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Abstract
Berglund, K. 2015. Framing Transfrontier Nature Conservation: The Great Limpopo
Transfrontier Park and the vision of peace parks in Southern Africa. Uppsala, Department of
Archaeology and Ancient History.
Within the broad field of global environmental history this master thesis analyses transfrontier
conservation areas (TFCAs) also known as peace parks, and explores how the Great Limpopo
Transfrontier Park (GLTP) has been envisioned, described, motivated and implemented.
Using Actor-Network Theory and Framing Analysis, the thesis analyses how the idea of the
GLTP and the critique against it has been framed over time through the analysis of official
reports and academic research in combination with in-depth interviews with key actors. By
approaching the topic of transfrontier conservation in a broad manner, and by incorporating a
wide variety of sources, the thesis attempts to go beyond single explanations of the
phenomenon and, instead, provide a more comprehensive and nuanced understanding of the
transfrontier conservation idea linked to the GLTP and its history.
The thesis shows that the rise of transfrontier conservation involves a complex network of
actors, spanning over local-global and public-private scales. Integrated networks are formed
between key actors including national governments and conservation authorities, donor
agencies, NGOs – in particular the Peace Parks Foundation, and civil society. The GLTP has
been framed as a way to achieve three main goals: biodiversity conservation, community
development through ecotourism and public-private partnerships, and regional peace and
security. The thesis shows that the framing has shifted over time, from a strict conservation
focus to more inclusive approaches where social aspects are seen as increasingly important for
the long term sustainability of TFCAs. But the idea that transfrontier conservation can resolve
all regional problems, from political cooperation to wildlife management to local socioeconomic development, is also contested in this study. The thesis illuminates a gap between
official policy/management reports and academic studies related primarily to the role of
community development in the framing and implementation of the GLTP. Despite various
challenges that hinder the effective implementation of the goals and visions of the park such
as wildlife crime, insufficient community involvement and problematic legal and policy
arrangements, the thesis concludes that the GLTP represents an important contribution to
global conservation commitments and needs to be viewed as a complex, long-term and
constantly evolving project.
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Background Context

Within the broad field of global environmental history and the subfield of conservation
histories, this master thesis attempts to analyze one of the approaches to nature conservation
that has emerged over time: namely transfrontier conservation areas (TFCAs), or peace parks
as they are popularly called1. Transfrontier conservation areas are large-scale conservation
areas spanning over two or more countries with the goal of protecting wildlife and
biodiversity, developing local communities, and promoting regional peace and stability
(Mabunda et al. 2012). The overarching goal of the thesis is to explore and analyze how the
Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park (GLTP) has been envisioned, described, motivated and
implemented. As a flagship transfrontier park in southern Africa, the Great Limpopo
Transfrontier Park is one of the largest nature conservation areas in the world. The GLTP
includes three national parks in three countries: the Kruger National Park in South Africa, the
Limpopo National Park in Mozambique and the Gonarezhou National Park in Zimbabwe.
When the heads of the three states signed the GLTP Treaty in 2002 it marked the unification
of the three national parks, which constitutes a conservation area encompassing 37 572 km² –
roughly the size of the Netherlands (PPF n.d.a).
As I will show here, the transfrontier conservation idea has developed historically through
broader processes of global politics, regional relations and approaches to nature conservation.
I will analyze how the idea of the GLTP and the critique against it has been framed, focusing
on park management and the research community. The discourse has impacted the way in
which the GLTP has been managed, implemented and re-envisioned. My thesis aims to follow
this process over time through the analyses of official reports from park organizations, donors
and through the analysis and contextualization of research that has followed the development
of the park. In doing so, I will explore which actors have been and are involved in promoting,
managing and debating the GLTP, their changing roles and the networks they have formed.
This is an ongoing process in a constant negotiation of claims, concerns and interests. By
understanding the links between framing and implementation and the influence of actors over
time, as well as potential areas of conflicts and convergences in the past and present, I argue
that actors will be better able to shape a more transparent process in the future. Although this
thesis focuses on a southern African context, transfrontier conservation is not solely a
southern African experience. I will thus in this introduction provide a historical background to
conservation and the transfrontier conservation idea in the context of southern African
experiences in a global setting.
Our current global environmental predicament is alarming in many ways. We face challenges
of global warming and depletion of valuable natural resources at a disturbing rapidity. Global
extinction of biological diversity is today greater than ever before. Huston (1994:1) has
described biological diversity as “in all its manifestations an essential component of the
quality of human existence, summarized in the ancient aphorism: variety is the spice of life”.
The question is what will the world be like without this variety and as humans to what extent
1

I here refer to the peace park concept as used mainly by the Peace Parks Foundation: a branding and marketing concept to
describe the vision of transfrontier conservation in southern Africa. I do not refer to the official IUCN term ‘Parks for Peace’
which’s main goal is peace. I clarify my interpretation and definitions of central concepts further below, in section 1.2.
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are we obligated to preserve it? The World Wildlife Fund for Nature (WWF) reported in 2014
that the world’s population of wild animals has decreased by 52% since 1970.
Simultaneously, millions of people struggle with poverty, poor health and living conditions.
The United Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR) (2014) estimates that 51,2
million people – the highest number since the second World War – were forcedly displaced
by the end of 2013 due to conflict, violence and human rights violations. Furthermore, the
concept of ‘conservation refugees’ has emerged as a way to describe processes when people,
often indigenous communities, are displaced from their land as conservation areas are
established or enlarged. Partly due to the alarming way in which we are losing biological
diversity, a commitment to increase formally protected terrestrial areas to 17% of total land
areas was made by UN member states in 2010 (see further discussion below). This promise
obliges all member countries to establish new, or expand already existing conservation areas.
Due to the variety of levels of democracy, human rights, and measures of social and economic
equality among UN member states, there is an urgent need to monitor and evaluate these
conservation projects and their socio-economic consequences.
Transfrontier conservation projects are often complex and large scale with various
stakeholders involved. Partnerships between regional governments and the private sector are
core characteristics, and NGOs and donors are other significant actors in the creation of these
transfrontier conservation areas. The Peace Parks Foundation (PPF) is one of the main actors
in fostering large conservation areas across national borders in southern Africa, and is also an
organization that is using the concept of ‘peace parks’ when marketing and branding
transfrontier conservation areas. The mission of PPF (n.d.b) is to facilitate the establishment
of so called peace parks and develop human resources, thereby supporting sustainable
economic development, the conservation of biodiversity and regional peace and stability (see
further discussion in Mabunda et al. 2012). PPF also aims to restore ecosystems which have
previously been divided by political boundaries and to make sure that local communities will
benefit from increased eco-tourism (more about the PPF in section 3.4.1).
As I will show in this thesis, transfrontier conservation projects has been described in various
ways in academic research. Some more critical scholars (e.g. Huges 2005, Büsher 2013) argue
that it is a form of “green imperialism” as publicly owned natural resources are privatized and
nature is commoditized, and that peace parks thus is a top-down, market-oriented intervention
imposed on the African continent. Other researchers (e.g. Milgroom 2012; Anderson et. al.
2013) caution that the local communities living in or around these areas tend to be forgotten
and that the voices of these often already marginalized communities are not being heard (see
further discussion in chapter 5.2). As the interpretations of the peace park idea differs, as well
as backgrounds and entry points of involved actors, the framing of the concept and the
critique against it is not univocal. The ideological, political and economic rationales for peace
parks differ extensively, and approaches to fulfill the visions in practice reflect these
contrarious framings and interpretations of the concept.
The thesis starts by introducing the topic of nature conservation and conservation histories in
a global context. It then proceeds in zooming in on experiences from the southern African
context and introduces the idea of transfrontier conservation or peace parks. Thereafter an
overview of the theoretical and methodological aspects that have guided this study is
presented. The thesis then introduces the actors involved in the GLTP and the roles played by
these actors; it carries on with presenting the framing of the peace park idea and the GLTP in
particular through an analysis of official documents and academic articles, and finally
discusses the way from vision to implementation. It is my hope that this thesis will add to the
understanding on what difficulties and potential the peace park idea might include in terms of
nature conservation, human development and peace-building. To do so I argue that it is

9
important to broaden the view of the concept and analyze its origins and motivations,
historically. How can we interpret the various framings of the peace parks idea and how has
this changed over time? How is the peace parks vision implemented in practice? In order to
answer these questions and to understand the phenomenon of peace parks in a global context,
I will now proceed with contextualizing the concept historically and discuss the increasing
popularity of transfrontier conservation initiatives in southern Africa.

1.1. The idea of national parks
As I will show here, the transfrontier conservation idea has developed historically through
broader processes of global politics, regional relations and approaches to nature conservation.
Sverker Sörlin (2009:2) argues that environmental history is meaningful because “it seeks to
provide the history that can tell us how we arrived here and what we need to know to handle
our global environmental predicament”. In other words, it seeks to reveal how human action
and environmental change are intertwined (Mosley 2010) and what processes have led us to a
situation where environmental degradation is greater than ever before in human history.
Nowhere is this as apparent as when studying the histories of national parks and conservation
areas; an essential feature in human interaction with the environment with old historical roots.
Nature conservation is an example of this human-nature interaction and has, historically as
well as today, negotiated the needs to preserve and protect natural resources while at the same
time ensuring the rights and interests of human populations. The conflict between nature
conservation (when implemented as species preservation) and needs to use and live from
natural resources are highly evident, and there is a dire need to evaluate and be critically
informed about our past in order to handle current and future endeavors. Conservation history
is therefore a field within environmental history that critically examines past and present
approaches to nature protection and related historical processes (see for example Carruthers
1994, Borgerhoff Mulder and Coppolillo 2005, Gissibl et al. 2012).
The original idea of the national park was framed at the end of the 19th century as a way to
leave vast land areas in their so-called natural state for recreational and conservation
purposes. British settler societies were the first to establish national parks: Yellowstone, USA
in 1872, Sydney, Australia in 1879, Banff, Canada in 1885 and Tongariro, New Zealand in
1887. The creation of national parks in British settler societies in Australia, New Zealand and
Canada had both racial and gender dimensions in common,2 and was also based on the
dichotomy between the concepts of nature and civilization (Harper and White 2012). National
parks became a sort of blueprint for modern states to ‘civilize nature’, an ideal of protecting
and managing ‘pure’ nature for conservation, tourism and identity politics. South Africa’s
biggest conservation area Kruger national park was created in 1926, concurring with a search
for a white South African identity and powerful Afrikaner nationalism (Carruthers 1995:48).
An important difference between Kruger and Yellowstone was that Yellowstone was largely
depopulated while Kruger (which was established over a long period of time through
negotiation with land owners) was inhabited by resident communities, which gave rise to a

2

Representations of wilderness have been important in creating a sense of national and historical identity in both USA and
elsewhere in colonized societies. Karen Wonders (1993) argues that a notion of a ‘sportsman’s Eden’ was a central theme
constituting the phenomenon of wilderness in North America. The sportsman’s Eden included ideas of manhood created and
maintained through elite hunting and sportsmanship, where sportsmen became symbols of traditional perceptions of manhood
and white superiority through their act of hunting (Wonders 1993). Also Donna Haraway (1984) has described how
stereotypes of gender and racial hierarchy were created and maintained through expeditions, hunting and conservation
practices. Haraway (1984) argue that capitalist patriarchy and racism is embodied in the retooled nature that was shown
through conservation narratives and that conservation has contributed to perpetuate ideas of manhood and racial purity.
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range of social issues that was absent in Yellowstone. Since the establishment of the first
national parks, the idea has spread across the world in various forms, sizes and models. The
argument by Jones (2012:31) that national parks are “one of the most important and
successful institutions in global environmentalism” might not be overestimated, looking at the
global character of the phenomenon.
Historically, national parks and other forms of conservation areas have had a poor legacy
when it comes to dealing with local communities. In large parts of Africa, the establishment
of national parks as protected areas often resulted in forced eviction of resident communities
or restrictions on natural resource utilization that people depended on for survival. Even
though national parks and protected areas that were created during the 20th century throughout
colonial Africa differed significantly in form and size, they often resulted in a systematic
unjust expropriation of land and natural resources from indigenous communities. Due to these
practices that have undermined subsistence economies and disturbed native culture and social
institutions, relations between indigenous peoples on the one side, and government and
conservationists of the other have often been surrounded by “tension, conflict and violence”
and left a legacy of bitterness towards conservation initiatives (Martin 2012:157). Since many
national parks were created with the image of ‘wilderness’ untouched by humans as a
template, people and national parks have historically often been seen as incompatible. An
abundance of literature exists on tackling the problems of displacement and conservation,
providing examples on where the interests of resident communities have been set aside on
behalf of nature protection and the interests of powerful elites (see Agrawal and Redford
2009; Cernea and Schmidt-Soltau 2006; Schmidt-Soltau 2009; Brockington and Ingoe 2006).
The legacy of exclusion in conservation areas has given rise to the critical term “fortress
conservation”3 (Hutton et al. 2005:342). Indeed, fortress conservation or the ’fences and
fines’ approach to conservation has dominated nature conservation in the 20th century and as a
result, Brockington (2002) has argued that a range of damaging and unjust conservation
efforts have occurred across Africa.4 Due to the historical dynamics of environmental
degradation and decline in biodiversity together with the legacies of racial discrimination and
socio-political inequality, it is not surprising that conservation and development projects are
not always well received. Concern and skepticism is justifiable, maybe in particular in
southern Africa where projects like the establishment of Kruger National Park in South Africa
were carried out through forced eviction and racialized dispossession of native black
communities by a white, colonial and later apartheid regime (Carruthers 1995). The legacy of
Kruger has led to a complex process of land claims and even suggestions to close the park
down after the fall of apartheid, due to its colonization and racial inequality connotations (see
Carruthers 2007).
Criticism towards classical fortress conservation grew since the 1970s on the basis of human
rights and equity of resident communities, but also due to criticism against the idea that
wildlife is best preserved in isolated strictly protected areas. As a result, alternatives to the
traditional fortress conservation emerged. Often categorized under the community-based
conservation (CBC) umbrella, these initiatives include a variety of bottom-up, democratic and
integrated approaches (Ostrom 1990; Borgerhoff Mulder and Coppolillo 2005) where terms
such as ‘participation’ and ‘empowerment’ are central. Community-based conservation was
framed as a way of protecting nature not against people but for people (Wöbse 2012:151) and
3

The U.S. national park model as a pristine wilderness area and the British idea of an intensively managed nature reserve
have been seen as the ideal in this approach to conservation (Hutton et al. 2011:342). Brockington (2002) argue that this
dominant approach to nature conservation in Africa was devoid of consideration for what was appropriate for the specific,
African context and instead had more to do with Western views of the environment.
4
See further discussion in Brockington (2002) “Fortress Conservation: The Preservation of the Mkomazi Game Reserve”.
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was in line with the emerging sustainable development discourse, as well as the critique
against universal development solutions such as Structural Adjustment Programs (SAPs) in
the global south (Potter et. al. 2008:14-15). However, community based alternatives have also
been accused of not sufficiently including local stakeholders and still being too top-down in
their approach. Legislation that ensures the communities’ rights to manage and benefit from
natural resources are often lacking (Jones et al. 2006) and as Murprhee (1994) (and later
Berkes 2007; and Agrawal and Gibson 1999) has shown, the term ‘community’ is not
unproblematic. As a result of this critique scholars such as Hutton et al. (2005) warned that
there was a return to ‘the barriers’ in nature conservation in the mid 2000’s as a variety of
publications argued for a return to more strict-protection and science-based conservation.
Ways of framing this protectionist paradigm includes ideas of biodiversity conservation as a
moral imperative, that the biodiversity crisis requires extreme measures, and that harmonious,
ecologically friendly local communities are idealistic myths (see Hutton 2005:347 as an
extension of Wilshusen et al. 2002).
In the wake of what may have been a return to the barriers paradigm, new international
conventions such as the 2010 Aichi Biodiversity targets that include goals of formally
protecting 17% of land areas, and preventing any extinction of threatened species by 2020
(CBD n.d.), was signed by a majority of the UN member states (CBD n.d.b). This and other
global commitments to reduce environmental degradation provide context and partial
explanation to the growing efforts to establish different kinds of conservation areas. But
dilemmas arise when trying to combine these goals with population growth, increase in
poverty and conflict, and a soaring demand for natural resources. Since biodiversity does not
recognize political borders, nature conservation must also regard ecosystem realities defined
by political forces of historical, cultural and geopolitical dimensions (Ke Chung 2007:248).
How to achieve successful and equitable nature conservation is thus a challenge of enormous
measures. In an effort to combine biodiversity protection, social development and peacebuilding, transfrontier conservation areas, popularly called peace parks, have gained
popularity in the last 15 years, especially in southern Africa. It is to this approach to
conservation that we now turn.

1.2. A brief history of transfrontier conservation
Transboundary conservation initiatives have been with us for a long time. For example in the
late 18th century, the King of France and the Prince-Bishop of Basel signed a Treaty of
Alliance to protect the wildlife and forest resources along their shared border (Chester 2006).
However, it was in the 20th century that more formal agreements aiming to enhance peaceful
cooperation through the protection of nature were signed. Poland and former Czechoslovakia
created a national park in 1959, over their joint border, after struggling with border conflicts
since the First World War. Instead of separating people, the joint national park was
envisioned to bring people together (Wöbse 2012:146). In Africa, the colonial states of
Wuanda-Urundi and The Congo agreed on creating Albert National Park in 1925,
encompassing the border of the two states. This conservation area in fact became Africa’s first
national park (Chester 2006). The first transfrontier conservation area officially labeled a
peace park was the Waterton Glacier International Peace Park between Canada and the USA,
established in 1932. Since this was the first cross-border protected area to be officially called
a peace park, the history of peace parks is often narrated with the 1930’s as a starting point.
The primary force behind the initiation of this park was Rotary Club International, which
envisioned the park as “a way to cement harmonious relations between old allies, while
providing a model for peace for nations around the world” (Stewart 2004). The creation of

12
Waterton Glacier served as a start and a long-term foundation for the peace park idea, but it
was not until 1990 that a revitalization of the idea occurred in international conservation when
the concept of peace parks gained popularity, especially in southern Africa (Büsher 2013).
Peace Parks Foundation (PPF) was created in 1997, and since then the number of transfrontier
conservation areas (popularly called peace parks) has increased significantly in southern
Africa. It is worthwhile, therefore, to take a deeper look into what global and regional
processes led up to the creation of PPF; possibly the primary driver of transfrontier
conservation in Africa. Both Ramutsindela (2007) and Duffy (2007) point out the growing
importance of NGOs in African nature conservation. According to Ramutsindela (2007:5-6)
TFCAs in southern Africa represented “the merging of conservation and development ideals”,
yet globally were born as a response of the environmental movement to the environmental
crisis. Duffy (2007) also chooses to look at global politics on a broader scale arguing that
peace parks arose as nation-states lost position as key actors in global politics at the end of the
Cold War, when an array of non-state actors and organizations emerged as legitimate in
global politics and conservation endeavors. But it should not be forgotten, as Whande (2007)
has pointed out, that significant changes in international relations within and for southern
Africa occurred during the early 1990s when the apartheid era in South Africa, the civil war in
Mozambique and South Africa’s occupation of Namibia reached an end. These processes led
to new forms of cooperation and a focus on regional development, thus conservation became
an important area where these collaborations could manifest (Duffy 2007). Hence, the postapartheid and post-Cold War Africa could more easily engage in co-operative initiatives in
which conservation, specifically along national borders, was seen as playing a crucial role in
safeguarding regional peace, security and integration (Woodfine 2011).

