuri triangle in 1969 (Ibid.). According to 
Mombeshora and Le Bel (2009-06-28), this is not the only time that the presence of a national park has led to 
cultural disturbances in the GLTFCA region. 
 
4.1.1.2. Access to natural resources in Kruger National Park 
Not only were many inhabitants evicted from the game reserves in KNP, they were also deprived of their access 
to game as a source of food or income (Carruthers, 1995, p. 44). Rangers were meticulous in looking for and 
arresting poachers (Ibid.). According to Carruthers (Ibid.), arrested poachers received severe punishment, even 
though the author does not specify what these consisted of. Carruthers (Ibid., p. 94) also claims that black people 
caught poaching were punished harder than white committers of the same crime. About a decade later, hunger 
and drought became a problem and many residents in KNP starved to death (Ibid., p. 93). Many therefore started 
poaching in an attempt to stay alive (Ibid.). Even large groups of Mozambicans crossed the border in to KNP to 
poach (Ibid.). At this time it was difficult for park authorities to keep the poachers at bay since their numbers had 
reduced significantly as many white rangers had left to fight in the First World War (Ibid.). 
 
In 1948, the local communities’ access to natural resources in the KNP were further restricted and some were 
removed, due to the new apartheid policy (Giller et al, 2013). Additional restrictions were implemented in 1969 
when the KNP was further extended (Whande, 2010). This resulted in the exclusion of the local people from the 
natural resources they had been basing their livelihoods on before (Ibid.). There were people in the local 
communities, however, who managed to work around the rules and hindrances of conservation to benefit from 
them in small ways (Rodgers, 2009). Rodgers (Ibid.) does not specify how this was done, though. 
 
4.1.1.3. Income generation in Kruger National Park 
KNP is a mega industry with, as was mentioned before, up to a million visitors yearly. This opens up for 
employment opportunities for the local residents and therefore also a chance to generate an income. According to 
Carruthers (1995, p. 96), the first employees (except for the Warden) in Sabi Game Reserve were black. Today, 
the trend for South African National Parks (SANParks) is that the majority of the staff is African (South African 
National Parks, 2014). However, I could not find any information on this specifically for KNP. Therefore it is 
impossible to know how many local residents that are benefitting from KNP in the form of employment. 
 
There is, however, research that shows that KNP has been useful to Mozambicans (Carruthers, 1995, p. 95). In 
1918, a steady flow of migrant workers from Mozambique started going through the KNP to the Witwatersrand 
mines (Ibid.). Some of these were illegal, i.e. they had not been recruited by the mining company but wandered 
to the mines on their own initiative to apply for a job there (Ibid.). These trespassers were arrested or reported 
themselves to the Park Warden, which resulted in them serving a sentence for two weeks by laboring in the KNP 
(Ibid.). However, this practice was stopped later on as the Native Affairs Department heard about it (Ibid., p. 96). 
From then on, prisoners were supposed to be detained – without doing any labor – for two weeks before being 
released (Ibid.). It is not certain, though, whether or not this was implemented everywhere in the KNP (Ibid.). 

Rodgers (2009) also states that Mozambican migrant workers ended up working in the KNP to serve their 
sentence for trespassing into the park on their way to South Africa. According to Rodgers (Ibid.), this was a 
comfortable way for the KNP to get cheap labor and in time the Mozambicans became a valued addition to the 
park labor force (Ibid.). This changed after the Mozambican independence, however (Ibid.). 

                                                 
1 Displacement in this context means ’the compulsory removal process initiated when a project’s need for ’right of way’ is deemed to 
override the ’right to stay’ of the inhabiting populations’ (Cernea & Schmidt-Soltau, 2006, p.1810). This does not only include physical 
removals, but also when a conservation or development effort results in restricted access to natural resources for the local communities 
(Ibid.). 
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The Makuleke community also found other ways than tourism to generate an income from the KNP (Venter et 
al, 2008). When the Makulekes first won the land claim on the Pafuri triangle, the area was used for trophy 
hunting, which produced significant revenue (Ibid.). Nevertheless, the community has since changed their use of 
the land and devoted most of the area to ecotourism (Ibid.). 
 
4.1.1.4. Human-wildlife conflict in Kruger National Park 
According to the literature, human-wildlife conflicts are common for the communities living close to KNP. de 
Garine-Witchatitsky et al (2013) explains that predators in the KNP go outside the park to get easy prey. This 
leads to livestock losses mostly to lions, leopards and hyenas (Spierenburg et al, 2009; de Garine-Wichatitsky et 
al, 2013). Elephants are also causing problems for the local communities around the KNP (Murphree, 2001; 
Rodgers, 2009; Ekblom & Notelid, 2010; de Garine-Wichatitsky et al, 2013). The elephants go outside the park 
to get Marula fruits or crops grown by the local communities (de Garine-Wichatitsky et al, 2013). However, loss 
of livestock and crops is not the only trouble relating to wildlife. Wildlife can also transfer diseases to livestock 
(Ibid.). In the Mpumalanga Province in KNP, there was wildlife-related disease found in livestock in 1995-2009 
(Ibid.).  
 
When reporting damage-causing animals like the ones mentioned above, the local communities have 
experienced a lack of response from the responsible authorities (Anthony et al, 2010). The proximity to the KNP 
and the action (or lack thereof) from the Department of Animal Health to control the damage-causing animals 
means that the local communities are the ones that pay in terms of loss of crops, livestock, life and limb (Ibid.). 
The local communities in KNP also suffer psychological damage from these encounters (Ibid.). Additionally, the 
local residents feel that they receive almost no compensation for all their losses, which increases the conflict 
with the conservation authorities (Ibid.). 
 
However, according to Anthony et al (2010), the Environmental Manager with the Environmental Affairs branch 
of the Department of Finance and Economic Development (DFED/EA) of Mopani District says that the local 
communities in KNP get carcasses, skins and meat from damage-causing animals that have been killed by the 
Department of Animal Health. Nonetheless, Traditional Authorities as well as the local people say that the 
communities are not always given the meat from slain damage-causing animals (Ibid.). 
 
