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Abstract
The past two decades have witnessed an increase in the number of
transfrontier conservation areas (TFCAs) established between two or
more countries to promote biodiversity conservation, peace and enhance
socio-economic development. Established against a backdrop of
increasing complexity in protected areas governance, TFCAs have been
subjected to several scholarly critiques and a renewed focus on what
nature conservation can achieved and increasing calls for more inclusive
governance approaches and a global acknowledgement of the need for
greater social safeguards for protected areas. These changes are largely
evident in the conceptual design and implementation of TFCAs in many
parts of the world. Couched in terms of preserving biodiversity, the
expansion of these TFCAs has sometimes resulted in conflicts particularly
with communities whose livelihoods depend on accessing natural
resources. The majority of these conflicts resonate over meanings, spatial
extent and rules of access. Numerous studies, adopting political ecology
perspectives have interrogated the nature of these conflicts and present
TFCAs as new forms of neoliberal governance.

While some research has theorised and characterised the rise of TFCAs
within a neoliberal political economy, and explored the challenges of
implementing TFCAs particularly in Southern Africa, there are distinct
literature gaps on the lived experiences of border communities and their
place in transfrontier conservation. This research addresses this gap by
focusing on the dynamics of community engagement

in the

implementation of the Sengwe Tshipise Wilderness Corridor (STWC), a
biodiversity corridor established in the context of the Great Limpopo
Transfrontier Park, comprising the Kruger, Limpopo and Gonarezhou
National Parks

in

South Africa, Mozambique and Zimbabwe
xv

respectively. Guided by a constructivist paradigm, the research explores
the multiple experiences of communities during the implementation of
the STWC and GLTP starting with consultations in early 2003, through to
the subsequent gazettal of the STWC in 2009. It focuses on the nature and
working of community agency in the implementation of this Corridor
and in doing so presents deviant evidence on the relations between local
communities and TFCAs.

Findings suggest that communities had significant agency to influence
how the biodiversity corridor was implemented as well as determining
the institutional arrangements for its governance. By investigating how a
variety of actors on the ground across four wards in southeast Zimbabwe
engaged with the abstract process ideals of inclusion, transparency and
consensus building in the implementation of the STWC, it was possible
to reveal the contradictory practices that shaped the evolution and
implementation trajectory of the STWC. In addition, the research also
explored how communities imagined the corridors and the role of the
new STWC space in broader governance arrangements. Through the rise
of social entrepreneurship in tourism development, the STWC assumed
new meaning particularly to community trusts promoting ecotourism.
Communities were involved in the co-production and/or co-creation of
the STWC albeit through multiple and contradictory ways to negotiate
the implementation of STWC. One way in which villagers used their
agency was through place attachment to solidify claims to existing
livelihoods and articulate for inclusion in ecotourism planning. There is
need for further research on how communities in contexts were
biodiversity corridors are implemented shape outcomes of governance.

xvi

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
1.1 Rationale and focus of this research
Globally, the network of transboundary protected area complexes has
risen significantly over the past few decades (Lysenko, Besançon and
Savy, 2007). These complexes occur in different areas including the
Australian Alps, the Florida Wildlife Corridor in the United States, the
Terai Arc Landscape Project in Nepal, the Amazon Region Protected Area
programme, the Selous-Niassa Wildlife Corridor and the Virunga Massif
Ecosystem (Ali, 2007; Dudley et al., 2014; Vasilijević et al., 2015).
Connectivity has become an important conservation approach because of
its potential to establish and maintain linkages between protected areas
(PAs) in order to enhance ecological processes and maintain specific
ecosystem functions such as water provision (Crooks and Sanjayan, 2006;
Pulsford et al., 2015; Wyborn, 2015b). In practice, maintaining functional
and structurally connected PA networks and corridors call for the need
to work with multiple stakeholders in the surrounding landscapes
(Bertzky et al., 2012). While corridors have received positive reviews
because of their potential to promote the movement of species, there is
very limited information on the feasibility of their implementation.
Studies have suggested the need to consider the social and political
aspects of promoting connectivity conservation as particularly where
there is presence of local stakeholders and policy makers as well as how
they are involved in all stages of the planning and implementation of
connectivity initiatives (Bennett, 1999; Worboys, Francis and Lockwood,
2010; Pulsford et al., 2015).

In Southern Africa, proponents of TFCAs have promoted connectivity
conservation by establishing and implementing biodiversity corridors
1

involving adjoining PAs from two or more countries. There are more than
a dozen transboundary conservation areas (TFCAs) at various stages of
development covering in excess of 750 000km2 (Cumming, 2011) [see
Appendix 1]. Remarkably, as most countries and regions implement
these transnational conservation initiatives, there has been considerable
scholarly and political debate on the role and place of local communities
in their governance, particularly in southern Africa. This is mainly the
case for transnational conservation complexes whose success rests in part
on establishing some form of connectivity such as creating biodiversity
corridors to facilitate the migration of wildlife and promote other
ecological processes. As transnational conservation complexes continue
to be implemented, some scholars have sought to illustrate how TFCAs
have developed in e neoliberal political economy (Duffy, 2006; Büscher,
2010a, 2013). In addition, their sheer size and transboundary nature as
well as the increased involvement of multiple stakeholders spanning the
global to the regional, national and local levels has added a layer of
complexity in their governance (Duffy, 2005, 2006; Schoon, 2013). As a
result, the governance of complexes such as Transfrontier Conservation
Areas (TFCAs) has become unavoidably political, as conservation
becomes inseparable from questions of representation of indigenous and
local people in governance.

For nearly three decades, politicians and conservations in most
developing countries have lobbied to increase the amount of land under
PA coverage and promoted the creation of new types of PAs such as
Transfrontier Conservation Areas (TFCAs) (van der Linde et al., 2001;
Büscher, 2010a; Corson, 2011; Barquet, 2015). However, some scholars
paint a pessimistic outlook arguing that expanding the scale of
2

conservation inevitably alienates and disenfranchises indigenous and
local people living in or adjacent to these areas (Draper, Spierenburg and
Wels, 2004; Ramutsindela, 2004; Duffy, 2006; Spierenburg, Steenkamp
and Wels, 2006; Ramutsindela, 2007; Spierenburg, Steenkamp and Wels,
2008; Büscher and Schoon, 2009). Most of the criticisms arise from an
assessment of the political processes involved in planning and creating
most TFCAs that have generally occurred with no significant
involvement of communities. As a result, most empirical case studies
mention the crosscutting problems including loss of traditional access to
resources, forced evictions of communities to create space for
conservation, and loss of access rights as conservation agencies imposes
new restrictions on indigenous and local people. For instance, the
Kgalagadi Transfrontier Park, did not meaningfully engage indigenous
and local people such as the Khomani San and Mier who for centuries
lived adjacent to and depended on accessing resources in a park now
designated as a TFCA (Thondhlana, Shackleton and Muchapondwa,
2011). However, the lack of meaningful engagement with communities
affected by transboundary conservation is not unique and specific to the
Kgalagadi but across most Southern African countries where politicians
quickly embraced TFCA policies and overlooked local people in the
planning of these areas (Magome and Murombedzi, 2003).

With respect to the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park (GLTP), which is
the focus of this research, and involving South Africa’s Kruger,
Zimbabwe’s Gonarezhou and Mozambique’s Limpopo Park (formerly
Coutada 16 Hunting area), there have been several studies documenting
how communities were evicted to pave way to create this TFCA. In
Mozambique, this process involved the production of new space where
policy officials converted a hunting area into a protected area in order to
3

fulfil the obligations of the GLTP Treaty (Spierenburg, Steenkamp and
Wels, 2006; Ramutsindela, 2007; Milgroom and Spierenburg, 2008).
Throughout the evolution of most TFCAs, politicians strategically used
discursive techniques to champion the significance of TFCAs to socioeconomic development and wider polity of the region (Büscher and
Dressler, 2007; Chaderopa, 2013b). Andersson, Dzingirai, and Cumming
(2013) argue that such discursive practices in principle rendered invisible
those marginal villagers living in and adjacent to PAs. Historically, locals
in these areas depended on accessing resources and introduced risks of
wildlife and diseases in these areas (Spierenburg, Steenkamp and Wels,
2006; Milgroom and Spierenburg, 2008; Spierenburg, Steenkamp and
Wels, 2008). By expunging human settlement in the creation of the GLTP,
politicians and conservationists imagined increased movement of tourists
across borders.

Generally, politicians and conservationists involved in the TFCAs make
projections on how to link adjoining protected areas. For example, Article
3 of the GLTP Treaty of 2002 states that:
“For the purpose of conservation, socio-economic development and
public enjoyment, the Transfrontier Park shall integrate the following
areas: (a) In Mozambique, the area known as – Limpopo National Park;
(b) in South Africa, the areas known as – (i) Kruger National and (ii) the
Makuleke Region; c) in Zimbabwe, the areas known as (i) the Gonarezhou
National Park, (ii) Malipati Safari Area, (iii) Manjinji Pan Sanctuary; [and]
vi) the community areas, which constitute the biodiversity corridor
linking the Gonarezhou to the Kruger National Park further south
[Emphasis mine]

It is important to note that this area presented as a biodiversity corridor
was not in existence at the time of the Treaty. Conservationists and
politicians imagined and created TFCA space by appealing to ideas of
connectivity between protected areas (Hughes, 2005). Ecological
4

corridors created by transferring land held under communal tenure into
conservation categories (such as WMAs and wildlife corridors) have
become an important component of conservation across some parts of
Africa. Conservationists justify such ecological corridors as a viable
means to protect critical biodiversity habitats from misuse while
simultaneously contributing to the economic empowerment of the
communities (Metcalfe and Kepe, 2008; Pinter-Wollman, 2012; Noe and
Kangalawe, 2015). In reality, the implementation of wildlife corridors
triggers land-based conflicts (state vs. communities; WMAs vs. tourist
operators; tourist operators vs. communities; between and within
communities) (Caro, Jones and Davenport, 2009; Kikoti, Griffin and
Pamphii, 2010; Mariki, Svarstad and Benjaminsen, 2015). For example, the
Kwakuchinja wildlife corridor implemented between Tarangire and Lake
Manyara National Parks, a part of the Tarangire-Simanjiro ecosystem
characterized by seasonal wildlife migration, resulted in conflicts mainly
because of game crop destruction as wild animals trek their traditional
routes through cropland (Mwalyosi, 1991; Hariohay and Røskaft, 2015).

Despite the negative impacts of corridors, conservationists continue to
embrace corridors and argue that it is possible for example to increase the
size of the elephants’ habitat by creating wildlife corridors that connect
protected areas or by removing fencing between protected areas that are
situated on two sides of international borders, creating TFCAs (PinterWollman, 2012). Therefore, the success of most TFCAs in part depends on
establishing connectivity between neighbouring PAs (Metcalfe, 2003;
Wolmer, 2003; Duffy, 2006; Ferreira, 2006; Sibanda, 2010). This is
particularly the case for the GLTP and similar initiatives such as SelousNiassa TFCA linking the Selous Game Reserve and Niassa Game Reserve
in Mozambique and Tanzania respectively (Baldus and Hahn, 2009; Noe,
5

2015). The creation of Selous Niassa Wildlife Corridor is but one event in
a long series of struggles over the construction of knowledge, the
production of landscapes, and intense arguments about access and
control of resources. There has been a surge in academic interest on the
governance of TFCAs (see for example Duffy, 2006; Spierenburg,
Steenkamp and Wels, 2006; Spierenburg and Wels, 2006; Büscher and
Schoon, 2009; Wittmayer and Büscher, 2010; Büscher, 2013; Schoon, 2013).
However, not much scholarly attention has been paid to the ways in
which affected communities become involved in the governance of
biodiversity corridors planned and implemented as part of TFCAs.
Therefore, this research specifically focuses on one such biodiversity
corridor – the STWC established to link the Gonarezhou and Kruger
National Parks under the GLTP Treaty of 2002 and it explores the
dynamics of community engagement in the implementation of this
transnational corridor.

1.2 Research aim and key research questions
This research aims to explore how communities deploy their agency in
novel and imaginative ways to influence the governance of the
biodiversity corridors implemented in the context of TFCAs. Therefore,
this research uses the case of the STWC, implemented as part of the GLTP
to explore the nature of community agency in influencing the governance
of this Corridor. For example, in Mozambique the primary concern was
the resettlement of communities to pave the way for creating the
Limpopo National Park (Milgroom and Spierenburg, 2008) while in
South Africa, there was limited engagement of the Mhinga and Makuleke
in planning of the GLTP (Whande, 2012; Ramutsindela and Shabangu,
2013). Given the complexities of implementing the GLTP Treaty in each
6

country, it is not possible to provide full details of the implementation in
each country in this thesis so the focus is on Zimbabwe. From 2002
onwards, the Zimbabwean government started the process of community
engagement. As such, the Treaty then formed the impetus for community
engagement, characterised by a round of consultations with communities
that ensued and were coordinated by CESVI, an NGO that was at that
time working in the South East Lowveld. In the second phase, the
emphasis of community engagement was on the demarcation or mapping
of boundaries for the STWC. This process led to the subsequent gazettal
of the STWC in 2009. The third phase essentially focused on establishing
the co-management authority responsible for the governance of the
STWC.

The marginalisation of communities is a theme of scholarly concern
across most TFCAs implemented in Southern Africa. For example, in a
recent study Sinthumule (2014) shows how the creation of the Greater
Mapungubwe TFCA resulted in livelihood losses mainly among livestock
farmers and small-scale irrigation farmers. Similarly, other studies
conducted on the GLTP (e.g. Munthali and Soto, 2001; Magome and
Murombedzi, 2003; Spierenburg, Steenkamp and Wels, 2006; Sibanda,
2010) demonstrate that this initiative was conceived and implemented in
a heavily top down manner with limited community influence. Architects
of the GLTP paid insufficient attention to the aspirations of communities
in Zimbabwe, South Africa and Mozambique. Given that a majority of
these studies predominantly focus on the early stages of planning TFCAs,
they fail to show how communities actively participated in the planning
and implementation of biodiversity corridors that were later established
to link most TFCAs. This research builds on these earlier studies and
7

other accounts that assume there was limited community influence in the
implementation of the TFCAs across many countries including
Zimbabwe. This current study seeks to present contrasting evidence on
the relations between local communities and TFCAs. As will be shown in
this research, an exploration of how this process evolved illustrates that
far from being completely marginalised, communities had capacity to
exercise their agency and that there were subtle and context-specific ways
in which such agency was enacted. Generally, the implementation of
biodiversity corridors, much like trends in the governance of protected
areas globally, is characterised by a shift away from domination by
government to more inclusive forms of governance in which power is
diffused among a diverse set of actors (Lockwood, 2010; Dudley et al.,
2014). Dudley et al. (2014) maintain that the multiple actors involved in
PA governance is evidenced by the wider variety of governance models
used to establish and manage PAs, including sub-national government
agencies, private entities (especially NGOs), indigenous peoples, local
communities, and various kinds of shared governance. Although not
initially recognised by governments and omitted from the global PA
database, private protected areas and indigenous and community
conservation areas have become widely accepted as important
conservation tools (Pasquini et al., 2011; Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013;
Stolton, Redford and Dudley, 2014). The ascendancy of privately
protected areas and indigenous and community conservation areas
demonstrates an increasingly bottom-up approach to conservation,
whereby individuals and groups of concerned citizens take control
(Dudley et al., 2014).

As scholarly debates on the legitimacy of traditional PAs and new forms
of protected areas continue unabated (Kepe, 2014; Büscher, 2016), there is
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a concomitant shift in emphasis to how collaboration with indigenous
and local people may result in positive outcomes for protected area
governance (Sandwith et al., 2001; Worboys et al., 2015). Conservationists
and protected area managers face the challenge of addressing issues
about the relationship between communities and places where new
biodiversity corridors are created (Sandwith, Lockwood and Gurung,
2006; Pulsford et al., 2015). Communities enter into the TFCA governance
arena in several ways. First, architects of TFCAs expect and encourage
communities living in and adjacent to PAs to cede their land to
conservation in exchange for employment benefits (Sandwith et al., 2001;
Hanks, 2003). Second, communities assert their historical rights to
resources through land claims and land restitution in areas within and
around PAs such as the case with South Africa’s Makuleke tribal group
(Robins and van der Waal, 2008; Ramutsindela and Shabangu, 2013).
Third, the geographical position of communities within the TFCA
prefecture makes their involvement imperative if these initiatives are to
achieve the desirable connectivity. This is especially the case for the GLTP
whose success in part depends on the establishment of a corridor between
the Kruger and Gonarezhou National Parks (Ramutsindela, 2007;
Sibanda, 2010, 2015). Given their strategic location, the GLTP Treaty
specifically mentions the role of the Sengwe community in the
development of this transfrontier conservation initiative. While their role
is largely recognised, there are some scholarly gaps on what their
involvement means and how they assert control of their territory. In
addition, within the nascent TFCA scholarship, there is often lack of a
systematic approach to dealing with issues of place and place
belongingness and how these influence decisions about the amount of
land integrated into biodiversity corridors, as well as the institutional
arrangements for governing these areas. This research addresses this gap
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by focusing on the dynamics of community engagement in the
implementation of the STWC. Specifically, this research addresses the
following three key research questions:
1.

In what ways is community engagement governed in the
implementation of biodiversity corridors for emerging TFCAs?

2.

In what ways is the governance of emerging biodiversity corridors
resisted and negotiated by affected communities?

3.

What is the role of place in contesting and adapting to biodiversity
corridors designed as part of TFCAs?

1.3 Overview of methodology
This research adopts a constructivist paradigm that acknowledges
multiple ways of knowing as it uses multiple methods to capture people’s
thoughts, views, and experiences about phenomena (Schwandt, 1994;
Creswell, 2003). Paradigms differ with respect to how proponents in each
address fundamental questions of research including epistemology,
ontology, methodology and axiology (Crotty, 1998; Lincoln and Guba, 2000;
Creswell, 2003; Glesne, 2011). There is often an overlap in the definitions
and typologies used to describe these fundamental questions (Glesne,
2011). This research adopts the definitions by Guba and Lincoln (1994)
who define epistemology as the relationship between the knower and
what can be known and ontology as the form or nature of reality.
Methodology refers to the process of research including principles or
procedures guiding the research; axiology refers to questions of
researchers’ values on the inquiry; and methods refers to the specific
techniques used to gather and make sense of the data (Creswell, 2003;
Glesne, 2011) [see Chapter 3].

The advantage of adopting a constructivist paradigm for this research
was that it allowed participants to tell their own stories and experiences
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about the events and issues during the implementation of the STWC,
itself a critical component of the GLTP. This approach was considered
suitable for this research because it privileged human agents and their
own interpretations of reality and that knowledge arises from a deep
understanding of the evidence and context in which it is embedded
(Denzin and Lincoln, 2011; Rossman and Rallis, 2012).

Fieldwork for this research was conducted in Sengwe and Tshipise
Communal Areas in Chiredzi and Beitbridge districts located in
Southeast Lowveld (SEL) of Zimbabwe [see Section 3.3]. Data collection
for this research took place across four wards over a six-month period
from July to December 2013. Semi-structured interviews and focus group
discussions (FGDs) were the primary data collection techniques used. In
total, sixty-nine (69) semi-structured interviews and seven (7) FGDs were
conducted with participants identified through non-probabilistic
sampling techniques in order to select those with knowledge and
experiences of the implementation of STWC and GLTP [see Section 3.5].
In terms of format and procedure, of the sixty-nine semi-structured
interviews, approximately fifteen took the format of narrative walks and
narrative drives where the researcher accompanied selected villagers on
walks and drives in their landscapes to gather their experiential aspects
of place within and outside the STWC. This approach was considered
important and consistent with the constructivist paradigm in which
places are argued to be socially constructed concepts that can be
understood by referring to the discursive meanings that participants
associate with them (Entrikin, 1991). In addition, and again consistent
with the constructivist standpoint guiding this research, the STWC and
GLTP were construed as an action arena, involving as they did, the
interactions of multiple stakeholders (including planning experts,
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conservationists, NGOs, villagers and so on) and other non-human
entities (e.g. national borders, park boundaries, veterinary fences, cattle
and corridor fences etc.). The interactions among these stakeholders were
based on the way actors socially construct their everyday realities (Berger
and Luckmann, 1966; Knorr-Cetina, 1981).