1.2.1. Transfrontier Conservation Areas in southern Africa (and a note on definitions)
An array of international and national changes occurred in the late 20th century in global
politics as well as regional relations that paved way for the rise of transfrontier conservation
as a main approach to nature conservation in southern Africa. Transfrontier conservation
projects emerged with far reaching ambitions, not only in terms of nature conservation but
also regarding economic development and peace-building. There are currently over 200
transfrontier conservation initiatives worldwide (IUCN 2014), with 10 areas in southern
Africa (PPF n.d.c) – and the numbers are increasing. At the moment, eight more TFCAs are in
process of being proclaimed (idem.). In 2000 the first transfrontier park in southern Africa
was formally opened. This was the Kgalagadi Transfrontier Park between Botswana and
South Africa, a conjugation of the Kalahari Gemsbok National Park in South Africa and the
Gemsbok National Park in Botswana (SANParks n.d.a.). The second park was the Great
Limpopo Transfrontier Park between South Africa, Mozambique and Zimbabwe, launched in
2002. This park has been regarded as the crown of conservation areas in southern Africa and
the world, and has been surrounded by much excitement and criticism, as this thesis will
show.
The Southern African Development Community’s Protocol on Wildlife Conservation and
Law Enforcement (SADC 1999) defines TFCAs as “an area or component of a large
ecological region that straddles the boundaries of two or more countries, encompassing one or
more protected areas as well as multiple resource use areas”. The protocol places a duty for all
SADC Member States to promote the conservation of shared wildlife resources through the
establishment of TFCAs. The main goals of TFCAs is to establish long-term conservation
initiatives that enhances stability, peace, and security and creates sustainable local and
regional livelihoods as well as integrated local and regional economic development (see
further discussion in Mabunda et al. 2012:163-167).
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It is however quite easy, in my opinion, to get confused over the multiple concepts that
describe conservation across national borders. These areas are referred to sometimes as
transfrontier conservation areas (TFCAs), transfrontier parks (TFPs), transboundary
conservation areas, transnational parks, peace parks or parks for peace (Chester 2006). It is
important to be clear about the differences, particularly in this thesis between transfrontier
conservation areas (TFCAs) and ‘peace parks’. This thesis focuses specifically on
transfrontier parks (TFPs) or transfrontier conservation areas (TFCAs) which are popularly
called ‘peace parks’. Even though TFCAs and peace parks sometimes are used
interchangeably, as I do in this thesis, it is important to be aware of a few differences. The
term ‘peace park’ is largely a branding concept used by the Peace Parks Foundation and
others, but it is not used in any official legal establishing document for the 10 transfrontier
conservation areas in southern Africa, including the GLTP. There is furthermore an official
category of the International Union for Conservation (IUCN) called Parks for Peace , which is
not to confuse with the term ‘peace parks’ that I in this thesis refer to when discussing the
idea of transfrontier conservation, as promoted mainly by the Peace Parks Foundation and
other actors (see chapter 3). I will thus in this thesis use the term transfrontier parks (TFPs),
transfrontier conservation areas (TFCAs) and ‘peace parks’ interchangeably. There is also a
difference between TFPs and TFCAs, which I will explain further below in section 1.2.2,
where I describe the establishment of the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park.
The promise of transfrontier conservation is represented by a variety of actors. Peace Parks
Foundation (PPF) is one of these. The foundation was established in 1997 by Anton Rupert,
Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands and Nelson Mandela, with the shared vision to create the
ultimate form of nature conservation. The goal was to create unique transboundary
conservation areas in Africa encompassing millions of hectares of land while simultaneously
improving the conditions for rural people within the sustainable development framework (PPF
n.d.d). South Africa, and particularly the PPF, became and remain the main driver of
transfrontier conservation in southern Africa. PPF’s connection to global business elites
interested in nature conservation, and their collaboration with governments and NGOs
contribute to the fact that they hold vast power over the peace parks agenda in southern Africa
(Büsher 2013). The founding fathers of PPF are key in understanding the foundation’s
success. Anton Rupert (1916–2006) was a corporate magnate in South Africa, founder of
the tobacco and industrial conglomerate Rembrandt Group. He was also a dedicated
conservationist and founder of the WWF South Africa. It was during his presidency of WWF
South Africa that he took on a leading role in promoting TFCAs in the region (Büsher 2013).
Through his grant of 1.2 million South African Rand from his Rupert Nature Foundation, PPF
was created February 1, 1997 (PPF n.d.d). Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands (1911–2004)
was a former combat pilot for the Netherlands in the Second World War and later co-founder
and first president of the WWF, as it was established in 1961 in Switzerland (WWF n.d.).
Similar to former South African president Nelson Mandela (1918–2013) they were both wellknown and influential persons with far reaching power and networks – an ideal fit for
promoting the peace parks agenda.
Nelson Mandela was essential for promoting the idea of peace parks, as an international and
regional icon of peace and freedom and the democratic South Africa. While Rupert had the
funding and corporate strength and Prince Bernard the networks, Mandela was the persona
who could win the hearts and minds of all Africans and political leaders. Mandela stated in
2001: “I know of no political movement, no philosophy, no ideology, which does not agree
with the peace parks concept as we see it going into fruition today” (PPF n.d.c). This quote is
well used by proponents of TFCAs to endorse the idea of peace parks in southern Africa
particularly. It is hard not to agree with the idealism of Mandela’s quote and the visions of
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peace parks as bringing people together, fostering peaceful collaboration and at the same time
conserving valuable biodiversity and natural habitats. The fact that Mandela was the person to
express these visions has given the peace park idea an enormous weight. But it should not be
forgotten, as Ramutsindela (2007) has pointed out, that PPF’s influential role in stimulating
TFCAs in the region could not have been achieved without their predecessor – the Southern
African Nature Foundation (SANF), which played an important role in laying the foundation
for current TFCAs in southern Africa and the establishment of PPF.5 SANF was strongly
linked to the business sector, just as its successor PPF is today (idem.). In fact, as I will show
in this thesis, one of PPF’s main roles is to function as a facilitator between the actors
involved in the peace park initiatives. This means that they have strong connections to the
business sector as well as with regional governments and NGOs.
Due to the ambitious visions of transfrontier conservation areas and their increasing
popularity, I find it of acute relevance to explore the history of the concept, the roles of
involved actors and their practical efforts to carry out their promises. It is of interest to
examine how the concept has been framed by various stakeholders and the correspondence
between framing and practical measures, which is what I will do in this thesis, by focusing on
the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park. Transfrontier conservation initiatives have the
opportunity to avoid mistakes made in the past and be part of a solution to the decline in
biodiversity while contributing to solve regional conflicts and local poverty. If we want to
achieve the Aichi goals and increase our conservation areas to 17%, we have to find
sustainable ways to do it. Transfrontier conservation is one of the most recent and ambitious
options – let us take a closer look at it.

1.2.2. The Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park
The starting-point of the creation of the GLTP is often mentioned as 1990, when President
Joaquim Chissano of Mozambique and the President of the World Wide Fund for Nature
South Africa, Dr. Anton Rupert, met to discuss the possibility to create what was then called
the Gaza-Kruger-Gonarezhou Transfrontier Conservation Area (GKG TFCA)6. As a result of
this and subsequent meetings, a feasibility study was conducted in 1991 by Willem van Riet
(later CEO of PPF), and Ken Tinley (renowned ecologist), towards the implementation of a
TFCA pilot project. This study was made on behalf of the Mozambican government and
funded by the Global Environment Facility (GEF). The pilot project was later initiated in
1996, again through GEF funding, which led to the official signing of the Trilateral
Agreement in 2000 by ministers of South Africa, Mozambique and Zimbabwe. This
agreement marked the intent to establish the transfrontier conservation area today called the
Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park. (JMB 2015). Since Dr. Rupert had long seen the potential
of this initiative, he started the Peace Parks Foundation in 1997 to support the GLTP and other
TFCA initiatives in the southern African region (PPF n.d.d).
The GLTP International Treaty was finally signed by the heads of state of Zimbabwe, South
Africa and Mozambique in 2002. There are both the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park and
Conservation Area, both straddling the borders of the three countries. The Transfrontier Park

5

SANF was founded in 1968, also by Anton Rupert. Also Prince Bernard of the Netherlands, the then president of WWF
International and with a strong interest in nature conservation, was part of the creation of SANF. It has been argued that
Prince Bernard requested Rupert to establish SANF as a response to the failure of establishing a WWF branch in South
Africa at the time. Thus SANF became an affiliate of WWF and South Africa was the first African country to join the WWF
family. See further discussion in Ramutsindela (2007).
6
Originally the TFCA was called the Gaza-Kruger-Gonarezhou Transfrontier Conservation Area, but this was later changed
to the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park.
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constitutes a core conservation area of 37 572 km², including in Mozambique the Limpopo
National Park, in South Africa the Kruger National Park and in Zimbabwe the Gonarezhou
National Park. This area forms the core of the larger Great Limpopo Transfrontier
Conservation Area measuring almost 100 000 km² (JMB 2013). This grander conservation
area also includes Banhine and Zinave National Parks, the Massingir and Corumana areas and
interlinking regions in Mozambique, the Makuleke Region and other privately-owned and
state-owned conservation areas directly bordering the Transfrontier Park in South Africa, as
well as the Malipati Safari Area, Manjinji Pan Sanctuary and the ‘Sengwe corridor’ in
Zimbabwe. Sengwe is the area that connects Kruger National Park with Gonarezhou National
Park, along the Zimbabwe-Mozambique border, and comprises of various areas of state,
private and communal land with differing conservation statuses (idem). It is important to
point out that while the core area (GLTP) is primarily reserved for wildlife and tourism, the
buffer zones of the park (GLTFCA) consist of mixed-use zones where human settlement and
activities such as agriculture, cattle farming and hunting is allowed to various degrees. See
map below for clarification.
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Figure 2. Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park and Conservation Area (PPF 2015)
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Chapter 2: Theoretical and Methodological Aspects

In this thesis I will follow the various actors that are part of initiating and promoting the
transfrontier conservation or peace park agenda in southern Africa, and analyze the roles
played by these actors. I will explore various rationales for creating TFCAs and investigate
how the peace park idea in southern Africa has been framed by involved actors and in
academia, with a special focus on the GLTP. Lastly, I will explore how the framing analysis
corresponds with practical activities carried out and how implementation of the GLTP has
changed over time. Since the development of the GLTP is an ongoing process and most of the
available studies on the park are from 2014 and older, my study will contribute with an up to
date analysis of the park, and related changes in framing and implementation over time. I will
analyze not only previous research on the topic but also official reports and documents in
combination with in-depth interviews with key individuals and organizational representatives
that is and have been involved in the GLTP over time. By incorporating this wide variety of
sources, I intend to go beyond single explanations of the peace park phenomenon and instead
bring to light a broader understanding of the peace park idea and the GLTP in particular. The
use of Actor-Network Theory and Framing as a tool of examination provides the prospect of
bringing a novel analysis of the idea of transfrontier conservation in southern Africa,
specifically of PPF as an organization and the GLTP as a case.
The methodological process and theoretical assumptions that have guided this thesis started
with the help of Swedberg’s (2011) ideas put forward in “Theorizing in Sociology and Social
Science: turning to the context of discovery” where the concept of theorizing is central. I was
inspired by this line of thinking and it helped me to develop ideas about how to approach
theory in my thesis. Swedberg argues for more emphasis on theorizing rather than theory,
which has helped me to not force my initial research ideas and material into an already
existing ‘theory’. Instead, I took on the idea of theorizing defined as “what you do to produce
a theory” (Swedberg 2011). As theorizing is a process, unlike theory which is the end product,
this approach helped me to navigate my way through the material with an open mind. My
research process started with the exploration of data and continued with the formulation of a
set of research questions that was systematically confronted with empirical data. After this
initial stage I more thoroughly focused on explaining and formulating the theory and
methodology that supported my procedure. My theorizing process started with an exploration
of academic research on the phenomenon of transfrontier conservation and its history. As my
interest the idea of peace parks and the GLTP project grew, I began formulating a few
questions. The questions that started my process of writing this thesis were the following:
- What actors were/are involved in promoting and initiating peace parks in southern Africa
and what roles do they play?
- How was/is the concept of peace parks described, motivated and envisioned by key
GLTP actors and how does this correspond with practical implementation?
- How is the dominant peace park framing supported, reinterpreted or criticized by actors
in academia?

18
My starting point in this process was that history can be understood in the combination of the
empirical facts of ‘what happened’ but also, and equally, in the narratives and stories we
construct about them. An understanding of how different actors describe the historical process
of creating the GLTP, as well as how that history is viewed in relation to current practices is
important as this will impact the implementation and activities carried out in practice. To
examine the framing of the GLTP idea, as well as its implementation, is therefore central in
this thesis. While I have chosen to divide the next sections into Actor-Network Theory and
Framing for the sake of clarity, I want to emphasize that these theoretical points of departures
have been used in connection to each other, where the one is not separated from the other.

2.1. Actor-Network Theory
This study is conducted through what is usually called Actor Network Theory (ANT): an
increasingly popular method used within a range of social science fields. ANT is not easily
defined, and its essence is variously interpreted (see Michael 1996, Saldanha 2003, Ojala
2009). I will not attempt a general overview here but will explain my own interpretation of
ANT and how I have gained from using which parts of this approach. French philosopher,
anthropologist and sociologist Bruno Latour is most commonly referred to in ANT studies
when tracing the genealogy of this, somewhat undefinable, theoretical movement but also
scholars such as Michael Callon and John Law are frequently mentioned. Even though ANT
is often associated with these figures, trying to describe ANT as a coherent unified “theory”
would be misleading. Initially ANT was developed within the science and technology field to
critically examine the construction of science and knowledge (e.g. Callon and Latour 1981;
Law 1986; Latour 1987; Callon 1987). Science was analyzed as a heterogeneous project in
which both humans and non-humans participate and interconnect in actor-networks (Law
1999). Since then, ANT has spread in a range of directions and has been influential in many
of the social sciences. I have chosen not to include non-human agents as actors in this thesis,
which could have easily been done by, for instance, tracing the movements of the elephant
and the interaction between elephants, residents, conservationist and tourists. I have here
chosen to represent non-human agents though the eyes of managers and through the networks
they form with each other. What initially attracted me to ANT was my understanding of it as a
way of following actors forming a certain network, and letting them direct me as a researcher
in my study. As Latour (2005) states: ANT is a way for a researcher to follow the actors that
are part of the phenomenon the researcher aims at exploring. Since I was interested in the
practices of transfrontier conservation, my focus on the GLTP became my ‘network’ of which
I could use ANT to explore relational ties and how actors position themselves in the networks
formed around the park. Furthermore, ANT emphasizes that no one acts alone in the creation
of a phenomenon, but rather considers all surrounding factors (Law 1992; 1999). As such,
ANT does not attempt to explain why networks exist but rather how networks are formed and
the infrastructure of actor-networks. This means that in depth description of relations between
actors and between concepts are mapped (Latour 2004). The emphasis on description has
helped me to view ANT not only as a theoretical tool, but also as a method of mapping
relations, roles and framings between key actors in the GLTP, rather than attempting to
approve or dismiss the peace parks idea as a whole. Furthermore, by using the concept of
Framing which I will elaborate on below, I could map the surrounding factors and concepts
that are central to ANT. This helped me to understand how the complex network of actors
involved in transfrontier conservation relate to each other and respond to various framings
over time. Latour (2005:166) states about interactions in the field:
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“Any given interaction seems to overflow with elements which
are already in the situation of coming from other time, some
other place, and generated by some other agency. […] Thus if
any observer is faithful to the direction suggested by this
overflow, she will be led away from any given interaction to
some other places, other times, and other agencies that appear to
have molded them into shape”.
This quote illustrates for me how ANT is focused on relations and movement, rather than
fixed structures, and how the researcher thus must let herself be led into ways that might not
have been her initial assumptions. I have interpreted this ‘movement’ in my thesis as change
over time, which has strengthened my belief that ANT can be fruitful in studies dealing with
historical comparisons. This allows actors to move out of predetermined categorization and
has helped me in acquiring a more holistic picture of what factors have formed and impacted
the GLTP. The interaction of the network relations that created the transfrontier park was
molded from the conservation idea, hence its history and the network relations that created the
park will also contribute to shape the park in the future. However relations between actors
have changed over time which has also affected the shaping of the park.
For me, the aims of ANT have many links with the endeavors of environmental history. ANT
was initially used to bridge the gap between nature, society and language (Latour 1993). As
such ANT was used in instances to overcome dualistic thinking and to break down traditional
dichotomies such as human-animal, nature-culture, structure-agency and local-global
(Murdoch 1996). Environmental history, as an interdisciplinary field engaged in combining
and critically examining the above-mentioned dichotomies, is therefore intricately connected
with this school of thought. I especially find the subfield of conservation histories relevant
here, as ANT may help explain endeavors to promote both ecological and socially sustainable
development. I was inspired here by Barter et al. (2013:47) who argues that since ANT
bypasses the nature-society dichotomy it is a theoretical approach that may help organizations
or individuals to develop more ecologically and socially sustainable practices. This is also in a
way what Latour (2004) does in his book “Politics of Nature”: he explores the intricate
question of how more viable relationships between humans and nature in a wider sense can be
developed (see further discussion in Barter et al. 2013).
Strengthened by these connections between environmental history and ANT, I further
developed my understanding of ANT in suggesting that things are shaped as a consequence of
their relations with other entities (Law 1999). Consequently, I find ANT useful for examining
the networks that are formed of interactions and relations between people and ideas involved
in transfrontier conservation. Following these actors and the representations made by actors is
thus a way for me to trace changes in time. Movement in time and space, and how movement
is recorded, is essential to how Latour (1996:378) defines networks:
“ANT is not about traced networks, but about network-tracing
activity. […] No net exists independently of the very act of
tracing it, and no tracing is done by an actor exterior to the net.
A network is not a thing, but the recorded movement of a thing.
The questions ANT addresses now have changed. It is no longer
whether a net is a representation or a thing, a part of society or a
part of a discourse or a part of nature, but what moves and how
this movement is recorded.”
In this thesis, I will trace the network of the GLTP. By doing so I also construct it, and I trace
the movement of the GLTP idea through the words of the actors involved, exploring how
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GLTP has been described and envisioned over time. However, it is important to remember
here that the concept of ‘actors’ and ‘networks’ are not inseparable from each other. Instead,
as Callon (1987:87) has argued: “an actor network is simultaneously an actor whose activity
is networking heterogeneous elements and a network that is able to redefine and transform
what it is made of”. I interpret this as pointing to the dynamic nature of actor-networks, which
will be shown in this thesis by how actors, framing and implementation of the Great Limpopo
Transfrontier Park is a constantly ongoing process in a complex net of negotiations,
confluence and contradictions.
ANT studies do not require any specific research methods and can, as I mentioned above, also
be considered to be a method in itself. ANT studies are however often carried out with mixedmethods approaches as a way to adhere to the emphasis on in-depth understanding and the
aim of including all relevant relations (Barter et al. 2012:44). This suited well with my
decision to carry out my research through document review and interviews to explain the
phenomenon of peace parks, which I will further discuss in the next sections.

2.2. Framing nature conservation
“We might start with interaction and assume that interaction is
all that there is. Then we might ask how some kinds of
interactions more or less succeed in stabilizing and reproducing
themselves: how it is that they overcome resistance and seem to
become "macrosocial"; how is it that they seem to generate the
effects such as power, fame, size, scope, or organization with
which we are all familiar.” (Law 1992:380)
Closely connected to the Actor-Network Theory movement, framing is a concept that includes
a set of ideas, frameworks and theoretical perspectives on how various actors in society
describe and present reality. This concept is central in this thesis and has functioned as a point
of departure for me in analyzing how the concept of transfrontier conservation or peace parks
has been described, motivated and envisioned by management actors and researchers. I
interpret the concept of framing as a social phenomenon whereby groups, individuals,
organizations and other actors in society communicate meaning through discursive social
processes (see Goffman 1974, Callon 1998, Chong and Druckman 2007). In short, frames
organize and structure message meaning and actors strategically choose particular
descriptions of reality depending on their interests and world views. Central to framing theory
is the assumption that framing (how an issue is presented) will influence how the audience
processes that information. (Van Bommel and Aarts 2011). Conservation ideals are constantly
presented and interpreted in diverging ways. As was showed by Hutton et al. (2005), and
discussed in the introduction, arguments such as that conservation is a moral imperative; that
community conservation is based on idealistic myths; and that conservation linked to
development does not protect biodiversity were various way of framing conservation in way
that advocated a ‘back to the barrier’ approach to conservation. As I will show in this thesis,
transfrontier conservation has been framed in various ways, as has also the critique against it,
for example as being a driver of a neoliberal economic agenda, a way of dissolving humanmade arbitrary barriers to the benefit of wildlife, or being a vehicle for regional socioeconomic development. In my thesis, actors consists of NGOs, government authorities,
donors and other professionals involved in promoting and implementing the idea of
transfrontier nature conservation, as well as the scientific community, which has supported,
criticized or in other ways examined the peace park idea in academic publications. By using

21
framing as a starting-point, explanations of why and how descriptions of the GLTP have
differed during time and between these actors will be illustrated, as well as how this has
impacted implementation of the park in practice.
Similar to how ANT emphasizes interactions and relations, the concept of framing is
“essential to any understanding and description of interactions of whatever kind” (Callon
1998:250). How framing constructs meaning to the peace parks phenomenon and the GLTP
has thus been central for me in this thesis. Because framing gives events or occurrences
meaning (Goffman 1974:21), and therefore functions to organize experience and guide action,
it is a useful concept to use when exploring how the peace park idea has been described, and
as such, implemented trough action. I was inspired by Van Bommel and Aarts’s (2011) study
Framing nature conservation experts and expertise in the Drentsche Aa area in the
Netherlands: a contextual approach, which explores the framing of expert identity, expertise
and the underlying processes that shape assumptions and operational principles. Van Bommel
and Aarts (2011) showed how framing is the outcome of contingent social and cultural
practices, something I think is important also in how actors involved in nature conservation
frame their realities. Further, a study by the Public Interest Research Centre (2013) called
‘Common cause for nature: a practical guide to values and frames in conservation’ provided
inspiration and an understanding for how frames and values are used by conservation
organizations to convey messages, attract support and motivate people to protect and enjoy
nature. As Callon (1998) has shown, the framing process involves actors who are bringing
forms of behaviors and strategies that have been shaped by previous experience. As such the
interactions and actions of actors are carried out within the frames that have been constructed:
“The framing process does not just depend on this commitment
by the actors themselves; it is rooted in the outside world, in
various physical and organizational devices. This is why
framing puts the outside world in brackets, as it were, but does
not actually abolish all links with it.” (Callon 1998:249)
This view of framing has helped me to understand how actors shape their worldviews by
previous experience, which also impact actions in practice. It has confirmed my belief that
ANT and framing theory are useful for the purpose of this thesis, and it is also a reason for
providing a comprehensive background on how the peace park idea has been shaped through
historical processes, since this will inevitably also shape the future. Furthermore, framing is a
dynamic process which constantly evolves and might also challenges existing frames
(Benford and Snow 2000), which, as I will show in this thesis, has been evident in the case of
the peace park idea and the implementation process of the GLTP.