4.1.1.5. Community outreach in Kruger National Park 
The KNP management spends a considerable amount of time on public outreach (Ekblom & Notelid, 2010). Part 
of this is to arrange trips to the park for local schools and the KNP also offers cheaper alternatives to guests who 
are staying overnight (Ibid.). Another part of KNP's community work is that since 1 June 2012, there is a 1% 
community levy on all reservations in the park (South African National Parks, n.d.(b)). This levy was decided on 
by SANParks and will be used to develop the local communities (South African National Parks, n.d.(b)).  
 
4.1.1.6. Community response to Kruger National Park 
Historically, the local communities in general disliked the game reserve because they lost access to what was 
formerly their land and for the fact that they were not able to protect themselves against the wildlife as they were 
not allowed to carry firearms (Carruthers, 1995, p. 43). Ever since the creation of the first game reserves in KNP, 
the local communities have revolted against the control the game reserve authorities have over them, through 
poaching, for example (Ibid., p. 93). 

In KNP today, the expelled communities from the 20th century are now demanding compensation for the 
economical and social consequences of the removal of them from their land (Ekblom & Notelid, 2010). 
 
4.1.2. Limpopo National Park 
 
4.1.2.1. Displacement and resettlement in Limpopo National Park 
As mentioned before, the Limpopo National Park (LNP) was considered to be empty after the end of the 
Mozambican civil war. Later, once the repatriation program had been performed and it was discovered that some 
park residents were living in the areas best suited for tourism and wildlife conservation – plans for a resettlement 
program were made (Milgroom & Spierenburg, 2008; Rodgers, 2009; Ekblom & Notelid, 2010). According to 
Milgroom and Spierenburg (2008) eight villages containing 7000 people along the Shingwedzi River are 
destined for relocation. The main donor of the park, the German Development Bank, is eager to stress that this 
resettlement is voluntary (Milgroom & Spierenburg, 2008). However, Milgroom and Spierenburg (Ibid.) are 
sceptical about this statement. According to Milgroom and Spierenburg (Ibid.), there is no international policy 
on voluntary relocation of people for developmental or conservation reasons. There is, however, the World 
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Bank’s OP 4.12, which was created in 2001 (Ibid.). Milgroom and Spierenburg (Ibid.) argue that this policy 
results in involuntary resettlement, but that it seems voluntary since it creates an illusion of inclusiveness and 
participation for the people who are about to be relocated. This is the policy that the LNP has adapted in its 
‘voluntary’ resettlement scheme (Ibid.).  
 
According to Lunstrum (2008), one of the main donors of the LNP – the German Development Bank – has urged 
the park authorities to try and create incentives for the local communities to relocate. These incentives are in the 
form of compensation for the land that they would be giving up (Ibid.). Other examples of compensation and 
carrots that the people along the Shingwedzi River have been offered in case they move are jobs, land equivalent 
to the land lost, financial aid and increased access to schools and hospitals (Ferreira, 2006; Milgroom & 
Spierenburg, 2008; Ekblom & Notelid, 2010). Nevertheless, Milgroom and Spierenburg (2008) argue that it 
might not be the compensation and new facilities that finally influence the decisions of the communities along 
the Shingwedzi River to move. Milgroom and Spierenburg (2008) claim that the creation of LNP might have 
resulted in so many increasing hardships for the local communities – especially in the form of conflicts with 
wildlife – that it will eventually force them to move. This would then not be voluntary resettlement, but rather 
‘induced volition’, according to Milgroom and Spierenburg (2008). Spierenburg et al (2009, p. 179) also claim 
that the residents of the LNP are caught between a rock and a hard place where they can chose to relocate to an 
area with limited access to fertile soils and water or they can ‘stay and starve’. Rodgers (2009) also highlights 
this and emphasizes that this resettlement policy is not based on free choice. 
 
Voluntary or not, resettlement affects access to natural resources (Ferreira, 2006). In LNP, with the limited 
possibility of inhabiting and cultivating certain areas coupled with growing families, the future seems uncertain 
for the children of the farmers as there might not be any land for them to live on (Ibid.). Other examples of 
limited natural resources access from the literature will be presented under the next heading. 
 
4.1.2.2. Access to natural resources in Limpopo National Park 
Since the LNP was initially a Coutada, hunting was allowed in the park (Giller et al, 2013). However, the 
hunting was not for everyone since only white people could attain a hunting permit (Ibid.). Luckily for the local 
communities, the control of their hunting for food was not extensive (Ibid.). In 2002, when the LNP was 
officially declared a national park, it brought with it new restrictions (Milgroom & Spierenburg, 2008). These 
meant that hunting became illegal for local communities at the same time as the harvesting of natural resources 
for commercial use was forbidden (Milgroom & Spierenburg, 2008; Ekblom & Notelid, 2010; Giller et al, 
2013). It also became illegal to live in LNP, and in 2003 the voluntary relocation plan, which was mentioned 
before, was launched (Ekblom & Notelid, 2010). However, there are still people living in LNP and their access 
to natural resources is strictly regulated (Spierenburg et al, 2009). 
 
For example, the people living along the Shingwedzi River are forbidden to clear new fields, but have to keep 
farming the ones that were cleared prior to the creation of the LNP (Spierenburg et al, 2009). According to 
Spierenburg et al (Ibid.), this is problematic since there is no way of telling for how long the current fields will 
still be productive. The legislations have also forbidden the ‘emergency pastures’ that the communities use for 
their cattle whenever there is a drought in LNP (Ibid.). In addition to that, hunting is illegal, whereas fishing is 
merely regulated (Ibid.). 

According to Rodgers (2009), the local residents feel like the LNP appeared very quickly with all its restrictions. 
This sudden change led to people being arrested for walking into areas or doing things that they did not know 
had become illegal (Ibid.).  
 