In order to supplement primary data (semi-structured interviews and
FGDs), secondary data were reviewed to provide important background
information on the implementation of the STWC, as well as other related
planning issues in and around the STWC and GLTP. When reviewing
these documents it was important to examine the nuances on how official
documents represented issues about community involvement in the
creation and implementation of both the STWC and GLTP [see Section
3.5.4]. All data (semi-structured interviews, focus groups and secondary
data sources) were analysed and interpreted using qualitative thematic
analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006; Neuman, 2006; Denzin and Lincoln,
2011). Data were analysed using thematic analysis with the aid of QSR
NVivo 10 software. NVivo software was especially useful for organising,
coding, and collating data into analytical themes [see Section 3.6].

1.4 Structure of the thesis
This thesis comprises of seven chapters. This introductory chapter has
provided the rationale and focus of the research, as well as an overview
of the methodological approach guiding this research. Chapter 2 reviews
relevant literature follows this on governance, starting with definitions of
the concept of governance before delving into protected area governance.
It includes a brief discussion of changing protected area paradigms to
provide a context in which TFCAs are debated and implemented. As the
research focuses on dynamics of community engagement in the
12

implementation of TFCAs, the literature review also touches on how
communities have been involved throughout the evolution of most
TFCAs. Chapter 3 describes the methodology of the research focusing on
the paradigm of choice (constructivism), description of the study area,
data collection techniques and data analysis methods. In addition, the
chapter also discusses some key methodological issues such as the
researcher’s reflexivity, along with ethical issues guiding the research.

The subsequent three chapters present the results and analysis of
findings. Chapter 4 specifically focuses on the role of communities in
determining the spatial extent and institutional arrangements for
governance of STWC, while Chapter 5 expands the focus on community
engagement further by delving into the dynamics of resistance,
contestation and negotiation in the implementation of the Corridor. The
chapter demonstrates the multiple ways in which villagers enacted their
agency. It argues that the villagers were not just passive recipients of
TFCA discourses but they reworked and strategically used different
practices to create favourable outcomes and negotiate for inclusion in
governance. Chapter 6 presents findings on the influence of sense of place
in the governance of the Corridor. It suggests that villagers living in and
adjacent to the Corridor used their belongingness to place enact their
agency and show their subjectivity when implementing the STWC.
Chapter 7 is the conclusion where key research questions are revisited,
key findings summarised as well as the contribution of this research.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Introduction
This research focuses on the dynamics of community engagement in the
implementation of biodiversity corridors, established in the context of
most TFCAs. This literature review is structured as follows. Section 2.2
clarifies the concept of governance. The purpose of this section is to pay
close analytical attention to the various dimensions of governance and
situate arguments presented on the increased involvement of different
actors in contemporary global environmental governance [Section 2.3].
Section 2.4 provides an overview of changing approaches guiding PA
governance. Given that this research focuses on the process of community
engagement, such an overview provides the context in which
communities are involved in TFCA governance. Section 2.5 focuses on the
perceived benefits of TFCAs while Section 2.6 summarises the gaps in the
literature and highlights the focus of the research on community
engagement in the implementation of TFCAs. Section 2.7 provides an
overview of the concept of place and its application in natural resource
governance while Section 2.8 summarises this chapter.

2.2 The concept of governance
Before turning to governance in protected areas, it is important to discuss
the origin and ascendancy of the governance concept in the broad
literature. This is because extant literature provides a multiple
perspectives and interpretations of the concept of governance resulting in
lack of consensus on the scope and the constitution of governance (Berger,
2003; Bulkeley, 2005). For the past three decades, the concept of
governance has entered mainstream policy circles and adopted by several
academic disciplines from political science, public administration and
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natural resource management (Rhodes, 1996; Kjær, 2004; Chhotray and
Stoker, 2008). However, despite this dominance and commanding
significant theoretical and institutional authority, the literature on
governance is sometimes characterised as diverse, disjointed and
notoriously slippery (Kooiman, 1999; Pierre and Peters, 2000). This is
hardly surprising given the diversity in usage of the concept of
governance (Rhodes, 1997; Kooiman, 1999; Kersbergen and Waarden,
2004). These range from two uses (Windhoff-Héritier, 2002) to as many as
seven definitions of governance Rhodes (1997, 2000). Notwithstanding
such diversity in usage and interpretations, a few definitions capture the
essence of governance. Governance is defined as:
The sum of many ways that individuals and institutions, both public and
private manage their affairs. It is a continuing process through which
conflicting or diverse interests may be accommodated and co-operative
action may be taken. It includes formal institutions, regimes empowered
to enforce compliance, as well as informal arrangements that people and
institutions either have agreed to or perceive to be in their interest.
(Commission on Global Governance, 1995, p. 4)

A common definition used with respect to Protected Areas (PAs)
governance is that provided by Graham, Amos, and Plumptre (2003, pp.
2-3) who define governance as “the interactions among structures,
processes and traditions that determine how power and responsibilities
are exercised, how decisions are taken, and how citizens or other
stakeholders have their say”. While some scholars (e.g., Hewson and
Sinclair, 1999; Gilpin, 2002) claim that governance lacks a theorising about
power and the state. However, several others contend that the concept
evokes notions of power, that is, it focuses on questions of influence,
decision-making and accountability mechanisms in place (BorriniFeyerabend, 2003; Kjær, 2004; Lockwood, 2010).
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Across many disciplines, there is scholarly consensus that there have been
shifts in the interpretation of governance and in the way the state perform
its functions; that is, governance is not synonymous with and is much
broader than government (Rhodes, 1997; Kjær, 2004). In most cases,
multiple stakeholders with an interest in a particular policy issue now
coordinate most tasks undertaken by self-organising networks, but the
state retains oversight on their roles (Rhodes, 1997; Stoker, 1998; Kjær,
2004; Chhotray and Stoker, 2008). The literature on governance shows
that there is diversity in interpretations of governance (Pierre and Peters,
2000; Berger, 2003). An important lesson we can learn from this literature
is that the realm of governance itself is dynamic involving configurations
of non-state actors and transnational networks in decision making with a
reduced state presence (Eckerberg and Joas, 2004). Governance has thus
come to refer to the structures and processes used by stakeholders of
different backgrounds operating at different scales to influence issues of
public interest (Abrams et al., 2003). In the field of environmental
governance, the state, non-state actors, environment and conservation
NGOs, private sector, indigenous and local people are increasingly
involved in decision making processes (Pahl-Wostl, Gupta and Petry,
2008; MacDonald, 2010; Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013). The following
section briefly describes the rise of international cooperation in
environmental governance.

2.3 International cooperation in environmental governance
Most contemporary global environmental issues such biodiversity are
now governed with and through transnational and dynamic networks
involving public, private and non-profit organizations (Betsill and
Bulkeley, 2004; Bulkeley, 2005; Lemos and Agrawal, 2006). The global and
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transboundary nature of some environmental issues has resulted in
increased calls for cooperation among states and different stakeholders in
the governance of natural resources (Betsill and Bulkeley, 2004; Duffy,
2011). Consequently, there is a diversity of traditions for understanding
global environmental governance: with particular interpretations
focusing scale of governance and processes of globalisation, while others
broadly conceived environment and specify that governance is broader
than government and involving frameworks for finding solutions to
problems, among other issues.

Notwithstanding these multiple conjunctions of the interpretations of
governance, contemporary environmental issues have become part of
global politics whose governance is increasingly shared among
governments, NGOs and private sectors and other actors spanning across
scales (Bulkeley, 2005). This is particularly evident in biodiversity
conservation where diverse sets of actors and networks have redefined
the ways such global commons are governance (Duffy, 2001; BorriniFeyerabend, 2003; Duffy, 2007). On the one hand, there has been a change
in the scale at which environmental problems occur coupled with
reduced involvement of the state. On the other hand, there are also clarion
calls to engage resource users affected by environmental decisions made
by outsiders distanced from the realities of those affected. Thus in both
the North and South the influence of international conservation
organisations is felt where governments have rescaled and redefined
their roles in addressing pressing global environmental issues including
policies on PAs and transboundary conservation initiatives (Chapin,
2004). For example, the transboundary nature of shared watercourses has
prompted sovereign states to scale up to international institutions, actors
and agreements to manage conflicts that may exist between or within
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countries or between competing users (Uitto and Duda, 2002). In other
instances, scaling out occurs where governments abandon centralised
control towards inclusive, participatory approaches to decision-making
to address environmental challenges such as biodiversity loss and risks
posed by climate change (Lemos and Agrawal, 2006). However, these
problems have often resulted in struggles over what scale the governance
should occur and the reluctance of nation states to address environmental
problems (Adger et al., 2001). As a result, a narrative of global
environmental problems simultaneously has empowered international
institutions to set policy agendas, prioritise scientific knowledge, and
justify a variety of policy interventions at regional, national, and local
levels (Taylor and Buttel, 1992; MacDonald, 2005). There is a complex
interplay of institutional factors and actors influencing the principles of
broad

environmental

governance

issues

such

as

biodiversity

conservation. Consequently, PA governance has become strongly and
unavoidably political, as conservation is inseparable from questions of
representation and involvement of marginalised groups in conservation
policies (Lockwood, 2010). This observation is particularly germane in the
governance of TFCA initiatives that cut across the conventional
state/market/community distinction (Lemos and Agrawal, 2006; Dudley
et al., 2014).

After the World Parks Congress held in 1982, held there has been an
increased emphasis on promoting inclusive modes of governance. Over
the years, these landmark conferences have become important sites for
the emergence of policy arguments and practices with respect to PA
governance. For example, after the 5th World Parks Congress and
Convention of Biological Diversity’s 2010 and 2020 Protected Area
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targets, several countries and regions have expanded the size of areas
under conservation and promoted governance reforms (CBD, 2010;
Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013). The 5th World Parks Congress held in
South Africa under the theme “Benefits beyond Boundaries”, resulted in
calls to revise the four dimensions of PA governance namely: a)
governance by the government b) shared governance/co-management
(involving multi-stakeholder collaboration), c) private governance, and
d) governance by indigenous people or local people (Borrini-Feyerabend,
2003; IUCN, 2003; Dudley, 2008). As a result, over the past decades, there
have been marked shifts in the PA governance types from governmentgoverned and managed PAs, to areas governed by either local
communities, indigenous peoples or private entities (including non-profit
and for-profit organisations), or shared governance arrangements
(Deguignet et al., 2014; Juffe-Bignoli et al., 2014).

Therefore, there is variation in PAs reported in the World Database of
Protected Areas with respect to their size, management objectives and
governance types. The IUCN Protected Area Management Categories
classify PAs based on their primary management objective (Dudley, 2008)
while the IUCN governance types classify PAs according to who holds
authority, responsibility and accountability for them. Both the IUCN and
the CBD recognise four broad protected area governance types and 11
subtypes (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013). Table 2.1 below shows the
relationship between the management categories and governance types
for PAs.
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Table 2.1 IUCN Protected Areas Management Categories and
Governance Types

Community conserved areas –
declared and run by local
communities

Indigenous people’s conserved
areas and territories – established
and run by indigenous peoples

D. Governance by
indigenous people
and local
communities
… by for profit organisations (e.g.
individual or corporate owners)

...for non-profit organisations (e.g.
NGOs, universities, co-operatives)

C. Private
governance

Declared and run by individual
land owner

Collaborative management
(various forms of pluralist
influence
Joint Management (pluralistic
management board)

B. Shared
governance

Transboundary management

Government-delegated
management (e.g. to an NGO)

Sub-national ministry or agency in
charge

Protected
area
categories

A. Governance
by government

Federal national ministry or
agency in charge

Governanc
e types

Ia. Strict
Nature
Reserve
Ib.
Wilderness
Area
II. Protected
Area
III. Natural
Monument
IV.
Habitat/Speci
es
Management
V. Protected
Landscape/se
ascape
VI. Managed
Resource
Protected
Area

Source: Borrini-Feyerabend et al. (2013)

Most countries across the globe have adopted the IUCN protected areas
categories system. In many cases, focus often shifts from strict
conservation under national parks (Category II) and natural monuments
(Category III) that prevent any form of human intervention to inclusive
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types of PAs that allow for participation of local communities and
stakeholders.

Generally, countries and regions have different priorities and targets on
how much land they can dedicate to conservation. As different countries
seek to achieve their conservation goals with respect to the 2020 Aichi
Biodiversity Targets (Woodley et al., 2012), it is important to recognise
landmark conferences on PAs have become a mechanism through which
ideological perspectives are circulated, gain traction, and then influence
both policy and practice of biodiversity conservation globally
(MacDonald, 2010; Dudley et al., 2014). These conferences are also fertile
ground where diverse NGOs, governments, business and private actors,
indigenous and local groups lobby marked shifts in the global approach
to protected area establishment and management (Dudley, 2008; Dudley
et al., 2014). For example, in the lead up to the 6th IUCN World Congress
2014 (Sydney, November 2014), Dudley et al. (2014) highlighted the six
most important changes influencing the conservation effectiveness and
social acceptance of PAs globally as follows:
a.

A new protected area definition with more emphasis on nature conservation:
The IUCN definition of protected areas has evolved to focus on
“nature conservation” instead of “biological diversity” in recognition
of the broader cultural and spiritual concerns of many stakeholders.

b. A plurality of management and governance, acknowledging the
importance and growth of other types of governance such as private
protected areas, indigenous and community-conserved areas and
shared governance.
c.

Acknowledgement of the wider protected area benefits beyond conservation,
as protected areas are providing more benefits to society that often go

21

beyond their boundaries (e.g. drinking water, disaster risk reduction
and carbon storage).
d. Great social safeguards for protected areas, establishing requirements for
equitable sharing of costs and benefits from protected areas and
ensuring full and effective participation from all stakeholders
involved, especially indigenous and local communities.
e.

Evidence that protected areas are effective conservation tools, building from
recent studies that show that protected areas work, while also
recognising that more research is needed to understand under which
conditions protected areas fail or succeed in protecting their values.

f.

New emphasis on larger protected areas, transboundary protected areas, and
connectivity and landscape approaches, accounting for the increase of
large connectivity conservation initiatives around the world.

From the foregoing it is clear that the emphasis has shifted to establishing
larger PAs, transboundary PAs, as well as connectivity conservation and
landscape approaches (Beever et al., 2014; Dudley et al., 2014). Therefore,
the 2014 World Parks Congress (which convened over 6,000 people from
170 countries involved in protected area science and governance) and
associated Promise of Sydney advocated for countries to make significant
steps to achieving the global biodiversity targets (Sandwith et al., 2014;
Watson et al., 2016). The Promise of Sydney, in tandem with the preceding
Durban Accord and Action Plan (for the 5th Parks Congress in South
Africa) sought to promote international visibility of PAs and generate a
broad vision for the future of PAs and allow commitments from
governments and organisations to set targets and specific actions they
would take to achieve the common vision.
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As with complex environmental issues (Eckerberg and Joas, 2004), the
governance of these transboundary conservation initiatives now call for
solutions that span single scale and broader engagement of stakeholders,
particularly communities living in and adjacent to PAs. The increasing
complexity, scale and interrelatedness of policy problems have outgrown
traditional state boundaries requiring states to draw from principles
outside their realm (Lockwood, 2010). Writing about ascendancy of
TFCAs, Büscher (2010a, p. 35) argues they have become “the latest
‘fashion’” as countries and governments seek to address some of the
challenges

experienced

when

implementing

community-based

conservation. Therefore, these initiatives have been characterised as a
global phenomenon (Fall, 2005; Duffy, 2008) and representing as the
epitome of the working of global environmental governance (Duffy, 2001;
Ramutsindela, 2004; Duffy, 2006; Ramutsindela, 2007). Indeed, TFCAs go
beyond being merely regional forms of environmental management
because they are inextricably linked to various actors that stretch across
the global to the regional, national, and local levels (Duffy, 2005; Fall,
2005). Broadly, and consistent with the different dimensions of
governance articulated earlier in this chapter, TFCAs represent part of
wider processes of institutional change where authority is diffused from
central government to regional and international actors to advance
protected area governance (Duffy, 1997; Sandwith et al., 2001; Büscher,
2013). If anything, the establishment of such transnational PAs has added
another layer of complexity in governance (Schoon, 2013). This, in part,
explains why some scholars chronicle how many actors from different
governance levels have influenced not only the evolution PA policies, but
also questions of how conservation is delivered on the ground (e.g.
Büscher and Dietz, 2005; Hutton, Adams and Murombedzi, 2005;
Benjaminsen and Svarstad, 2010). Therefore, it is important to situate the
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evolution of TFCAs in the wider socio-political and PA governance
context, to which the following section now turns.

2.4 Overview of protected area discourses
A review of the historical trends characterising PAs worldwide shows
that these areas have evolved significantly over the past two centuries.
The dominant discourse characterising PA evolution in the 19th century
was that of preservation of wildlife species and restriction of local people
from benefitting from resources in PAs. With increased pressure and
conflicts from indigenous and local populations whose livelihoods
depended on resources held in PAs, governments and conservations
replaced the fortress conservation approaches with community-based
conservation (Brockington, 2002; Brockington and Igoe, 2006). More
recently, community-based conservation has been criticised as most
governments and PA agencies shift to emphasising the establishment of
new and larger transboundary PAs (TBPAs) (Hutton, Adams and
Murombedzi, 2005). The following subsections outline the three
dominant PA conservation discourses, namely fortress conservation,
community-based conservation and “back to the barriers” discourses,
which include transboundary conservation.

2.4.1

Fortress conservation approach

The fortress conservation approach is the first and oldest of the PA
discourses based on the principle of separation of humans from PAs.
Fortress conservation approach started with the establishment of the first
national park in 1872 in the United States of America. This explains why
most accounts on the evolution of protected area governance paradigms
begin by exploring the link between colonisation and the emergence of
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PAs guided in part by Western conservation models (Dressler et al., 2010).
Beginning in the 18th century, most PAs established in the colonial era
were informed by the western notions of wilderness whereby vast areas
of land would be exclusively set aside for leisure with no access by
indigenous and local people (Neumann, 2002; Dowie, 2009). Several
studies illustrate how colonialists exported fortress conservation to Asia
and Africa and articulated the impacts of such initiatives (Neumann,
1998; Brockington, 2002; Child, 2004; Brockington and Igoe, 2006). Most
of these studies, falling largely within critical geography and political
ecology disciplines, show how PAs not only helped in the preservation of
wildlife and forest resources but also simultaneously resulted in costs
such as adversarial PA-community relationships and livelihood
displacement (Jones, 2006; Naidoo et al., 2008; Hall et al., 2014). For the
most part, indigenous and local people were excluded from harvesting
resources and experienced visible impacts such as livestock and crop
depredation, loss of human lives and other property and loss of
customary access rights (Barua, Bhagwat and Jadhav, 2013). Furthermore,
some locals in parts of Africa experienced invisible impacts such as
decline in human health due to loss of micronutrients where subsistence
hunting is banned (Neumann et al., 2003; Golden et al., 2011); opportunity
costs resulting from losing access and transaction costs especially where
the affected make claims for compensation (Adams et al., 2004; Barua,
Bhagwat and Jadhav, 2013). Local communities had limited power to
influence decisions about benefits and key decisions in the governance of
most PAs.

However, despite the adversarial relationships between PAs and
communities, government authorities couched most of the humanwildlife conflicts in terms of population pressure and failure of locals to
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appreciate the value of natural resources such as wildlife (Siurua, 2006).
In advancing this narrative, governments and PA agencies somehow
ignored that the establishment of PAs itself was the driver of poverty in
most developing countries (Neumann, 1998), including biodiversity
hotspots globally (Fisher and Christopher, 2007; Geldmann, Joppa and
Burgess, 2014). In part, due to the challenges of poverty in communities
adjacent to PAs in most countries in Africa and Asia, from the 1980s
onwards, the efficacy of the fortress conservation approach was
questioned. This is because some studies did not establish a positive
relationship between strict protection and thus concluded the approach
had failed to reduce environmental degradation, habitat loss and a rise in
wildlife-related crime (Hulme and Murphree, 2001; Plumptre et al., 2014).
As a result, conservation officials searched for solutions for addressing
the costs of conservation met by economically marginalised rural
communities (Emerton, 2001). Therefore, most countries initiated sought
to link biodiversity conservation and development of indigenous and
local people affected by PAs and forest areas (Gibson and Marks, 1995;
Neumann, 1997; Adams and Hulme, 2001).

2.4.2

Community-based conservation

The second discourse, community-based conservation gained prominence in
the 1980s as PA officials and governments sought opportunities for winwin solutions between conservation and community development needs
of communities living adjacent to PAs (Adams and Hulme, 2001; Child,
2004). Summarising its basic tenets, Hackel (2001) observes that
community-based conservation is guided by three fundamental
principles namely: giving people living adjacent to PAs the opportunity
to determine the optimal land use and participate in decision making
processes about their areas; granting custodial rights over wildlife
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resources; and granting them user rights so that they derive economic
benefits from wildlife. Viewed using a governance lens, communitybased conservation essentially involves the devolving of decision-making
power to communities and creating a politico-legal framework for their
empowerment (Murombedzi, 2001; Dyer et al., 2014). In light of this,
several scholars argue that NGOs and park authorities embraced
community-based conservation based on its potential to contribute to the
social-economic

development

of

communities

while

conserving

biodiversity (Hulme and Murphree, 1999; Child and Barnes, 2010;
Dougill et al., 2012).