2.3. Framing analysis as methodology
Since I am interested in the involved actors in promoting and managing the GLTP, and in
order to limit my study, I have demarcated my study to focus on policy and management of
the park. I will use a review of academic research to discuss perspectives from resident
communities, community members, and community associations (chapter 5). Responses and
reactions of resident communities regarding conservation and resettlement will therefore be
represented through the network and relationships between the actors, e.g. managers and
researchers. The focus on representatives from institutions, NGOs and government officials
working in an international context also prevented me from language barriers that might have
been an issue if focusing purely on resident community actors. This study is conducted
through a qualitative mixed methods approach comprising of two main methods – academic
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literature and policy document review, and interviews. The literature review focused on
official policy documents as well as academic literature from various fields. The purpose of
the literature review was, with help of framing analysis as a tool, to understand how various
actors describe and envision the idea of peace parks and their challenges over time. Interviews
were conducted in order to allow for actors to describe their roles and responsibilities in the
GLTP, to understand actors’ perspectives on the GLTP from a historical perspective and to
identify both current and historical challenges in nature conservation in the region as well as
in their own daily work.
The first part of the study (chapter 3), provides an overview of the actors involved in
promoting and establishing peace parks in southern Africa, and was written by using policy
documents, academic sources and interviews. The second part of the study (chapter 4 and 5),
providing an overview of how the peace park idea and the GLTP project is and has been
framed in policy documents and academia, was carried out by using the same sources with
help of framing as an analytical tool. After establishing an understanding of what actors are
involved in promoting, establishing and managing peace parks and how they relate to each
other (chapter 3), I looked for relevant management reports and policy documents for the
GLTP. When I had picked 25 documents that to me seemed to be some of the most relevant
policy and management documents, I made an analysis of the concepts and arguments which
were used by the different actors in these reports and documents, which I refer to here as
framing. As my research process progressed, I was able to elucidate a number of themes from
these official reports, which I divided in sections found in chapter four. These revolved
around three main rationales for creating peace parks; (1) conservation related motivations,
(2) economic growth and social development motivations and (3) peace and regional
collaboration motivations. As I further analyzed the documents, I was able to divide these
rationales in subsections, as will be shown in chapter 4. After conducting my interviews, I
then added the complimentary information to the framing part under relevant sub-sections.
Through an analysis of these documents and interviews, I was able to understand how actors
frame, motivate and position the GLTP over time.
For the research review (chapter 5), I used a similar procedure to analyze the material. After
looking through the available scholarly material on the GLTP it was clear that there were
different sides in the academic coverage of the park. This of course depended on the
perspective and background of the researcher, which I will analyse in more detail in chapter
six. After an initial survey, I choose 25 studies in accordance with the aim to balance different
perspectives against each other. My aim was to have the largest spread of studies as possible,
including rationales and angles spanning from conservation-oriented to more socially-oriented
perspectives, and as such I chose them in regard of their backgrounds. The chosen articles
spanned fields from amongst others environmental science, anthropology, sociology, political
science, history, geography and agricultural science. After reading these 25 publications, I
again used an excel chart to insert the relevant information into a table and used a number of
categories to analyze the studies. I further analyzed the information found in these two
sections against each other: official policy documents and interviews against unofficial
records and previous research. As I analyzed the academic articles, I was able to highlight a
few themes that basically criticized the framing of the peace park idea, and I could divide the
chapter into a few themes: critique of the economic-political rationale, critique of the
community rationale and critique of the large scale transboundary rationale (see chapter 5).
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2.3.1. Sources
As described above, a large part of the sources used to carry out my study has consisted of
official reports from involved actors in the GLTP. As the organizations and the roles of the
organisational representatives that are my informants in this study will be presented in chapter
3, I will here shortly introduce the sources that were used to analyse how the peace park idea
has been framed from a management perspective. Since the thesis focus on the GLTP and the
framing of the peace park idea, only official documents from 1990 onwards have been used.
This was the time when the discussions around creating the GLTP accelerated, and around the
time that the PPF was established, which mark a suitable starting point for my study.
The World Bank, through its Global Environment Facility (GEF) has been a main contributor
to the establishment of the GLTP (see more in section 3.5). One of the first preparatory
documents on the establishment of GLTP was the Transfrontier Conservation Areas Pilot and
Institutional Strengthening Project in Mozambique, from 1996, which proposed a 5 year pilot
project using the TFCA concept as central to the Mozambican government’s effort to create
an enabling policy- and institutional environment for conserving and managing its natural and
biodiversity endowments. I have used a number of other World Bank reports to understand
the rationales for developing of the GLTP, including the 2004 Implementation Completion
Report for a TFCA Pilot and Institution Strengthening Project which aims at assisting
Mozambique in biodiversity conservation, rural development and tourism. Two other World
Bank documents that build on the experience from the Pilot and Institution Strengthening
Project are the Mozambique Transfrontier Conservation Areas and Tourism Development
Project (TFCATDP) (WB 2004; WB 2005). These reports provided insights on the World
Banks continuous support to Mozambique and its TFCA efforts.
Another early crucial document I have used is the 2002 Treaty on the Establishment of the
Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park, which officially proclaims the GLTP and its framework.
Also the 2002 GLTFCA Joint Management Plan Draft was used to gather information on joint
policy and management guidelines for the GLTP. A more recent policy framework for the
GLTP is the 2013 Integrated Development Plan Draft, and also a 2015 Draft, which is still
being revised by the GLTP Joint Management Board. Management Plans for Limpopo
(2003), Kruger (2008) and Gonarezhou (2011) National Parks were used to gather
information on policy and management frameworks for the three parks, an overview of
historical as well as current challenges and opportunities and their role in the GLTP. Also the
LNP Business Plan (DNAC 2003) and a 2006 Feasibility Study on the Development of the
Limpopo National Park and its Support Zone (DBSA et al. 2006) was used.
More recent publications used include the World Bank’s (2011) TFCATDP Restructuring
Paper and an Appraisal Document on a proposed grant to Mozambique for a Conservation
Areas for Biodiversity and Development Project (WB 2014a). Peace Parks Foundation’s
yearly review from 2013 provided an example of a more recent review of the organization’s
work and visions, as well as the PPF Netherlands’ Funding Proposal from 2012. The BMZ
2011 Brochure on Regional cooperation in Africa - Germany's contribution to Development
was used to get an idea of the Germany’s collaboration with SADC on Sustainable Forest
Management and Conservation Program. Also SADCs 2012 Regional Infrastructure
Development Master Plan Tourism for TFCAs provided a long term strategy for SADC in the
field of transfrontier conservation and was useful to understand a more regional perspective
on the transfrontier conservation idea. Also the official websites of the Great Limpopo
Transfrontier Park, Peace Parks Foundation, and each of the responsible conservation
authorities and governments of the three countries were used to acquire complementary
information.
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2.4. Interviews
As a complement to the literature review and framing analysis, semi-structured interviews
(see discussion in Kvale and Brinkmann 2014) were held with representatives from actorgroups that in various ways works with the GLTP. The interviews were not carried out as an
attempt to obtain a representative view of actor groups. Rather, they were conducted in order
to find clarification or contrasting views in relation to the written sources. The purpose of the
interviews was to gain an in-depth understanding of how involved actors describe, motivate
and present the idea of peace parks and its challenges. It was also a way for me to better
understand the links and relations between actors in the GLTP and the roles played by them.
The aim was to put the framing of the peace park idea into context and correlate it with
statements from various key actors involved in the GLTP. An internship with the Peace Parks
Foundation and the International Coordinator of the GLTP in Pretoria from January to April
2015 provided invaluable insights and on-site experiences, and gave me the opportunity to
interact with a range of key actors working with the GLTP. My geographical location in
Pretoria made it easy to access people involved in the GLTP, as many are based in or around
Pretoria. My location did not however prevent me from having the opportunity to meet with
people also in Stellenbosch, Skukuza (Kruger NP) and Mopani (Kruger NP). I chose to focus
my interviews on South African actors in order to limit my study to what would be achievable
within the frames of a master thesis. A main reason for my selection of respondents was also
due to the fact that the rise of transfrontier conservation in southern Africa as well as the
GLTP process is mainly a South African driven process with Peace Parks Foundation as a
central actor. As the PPF was established in South Africa, and the GLTP initiative was mainly
driven by South African actors, it was relevant to trace these events and processes also in a
South African context.
To make sure ethical considerations were considered, I followed the Swedish
Vetenskapsrådet’s (2002) Codex – Rules and Guidelines for Research, and South Africa’s
Human Science Research Council’s (2006) Code of Research Ethics when designing my
interview questions and consent form as well as conducting the interviews. The interviews
were carried out as semi-structured conversations, lasting from between 30 minutes to one
hour. All respondents were given the consent form before the interviews which informed the
participants about issues of personal integrity, rights and the purpose of my study. All
respondents signed the consent form and agreed to let their full names be used in my thesis.
For some of the interviews, I engaged in follow-up email correspondence to give
opportunities to clarify statements or to ask for additional information. After transcribing the
interviews I used my aims, research questions and the same themes I had highlighted from the
written sources, to analyze my data and to use it in the appropriate sections of the thesis.
I will here briefly introduce the interviews and the organizations they represent. As the
International Coordinator for the GLTP, Piet Theron, Peace Parks Foundation, has extensive
knowledge about the GLTP. Theron is involved in a range of projects in the park and is also
in frequent contact with all the main actors in the park management. Having been in the
position as international coordinator for nine months in the initiation period of the GLTP in
2002, and then starting again from 2012 until present, Theron has knowledge on the GLTP
project that spans over a long period of time. The CEO at Peace Parks Foundation, Werner
Myburgh, provided useful information about the role of PPF as an organization, current
challenges but also insights on the foundations relations with donors, governments and other
actors, and the processes of working with political interests. Responsible for projects at Peace
Parks Foundation, Arrie van Wyk is knowledgeable about the range of projects and their
implementation in all 10 TFCAs in southern Africa, including the GLTP. Having been the
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project manager in Limpopo NP for about 7 years, van Wyk also provided useful of insights
regarding the Mozambique side of the GLTP. Antony Alexander, Peace Parks Foundation is
the project manager of Limpopo National Park, working along the park warden to ensure
implementation in the development of the park. Alexander provided relevant information
from a Mozambican perspective, including both current and historical challenges and
opportunities of LNP as well as its inclusion in the GLTP. Professor Willem van Riet,
Transboundary Nature Foundation (former Peace Parks Foundation) is a well-known name
in conservation circles in Southern Africa. As an academic scholar and former CEO of PPF
for eight years (2001-2008) during the initial phase of the GLTP, van Riet holds extensive
experience and knowledge of nature conservation and landscape planning in the southern
African region, but also specifically in the GLTP project. Clara Bocchino, coordinator of the
AHEAD-GLTFCA network, has over a decade of experience with the GLTP area as a
researcher and consultant, mainly focusing on the nexus between environmental conservation
and rural development, with interests in community rights. She provided useful information
about the AHEAD programme and specific challenges of the GLTP. Deputy Director of the
TFCA Unit Aruna Seepersadh, Department of Environmental Affairs, South Africa, gave
relevant insights from a governmental perspective, providing information on the
government’s role in the establishment of the GLTP, and its relations with various actors.
Biodiversity Activities Manager Steve Collins for the Resilience in the Limpopo River Basin
(RESILIM) Programme, has many years of experience in working with local communities and
local development, specifically in the Makuleke area, through his work as a consultant and
political mediator. Joep Stevens as the General Manager Strategic Tourism Services of
SANParks provided a fruitful perspective on the tourism and business side of nature
conservation. As a former head of tourism of the Kruger national park for around 15 years,
Stevens also has a lot of field experience of the Kruger and the GLTP project.
After this overview of theoretical and methodological considerations I will turn to the chapter
introduces the actors that are in focus in this thesis. The chapter will explain their roles,
responsibilities, interactions and consequently the networks they forge.
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Chapter 3: The Actors

The rise of transfrontier conservation as a prominent feature in global conservation policy has
come to involve a complex network of actors, spanning over local-global and public-private
scales. A central feature in the establishment of transfrontier conservation areas is the process
of partnerships development between governments and the private sector. The main players
involved in defining TFCA policy are the relevant national governments, implementing
conservation agencies and donors, but the private sector and NGOs (such as the Peace Parks
Foundation) have also greatly contributed towards the creation of transfrontier parks. The
following chapter will give an overview of the main actors that have been and are involved in
promoting, initiating and managing the GLTP. I will also here, and throughout this thesis,
describe the complex networks of roles and relations that they form: an understanding
necessary for the analyses carried out in this thesis. Even though this overview is divided into
actor-group sections for the sake of clarity, it is important to emphasize that the boundaries
are not always clear cut, that overlaps exists and integration of the actor-groups are vast.

3.1. Institutional structure of the GLTP
In order to facilitate the understanding of the various actors involved in the management of
the park I will here begin by describing the institutional structure of the Great Limpopo
Transfrontier Park. At the signing of the GLTP Treaty in 2002, the hierarchical structure of
the GLTP was organized through a Trilateral Ministerial Committee (TMC), a Joint
Management Board (JMB), a Coordinating Party and various Management Committees (JMB
2015). The TMC is the top governance body, which consists of the mandated ministers from
the three participating countries and is responsible for overall policy and political guidance in
the development of the transfrontier park, especially to the Joint Management Board. The
initial aim was that the coordinating party should be chaired on a two-year rotational basis
(JMB 2015), however this suggested two-year rotational structure has for various reasons not
been fulfilled and South Africa has been the coordinating party since 2007 (interview Theron
2015-04-17). The Joint Management Board (JMB) consists of senior representatives of the
relevant authorities of each of the three countries. The board’s role is to interpret the political
directives of the TMC into operational policies, is responsible for approving management
plans and monitoring the implementation process of the GLTP (Spencer and Schoon
2007:86). Policy directives and action plans are implemented through permanent Management
Committees supported by the JMB who deals with issues pertaining to conservation, safety
and security, finance, human resources, legislation and tourism (JMB 2015). This
implementation process is monitored and facilitated by the international coordinator of the
GLTP, who coordinates the project on behalf of the three countries (see discussion in section
3.4.1).
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Figure 2. Current institutional structure (JMB 2014)

This institutional arrangement is however currently in the process of being revised to make
implementation and management of the park more effective. This institutional reform project
includes two main components: (1) to decentralize decision making to ground level and (2) to
make the JMB more politically and policy focused. The decentralization of decision making
will be made through the establishment of four geographically based Joint Park Management
Committees (JPMC) that report to the JMB, which will be bilateral and trilateral (see figure
4). The JPMCs will be delegated authority from the JMB to implement decisions regarding
development and management of the GLTP in accordance to the integrated development plan
(IDP). The aim is to make the JMB function more like a board of directors of a company,
including a more strategic, political role focused on policy making, which will be supported
by the international coordinator (Theron interview 2015-04-17). The institutional reform
project is partly a response to the lack of inclusion in the old governance arrangements, which
was highlighted by the international coordinator (idem.):
“You want those people [e.g. Makuleke, Sengwe communities]
to sit in the forums where you actually discuss things and make
decisions, ‘cause obviously it is their land. […] They are
actually in the treaty that they are in the core area, but
historically they haven’t been part of that decision making
process”.
The suggested structure is currently presented to the various parties for discussion and
approval. The process has been initiated with the first Joint Park Management Committee
meeting in the beginning of April 2015 between the Limpopo and Kruger National Parks. Out
of the two suggested JPMCs two are currently established, one between Limpopo and Kruger
and one between Gonarezhou and private concessions (see figure 4). An Integrated
Development Plan of the GLTP has been drafted in 2002. The finalization of this management
document will run in line with the development of the JPMCs and the institutional reform.
There is a range of legal and policy frameworks that govern the GLTP on international,
regional and national levels. Except for international and regional frameworks such as the
Convention on Biological Diversity (UN 1992) and SADCs Protocol on Wildlife
Conservation and Law Enforcement (SADC 1999), each of the three countries and parks in
the GLTP has specific legal arrangements that are not necessarily similar. It is important to
acknowledge here that a number of management plans and respondents (see section 6.3) have
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identified crosscutting legal frameworks of three different countries as a challenge in the
GLTP management. This because the existing legal frameworks are implemented to various
degrees, and policy as well as decision making structures regarding conservation largely
differs between the countries. However, the GLTP Integrated Development Plan (JMB 2015)
states that differences in legislation mostly occur in implementation, and, as such, no need for
further legislation for the GLTP to function effectively is identified.

Trilateral Ministerial Committee
(As per Treaty)

Coordinating
Party

Joint Management Board
(As per Treaty)

(As per Treaty)

JPMC 1
(3 each of National
Implementing Authority
1 Safety & Security Person
1 other of choice of each
Party)

JPMC 2
(3 each of National
Implementing Authority
1 Safety & Security Person
1 other of choice of each
Party)

JPMC 3
(3 each of National
Implementing Authority
1 Safety & Security Person
1 other of choice of each
Party)

Figure 4. Joint Park Management Committees (JMB 2014)

National TFCA InterDepartmental Coordination
Committee

Figure 3. Institutional reform – new institutional structure (JMB 2014)

JPMC 4
(3 each of National
Implementing Authority
1 Safety & Security Person
1 other of choice of each
Party)
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3.3. Governmental authorities
Mozambique, South Africa and Zimbabwe are all members of the Southern African
Development Community (SADC), which has been supportive of the establishment of
transfrontier conservation areas in the region. As a complimentary actor to the African Union
(AU), SADC is a regional inter-governmental organization that works to increase socioeconomic cooperation, growth and integration as well as political and security cooperation
among its 15 southern African member states (SADC 2012). Since the aim of SADC is to
foster regional cooperation and enhance economic development, the TFCA concept has been
highly supported and promoted by SADC. SADCs role is to facilitate the member states in the
establishment and development of TFCAs as “community centered, regionally integrated and
sustainably managed” conservation areas (SADC 2012). SADCs TFCA programme is part of
the African Union’s New Partnership for Africa's Development (NEPAD), an economic
development program that was adopted in 2001. NEPAD provides visions and policy
framework for accelerating economic co-operation and integration among African states
where TFCAs is one part of this endeavor (NEPAD 2015).
A prerequisite for creating large-scale protected areas across state borders is strong
governmental support. Accordingly, conservation authorities and lead departments of the
three countries are main actors in the formal establishment of the GLTP. As the institutional
structure section (3.1) showed, the top body and ultimately responsible for the implementation
of transfrontier conservation areas are the presidents of South Africa, Mozambique and
Zimbabwe. In each of the governments certain departments are responsible conservation: in
South Africa the Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA), in Mozambique the Ministry
of Land, Environment and Rural Development, and in Zimbabwe the Ministry of
Environment, Water and Climate. Each of these national departments plays a critical role in
developing TFCAs and are responsible for making sure the planning, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of the TFCAs runs according to existing plans and policies. These
departments act under political leadership of the ministers in each department, currently in
South Africa Minister of Environmental Affairs Edna Molewa, in Mozambique Minister of
Land, Environment and Rural Development Celso Correia, and in Zimbabwe Minister of
Environment, Water and Climate Saviour Kasukuwere.
These departments are in turn divided in various sections. In South Africa, DEA’s TFCA Unit
is the main government body in charge of transfrontier conservation planning development
and monitoring. Aruna Seepersadh, who has been interviewed for the purpose of this thesis, is
the Deputy Director of the TFCA unit working with three South African TFCAs, including
the GLTP. The role of the TFCA unit is to provide support to NGOs working with projects in
the TFCAs and assist them in the various processes, as well as making sure that the TFCA
program as a whole is monitored and “runs smoothly” (Seepersadh interview 2015-03-12). To
operate and develop TFCAs the responsible governmental departments also collaborate
closely with other departments within each country, including for example customs, defense,
police, home affairs, military, border, agriculture, water and others. Formalized relations and
focal points exist between all these various departments that need to be involved for the
TFCA to be operational (Seepersadh interview 2015-03-12).
Each of the governmental departments responsible for conservation in the three countries has
implementation agencies. In South Africa, the South African National Parks (SANParks)
administers twenty-one national parks and is the sole South African implementing agent for
the four transfrontier parks in the country (Quinn et al. 2012:159). There are also independent
provincial conservation agencies, such as Ezemvelo KZN in the province of Kwa-Zulu Natal
(Ezemvelo KZN n.d). In Zimbabwe, the Parks and Wildlife Management Authority
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(Zimparks) is responsible for conservation of wildlife and wilderness resources in national
parks, protected areas and other state-owned land, and also works closely with the TFCA Unit
in the Ministry of Environment, Water and Climate (Zimparks n.d). These implementation
agencies provide logistical and professional support for TFCA projects as well as other
protected areas and national parks in each country. Mozambique differed initially in this
regard since it did not have a separate implementation agency for conservation but managed
conservation areas though the governmental department National Directorate for
Conservation Areas (DNAC), instead. However, in 2014 DNAC was replaced by the National
Agency for Conservation Areas (ANAC), a parastatal conservation agency responsible for all
national parks, nature reserves and conservation areas, performing a similar function as
SANParks and Zimparks. While ANAC is still a government entity, it is structured in a way
that it can enter into agreements with other entities (e.g. private investors) and take most
decisions independently. ANAC is responsible for Limpopo National Park within the GLTP
while there is, similar as in the South Africa DEA, a TFCA department under the same
ministry that ANAC falls under (Ministry of Land, Environment and Rural Development),
responsible for TFCA developments. There is a strong overlap between the TFCA unit and
ANAC. These government departments are also involved in the evaluation and monitoring of
each TFCA. The South African DEA implements a TFCA monitoring tool every second year
to evaluate how well the specific TFCAs are doing and what needs to be improved
(Seepersadh interview 2015-03-12). In order to do this, a Performance Assessment Tool
(PAT) is used. This tool was developed by Peace Parks Foundation and is also used by SADC
to monitor performance in all TFCAs in the region (Theron interview 2014-04-17).
In the GLTP, the national conservation authorities and the members of specialized committees
and working groups all report to the Joint Management Board. The international coordinator
of the GLTP functions as a facilitator between the various parties in this institutional
arrangement and also reports to the Joint Management Board. The JMB, in turn, reports to the
ministers in each country. In each of the three countries, relevant provincial governments and
local authorities are also important actors in the development and management of the TFCA.