4.1.2.3. Income generation in Limpopo National Park 
There was not a lot of information about this aspect in the literature that this study is based on. Giller et al (2013) 
mention that the jobs within the tourism sector that were promised to the communities in the LNP have not 
materialized. Another income related issue was mentioned in Spierenburg et al (2009). According to 
Spierenburg et al (Ibid.), since the creation of LNP it is harder for the in-park residents to migrate to South 
Africa for work since they would have to travel through two national parks with growing predator populations 
and wide-spread anti-poaching watches. 

4.1.2.4. Human-wildlife conflict in Limpopo National Park 
According to Witter (2013), the creation of LNP led to an increase in human-wildlife conflicts in the local 
communities. The literature that this study is based on gives many examples that show that elephants have been 
especially problematic (Witter, 2013; Murphree, 2001; Rodgers, 2009; Ekblom & Notelid, 2010; de Garine-
Wichatitsky et al, 2013). Several authors state that elephants are eating the local communities’ crops (Witter, 
2013; Milgroom & Spierenburg, 2008; Ekblom & Notelid, 2010). Additionally, Witter (2013) says that one 
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village has been having trouble with elephant excrements in its water wells. Elephants have also made it difficult 
for the local communities in the LNP to access environmental as well as cultural resources (Ibid.). The increased 
elephant population and the troubles that it is causing for the local residents left the latter feeling disempowered 
and displaced (Ibid.).  
 
Elephants are not the only wildlife that is causing trouble for the residents in and around the LNP. Lions are also 
problematic since they kill livestock, for example (Milgroom & Spierenburg, 2008). However according to 
Ekblom and Notelid (2010), this mostly happens for the people living inside the park. Milgroom and 
Spierenburg (2008) state that the people that they have interviewed in LNP are still mostly worried about lions 
attacking themselves or their children. Ekblom and Notelid (2010) state that women living in LNP are afraid to 
work on the fields that are far away from the village because of the wildlife in the park. Milgroom and 
Spierenburg’s (2008) research shows this as well.  
 
The local residents in LNP are not allowed to defend themselves against wildlife conflicts (Witter, 2013). 
Additionally, they are not being compensated for the damages and losses caused by wildlife because agriculture 
and livestock keeping in the park has become illegal since the LNP was proclaimed (Milgroom & Spierenburg, 
2008; Spierenburg et al, 2009). Moreover, the local people feel like the state and the park authorities have not 
succeeded in protecting them from the wildlife in the park (Witter, 2013). It seems to the local community like 
the park authorities would be more interested in resettling the local residents outside of LNP rather than 
protecting them from the wildlife in the park (Ibid.). The informants in Milgroom and Spierenburg (2008) 
mention something similar. According to Milgroom and Spierenburg (Ibid.), the residents in LNP feel like the 
park authorities do not respond fast enough to their complaints on wildlife related issues but they are quick to 
arrest residents who defend themselves against the wild animals.  

4.1.2.5. Community outreach in Limpopo National Park 
According to Ekblom and Notelid (2010), it was announced on the LNP’s homepage that l’Agence Francaise de 
Développement is supporting a program with the goal to share benefits from the park with the local 
communities. I could not find this information on the homepage, unfortunately, and none of the other sources 
used in this study mentioned anything about it. However, doctoral student Nicia Giva (personal communication, 
2014-08-20), who is performing research in LNP, claims that there is a 20% community levy in place. According 
to Giva (Ibid.), there is a committee that decides how the levy money is supposed to be spent. So far the levy has 
benefitted two communities, however, Giva (Ibid.) argues that the decision making process is not following 
regulations and therefore the 20% levy has not yet had the expected effect on the local communities. 

4.1.3. Gonarezhou National Park 
 
4.1.3.1. Displacement and resettlement in Gonarezhou National Park 
As was mentioned earlier, the creation of Gonarezhou National Park (GNP) caused evictions (Murombedzi, 
2003, cited in Mombeshora & Le Bel, 2009-06-28). According to Murombedzi (2003, cited in Mombeshora & 
Le Bel, 2009-06-28), 1500 families were relocated to Matibi 2 Native Reserve, north-west of the GNP, when the 
game reserve was proclaimed in 1934. There are also reports on Shangaan people being forcedly relocated to – 
among others – the Mahenye Ward north of the national park (Murphree, 2001; Ferreira, 2004). Some of the 
evicted Shangaans even immigrated to Mozambique (Murphree, 2001). Other communities relocated because of 
the creation of GNP that are mentioned in the literature are the Mapokoles, Chenkes and Ngweneyenes (Wolmer, 
2007, p. 152). In the literature that this study is based on, there were not any numbers on how many people were 
evicted from the GNP in total, however. 
 
When the GNP was gazetted in 1975, the Chitsa people’s area was declared to be part of the national park 
(Mombeshora & Le Bel, 2009-06-28). The repeated redrawing of the GNP boundaries in the past affected the 
boundaries of the Chitsa chieftaincies, resulting in some chieftaincies disintegrating, which caused their 
members to scatter and many of their royal families to become obliterated (Lan, 1985, cited in Mombeshora & 
Le Bel, 2009-06-28). Wolmer (2007, p. 152) claims – similarly – that evictions in GNP have caused the local 
people to be separated from their ancestral land and the identity connected to it. 
 
According to Wolmer (2007, p. 148), there were examples where people did not get evicted in the GNP as well. 
Wolmer (Ibid., p. 150) points out that this was probably because the local people were considered to be useful by 
the park management. These people were surely allowed to stay so that they could be part of the cultural 
experience for the park visitors (Ibid.). 
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4.1.3.2. Access to natural resources in Gonarezhou National Park 
Regarding the access to natural resources in the case of GNP, the people in Mahenye are not allowed to use 
wildlife to support themselves (Murphree, 2001). This has a large impact on the communities since hunting has 
been an important livelihood for them and they had developed sustainable hunting practices (Ibid.). The 
prohibition has resulted in that the Mahenyes must survive on agriculture instead (Ibid.). 