Under community-based conservation, the focus of conservation of PA
agencies shifted from preservation to sustainable utilisation and benefit
sharing (Siurua, 2006). The assumption driving community-based
conservation is that providing significant economic incentives to
communities would change their attitudes toward wildlife and support
biodiversity conservation programmes (Murphree, 1993; Child and
Barnes, 2010). Countries in sub-Saharan Africa have received about
US$3.4 billion in conservation aid in support of community-based
conservation or deforestation programmes (Wells and Brandon, 1992;
Agrawal and Gibson, 1999; Bare, Craig and Daniel, 2015). Most countries
in sub-Saharan Africa have embraced and promoted Community Based
Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) programmes especially in
areas adjacent to PAs. The objective of most CBNRM programmes is to
promote the sustainable utilisation of natural resources while
contributing to reducing poverty for indigenous and local people
adjacent to PAs (Wells and Brandon, 1992; Child, 1996; Barrow and
Murphree, 2001; Hackel, 2001; Musumali, Larsen and Kaltenborn, 2007).
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Marks

(2001)

argues

that

following

Zimbabwe’s

successful

implementation of CAMPFIRE, its philosophy was embraced by most
countries in Africa. These include Zambia’s Administrative Management
and Development Programme (ADMADE) (Marks, 2001); Tanzania’s
Community-based Wildlife Management National Parks Outreach
Programme (Emerton and Mfunda, 1999; Songorwa, 1999); Namibia’s
conservancy programme (Jones and Weaver, 2009); and the Integrated
Wildlife and Livestock Management Programmes in East Africa (Boyd et
al., 1999), among others.

Despite the optimism in the early uptake of CBRNM programmes in
several countries, over the years there has been a diversity of experiences
(Brockington, 2004; Dougill et al., 2012). While there are numerous success
stories of community-based conservation, others argue that its
contribution to conservation and development is difficult to demonstrate
among communities affected by the establishment of PAs and have
resulted in other challenges at the local level (Oates, 1999; Hutton, Adams
and Murombedzi, 2005; Blaikie, 2006). However, others note that given
time, adequate resources and relevant competencies, it is possible to
simultaneously realise the goals of conservation and development (Child,
1996). Institutions take time to evolve, and as such, time is crucial for their
emergence, nurturing and functioning to drive both conservation and
development. There is strong evidence indicating that positive changes
in community attitudes towards PAs resulted from community-based
conservation programmes implemented by some countries in Africa
(Musumali, Larsen and Kaltenborn, 2007; Guerbois et al., 2013; Mkanda,
Mwakifwamba and Simpamba, 2014). Elsewhere, in countries such as
Nepal, Thailand and China, research has demonstrated that with time it
28

is possible to involve indigenous people in conservation, particularly
where PA planning is participatory and focusing on improving
livelihoods for affected communities (Nepal, 2002; Brooks, Waylen and
Mulder, 2012). Therefore, frequently evaluations of the performance of
community-based conservation programmes emphasis has been on the
nature and forms of community engagement, relative contribution of
such programmes to reducing poverty, reducing biodiversity loss, as well
as emergence of new policies and institutions of governance (Barrow and
Murphree, 2001; Murphree, 2009).

Several criticisms have been highlighted on how donor agencies have tied
funding for community-based conservation to the inclusion of local
communities in the environmental governance structures (Western and
Wright, 1994; Dzingirai, 2003). Therefore, there are thus divergent views
among scholars and practitioners on what role the government should
play in environmental governance. On the one hand, due to
decentralization imperatives, the state is sometimes urged to give control
over decision-making to communities (a narrative which is popular in
community-based conservation), on the other hand, there is the view that
a strong state is critical for the governance of the environment
(Meadowcroft, 2007). However, a number of challenges have affected
community-based conservation. Therefore, many scholars argue that
community-based conservation is no panacea because of the theoretical
and practical difficulties surrounding its implementation (Agrawal and
Gibson, 1999; Siurua, 2006). In particular, Stone and Nyaupane (2014)
show how in Botswana, implementers of community-based conservation
have failed to consider intra-community differences (including vested
interests, local history, geographical settings, among other factors)
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resulting in the wholesale adoption of a single CBNRM implementation
model. This is a challenge affecting most community-based conservation
initiatives in many countries. Studies focusing on the role of aid in
changing conservation outcomes often question the reliance of most
community-based

programmes

on

donors

which

has

exposed

governments to some of the vagaries of donors and results in loss of
autonomy in their implementation (Balint and Mashinya, 2006; Bare,
Craig and Daniel, 2015). After decades of consumptive use of wildlife,
some studies have begun to question the relative contribution of such
programmes to biodiversity conservation (Dickson, Hutton and Adams,
2009; Buckley and Mossaz, 2015). In some instances, community-based
conservation has experienced operational challenges such as corruption,
nepotism and inequitable distribution of benefits (Songorwa, 1999; Balint
and Mashinya, 2006; Murphree, 2009). Perhaps it is because of these
challenges that Berkes (2004) contends that privileging investment in
community conservation has ostensibly diluted the conservation agenda.
From the 1990s onwards, there has been an emerging scholarship
providing critiques on community-based conservation and how this had
defaulted and began to be informed by authoritarian conservation (e.g.
Hutton, Adams and Murombedzi, 2005; Dressler et al., 2010). This is
sometimes termed the “back to the barriers” movement given its
emphasis on protecting biodiversity loss at all costs.

2.4.3

Back to the barriers movement

The third and most recent conservation discourse is the “back to the
barriers” movement which includes the rise of transboundary
approaches to conservation (Hutton, Adams and Murombedzi, 2005;
Dressler et al., 2010). Metaphorically, the back to the barriers movement
is characterised by limited attention to community participation and
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involvement in governance. The back to the barriers movement holds that
PAs are best managed by centralised authorities, closely policed marked
boundaries and applying appropriate sanctions on those who violate
rules and borders, particularly those who illegally enter reserves and
harvest resources (Hutton, Adams and Murombedzi, 2005). There are
calls for caution in the wake of resurgent protectionism as governments
across most parts of Africa embrace global targets to increase the amount
of land under biodiversity conservation and implement a range of
approaches to mitigate the challenges of climate change.

Hutton, Adams, and Murombedzi (2005) argue that several conservation
approaches fall under the “back to the barriers” banner including
transboundary protected area management, payment for ecosystem
services

(PES)

schemes,

public

private

partnerships

and

the

mainstreaming of biodiversity issues. The implementation of these
various governance arrangements in different contexts across much of
Africa has been characterised by renewed debates on the relations of
communities and PAs in parks and transboundary PAs (Duffy, 2001;
Brockington, Duffy and Igoe, 2008; Büscher, 2013).

With specific reference to TFCAs as a type of protected area, it is
important to underscore that their emergence is not unprecedented
within nature conservation circles (Abeling, 2011). The Waterton-Glacier
International Park, formally established in 1932 and bordering the United
States and Canada is widely believed to be the first case of transboundary
conservation (Sandwith et al., 2001). Others scholars indicate the first
transboundary PA was established between Czechoslovakia (now Czech
Republic) and Poland when the two countries signed the Krakow
Protocol in 1925 (Thorsell and Harrison, 1990). In Africa, the Albert
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National Park, named after the then King of Belgium Albert I, founded
by Belgium colonialists in 1925 is regarded as the first transboundary
initiative (van der Linde et al., 2001). What is clear from these studies is
that from the mid-20th century to the present, conservationists and
international conservation organisations have grappled with the idea of
promoting large conservation areas rich in biodiversity, extensive gene
pools which enable the migration of wildlife across borders (Abeling,
2011). The need to establish more expansive and cross border
transboundary PAs became more pronounced in the 1990s, when nearly
all international conservation organisations started to vigorously
promote cross-border cooperation to achieve conservation goals
(Spierenburg and Wels, 2006; Vasilijević et al., 2015). For example, within
the IUCN, formal efforts promoting transboundary conservation started
in 1997 when a Task Force was established on Transboundary PAs
(Braack et al., 2006). Similarly, from 2004 to date, the Convention on
Biological Diversity has periodically reviewed its targets for global PA
coverage and given importance to transboundary conservation through
its Programme of Work on Protected Areas (PoWPA) (Secretariat of the
Convention on Biological Diversity., 2004; CBD, 2010; Dudley et al., 2014).
Specifically, Goal 1.3 of the PoWPA requests Parties to “To establish and
strengthen regional networks, transboundary protected areas (TBPAs)
and collaboration between neighbouring protected areas across national
boundaries” (Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity., 2004,
p. 11). As a result of these numerous calls and efforts, the global number
of TBPAs progressively increased from 59 TBPAs (combining 70 PAs) in
the late 1980s, to 169 (involving 666 individual PAs) in 2001 and to 188
internationally adjoining PAs (with at least 818 individual sites) by 2005
(Mittermeier et al., 2005). Globally, in 2007 there were about 227 TBPA
complexes incorporating 3,043 individual PAs (Lysenko, Besançon and
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Savy, 2007). This number has continued to grow as the global number of
PAs has risen significantly over the years. The recent update of the WDPA
released in August 2014 contains over 209 000 designated PAs from more
than 193 countries and territories (IUCN and UNEP-WCMC, 2014). The
Protected Planet Report 2014, along with the 2014 United Nations List of
Protected areas provides the most comprehensive update on the
coverage, status and trends of the global protected area network
(Deguignet et al., 2014; Juffe-Bignoli et al., 2014). Most national
governments, conservationists, international NGOs, indigenous and local
people and private organisations have embraced and continue to
emphasise the socio-economic and ecological benefits of creating new and
larger PAs (Dudley et al., 2014; Worboys et al., 2015). In particular, IUCN
through its WCPA Transboundary Conservation Specialist Group
maintains a global network of practitioners and experts in transboundary
PAs whose role is to advise countries and protect area agencies on the
feasibility of establishing transboundary conservation and development
areas (Vasilijević et al., 2015).

With specific reference to transboundary conservation, differences exist
in the terminology used to designate transboundary conservation
initiatives because of the complexity of existing governance arrangements
in each particular case and differences in objectives for which these
initiatives are established. For instance, Sandwith et al. (2001) use the term
Transboundary PAs (TBPAs). Other terminology used includes
Transfrontier

Conservation

Areas

(TFCAs)

(Thorsell,

1990),

internationally adjoining PAs (Zbicz, 2001), Peace Parks (De Villiers,
1999), Super Parks (Duffy, 1997), Mega Parks (van Aarde and Jackson,
2007), and more recently, transboundary conservation and development
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areas (Sandwith, Lockwood and Gurung, 2006). The most commonly
used definition is that of De Villiers (1999) who defines a TFCA as:
A relatively large area that straddles the boundaries of two or more
countries, and covers large-scale natural systems, encompassing one or
more protected areas as well as multiple resource areas. (pp. 12-13)

Although this conceptualisation has gained popularity, from 2001
onwards academics and practitioners have sought to provide a
comprehensive typology involving diverse transboundary conservation
practices. Therefore, whereas in 2001, TBPAs and Peace Parks were the
two terms to designate transboundary conservation arrangements, in
2006, with guidance from the IUCN’s Transboundary Conservation
Specialist

Group,

the

typology

now

includes

Transboundary

Conservation and Development Areas (TCDAs) and Transboundary
Migratory Corridors (Sandwith, Lockwood and Gurung, 2006; Vasilijević
et al., 2015). This research adopts the terminology of TFCA, a term
popularised by the Peace Parks Foundation and commonly used by many
researchers and practitioners in Southern Africa (Hanks, 2003). TFCAs
include conservation and development objectives and they are
established with the objective of ensuring involvement and active
support of local communities in conservation (Hanks, 2003; Sandwith,
Lockwood and Gurung, 2006). Across much of Southern Africa,
politicians and conservationists embraced TFCAs because of their
perceived ecological, economic and political benefits, to which the
following section turns.

2.5 Perceived benefits of TFCAs
The following subsections provide an overview of the benefits of
implementing TFCAs.
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2.5.1

Ecological benefits

One of the major reasons for establishing TFCAs is to promote
biodiversity conservation especially through creating larger PAs
involving two or more adjoining PAs. This approach is premised on
conservation biology theory and bioregionalism that linking two or more
PAs results in improved ecosystem management and broader ecological
processes (Hanks, 2003; Hilty, Lidicker Jr and Merenlender, 2012).
Therefore, conservationists and ecologists maintain that establishing
connectivity across international boundaries supports the migration of
species between PAs, especially animals with extensive ranges.
McCallum and Schoon (2011) argue that promoting the unrestricted
migration of species across borders enhances greater genetic exchange
and less isolation, and contributes to reduced human-wildlife conflicts.

Ecologists believe it is desirable to expand scale to benefit from ecological
processes that affect species abundance and distribution (Poiani et al.,
2000). In addition, many ecologists argue that single PAs are not
sufficiently large to combat long term biodiversity loss and would
inevitably result in species extinction (Adenle, Stevens and Bridgewater,
2015). In particular, Danby and Slocombe (2005) argue that the existence
of physical barriers between PAs constrains the movement of wildlife
across borders and single and stand-alone parks are too small to maintain
the gene pool to support broader evolutionary and ecological processes.
Therefore, managers of adjoining PAs increasingly emphasise the need
for cooperation safeguard biodiversity and increase species richness
(Sandwith et al., 2001; Plumptre et al., 2007). For instance, Plumptre et al.
(2007) and Martin et al. (2011) show that the opening of international
boundaries in the Greater Virunga Landscape resulted in increased
occurrence of landscape species and better conservation outcomes.
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Additionally, some studies show that collaboration among the countries
involved (Democratic Republic of Congo, Rwanda and Uganda) has
resulted in significant increases in the population of mountain gorillas, an
increase in tourism revenue and reduction of the effects of war on
elephants (Plumptre et al., 2007; Mukanjari et al., 2013). Therefore, it is
common for proponents of TFCAs to advance claims that managers of
adjoining PAs can collaborate on operational matters such as law
enforcement, monitoring disease transmission over wider spatial scales
and managing disturbances such as disease outbreaks, fires and floods,
pest outbreaks and coordinating containment of invasive species (Schoon
and Cox, 2012; Jori et al., 2014). Often the expectation among agencies is
that there will be joint budgeting for conducting such activities, itself a
difficult feat given different country priorities and unequal resource
endowments (Schoon and York, 2011).

2.5.2

Economic benefits

Proponents of TFCAs claim that the institutionalisation of these areas
provides an impetus for broader economic growth and development
which

subsequently

resulting

in

economic

integration

and

regionalisation (Ali, 2007; van der Duim, Lamers and van Wijk, 2015).
Tourism is widely perceived to be a driver of economic development for
countries involved in joint management of adjoining PAs (Sandwith et al.,
2001; Spenceley, 2006). Countries in the SADC region established several
Protocols with the objective of institutionalising the implementation of
TFCAs in the region. For example, countries enacted the Protocol on
Wildlife Conservation and Law Enforcement to promote regional
cooperation in wildlife management issues. Most SADC countries had
been implementing community based conservation programmes for
decades and sought to use lessons to influence policies for TFCAs.
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Therefore, the ideological arguments of community-based conservation
have tended to inform the planning of the GLTP, along with other
initiatives in the SADC region (Wolmer, 2003; Büscher and Dietz, 2005;
Hanks and Myburgh, 2015). The increased movement of tourists across
borders can facilitate joint planning, provision and management of
shared tourism assets and result in increased revenues for the countries
and communities involved (Plumptre et al., 2007; Scovronick and Turpie,
2009). Consequently, tourism revenue is widely believed to be critical for
enabling TFCAs to be financially independent (Sandwith et al., 2001;
Ramutsindela, 2004, 2007). In addition, local communities affected by
TFCAs are expected to benefit through private-public partnerships,
secure employment and participate in provision of tourism services
through sale of crafts and cultural tourism (Sandwith et al., 2001;
Spierenburg and Wels, 2010).

However, there has been considerable scholarly debate on the livelihood
gains for communities affected by TFCAs (Dzingirai, 2004; Ferreira, 2004;
Hughes, 2005). This is partly because of the lack of any significant tourism
infrastructure in the first decade of implementing TFCAs in Southern
Africa (Suich, Busch and Barbancho, 2005; Spenceley, Dzingirai and
Tangawamira, 2008) and increased concern that current and planned
tourism development is incompatible with sustainable development
driving TFCAs in the region (Ferreira, 2004, 2006; Spenceley, 2006). This
is pertinent given a review of PA effectiveness across 49 countries found
that there has been failure by most PAs to contribute to poverty reduction
among affected communities (Naughton-Treves, Holland and Brandon,
2005). In areas around most PAs, there is very limited evidence to link
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conservation and poverty alleviation (Naughton-Treves, Holland and
Brandon, 2005; Ferraro and Hanauer, 2014).

2.5.3

Political and peace building benefits

Most TFCAs initiatives occur in border regions and as such, their
proponents assume they will drive cross-border cooperation where state
and non-state actors jointly address shared environmental issues, foster
regional integration and strength or foster peaceful co-existence for the
countries involved. In Southern Africa, the TFCAs are alternatively
known as “Peace Parks” because of the strong influence of the Peace
Parks Foundation (Van Amerom and Büscher, 2005). The establishment
of the SADC block, the end of Mozambique’s civil war and collapse of
South Africa’s apartheid system in 1994 provided the undercurrents
driving the excitement among governments in Southern Africa about the
role of TFCAs in promoting regional integration and peace (Van Amerom
and Büscher, 2005; Spenceley and Schoon, 2007).

While implementing TFCAs may mitigate conflicts by promoting crossborder cooperation (Sandwith et al., 2001; Akçalı and Antonsich, 2009),
such outcomes are difficult to substantiate given the lack of clarity on the
forms of cooperation required to achieve peace and differences in scope,
aims and geographical size of most TFCAs (Akçalı and Antonsich, 2009;
Barquet, 2015). These challenges are evident in the GLTP where South
Africa presents tourism as the “new gold” and systematically promotes
its own destination competitiveness at the expense of partner countries
(Büscher, 2013). Unlike other partner countries to the GLTP Treaty
(Zimbabwe and Mozambique), South Africa has a well-established
tourist presence because of its strong marketing and obtains most benefits
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because of its established tourism infrastructure (Van Amerom, 2002;
Wolmer, 2003).

Promoters of TFCAs claim that the socio-economic and political activity
underpinning cross-border cooperation may act as an impetus for
countries involved to cooperate in curbing illegal activities such as
poaching and trafficking of illegal goods (Talukdar and Sinha, 2013;
McCallum, Vasilijević and Cuthill, 2015). Frequently, the cooperation
between countries involve in PA governance can spur wide-scale national
political cooperation and limit the incidence of conflicts (McCallum,
Vasilijević and Cuthill, 2015). However, it is difficult to achieve
cooperation across international borders especially given that withincountry relations between PAs and communities are often characterised
by hostility (Mutanga et al., 2015). In addition, border regions where most
TFCAs occur and poverty hotspots characterised by lack of government
support and poor infrastructure. In many cases, protected managers often
rely on community support to be effective in law enforcement efforts in
and around protected areas, an issue that is often impossible in practice
due to geographical, cultural or political barriers.

2.6 Community engagement in implementation of TFCAs
The body of critical literature on the evolution, planning and enactment
of TFCA policy is broad and diverse as it focuses on different country
contexts and applies different theoretical perspectives (e.g., Munthali and
Soto, 2001; Dzingirai, 2004; Spierenburg, Steenkamp and Wels, 2006;
Lunstrum, 2009; Büscher, 2013). Broadly, there are three dominant
perspectives in the literature used for analysing TFCAs. First, there is
significant literature that frames TFCAs as a manifestation of global
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environmental governance where an array of non-state actors and
environmental organisations are increasingly responsible for driving
conservation policy and practice globally in an era characterised by a
surge in neoliberalism (Duffy, 1997; Büscher and Dressler, 2007; Büscher,
2013). Therefore, some scholars argue that TFCAs are an epitome of the
rise in globally driven market-oriented environmental interventions, and
mega parks are evidence that most governments have embraced
neoliberal policy agendas (Wolmer, 2003; Duffy, 2006; Büscher, 2013).