3.4. Non-Governmental Organizations
In addition to government authorities, non-state organizations have also greatly supported and
contributed to the establishment of TFCAs in southern Africa. I will here pursue the role of
the PPF, as they stand out as the most influential NGO in the GLTP process and in promoting
transfrontier conservation generally. Other NGOs are also worth mentioning, such as the
World Wildlife Fund for Nature (WWF) which historically has been part of the process of
establishing TFCAs in the Southern African region through Anton Rupert’s and Prince
Bernard’s involvement in the organization (see section 1.2.1). In addition to the historical ties
between WWF and PPF, the two NGOs signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) in
2003 that aims to promote the implementation of TFCAs in areas of mutual interest (PPF
2015). Another relevant NGO is the German-based Frankfurt Zoological Society (FZS),
which has been influential in the Zimbabwean part of the GLTP. Although the FZSs work had
started earlier, a 10-year MoU was signed in 2010 between the FZS and the Zimbabwean
Ministry of Environment and Tourism (now Ministry of Environment, Water and Climate)
which made it possible for FZS to collectively develop and manage the Gonarezhou national
park as part of the GLTP, in partnership with Zimparks (FZS 2015). The US-based African
Wildlife Foundation (AWF) is another international NGO that has been involved in the
GLTP. AWF has for instance worked with communities in the Limpopo National Park and
conducted research on community impacts of TFCAs (AWF 2005). The AFW have also been
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active in Banhine National Park and signed in 2004 an agreement with Mozambique’s
Ministry of Tourism to engage in an infrastructure project in the park (AWF 2015).
Furthermore, the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) has also been part of
the creation of the GLTP. With a central mission of conserving biodiversity the IUCN is the
world's oldest and largest global environmental organization. PPF (2015) states that the IUCN
had been promoting the establishment of TFCAs long before the actual inauguration of the
GLTP in 2002. Already in 1988, the IUCN Commission on national parks and protected areas
had identified at least 70 protected areas in 65 countries that straddled national frontiers.
However Ramutsindela (2007:106-107) states that the Southern African regional office of the
IUCN (IUCN ROSA – regional office for southern Africa) was initially ambiguous towards
the creation of TFCAs in the region and instead focused on CBNRM projects when the idea
of TFCAs was being fostered. Promoters of the transfrontier conservation idea tried to
influence the IUCN ROSA away from community based projects and instead towards
transfrontier conservation in the region, and eventually the focus of IUCN shifted to be more
supportive of the idea (idem.). Currently, the Transboundary Conservation Specialist Group,
established after the 2003 IUCN World Park Congress, is IUCNs global network of
transboundary conservation. This network also includes a regional chapter in southern Africa
that specifically focuses on TFCAs in the region. It comprises of experts from a variety of
institutions and works towards its mission to promote and encourage transboundary
conservation “through enhancing knowledge and capacity for effective planning and
management of transboundary conservation areas” (IUCN 2014).
RESILIM (Resilience in the Limpopo River Basin) is a 5-year programme implemented by
the international development company Chemonics, for the US Agency for International
Development (USAID). RESILIMs focus is the improvement of the transboundary
management of the Limpopo River Basin, spanning over the countries of South Africa,
Botswana, Zimbabwe and Mozambique (USAID 2013). A main focus is to explore how
biodiversity assets can assist communities in the river buffer zones to become more resilient
to the long term effects of climate change (Collins interview 2015-02-25). RESILIM has dealt
with communities such as the Makuleke in the Kruger National Park in developing training
modules and workshops to involve local communities and educate about the importance of
riverine ecosystems. RESILIM, through USAID, has also funded a community development
and livelihoods diversification programme initiated by the PPF, which is about to begin. This
program focuses on the Pafuri area forming the center of the GLTP and constituting a
symbolic area from a cross-border cultural linkages point of view (PPF 2014). RESILIM
collaborates with both public and private actors involved in the GLTP such as SANParks,
South African Department of environmental Affairs, the Zimbabwe wildlife authorities,
ANAC in Mozambique, private tourism operators, NGOs like the PPF, Wildlife Conservation
Trust and the South African Wildlife College (Collins interview 2015-02-25.).
A more research-focused actor in the GLTP is the AHEAD-GLTFCA Network. AHEAD
stands for Animal Health for the Environment and Development and is a multidisciplinary working group focusing on issues at the wildlife/domestic and animal/human
health interface. It is a collaborative research program involving government, academic, and
NGO stakeholders that was launched by the Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) at the 2003
IUCN World Parks Congress in Durban. The initiative was established to ensure the
sustainability and viability of TFCAs by focusing on three key interfaces: animal health and
disease; land-use, ecosystem goods and services, and animal health; and human health and
livelihoods, animal health and ecosystem health (IUCN 2009). The AHEAD-GLTFCA
Coordination has been funded by the University of Pretoria (Faculty of Veterinary Science)
and SANParks, and has been collaborating with the regional partners such as the RESILIM
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and RESILIM Olifants Programmes, the IUCN BIOPAMA programme in Southern Africa
and Peace Parks Foundation. The Network and Programme Coordinator, Dr. Clara Bocchino,
works in close collaboration with the international coordinator of the GLTP, the SADC TFCA
Programme, as well as a variety of other stakeholders central to the GLTP.

3.4.1. Peace Parks Foundation
Although the above mentioned NGOs are, in different ways, involved in the GLTP and
transfrontier conservation in general, the most important non-state actor to promote and
facilitate and implement the establishment of TFCAs in southern Africa is the Peace Parks
Foundation (PPF). As mentioned in the background, the PPF was established in 1997 and has
gained wide support, through lobbying, for the transfrontier conservation idea from a variety
of global institutions like the World Bank, IUCN, governments worldwide, corporations and
development agencies. Especially the U.S. and German governments have supported the PPF
extensively, but also the governments of the Netherlands, France and Italy. PPF have also
worked for gaining regional support for the TFCA concept from the national governments in
southern Africa. Until 2015, the PPF has mobilized financial backing from international
cooperation partners and donors totaling over EUR 222 million, of which EUR 126 million
were secured between 2010 and 2012 alone, which indicates PPFs growing importance in
transfrontier conservation in southern Africa (PPF NL 2012:4).
The aim of the Peace Parks Foundation is to facilitate the establishment of TFCAs or peace
parks and develop human resources through regional and international partnerships, while
promoting economic development (though ecotourism and other job creating projects),
wildlife conservation, and regional peace and stability in the southern African context (PPF
2013). The work of PPF includes a range of tasks, ranging from advocacy and political
support, to planning, project management and fundraising. The facilitating role is central in
the PPF mandate, as was stated by Myburgh (interview 2015-03-26), the CEO of PPF:
“We are a facilitator first and foremost. We are a supporter of
governments. So our biggest partner if you like is governments
in southern Africa. Our focus is also in southern Africa, so we
are working in 10 countries. We are focused on helping
governments with the wide range of intervention required for
peace parks to be practical, functional and operational
conservation bodies or structures.”
The PPF interventions stand on four pillars: securing land; training wildlife managers;
training tourism managers; and improving accessibility through infrastructure and policy
development. PPF projects revolve around e.g. land-use planning and research, community
consultations, development of IDPs and facilitating community-public-private partnerships to
create economic sustainability. PPF also invests in building human capacity through training
and mentorship, with more than 7000 students trained at the PPF-supported Southern African
Wildlife College (SAWC), SA College for Tourism (SACT), and the Tracker Academy. The
PPF can be divided into two main parts: the management staff based in the Stellenbosch head
office employing around 30 people, and international field staff who work directly within the
GLTP and other TFCAs. (PPF NL 2012). Peace Parks Foundation is founded on extensive
partnerships with global business elites, corporations and charity organizations. In the case of
the GLTP, the German government-owned development bank KfW has been a major
contributor. As was highlighted by Myburgh (interview 2015-03-26), extensive funding
spanning over a decade makes the KfW one of the main contributors to the development of
the GLTP:
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“The German government (KfW) is the most important player
and supporter of the transfrontier conservation area, peace parks
concept by far, and has been since the beginning of the PPF
establishment.”
For PPF, a range of donors has supported the foundation’s work to establish TFCAs in the
region. In PPFs Club 21, individuals or companies that have donated $1 million or more are
included. Some of these members are Rupert Family Foundations, Vodafone Group
Foundation, Absa Bank and De Beers (PPF 2013). But one of the most important donors for
PPF over time is Novamedia, the world’s second-largest private charity donor,7 with its Dutch
and Swedish Dutch Post Code Lotteries. Since the postcode lotteries donate funding to PPF
that is not earmarked to a particular project, PFF is able to allocate the money to where it is
needed. The financial backing to PPF rather than to its projects is important for the PPF, as
was explained by Myburgh (interview 2015-03-26):
“That helps a lot because we can than go to other donors and
say we like you to support a project, but we don’t want you to
support a project because we are getting money from it. We are
already being paid. That’s very powerful, you are unbiased.
You are not doing it because you are going to get money; you
are doing it because you believe it’s the right thing to do. So
from that perspective the Dutch post code lottery has been by
far the most important donor for Peace parks foundation.”
Despite an international profile stating to support regional collaboration, government
representatives and PPF staff point out that the PPF is sometimes perceived as a solely South
African organization. Despite, in fact, being a South African organization, the goal is to work
regionally and support regional collaboration. The South African TFCA Unit’s Deputy
Director Aruna Seepersadh (interview 2015-03-12) raised this problem:
“Unfortunately I think sometimes PPF get viewed as a South
African organization, and they are not. It’s just that they are
based here. So sometimes they get looked at by other countries
like, oh those South Africans. […] I think that perception is
moving away now. Now that they can see they operate at a
regional level, SADC wise and that kind, and they are
fundraising all over the country and internationally as well.”
The deputy director further commended PPF for being an important actor in addressing the
problem of unequal economic capacities between countries (see further discussion in section
6.4) and argued that PPF have been instrumental in assisting actors for example governments
when funds have been lacking. The strong ties between the PPF and governments were
illustrated by statements by Seepersadh (interview 2015-03-12):
“I think PPF is very instrumental in helping us as government
from a fundraising angle. I think it makes it easier for funders
not to get involved in all the red tape and be able to properly
manage funds that are given to projects. […] I think that’s a
good mechanism that PPF has in terms of being not necessarily
government but an NGO that is affiliated to government as well

7

See City A.M. World Charity Index 2013
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as other partners. I think it gives them that flexibility to be able
to operate in this multi stakeholder environment”.
The increasing importance of NGOs in TFCA establishment is expressed by these strong ties,
and also by the fact that the PPF was contracted as the main implementing agency for the
Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park. As Duffy (2006:98) has noted, this is quite remarkable as
national park management usually is the preserve of state agencies as opposed to NGOs. The
PPF employs the international coordinator for the GLTP, Piet Theron. The role of the
International Coordinator is to act as a link between PPF head office and the specific TFCA,
ensuring the implementation of the project. Work tasks include for example strategic
planning, management, monitoring and evaluation of the various projects and programs of the
TFCA, promoting partnerships between the private and public sector and civil society,
facilitating the participation of the three member states, assisting in fund raising on behalf of
the TFCA and supporting the expansion of tourism development and marketing strategies for
the TFCA (PPF NL 2012) The coordinator reports to the coordinating country and the joint
management board, who further reports to the ministerial committee (Theron interview 201504-17). Theron (idem.) summed up his role as follows:
“I basically coordinate and manage the project on behalf of the
three countries. I’ve got a specific set of objectives, strategies
and I then implement any strategy or activity that is related to
two or three countries. So I don’t get involved unless I got
asked on the national things. So for instance I don’t really get
involved in Kruger National Park in what they are doing or
Limpopo National Park. But as soon as there are two or three
countries involved, that’s when I’m coordinating”.
The influence of NGOs like the PPF in the last 15 years shows how the importance of
powerful networks between governments and the private sector, international donor agencies
and environmental NGOs is growing. Organizations like the PPF can facilitate the
establishment of transfrontier conservation areas. The example of the GLTP shows how
intricately actors in environmental governance are linked and how they form powerful
networks to promote, initiate and manage large-scale conservation efforts through peace
parks. This increasing importance of non-government actors like NGOs exemplify a shift in a
global environmental governance structure away from solely government-driven processes to
a more complex, non-state actor focused areas that for example Duffy (2006) has discussed.

3.5. Donors
Donor support has been essential for the establishment of the Great Limpopo Transfrontier
Park. The project has been backed by a range of actors such as the World Bank; USAID
Regional Center for Southern Africa; the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation
and Development through KfW; Deutsche Bank; WWF; PPF through donors such as
Novamedia and the Dutch and Swedish Postcode Lottery; the Rufford Maurice Laing
Foundation; SAFRI/ DaimlerChrysler and; the African Wildlife Foundation (SANParks
n.d.b). When in 1991, the TFCA pilot project was initiated with a feasibility study, the
government of Mozambique was funded by the World Bank’s Global Environment Facility
(GEF). The GEF program is a World Bank trust fund established in 1991 to support ‘green’
development programs across the globe, such as climate change mitigation, biodiversity
conservation and other projects that simulates ‘green’ growth (WB 2014b). The feasibility
study initiated by the World Bank culminated in a pilot project that was launched by GEF
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funding in 1996 which led to the signing of the Trilateral Agreement in 2000 formally stating
the intent to create the GLTP (JMB 2015). When Mozambique then proclaimed the Limpopo
National Park, in 2001, they requested PPF to assist them in overseeing its development as a
SADC approved project, funded by the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation
and Development through the KfW, the French Development Agency, and the World Bank
(PPF 2015). The PPF, IUCN, USAID, GEF and KfW funded the creation of the LNP, but as
Ramutsindela (2007) has argued, both the World Bank and the KfW were later reluctant to
continue funding that park due to the marginalization of the affected communities in
Mozambique in the GLTP process. This is something that has also been discussed by
Milgroom (2012) and Milgroom and Speirenburg (2008).
As mentioned above, the German government has been an important partner in the
establishment of TFCAs in the southern African region. As a main partner in its work with
transfrontier conservation, in 2014, the German government gave SADC a 26 million Euro
grant, of which 5 million Euros was designated to the GLTFCA alone (SADC 2014).
Specifically to the Limpopo national park, the first donor was from Germany through KfW.
KfW (meaning “Credit Institute for Reconstruction”) was formed after the Second World War
in 1948 as part of the Marshall Plan. From initially being focused on reconstruction in
Germany, they later expanded their focus and became involved also internationally,
supporting development projects across the globe (KfW 2015). Currently active in various
low-income countries, the aim of the KfW is to ”promote the economy, reduce poverty and
provide people with health care, education and a future” (KfW 2015). Currently, KfW focuses
in LNP on resettlement but they have also supported for example infrastructure development
projects. Also the French government through AFD has been a major contributor to LNP, as
well the PPF and the World Bank. The World Bank has supported the set-up of ANAC trough
the project MOZBIO (Conservation areas for Biodiversity and Development) and has also,
together with a number of other donors, created the independent trust fund BIOFUND
(Foundation for the Conservation of Biodiversity) to support funding of conservation and
development in all national parks of Mozambique (Alexander interview 2015-04-08).
Private tourism operators have also been important partners for the GLTP. Wilderness Safaris
has been an important private sector partner for the GLTP. They operated a cross-border
tourism initiative in 2013 and 2014 where a pilot Wilderness Trail and Shangane Festival
project was initiated in the Pafuri area that is hoped to be developed further. The GLTP is also
marketed by a number of regional organizations, such as the Regional Tourism Organization
of Southern Africa (RETOSA) and Boundless Southern Africa.

3.6. Civil society
For the promotion and establishment of transfrontier conservation areas, civil society does not
necessarily have to be key actors. These local actors consist of for example traditional leaders,
communities, affected private land-owners and land-owner associations and community
property associations. If governments wish, and hold sufficient resources, protected areas can
be (as we have seen historically) established regardless of local support. However, the
importance of local communities’ involvement in conservation projects has been emphasized
increasingly since the 1980s in the region. As this chapter has provided an overview of the
actors that are part of promoting, initiating and managing peace parks and the GLTP in
particular, the role of the civil society has been largely left aside. This is not a manifestation
of a view of communities as unimportant or uninteresting, but rather a natural result of the
demarcation I have done in this study. As my review of academic articles will show, there has
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been vast research around the topic of community involvement in the GLTP, and thus the
perspective of communities will nevertheless be covered.
It is evident from this overview of actors that the peace park idea is surrounded by a complex
network of actors. Governments, NGOs (particularly the PPF) and donors have been
presented to me as distinct actors in the promotion, planning and management of the GLTP.
At the same time, it has been clear that they interact in such a way that they forge a network
where it seems they are more or less dependent on each other. Governments are needed to get
the political support and legal approval to establish peace parks. NGOs like the Peace Parks
Foundation are essential to promote facilitate and gather support for the idea, donors are main
players in bringing capital into the projects in order to carry them out, and parastatal
conservation authorities are crucial for actually implementing the aims and visions of the
transfrontier conservation idea. Even though the role of the civil society is largely left aside in
this thesis, it is evident that a conservation area can be established without the approval of
communities inside or close to the area. But as will be discussed in more detail below, this
might cause serious problems for the sustainability and long-term success of the project.
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Chapter 4: Framing the Peace Park Idea

As we now have looked into the actors involved in the peace parks endeavor in southern
Africa and especially the GLTP, it is time to reflect on the way in which the concept of peace
parks have been framed by various actors in official reports and documents. According to the
Treaty for the establishment of The Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park – a key guiding
document for the park – the GLTP was created for the purpose of conservation, socioeconomic development and public enjoyment. Similarly, the Peace Parks Foundation’s (n.d.b)
mission is to facilitate the establishment of transfrontier conservation areas or peace parks
while supporting sustainable economic development, conservation of biodiversity and
regional peace and stability. These three rationales are reoccurring in the framing of the idea,
and span over ecological, social, economic and political spectra. Through an analysis of a
range of significant policy documents concerning the GLTP these and other rationales can be
broken apart in smaller units of analysis. Below follows an analytical summary of the various
rationales that exists for establishing peace parks, and in particular the GLTP.

4.1. Nature conservation, biodiversity and ecological integrity
Biodiversity and wildlife protection in one of the world’s largest conservation areas
The main rationales for establishing transfrontier conservation areas are conservationist
ecological arguments, where conservation of biodiversity, natural habitats and wilderness
areas is central. According to the GLTP Joint Management Plan (JMB 2002), the primary
objective of all three national parks in the GLTP is the conservation of biodiversity. The
World Bank (2005) states that maintaining large, intact natural ecosystems and ecological
linkages that span national borders is an important goal for biodiversity conservation in
southern Africa. A central argument here is that the region’s richest and best preserved
biodiversity and natural habitats are often found next to national borders: ecological linkages
such as water resources and natural wildlife habitats make these areas especially critical to
protect and connect to each other. The GLTP area is identified as having important global
biodiversity resources that need formal protection (WB 2005). The concept of “ecological
hotspots” reoccurs as describing the GLTP area and it is conceived as comprising of a
physical area and range of biodiversity unlikely to be equaled in any other tropical or subtropical ecosystem (JMB 2002). The idea of linking isolated protected areas and increasing
interconnectivity of ecosystems is also highly central in the promoting of peace parks. This
linkage is motivated by ecological arguments where problems such as inbreeding and inability
of pollination can be avoided. PPFs CEO Werner Myburgh (interview 2015-03-26) confirmed
this line of thinking:
“It’s simple. Nature knows no boundaries. If you have these
areas that are isolated from one another and not connected you
are going to have a lot of ecological problems. […] The PPF
vision is about promoting the concept that nature knows no
boundaries and working with larger landscape level
conservation, which does not necessarily have to agree with

38
man-made artificial boundaries. And because of that we
anticipate larger protected areas.”
It seems that the idea of transfrontier conservation can be applied to the concept of ‘the bigger
the better’, as the vision is not only to create large linked protected areas, but eventually the
largest conservation area in the world. By linking conservation areas in the three countries the
ambitious vision was thus initially to create “the world’s largest wildlife conservation area”8
(WB 2005). The LNP business plan (DNAC 2003b:iii) states:
“The three countries will have created one of the largest
contiguous conservation areas in the world, a formidable
contribution to global efforts to stem the ever growing threats to
our environment. This is of even greater importance in the light
of all the target areas forming an integral part of one of the
world’s recognized ecological hotspots”.
Restoring and protecting ‘Wilderness’
The rationale to conserve biodiversity and wildlife is often framed as a way of ‘restoring
wilderness’. The LNP management plan (DNAC 2003a) states that the rationale for creating a
wilderness zone as part of a zonation system in the park is to ensure that the current
‘wilderness character’ is retained in the area. Wilderness character is defined as “natural or
near-natural, largely untransformed areas” (idem. 2003:26). The argument is that the
anthropogenic impact on this area is to be minimized and that the biodiversity-rich area will
be conserved. Also the KNP Management Plan (SANParks 2008:85) states that one of the
park’s objectives is to “restore within all areas of the KNP those spiritual and experiential
qualities associated with the concept of wilderness” – through the definition of particular
zones where management is aimed at preserving differing degrees of wilderness experiences.
The Gonarezhou National Park Management Plan (Zimparks 2011:iii) similarly presents one
of its key objectives as to “conserve the biodiversity, ecological processes and wilderness
qualities” of the GNP and to sustain desired states of wilderness qualities to the benefit of
visitors and in support of the GLTP. The Integrated Development Plan (JMB 2013:12) for the
GLTP further states that “the GLTP is one of the few remaining areas within southern Africa
which still contain areas with a wilderness character”, defined in the document as natural
undeveloped areas with low infrastructure and low scale human impact visible in the
landscape.
Solving specific wildlife management problems
The removal of fences and linkage of isolated protected areas is also a way of solving specific
wildlife management problems such as expanding elephant populations. When protected areas
are enlarged though opening up and connecting new areas, large populations of mammals can
cross borders, thus increasing their living area. The over-population of elephants in the Kruger
National Park threatens the landscape and the populations of both elephants, as well as other
flora and fauna specie. The removal of fences to the Limpopo National Park was thought to
contribute to the solution of this problem (BMZ 2011). KNP has been experimenting with
various measures to control the elephant numbers to ecologically sustainable levels, such as
elephant birth control and culling alternatives (SANParks 2012). Through a Wildlife
Translocation Program initiated in 2001, animals have also been physically moved from KNP
to the LNP. From 2001 to 2008, a total of 4712 animals were translocated, including species

8

As of today the Kavango-Zambezi Transfrontier Conservation Areas (KAZA TFCA) is the largest TFCA in the world. This
TFCA is shared between the Republics of Angola, Botswana, Namibia, Zambia and Zimbabwe.
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such as elephant, impala, zebra, blue wildebeest, giraffe and white rhino (GLTP n.d.a). The
hope is that the animals eventually will become used to the freedom of moving between areas
that were previously separated and will increase in numbers on both sides of the park. At the
time of the initiation of the translocation program in 2003, the Acting Director of the KNP
Josias Chabani, stated that:
“The boundary fence between us and Mozambique has only
been there since 1976 when the war started in that country.
Before that date, the animals moved freely between the two
countries following their age-old migratory routes. All we are
doing with the GLTP is to give the animals their freedom that
they have been deprived of since that date.” (PPF 2003)
Restoring historical wildlife migration routes and linking natural habitats
This reasoning about restoring old migratory wildlife routes is also a key rationale for
establishment of TFCAs. The assumption is that that the linkage of isolated conservation
areas across larger landscapes will help re-establish historical migration routes, maintain
genetic and ecological diversity and facilitate the adjustment of plant and animal species to
habitat shifts resulting from climate change (see Anderson 2002). The GLTP Treaty (2002:3)
states:
“We embrace this responsibility as Partners and undertake to
develop a wildlife sanctuary across political boundaries, where
animals may freely roam and flourish in keeping with natural
ecological processes”.
The removal of fences has various implications. In this context transfrontier conservation
areas contribute to bringing down fences that are separating wildlife and natural ecosystems
from each other, which can help species and ecosystems to flourish. One of PPFs (2013) main
visions is to create big enough conservation areas to incorporate entire biomes which are of
necessary integrity to restore, as formulated in the 2013 Annual Review: “ancient patterns of
diverse ecological communities”. Fences are seen as artificial barriers that hinder natural
movement of wildlife, and therefore removing them will allow animals to freely roam using
historical migration routes. The vision is to preserve or recreate the natural ecological
processes that were disturbed by arbitrary human-created borders. The JMB (2002:94) states
that their vision is to remove fences to allow “optimum free movement of wildlife and
people” and to only keep the fences that are needed to maintain security and reduce humanwildlife conflicts. Former CEO of PPF, Willem van Riet (interview 2015-04-01) illustrated
TFCAs as a way to compensate for historically arbitrary set borders:
“Most of the borders [in Africa] are political, they were drawn
by this guy Bismarck; it’s all straight lines. […] Ecologically
speaking, let’s look at watersheds, the countries should all look
different. There should be a country of the Zambezi. […]
Breaking the effect on international boundaries, on managing
ecosystems – this cross-border park, if you look at globally, is
the tool to break that. And my feeling is that the Great Limpopo
Park was the first, and it still is the park that can illustrate the
benefits of working across boundaries.”