4.1.3.3. Human-wildlife conflict in Gonarezhou National Park 
The creation of the GNP borders in 1975 meant that grazing areas that local cattle owners had been using ended 
up inside the park. This caused human-, wildlife- and livestock movements over the park boundaries, which in 
turn lead to human-wildlife conflicts (Murwira et al., 2013). Examples of such conflicts are elephants and 
buffalos from the park raiding gardens in communities close to the GNP (Murphree, 2001; Rodgers, 2009; de 
Garine-Wichatitsky et al, 2013). 
 
Wildlife-related disease is another example of conflicts occurring between humans and wildlife in the area 
around GNP (Andersson & Cumming, 2013). In the south-east lowveld of Zimbabwe (around GNP) there is 
Foot and Mouth Disease (FMD) in wild buffalos which is also transferred to livestock. This has caused the prices 
on meat from this region to decrease compared to the meat from FMD-free zones (Ibid.). To combat this, fences 
to keep buffalos away from livestock were put up (Ibid.). This restricted the local communities’ access to 
resources (Ibid.). 

4.1.3.4. Community response to Gonarezhou National Park 
In GNP, the fact that local residents have not been employed in park management has resulted in hostilities and 
resentment in the local communities towards park authorities (Wolmer, 2007, p. 158). There is also resentment 
towards the GNP among the Shangaan that have been evicted from their former land to benefit the park 
(Ferreira, 2004). 

4.1.4. Banhine National Park 
 
4.1.4.1. Displacement and resettlement in Banhine National Park 
Banhine National Park (BNP) is an example of a reserve where the local people were not evicted (Dear & 
McCool, 2010). Here, it was the Mozambican civil war that killed people or made them move (Ibid). After the 
war, the residents were repatriated to the BNP area and today 2000-3000 people are living in the park (Ibid.). 
 
There was, however, an attempt from authorities in 2006 to relocate the residents in the BNP into villages or 
clusters if they were to stay within the park (Dear & McCool, 2010). The incentive for moving was that these 
villages would be the only parts of the park that would be receiving basic services (Ibid.). The BNP residents 
were also told that it would be even better if they moved outside of the park (Ibid.). However, moving to these 
assigned areas seemed to cause greater risks of impoverishment for the park residents, since only two out of the 
four sites they were recommended to move to had sources of water (Ibid.). Additionally, the residents did not get 
any assistance in building houses or clearing fields (Ibid.).  Officials said that the service provision would 
happen after, not before, the resettlement (Ibid.). 
 
4.1.4.2. Access to natural resources in Banhine National Park 
According to Dear and McCool (2010), the people living close to BNP seem to have some benefits from the 
proximity to the national park. Dear and McCool (Ibid.) state that there are several thousand people living 
outside the park who are using the resources inside it.  

4.2. Tourism’s effect on communities and conservation 
 
4.2.1. Tourism in Kruger National Park 
When KNP was opened for tourists in the 1920s it was only open for white visitors (Carruthers, 1995, p. 99). It 
was only later that black visitors to the park got their own camp (Ibid.). This camp was very rudimentary in 
comparison to the white camps and lacked many facilities that the white equivalent had (Ibid., pp. 99-100). It 
was also decided by the National Parks Board that KNP would replace the black skilled labor with whites (Ibid., 
p. 100).  
 
Luckily, the situation in and around KNP seems to be a bit different today. In the Sabi Sabi Reserve, for 
example, most of the employees live in the local communities (Loon et al, 2007). Part of the purpose of the 
tourism effort in Sabi Sabi is to develop the local communities (both the ones where the employees live and the 
others) (Ibid.). The project is guided by the idea of ‘teaching the community to fish’ instead of ‘handing out the 
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fish’ (Ibid., p. 275). The employees in the reserve get to develop their skills through an internal training program 
(Ibid.). Sabi Sabi Reserve is also coordinating education programs on the links between ecotourism, conservation 
and communities to rural teachers (Ibid.). 
 
The Lillydale Environmental Education Centre is supported by the Sabi Sabi Reserve but run by the community. 
According to Loon et al (2007, p. 274), ‘the centre serves as a multifunctional environmental education centre, 
promotes Shangaan knowledge and rural development tourism to the area and encourages local environmental 
conservation practices through training workshops.’ 
 
Tourists in the Sabi Sabi can give donations to a trust fund that is administered by the reserve and the local 
community. The money is not just simply distributed to the local communities, but they must match the given 
amount so that it can be put towards education, health, literacy, water supply or the like in the communities 
(Loon et al, 2007). Another part of the tourist package is the possibility to go on a cultural tour, experiencing real 
Shangaan culture through Shangaan food, dancing and meeting a witch doctor (Sangoma) (Ibid.). 
 
Another reserve linked to the KNP is the Parfuri triangle. As was mentioned before, the Makuleke community is 
co-managing the Pafuri triangle with the KNP administration. This co-operation park is called the Makuleke 
Kruger Contractual Park (Whande, 2010). In this contractual park, there was initially trophy hunting for tourists 
(Venter et al, 2008). Venter et al (Ibid.) claims that the community then switched from trophy hunting to 
ecotourism which resulted in the building of two luxury lodges along with a trail guide training camp in the area. 
According to Venter et al (Ibid.), the ecotourism activities have a considerably higher environmental impact than 
the trophy hunting did, and does not generate the same level of revenue. Tourism needs more infrastructure and 
facilities than hunters do such as roads, landing strips, restaurants, sewerage, accommodation, electricity and 
water (Ibid.). Therefore, Venter et al (Ibid.) claim that trophy hunting is actually a better income generating 
activity for the community since it costs less, brings more revenues and has a smaller impact on biodiversity. 
Nonetheless, trophy hunting is more questioned as an income generator, mostly from an animal rights 
perspective (Ibid.).  
 