In Southern Africa, a strong coalition of actors has played a leading role
to establish TFCAs (Duffy, 2006; Büscher, 2013). This coalition includes
the governments of South Africa, Mozambique, and Zimbabwe, the
Southern African Development Community (SADC), several western
donor agencies and private sector funders (Büscher, 2013). Duffy (2006)
singles out the Peace Parks Foundation as having been instrumental in
promoting the use of the “Peace Parks” label. Although both are now
deceased, Antony Rupert of South Africa and Prince Bernhard of the
Netherlands have been regarded as notable conservation philanthropists
whose financial support to the Peace Parks Foundation (PPF) has helped
governments to support the ideological arguments around TFCAs in
Southern Africa (Ramutsindela, 2009; Spierenburg and Wels, 2010;
Büscher, 2013). While the efforts of PPF are commendable in supporting
the growth of institutional structures for governing TFCAs, several
scholars have vigorously criticised the ideological arguments behind the
idea of “peace parks” in the region (Ramutsindela, 2007; Büscher, 2010b,
2010c, 2010a).

40

The second perspective focuses on the contribution of TFCAs to
community socio-economic development where communities participate
in their governance as sub-state entities. Critiques exploring this theme
have essentially focussed on the extent of marginalisation, displacement
and lack of participation of communities especially in the planning of
most TFCAs. As such, the progression and implementation of most
TFCAs shows that they were conceived in a top-down manner and
influenced by powerful actors such as donors, conservation NGOs and
conservation

philanthropists

(Ramutsindela,

2007;

Spierenburg,

Steenkamp and Wels, 2008; Spierenburg and Wels, 2010; Büscher, 2013).
For example, in South Africa, the planners of the GLTP deliberately
ignored the presence of the Makuleke people living adjacent to Kruger
National Park (Magome and Murombedzi, 2003) while in Mozambique
local people living in the Coutada 16 Hunting Area were evicted to
establish the Limpopo National Park (Milgroom and Spierenburg, 2008;
Rodgers, 2009). While on the one hand communities are often presented
as partners in the development of TFCAs, on the other hand, some
conservationists argue that poaching by these communities poses the
single greatest threat to biodiversity (Spierenburg and Wels, 2006;
Lunstrum, 2013). For example, some poaching syndicates recruit from
disgruntled villagers evicted from LNP (Lunstrum, 2013). However, these
same villagers simultaneously act as informers to anti-poaching units
within the park agencies.

A third perspective situates the emergence of TFCAs in the context of
Pan-Africanism, bioregionalism and marking the rise of an African
renaissance (Draper, Spierenburg and Wels, 2004; Van Amerom and
Büscher, 2005; Ramutsindela, 2007). In particular, Van Amerom and
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Büscher (2005) go so far as to argue that the creation of TFCAs is
represented

as

a

solution

to

tackle

Africa’s

underlying

underdevelopment and poverty caused by her colonial past and racially
unjust policies that resulted in pejorative understanding of Africa and
Africans. Another argument presented in support of TFCAs is
bioregionalism. Bioregionalism is driven by the idea that “bigger is
better” has been used as a central argument to establish TFCAs promoted
not only in Southern Africa but also across most parts of the globe
(Worboys, Francis and Lockwood, 2010; Pulsford et al., 2015). Architects
of TFCAs argue that the conservation of shared ecosystems across
international borders provides a platform for dialogue among the states
involved and is an innovative approach to environmental peace building
(Sandwith et al., 2001; Vasilijević et al., 2015). More recently, some scholars
have begun to focus on the increasing militarisation and securitization of
conservation spaces (Duffy, 2014; Lunstrum, 2014; Duffy, 2016). For
example, when faced with unprecedented high levels of commercial
poaching (particularly of the rhinoceros) in KNP, there has been a surge
in “green militarisation” (Lunstrum, 2014). Lunstrum (2014, p. 817)
describes green militarisation as “the use of military and paramilitary
(military-like) actors, techniques, technologies and partnerships in the
pursuit of conservation”. Recently, Büscher and Ramutsindela (2015)
expanded Lunstrum’s notion of green militarisation and use “green
violence” to describe the approaches of different actors who use violent
instruments and tactics in the protection of nature. Occasionally, local
communities living in and adjacent to TFCAs are enrolled as part of the
intelligence network to curb rampant commercial wildlife poaching even
where conservation itself appears highly militarized (Lunstrum, 2014) or
where green violence occurs (Büscher and Ramutsindela, 2015). The
commercial poaching of rhinos in protected areas such as the KNP
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threatens the creation of flagships conservation initiatives such as the
GLTP (Büscher and Ramutsindela, 2015). This suggests that irrespective
of the perspective adopted, communities are an important component in
the transfrontier conservation matrix. This is particularly the case where
most TFCAs are implemented on the notion that indigenous and local
people would cede part of their land to be incorporated into connectivity
corridors that are required to create larger TFCAs (Pulsford et al., 2015).
For example, in Southern Africa, TFCAs such as Kgalagadi Transfrontier
Park, GLTP and Great Mapungubwe TFCA all encompass land inhabited
by indigenous and local communities (Wolmer, 2003; Sibanda, 2010;
Thondhlana, Shackleton and Muchapondwa, 2011). Therefore, it could be
argued that the proper engagement of indigenous and local people is
important in achieving sound connectivity conservation governance
(Pulsford et al., 2015).

The implementation history of the GLTP has largely been characterised
by a cursory reference to communities with planning essentially
remaining technocratic and top-down. Studies show how politicians and
conservationists pushed through the GLTP planning process without any
input from communities who would be affected by the transboundary
conservation initiative (Munthali and Soto, 2001; Wolmer, 2003;
Ramutsindela, 2007; Andersson et al., 2013; Spierenburg, 2013). For
example, Ramutsindela (2004) perceptively illustrates how the infusion
of local and external interests at various scales paved the way for the
formation of initiatives such as GLTP and KTFP. As such, most
researchers

acknowledge

the

instrumental

role

of

capitalist

philanthropists and large organisations such as the Peace Parks
Foundation and World Bank in rolling out financial and institutional
support for the development of TFCAs (Ramutsindela, 2009; Spierenburg
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and Wels, 2010) leaving no room for communities involvement. This led
Munthali and Soto (2001) to conclude that apart from government,
communities did not effectively participate in the process leading to
transboundary conservation initiatives such as the GLTP.

While TFCAs as involve multiple stakeholders in governance, their
proponents often render invisible those communities living in and
adjacent to them (Andersson et al., 2013). In the existing literature, several
studies and assessments concentrate on the early planning phases of
TFCAs (Munthali and Soto, 2001; Spierenburg, Steenkamp and Wels,
2006; Spierenburg, 2013), or some specific component such as
resettlement planning (Milgroom and Spierenburg, 2008). In addition,
some studies on TFCAs have focused on how architects and
implementers champion neoliberal conservation ideals using local
development and participation without necessarily delivering on such
promises (Büscher, 2013). There are gaps in the literature particularly on
community engagement in the implementation of biodiversity corridors
critical for achieving connectivity between adjoining TFCAs. Therefore,
this research focuses specifically on community agency, and seeks to
explore how and in what ways communities construct their agency and
subjectivity in the implementation of connectivity conservation corridors
such as the Sengwe Tshipise Wilderness Corridor (STWC), established to
link the Kruger and Gonarezhou National Parks. This research focuses on
the ways in which communities affected by biodiversity corridors
construct and enact their agency in ways that make TFCAs governable as
well as how through such agency they simultaneously disrupt them.
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Before proceeding, it is important to present an overview of studies that
have demonstrated how communities living in and adjacent to PAs
experience insurmountable challenges when their areas are incorporated
into TFCAs. With the advent of TFCAs, communities are expected to
enter into collaborative partnerships with PA managers of most parks in
order to achieve conservation goals and enhance their own livelihoods
(Metcalfe, 2003; Wolmer, 2003). One way in which communities enter into
the TFCA governance matrix is by ceding their land to conservation
programmes in return for benefits from consumptive or nonconsumptive tourism revenue (Ramutsindela, 2004). Notable examples
include the Mhinga and Makuleke communities outside the KNP
(Ramutsindela, 2004; Rodgers, 2009; Ramutsindela and Shabangu, 2013)
and Khomani San and Mier communities around the KTFP (Thondhlana,
Shackleton and Muchapondwa, 2011). Generally, the presence of
compatible land uses such as conservancies in Namibia (Ramutsindela,
2009) or wildlife management areas in Botswana and Kenya (Moswete,
Thapa and Child, 2011; Moswete and Thapa, 2015; Noe, 2015) provides
an impetus for integrating these areas into TFCAs that would otherwise
be managed as multiple use areas. With reference to the GLTP, while
there is scholarly consensus that its success rested in part on the
willingness of communities living in and adjacent to Sengwe and Tshipise
Communal Lands to cede land to conservation (Ramutsindela, 2007;
Sibanda, 2010, 2015), very little is known about community engagement
particularly with respect to implementation of biodiversity corridors. In
addition, the Zimbabwean side of the GLTFCA is under-researched
compared with Mozambique and South Africa and as such, this research
aims to make a valuable contribution to our understandings of empirical
realities of community engagement in Zimbabwe.
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Scholarship that is more recent has centred on the contribution of TFCAs
to biodiversity conservation and livelihoods of communities living at the
edge of these areas (Andersson et al., 2013; Thomson et al., 2013; Hanks
and Myburgh, 2015). This research engages with and contributes to this
scholarship by focusing on the agency of communities affected by TFCAs.
It argues that communities affected by TFCAs are not just mere subjects
of the state or conservation programmes but they (intentionally) use and
construct their own subjectivity and ascribe many meanings to
biodiversity corridors that might support or disrupt the discursive
construction of space by conservationists [see Chapters 4 and 5]. By
agency, the research means the capacity of individuals or groups to act
when faced with proposed changes and (sometimes) produce effects
(whether positive or negative) during the process of engagement for the
implementation of the STWC. This research contributes to the scholarship
on community engagement in the TFCA literature by specifically on
community agency - showing how communities capture and appropriate
meanings of symbolised TFCA space, modify their space(s) to serve their
needs and aspirations, and how they situate such practices as a means of
articulating their identities in the implementation of TFCAs. As
highlighted earlier, trends in PA governance have necessitated the need
to involve of new actors in collaboration. Local communities are
important in the planning and governance of TFCAs. This is not because
they obtain resources but because they interact with PAs in specific ways.
It becomes important to understand human constructions of the places
incorporated into TFCAs. Insights from place studies can help us to
understand the nature of relationships between local people and their
responses in areas where they cede their land for integration under
transboundary conservation programmes such as TFCAs. Examining the
influence of place (Research Question 3) is thus important as it has a
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bearing on how PA managers could integrate place into governance and
management of corridors created as part of TFCAs. To put the questions
about the significance of place and the responses of communities affected
by TFCAs into perspective, the following section provides an overview
of the concept of place in natural resource management.

2.7 The concept of place in natural resource governance
Studies of people-nature relationships focus on how context shapes the
relationships that individuals or groups can have with their environment
as well as how they relate to proposed changes in their environments
(Trentelman, 2009). The concept of place has been central to most
philosophical

thought

across

disciplines

such

as

geography,

environmental psychology and sociology (Casey, 1993; Merrifield, 1993;
Casey, 1997; Malpas, 1999; Cresswell, 2004; Lewicka, 2011). Across these
disciplines, different approaches to exploring how people relate to places
they live have emphasised how place is socially constructed and how
people develop a sense of place or become attached to specific places
(Relph, 1976; Proshansky, Fabian and Kaminoff, 1983). Studies exploring
people-place relationships conducted at different spatial and temporal
scales apply conceptual lenses including place attachment and sense of
place, sense of belonging and feeling at home, among others, to describe
the nature of people’s connection (Cresswell, 2004; Antonsich, 2010;
Lewicka, 2011).

Studies on people-place relationships adopting the concept of place
attachment argue that the concept is two-dimensional comprising place
dependence and place identity (Proshansky, Fabian and Kaminoff, 1983).
Others contend that place attachment is multidimensional comprising
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place affect, place social bonding, place familiarity, belongingness and
rootedness, (Relph, 1976; Hummon, 1992). Despite this apparent lack of
agreement and diversity in usage, these sub-constructs describe the
relationships between people and places that results from prolonged
interaction, socialisation within one particular geographical setting and
develop through use of specific places or resources (Scannell and Gifford,
2010). Consequently, environmental psychologists, critical geographers
and other social scientists (e.g. Williams and Stewart, 1998; Cheng,
Kruger and Daniels, 2003; Davenport and Anderson, 2005) have
highlighted the significance of place in governance of natural resources.
Researchers have predominantly focused on ascertaining and predicting
the degree of people’s attachment to place as a basis for informing
decisions about how to improve the wellbeing of people affected by
policies (Stedman, 2003; Manzo and Perkins, 2006). Frequently, most of
this research attends to how people value specific places and attribute
shared meanings to place. However, more recent use of the concepts of
sense of place and attachment to place argue that the construct of place is
dynamic and contested especially given the prevalence of multiple and
divergent views on how places should be governed. Therefore, there have
been increasing calls to focus on how people strategically use their
connection to place to shape discourses and narratives of natural resource
management especially in the planning and governance of places
undergoing change or transformation (Casey, 2001; Urquhart and Acott,
2014). In this research, sense of place or attachment to place is used to
refer to the relationship between villagers to specific places, a relationship
which often develops through prolonged engagement and interaction
with a particular setting (Relph, 1976; Cresswell, 2004). Such an approach
is distinct from place attachment often used in the tourism and recreation
literature, where studies measure the strength of people’s connection to
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parks or other tourist attractions. Urquhart and Acott (2014) argue that
how people value places has a bearing on how they participate in its
planning and governance.

Therefore, it is important to explore people’s sense of place and how they
use place as a medium in which they articulate their agency (Pile, 1997;
Massey, 2005). Building on existing literature on place research and
drawing from the various concepts on people-place relationships, this
research will empirically explore how place shaped the nature of
contestation and adaptation by communities in the governance of STWC.
In doing so, the research advances the argument that attachment to place
(or sense of place) works in different ways to conform to, disrupt and
make the STWC governance workable. Using different concepts from the
place scholarship helps to put into perspective the arguments about
disruption of place-based livelihoods and how the biodiversity corridor
affected historical movements and how it resulted in communities’ loss
of place belonging. I return to these concepts in Chapter 6 where I focus
on understanding the spatiality of people-place relationships in the
context of STWC.

2.8 Chapter summary
This chapter presented a review of the extant literature with the objectives
of identifying research gaps and contextualising the present research. The
chapter began by providing an overview of the different dimensions of
governance, before focusing particularly on environmental governance.
The chapter showed that the rise of international cooperation between
countries and regions has helped shape the ways regions and
governments adopt and implement various environmental governance
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agreements such as the implementation of transboundary PAs. As
relatively new conservation initiatives, the chapter first provided an
overview of protected area paradigms and how the governance
arrangements characterising these areas have evolved. An important
observation in this discussion has been that as protected area coverage
continues to increase, there are often challenges on representation and
involvement of communities in transnational conservation policies.
Building on existing literature on TFCAs in Southern Africa, the chapter
then highlighted the dominant perspectives that characterise the
literature on TFCA governance. The chapter argued that while this
literature is informative in providing details about the influence of
structural forces in shaping the evolution of grand initiatives such as
TFCAs, there is need to explore the responses of communities affected by
such initiatives. Therefore, this research focuses on the practices, motives
and strategies employed by communities living in and adjacent to one
biodiversity corridor and how they use their agency to influence the
material conditions in which connectivity for TFCAs was implemented as
well as the governance arrangements for the corridor itself.
The research adopts insights from place scholarship to understanding
how it affects the governance of TFCAs in general and in particular
decisions around the planning and implementation of the STWC.
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1 Introduction
This research is concerned with exploring the dynamics of community
engagement in the implementation of the STWC, a biodiversity corridor
created and implemented in the context of the GLTP. Limited literature
exists that reports on the experiences of communities affected by
biodiversity corridors, particularly how they deploy their agency in
shaping the material conditions and governance outcomes for such areas.
In order to capture the dynamics of community engagement in the
implementation of the STWC, it was crucial to frame the research within
an appropriate paradigm and adopt data collection techniques that
would capture the experiences of villagers in different contexts and other
stakeholders involved.

This chapter is divided into nine sections. Section 3.2 presents the basic
philosophical assumptions of the constructivist paradigm along with the
rationale for adopting this paradigm for this research on community
engagement. Section 3.3 provides a description of the study area while
Section 3.4 focuses on preliminary data collection. Section 3.5 describes
the data collection techniques and covers issues such as sampling
approaches, advantages of particular methods as well as how methods
were adapted to the context. Section 3.6 describes the data analysis
process focusing on data handling, transcription and the coding process
while Section 3.7 provides some methodological reflections such as the
role of language, issues about access, gatekeepers and questions of
reliability of data, as well as the role of the researcher. Section 3.8 provides
an explanation of the ethical issues guiding this research focusing on
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issues of informed consent, confidentiality and anonymity before turning
to Section 3.9, which provides a summary of the chapter.

3.2 Constructivist paradigm
This research is guided by a constructivist paradigm (Berger and
Luckmann, 1966; Schwandt, 1994; Crotty, 1998; Neuman, 2006) which
was

considered

most

appropriate

for

obtaining

an

in-depth

undertsanding of the process and dynamics of community engagement
in the implementation of the STWC and GLTP. This section elaborates on
the key assumptions and suitability of the constructivist paradigm to
address

the

research

questions

formulated

for

this

research.

Constructivists maintain that reality is a product of social, cultural and
historical processes (Lincoln and Guba, 2000). Therefore, researchers
adopting the constructivist paradigm often seek to “develop an
understanding of social life and discover how people construct meanings
in natural settings” (Neuman, 2006, p. 76). The constructivist paradigm
assumes that realities are apprehended in the form of multiple, mental
constructions, socially and experientially based (Guba and Lincoln, 1994).
The constructivist paradigm assumes that the researcher and research
participants are simultaneously involved in co-creation of meanings and
involves studying phenomena in its natural context (a transactional and
subjectivist epistemology) (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). Researchers
adopting the constructivist approach are guided by the premise that there
are no objective truths “out there” (Crotty, 1998; Creswell, 2003) because
different individuals and stakeholders construct their own beliefs about
phenomenon under investigation depending on the context (Schutt,
2006). Researchers adopting a constructivist paradigm concur with the
argument by Guba (1990, p. 27) who suggests “realities exist in the form
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of multiple mental constructions, socially and experientially based”.
Unlike positivists who begin with theory and test assumptions,
constructivists do not generally begin with a theory but inductively
develop a theory (Schwandt, 1994; Creswell, 2003). Researchers adopting
the constructivist paradigm are primarily concerned with teasing out the
constructions that different actors have about a particular issue and
bringing other evidence to understand the rationale for their actions and
decisions (Guba and Lincoln, 1994).

Therefore, epistemologically, researchers using a constructivist paradigm
assume that knowledge is socially constructed and context dependent
and thus use multiple methods to identify many interpretations, as well
as if and how these various explanations contribute to fully
understanding the phenomenon under investigation (Schwandt, 1994;
Crotty, 1998; Rossman and Rallis, 2012). Ontologically, researchers
following a constructivist paradigm do not believe in the existence of
objective truth awaiting discovery but only socially constructed reality;
knowledge is constructed rather than discovered as something preexisting the cognitive processes that develop it (Denzin, 1997; Crotty,
1998; Thrift and Kitchin, 2009). Like Berger and Luckmann (1966) who
contend that facts “do speak for themselves”, Genat (2009, p. 105) argues
that there are no absolute facts, “there is only interpretation”. It is for this
reason that a constructivist paradigm was deemed suitable for this
research to study the multiple realities of different social actors while
recognising their differences and how they experienced the process of
community engagement in their specific historical and cultural settings
(Creswell, 2003; Bryman, 2008). Schwandt (1994) maintains that a
constructivist paradigm is suitable for studying questions about the
creation of human behaviour - how human beings create, negotiate,
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sustain and modify meanings within a specific social milieu.

According to Crotty (1998, p. 42) the central tenet of constructivism is that
all meaningful reality “is contingent upon human practices, being
constructed in and out of interaction between human beings and their
world, and developed and transmitted within an essentially social
context”. While constructivists agree with positivists that there is a real
world that we experience, the difference stems in the role of social actors
in the process. Constructivists maintain that meaning is not created in the
mind but it is constructed from the world and its objects. Expressed
differently, meaning results when human beings engage in the world
they experience and interpret (Crotty, 1998; Neuman, 2006). Given its
relativist ontology, researchers adopting the constructivist paradigm look
for complexity of views and do not narrow interpretations into a few
categories or ideas. To achieve such illumination, researchers draw from
experiences of those in the situation under investigation and recognize
the impact on the research of their own background and experiences
(Schwandt, 1994; Creswell, 2003).