40
An African Renaissance
The linkage of isolated protected areas and creating a large-scale wilderness area is an idea
that has old roots and the GLTP, as a ‘dream project’, was also initially presented in terms of
an African Renaissance: “a powerful vision of a shared ecological heritage and a mutually
sustainable future […] Indeed an African dream to inspire a jaded world” (PPF 2013). The
rationale for this is that peace parks, with their visions of conserving biodiversity, developing
local communities and contributing to regional peace, is in line with the ideals of an African
Renaissance dream. In 2002, in connection with the opening of the GLTP, the South African
Minister of Environment and Tourism, Mohammed Valli Moosa said in a public speech:
“Southern African boundaries have begun to fall as we and our
neighbors embrace the world’s most ambitious conservation
project, the creation of Africa’s ‘superpark’. This is the stuff
dreams are made of. We are the fortunate generation of South
Africans who have witnessed dreams turn to reality. So we
continue to think the unthinkable. John Lennon shared his
dreams with us when he sang: ‘Imagine there’re no countries. It
isn’t hard to do. Nothing to kill or die for . . .’. The creation of
the great Gaza-Kruger-Transfrontier Park9 is the single most
significant and ambitious conservation project in the world
today. It promises to bring a better life to some of the poorest
citizens of southern Africa, and is also a real, living and
demonstrable manifestation of the African Renaissance. […]
Nature and dreams know no boundaries.” (Moosa 2002 quoted
in: Draper and Wels 2002).
This rhetoric was also heard in the 2006 opening of the Giriyondo access facility in the GLTP,
when the then South African president Thabo Mbeki said in a speech:
“This park is part of the African Renaissance. Through this
park, as part of our African rebirth, we seek to redress the
legacy of the colonial regional landscape that fragmented
ecosystems and separated families and communities. […]”
(Department of International Relations and Cooperation 2006)
The rationale here is that through opening borders and creating ‘open access’, the number of
people visiting the park can increase, as well as that people on opposite sides of the border,
that before were separated by political boundaries, can be ‘reunited’. Free movement of
people and wildlife is envisioned to increase the potential of developing the park as a whole
(idem.).
Sustainable development and climate change adaptation
Important concepts in the official documents that connect to increasingly important global
environmental discourses are sustainable development and climate change adaptation. The
assumption is that conservation areas, and even more so transfrontier conservation areas, can
contribute to mitigating climate change (WB 2014a). Increasing frequency of extreme
weather and scarcity of essential ecosystem services, such as water, are acknowledged as
issues that transfrontier conservation may help prevent. Here the concept of ecosystem
services is central as a way of describing the value of nature. By linking isolated protected
9

The TFCA was originally called the Gaza-Kruger-Gonarezhou Transfrontier Conservation Area, but this name was later
changed to the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park.
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areas and increasing connectivity between ecosystems, the idea is that ecosystem services
such as water, air and natural resources can be enhanced, which will benefit both nature and
humans (Myburgh interview 2015-03-26). This was brought up by Myburgh (idem.) who
stated:
“We anticipate larger protected areas that lead to potentially
generally better protection of ecosystems but also there is a very
direct benefit to humans: clean air, clean water, that type of
ecosystem services. […] So peace parks is a concept where you
can facilitate ecosystem based conservation approach to the
benefit to people and nature.”
The establishment of TFCAs has become a top priority in national and international strategies
for sustainable biodiversity conservation and protection of ecosystem services in southern
Africa (WB 2005). Sustainable development is a sometimes ambiguous concept that has been
interpreted variously. But it can, as in the World Bank Project Appraisal Document (2005:26),
be defined by its opposite, where unsustainable use of natural resources is presented as
activities like illegal timber logging, illegal charcoal making, poaching, overfishing,
overgrazing, and overly frequent subsistence and commercial hunting. If poorly planned, for
example tourism development and agriculture expansion can be considered unsustainable
(idem.). Sustainability is frequently used in official reports, both in terms of tourism,
biodiversity conservation, resource utilization, cultural practices and finance (see for example
DNAC 2003a, SANParks 2008, Zimparks 2011 and JMB 2013). The KNP management plan
(SANParks 2008:7) defines conservation as “management of human use of the biosphere to
yield the greatest benefit to present generations while maintaining the potential to meet the
needs and aspirations of future generations“. Sustainable utilization of resources is defined as
conducted in a way that does not result in long-term decline of the resource or disrupts the
ecological integrity of the ecosystem. In the tourism realm, activities are aimed to be carried
out through “sustainable eco-friendly best practices” and in synergy with the conservation
ethic described above (idem:27). Also the LNP and GNP management plans define
sustainability in terms of the Brundtland (1987) report: using natural resources in a way that
meets the needs of current and future generations. As part of a zonation system found in all
three national parks, the Limpopo NP resource utilization zone is, according to the Limpopo
National Park Management Plan, an area of significant cultural or spiritual importance where
traditional natural resource use by communities is permitted and encouraged as long as is it
done in accordance with Mozambican law and does not conflict with the main objective of the
park: to maintain and restore biological diversity (DNAC 2003a).

4.2. Public-private partnerships, economic growth and capital influx
A reoccurring concept in the analyzed documents is the emphasis on public-private
partnerships and cross-sector collaboration. In fact all the documents analyzed acknowledged
the important role of the private sector and encouraged public-private partnerships. The 2013
IDP Draft for the GLTP suggests that “private sector involvement in the development process,
especially within the tourism sector, should be encouraged” (JMB 2013:21) and the GLTP
Treaty (2002:4) states that one of the key acknowledgements, when establishing the park, is
“the important role of the private sector and local communities in the promotion and
sustainable use of natural resources”. A key objective is to promote alliances in the
management of biological natural resources by encouraging social, economic and other
partnerships among the parties, including the private sector, NGOs and local communities.
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The World Bank also strongly promotes the involvement of the private sector in TFCAs.
According to the World Bank (2004), the creation of an enabling environment for private
sector investment in conservation and tourism, and improvement of an “investment climate”
is highly important. In the 2004 Implementation Completion Report for a TFCA Pilot and
Institution Strengthening Project in Mozambique the World Bank (2004:12) stated:
“In the long-term, private sector investment is needed to ensure
tourism revenues are available for conservation. This success of
the symbiotic relationship between conservation and tourism is
likely to determine the future sustainability of the TFCAs.”
The WB thus supports the government’s commitment to improve the business environment in
order to stimulate private sector investments and economic growth. Further, the PPF (2013)
states that accomplishments already made are due to the successful public and private
partnerships formed to create and develop southern Africa’s peace parks. PPF (n.d.c) states:
“[Peace parks are] an exemplary process of partnerships
between governments and the private sector – an African
success story that will ensure peace, prosperity and stability for
generations to come”.
This statement is not surprising, as one of PPFs core objectives is to facilitate public-private
partnership and ensure private sector donor funding, which flows through to the projects on
the ground. A PPF Funding Proposal (2012:7) states that the PPF as a “credible advisory,
facilitation, management and administrative partner” in transfrontier conservation has secured
almost EUR 2 billion to various conservation and development projects. These private and
market-based solutions are also promoted by SANParks (2005/2006) whose
Commercialization Strategy is a significant element of the KNP management. The vision is to
reduce delivery costs and improve service through private capital and expertise through the
implementation of Public Private Partnerships (PPP) (idem.). The rationale for the strong
focus on private sector involvement can be explained partly due to the need for increased
funding and capital influx, since the establishment of TFCAs is largely dependent on private
investment and big amounts of capital. Steve Collins who has worked with communities in
the GLTP area for many years argued that private sector operators are indeed important, but
emphasized that arrangements must be established in a way that ensures fair partnerships
between communities and private investors, where as much money as possible is trapped
locally (Collins interview 2015-02-25). Collins (idem.) stated:
“We talk about community public-private partnerships; if you
don’t have the private sector you don’t have an economy that’s
working, if you don’t have the state dealing with protection you
don’t have animals to show the tourists and you don’t have an
economy. If communities are not participating in one way then
you’ve got problems ‘cause you are at war with the
communities […]. You need to find a way to work with them
all.”
It is clear from actors’ statements that the economic motivation and public-private partnership
rationale is interlinked with a conservation approach where communities themselves are
envisaged to govern, manage and benefit from ecotourism projects in the TFCAs. This will be
discussed in the next section.
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4.3. Community development and local benefits: tourism as the key
“The challenge before us is the challenge of human
development… Parks and protected areas can play a role in
meeting that challenge” (Yves Renard and Leslie Hudson 1999
quoted in JMB 2002:10)
Closely related to the economic growth and partnership aspects discussed above is another
main rationale for peace parks: the development of and benefits to local communities. The
above quote from the 2002 GLTP Joint Management Plan points to the vision of TFCAs to
create employment and improve the quality of life of surrounding communities. The
underlying assumption is that if people are allowed to participate in and financially benefit
from natural resources, they will also have a vested interest in taking good care of them (JMB
2002). An equitable flow of benefits reaching the communities, for example from tourism
operations, human resource development, capacity building, employment creation, enterprise
opportunities and improved natural resource management is envisaged to lead to improved
livelihoods (DNAC 2003a). Additionally, poverty reduction was depicted in the 1996 TFCA
Pilot and Institutional Strengthening Project document to be achieved through supporting
local communities in managing and benefitting from their ecosystems, through land and
natural resource security measures, small-scale conservation and development activities, and
through providing the assistance for community investment in eco-tourism (WB 1996).
Ecotourism is often emphasized as the key opportunity for local communities to take
advantage of TFCAs. Development of trans-border ecotourism is argued to provide sources of
income, socio-economic development and employment opportunities for poor communities in
or adjacent to the TFCA (GLTP Treaty 2002, BMZ 2011). SADC (2012) states that TFCAs
will bring a range of socioeconomic benefits to rural communities, such as direct and indirect
employment, especially for women and the youth, access to better social amenities and
diversification of economic structures of marginal areas in the TFCA. Tourism development
is thus framed as being an opportunity to economically empower rural communities, as SADC
(2012:5) has argued:
“The cross border management of natural resources has the
potential to enhance the conservation of biodiversity, improve
the livelihoods of local communities and at the same time
position the region as a top of the mind green tourism
destination. The region will use tourism as a vehicle for
achieving sustainable socioeconomic development, poverty
eradication and as a key incentive for conservation and
utilization of the region’s natural resources”.
As an alternative to the historically dominant ‘fortress conservation’ (see discussion in section
1.1), the more inclusive, community based approaches that are referred to in the above quote
are promoted in many of management and policy documents. The LNP business plan stated:
“We have come to realize that parks and people can very well
complement each other and that communities neighboring
protected areas should equally share the benefits from economic
opportunities offered through parks, creating jobs and much
needed income. […] The tourism potential resulting from the
Transfrontier Greater Limpopo Conservation Area is considered
outstanding”. (DNAC 2003b:iii)
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A major goal in TFCA establishment is thus local benefits through increased tourism, where
communities’ involvement in the development of the park is seen as a prerequisite. A revenue
sharing agreement in Mozambique is crucial to mention here. The agreement it based on a
law10 in Mozambique that stipulates that 20% of the revenues from the exploration of forest
and commercial wildlife resources and from tourism based activities should be channeled to a
“Community Fund”, thus be returned to local communities (Republic of Mozambique 2012).
The project manager for the Limpopo National Park explained this benefit of the Mozambican
system (Alexander interview 2015-04-18):
“One other good thing about conservation in Mozambique is
that 20% of the park revenue goes to communities. So at the
moment the numbers [of tourists and therefore the profit] are
very low because it is a developing park but obviously the
potential is there. And the communities have set up in their own
structures that they decide how the money gets spent, how it is
distributed. So in that way over and above employment there is
a direct financial benefit they can see from the park.”
This revenue sharing agreement is one practical example on how the conservation areas can
economically benefit local communities. I argue that community benefits are being depicted
on several levels. I have traced the community benefit argument in official documents
occurring on three levels: 1) it will happen automatically, 2) it must happen through
partnerships with private sector, 3) the park itself must have a plan to make it happen. In some
cases, development opportunities for rural communities are framed as expected to follow
almost automatically when establishing a TFCA, as many oofficial reports lack clear
explanations of how the community benefit argument is to be achieved in practice. If it is
explained, it is often depicted in terms of being achieved through partnership with the private
sector in tourism development, as I have shown above. An exception from this is the
Feasibility Study Draft Report for the Development of the LNP and its Support Zone from
2006, which does specify linked development projects such as irrigation, cattle, tourism and
small enterprise projects with time estimation and cost schedules (DBSA et al. 2006).
A crucial aspect in community based development projects is the degree of integration in the
local economy, and whether the project is based on local initiative. Tourist oriented projects
includes higher risks of creating dependency on external factors and multi-scale drivers,
whereas projects integrated in local economy are based on local initiative and can be seen as
more sustainable. As I have shown above, partnerships with private tourism operators are
envisioned to benefit people in or around the TFCAs. Since land-ownership structures vastly
differ among the areas in and around the GLTP, it is however sometimes difficult to
understand from the documents how these general goals can be implemented similarly in the
whole area. Furthermore, operational guidelines are often missing in these documents which
make it hard to trace how ideas, plans and practice have correlated. Clara Bocchino (interview
2015-02-20) illustrated the risks of too strong a focus on tourism development, which she
argued often comes from the PPF and big donors, such as the World Bank:
“I really strongly believe in the idea of Transfrontier
conservation, because it makes sense on every level. What I
don’t like is that it is particularly focused on activities like
tourism, which take a long time to establish, a long time for
people to be trained in, and to yield benefits. So if that becomes
10

Ministerial Order No. 93/2005. See FAOLEX (n.d).

45
the only sort of income generation solution, it does not make it
sustainable. […] The PPF has a pathway and they follow that
pathway: conservation and tourism, and that is it. And even
when they talk about integrated development, it is always
around conservation and tourism, nothing else.”
However, when discussing how local benefits can be achieved in practice, the concept of
ownership was frequently brought up by respondents as crucial. The international coordinator
mentioned local ownership as a key aspect of making the GLTP more successful and argued
that the project previously lacked local participation, and that local people need to be more
involved and take part decision making foras, since: “at the end of the day if there is no local
ownership to projects it is not going to happen” (Theron interview 2015-04-17). Myburgh
(interview 2015-03-26) further stated that PPF is indeed focused on considering grassroots
driven needs, and on how that informs development: “It’s very important that the people on
the ground have ownership”. Land ownership and land rights a central issue here. If people
have ‘ownership’ in terms of owning their own land, they also possess more power to decide
what will be done with that land. Steve Collins (interview 2015-02-24) argued in the context
of the Makuleke community in the GLTP, that since communities now are landowners they
are also “at the table”, which he saw as an improvement compared to the beginning of the
project and, historically, to conservation in southern Africa as a whole.

4.4. Peace, political cooperation and regional stability
As the term peace parks clearly indicates, the vision is that TFCAs will contribute to peace.
This is often defined in terms of peaceful cooperation, cross-border stability and regional
collaboration. One of the strategic goals set out in the GLTP Treaty (2002:7) is to “foster
transnational collaboration and cooperation among the parties which will facilitate effective
ecosystem management”. The assumption is that if countries have shared interests and
political foras where they on an equal basis can discuss and manage these interests, they will
have more incentives to maintain peaceful relations amongst themselves (PPF NL 2012). The
rhetoric of ‘bringing down the fences’ can also be seen in this context where political
boundaries between countries are removed, which opens up for peaceful collaboration and
relations. Also in a social context removal of fences and reuniting divided communities is
seen as a way to promote peaceful relations. Part of PPFs (2013:3) vision is to create
conservation areas “of sufficient vision to reconnect the shared cultures of tribal peoples,
dislocated when colonial rulers arbitrarily imposed Africa’s borders”. By bringing down
fences and reconnecting these areas, historically divided communities can thus access each
other across borders and interact – creating and maintaining peaceful relations.
Nelson Mandela as a founding patron of the PPF and advocator of peace parks has contributed
largely to the peace image surrounding TFCAs. Considering Mandela’s struggle for a
democratic South Africa through the abolishment of apartheid and in general renown as a
symbol of peace and justice, his involvement in the Peace Parks Foundation and promotion of
transfrontier conservation vastly contributed to legitimize the peace image. Mandela’s quote
(PPF n.d.b) about the peace park idea has been and still is frequently used in marketing
materials and by advocators of TFCAs:
“I know of no political movement, no philosophy, no ideology,
which does not agree with the peace parks concept. It is a
concept that can be embraced by all. In a world beset by
conflicts and division, peace is one of the cornerstones of
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future. Peace parks are a building block in this process, not only
in our region, but potentially in the entire world.”
Whether the vision to create peace, stability and collaboration has been realized in practice is
hardly ever elaborated on in the official reports. One exception from this is the GLTP partner
The German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development who stated in a
2011 brochure that the creation of GLTP has brought cooperation between South Africa and
Mozambique, which has improved their relations and helped preserved peace in the region.
But, as will be discussed further in section 6.4, the view on how the peace component has
been realized in practice varies among actors and interview respondents. It is evident that
there are both similar and conflicting ideas of how the GLTP as a peace park project can
contribute to peace, and what peace actually entails. As we now have looked at how the idea
of peace parks or transfrontier conservation has been framed; consisting of conservation-,
economic-, social-, and peace related ideals, we now turn to an analysis of how these
arguments and the GLTP as a peace park project have been scrutinized in academic
publications.
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Chapter 5: Framing the Critique