According to Spierenburg et al (2009), however, it seems like the Makuleke Kruger Contractual Park still offers 
trophy hunting as the authors state that the Makuleke community is getting revenues from tourist hunting as well 
as from the lodges in the area. Spierenburg et al (Ibid.) explain that the money is being shared by a community 
development trust to make sure that the revenues go to projects that benefit the community as a whole. Examples 
of improvements made from this money is bringing electricity to two villages in the community as well as 
building another school (Ibid.). The development projects created 200 new jobs in the community (Ibid.). In fact, 
in one of the lodges in the area, only Makuleke community members are employed (Ibid.). Whande (2010) 
seconds this, however. According to Whande (Ibid.), local people did get jobs to fence the Makuleke Kruger 
Contractual Park and build accommodation for game rangers (Ibid.). These jobs were temporary, however 
(Ibid.). Additionally, in Bende Mutale, which is close to the contractual park, the jobs within the tourism sector 
that were promised to the local people have not been materialized (Ibid.). This has led to the deterioration of 
livelihood situations in the local communities close to the Makuleke Kruger Contractual Park (Ibid.). 

Despite these setbacks to the local communities’ livelihoods in the area close to the Makuleke Kruger 
Contractual Park, there are several other communities in the KNP that are considering to follow in the 
Makulekes’ footsteps and venture into ecotourism (Venter et al, 2008). Venter et al (Ibid.) emphasizes, however, 
that if this was to happen in many areas in the KNP and to the same extent as in the Makuleke community, it 
would have a serious impact on the national park as a whole.  
 
4.2.2. Tourism in Limpopo National Park 
The LNP is aimed at upmarket tourism, since that is expected to bring more investments (Ekblom & Notelid, 
2010). In the park, there will be trophy hunting for tourists (Ibid.). Since locals are not allowed to hunt, the 
ecological balance in the park must be kept by game rangers or leisure hunters (Ibid.). This is expected to bring 
more revenues than eco-tourism (Ibid.). The vision to have tourism in the LNP also brings with it the need to 
relocate people living within the park, since it is believed that if too many people live in the park it will not be 
suitable for wildlife or tourism (Milgroom & Spierenburg, 2008; Rodgers, 2009). Another reason for the 
relocation is that the presence of wild animals may be a threat to the health and lives of the resident 
communities, particularly in the main wildlife zone (Ibid.). 
 
According to Spierenburg et al (2009), the purpose of the LNP is that the local community should benefit from 
the park. However Spierenburg et al (Ibid.) are not certain of how this would happen in practice. Giva (personal 
communication, 2014-08-20) on the other hand claims, as was mentioned before, that there is a 20% community 
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levy in place and that two communities have benefitted from it so far, even though the process surrounding the 
levy has its shortcomings.  
 
4.2.3. Tourism in Gonarezhou National Park 
GNP has about 10 000 tourists visiting per year (Cumming et al, 2013). According to Cumming et al (Ibid.), the 
relatively small number and type of tourists visiting the park gives GNP more of a wilderness feeling than KNP. 
The tourism in KNP has led to infrastructure development that removed some of the park’s true wilderness 
atmosphere (Ibid.).  
 
Wolmer (2007, p. 161) also claims that the GNP has an atmosphere of true wilderness to it and that is exactly 
what, according to Wolmer, its tourists want. To maintain this atmosphere, the local residents are not allowed to 
water their livestock close to the tourist lodges, for example (Ibid., p. 178). Seeing domesticated animals so close 
to the lodges would disrupt the wildlife experience (Ibid.). However, the Shangaan people themselves are seen as 
part of the tourist experience and tourists can get tours to the Shangaan villages (Ibid.). 
 
In GNP, there is also cooperation between the Mahenye community and the park authorities (Cumming et al, 
2013). Some Mahenye families living on an island in the lower Save River took the advice of a safari operator in 
the neighborhood and decided to turn the island into a trophy hunting area for tourists (Ibid.). This trophy 
hunting area has been in existence since 1982/1983 (Ibid.). In the 1990s, there were several developments in the 
ward thanks to the revenues from the trophy hunting venture (Ibid.). Unfortunately, Cumming et al (Ibid.) does 
not specify what these developments were. However, the authors go on to mention that the Mahenyes let some of 
their land to Zimbabwe Sun Ltd to be able to build two safari lodges close to GNP (Ibid.). Additionally, in the 
Mahenye Ward, another wildlife area has been created (Ibid.). 
 
According to the literature that this study is based on, there has been trouble occasionally with the distribution of 
the revenues from the trophy hunting business to the Mahenye community (Murphree, 2001: Cumming et al, 
2013). Despite that, further developments of the tourism venture are constantly being planned by the Mahenye 
community (Cumming et al, 2013). Murphree (2001) claims that the tourism in the Mahenye ward has resulted 
in many infrastructural developments in the community, some examples are improved roads, electricity – from 
the lodges to the centre of the settlement, and telephone extensions from the lodge to the centre of the 
community. Other developments in the area include the establishment of livestock watering points in the village 
centre and employment at the lodges (Ibid.). Actually, 63% of the staff in the Mahenye ward is local residents 
(Ibid.). Unfortunately, there are few women employed and no local residents are in higher positions in the 
tourism project (Ibid.). 
 
According to Murphree (2001), local residents in the Mahenye community find some negative points relating to 
the tourism project. Firstly, the lodges have restricted the access to fishing and bathing in the river for the local 
communities (Ibid.). Secondly, livestock watering and grazing patterns are disturbed (Ibid.). Thirdly, the tourism 
scheme has resulted in a higher number of ‘outsiders’ and an increased level of theft (Ibid.). Fourthly, tourism 
and the revenues from it has brought with it cultural challenges, such as the presence of inappropriately dressed 
and misbehaving tourists as well as young people earning more money than the elders, which might affect 
traditional structures of hierarchy (Ibid.). According to Murphree (Ibid.), however, these drawbacks are not 
overwhelming the benefits from the tourist lodges to the community. 
 