Researchers adopting a constructivist perspective assume that researcher
co-participates in the production of meanings. Meanings emerge from
how researchers interpret the experiences of participants (Merriam, 1998).
As this research focused on the experiences of communities with the
implementation of the Corridor, accessing the experiences of villagers
living in and adjacent to this corridor foreshadowed deeper questions of
what access a researcher had to community experiences. Therefore, it was
critical to select a methodological approach and fieldwork techniques that
could provide deeper insights into communities’ experiences and
particularly focus on how they were involved in governance, the tactics
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and strategies used in negotiation during implementation of the STWC as
well as their interpretations of what it is to live in those specific contexts.
Accordingly, as will be shown in Section 3.5, the data collection
techniques adopted were consistent with a constructivist paradigm,
suitable for gathering participants’ expressions of opinions, feelings,
attitudes as well as their strategies, motives, and tactics in interactions
and how they resisted or embraced particular ideas pertaining to STWC
and the GLTP (Creswell, 2003; Denzin and Lincoln, 2011).

3.3 Description of study area
The location of the study area was the Chiredzi and Beitbridge districts
in the southeast Lowveld (SEL) of Zimbabwe, a region that falls under the
GLTFCA [see Figure 3.1]. Data collection occurred in four wards located
in SEL. Three of these wards namely Pahlela (ward 13: 648km2), Sengwe
(ward 14: 813km2), Malipati (ward 15: 953km2) are in Chiredzi district, in
close proximity to the Mabalauta section of GNP. Chikwarakwara (ward
1: 718km2) is located in Beitbridge east district lying on the banks of
Limpopo River and directly opposite to the Kruger National Park in
South Africa [see Figure 3.2]. By definition, a ward is a local government
administrative and management unit often comprising a cluster of
villages with a combined population of between 800-1500 households. All
four study wards fall within the GLTFCA, the boundaries of which are
not yet formally defined but are loosely defined as a multiple use area
encompassing conservancies, protected areas, game ranches and
communal lands covering approximately 100 000km2 (Wolmer, 2003).
These four wards, and indeed the southeast Zimbabwe, have always been
embroiled in debates to establish transboundary conservation from the
early 1920s (Mavhunga and Spierenburg, 2009). Mavhunga and
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Spierenburg (2009) argue that early proposals to establish a transfrontier
park did not receive support from preservationists running the Kruger at
the time as well as competing interests between the Southern Rhodesia’s
cattle company and the Portuguese authorities interested in cattle
ranching and sustaining an agricultural economy. Historically, the
Zimbabwean-Mozambican border has always been shaped by the
interests of the Portuguese government in Mozambique and colonial state
government in Zimbabwe (Leverson, 1893; Mavhunga and Spierenburg,
2007; Mtisi, 2012).

Figure 3.1 Map of the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Conservation Area
Source: Peace Parks Foundation
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Figure 3.2 Location of study wards in southeast Zimbabwe
The core park area designated as the GLTP arose from a Treaty signed in
2002 and joins the Kruger, Limpopo and Gonarezhou National Parks in
South Africa, Mozambique and Zimbabwe respectively to cover an area
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of about 35 000km2. These three protected areas cover approximately 53%
of the area of the GLTFCA (Cumming, Dzingirai and de GarineWichatitsky, 2013). The communities in all four wards were involved in
the implementation of the STWC and GLTP. In addition, all four wards
lie near the STWC gazetted in 2009 to link the Gonarezhou and Kruger
National Parks. This Corridor stretches from ward 15 in Chiredzi through
to Chikwarakwara and Tshipise in Beitbridge district and is an important
component of Zimbabwe’s involvement in the GLTP Treaty.

The GNP is Zimbabwe’s second largest PA covering approximately
5053km2. The GNP has a long history, starting as a Game Reserve in 1934,
and expanding its reach in 1945 to incorporate the Chilojo Cliffs, the Save
and Runde Rivers (Department of National Parks and Wildlife
Management, 2002). In 1975, the then Rhodesian government proclaimed
the Game Reserve as a national park with the passing of the Parks and
Wildlife Act. Most of the GNP boundaries remain unfenced. To the east,
the GNP borders the Zimbabwe-Mozambique international boundary
but much of this strip of land is a minefield used to curb infiltration of
armed soldiers before independence in Zimbabwe (Dunham, 2012). In the
southern section called Mabalauta region, the park borders Malipati
Safari Area and Manjinji Pan that were designated as private game
reserves in 1968. The Manjinji Pan Bird Sanctuary is located on the
western bank of the Mwenezi River, about 2km from Mabalauta region.
The Malipati Safari Area is a safari hunting area leased by the GNP to
communities under CAMPFIRE covering approximately 154km2. The
MSA is close to Pahlela and Malipati wards.

Major vegetation types in this region include mopane woodland
(Colophospermum mopane), dry deciduous woodland and riparian
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woodland along the Mwenezi, Bubi and Save Rivers. Most of the study
area lies at an altitude of between 300 and 600m above sea level (Chenje,
Sola and Paleczny, 1998). Similar to much of the southeast Lowveld,
falling in agro-ecological region V that is semi-arid, the study area is
characterised by mean annual temperatures of 22-27 ºC and an average
rainfall of 300-600mm (Chenje, Sola and Paleczny, 1998). The rainfall is
erratic and ephemeral, with significant variations in terms of onset and
duration making the region generally suitable for extensive livestock
production and limited rain-fed agriculture. At the time of fieldwork in
2013, there were only two functional small-scale irrigation schemes, the
Malipati Irrigation and Chikwarakwara Irrigation Schemes, in ward 15
and ward 1 respectively. The majority of villagers survive on stream bank
cultivation on the Mwenezi, Bubi and Limpopo Rivers. Other sources of
livelihood include rain-fed agriculture, livestock production and
remittances from South Africa and Mozambique. Where dry-land
cropping is practised, it is limited to drought-resistant crops such as
sorghum, millet and occasionally maize (Nyamudeza, Hussein and
Matibiri, 2001). There is widespread dependence on timber and nontimber forest products including wild fruits and harvesting of Mopani
worms (Gonimbrasia belina) especially in wards close to the GNP (Sola,
2004; Mutenje et al., 2010). Overall, there is extensive livelihood
diversification, with the livelihood portfolio pursued by each household
varying depending on the structure and size of household as well their
access to livestock, off-farm income and migrant remittances, among
other assets (Murungweni et al., 2014).

All four wards take part in CAMPFIRE – a government programme
whereby communities adjacent to PAs are granted user rights to benefit
from sustainable use natural resources particularly wildlife through
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leasing of safari hunting concessions and joint venture ecotourism
enterprises (Child, 1996; Balint and Mashinya, 2008). For instance, from
the 1990s when Chikwarakwara joined CAMPFIRE, villagers have used
revenue obtained from trophy hunting to underwrite the construction of
schools, clinic blocks and purchase community infrastructure such as
irrigation pumps and grinding mills (Child, 1993). In addition, revenue
from safari hunting under CAMPFIRE has also been used to buy grain
during periods of drought (Child, 1993; Taylor, 2009). However, from the
early 2000s until early 2009 when the country adopted a stable
multicurrency regime, payments accruing to both communities and
participating rural districts were insignificant due to excessive
hyperinflation. By virtue of their proximity to Kruger and Gonarezhou
Parks, villagers in both Sengwe and Tshipise Communal Areas
experienced high incidence of human-wildlife conflicts associated with
livestock predation, crop destruction and disease transmission (de
Garine-Wichatitsky et al., 2013; Cook, Henley and Parrini, 2015).

Recent statistics for both Sengwe and Tshipise Communal Areas show
that the population has increased significantly over the past decades and
currently stands at 25 270 people (ZIMSTAT., 2012). There are 5 288
households with a mean of 4.78 members per household. Table 3.1 shows
the population characteristics of the study wards.
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Table 3.1 Population characteristics of study wards
Population
Ward Name

Males

Females

Number %

Number %

Households
Total
Number

Sex
Number Average
ratio
Size

Pahlela

1384

44.7

2269

55.3

4103

80.8

836

4.9

Sengwe

3669

43.0

4862

57.7

8531

75.5

1813

4.7

Malipati

3663

43.7

4752

56.3

8351

77.5

1714

4.9

Chikwarakwara 1961

46.2

2284

53.8

4245

85.5

925

4.6

Source: ZIMSTAT. (2012)

The Shangaan are the dominant ethnic group in this region but inmigration of other ethnic groups has occurred mainly from central and
western Zimbabwe. Therefore, while historical accounts tend to show the
movement of the Hlengwe (Shangaan) into southeast Zimbabwe
(Bannerman, 1974; Bannerman, 1981), recent studies show that significant
in-migration of Ndebele, Karanga, VaDuma and Venda groups occurred
over time from the interior and north-west of Zimbabwe (Mukamuri et
al., 2013). As a result, there is considerable ethnic heterogeneity, which
influences the dynamics of access and use of natural resources. Given the
proximity to international borders, there is a high rate of emigration by
young males to South Africa in search of employment, as there are high
levels of unemployment in this area. Because of this emigration, most
households receive remittances from family members working in South
Africa and Mozambique (Mabalauta Working Group., 2000).
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3.4 Preliminary data collection
I conducted preliminary data collection or piloting in July 2013. Several
researchers (Van Teijlingen et al., 2001; Chenail, 2011; Locke, Spirduso and
Silverman, 2014) highlight the importance of conducting piloting in social
science research. In particular, Van Teijlingen et al. (2001) observe that
within the social sciences there are two different ways of undertaking
piloting. The first takes the form of feasibility research where the
researcher undertakes a small-scale version of the research before
conducting the major research. The second way is when piloting
specifically involves pre-testing research instruments to determine
instrument rigor and suitability (Baker, 1994; Gillham, 2000). One
advantage of conducting piloting was that it offered me an opportunity
to familiarise with the

fieldwork environment, frame participant

questions, collect background information and adapt my research
approach (Hammersley, 1993). Furthemore, piloting gave me some
advance warning about potential problems and risks such as logistics and
timing of fieldwork and thus could make necessary adjustments
(Bryman, 2008; Locke, Spirduso and Silverman, 2014). Importantly, some
scholars caution that failing to conduct piloting may inadvertently result
in failure to address the protocols about the research and lead to
methodological challenges as proposed methods and instruments would
not have been properly tested (Van Teijlingen et al., 2001).

In the preliminary data collection phase of this research, I conducted six
(6) semi-structured interviews with selected participants drawn from
stakeholders involved in the implementation of the STWC and GLTP.
These included one Parks and Wildlife Management Authority official,
one officer from Chiredzi RDC, one NGO representative and three
villagers selected from wards 14 and 15 in Chiredzi district. I conducted
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interviews with the Parks and district official in English while those with
the NGO representative and three villagers were in Shona. In Zimbabwe,
English, Shona and isiNdebele are very popular languages. As I elaborate
later, I recruited a field assistant to provide interpreter services where
interviewees did not speak Shona but spoke Xichangana, the local
language for most residents in the study area. To ensure the field assistant
understood the purpose and context of the interview question guides, I
spent two days with him going through the interview guides in both
Shona and Xichangana language. With hindsight, conducting pilot
research was important not only to establish initial contact with field sites
but provided an opportunity where I could recruit and train my research
assistant (Sampson, 2004). Scholars argue that the proper training of
fieldwork assistants is important for ensuring conceptual equivalence
and familiarizing the assistant with the objectives of the research (Squires,
2009; Choi et al., 2012).

Given that data gathering for this research hinged mainly on
interviewing, the piloting phase provided me with an opportunity to
assess and refine the semi-structured interview guides before conducting
the main fieldwork (Chenail, 2011). In addition, during piloting I could
also request participants to comment on particular aspects of the research
including clarity of questions and their general feelings about the
interview with respect to time and questions of privacy (Sampson, 2004).
In this research, although villager stated that the interviews were
comprehensive and adequate, they suggested that it would be beneficial
if I used terms such as the Corridor, as opposed to GLTP. To engage with
the importance of socio-spatial constructions of knowledge when
conducting fieldwork and as recommended by some interviewees, I
complemented traditional “sit-down” interviews with narrative drives
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and narrative walks in order to focus on villagers’ experiential nature to
places in and outside the STWC [see Section 3.5.2]. Following the
recommendations by Chenail (2011) I did not include in the final analysis,
the data collected and analysed during this preliminary phase of this
research

In what follows, I provide details on the data collection techniques I used
during the main phase of fieldwork. When conducting the main phase of
the fieldwork, I adopted a four stage model comprising getting in, getting
on, getting out and getting back (Buchanan, Boddy and McCalman, 1988).
This process involved gaining formal permission from relevant
institutional hierarchies, establishing rapport with participants and
gatekeepers in research sites, implementing data collection methods,
followed by a period where I exited the study wards to engage in some
preliminary reflections and finally “getting back” to explore further
emerging issues and questions.

3.5 Data collection techniques
The main fieldwork phase for this research took place over a six-month
period between July and December 2013. In what follows, I elaborate on
the specific procedures of data collection, including sampling approaches
and how the methods were adapted to context. Consistent with a
constructivist paradigm, I sought methods that would capture
participants’ perceptions, thoughts and lived experiences about space in
the context of GLTP.
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3.5.1

Semi-structured interviews

Semi-structured interviews have gained prominence as a relatively fast,
inexpensive and flexible data collection technique in social science
research (Atkinson and Silverman, 1997; Rapley, 2001; May, 2011;
Denscombe, 2014). Semi-structured interviews are particularly suitable
for collecting data about peoples’ opinions, feelings, emotions,
experiences as well as gathering their thoughts on sensitive topics that
they may not divulge in a group setting (Yin, 1994; Seale, 2004;
Denscombe, 2014). Consistent with the constructivist paradigm adopted
for this research, I adopted what Gubrium and Holstein (2002) call the
“active interview,” which stresses that all interviews, albeit implicitly or
explicitly, basically involve the construction of reality and are in principle
sites for generating meanings. As such, constructivists argue that the
interview involves the co-construction of data for research and not a
setting for gathering objective interpretation of interviewees realities
emerge (Atkinson and Silverman, 1997). Similarly, Mason (2002, p. 64)
observes that semi-structured interviews provide “contextual, situational
and

interactional”

knowledge

about

the

phenomenon

under

investigation. The logic is that one cannot presuppose the existence of
objective reality that the researcher can obtain; instead the researcher
stimulates participants to share their experiences about the phenomenon
of interest to the researcher (Bryman, 2008; Babbie, 2013). Therefore, the
accounts I gathered from interviews are not simply representations of the
world, or a mirror into the inner life of a person, but part of the world as
described, constructed and performed by participants (Hammersley and
Atkinson, 2002).

Semi-structured interviews have several advantages: they provide rich
information about people’s attitudes and experiences; allow flexibility
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and researchers can assess the validity, accuracy and relevance of data
during fieldwork; and allow the use of non-probabilistic sampling
techniques such as purposive sampling (Rapley, 2001; Silverman, 2010;
Denscombe, 2014). Semi-structured interviews were suitable for
investigating

how

individuals,

community

groups

and

other

stakeholders related to, and interpreted the decision-making and
governance arrangements in the implementation of the STWC. In terms
of procedure, I first identified neutral and convenient venues, especially
with limited background noise to facilitate smooth audio recording of the
interviews. At the beginning of each interview, I explained the objectives
of the research, ethical issues guiding this research and gave participants
a project information sheet (see Appendix 2). I used an interview guide
for interviews with participants from different stakeholder categories.
This interview guide comprised of different domains of inquiry
addressing the research questions based on a funnelling technique, which
involved starting with general to specific questions to build rapport
between researcher and interviewees (Patton, 1990; Fontana and Frey,
1994; Minichiello et al., 1995). The interview guide included broad themes
on participant’s knowledge about TFCAs, the processes of community
consultation, institutional arrangements for governance, and role of
communities in ecotourism planning and development, and possible
impacts of the STWC on local livelihoods, among other issues [see
Appendix 3]. When using the semi-structured interview guide, I was
mindful not to seek clarification until interviewees had exhausted their
responses. I held interviews at convenient places such as schools,
homesteads, rural health centres and government offices after ensuring
the privacy of the setting for each interview session. Semi-structured
interviews took between thirty minutes and 1½ hour to complete. Their
duration varied depending upon the interviewee’s preference for
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elaborating, availability and experiences about the implementation of the
GLTP. For example, interviews with villagers who attended several
community consultative meetings were generally longer than those who
participated in fewer meetings. Nevertheless, even those who did not
attend most of the inceptive community meetings to discuss about the
STWC and GLTP could still provide rich accounts of other issues relevant
to the research. One particular case in point involved a local villager who
worked for Chiredzi RDC at the time of the initial STWC consultations in
2003. However, despite his absence, he narrated how he came across
some documents about the Malipati Development Trust during its early
days and how he helped in lodging the papers. When he later came to
live in Sengwe, he took up the advisory role of this Trust and
subsequently became involved in GLTP issues, albeit at a later phase. It
is through taking a reflexive approach that I continually built a systematic
process using probing techniques for explanation, clarification,
elaboration or exemplification to gather the required data by referring to
specific issues and dates of key meetings on STWC implementation (May,
2011; Rossman and Rallis, 2012).

There is no consensus among qualitative researchers on the appropriate
and acceptable sample size (Patton, 1990; Guest, Bunce and Johnson,
2006; Francis et al., 2010). As such, most qualitative researchers apply the
principle of redundancy to determine when to stop recruiting
participants for interview (Bowen, 2008). Similarly, when conducting
purposive

sampling,

researchers

select

information-rich

cases,

participants and contexts that provide useful insights to the phenomenon
under investigation (Patton, 1990). Therefore, I identified participants in
this research through purposive sampling techniques in order to target
those who could provide in-depth experiences about the implementation
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of the GLTP. During the course of this research I conducted a total of
sixty-nine (69) semi-structured interviews with participants drawn from
different stakeholder categories who had some interest in or who were
affected by both the STWC and GLTP, and thus could provide insights
into the community engagement process (Reed et al., 2009). Identifying
participants through purposive sampling achieved a correspondence
between sampling approach and research questions (Patton, 1990;
Tansey, 2007; Bryman, 2008). Although a sample size of sixty-nine (69)
participants may seem small compared to quantitative studies, I
considered it to be sufficient to reach data saturation, at which point no
new insights and themes emerged from further recruiting additional
interviewees (Minichiello et al., 1995; Bowen, 2008; Francis et al., 2010).
Thus, around the 64th interview, I realised that no new perspectives were
emerging from the interviews. When I conducted five subsequent
interviews, no new perspectives emerged. Therefore, it is at this point (at
69 interviews) that saturation occurred and I considered this sample size
was

adequate

to

provide

illumination,

understanding

and

contextualisation of the community engagement process in the
implementation of the STWC (Patton, 1990; Miles and Huberman, 1994;
Mason, 2002; Silverman, 2010). Like most qualitative research, I
considered both theoretical and practical issues such as logistics, time and
financial resources in determining the actual sample size for this research
(Patton, 1990; Minichiello et al., 1995; Silverman, 2010; Denzin and
Lincoln, 2011). Table 3.2 below shows a summary of interviewees selected
to achieve maximum variation and obtain their interpretations and
experiences of community engagement in the implementation of the
STWC.
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Table 3.2 Participants selected for semi-structured interviews
Participant Category

Number

Villagers
Traditional leaders
Community trust leaders
Ward councillors
Park officials
CAMPFIRE representatives
District officials
NGO officials
Total

34
8
7
5
4
4
4
3
69

Source: Author Fieldwork, 2013

I conducted all interviews after obtaining participants’ informed consent
and recorded the interviews with a Sony ICD P620 digital hand-held
digital voice recorder. As a backup, I carried a Livescribe Smart pen in the
field and used it to record two focus group discussions. I made limited
written notes during interview sessions and primarily concentrated on
ensuring the smooth flow of conversations. I debriefed interviewees at
the end of the interview to assure them of confidentiality in the reporting
of results. After completing each interview, I entered summary notes in a
fieldwork notebook and included information about the about the place
of interview, problems encountered, reflections about interviewee
responses and future questions on content of some interviews, among
other issues. I used these summary notes for clarifying follow-up
questions, improving the flow of interviews and contextualising why
some participants gave particular opinions or perspectives. For example,
one traditional leader at Chikwarakwara did not want to provide names
of other potential research participants. He kept insisting that he was the
only one whose name appeared in local government registers, and as
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such could speak on behalf of the all village heads. Following Browne
(2013) who highlights the importance of recording such incidents in
research for reflection, writing and averting negative feelings, jotting
down this incident in the fieldwork notebook proved critical later in other
interviews when my focus shifted to understanding the dynamics of
representation in decision-making for conservation programmes.