In this chapter I attempt to convey the various ways in which the framing of Great Limpopo
Transfrontier Park and the idea of transfrontier conservation in southern Africa presented
above, have been responded to in academic publications. Through an extensive analysis of
written sources I have been able to illuminate a number of themes comprising of the views,
perceptions and findings from various scholars. Transfrontier conservation represents a
variety of different interests, in particular environmental, political and economic. It is an
attractive concept for conservationists and politicians, but also for those concerned with interstate peace building, regional integration, economic development and the development
community in general (Anderson et al. 2013:12). It transcends nature-society dichotomies and
is, like environmental history, a truly interdisciplinary concept.
A growing body of work, particularly in the social sciences, has sought to critique the sociopolitical objectives of transfrontier conservation initiatives, and the critique has not been
trivial. However, it is not my aim to only highlight critical aspects, but instead try to give an
account of the various perspectives on transfrontier conservation and controversial issues
arising from the GLTP in particular. My aim is to understand the different arguments and
perspectives on peace parks and the GLTP and to put them in relation to the framing by
official reports (above) and practical measures to implement stated visions (chapter 6). I have
identified three main themes in how academic publications have ‘framed the framing’ of
peace parks and the GLTP. These are broad themes that contain various angles, but that I have
found to share similar arguments or perspectives.
Despite efforts of balancing the review of research publications to include both negative
criticism and more positive analyses of the transfrontier conservation idea, the more critical
voices have overflown in my analysis of academic research. More optimistic perspectives
have been hard to find in research papers, despite efforts. But what does the fact that most
academic publications are critical mean? I believe it is inherent in research to critically assess
a phenomenon, and therefore it is not surprising that academic research in different ways
criticize the project. Even though most of the academic articles analyzed in this chapter are
critical, it does not necessarily mean that they are skeptical to the whole idea, but instead
criticize parts of it and also identify potential. The criticism put forward by scholars has often
been quite severe, but there are various levels and nuances of critique, ranging from mild to
strong. From interviews made with involved actors, I got the impression that many people
thought critics were often too harsh, or did not have sufficient information (sometimes wrong
information). But as I hope to show in chapter six, some of this critique has also identified
problematic aspects that have contributed to improvements of the management, strategies and
implementation of the GLTP in practice.
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5.1. Capitalism and the politics of neoliberal transfrontier conservation
A number of academics have investigated the idea of transfrontier conservation from a global
governance angle, seeking to understand the rise of the idea from a political and economic
perspective. By investigating the history of actors, particularly the PPF and other NGOs, and
their ties with wealthy business elites interested in nature conservation, these works have
sought to argue for and explain how conservation, and transfrontier conservation, is part of a
neoliberal political economy with marked-based solutions and ideas. The central premise of
this critique is that current day conservation projects are deeply entrenched in a neoliberal
political economy that too often conflicts with interests of the inclusive, community-based
approach to conservation as promoted by involved actors in transfrontier conservation.
Because of this inherent conflict, the claims of PPF and other actors of moving away from
top-down approaches to more inclusive approaches is argued amongst critical voices to be
flawed (see e.g. Draper and Wels 2002, Whande 2007, Lunstrum 2013). It must be
remembered here that, as we have seen in the chapter 4, the private sector is stressed as
crucial for the TFCA in internal documents and is seen as playing a central role in all aspects
of the conservation initiative. This, by promoters of TFCAs, is not seen as contradictory to
community involvement goals but instead as being essential for it.
In the initial phases of the GLTP establishment, Wolmer (2003) investigated the rationales for
TFCAs and the GLTP and identified the challenge of moving beyond vague concepts such as
‘ecological and cultural integrity’ and in practice improving the quality of livelihoods for the
people affected by the GLTP. Drawing from examples of how the TFCA idea fits well with
regional integration and free trade agenda promoted by SACD, USAID, the South African
government and others in the beginning of the late 1990s, Wolmer (2003:266) argued at the
time that transboundary national resource management is “the latest in line of top-down,
market oriented environmental interventions pushed on Africa since the 1980s by
international bureaucracies and the private sector”. Büsher’s argument goes in line with
Duffy’s (2006) argument that transfrontier conservation in southern Africa is based on
neoliberal forms of management, economy and politics as a prerequisite for receiving funding
from actors such as the World Bank’s Global Environmental Facility. Duffy argues that
transfrontier conservation in southern Africa is part of a global environmental governance
framework where science, market-solutions and private-public networks are central. Duffy
advocates for a more critical analysis of the assumption that TFCAs as part of a global
environmental governance structure can easily be implemented among the complex networks
of governance, and do not spare her words in showing her attitude towards the TFCA concept:
“Far from being democratic, accountable and transparent forms
of environmental management, TFCAs can often be more
accurately viewed as an undemocratic, centralizing and topdown approach. Furthermore, multiple networks of actors,
especially those engaged in illicit activities, and even national
governments themselves are often engaged in activities that not
only undermine the implementation of TFCAs, but may prevent
them from achieving any kind of conservation success. In sum,
the practice of TFCAs falls far short of their promise.”
Brockington and Duffy (2011) make a more recent case for how capitalism and conservation
is intrinsically intertwined in a global neoliberal agenda where marketing of conservation
areas as tourist territories is directly connected to the idea of consumption as a prerequisite for
sustainable development. Spierenburg and Wels (2011:181) in the same volume state:
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“The importance of conservation NGOs in nature conservation
is partly a reflection of neoliberalism, as well as a driver of an
increasingly neoliberal agenda for nature conservation […] The
links between capitalism and conservation have a direct impact
on the way landscapes are changed and categorized, changing
attitudes towards wildlife and conservation, introducing markets
in nature conservation and commodifying nature.”
Spierenburg and Wels use the history of the PPF and the deeds of its founding fathers, Anton
Rupert and Prince Bernard of the Netherlands, to show how powerful business elites used
their extensive networks to actualize conservation plans for the southern African region.
Rupert’s and Prince Bernard’s legacy in nature conservation is vast, and despite backgrounds
in controversial political networks11 and involvement in the business sector, Spierenburg and
Wels (2011) argue that they both seem to be remembered firstly as philanthropists and
conservationists. This is largely due to the fact that they have very successfully marketed
conservation and transfrontier conservation and have managed to raise significant funds from
the corporate sector to strengthen nature conservation in the southern African region.
Spierenburg and Wels (2011:195) further argues that in fact, the transfrontier conservation
movement is a “disguised return to the barriers” – contrary to the community participation
framing that is presented by peace park proponents. The strong focus on private sector
involvement is here seen as overshadowing interests of local communities.
Dressler and Büsher (2008:454) further argue that the community based conservation
approaches promoted by peace park proponents are incompatible with the neoliberal agenda
of governments and, as such, both decentralized management and local livelihood
improvement projects are derailed. Expanding on this research, more recent work by Büsher
has similarly argued that peace parks are part of the politics of neoliberal conservation - the
new ‘frontier’ of global efforts on protecting natural resources. Büsher (2013:xiv) states:
“The epistemological struggle in conservation is set to become
one of the major struggles of our time; a struggle that will
define the relations between humans and their natural
environments for a foreseeable future”.
Büsher’s (2013) argument is that a discussion of neoliberalism is essential for understanding
the rise of peace parks as an idea and new trend in global conservation efforts. The politics of
neoliberal conservation, Büsher argues, conjoins factors of consensus, (anti)politics (drawing
from Ferguson 1994) and marketing, that is used to gain legitimacy and acceptance of the
transfrontier conservation idea. The consensus revolves around a framing of peace parks in
consensus terms, despite contradictory realities, and thus these marketing strategies prevent an
open discussion about the peace park idea where contradictory views and aspects can be
presented. Due to the current market based capitalist world order, Büsher (2013:5) argues that
conservation areas are forced to adapt to the neoliberal approach in order to draw attention
from private investors and donors and “to gain legitimacy, credibility, and support in the
conservation marketplace”. This is a mirroring of society and a world order in general; it is
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Anton Rupert was involved in the nationalist grouping the Afrikaner Broederbond: a secret, exclusively male, Calvinist
organization in South Africa, established in 1918 with the aim of promote and secure Afrikaner interests. “Between 1948 and
1994, all prominent figures of South African political life, including all leaders of the government were members of the
Afrikaner Broederbond.” See Spierenburg and Wels (2011) and Pelzer A.N. (1979).
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thus not necessarily only an idea of isolated conservationists. However, the choice to make
conservation more equitable and just for people and environment still remains, argues Büsher.
This framing of transfrontier conservation as part of a neoliberal approach to economy and
politics, and part of a global governance system, has been a way of showing how conservation
is not devoid of political interest and cannot be separated from international processes
whereby capitalism and neoliberal elements reigns. As will be discussed in the next section,
these interests have also been argued to overshadow other goals of the peace park idea: those
of more social character.

5.2. Displacement, marginalization and lack of participation
As a response to the framing of peace parks as being a vehicle for community development
and claims by peace park proponents of including local people in decision-making, numerous
studies on the topic of community involvement in the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park have
been conducted. Especially- the relocation process in Limpopo National Park as part of the
GLTP establishment has been surrounded by much controversy and has given rise to a
number of academic studies. In 2001, during the implementation of the GLTP project the
former hunting zone, Coutada 16, was proclaimed as a national park. The gazettment as a
national park made residency in the area automatically illegal (Milgroom and Spierenburg
2008) and thus a resettlement program was initiated for the people residing in the core zone of
the park, which was requested by all major donors to the project. Due to the constant
fluctuation of residents over time and the lack of a formalized system for civil registration, it
has been difficult to find sources on the exact numbers of people residing in the park and thus
to be resettled. According to a variety of sources (Milgroom and Spierenburg 2008; PPF n.d.e;
Alexander interview 2015-04-08) I estimate the number to around 8000 people, of which
some have already been located.12 A 2002 survey conducted by Witwatersrand Refugee
Research Programme concluded that communities had little or no knowledge of the GLTP
and Wolmer (2003) argued that there were “next to no consultation of local communities”
during the proclamation of the transfrontier park. Milgroom’s (2012) dissertation on the
unfolding resettlement process in Limpopo national park followed residents of the first village
to be resettled in the LNP during their transition period. Milgroom argued that the resettled
people faced (and still face) major challenges in accessing satisfactory natural infrastructural
resources, and that attempts to compensate for their losses was highly inadequate. Despite
efforts to encourage local participation in the decision making and planning, Milgroom
(2012:1) argues that the participatory efforts “masked underlying coercion and manipulation”
and states that the resettlement that was presented as voluntary in practice was “induced
volition”, as community consultation was largely absent in the process of establishing the
park. In an earlier publication, Milgroom and Spierenburg (2008) describe the inherent
contradiction in the resettlement process, which was officially presented as ‘voluntary’ in
order to retain donor funding and international reputation, despite the fact that the park
adopted the World Bank’s ‘involuntary’ resettlement framework. The demand from the
donors involved in this project, mainly the World Bank and KfW, was officially that the
process was to be voluntary and in line with international guidelines regarding resettlement.
The WB states that their policy to avoid, to the greatest possible extent, involuntary
resettlement as they argue it may cause severe long-term hardship, impoverishment, and
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Exact numbers of people to be relocated has proved difficult to find. Milgroom and Spierenburg (2008) stated that 7000
people are meant to be resettled whereas Alexander (interview 2015-04-08) stated a number of about 9000 people. The PPF
(n.d.e) states that 1370 households are meant to be relocated.
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environmental damage (WB 2001). If resettlement cannot be avoided however, the bank
states that resettlement must be carried out through “sustainable development programs,
providing sufficient investment resources to enable the persons displaced by the project to
share in project benefits” (WB 2001:1). Displaced persons must further be involved in the
planning and execution of the resettlement program and must be assisted in improving
standards of living or restoring them to pre-displacement, whichever is higher (WB 2001:1).
As such, a voluntary resettlement program in line with the WB policy was initiated which is
still underway and expected to be completed in 2018 (Alexander interview 2015-04-08).
However, critics argue that the World Bank insisted on relocation and that there, at the time,
were no local, regional or international guidelines for voluntary relocation.
Due to the fence removal between Kruger and Limpopo as well as animal translocation,
increasing numbers of animals (especially elephants) into the residential areas of LNP have
resulted in increased human-wildlife conflicts. Since hunting was banned after the park
proclamation, times of resource scarcity caused increasingly felt problems for locals which, in
a way, forced residents to accept the resettlement option: “In fact what goes on is involuntary
resettlement, but people are given incentives to convince them to leave” (Anonymous donor
representative quoted in Milgroom and Spierenberg 2008:443). The impact on local
populations and risks of increased wildlife-human conflicts due to the GLTP establishment
was initially discussed by Anderson and Pariela (2005). There were concerns that without
proper mitigation procedures the introduction and spread of buffalo and other large mammals
would result in negative impacts on communities in the park, especially in the LNP.
According to Milgroom (2012) this also became a reality in practice.
Except for the processes that unfolded in Limpopo national park, fear of forced removal
amongst people living in the Sengwe area in Zimbabwe has also been discussed as critique to
the community rational of peace parks. The Sengwe area is located between Kruger and
Gonarezhou national park which, during the planning of the GLTP, was going to serve as a
physical ‘corridor’ between the parks as part of peace park (Duffy 2006). But similar to
Kruger, the major resettlement processes in Gonarezhou National Park took place already in
the 1950s and 1960s as a prerequisite of establishing the park, and thus, as Lunstrum
(2011:1234) put it: “whereas these ‘wilderness’ landscapes of Kruger and Gonarezhou are not
presently being transformed intentionally, profoundly, and (somewhat) rapidly, this is because
this transformation has already happened, largely during the colonial period”. But there are
voices that argue that these historical forced removals of communities in the creation of
protected areas like Kruger and Gonarezhou National Park have more similarities than
differences to the current resettlement process in Limpopo National Park. By comparing
histories of Kruger and Limpopo, Ekblom and Notelid (2010) have argued that similar
discourses of ‘modernization’, ‘pan-Africanism’ and ‘cultural heritage’ have been used to
legitimize the removal of people from the two conservation projects. Despite good intentions
and efforts to ensure local participation, the LNP thus risks repeating the same historical
mistakes that KNP now is in the process of compensating for. Similarly Hughes (2005) has
argued that planning of the GLTP exacerbates and reinforces structural racism and that the
current conservation discourse is strikingly similar to imperial colonial legacies.
The critique of the community rationale that has been put forward in this section revolves
around an argued lack of local consultation, a top-down planning process and a perceived
failure to avoid historical mistakes of community exclusion in protected area establishment.
This critique has been confirmed by interviewees and in official reports but has also been
contrasted by involved actors who argue, for example, that many critics fail to see peace parks
as the long term projects they are (see chapter 6). The critique of the community rationale can
be connected to another area of critique, that essentially argues that the framing of the peace
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park idea is connected to colonial legacies of and romanticizing of imperial pasts. This will be
discussed in the next section.

5.3. Pan-Africanism, bioregionalism and the African renaissance
The linkage of isolated protected areas has been envisioned to be taken to a far greater scale
than only within one specific TFCA. Here I am referring to the connection that has been made
between the framing of the peace park idea as “an Africa without fences” and Cecil John
Rhodes’s 19th century dream of extending the British empire from ‘Cape to Cairo’13. Hughes
(2002) for example, has argued that peace park proponents adopted a ‘pan-Africanist rhetoric’
during the inauguration of the GLTP where remnants of a colonial discourse is evident in the
justification and framing of the GLTP. Except for more subtle rhetorical messages from peace
park proponents, Hughes (2012:161) argues that South African conservationists’ and NGOs’
inclusion of the Cape-to Cairo dream in promoting transfrontier conservation “smacks of
imperial nostalgia” and brings to mind Rhodes’s imperialist Cape-to-Cairo ambition. Further
Hughes argues that the new types of scales that conservationist provided for during the
planning of the GLTP (scales that include large bioregions and coherent wilderness areas)
focuses on narrow, technical issues that direct attention away from issues of inequality and
power. As such Hughes (2002:161) does not spare his words in expressing his view of the
transfrontier conservation project:
“The Great Limpopo Conservation Area constrains small-scale
farmers while freeing large-scale investors and tourists.
Mobility is gained by one group and lost by another. All the
peasants are black and almost all the tourists and managers of
tourism are white. […] Therefore, such planning exacerbates the
structural racism so emblematic of southern Africa. Although
neither grey-green nor greasy, the Great Limpopo perpetuates
the conceptual biases of Kipling’s era.”
As I have shown in section 4.1, the connection between the peace park ideals of contributing
to international peace, regional cooperation and development, and the dream of an ‘African
Renaissance’, has been highlighted by a range of transfrontier conservation proponents. This
framing of peace parks as justified on the basis of being a key instrument to promote an
African Renaissance dream has been critically examined by a variety of scholars. Amerom
and Büscher (2005), for example, argue that claims from the PPF and others of serving to
achieve ideals of an African renaissance through the establishment of peace parks are flawed
and instead might even serve to undermine those efforts. This is based on the problematic
record at the time of the inauguration of the GLTP of insufficient community consultation,
and of domination of South African interests and controversial border issues between the
countries. As inequalities in power and large differences in legal systems and land use
procedures were seen as pressing issues at the time, the prospects of achieving the dream of
an African Renaissance seemed very far away (Büscher 2005).
Taking the African Renaissance dream critique one step further, Draper and Wels (2002) and
later Draper et al. (2004) argued that the peace parks idea was made from a colonial and
primitivism discourse, and acknowledged a paradox in PPFs attempts to focus on community
13

The Cape to Cairo Railway is an uncompleted railway project from Cape Town, South Africa to Cairo, Egypt initiated
during the British colonial rule in the late 19th century under the vision of Cecil Rhodes. The project was done in order to
expand British rule to a continuous territory crossing Africa from south to North.
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development and participation, while at the same time presenting the African landscape with
noble savage mythology. Draper et al. (2004:341) viewed the PPF message at the time as
contradictory: on the one hand aiming at developing local communities through ecotourism,
but on the other hand presenting the peace park idea as including Africans in the landscape
concept, yet in a traditional primitivism sense – only as “apparently unadulterated by
modernity”. As such Draper et al. (2002:234) argued that “if local people did indeed
economically develop [through TFCAs], with all the material consequences, they would no
longer belong in the inclusive European aesthetics of the African landscape”. This is similar
to what Collins (interview 2015-02-25) expressed: that, in the very beginning of the GLTP
project, around 2002, he described the idea of peace parks as “colonization by conservation”.
This because he saw the process, at the time, as being very top-down and without
consideration of the communities who lived in the area:
“It was very top-down. People would just look at maps and just
draw; okay that looks like a nice conservation area, it has a nice
protected area next to a border, let’s now look on the other side,
looks like there are no cities there – draw another big patch of
green. There was no taking into account if people were living
there. The theory was really nice but I think it didn’t take into
account the realities on the ground and how people were using
those resources”.
The issue of borders is central in this regard. Duffy (2006) has argued how the initiators of the
GLTP used ‘red lines’ to demarcate the borders of the GLTP, without consultation of local
communities. This, Duffy argues, evoked memories of a colonial past where imperial
expansion (like the Cape to Cairo scheme) was made without consideration of local
communities. Duffy (2006:104) stated about drawing these lines to determine the GLTP area:
“This rekindled sensitive local memories of the map of the
British Empire that marked colonies across the globe in red.
Notions of global environmental governance are clearly present
in claims that a series of transfrontier schemes might offer the
prospect of a ‘map of green’ from Cape to Cairo. The difficulty
is that this global form of control through environmental
governance has evoked memories of imperial expansion and
creation of European-style states in Africa.”
As I have shown in this section, there is a fine line between framing the peace park idea in
terms hope for a better African future and romanticizing imperial or colonial pasts. As this
section has shown, taking the rhetoric one step too far makes scholarly criticism very likely.
However, looking at current framing of the peace park idea, it seems as this type of rhetoric
has been toned-down. As I will argue in the next chapter, this has been done both in response
of the type of criticism described above, but also due to a broader shift of focus from the PPF
and other key actors in the GLTP.
Conservation and militarism: fencing, mapping and law enforcement
The connection between (transfrontier) conservation and militarism is another area, which has
been subject to research in the past decade. In an early study Ellis (1994) discussed the
historical involvement of South African military forces in international ivory trade using
conservation to cover these actions and to exercise political power. Ellis article was written
during the time of the first democratic elections in South Africa, and the structure of
conservation and game parks in south Africa was still, as Ellis (1994) put it, “run by whites
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for the recreation of whites” and with a strong exclusionist approach (see also Carruthers
1995). Ellis looked at the intricate connections between the South African conservation lobby
and armies in southern Africa and their involvement in ivory-trafficking and other smuggling
of wildlife goods in the 1970’s and 80’s. Ellis argued that the WWF, at the time ran by Anton
Rupert, and the PPF predecessor SANF remained silent on the wildlife horn trade in South
Africa at the time even though there was an “abundance of evidence that South Africa has
played an important role in the ivory and rhino horn trade since the late 1970s” (Ellis
1994:64). The South African Defence Force’s involvement in conservation was further argued
by Ellis to have been not only a conservation and peacekeeping endeavor devoid of political
agendas, but instead a way to control tracts of territory to secure means of physical security
for white South Africans after the 1994 transition (1994:68). Similarly, Draper and Wels
(2002) have claimed that the GLTP was, in part, a pursuit of finding an Afrikaner homeland.
However, Ramutsindela has criticized this claim for being too simplistic, arguing that while
there is a connection between Afrikaner nationalism and especially the Kruger national park
(see Carruthers 1995), the connection between Afrikaner nationalism and TFCAs is not solid
as “the sites on which TFCAs are established in post-apartheid southern Africa have little or
no bearing on the Afrikaners’ quest for a homeland” (Ramutsindela 2007:3). Instead
Ramutsindela (2007) contextualizes TFCAs in southern Africa as embedded within the
confluence of the environmental movement and the private sector as well as national, regional
and global networks.
The trade in ivory and rhino horn diminished in early 1990s (Ellis 1994), but as I will discuss
in the next chapter the demand for ivory and rhino horn has again intensified during the last
decade as a result of a variety of factors. The very creation of the GLTP is by some (e.g.
Lunstrum 2014) argued to be one of the reasons for the increased poaching, while others (see
interviews with involved actors) argue that the transfrontier park instead can help diminish the
problem.
The link between protected areas and militarism has more recently been discussed by
Lunstrum (2014) (see also Duffy 2014), who conceptualize this interconnection as “green
militarization” due to the increased use of military and paramilitary personnel with the use of
advanced military technologies in conservation projects. Although militarization in
conservation is not a new phenomenon, Lunstrum (2014) shows through the case of Kruger
National Park how an intensification of the pattern is taking place. Lunstrum also argues that
spatial qualities, such as Kruger’s border to Mozambique and its large and dense terrain shape
the forms in which militarization takes place. Showing how an underlying discourse of
national heritage, sovereignty and borders legitimize the green militarization of Kruger,
Lunstrum (2014) makes a case for how the logic behind green militarization as a response to
escalating rhino poaching can be questioned. The problem according to Lunstrum (2014) is
hence not only that rhinos, as a species, becomes endangered, but that Mozambicans, being
the more common poachers in Kruger, violate South Africa’s national sovereignty and its
natural heritage:
“Kruger’s status as a borderland national park is read through
powerful assumptions regarding the territorial nation-state, the
border, parks as sites of national heritage, rhinos as national
treasures, and poachers as concurrent violator of all these. This
reading ultimately authorizes the militarization of the park,
along with the border itself” (Lunstrum 2014:827).
The use of fencing and mapping in the creation of transfrontier conservation areas has been
subject to examination by Spierenberg and Wels (2006) who argue that mapping as a planning
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tool has been instrumental for the PPF in promoting the creation of TFCAs. Fences has been
used historically to prevent people from utilizing resources in what is meant to be a protected
area, and also in a more symbolic meaning to exercise power and warfare through ‘control
and divide’ tactics. Today, fences in the PPF rhetoric are used as something to move away
from: tearing them down and involving local communities in planning and implementation of
park projects, instead (see section 4.1).
As a response to the framing of peace parks as large scale tracts of wilderness areas where
animals can roam freely and ecosystems are not confined by boundaries, as was shown in
section 4.1, Lunstrum (2011) has situated this transfrontier conservation in connection to
’megaprojects’. Without any coherent definition, megaprojects are described as large-scale,
complex, heavily engineered and costly projects that drastically transform landscapes,
examples being large scale dam or mining projects. In accordance with these traits, Lunstrum
(2011:1224) argues that transfrontier parks, including the GLTP, can be considered as a
megaproject due to their “size, public character and ability to attract and generate private
investment”. Lunstrum’s argument is that the assumption that transfrontier parks and
conservation areas are “natural, pristine, untouched, and a-modern spaces of wilderness” is
fundamentally flawed and, instead, that transfrontier parks like the GLTP fit into the category
of megaprojects that reshape the southern African landscape and often negatively impact local
communities.
To summarize, this chapter has shown how various framings of the peace park idea have
given rise to a range of critical studies with varying focus-points. It is important to remember
that each of these studies were written at specific points of time and by researchers with
various backgrounds, ranging from anthropology, political science, environmental science,
ecology. As the GLTP is a long-term project, constantly evolving in connection with broader
trends and approaches to conservation, politics and management, it is of interest to track these
changes over time. The next chapter will digest the findings analyzed in chapter 3, 4 and 5 in
a discursive summary and discuss the way towards implementation of the visions that has
motivated the establishment of the GLTP.
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Chapter 6: From Vision to Implementation

Although the peace park idea and the GLTP project have ambitious visions and are framed as
a ‘win-win’ solution to address ecological, social and political issues, a range of challenges,
risks and problems are also identified by involved actors. This chapter is divided thematically
under sections that discuss some of the practical difficulties, which have hindered and
reshaped the implementation of the visions of the peace park idea. I will summarize the issues
most frequently discussed in official reports and by interview respondents. It is not my aim to
say whether peace parks are a 'good or bad' idea, but rather to give account for various actors’
views on the idea and what challenges and potential it holds. I will also, in this chapter,
attempt to explain how the process of the GLTP has changed over time in an analysis of how
the idea of peace parks was first envisioned and what changes has occurred in response to
critique and identified challenges over time. As such this chapter is a discursive summary of
previous chapters. I will ask here; how does the framing of peace parks correspond with
practical realities? What obstacles exist in achieving the expressed visions? How have actors’
framing of the peace park idea changed their visions over time and what have caused these
changes? As I will show, many of the identified challenges affect more than one component
in the peace park assemblage. For example, the issue of wildlife crime in the GLTP threatens
both conservation and development goals while also affecting the potential for tourism
investment, as well as complicating relationships between governments and other actors.