4.3. Non-tourism related livelihoods 
There was not much information about non-tourism related livelihoods in the literature. According to Andersson 
et al (2013b), the most common livelihood which is not related to tourism among people living in TFCAs in 
southern Africa in general is small-scale agriculture and livestock production. Hunting is also part of their 
livelihood (Andersson et al, 2013c).  
 
According to Giller et al (2013), cross-border migration from Zimbabwe to South Africa is common in GNP. 
The purpose of this migration is to find jobs in South Africa so that the Zimbabweans can send remittances home 
to their families (Ibid.). Giller et al (Ibid.) continue by stating that remittances are an important livelihood for 
rural households in the GLTFCA in general. 
 
Other livelihoods mentioned particularly for the people in Gaza, Mozambique, are micro-enterprises, daily 
wage-labor, fishing, trans-border trade and sale of livestock, agricultural products and locally made or harvested 
products (Giller et al). In the KNP, poaching is an alternative livelihood, according to Venter et al (2008). 
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5. Discussion 
Judging from the literature investigated in this study, the experience of the local communities of the GLTFCA 
varies between the different NPs but also between areas within and around them. However there are also 
similarities. 
 
5.1. Social and economic consequences of the NPs in GLTFCA 
As seen above, KNP, LNP and GNP have all had relocations of the park residents to some extent. The difference 
between the three parks is that in KNP and GNP people were relocated for nature conservation purposes at a 
time when this was morally acceptable. This is not the case today, which is why nature conservation areas must 
justify any relocation of local residents.  
 
The available research has shown that the relocations that happened in KNP and GNP were not only because the 
local communities did not conform to the norm of a 'good' native as Andersson et al (2013b) and Neumann 
(1997) stated. Nevertheless, it seems that the residents are only allowed to stay as long as they benefit the park in 
some way and do not interfere with the conservation or tourism efforts. This gives the impression that the needs 
of the local communities are not considered in GLTFCA even though that seemed to be one of its purposes 
originally, at least according to SADC (2012) and Silva and Mosimane (2012).  
 
This impression is strengthened further considering the fact that the park authorities in LNP and BNP are trying 
to encourage the local residents to vacate the park by enticing them with service provision. As we have seen in 
the literature presented above, it is possible that the park residents get even more impoverished if they move 
away as the soils and resources in the new location might not be as good as in the current. Additionally, many of 
these services are not yet in place. Considering that the job opportunities that were promised as a result of 
tourism development to the park residents at the creation of LNP did not materialize, the promise that these basic 
services will be provided in due time seems questionable. Simultaneously, staying in the park means no hunting 
and restricted access to natural resources, decreasing land available as well as increasing human-wildlife 
conflicts. Since there has not been any compensation for the damages caused by wildlife in LNP, these losses 
might eventually become too much for the residents and cause them to move. It does seem like the decision to 
relocate will be more about being forced to choose the least worse out of two bad things rather than moving 
voluntarily.  
 
In relation to the issue of relocations it should be mentioned that national parks and conservation areas are 
usually divided into zones with different purposes today. For example, a conservation area could have a zone 
where human activities – and maybe even habitation – are permitted, a zone where cattle can be grazing and a 
zone strictly reserved for wildlife; the wildlife zone (Pettersson, 2013). Considering this from a conservation 
perspective, one could argue that it is not asking too much to urge the local residents to move from the wildlife 
zone of a conservation area to another area that has been allocated for human habitation. Nevertheless, this can 
still be questioned from a rights perspective; who decides that nature conservation gets priority over the rights of 
the local residents, especially if the latter were there first? 
 
In my view, seen from a systems ecology approach, the whole situation of excluding people from the NPs either 
by moving them or restricting their resource access is not promoting resilience. In systems ecology, resilience is 
achieved when human society co-evolves with ecosystems (Walker & Cooper, 2011). Following this reasoning, 
the GLTFCA would not be resilient if it lacked one of the elements, i.e. no co-evolution. Considering what the 
studied literature is saying about the reality on ground, co-evolution does not seem likely in the GLTFCA. It is 
rather evident that Cernea and Schmidt-Soltau’s (2006) definition of displacement (see footnote 1) is more 
suitable in the case of the GLTFCA. A review of relocations of and restrictions for the local communities in the 
literature shows that the conservation efforts are first priority in the GLTFCA in this case. 
  
The same is evident regarding the human-wildlife conflicts in the GLTFCA. The literature states that the park 
residents in both KNP and LNP feel like the park authorities are not fast enough in responding to their reports of 
them. This is of course a story with two sides to it. The lack of response from the park authorities might be due 
to insufficient resources or miscommunication or other reasons that the local residents are not aware of. The lack 
of response can also be connected to in what zone and under what circumstances the conflict occurred. If the 
conflict was caused by the fact that humans were living in the main wildlife zone of the park despite the fact that 
they are not supposed to, that could be the reason for the park authorities’ unwillingness to assist the local 
residents. This is an issue that is hard to grasp using secondary sources, even if it is easy to understand the park 
residents’ frustration – especially since they experience that the authorities are much more efficient in arresting 
local community members for defending themselves against wildlife, as mentioned earlier in the case of LNP. 
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This strengthens the notion that conservation is the most prioritized part of the GLTFCA. Regardless if the park 
authorities are efficient in their response to the communities’ reports on human-wildlife conflicts or not, the high 
presence of wildlife is restricting the park residents’ access to natural and cultural resources. This makes it hard 
for the park residents to make a living, which is probably why many feel resentment towards the NP in their 
proximity. 
 