Scholars such as Carpiano (2009) and Kusenbach (2003) argue that
conducting traditional interviews in contexts removed from contexts in
which participants experience various aspects of their relationships to
place is less revealing. They argue that it is often difficult for researchers
to gain in depth understanding of people’s experiences with respect to
the places and the implications of any changes to their environment. In
this research, it was important to gather people’s experiences about places
in the context of planning imperatives for the STWC and GLTP. However,
although the majority of interviewees mentioned the shifting of GNP
boundaries, presence of antipersonnel mines and the different spatial
boundaries for the STWC, I could not fully appreciate participants’
experiences with respect to these specific places. Kusenbach (2003) argues
that even though traditional “sit-down” interviews are ideally suitable
for exploring people’s thoughts, they are limited because they do not
capture informants’ lived experiences, especially how they relate to
places. Therefore, based on insights from a number of scholars (e.g.,
Kusenbach, 2003; Evans and Jones, 2011; Jerneck and Olsson, 2013;
Holton and Riley, 2014), I complemented traditional “sit-down”
interviews with narrative approaches to interviewing in order to grasp
villagers’ experiential subtlety for the specific places within and outside
the STWC and other places of significance within the GLTFCA.
Consistent with a constructivist epistemology, the stories that I gathered
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from participants were not objective transmitters of facts or truths, but
how different people interpreted the implementation of STWC based on
their specific social, historical and cultural contexts.

3.5.2

Narrative interviewing

Narrative interviewing involves the researcher accompanying research
participants along specific or random features of their landscapes.
Kusenbach (2003) suggests that the go-along can be conducted as a
‘‘walk-along’’ (where the researcher asks participants some questions
while walking), a “ride-along” (where the researcher asks questions as
they drive in interviewees’ familiar setting), or a combination of the two.
For this research, of the sixty-nine (69) semi-structured interviews, fifteen
(15) took the format of narrative walks or drives involving interviewees
drawn from Sengwe, Kotsvi, Mupandle, Chikwarakwara and Chilothlela,
villages which, as highlighted earlier in the chapter, fall in close proximity
to the STWC. I adopted narrative interviews because of their flexibility to
be adapted to changing research contexts with the list of questions
evolving into open-ended and spontaneous exchanges depending on the
environment and circumstances in which they are conducted
(Kusenbach, 2003; Carpiano, 2009). The free-flow nature of narratives
allowed research participants in this research to “talk and show” me some
of the prominent markers on the social landscape such as antipersonnel
landmines, park and veterinary cordon fences, and symbolic sites such as
traditional fishing sites and burial sites and proposed ecotourism sites.
As Kusenbach (2003, p. 463) observes, go-along methods enable
researchers to “observe spatial practices in situ”, and uncover both
temporal and spatial aspects of people’s relationships with a particular
space (Lefebvre, 1991; Carpiano, 2009; Shields, 2011). This explains why I
considered narrative walks and drives for delving into the affective,
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emotional and embodied aspects of villagers’ relationships to places and
exploring their responses to the proposed changes in the GLTP
(Anderson, 2004). Through this interview design, I developed in-depth
insights about the perspectives, behaviour, decision-making processes
and power relations that influenced how villagers described and
explained problems and challenges of living in and adjacent to the GLTP.
Consistent with the constructivist paradigm, giving interviewees the
opportunity to determine the duration and routes of some walks meant
they participated in the co-construction of knowledge (Holton and Riley,
2014). Furthermore, using the go-along method enabled me to meet with
many villagers and build rapport with participants, confirm times,
participation and venues for focus group discussions (FGDs). More
importantly, I opportunistically recruited potential interviewees and
asked for recommendations to informants who could provide rich
insights into the dynamics of community engagement (Farquharson,
2005).

3.5.3

Focus group discussions

Focus group discussions (FGDs) are now a common and convenient data
collection technique within the social sciences (Morgan, 1997, 2002;
Krueger and Casey, 2009). Although many suggestions on the
appropriate size of focus groups exist, there is consensus that a focus
group is a collective conversation involving (usually) between six and
twelve participants who discuss specified topics under the guidance of a
researcher or moderator (Kitzinger, 1999; Morgan, 2002; Wibeck,
Dahlgren and Öberg, 2007; Kamberelis and Dimitriadis, 2013). FGDs are
primarily concerned with how participants think and talk about a
particular circumstance, condition and other specific issues in their
environments within a group context (Morgan, 1997; Seale, 2004). An
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advantage of focus groups is that researchers generate data and insights
from group interaction particularly on how participants discuss about
various aspects affecting them, which interaction is not present in
personal interviews (Seale, 2004; Wibeck, Dahlgren and Öberg, 2007).
This is particularly the case with FGDs involving participants who share
similar backgrounds providing the researcher with an opportunity to tap
into everyday communication practices such as jokes, anecdotes and
argumentative talk (Morgan, 2002; Krueger and Casey, 2009). Thus
researchers can access a rich repertoire of people’s experiences about
particular issues that would not be openly discussed in individual
interviews (Dixon et al., 2010) and particularly how participants reach
collective voice about issues of concern (Kitzinger, 1999). Moderators for
focus groups use probing techniques to animate participants to debate
freely about set themes and reach agreement on some topical aspects
affecting them as a group, a process that sometimes takes the research in
new and unexpected directions (Peek and Fothergill, 2009; Kamberelis
and Dimitriadis, 2011)

Hopkins (2007, p. 529) argues the numerous advantages of FGDs have
resulted in their increased adoption in research focusing on “exploring
various qualitative aspects of people's everyday engagements with their
social and spatial worlds”. In this research, I used FGDs as a follow-up
method to semi-structured interviews because the interaction in groups
enabled me to prompt for a richer discussion of relevant themes emerging
from interviews (Kitzinger, 1995). In total, I conducted seven (7) FGDs
involving 64 participants (comprised of 48 men and 16 women) across
four wards [see Table 3.3]. One FGD was comprised of male participants
while six were comprised of male and female participants. The
participants included CAMPFIRE committee members, traditional
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leaders, youths, agricultural extension officers, community trust leaders
and local NGO representatives.

Table 3.3 Focus group discussions conducted for this research
FGD

Date

Total
Participants

Venue [Ward number]

1

11 September 2013

9

Chilothlela village [15]

2

05 October 2013

9

Davhata Business Centre [14]

3

11 October 2013

8

Gwaivi Primary School [14]

4

09 November 2013

12

Ngwenyeni Primary School [15]

5

30 November 2013

7

Chikwarakwara Rural Centre [15]

6

03 December 2013

8

Pahlela Primary School [13]

7

18 December 2013

11

Chishinya Primary School [15]

Source: Author fieldwork 2013

I approached potential focus group participants using purposeful and
snowball sampling techniques whereby an initial set of relevant
participants were first contacted and then requested to suggest other
potential research participants who shared similar characteristics and
could provide rich insights into the dynamics of community engagement
in the GLTP (Farquharson, 2005; Guest, Bunce and Johnson, 2006; Tansey,
2007). Therefore, similar to the semi-structured interviews, most
participants had considerable knowledge of and were actively involved
in community consultation processes for the STWC and GLTP. In
preparation for focus groups, and as recommended by others (Morgan,
1997; Seal, Bogart and Ehrhardt, 1998), I over-recruited participants to
address challenges arising from cancellations and non-appearances. Once
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these prospective participants were identified, I only convened the actual
focus groups after ensuring that the selected focus group participants
would enable “interactive discussions” (Seale, 2004, p. 199). Fallon and
Brown (2002) recommend researchers to use focus groups comprising of
participants who share similar characteristics, experiences, and identities
because it allows unrestricted discussions, generates quality data and
enhances the confidence of participants involved.

When conducting FGDs across all four wards, I did not seek to achieve
some kind of numerical representativeness, but to capture the
experiences of information-rich participants living in different contexts.
Lindsay (1997) argues that this is the essence of theoretical sampling
because the primary concern is to interview people who have distinct and
important perspectives to answer the research questions. Similarly,
Draucker et al. (2007) suggests that researchers should determine what
groups of people can yield the richest and most relevant data, and what
particular settings are most likely to yield in-depth insights relevant for
addressing research questions. For this reason, I specifically designed and
convened FGDs at Sengwe, Chikwarakwara and Chilothlela to attract
participants directly affected by the STWC boundary to explore the
nature of responses at a community level [see Chapter 4 and 5]. Based on
the recommendation by Finch and Lewis (2003), I was flexible in the
sequencing of questions and expanded the scope of issues in order to
obtain the experiences of specific groups based on their contexts.

At the beginning of each FGD, I mentioned to participants that I was the
primary moderator, explained the objectives of the research along with
ethical issues surrounding FGDs. I then asked all participants to take
turns to introduce themselves stating their names and villages of origin.
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After expressing their willingness to participate and signing the
participant consent form, participants highlighted that they were
fascinated about the process because of my assurance that no personal
identifying information (such as names, age and photos) was to be
collected to safeguard the privacy of interviewees. As most participants
later reflected, the focus groups were not discriminating and their openended format allowed them to express their views without inhibition
from others in the group. Thus, a key advantage of FGDs is that they
yielded rich information about people’s thoughts and experiences with
the GLTP and participants were able to pick on what other discussant
contributions to clarify and contest some points or issues under
discussion (Hoggart, Lees and Davies, 2002). My research assistant and I
strove to counter the limitations of FGDs especially elites who dominated
groups because of their perceived knowledge, higher social status or
positions of authority (Sarantakos, 2004). In most cases, the cultural
competencies of my research assistant ensured that we could respond in
a culturally appropriate way if the discussion was going in an undesirable
direction. For example, in one occasion the research assistant managed to
dissuade one relative of the village head from dominating a focus group
discussion at Chilothlela. The research assistant used his cultural
understanding to communicate with the group effectively and
emphasized the need for taking turns. On this occasion, as in many
others, I used probing techniques and targeted specific individuals to
obtain further details about interviewees’ experiences of community
engagement.

I used a focus group interview guide with questions that were refined
during fieldwork [see Appendix 4]. FGDs ran for between 45 and 90
minutes depending on the range of topics covered and I provided
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participants with some refreshments. Fallon and Brown (2002)
recommend that researchers use familiar venues because they reduce any
fears associated with the focus group exercise and encourage additional
disclosure. Therefore, I arranged all FGDs at convenient venues already
in regular use for group or other community meetings. For example, one
focus group at Chikwarakwara occurred under a big baobab tree, which
is a popular venue for most community meetings while in Sengwe the
Davhata Business Centre was the convenient venue for another focus
group discussion. I was the primary moderator for all focus groups and
made written notes after each session. I used these notes to reflect on the
conduct of the focus group meetings as well as providing an overview of
issues discussed in each particular session. All focus group conversations
were in Shona, with very limited use of Xichangana. At the end of each
session, I summarised they key issues to provide participants with an
opportunity to reflect on the discussions and confirm whether that
represented the collective testimony of the group. Just as with semistructured interviews, pursuing clarification for focus groups was vital to
safeguard the trustworthiness of data (Harrison, MacGibbon and Morton,
2001).

Initially, some FGDs were difficult to record because of overlapping talk.
In such cases, I had to remind the participants about the need to value
and respect participants’ contributions to the group. By creating a nonthreatening and conducive environment, it was possible to encourage
participation from participants who were initially reluctant to participate
(Kitzinger, 1999; Morgan, 2002). I requested participants to respect the
privacy of group members and not disclose any details about the focus
group deliberations to non-participants. In the presentation of results in
this thesis, emphasis is on highlighting the collective voice that emerged
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from the discussion, which can, but did not necessarily originate from an
individual (Morgan, 1997; Smithson, 2000; Krueger and Casey, 2009).
Overall, despite being time consuming, costly, and difficult to arrange
and transcribe, I found that focus group discussions were an effective
method for obtaining insights into how villagers in specific contexts
engaged in collective agency during the implementation of the STWC and
GLTP (Wibeck, Dahlgren and Öberg, 2007; Kamberelis and Dimitriadis,
2011). I reviewed secondary data to shed light on the historic and sociopolitical context in which community engagement occurred. The
following subsection elaborates on this technique.

3.5.4

Secondary data sources

The third data collection technique used in this research involved
reviewing of secondary data sources. Secondary sources such as
organisational and institutional documents are increasingly valued as an
important source of qualitative data (Merriam, 1998; Clark, 2005; Bowen,
2009). These documents are valuable because they contain texts (words)
and images recorded and compiled independent of the researcher and
therefore represent some version of reality (Bowen, 2009). As Atkinson
and Coffey (1997) argues documents are an important arena in which
organisations frame and constitute their version of reality and provide
supporting evidence to in support of it. Therefore, researchers should
analyse such documents because they provide accounts of how particular
events, processes or programmes unfolded (Stake, 1995). Documents that
would be of particular interest to researchers include minutes of
meetings: background papers and project documents; letters and
memoranda; maps, charts and aerial photographs; program proposals;
organisational or institutional reports and sector specific reports. In
particular, Lewis et al. (2003) argue that analysing of planning and project
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documents is critical if researchers seek to uncover how language and
concepts strategically used to frame reality and advance power positions.
Secondary data documents reflect the broader institutional logic and
attitudes of the people and organisations who collected the data and
compiled the documents (Clark, 2005).

Bowen (2009) highlights five uses of documents in qualitative research.
Documents provide background contextual information; contain
information useful when refining research focus and highlighting areas
for clarification; provide additional and valuable additions to a
knowledge base about the phenomena under study; they provide a
means of tracking change and development especially where various
document drafts might suggest changes in programme content and
orientation; and corroborate evidence from other data sources. Bowen
argues that if insights from documentary analysis are contradictory,
researchers are expected to investigate further (Bowen, 2009). At best, the
convergence of information from different data sources enhances the
trustworthiness (credibility) of the findings. However, relying solely on
documents can provide incomplete and misleading accounts of events or
policy processes. This is particularly the case where documents are
strategically used to represent and privilege particular positions over
others in decision-making (George and Bennett, 2005). Frequently, official
documents exclude the informal dissent preceding decisions but contain
the views of the political elite (Lilleker, 2003). This suggests that
researchers should not take documents as a given. Table 3.4 summarises
the strengths and limitations of using document analysis in qualitative
research.

Table 3.4 Strengths and limitations of document analysis
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Strengths

Limitations

 A very efficient and less time consuming
method

 Documents sometimes
provide insufficient
details about
phenomena
 Difficult to retrieve
especially where
institutions deliberately
block access
 Documents represent a
biased selectivity

 Documents readily available

 Document analysis is relatively
inexpensive compared to other methods
 Lack of obtrusiveness and reactivity
 Exactness especially where profiles about
events, processes and people involved are
included
 Documents are very stable as repeated
reviews do not alter what is studied
 Documents facilitate a longitudinal
understanding of programmes and events
involving different contexts
Sources: Bowen (2009) and Yin (1994)

In this research, I collected secondary sources including technical
planning documents, maps, minutes of stakeholder meetings, and
community meeting reports specifically focusing on the STWC and the
GLTP. In particular, I collected technical reports and minutes of
stakeholder meetings compiled by various technical and implementing
agencies for both the STWC and submitted to Chiredzi and Beitbridge
RDCs as well as government planning documents on the GLTP. As with
the interviews, I employed a purposive sampling strategy to focus only
on those documents that could provide rich accounts of the processes of
community engagement in governance of STWC. One advantage of
reviewing and analysing multiple documents before interviews and focus
groups for this research was that I could target specific questions, check
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any inconsistencies about the evolution of the STWC and more
importantly verify findings from the interview data. I identified
preliminary issues to explore by skimming and re-reading of institutional
documents and minutes of various meetings focusing on the GLTP in
general and STWC in particular. Furthermore, I used different reports to
reconstruct key events showing a timeline on community participation in
the implementation of the STWC [see Appendix 5]. While the timeline
presents a linear process of community consultations, I paid special
attention to the early stages of these community consultations. When
reviewing documents, I considered documents to provide partial
accounts or representations of events and the processes of community
engagement. Therefore, while secondary data provided background
information on the community participatory process and contextualised
issues during fieldwork and data analysis (Mills, Bonner and Francis,
2008), I did not treat these documents as neutral, objective and true
accounts of peoples’ experiences (Atkinson and Coffey, 1997; May, 2011).
When reviewing some of the secondary documents, I considered them as
partial accounts or representations of events and the processes of
community engagement, as officials often compiled them ostensibly
justifying particular positions on the STWC and GLTP.

At a practical level, I also found leads to potential interviewees whose
names were included in “List of Participants” compiled as appendices for
some stakeholder reports. In some way, this is a form of reputational
sampling technique. This is a form of non-probabilistic sampling method
for identifying and selecting participants with some reputation and with
previous participation in decision-making (Farquharson, 2005). By
examining these lists, I used reputational criteria to identify potential
interviewees whom villagers identified for their known contribution to
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issues related to governance of STWC and GLTP. These participants in
turn provided names of other influential persons who had participated in
decision-making for the implementation of STWC. In hindsight, it is
through adopting this reputational snowballing technique that I was able
to interview influential villagers involved in the implementation of
STWC (Farquharson, 2005). The following section now turns to how data
were analysed.

3.6 Data analysis
Following scholars who argue that research design, data collection and
analysis are intricately interlinked (Ellen, 1984; Miles and Huberman,
1994; Maxwell, 2013), data were continuously interpreted and
supplemented throughout the research process. For example, although
data were systematically categorised into themes on completion of
fieldwork,

interpretation

and

analysis

of

people’s

experiences

commenced during fieldwork when I made decisions on whom to recruit
for interviews and determined what further lines of enquiry and
relationships were worth pursuing (Coffey and Atkinson, 1996; Bogdan
and Biklen, 2003; Bowen, 2008). Bracketing and progressive focusing
enables researchers to concentrate on research questions, use their
experiences and nascent interpretations to refine the questions when
collecting additional data during fieldwork (Schutt, 2006; Tufford and
Newman, 2012). The advantage of this process is that I could write
comments and summary notes that denoted my feelings and thoughts in
the field for subsequent reflection during data analysis.

I analysed and interpreted all data from fieldwork using qualitative
thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006; Neuman, 2006; Braun and
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Clarke, 2013). Based on the observation that data analysis cannot be
conducted in an epistemological vacuum, I conducted thematic analysis
guided by a constructivist perspective to “examine the ways in which
events, realities, meanings and experiences are the effects of a range of
discourses operating within society” (Braun and Clarke, 2006, p. 81).
Many scholars argue that thematic analysis offers researchers the
flexibility to identify themes both inductively and deductively (Braun
and Clarke, 2006; Rossman and Rallis, 2012). Patton (1990) argues that
thematic analysis is a very organic process whereby researchers conduct
pattern recognition in their data. However, until recently the literature
has been rather silent on the steps required for pattern recognition during
thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Although they were not
prescriptive, Braun and Clarke (2006) identified six phases for conducting
systematic thematic analysis that are summarised in Table 3.5.
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Table 3.5 Six phases of thematic data analysis
Phase

Description of process

1. Familiarising with data Transcribing data (if necessary), reading
and re-reading data, noting down initial
ideas
2. Generating initial
Coding interesting features of the data in a
codes
systematic fashion across the entire data set,
collating data relevant to each code
3. Searching for themes
Collating codes into potential themes,
gathering all data relevant to each potential
theme
4. Reviewing themes
Checking if the themes work in relation to
the coded extracts (Level 1) and the entire
data set (Level 2), generating a thematic
‘map’ of the analysis
5. Defining and naming
On-going analysis for refine the specifics of
themes
each theme and the overall story the
analysis tells, generating clear definitions
and names of each theme
6. Producing the report
The final opportunity for analysis - Selection
of vivid, compelling extract examples, final
analysis of selected extracts, relating back of
the analysis to the research question and
literature, producing a scholarly report of
the analysis
Source: Braun and Clarke (2006, p. 87)

As Patton (1990) recommends, I was very flexible and adapted these six
phases by Braun and Clarke (2006) when conducting a conducting
systematic data analysis to address the research questions.

3.6.1

Data handling and transcription

Following the phases specified by Braun and Clarke (2006), a critical step
was for me to first familiarise with the data through transcription. The
process of transcription is important because researchers make political
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and interpretive decisions on how reduce and represent their data in
meaningful ways that facilitate various analytical approaches and
generate rich insights from the data (Lapadat and Lindsay, 1999; Poland,
2002). In order to preserve the data, Tilley (2003, p. 770) recommends
researchers to transcribe their own data and not subcontract to others so
that they retain control of analytical decisions they make as well as key
insights that emerge during transcription. Therefore, I translated (from
Shona to English) and transcribed all interviews and FGDs using
“literacization” a process which gives prominence to written language
over oral discourse features of language (Bucholtz, 2000, p. 1461). Using
“literacization” meant that I could omit nuances and other extraneous
utterances such as overlaps, pauses, laughter and other features of
language because these nuances were not considered important for
analytical purposes (Poland, 2002; Tilley, 2003). The transcription process
was iterative – involving listening, re-listening and working with
transcripts and provided a source of deep interpretive thinking (Lapadat
and Lindsay, 1999).