6.1. Accomplishing biodiversity conservation
Peace Parks Foundation (2013) states that peace parks represent a powerful vision of an
African dream to inspire a jaded world, and it is evident from the interviews I have conducted
for this thesis that a lot of faith exists in the peace park idea, notwithstanding various
challenges that derails and aggravates the process. One of the main current challenges in the
Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park is the illegal hunting of rhinos and elephants inside the
park. A majority of documents analyzed emphasized the issue of poaching as a main threat to
the peace park and all interviewees brought up the poaching issue without explicitly being
asked about it. Wildlife poaching is a particularly challenging threat to conservation since
abundant wildlife is a prerequisite for attracting tourists and maintaining a profile as a
wilderness area. Although poaching of elephant, rhino and other mammals is not a new
problem and was mentioned already in the earliest documents on the GLTP (e.g. WB 1996,
DNAC 2003a, JMB 2002), it is evident that the issue of poaching (especially of rhino) is more
frequently and extensively mentioned in more recent reports surrounding the GLTP (e.g. JMB
2013, PPF 2013, WB 2014a). This is because during the last five years rhino poaching
incidents, especially in Kruger national park, have intensified to a situation where the survival
of the species and its genetic pool might be threatened, which has complicated the further
development of the GLTP (GLTP Draft cross border operation protocol 2013). Just in KNP
around 560 rhinos were poached in 2013 with a majority of poachers accessing the park from
the Mozambique (LNP) side of the KNP (idem.). In 2014, the total number of arrested
suspected poachers reached to 144 in late October, the highest number of arrests up to that
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date in KNP (GLTP 2014). The rhino poaching incidents have thus increased since the area
became a transfrontier park, posing serious constraints to the overall development of the park
as well as having important policy implications. Some of these implications have been the
complication of border relations and suggestions of again raising the fences between
countries. Reasons for the increased poaching are many, and the issue is frequently discussed
among the GLTP management actors.
As I have discussed in section 5.2, Milgroom and Spierenburg (2008:439) have argued that
the threat of poaching was one of the justifications for initiating the resettlement project in
LNP. After a survey conducted by PPF and the Mozambican Ministry of Tourism in 2002, it
was established that poaching was a “very likely” threat to the park and it was feared that
residents would start engaging in the highly profitable poaching activities as the large game
from the KNP would start crossing over to the LNP (idem.). The current rhino-poaching
problem requires vast resources, leaving lesser funds for other conservation projects and
activities in the park. This was something that Aruna Seepersadh (interview 2015-03-12) from
the Department of Environmental Affairs in South Africa illustrated:
“The challenge we face is wildlife crime. And that is not
necessarily because of the TFCA; it is because of an external
factor. […] I think that is a huge challenge because a lot of our
efforts and resources are being put there, and a lot of the other
things are a little bit on the wait side.”
Also the GLTP international coordinator Piet Theron (interview 2015-04-17) expressed
concern for the poaching problem, and also highlighted the change of the problem over time:
“The main difference now [compared to the early stages of the
GLTP] I think is wildlife crime: rhino poaching, because it’s got
an impact on the things that are happening on the ground and
it’s got a political impact, impacts on the relationships between
the countries. […] It’s got reputational issues, it’s got security
implications, and a lot of fences are coming up because of
national security issues, so it is a challenge.”
The impacts on relationships between countries are mainly a concern between South Africa
and Mozambique, as most of the poaching occurs in Kruger and most of the poachers actually
caught are Mozambicans. Something that might risk to further complicate this relationship is
the xenophobic violence currently spreading across South Africa14 of which Theron
(interview 2015-04-17) stated “is not helping either”. This might cause an increased risk of
consolidating animosity between the countries and complicate the relationships built up since
the establishment of the park. However, as was stated by Theron (idem.), the very existence of
the park also contributes to intensified collaboration between the countries, which is crucial
for tackling the wildlife crime problem. Efforts have been made to increase the collaboration
between South Africa and Mozambique to respond to the poaching problem. In 2014 South
Africa and Mozambique signed a Memorandum of Understanding in the field of Biodiversity,
Conservation and Management which was “particularly with respect to addressing the scourge
of rhino poaching” in the GLTP (Department of Environmental Affairs 2014). This
collaboration has continued since then, with numerous current initiatives to tackle the rhino
problem, such as the development of an integrated wildlife crime strategy for the GLTFCA,
the re-instatement of Joint Cross Border Operations Protocol that will guide joint wildlife
14

In March and April 2015 a number of xenophobic motivated attacks occurred in cities around South Africa, see e.g.
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/apr/14/south-africa-xenophobic-violence-outbreak
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crime related initiatives, and joint training projects between the LNP and KNP (JMB 2015).
As I have shown in section 5.3, the increased use of military personnel and technologies to
combat wildlife crime has also lead to academic critique where the critical term ‘green
militarization’ has been used as a way to describe the link between conservation and
militarism (see Lunstrum 2014, Duffy 2014). In spite of this critique there are also voices who
claim that militarized measures such as forensic tests and shoot to kill policies may be the
only way to curb the rhino poaching as other methods seem to have failed (Cheteni 2014).
Another problem that was raised early on in the GLTP establishment process, in contrast to
the problem of poaching, is the potential over-population of certain species in certain areas in
the GLTP. Elephants are one such species. Elephants are being exposed to the threats from
illegal hunting in some areas, while in other areas their numbers are increasing to a point
where they are causing serious damage to both people and the environment. The Joint
Management Plan Draft (2002:71) stated that “Elephants are a keystone species of the GLTP
but their management is beset with problems emanating in particular from the animal rights
movement and their lobbying against culling”. The overpopulation of elephants results in
escalating human-animal conflicts whereby people’s crops and livelihoods are being
destroyed, and at times causes direct life-threatening situations for humans. SANParks (2008)
therefore stated that animal movement from Kruger NP into Limpopo NP and plausible
human-wildlife conflicts are serious problems which need more investigation.
However, except for the problem of poaching of species such as rhino and elephants inside
the Kruger national park (and other neighboring private reserves), the overall number of
animals has indeed increased (particularly in Gonarezhou and Limpopo) or stayed the same
(Kruger) since the establishment of the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park in 2002 (Republic
of Mozambique 2010, Theron personal communication 2015-05-20). It is important to
remember that the primary goal of each of the three parks is the long-term conservation of
wildlife and biodiversity, which the establishment of the peace park has been crucial for
achieving.

6.2. Implementing community development
The connection between TFCAs and social development is an area that has been highly
emphasized by promoters of peace parks. Community benefits and local economic
development reoccurs as an argument for establishing peace parks, but the views on how to
achieve it and what challenges it might hold have differed extensively between official
documents and in academic research. Although the framing in official TFCA documents often
revolves around community-based initiatives many of the more recent reports and documents
also frequently mention the lack of community participation, inadequate communication and
few benefits to surrounding communities as challenges (see Zimparks 2011, SADC 2012,
JMB 2013). The World Bank (2014) identified participation of communities as an aspect of
the GLTP project that has been one of the most challenging since the establishment of the
park, and the GNP Management Plan (Zimparks 2011:174) similarly stated:
“In recent years transboundary natural resource management
has become a popular concept, especially in southern Africa,
and “Peace Parks” or TFCAs are being established in several
areas. Ideally there should be free movement of people and
wildlife through these conservation areas that straddle
international boundaries. However, the reality is proving
difficult to implement, especially with regard to people”.
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What the GNP Management Plan refers to in the above quote is partly the unresolved land
right issues in the GNP. The ‘Chitsa invasion’, as they refer to, regards the illegal settlement
of Chitsa people in the Ndali area of GNP, which is considered a threat to the integrity of the
park as areas in the national park has been cleared for agriculture purposes and settled by the
communities. The management plan admits that the Chitsa people do have strong historical
claims on the area, which has been unresolved for over ten years. The plan states that “the
scope and complexity of the problem is such that it is difficult to summarize”, but it is
obvious that a solution to the problem is needed in the near future (Zimparks 2011). Another
social challenge, as we have seen in section 5.2, regards the resettlement project currently
underway in the Limpopo national park in Mozambique. A World Bank (2004) report stated
that the intention of the TFCA project was never to resettle communities but to foster
communities to participation in all conservation and tourism activities. This view was
however not shared by all stakeholders and thus the LNP was proclaimed a National Park
“before adequate resolution of the fate of the communities living in the area” (WB 2004:5).
Alexander (interview 2015-04-08) stated that resettlement is currently the number one
challenge in the LNP and explained why:
“Getting communities to move into the buffer zone as part of
community resettlement and development project is the most
critical success factor and that will take us probably into 2018.
When that happens your wildlife number will be able to
increase and then your tourism areas will be open for
investment. So that’s the number one priority for these three
years.”
Alexander’s quote shows the importance of the resettlement given by park management for
the long-term development of the LNP itself and also for the GLTP as a whole. It is evident
that the original expectation from the management side that the TFCA establishment would
automatically result in sustainable economic development, poverty eradication and improved
situations for people in general is not devoid of challenges. Despite improvements over time,
Steve Collins (interview 2015-02-25) argued that there is still a long way to go until the
envisioned community benefits and rights are realized in practice:
“For me, conservation in this country has a bad history, in terms
of people and development. People were excluded from land
using apartheid legislation and game reserves were set up for
the exclusive enjoyment of white people. People were not
compensated for being forcedly removed. I would say certainly
in South Africa we still have a long, long way to go –
conservation still very much in focus. On policy and a higher
level there are rights that communities should be getting but on
the ground they are not getting them”.
What I interpret Collins to be pointing towards here is the way in which conservationists
historically have viewed people living in or close to protected areas as enemies of biodiversity
conservation, thus ignoring or misrepresenting them – a view that has partly changed but also
still remains. This thesis has shown how there has been a shift away from this ‘fortress
conservation’ approach at least in the framing of the park idea, this is shown for example
through PPFs current strong focus on community involvement but also through actors’
statements of acknowledging a problematic past and working towards a better future. The use
of fences in conservation, historically seen as dividing communities from traditional resource
utilization and more symbolically from involvement in decision making, is now used as
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symbolic of something new – of fences being torn down – and thus allowing for a more
inclusive approach both physically and symbolically. Moving beyond fences is thus a way to
involve local communities and making them ‘own’ the project. Collins (interview 2015-0225) discussed this shift:
“Now the peace parks process and transfrontier conservation
have also had to shift the way they work with communities.
Before it was very much a ‘fences and fines approach’ to
conservation, now it is more how do we involve those
communities living outside? I think there has there has been a
change because there has been a global change about the way
conservation is seen.”
However, to change this focus is a process that takes time, and as have been shown in recent
research around the GLTP, lingering legacies of a problematic past are still evident today. As
I have discussed in the previous chapter, despite attempts to avoid mistakes made in the past
regarding exclusion of communities in the creation of protected areas, many voices argue that
there are still many similarities with the current relocation process in LNP and lack of local
consultation during the GLTP establishment with what took place in for example Kruger and
Gonarezhou during the mid-20th century. In short, many critics have argued that the GLTP
establishment in general was framed as a top-down initiative, which is a critique that has been
voiced and problematized also internally in the GLTP management. The current institutional
reform project that is underway in the GLTP can be seen as a response to this critique. As
argued by Theron and Myburgh in interviews, establishing a transfrontier park will inevitably
be a top-down process, as political support is crucial and conservation areas must be
proclaimed by governments. What the institutional reform attempts to do however is to
confine political and policy questions to the Joint Management Board and allow for the
geographically based Joint Park Management Committees to be more operationally focused
and decentralized. Theron (interview 2015-04-17) argued that the old institutional structure
lacked local participation and implementation on ground level while the new structure will
allow for the possibility of more frequent meetings and more local ownership. The new
structure will thus allow local people to drive the project with the guidance of the JMB. The
development of a finalized Integrated Development Plan for the GLTP is in line with the
institutional reform process. This document has been drafted in 2002 and the aim is to finish it
after the establishment of the JPMCs in order for their representatives to be involved in the
creation of the very planning document that they will use to implement the project. Theron
(idem.) explained the reason why the IDP has not yet been finalized:
“Why finish something just for the sake of finish – if you want
to make the project successful you need people to take
ownership of. […] A lot of project makes the mistake they do a
planning document without a lot of consultation and the give it
to guys to implement, and the guys say well I wasn’t part of this
process so I don’t agree with this. So the IDP we want to
finalize in parallel with the institutional reform process. So you
want to get the park management committees established first
and then you say to them okay look this is the draft but let’s get
your inputs. So by the time you finalize the IDP they must feel
comfortable with its contents, cause they need to implement it. “
Other practical measures to achieve the vision of peace parks as developing and economically
benefitting local communities are the implementation of ecotourism projects. There is
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currently a strong emphasis of developing cross-border ecotourism products in the GLTP to
stimulate local and regional socio-economic development, while at the same time providing
tourist experiences for visitors. To what degree ecotourism as opposed to ‘regular’ tourism
entails practical difference is, to me, not very clear. However, it was evident from an
interview with the manager of strategic tourism services at SANParks that a responsible
tourism strategy exists, which guides the implementation of tourism projects. This strategy
comprises of the three pillars of sustainability: ecological, economic and social (Stevens
interview 2015-03-24). But as there is a vast difference in tourism infrastructure in the three
countries of the GLTP, and no unified strategy for the GLTP in terms of what eco-tourism
should imply, the implementation of the concept remains unclear. The proposed cross-border
ecotourism projects that are currently under development includes transboundary wilderness
trails, a Shangane cultural festival and 4x4 trails in the Pafuri/Sengwe area, and a wilderness
and adventure camp in the Shingwedzi Cliffs area between KNP and LNP (GLTP n.d.b).
Another current priority area in the GLTP directed towards community development is the
development of an integrated livelihood diversification strategy focused on the Pafuri area
(Theron interview 2015-04-17). This strategy is meant to increase resilience in the GLTFCA
against climate change and is supported by RESILIM as the project is well in line with its
objectives to build capacity of stakeholders to sustainably manage water and ecosystem
resources, and to increase resilience of high-priority ecosystems and local communities
(Collins interview 2015-02-25).
Another practical example of how the community benefit vision can be carried out is
Mozambique’s benefit sharing agreement where 20% of park revenues are entitled to local
communities. However, there are also indications that this mechanism has been underutilized
and surrounded by challenges. A Public Environmental Expenditure Review 2005-2010 from
the Government of Mozambique (2012) cites a study done by De Wit and Norfolk (2010:33)
which concluded that although there were over 400 communities in 2008 that had benefitted
from the 20% share of generated revenues, “a considerable amount of total funds owed to the
communities had not been paid out”. Also a 2010 report from the Government of
Mozambique (2010) stated that the mechanisms for the community disbursement can be
further improved, and a World Bank report (2014) found that the revenue sharing agreement
has been facing delays, challenges and lack of transparency and that communities are often
not properly organized to manage the resources in an efficient way.

6.3. The challenge of management
Lack of coordination and harmonization of policy and law in the three countries is another
area which is considered a barrier to the successful implementation of the peace park vision as
‘one park’ (SADC 2012, JMB 2013). The differing legal and policy framework in the three
countries is identified as a key challenge both in reports and by respondents to the goals of
tourism establishment, private sector investment, and effective management of the park.
Especially in Mozambique, a key issue for promoting tourism establishment is the
development of legislation that will make it easier for private companies to invest in the park.
LNP project Manager Alexander (interview 2015-04-18) explained the challenge:
“The issue right now, which has been for a while, is the
concession legislation. If you want to get an operator to invest
his money for a 20 or 30 year period in a camp or a lodge in the
park then they need to feel comfortable that everything is in
place, that the law in Mozambique protects them and that they
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can drive their tourism in a business like way. And I think in a
way that hasn’t happened as quickly as we wanted it to.”
Due to this need of security for investors, a study has been conducted and handed to ANAC
for an improved concession structure to be more directed towards bush concessions, which is
will hopefully be approved by the end of the year (Alexander interview 2015-04-18). As there
is a lack of policy and law harmonization and, compared to Kruger, an insufficient structure
for tourism businesses, the result has been a slow process of tourism development. As a lot of
legislation in Mozambique is fairly new Alexander (idem.) argued that it will take a while for
foreign investors to feel comfortable in the environment, as compared to South Africa where
there are more structures already in place.
Issues regarding VISAs and easier access between international borders are also key to
Limpopo National Park’s future development. The vision of ‘one park’ between Kruger and
Limpopo without any hindrance of a border is currently restrained by the practical difficulties
for tourists to cross the border between the countries. To cross the Giriyondo border post
between Kruger and Limpopo parks VISA and a fee of 72 USD is required by international
tourists. Some argue that this is something that hinders accessibility, and therefore, making
the border more accessible is currently “one of the critical success factors” (Alexander
interview 2015-04-08). These ‘accessibility’ issues have also been envisioned to have been
slowing down the process of tourism and investment, and in the long term the development of
the GLTP as a whole. This was brought up by SANParks manager of strategic tourism
services, Joep Stevens (interview 2014-03-24), as one of the main downfalls of the GLTP:
“There was high expectations from everybody, from the public
and other stakeholders but I think if you look at it in hindsight
now, more than 10 years on its been very slow, probably more
slow than most people wanted.”
One of the reasons accredited for this was acknowledged by Stevens (interview 2014-03-24)
to the fact that, in Mozambique, the management authority of the park (DNAC) for a long
time fell directly under the government department, which according to Stevens made
decision-making lengthier. This, as I have explained in section 3.3, has now changed, and the
current conservation authority ANAC has gained independency from the government.
However, it was also acknowledged by respondents that the GLTP is a long-term project,
which requires patience. PPF Project Manager Arrie Van Wyk (interview 2015-03-26) stated:
“I’ve met quite a few people who challenge the TFCA concept
and say it’s not going to work. But what I’ve realized it is a
long-term project. You are not going to see short-term results.
Because it takes such a long time to, for example if you look at
Limpopo, to develop the infrastructure, to allow the game
numbers to increase, so for the community to get the benefits
from the tourism it is really going to take time, because the idea
is that the private sector must come and invest in the park, cause
they are the guys that really can make the projects sustainable”.
Piet Theron (interview 2015-04-17) also stressed the long-term character of the GLTP as it is
consensus-based and needs both political interest and operational implementation:
“I think people don’t realize that it is a long term process, it’s
not something you finish in 5 or ten years, it is something that is
25 or 30 years. Developing a park, like Limpopo National Park
from nothing to a park is a 20-25 year program. So now you are
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looking at a cross border project where decision-making is on
consensus basis so you can’t vote, so if people don’t agree you
have to discuss things until everyone agree. So it is a long
consultative process.”
To conclude this section, it seems as if the participatory and inclusive aspects of the GLTP
project proved to be more challenging than expected beforehand. While social challenges are
currently among the most pressing in the GLTP, there also seems to have been a global
change about the way conservation is seen, which has impacted the GLTP framing but also
implementation. Furthermore, as Borgerhoff Mulder and Coppolillo (2005:204) have pointed
out, the very carefully contextualized projects are also struggling with achieving this in
practice. While a number of challenges in institutional, legal and policy arrangements have
been highlighted here, resulting in lengthy and complicated processes, initiatives such as
changes to the concession legislation, restructuring of government authorities and institutional
arrangements have improved the situation. Respondents have also reminded us to look at the
project in a long-term manner, as the implementation of conservation projects takes time.
However, there are still constraints to the successful implementation of the project, such as
the lack of community benefits, accessibility issues, and harmonization of policies across the
three countries.