As was stated in the Results chapter, there are also, according to the literature, advantages to living close to a 
NP, according to the literature. Even though residents in and around the other NPs are not allowed to use the 
natural resources inside the park like the communities outside BNP are, there are other possible benefits of the 
proximity to the parks such as jobs and meat from park animals killed by rangers. This does not occur in all NPs, 
however. It can also be questioned how common the occurrence is where it actually does happen. Unfortunately, 
the examined studies do not answer those questions. Another interesting question is how many benefits like these 
are necessary to compensate for the hardships caused by the proximity to the NP such as loss of crops, livestock 
or family members to wild animals? 
 
Judging from the available literature, the experience of the residents in the GLTFCA can be summarized by the 
word displacement. It does seem like the NPs and the GLTFCA has the ‘right of way’ over the ‘right to stay’ of 
the park residents, just like Cernea and Schmidt-Soltau (2006, p.1810) explains it. In order for the conservation 
effort to succeed, the local communities have to endure the hardships of relocation, restricted access to land and 
natural- as well as cultural resources, wildlife conflict etc. Whether one chooses to call it displacement or not, it 
seems obvious that the conservation effort takes priority over the local communities’ needs. Systems ecology, as 
was shown above, would say that both the ecological and social aspects should be equally included in order to 
create a resilient GLTFCA.  
 
According to the principle of biospherical egalitarianism in deep ecology, the people in the local communities 
have the same right to blossom as the wildlife and nature in the park (Naess, 2008). Even though the GLTFCA is 
a conservation area, the local residents were living there before it was proclaimed. From a deep ecology 
perspective it is not acceptable that tourism and conservation gets priority over the local communities as this can 
actually be considered the opposite of the deep ecology principle of diversity and symbiosis of living things. 
Displacement of the local communities to benefit tourism and nature conservation is more in line with the idea of 
‘divide and conquer’ than the idea of symbiosis. A ‘divide and conquer’ strategy would, from a deep ecology 
perspective, only hurt the conservation effort in the long term. I believe that these are all valid points, but I 
question what value they would have in reality. 
 
Regarding the hardships of the local communities described in the literature, it is important to remember that the 
creation of some of the NPs in the GLTFCA happened before the concept of TFCA. Some of the NPs in today’s 
GLTFCA were initially created as protected areas, with the aim at protecting the nature from the humans. As we 
have seen above, this is still true in the GLTFCA. Additionally, the three biggest National Parks in the GLTFCA 
started out as a part of the GLTFP, which has different interests than the TFCA. This might explain some of the 
hardships that the local communities have been and are facing. One could however argue that since the GLTFP 
is now a TFCA it should emphasize the rights of the local communities more, especially since one of the goals of 
a TFCA is to include the local inhabitants. This is not likely to happen since the studied literature has shown that 
the GLTFCA on paper is different than in practice. 
 
5.2. Tourism and community management in the NPs of GLTFCA 
Despite the displacement, the Sabi Sabi and Makuleke (both KNP) and the Mahenye (GNP) communities are 
examples of when the local communities have managed to find ways of benefiting from the presence of the NP. 
The tourism efforts bring revenues and jobs and infrastructural development to the communities. In the literature 
it was mentioned that the Makuleke Kruger Contractual Park had shifted from trophy hunting to ecotourism 
despite the fact that the latter needs more infrastructure and gives less revenue. Ecotourism is resource intensive 
and according to Venter et al (2008) worse for biodiversity than trophy hunting. Venter et al (Ibid.) worry that if 
more communities would venture into tourism that would not be beneficiary for the KNP. This seems 
reasonable, as most things are good in moderation but not in excess. It is worrying, however, that most 
conservation efforts include ecotourism as a community development tool. How much can the ecotourism 
ventures expand before they start affecting the conservation scheme negatively? Maybe it would be worth 
considering diversifying the income generation activities in the communities in the GLTFCA? Naess (2008), 
arguing from a deep ecology perspective, believes this at least as he states that a diversity of means of living is 
better in order for us to live more ecological lives. This is a valid point, especially since the available research 
has shown that there are several non-tourism related income generating activities for the inhabitants in the 
GLTFCA to engage in. The question is how realistic a diversity of income generating activities is for the 
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residents of the GLTFCA considering their restricted movements and access to natural resources. Since the 
literature mentions that the local residents are usually included in the park when they are considered to be of 
benefit to the tourism efforts, this might be the most viable income generating activity for them. 
 
Another thing that is interesting about the tourism efforts in the Makuleke Kruger Contractual Park is that the 
literature is divided on whether or not local residents are employed in the park. One source says that people from 
the local communities are working in the park while another claims that there are no jobs for the local residents. 
A third statement is that the employment that was offered to the local community members was only temporary. 
This issue is rather important considering that part of this park’s purpose is to develop the local community. 
Apart from the share of the revenues that goes to the community development fund, employment for local people 
could also be a development strategy. Another question of significance is whether or not these jobs are long term 
or temporary. Employing 200 people for a short period of time to build roads and lodges for the tourism venture 
and then firing them is not sustainable and will not bring about any sustainable development. It would be of 
interest to know what kind of jobs was actually created for the community in the Makuleke Kruger Contractual 
Park. 
 
Another form of tourism is trophy hunting, which is offered in LNP and in Mahenye in GNP. It was mentioned 
in Ekblom and Notelid (2010) that the ecological balance in LNP is maintained by these hunting tourists or 
rangers. This seems unfair considering that the park residents have limited access to arable land and natural 
resources. Their fishing is also restricted. Granted, they are living in a NP, but one could argue that the people 
who have been living in the area for generations and have a connection to it are more prone to hunt sustainably 
and conserve the wildlife than a tourist who has no relation to the park and only comes there for his/her own 
short term amusement. Furthermore, it should be noted that the local communities are getting the revenues from 
the trophy hunting, but the question remains if it is enough for these people to sustain themselves. This question 
is especially urgent since the local residents are living in an area of the park that is not well suited for livestock 
keeping and agriculture. Hunting could therefore be an important source of food for the park residents. 
Considering this, I would argue that instead of completely banning local residents from hunting in LNP, a 
hunting quota should be introduced.  That way, the local residents would be able to hunt for their own 
subsistence under controlled forms, and trophy hunters would still be able to hunt for sport and at the same time 
bring an income to the communities. This would also save the rangers some work as they would have to cull 
fewer animals.  
 