The completed transcripts represent verbatim accounts of semistructured interviews and FGDs. I stored complete transcripts as digital
files (Microsoft Word) on my password-protected personal computer and
university-issued computer, which only I could access. I later imported
these transcripts (including the audio files) and secondary sources of data
as “sources” into a qualitative data analysis software called NVivo 10
(Bazeley and Jackson, 2013; Odena, 2013). As a result a large data corpus
comprising semi-structured interviews, FGDs and secondary sources, I
found NVivo software to be particularly useful for enhancing data
organisation while offering some flexibility to determine what analytical
methods to use (Crowley, Harré and Tagg, 2002). In addition, the use of
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some data analysis software offered me the flexibility to determine how
to analyse the data thereby yielding multiple perspectives to the
phenomenon under investigation

(Coffey and Atkinson, 1996).

Therefore, the versatility of NVivo 10 enhanced my ability to pursue a
rigorous and structured analytical approach as I could experiment with
the different functionalities to manipulate data over time (Odena, 2013).
For example, when importing data into NVivo 10, I not only familiarised
with the data (by simultaneously reading transcripts and listening to
recorded interviews) but also wrote some memos within and
experimented with different theoretical frameworks to the data. As
Silverman (2006, p. 387) argues, the use of computer-aided packages is
“no substitute for theoretically inspired reasoning”.

3.6.2

Coding of data and searching for themes

Given the flexibility of NVivo, I initially coded all data line by line looking
for interesting and common issues based on participants’ experiences
about the process of community engagement. Typically, these codes
identify a hidden or semantic feature that appears in the data (Braun and
Clarke, 2006). In NVivo 10, the process of coding involved assigning
“nodes” that are used to refer to a collection of references about a specific
theme, place, person or other area of interest (International., 2012). When
coding, I did not focus on specific sections of the interview but the whole
interview and as such, the initial codes represent my first thoughts
(impressions) of the process and dynamics involved in community
engagement. Table 3.6 provides examples of the coding applied to small
segments from two semi-structured interviews.

86

Table 3.6 Examples of data extracts with preliminary codes applied
Source
Data extract
code
# NGO2 Yes, you find most villagers here in
Sengwe now know and have accepted the
Corridor. However, as I said, there is still
a lot of work had to be done and is still to
be done because of the expectations [or
promises of benefits] that were given in
the beginning. In general, villagers are
aware and informed [about] the positive
impacts of the Corridor and some of the
challenges. The Corridor itself made
many villagers uncomfortable. These
rather made us [NGOs] appreciate that
this thing [Corridor] could not survive
without the support of affected villagers.
# H03
The expert produced some technical
documents and presented them at
stakeholder meetings. So we were
working with was presented to us. I
attended one workshop at Hakamela and
again the experts were in conversation,
mainly talking about what the likely sizes
of the Corridor would be. This is not the
first time I witnessed debates about the
Corridor options. Earlier at Malipati,
some villagers were not happy and wary
about some things; they were not sure
what would happen to their homesteads,
livestock and fields. That is why they did
not like the idea of the Corridor. Had it
been not for CESVI who presented the
various zoning options and land use
options at Malipati and Sengwe, I think
the people would have taken this issue
further. Therefore, meetings like the one
at Hakamela were good because they
were an opportunity to clarify and get
official confirmation on sticky issues like
relocation.
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Coded for
1. Community
knowledge
2. Consultation
3. Support
4. Discomfort

1. Role of experts
2. Stakeholder
consultations
3. Discomfort
4. Consultations
5. Problems/Sticky
issues/areas
6. Official position

These codes sometimes overlapped and covered more than one topic or
issue in the data. Braun and Clarke (2006) argue that these overlapping
codes are a source of flexibility in thematic analysis when determining
the prevalence of themes in the data. They observe that prevalence is
often determined at three levels: a) at the level of the data item (that is,
whether the theme appears in each individual interview), b) by
calculating the total of different research participants who articulated a
specific theme in the whole dataset, and (c) determining the frequency of
individual themes across the whole data set. Therefore, during analysis,
my emphasis shifted from generating initial codes to exploring themes
from individual interviews and determining their salience across
interviewees and the entire data set. I could track the development of my
thoughts by creating memos and annotations linked to the data set to
facilitate keep trail of new insights. Table 3.7 below is an example of
parent and child nodes for the themes explored in this research
summarised from NVivo 10.

Table 3.7 Summary of interviews coded with parent and child nodes in
NVivo 10
Nodes
(\\views about governance of Corridor
as new space\\Present\\)
New space/area for conservation
/Connectivity
Stakeholders/look and learn/enrol
NGO, technical reports and workshops

Number of
coding
references
196

Number
of items
coded
41

49

15

NGOs/model conservation/tours

134

32

Boundary mapping/size/rules/

123

16

Mobilization/community support

59

16

Tenure/Change in existing land use

57

37
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Ownership/Responsibility/Control/Ancest
ors
Entrepreneurial efficacy/Expanding the
cake/Benefits
Culture/cultural heritage
benefits/Ancestors
Place/important place/belong to Place
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23

142

36

133

37

93

32

I coded and categorised the data using an iterative process involving
reading, re-reading transcriptions while collating codes to identify
substantive themes (Patton, 2002; Floersch et al., 2010). The advantage of
using NVivo 10 was that it enabled me to conduct systematic data
analysis through running queries to probe the entire data, find patterns
and pursue specific ideas (Hutchison, Johnston and Breckon, 2010;
Bazeley and Jackson, 2013). Researchers use different options to query the
coded data set in NVivo 10. Through querying the data set, one can search
for ideas, words or overlapping themes and relationships among these.
Examples of coding queries in NVivo 10 include the text search, word
frequency, coding, matrix coding, compound, coding comparison query
and group query. For example, by using the coding query I could identify
all nodes with references for “community support for Corridor” and
“changes to the Corridor boundary/demarcation” and explore the context
in which communities spoke about the “impacts of the STWC”. It is
through using different coding queries that robust interpretations
emerged. As my primary focus was to explore questions of resistance and
negotiation in specific places as well as their thoughts on the governance
of STWC, I searched the entire data set for references and developed
themes based on these phenomena. I found NVivo 10 to be particularly
useful in this regard as I could review code categories in search of
overlapping themes while making summaries of specific perspectives,
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processes, strategies and relationships from interviews (Bogdan and
Biklen, 2003).

With respect to FGD data analysis, my first step was to perform a simple
grid analysis listing main issues and themes from each group (Knodel,
1993; Morgan, 1997). Based on insights from Peek and Fothergill (2009)
and Krueger and Casey (2009), I coded the data from each FGD to
condense the data into analysable units. These analysable units or
narrative units included participants’ comments about specific issues
about community engagement, elaborations on how and why they got
involved, as well as their shared experiences about the process itself. I
adopted the recommendations by Kidd and Parshall (2000) and analysed
the focus group data using an combination of broad-brush and line-byline coding. I used line-by-line coding for identifying issues that
participants spoke about in each FGD and broad-brush coding to identify
fragments from FGDs such as key statements and phrases (e.g., stories or
exchanges between group members about the issues resistance,
ecotourism, places of interest in the STWC or other focal issue for the
specific group). More importantly, I paid specific attention to interpreting
individual narratives and concerns, as well as establishing how
interactions within FGDs resulted in a collective voice or statements
about key stages and processes involved in the community engagement
for the STWC and GLTP (Morgan, 1997; Wibeck, Dahlgren and Öberg,
2007). Such a systematic identification of themes across semi-structured
interviewees and FGDs was crucial because it justified my investment
when talking with researching participants to gather their experiences,
meanings they construct about them and synthesise on points of
commonality among participants (Seidman, 2013).
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Although I used NVivo 10 for handling, organising and coding of the data
to generate analytic themes, the process of engagement with the data and
revising analytical themes extended beyond the generated themes. For
example, I enhanced my analytical reflection with the data through
meetings with supervisors, presentation at academic workshops and
through writing of academic papers. The writing process along with
feedback from peers enabled me to determine how best to represent the
data so that it reflects the multiple voices and experiences present in the
data thereby deepening analysis (Coffey and Atkinson, 1996; Patton,
2002).

As with most qualitative studies, researchers begin with an initial set of
ideas and progressively engage with the literature and theoretical
perspectives to make sense of their data (Silverman, 2010). In such
situations, researchers remain alert but are not prescriptive when
deploying theoretical perspectives to limit the influence of pre-conceived
ideas (Ragin and Amoroso, 2011) and allow empirically-rooted
understandings to emerge from the data (Creswell, 2003). In this research,
there was a need to engage theoretical perspectives and draw from
existing concepts so that the message from the data collected could be
amplified and speak to the research questions for which it was collected
(Gherardi and Turner, 2002). As this research focused on the creation and
implementation of the STWC – a biodiversity corridor, it was as much a
study about the production of space. Therefore, in the interpretation of
results, I drew on theoretical perspectives from Lefebvre’s (1991) ideas
about production of space, as well as perspectives from assemblage
thinking (Marcus and Saka, 2006; Li, 2007; McFarlane, 2009; Anderson
and McFarlane, 2011; McFarlane, 2011), resistance (Katz, 2004; Kerkvliet,
2009) and insights from sense of place studies [see Chapters 4 to 6].
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Concepts of space, resistance and place have been theorised in the social
sciences and their use here was not prescriptive and meant to “fit” the
data into preconceived ideas but in line with the inductive approach and
constructivist paradigm guiding this research, meant to be sensitizing
concepts. With these observations in mind, the next section provides
some methodological reflections focusing on language in research, the
role of gatekeepers with respect to accessing fieldwork, questions of
reliability of data as well as my research role and positionality.

3.6.3

A note on presentation of results

In the presentation of findings, I rely on extensive use of quotes. One of
the key features of a constructivist paradigm is that multiple
interpretations of reality are possible because individuals construct their
own meanings and act based on these particular understandings and
constructions. As the objective of this research was to understand
people’s realities, the extensive use of quotes is consistent with the
epistemological assumptions of constructivism because as researcher I
only act as a “facilitator of multi-voice reconstruction” (Guba and
Lincoln, 2005, p. 196). Similarly, Ezzy (2002, p. xii) maintains that
qualitative researcher’s role involves “working out how the things people
do make sense from their perspectives”. To allow for multi-voice
reconstruction, I draw on a variety of theoretical perspectives to capture
the lived experiences of villagers affected by conservation in general and
the STWC. In what follows, I provide some reflections on methodological
issues.
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3.7 Methodological reflections

3.7.1

Language barrier in a cross-cultural research design

Language was a barrier during some interviews in Chiredzi and
Beitbridge, as some participants spoke Xichangana, isiNdebele and
TshiVenda, languages with which I was not conversant. Therefore, in
situations where interviewees did not speak English or Shona, a research
assistant provided interpreter services. As a local male aged 40 fluent in
Xichangana, the research assistant had the relevant experience and
cultural understanding to provide interpreter services. According to
Squires (2009, p. 278) an interpreter “provides oral translation services
during an interaction between a minimum of two people who do not
speak the same language”. Although I had a working knowledge of
Xichangana language, the research assistant was very experienced in
capturing local phrases and any nuances during interviews and focus
group discussions. I pilot-tested the interview and focus group guides in
Xichangana language and clarified the objectives and scope of the
research project with the research assistant. As such, in the first two
weeks, emphasis was on training the research assistant to familiarise him
with the various components of the research including ethical issues
during and after fieldwork. This approach is consistent with calls for
researchers to systematically address the methodological issues that arise
in cross-language qualitative designs (Edwards, 1998; Squires, 2009).
Edwards (1998) suggests that failing to do so may inadvertently affect the
trustworthiness of the data and overall rigour of the data as well as the
research. In this case, English and Shona were common languages that
my field assistant and I both spoke and understood. One advantage of
using an experienced research assistant, as an interpreter was that he
could bridge the gap between my research and interviewees by engaging
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in frequent dialogue about the research. However, others caution that an
inconsistent or inappropriate use of interpreters threatens the research’s
trustworthiness and subsequently the applicability of the findings on
participant populations (Edwards, 1998; Squires, 2009).

3.7.2

Gaining access and cooperation in research

Gatekeepers operate at multiple levels, often rendering access to research
sites and cooperation from research participants a less straightforward
enterprise (Magolda, 2000). In situations where research is conducted in
remote and hard to reach areas, researchers have to gain access to the
research sites and then to potential participants. This was particularly the
case in Chilothlela, a village located at the Zimbabwe/Mozambique
border. Although local government and traditional leaders had granted
permission to conduct this research, one gatekeeper at Chilothlela asked
me to seek further police clearance. Chilothlela is an interesting village in
the sense that it falls within the STWC that links the Gonarezhou and
Kruger National Parks and since about the year 2000 this community has
had numerous researchers visiting it. However, even after obtaining
clearance from the Zimbabwe Republic Police (ZRP) at Sango Border
Post, I was not able to conduct any interviews. The gatekeeper in
question, a relative of the Chilothlela village head had mobilised
prospective participants not take part in the research, fearing that I was a
disguised government official who wanted to gather their views on the
Corridor.

However, two weeks later I returned to the same village and conducted
some interviews and one focus group discussion. At that time, I
telephoned the Officer in Charge (OIC) at Sango Border Post the night
before the visit requesting him to contact the Chilothlela village head on
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my behalf. Upon arrival the following morning, the village head was very
friendly and he explained why researchers have to undertake these
protocols. For him, the main issue was to allay fears as “we have been asked
questions and completed papers [referring to questionnaires] so many times”.
With hindsight, although I had the privilege of completing fieldwork as
scheduled, the fieldwork encounters in Chilothlela village bring to the
fore questions of research fatigue. Some qualitative researchers highlight
how research fatigue, the associated claim of being over-researched are
critical elements of fieldwork engagements (Mandel, 2003; Clark, 2008).
With reference to fieldwork engagements, Hammersley (1995, p. 112)
argues that “research has material effects … People’s lives may be
affected by being researched, and by being in a context that is affected by
research findings. And these effects may be for good or for ill…” Research
fatigue occurs when individuals and groups become tired of engaging
with research and demonstrate a reluctance towards continuing
engagement with an existing project, or a refusal to engage with any
further research (Clark, 2008).

Although research fatigue was not a significant problem in other villages,
the specific experiences of villagers at Chilothlela raise some issues of
how researchers should consider the cost and time for participants who
take part in research. One encounter with a gatekeeper was especially
revealing. When I undertook an initial visit to this village, the village head
asked if I had brought anything, even a T-shirt or something for him and
other prospective interviewees. When I discussed this request with my
research assistant, it later emerged that the village head had made similar
demands to another researcher from a local university. On the second
visit, I brought some small gifts to the village head as a token of
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appreciation. These gifts did not affect or act as an inducement to the
interviewees. It was critical to handle the gatekeepers’ views and
demands when negotiating access for the overall integrity and credibility
of the research. For example, although the village head wanted copies of
“questionnaires”, I was careful to explain why the research was not using
questionnaires. Through this experience, I learnt that the approval of the
research project at the official level does not guarantee cooperation and
can be sabotaged by informal gatekeepers and participants in the field
(Peil, 1993; Bogdan and Biklen, 2003). I also learnt that gaining access to
research sites and participants is not a once off thing, but a continuing
process whereby researchers negotiate access with both formal and
informal gatekeepers as they move into new research sites and meet new
participants (Duke, 2002). In this particular case, this process took me to
unexpected places such as the ZRP Base at Sango Border Post. Through
these encounters, I not only gained clearance but also secured new social
capital by establishing working relationships with diverse gatekeepers
and other networks in the field. As the OIC for Sango Border Post later
suggested “since the research is solely for academic purposes, each time
you are in the area, just call me on my mobile”. These encounters echo
Reeves (2010) who emphasised the need to engage and negotiate with
gatekeepers occupying formal institutional positions as well as informal
leaders in research sites.

3.7.3

Questions of reliability of data

As with nearly all research, and given the focus of the research to examine
the process of community engagement retrospectively, there were
limitations in using semi-structured interviews for collecting data.
Scholars observe that interviewees often provide unreliable accounts due
to either memory lapse or where they have ulterior motives such as where
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they have an axe to grind and in contexts where they attempt to portray
themselves positively (Hughes and Sharrock, 1997). However, even in
such cases where accounts may be unreliable, semi-structured interviews
still

provide

important

insights

into

the

phenomenon

under

investigation. In order to enhance interview account reliability, I
mentioned specific moments, events and dates to capture the strategies
and tactics of influence that interviewees deployed or recalled from their
participation at community meetings. I used various probing questions
to gather more details and adopted a very open approach at the beginning
of each interview (May, 2011). As a starting point, I wanted to understand
how interviewees were involved in decision making from the processes
from the inceptive phases of the GLTP in 2003 until the formal gazette of
the Corridor, among other issues. For this, I developed and pretested
specific questions targeted at different groups of individuals or
stakeholders depending on their roles [see Section 3.5]. While in the field,
I adapted the questions depending on the level and context in which the
interviewees played a role. In addition, for some focus groups, I used
“stimulus material” (Morgan, 1997; Kitzinger, 1999; Wibeck, Dahlgren
and Öberg, 2007) such as maps and planning documents to stimulate and
guide discussion about the spatial extent of the STWC.

In order to ensure trustworthiness and enhance the rigor, breadth,
complexity, richness and depth of the research, I triangulated data
sources and data collection techniques (Flick, 2009). However, within the
constructivist framework, triangulation was not meant confirm to
positivist notions of validity but to add richness and breath to
perspectives on community engagement by drawing on experiences of
diverse stakeholders (Guba and Lincoln, 1994; Perlesz and Lindsay, 2003).
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3.7.4

Researcher’s role and positionality

This section critically interrogates how my embodiment of multiple roles
during fieldwork affected my relations with participants. I address
questions about knowledge construction, power and positionality
because, as many researchers increasingly recognize, personal, cultural,
and historical background shape the ways one interprets data (Rose, 1997;
Creswell, 2003; MacKian, 2010). Therefore, many researchers clarify their
roles thereby making reflexivity a defining feature to improve the
research’s credibility, dependability and confirmability, which are
important criteria for judging the trustworthiness of qualitative
investigations (Coffey and Atkinson, 1996; Hammersley and Atkinson,
2002). Reflexivity is a methodological requirement enabling researchers
to provide a continual internal dialogue and reflect upon their own values
and actions as well as active acknowledgement and explicit recognition
of how their roles may affect (consciously or not) the way they conceive
the research, collect data and subsequently analyse and report findings
(Forsyth, 2003; Pillow, 2003; Babbie, 2013). As an instrument of data
collection (Hammersley and Atkinson, 2002), the researcher can construct
and reconstruct a particular identity during the research process based on
the research questions, purpose of research, personal background and
interests. Mullings (1999) argues that when illuminating their role in
research, researchers specify whether they assumed an “insider” or
“outsider” position to their fieldwork setting. An insider role is whereby
the researcher is studying a group with which they are familiar while an
outsider is whereby the researcher is conducting fieldwork in a group or
environment they do not belong. However, in practice these dual roles
are not static but always shifting depending on setting (Adler and Adler,
1994; Bonner and Tolhurst, 2002; Hodkinson, 2005). Generally,
researchers portray themselves as either insiders when they are
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conducting fieldwork in a context or environment they identify with or
outsiders if they do not identify with and belong to the group under
investigation (DeLyser, 2001; Breen, 2007).