6.4. The prospect of peace
The notion of peace has been important for promoting TFCAs in southern Africa and
although variously interpreted it is most often defined as improvement of interstate
collaboration and regional security. A number of respondents stated in interviews that the
GLTP has indeed contributed to improvement of relations between the countries, both on a
political level but also in terms of communities improving relationships across borders.
Antony Alexander, project manager of Limpopo national park (interview 2015-04-18)
answered to the question whether the vision of peace has been achieved in practice:
“Yeah definitely. […] If you didn’t have park there you would
have a hunting coutada. There wouldn’t be these relationships
across the border, by having the border you’ve got tourists
going across, you’ve animals going across, you’ve got the
management meetings all the time – there has to be an
improvement of communications.”
Similarly, Arrie van Wyk from Peace Parks Foundation (interview 2015-03-26) stated that
peace parks in a way “forces governments to work together” and in working with big systems
where for example elephants move from one country to the other, there has to be management
and therefore “it’s better to work together than try to fight each other.” Also on a community
level, the result of the GLTP was argued to have been contributing to more peaceful relations,
as van Wyk (idem.) illustrated:
“I think that one thing that is sort of an outcome from these
TFCAs is that they establish a sort of community committees
that will go and visit each other you know, communities in
Mozambique will go and visit communities in South Africa and
then Zimbabwe, and see what the other guys are doing, so it’s
just promoting that cooperation. I don’t know if you can call it
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peace, but at least it means it is cooperation across boundaries. I
think maybe in a way that is what peace means.”
However, in contrast to this, some actors participating in interviews stated that the peace
component has not been realized in practice. When asked whether peace parks or transfrontier
conservation areas can contribute to peace between the countries, Steve Collins from
RESILIM (interview 2015-02-25) answered that in theory they could, but that in reality they
have not, due to a top-down approach and exclusion of communities:
“At the moment, up to now, I haven’t seen it happening. And
the way it was declared from the top-down didn’t help either.
So we got a lot of catching up to do. I think it is about looking
at how you really make benefits beyond boundaries a reality. I
think it goes back to human rights issues and rights to land,
historical rights, cultural rights and right of participation. Those
must be accepted. If it remains an exclusionary thing, you can
forget the peace component, it won’t work because people feel
excluded.”
It is evident that the concept of peace is variously understood. In reports, it is not always clear
what is meant by peace, and there seems to be differing interpretations of the concept. Willem
van Riet, former CEO of Peace Parks Foundation (interview 2015-04-01) stated that the peace
concept has been misunderstood, and that the original idea of peace parks was Anton Rupert’s
vision of peace between man and nature:
“The original concept of peace that Dr. Rupert had was not
peace as war; it was peace between man and nature – the idea of
managing systems across borders. So I think that is
misunderstood; a lot of people thought it was [peace as the
opposite of war].”
However van Riet did acknowledge that shared resources in projects like TFCAs can
contribute to cooperation on a political level:
“It does bring nations together. If you take the Nile River […]
that is a very good example of a how a catchment can force
peace between countries, cause they are forced to sit and talk
about resources.”
Quite logically, as peace is a broad concept, it has been interpreted in various ways: between
man and nature (Rupert, van Riet), between governments, (SADC, PPF, Seepersadh), between
local communities and individuals (Collins, PPF), and can sometimes also include all of these
aspects. As I have shown, the concept of peace has nevertheless been an important marketing
tool in encouraging the establishment transfrontier conservation areas, especially as it was
promoted by Nelson Mandela. I believe the framing of the idea within the concept of peace
has had a strong attractiveness, which has contributed to draw attention to the idea, and
making donors and governments keen on investing in the projects. This framing of the GLTP
idea was particularly powerful in 2002, and the preceding years, when South Africa was in the
midst of the transition to a democracy and Mozambique finally ended its civil war. However,
the peace component is not the main focus of conservationists, which is evident for example
in official documents and management plans of the three large national parks in the GLTP.
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6.4. Resources, capacities and donors
Although all three aspects that has been discussed above (conservation, community
development, and peace), involve issues that transcends boundaries and impact various
aspects of the GLTP implementation, there are a few other issues that are clearly cross-cutting
and affecting the overall implementation of the peace park. Firstly, the country components of
the GLTP differ in character both from an ecological and developmental perspective. Aspects
such as infrastructure, human resources, conservation management and community benefit
management are at various stages among the three protected areas. The GLTP IDP (JMB
2013) acknowledges that there are disparities regarding human and financial resources, as
well as decision-making levels within the conservation implementing agencies. Bocchino
(interview 2015-02-20) argued that there is an “obvious imbalance of power between the three
countries” and that South Africa is perceived as being more advanced than the others, thus
having a stronger voice, which she argued is true in many ways. Also van Wyk (interview
2015-03-26) from PPF identified the problem of unequal capacities where difference in
development is one of the big challenges. Looking at this issue from a different angle, the
disparate capacities between countries can also be seen as something positive. Alexander
(interview 2015-04-08) from LNP answered more positively to whether he sees any
challenges with the inequality between the different GLTP countries in terms of resources of
power:
“I think sometimes it is a strength because let’s say if South
Africa was at the level of Zimbabwe and Mozambique we
would be far further behind than we are, because South Africa
has the potential to bring more funding or expertise or
resources. And if you look at the structures of the GLTP
essentially the GLTP coordinator is provided by South Africa
and a lot of the leadership is provided by South Africa. So in a
way I would rather prefer to see it as a strength.”
In terms of human resources and capacity, there are big differences between the three
countries. Staff resources and capacity are weak, especially in Mozambique and Zimbabwe,
where the level of conservation expertise is lower than in South Africa. Connected to this is
the frequent turnover of staff and officials working in the GLTP project; a current challenge
that was brought up both the CEO of PPF Myburgh (interview 2015-03-26) as a specific
challenge to PPF15, but also by the TFCA Unit Deputy Director Seepersadh (interview 201503-12), who stated that relationships that have been built up between actors in the GLTP often
get disrupted due to the high turnover of people in key positions. Gathering sufficient
financial resources is another major challenge to the successful implementation of the GLTP,
since it is heavily dependent on investments from various actors. Since relatively little
funding is available from the three involved governments, there is a heavy reliance on support
from donor organizations, which was identified by the JMB already in 2002 (JMB 2002).
Long-term donor dependency has since then been identified as a risk by for example PPF
(2013). The CEO of Peace Parks Foundation (Myburgh interview 2015-03-26) explained that
the issue of funding is a continuous constraint:

15

Myburgh stated: “One (challenge) is the high turnover of staff of government. So your stability is often difficult. That is a
challenge. You work with a set of people in government and next month they are all not there. So you’ve built up
relationships and a standing of certain principles and concepts and then you have to start again. So that’s a big challenge for
us in peace parks specifically, is dealing with that high turnover of government officials”
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“Always a challenge is securing sufficient resources. […] We
are a non-profit so we are dependent on the good-will of other
people and often they are sitting in Europe or somewhere else,
and it is a highly competitive environment. So why should they
support you? What is the concept or the cause that you are
driving that is so important, more than children or HIV/AIDS or
many, many important issues? So I think that is a challenge to
continue to protect the environment, in a situation where there
are a lot of other urgent priorities related to the human needs.”
This constant need of capital influx makes donor support crucial to establish and carry out
TFCAs and can also explain the heavy emphasis added on private sector involvement, as I
discussed in section 4.2. As we have seen in section 3.5 the most important actors donating
funds to the GLTP project have been and are for example the German development bank
KfW, the French and Italian development agencies and the World Bank. Donor funds often
come with some sort of obligation, as we have seen in the case of the World Bank who funded
the resettlement program following the proclamation of the Limpopo National Park on the
condition that it was to be voluntary and follow certain regulations. In other cases, such as the
Dutch and Swedish Postcode Lottery’s donations to the PPF, money comes “un-earmarked”.
When discussing the influence of donors into implementation of projects there seemed to be
an agreement from my respondents that even though donor money comes with conditions,
they do not necessarily influence a lot how the projects are carried out. As van Wyk
(interview 2015-03-26) said “it’s not that they determine the direction, it’s more to make sure
there is no backlash […] they want to make sure that they don’t do the wrong thing.” There is
instead collaborative consultation and agreement on how the money is going to be spent. It is
then the responsibility of the PPF in this particular case to monitor that the money is spent in a
correct way, according to agreements made. The PPF CEO Myburgh (interview 2015-03-26)
discussed a shift in donor’s influence over time:
“Our approach is about ownership, ownership by the people,
ownership of the land, and most donors that we have worked
with understand that – World Bank, all the large players do it
like that. It’s not the case of dictating and forcing. I think those
days have come and past. […] Historically there was a lot of
that taking place. But you know Africa has received a lot of
money. But people have started to realize but hold on, where
have all that money gone to – what was the net result, and what
went wrong? And I think ownership is one of those key
elements that went wrong. A lot of well-intended project at the
end of the day was failures because of that.”
Another shift that seems to have occurred is the framing of the GLTP as contributing to
achieve an African Renaissance, which seems less evident today. Even though the PPF
“vision stays the same”, as Myburgh stated (interview 2015-03-26) it seems as this initial
framing is today changed into more pragmatic statements and also includes challenging
aspects, with a lot of focus on tourism and community benefits. Piet Theron illustrated this
change as he stated that one of the big differences from the initial phase of the GLTP project
compared to today is that the political interest in the project was larger at the time. One of the
explanations Theron gave for this was:
“At that stage there was a lot of emphasis on regional
integration from a South African perspective and president
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Mbeki. This whole African renaissance idea, I think currently
that’s not such an important aspect. […] These projects are all
about personalities and key people. So someone like Vally
Moosa had a real interest in this. So he was driving it from a
South Africa perspective. […] Depending on the person
involved, their priorities, how they perceive these things…
these things change as new people in key positions come in.”
As will be discussed in the next – final and concluding – chapter, Theron’s statement here is
central as it, for me, points to the importance of contextualizing events and idea in both space
and time. While in particular points of time focus might be on regional integration, other
times might prove to emphasize poverty reduction or sustainable development. I also agree
with the statement that individuals in powerful positions can have a vast influence over
agendas, as is frequently seen in global politics in general, or which has been the case with
Anton Rupert and the role he played in promoting the idea of peace parks in southern Africa.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion

By approaching the topic of transfrontier conservation or peace parks in the broad manner that
I have done in this thesis, I argue that a more comprehensive understanding of the phenomena
has been provided. In this way I have also been able to find answers to my initial research
questions, which revolved around the framing of the peace park idea amongst involved actors,
how the critique against the GLTP has been framed, and the correspondence and
modifications of framing and practice. Using Actor-network theory to explore the relations
between actors and by following the actors that were involved in initiating and managing the
GLTP, I have traced a complex network of conflicting perspectives and aims, collaborative
and contested relations and aspiring new ideas. It is clear that actors responsible for official
reports and documents over time have framed the peace park idea in similar ways.
Governments, NGOs and donor agencies have envisioned transfrontier conservation as a way
to achieve three main goals: conserving wildlife and biodiversity, developing local
communities through ecotourism and public-private partnerships, and contributing to peaceful
collaboration and regional security. I believe this coherent framing of broader visions is a
result of the close relationships these actors forged in the planning, management and the
initial implementation of the park. These actors are not independent from each other in the
GLTP, but instead have interacted through a network of mutual interdependence. However, as
I have shown in chapter 4, these broad visions include various sub-components and more
specific rationales. It is on this level that the emphasis in goals and visions of the different
actors has differed. Depending on the actor, the emphasis on the community rationale or the
conservation rationale might differ, as is clear, for example, between SADCs emphasis on
regional cooperation and economic development and PPFs focus on ecotourism.
But the idea that transfrontier conservation can resolve all regional problems, from political
cooperation to wildlife management to local socio-economic development has been contested
in this study. Diverging interests, rationales and frames make the peace park idea ambivalent,
affecting also the state and implementation of the GLTP. It is also clear, as I have shown here,
that there is a gap between official policy, funding, and management reports and studies from
the academic community related primarily to the role of community engagement and
development in the framing and implementation of the park. This gap, I argue, is based on
diverging interests, differences in backgrounds and approach angles of actors as park
development managers or researchers. As backgrounds range from social science to natural
science, business management and politics, it is not surprising that perspectives and critical
views differ. Here I have attempted to explore these different views and perspectives and this
has also allowed me to trace convergences. The critique coming from academia is also voiced
internally, and there is an on-going process to redefine organization and structure to better
balance against the goals of the park.
As I have shown here, the framing of peace parks since the initial phases of the GLTP project
has shifted. One example that I have already touched upon is the rethinking of the institutional
structure from a centralized top-down organization, designed with inspiration from the iconic
national parks, to one that aims to be more decentralized and opening up for more community
participation in the decision making process. This is, I argue, is a reframing of the GLTP that
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will be interesting to follow in the future. Another shift in the framing of the GLTP lies in the
initial idea of GLTP and peace parks to build an African Renaissance. This has both been a
result of a change of emphasis away from the strong regional integration during the 1990s, but
also due to a shift of individuals involved in the project. A strict conservation focus has
furthermore shifted to more inclusive approaches, where issues of social character are gaining
legitimacy and seen as increasingly important for the long term sustainability of TFCA
projects. The GLTP area has often been framed in terms of it being a unique ‘wilderness’
area, largely untouched by humans. I believe this framing is indeed important for attracting
tourists, seeking an ultimate wilderness experience, and furthermore for securing capital
influx and private investment in tourism concessions. Some of the critique that has been put
forward is precisely around this notion of 'wild Africa' that many scholars argue is a myth.
Connected to this is the issue of the relocation process in Limpopo National Park, which by
some is seen as a way to create a wilderness landscape attracting ‘big-5’ spotting tourists.
This endeavor is felt as being obstructed by the presence of communities practicing
subsistence agriculture and cattle farming as their only livelihood strategies. At the current
stage however, cultural experiences are increasingly being put forward as components of
cross-border tourism projects, where the opportunity of joining for example a Shangaan
cultural festival is promoted for tourists. There also seems to be a greater awareness of the
critique and downsides of exclusive approaches to conservation, and a greater emphasis on
community beneficiation seem evident, as was discussed by a number of interviewees. The
challenge of true community participation is, as we have seen in this thesis, complex and not
easily solved. The participation of and benefits to local communities in the GLTP has proved
to be more challenging than expected beforehand.
This being said, it is important to remember that the primary objective for all three parks in
the GLTP, as well as the GLTP as a whole, is the long-term conservation of biodiversity.
Even though there are challenges, such as the rhino poaching in Kruger National Park, animal
populations have increased in both Gonarezhou and Limpopo National Parks. Connectivity
has been amplified and one of the largest areas globally has officially been set aside to
preserve biodiversity and wild animals – an important contribution to the committed goal of
protecting 17% of the world’s land areas for conservation.
As I have shown, one of the most pressing challenges to the central goal of biodiversity
conservation is currently the acceleration of wildlife crime, in particular poaching of
rhinoceros for their valuable horns. This is not a new threat but one that darkens prospects of
the visions of peace parks as a borderless area with peaceful regional relations. Due to the
problem of wildlife crime that is felt to be escalating, respondents have argued that they fear a
return ‘back to the barriers’. This involves a risk that communities might want to raise fences
to protect their community resources, as well as governments might want to raise fences in
order to protect themselves from perceived violation of their territorial sovereignty –directly
contradictory to the idea of peace parks as an open area where people and animals can move
freely across fenceless borders, enhancing peaceful relations. The peace component of the
peace park vision seems to have been variously interpreted by actors. As was stated by one of
my respondents, the use of the peace concept largely introduced by Anton Rupert was first
and foremost imagined to mean peace between man and nature, not necessarily between
countries on a political level, which is largely the frame that PPF currently puts forward.
As I have shown in this thesis, the GLTP has been framed as a way to achieve biodiversity
conservation, community development through ecotourism and regional peace and security.
In spite of these findings, I do not claim that there might be further motivations and views of
the idea. I argue that, depending on the actors investigated and the timeframe used, various
truths will manifest. We have also learnt that the actors involved in promoting and initiating
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the GLTP as a peace park project have mainly been national governments and their
responsible departments and conservation authorities, NGOs – mainly the Peace Parks
Foundation – and donor agencies, of which integrating networks are formed. Through
interviews, analyses of various official reports and academic publications, it has become clear
that all these actors are indeed crucial for development of TFCAs. Donors have proven to be
very important, as they are contributing with vast funds that compensate for the limited
funding available from the three governments. Donors are also crucial for Peace Parks
Foundation as a non-profit organization supporting and facilitating peace park initiatives.
Governments are crucial for political support, legal arrangements and as the highest decision
makers in establishing new conservation areas. The conservation authorities of the three
countries are central as they are the ones implementing the projects on the ground and
responsible for their development. Also the PPF, with their strong ties to all involved actors
have been fundamental to the establishment of the GLTP and other TFCAs. As we have seen
in light of historically poor records of social issues regarding conservation areas, the
consultation, involvement, participation and ownership of local communities is also crucial
for the long-term success of peace parks. It can thus be concluded that all these actors are
indeed needed in the network of the GLTP as a peace parks phenomenon.
It is almost impossible to include all issues, problems and perspectives surrounding the Great
Limpopo Transfrontier Park. This thesis has largely been written from a South African
perspective, focusing on South African actors, although issues from Mozambique have also
been quite evident. I am aware that the perspective of Zimbabwe largely has been left out, and
this has not been an initial intentional of mine. It was my initial wish to interview also
Zimbabwean actors: however the ones I contacted kindly denied their participation.
Furthermore, the issues, concerns and perspectives highlighted in my sources have most often
revolved around South Africa (Kruger National Park) and Mozambique (Limpopo National
Park). As this is the way that the topic of the GLTP has been presented to me, it is in line with
my theoretical framework to also convey it as such in my thesis. I am fully aware that if I had
conducted my study in Zimbabwe or Mozambique, interviewing actors from these countries,
instead, the results would probably have been different. There is a possibility that other issues
would have been raised and other perspectives would have been identified. Therefore, if I had
the chance to do a lengthier study with more resources, I believe that a similar study,
including fieldwork from all three countries, would contribute to a more comprehensive
overview of the GLTP.
However, social, environmental, and economic impacts of the Great Limpopo Transfrontier
Park have been identified in this thesis, as well as the network of actors involved in the
process of establishing and managing the park. This thesis has contributed to a more
transparent understanding of the process of becoming the GLTP and its history in general,
which hopefully can bring light to a more nuanced picture of the transfrontier conservation
project and its impacts on various levels. This is an open ended process that will continue and,
although this thesis is now finished, I have gained a true interest in the GLTP project that I
find utterly interesting and important to follow also in the future, especially in the light of
current projects like the restructuring of the institutional arrangements of the park, the
finalization of the Integrated Plan and the process of developing the most newly established
park in the GLTP: the Limpopo National Park.
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Summary
This thesis revolves around the idea of transfrontier conservation areas (peace parks). The
phenomenon of peace parks is part of the broader field of conservation history within
environmental history that critically examines past and present approaches to nature
protection. The overarching goal of the thesis is to explore and analyze how the Great
Limpopo Transfrontier Park (GLTP) between South Africa, Mozambique and Zimbabwe,
inaugurated in 2002, has been envisioned, described, motivated and implemented over time.
By broadening the view of the peace park concept and analyze its origins and motivations
historically the thesis hopes to go beyond single explanations and instead, by incorporating a
wide variety of sources, provide a more nuanced and transparent understanding of the GLTP
and the phenomenon of transfrontier conservation areas (‘peace parks’) as a whole.
Chapter one shows how the peace park or transfrontier conservation idea has developed
historically through broader processes of global politics, regional relations and approaches to
nature conservation. The chapter discusses the history of the national park idea and changes in
approaches to nature conservation over time. Even though the transfrontier conservation is not
a new phenomenon, the idea was revitalized in the early 1990’s when an array of changes
occurred in national politics and regional relations in southern Africa that paved way for the
rise of transfrontier conservation as a main approach to nature conservation. This was also
when then Peace Parks Foundation was established, one of the main actors in the promotion
and establishment of peace parks.
Chapter two motivates and discusses the main theoretical approach; Actor-Network Theory,
that together with Framing Analysis has guided the thesis in its endeavor to understand the
networks of actors involved in the GLTP and how these actors have framed the idea of peace
parks. By complementing framing analysis of written sources with in-depth interviews with
key actors involved in the GLTP the thesis hopes to broaden the view of peace parks. The
chapter also introduces the sources used, which primarily consists of official policy and
management reports, academic publications, and interviews. The thesis then, in chapter 3,
introduces main actors involved in the GLTP as a transfrontier conservation project; national
governments and conservation authorities, NGOs – mainly the Peace Parks Foundation, donor
agencies and civil society, of which integrating networks are formed.
Chapter four shows that the idea of peace parks has been framed as a way to achieve three
main goals: biodiversity conservation, community development through ecotourism and
public-private partnerships, and regional peace and security. Under these three main aims,
various environmental, political and economic sub-rationales are identified. The thesis then
proceeds with chapter five, which conveys the various ways in which the framing of the
GLTP and the peace park idea in southern Africa have been responded to in academic
publications. Some critics have argued that peace parks as conservation projects are deeply
entrenched in a neoliberal political economy that often conflicts with interests of the inclusive
community-based approach to conservation that is promoted by involved actors, and others
caution that the framing of the GLTP as being beneficial to communities is often flawed.
There are also voices that argue that the framing of the peace park idea and the GLTP brings
to mind colonial legacies, and still withholds lingering legacies of unjust pasts.
Chapter six then discusses the findings in the previous chapters in a discursive summary and
analyses how visions and framings have been implemented in practice over time. The chapter
illuminates a number of challenges brought up by official documents and interviews that
hinders the effective implementation of the visions of peace parks and the GLTP as a whole.
Problematic issues exist in connection to the conservation rationale, the community benefit
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rationale, and the peace rationale where challenges such as insufficient community benefits
and involvement, wildlife crime, management and policy issues and unequal capacities are
evident.
The final chapter (seven) concludes that the idea that transfrontier conservation can resolve all
regional problems, from political cooperation to wildlife management to local socio-economic
development, has been contested in the thesis. It shows how the framing of peace parks since
the initial phases of the GLTP project has shifted, from strict conservation focus to more
inclusive approaches where issues of social character are gaining legitimacy for the long term
sustainability of the project. The thesis concludes that all main actors involved in the networks
that are formed around the park are crucial for its further development. Despite current social
challenges such as the resettlement process in the Limpopo national park, the thesis concludes
that it is important to remember the primary objective for all three national as well as the
GLTP as a whole is the long term conservation of biodiversity. Although challenges remain
concerning for instance escalating rhino poaching, animal populations have indeed increased
or stabilized in the park as a whole. Overpopulation of species has decreased through
amplified connectivity and removal of fences and one of the world’s largest areas has
officially been set aside to preserve biodiversity – an important contribution to global
conservation commitments. The thesis also concludes that it is important to view the GLTP as
a complex and long-term project that develops in a constantly ongoing process that will be
interesting to follow in the future.
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