Another issue concerning trophy hunting and the revenues from it is how the communities will survive if said 
revenues are not duly paid to them, like in the GNP? This is a rather idealistic discussion, however, and some 
would argue that the park authorities do not have to consider the possibilities for the local communities to 
support themselves as they are in fact living in the park illegally. The counter argument to this would then be that 
the park residents were living in the area before it became a NP. 
 
It seems like tourism ventures sometimes bring extra restrictions on top of the ones already present in a 
conservation area. As was mentioned in the Results, the people in GNP have experienced changes and 
adjustments to benefit tourism. The literature also gives examples of this in LNP. Once again, there are external 
interests taking precedence over the local communities’ needs. In the case of the Mahenye community, however, 
this is self-inflicted and the community members do not seem to mind as they consider the revenues from the 
venture to be big enough to compensate for it. This could be related to the community in Swaziland that had 
started their own conservation and tourism initiative (Pettersson, 2013). The respondents from that community 
seemed more positive towards nature conservation than the ones in government initiated protected areas 
(Pettersson, 2013). It seems that communities might be more accepting of restrictions relating to conservation if 
they were part of creating them. 
 
From a sustainable development approach, tourism can be considered positive if it is combined with social 
development and nature conservation. In order for something to be sustainable it has to encompass the social, 
environmental and economic aspects as well as fulfill the needs of today’s generations without jeopardizing the 
possibility of the future generations to do the same (Drexhage & Murphy, 2010). According to these criteria, the 
GLTFCA could be regarded as sustainable in theory as it conserves nature at the same time as it generates an 
income which allows the local communities to develop. In practice, however, it can be questioned if the 
GLTFCA succeeds in fulfilling the local communities’ needs as it is displacing them. It does not seem very 
sustainable that tourism efforts as well as conservation efforts are given priority over the local communities. That 
means that the pillars of sustainability are unequally fulfilled and therefore the development is not sustainable. It 
can also be discussed how sustainable it is to venture into ecotourism considering that it is detrimental to 
biodiversity as Venter et al (2008) mention.  
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5.3. Non-tourism related livelihoods in GLTFCA 
According to the literature investigated in this study, most of the people in the local communities in the 
GLTFCA are sustaining themselves through agriculture and livestock keeping as well as hunting. Therefore it is 
problematic when they lose access to arable land or grazing areas because of displacement (not only physical). 
Since hunting is forbidden in KNP, LNP and GNP that livelihood is also eliminated because of nature 
conservation. 
 
Migrant labor and remittances from migrant labor are common sources of income to people in the GLTFCA. The 
literature does not mention anything about Zimbabweans or South Africans being affected by the GLTFCA, but 
it does claim that the Mozambicans might have a harder time getting into South Africa to find work as they 
usually travel illegally through KNP. Since the establishment of LNP the migrant workers now have to travel 
through two NPs full of wild animals. Thus, for Mozambicans, migrant labor might be a livelihood that becomes 
less accessible because of the GLTFCA, even if it is not completely eliminated. 
 
It seems likely that livelihoods can be threatened by the creation of the GLTFCA and its NPs. However one also 
needs to consider the new possibilities of income generation that conservation offers through ecotourism and 
trophy hunting. There might also be other livelihood opportunities that were not mentioned in the available 
research. Judging from the literature, however, it does seem like the GLTFCA is exacerbating the livelihood 
situation for the local communities quite a bit. There were however no numbers or statistics on how the access to 
a livelihood has been impacted by the TFCA. Therefore it is hard to make a judgment of it.  

6. Conclusion 
In theory, nature conservation through TFCAs might be a good idea to tackle poverty and depletion of 
biodiversity so far. In practice, however, there are still issues of communities struggling with displacement, 
wildlife-conflict and income generation in favor of the conservation and tourism ventures in the GLTFCA. The 
theories mentioned above that are trying to create new ways of thinking about ecology and nature conservation 
all seem reasonable in theory. However, though many of the NPs discussed in this study have adopted systems 
ecology when it comes to ecological management and new NP projects are motivated by the idea of development 
it seems like ecological goals, development goals and human rights are difficult to unite in practice. Judging 
from the research investigated in this study, income generating activities such as conservation and ecotourism 
get first priority. We see that in other fields as well in our world today. Also when dealing with the use of other 
natural resources is it difficult to harmonize economics, conservation and livelihoods as shown in the cases 
analyzed by Gallardo and Friman (2010). Money talks and whatever brings in the most money is also what is 
considered the best option. This becomes obvious in the example given in the literature where local communities 
are only welcome to participate in the conservation effort as tourist attractions or if they benefit the conservation 
in some way. Conclusively, the study of the available literature on the subject has shown that the presence of the 
GLTFCA has caused the displacement of the local communities in different ways to the benefit of the economic 
interests; nature conservation and tourism. Hence, from a sustainable development perspective, the economic 
pillar (and with it the ecological pillar to some extent) is being fulfilled, whereas the social pillar is being 
neglected. Because of the displacement of the local communities that the GLTFCA has caused, the sustainability 
of the TFCA is flagging. From a sustainability perspective, the GLTFCA is undermining its long term goals by 
not safeguarding the needs and the development of the local communities. For the GLTFCA to succeed in the 
long term, the pillars need to be more balanced. The people must be allowed to co-exist with conservation and 
tourism, just like in the example from my Bachelor thesis of that community governed development effort in 
Swaziland.  
 
This study has highlighted that there is need for future research on Zinave National Park and how the local 
communities experience the presence of the national park as there is no available research at the moment, 
judging from this literature study. It could also be beneficiary to the GLTFCA if more studies on BNP and how 
the communities in its proximity have been affected by it were to be conducted. 
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