Therefore, it is important to address the complex entanglements that
became part of the research engagement and how this affected access to
informants. I have conducted fieldwork in the past across the four wards
and would consider myself more an insider rather than an outsider. Not
only was I conducting research in my native country of Zimbabwe but
also I was conducting it in an environment with which I am familiar. I
first undertook research in southeast Zimbabwe as part of my
undergraduate degree at the University of Zimbabwe. My work focused
on the role of the local communities in governance of CAMPFIRE. During
that time, I conducted fieldwork in Mahenye, one of the pioneering
CAMPFIRE villages in Zimbabwe. I became overly interested with how
communities participate in natural resource management. This interest
culminated in me enrolling to pursue a master in social ecology degree at
the University of Zimbabwe. After completing my MSc degree, I then
worked for various research projects on natural resource governance in
Southern Africa. One project in particular stands out: the Local Level
Scenario Planning, Iterative Assessment and Adaptive Management
Project, coordinated by the CASS department, involved some fieldwork
in three of the four wards covered in this research. This project exposed
me to some of the challenges faced by communities in planning and
implementation of TFCAs in Southern Africa. Therefore, it is fair to say
that this experience, along with my postgraduate training influenced how
I framed the research questions, studied existing literature, selected study
areas as well as the data collection techniques I adopted during fieldwork.
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However, even with such experience I still felt that I could not safely
assume the full insider role, but instead considered myself as having a
partial insider role during fieldwork (DeLyser, 2001). I considered myself
a partial insider because although I was familiar with some of the people
and places, I have a different cultural, social and educational background.
As such, even though I assumed some power, I was very flexible when
scheduling interviews, their locations and relative length and thus gave
participants some power and control of the research encounter. This is
consistent with arguments by Elwood and Martin (2000) who highlight
that giving a participant the option of choosing interview locations can be
empowering. Throughout the course of my fieldwork, and indeed in all
encounters with villagers, I was upfront about my previous work in this
area and explained that my current research focused on a new area and
required me to gather villagers’ experiences of the implementation of the
STWC. That said, my partial insider role meant that I not only established
rapport with participants but also deployed my learnt cultural
competencies when interacting with interviewees and focus group
participants (Adler and Adler, 1994). These skills are considered critical
if researchers are to secure the most honest and considered responses
from participants (Fontana and Frey, 1994). As a partial insider, I used my
past experience and extended contact in the field to familiarise myself
with places, people and their experiences and generate meaningful data,
thereby ehancing the quality and effectiveness of the research process
(Mason, 2002).

However, assuming an insider status has both advantages and
disadvantages. First, being an insider meant that I could easily establish
trust and rapport and obtain experiences on the impacts of conservation
initiatives such as the GLTP. In addition, being an insider meant that I
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could interact naturally with a range of people and thus minimise the
power effects, a situation which arises when an outsider-researcher
dominates and silences the views of research participants (Burawoy,
1998). Given my previously established relational intimacy with the
community, both interviewees and focus group participants were open
and willing to share their concerns, views and aspirations in the
implementation of the GLTP. For example, on the second day of arriving
in Chikwarakwara ward, I immediately looked for some informants who
had previously participated in earlier research. Metcalf (1998) argues that
past personal relationships are important for creating genuine
relationships between the researcher and fieldwork sites. Based on
existing relationships, the leader of one community development trust
asked for assistance on potential funding for joint ventures in ecotourism.
The assumption was that since I had shown interest in ecotourism I could
at least provide information on funding partners as well as assistance in
preparation of project proposals for ecotourism development. This
request is hardly surpising because through prolonged engagement with
fieldsites, an insider researcher can become a co-investigator, co-learner,
facilitator and advocate of the researched community (Breen, 2007).

That said conducting research as an insider inevitably poses specific
problems and challenges not only during the research’s design phase but
also during fieldwork. First, a greater familiarity and experience with the
researched community may result in over-complacency and loss of
impartiality (DeLyser, 2001; Pitman, 2002). However, in this research
holding an insider role was crucial for accessing participants but did not
adversely affect impartiality. For example, I offered transport to some
villagers to places such as clinics, business centres and grinding mills. By
featuring regularly at these places, I became part of the picture, cementing
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my insider role. A striking feature of these encounters was that many
times during these drives, I engaged in informal conversations about
conservation and development in the GLTP. I entered these conversations
into my notebook during evenings as part of my fieldwork reflections and
experiences. In addition, these conversational encounters were important
as I could fully disclose my researcher role and past research experience
in the area, thereby indicating commitment to the research process (Wood
and Kroger, 2000). While I could communicate with participants in their
local language with reasonable fluency, the politics of difference, in the
form of ethnicity and gender, my educational background as well as
hailing from an urban area meant that I was not always able to grasp
culturally specific meanings, or always interact on the same level with
locals. Like many other researchers (Sherif, 2001; Pryke, Rose and
Whatmore, 2003), I argue that language determines the positionality of
the researcher, the way in which the research question is framed, the
translation of the ‘field’ to the academy and theory development. I did
not encounter any language-based tensions during fieldwork. Even if for
particular interviews, I relied on the services of an interpreter, I do not
think that there was a possibility of filtering by the interpreter, as he did
not carry any agenda related to the research or myself (Twyman,
Morrison and Sporton, 1999). If anything, being able to sustain
conversations with most villagers in Shangaan language often changed
the way they viewed my research and enriched my understandings as I
continued to live and interact with villagers throughout my fieldwork.

As many researchers have observed, living among the researched
community as an insider sometimes results in overlooking issues raised
by participants, or not sufficiently pursuing information they provide
during fieldwork (DeLyser, 2001; Hodkinson, 2005). To counter this
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challenge, I frequently used probing techniques to enable participants to
clarify issues and emphasized that all details were important to warrant
recording. A further challenge is that the role of insider introduces
challenges in the research as familiarity with context may also imply
failure to explore different interpretations (Bonner and Tolhurst, 2002;
Breen, 2007). I concur with Gardner (1999) who shows that researchers’
identities are always multiple and fragmented, and how the positionality
of those carrying out fieldwork is not fixed. During fieldwork, I remained
alert to the fact that my insiderness was not an absolute positionality; as
insiderness and outsiderness were neither hierarchical nor mutually
exclusive positionalities but rather they simultaneously co-existed and
alternated within the same interactional event (O‘Connor, 2004). My
positionality and roles towards the research participants varied
depending on the context in which I interacted with them. For example,
although I had prior experience of the study area, my status of a research
student studying overseas (in Australia) positioned me as an outsider
among some locals while for some I was “a local”. Being perceived as an
outsider enabled me to adopt a more distanced and analytical
perspective. In the end, all social researchers, in one or the other, involves
significantly excavating issues of positionality and power relations
between the researcher and the researched as researchers seek to gain
insights on human experiences (Rose, 1997; Ellis and Bochner, 2000).
Therefore, researchers conducting fieldwork in native countries, and in
familiar study contexts and cultures could benefit by adopting
Hodkinson’s (2005) recommendations for an on-going reflexive and
reactive approach to how they navigate and explain their roles and the
implications of for their research.
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3.8 Ethical considerations
Many scholars highlight the importance of addressing ethical issues in
qualitative research to attain a balance between producing scientific
knowledge, the rights of participants and the broader communities where
fieldwork is conducted (Patton, 1990; Guillemin and Gillam, 2004;
Neuman, 2006). A combination of the researcher’s skills and ethical
awareness are critical to the success of the research and how the
researcher engages participants during fieldwork (Corbin and Morse,
2003). Guillemin and Gillam (2004) distinguish two approaches to ethics
namely procedural ethics and situational ethics. The former mandates
researchers to ensure relevant protocols and procedures are adopted
pertaining participants’ informant consent, the rights of participants with
respect to privacy, confidentiality and anonymity in publications, and
ensuring the emotional and physical wellbeing of participants, among
other issues. Situational ethics focuses on the unpredictable issues that
arise during fieldwork (Guillemin and Gillam, 2004).

In Australia, questions of research ethics in fieldwork involved human
subjects are critical. The National Statement on Ethical Conduct in
Human Research stipulates that researchers should safeguard the respect
for participants’ privacy and confidentiality when conducting fieldwork
(National Health and Medical Research Council., 2007). Therefore, I
submitted a formal ethics application to Charles Sturt University
incorporating the principles and guidelines specified in this National
Statement. I commenced fieldwork only after obtaining a formal ethics
approval from CSU’s Human Research Ethics Committee [see Appendix
6]. While in Zimbabwe, I obtained institutional approval from Chiredzi
and Beitbridge RDCs - the administrative local authorities for Sengwe
and Tshipise Communal lands, respectively. As it is not always the case
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that access granted at an institutional level would guarantee cooperation
in research sites (Bogdan and Biklen, 2003; Sampson, 2004), I sought
further permission from the relevant local councillors and traditional
leaders for the respective wards. The following subsections elaborate on
the key ethical issues pertaining to this research.

3.8.1

Informed Consent

In terms of protocol before all semi-structured interviews and FGDs, I
began by explaining the research’s objectives and scope to all
participants. This process involved reading, discussion and giving
participants a copy of the information sheet that included details of the
research and my institutional affiliation. During this process, prospective
participants could seek clarification on any issues related to the research.
I clarified participants’ right to withdraw from the research without
providing any explanation and highlighted that any publications arising
from the research would ensure the privacy and confidentiality of
responses. Upon understanding and agreeing to participate in the
research, participants appended their signature on the consent forms to
indicate their willingness to participate in the research [see Appendix 7].
Furthermore, I advised all prospective research participants of the ethical
issues around interviews, their rights to withdraw from the research and
that interview sessions would be audio recorded to capture all data
needed. All interviewees voluntarily participated in this research.
Providing all the relevant information to the potential participants was
critical for breaking the ice, creating trust and building rapport with
research participants. If anything, the clarifying the ethical issues not only
protected the participants but also furthered the goals and objectives of
the research.
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While government and NGO officials in this research could easily
understand the importance of informed consent in research, this was not
the case with most village-level participants. In all five wards, I came
across some participants who could not read, write or understand English
but agreed to participate based on the explanation and information I gave
to them regarding the anonymity and confidentiality of their responses,
and that the research was purely for academic purposes. In such cases,
their willingness and voluntary participation was an indication of their
consent, which I recorded in my fieldwork notebook. On many occasions,
participants expressed a willingness to “speak their mind” but did not
like the idea of signing on a sheet of paper. In all cases, I emphasised that
there would be protection of research participants anonymity and
confidentiality.

3.8.2

Confidentiality and anonymity

Another important dimension of ethical conduct in social science research
concerns the protection of participants’ privacy and identities. To ensure
confidentiality, researchers must ensure that participants are not
identifiable in print because they could suffer potential harm and
embarrassment because of their participation in the research (Neuman,
2006), especially in situations where the topics covered pose risks for
participants. Therefore, I did not collect any identifying information in
this research to ensure anonymity. I used a participant coding scheme to
identify interviewees during analysis and in the presentation of findings.
I assigned a number assigned prefix and number for each participant
category to de-identify participants. For example, I coded nongovernmental organisation (NGO) participants as NGO1, NGO2 and
interviews with villagers as V1, V2 and V3…etc. Correspondingly, I
numbered focus groups as FGD1 to FGD7 and assigned a number to each
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person in each group. Using this system, FGD2-P1 and FGD4-P5 denote
respectively the responses by Participant 1, Participant 5 at FGDs held at
Davhata, and Chikwarakwara Business Centres [see Section 3.5.3].
However, despite using such a participant coding scheme and not
collecting individual identifiers for FGDs, the mere presence of other
participants

during

these

FGD

sessions

compromised

their

confidentiality. It is important to highlight that even in situations where
I assured confidentiality regarding participation, the confidentiality of a
FGD session could be only limited to focus group content and not
participation. That said even where coding schemes are used, other
participants might reveal that certain individuals took part in the research
especially those who were involved in STWC community meetings or
other stakeholder workshops. Furthermore, it is inevitable that where a
researcher includes raw data such as participants’ words in reported
findings, there is an inherent risk that they could unintentionally disclose
participants’ identities and those of others included in their narratives
(Corbin and Morse, 2003). In this research, interviewees and focus group
participants were given assurance that they were selected because of their
knowledge and experiences of community engagement, emphasising that
it was not participants per se who were the objects of the research (Miles
and Huberman, 1994).

Other scholars argue that research ethics goes beyond issues of
confidentiality and consent and includes respect and protection of the
integrity of the researched communities, ethnicities, societies and nations
(Smith, 1999; Chilisa, 2005). This often calls researchers to critically think
about the realities of fieldwork beyond the formal mechanisms to include
ethics in practice (Guillemin and Gillam, 2004). Through this research, I
cultivated lasting relationships with the researched community, in
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particular with the two local government institutions of Chiredzi and
Beitbridge District Councils. At the conclusion of fieldwork, I informed
local government authorities and other gatekeepers that the data
collected in this research was only for academic purposes. By making
these assurances and nurturing enduring relationships, I was careful not
to fall into the trap of what Narayan (1993, p. 677) describes as “hit-andrun” fieldwork but strove for long-term engagement with field sites and
researched communities.

3.9 Chapter summary
This chapter has explained the research process, focusing on the selected
research paradigm, research methodology and data collection techniques
as well as how the data were analysed. The chapter framed the research
within the constructivist paradigm and outlined why this paradigm was
suitable for capturing the experiences of participants to address the
research questions. Thereafter, the chapter provided details on the
qualitative data collection methods adopted to address the research
questions specified in Chapter 1. More specifically, the primary data
collection methods included sixty-nine (69) semi-structured interviews
and seven (7) FGDs conducted over a six-month period. The chapter also
highlighted how purposive sampling techniques were used to identify
participants based on their knowledge of, experience and active
involvement in the implementation of the STWC and GLTP. Of the 69
semi-structured interviews, about 15 took the format of narrative drives
and narrative walks with selected villages in order to gather experiential
aspects of places within and outside the STWC and GLTP. In addition to
semi-structured interviews, I conducted FGDs with participants drawn
from different contexts to gain different and multiple understandings of
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how locals related to the implementation of both STWC and GLTP.
Secondary data sources not only provided important background
information on the process of community engagement but also helped in
exploring the nuances on issues of community representation in official
planning documents.

Data were analysed and interpreted using qualitative thematic analysis.
QSR NVivo 10 software was used for organising, coding and collating of
emergent into analytical themes. Data analysis proceeded in an iterative
manner and through analytical reflection, data were analysed based on
theoretical constructs and review of existing literature. The chapter
concluded with a discussion of some methodological reflections about the
research as well as ethical considerations informing this research. The
following three chapters [Chapters 4, 5 and 6] turn to the presentation and
analysis of findings.
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CHAPTER 4: COMMUNITY
ENGAGEMENT
IN
CONSTRUCTING SPACE FOR SENGWE TSHIPISE
WILDERNESS CORRIDOR
4.1 Introduction
This chapter is the first of three that presents and analyses the research
findings. Specifically, it addresses the first research question: “In what
ways is community engagement governed in the implementation of biodiversity
corridors for emerging TFCAs?” It specifically examines the process of
creating the boundaries for the Sengwe Tshipise Wilderness Corridor
(STWC) created to provide the physical link between Kruger and
Gonarezhou National Parks. It focuses specifically on community
engagement in the creation of wildlife corridors following an approach,
which foregrounds complexity of relations amongst different actors in
planning for and implementing TFCAs. In doing so, the chapter
addresses an important gap in the literature by focusing on how
community agency was constructed and deployed in the co-creation of
this transnational biodiversity corridor. By focusing on co-creation, the
chapter shows how the Corridor resulted from collective efforts of
different stakeholders but also resulted through the agency of affected
communities.

This chapter draws on theoretical insights from work on assemblage
thinking (e.g. Marcus and Saka, 2006; Li, 2007; McFarlane, 2009; Anderson
and McFarlane, 2011; McFarlane, 2011) and Lefebvre’s (1991) spatial triad
as useful heuristics to analyse the specific ways and practices that exist in
the production of the space for the wildlife corridor in the context of
GLTP. Adopting these theoretical perspectives is useful to make sense of
the data particularly the process of assembling different actors in the
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implementation of the STWC, as well as how the actors involved make
representations about the STWC space. Whereas there is still considerable
scholarly debate on the role and use of theory in qualitative research,
researchers often begin with an initial set of ideas and progressively
engage with the literature and theoretical perspectives to make sense of
their

data

(Silverman,

2010).

Therefore,

although

these

two

aforementioned theoretical perspectives were adopted, it was imperative
to remain fluid and not prescriptive when applying theory to limit the
influence of preconceived ideas (Ragin and Amoroso, 2011) and allow
empirically rooted understandings to emerge (Creswell, 2003). Therefore,
by drawing from assemblage thinking and the production of space, the
chapter contributes to debates on how human and non-human elements
are assembled as constitute elements of governance1.

The chapter focuses on community agency and the process of assembling
seemingly incoherent human and non-human components in the creation
and implementation of the biodiversity corridor. The analytic of
assemblage is a critical theoretical lens for making sense of the
implementation of the STWC as it sheds light on how and the degree to
which local actors and social groups sought to appropriate space during
the implementation of the GLTP. In addition, sensitizing concepts from
Lefebvre (1991) are applied to demonstrate that co-creation of wildlife

Researchers often apply Actor network theory (ANT) as a conceptual framework for tracing
connections and relations between a variety of actors – both human and non-human (discursive
and material objects) – in which geographies are understood to emerge from or are the effects of
these relations. In a majority of these applications, ANT offers a radical reading of agency, seeing
it not as the property of intentional human actors but rather as the product of things coming
together, such that non-human actors (like a fence post, a border) might be understood to have
agency.
1
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corridors was and remains an essential component of geographies of
resistance. In this chapter, I use Lefebvre’s work on production of space
as a theoretical heuristic for studying the interaction between how
communities use particular spaces within the GLTFCA prefecture. In his
seminal work on space, Lefebvre envisioned three moments to the
production of space. In simple terms, the first, perceived space refers to
everyday perceptions of space. This aspect of spatialisation (perceived
space) is primarily concerned and reliant on the visual. Within
conservation, this comprises physical interventions that change the
materiality of the environment, such as fencing and how humans
appropriate erected fences. The second, conceived space is theoretical space
promulgated and employed by professionals such as cartographers and
planners. At the centre of this space are particular ways of representing
phenomena such as signs, jargon, codifications and objectified
representations used and produced by these agents. Third, lived space is
space dwelled in and experienced by human actors (Lefebvre, 1991;
Shields, 2011). Lived space includes dominated and appropriated spaces.
Dominated space is the space that humans transform and mediate by
technology and practice to fulfil their own interests. In practice,
appropriated space serves the visions, needs and interests of those
seeking to use it.

One of the arguments I advance in this chapter is that communities
appropriate TFCAs and render them understandable through various
spatial practices. It could thus be suggested that any enterprise that
emerges within GLTFCA ‘is at once work and product – a materialization
of “social being”’ (Lefebvre, 1991, pp. 101–102, emphasis in original). Two
cognate components of appropriation are worth elaborating: physical and
mental. On the one hand, physical appropriation involves the actual
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occupation and control of physical space (such as Sengwe-Tshipise
Wilderness Corridor (STWC), Sengwe Wildlife Strip, among others) and
targeting it for community-based ecotourism enterprises. On the other
hand, mental appropriation occurs when individuals and community
groups deploy their cognitive capabilities to control space. This includes
imaginations of what the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park (GLTP) as a
spatial unit would mean and expectations of how relations between
villagers and the STWC should be structured both in the short and long
term. For mental appropriation, individuals do not necessarily have to be
physically present in a specific spatial area but rather their angle of vision
that structures their thoughts and how they relate to particular spaces. A
related argument advanced in this chapter is how the wildlife corridor
simultaneously plays a role as significant spaces in which marginalized
ethnic communities articulate their identities in the governance of TFCAs.
From a methodological standpoint, combining Lefebvre’s (1991) spatial
triad and assemblage thinking foregrounds fine-grained ethnographic
techniques to examine the co-creation of the corridor. Such an approach
allows for exploration of the practices of assemblage through which this
was possible, how the community exercised their agency, and more
importantly the subtle ways in which authorities shaped such agency to
constrain the scope for debate as well as the possible corridor options.
Lefebvre’s (1991) spatial triad is used to show a) how authorities sought
to represent TFCA spaces to achieve their objectives, b) the ways in which
communities were brought into and governed through this process, and
c) how communities’ perspectives and lived experiences influenced the
construction of space. Building on assemblage thinking, this chapter
argues that TFCAs and resultant spaces such as wildlife corridors are not
complete

and

immutable

representations,

but

are

subject

to

transformation depending on specific demands, visions, aspirations and
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expectations of the diverse stakeholders involved. To place the ensuing
discussion into perspective, it is important to provide an overview of
some of the key stakeholders involved in the planning and
implementation of the GLTP, focusing specifically on Zimbabwe.

4.2 Stakeholders involved in GLTP in Zimbabwe

4.2.1

National level stakeholders

At the national level, the Parks and Wildlife Management Authority
(PWMA) are responsible for implementing government policies on
wildlife conservation and other natural resources within the parks estate.
The Tri-national Ministerial Committee for the GLTP is comprised of
representatives of Ministers of Environment and Tourism from South
Africa, Zimbabwe and Mozambique. Beneath this committee is the Joint
Management Board (JMB), a bureaucratic entity comprised of senior
government officials representing each of the three countries. The JMB
reports to and serves as an Advisory body to the Ministers, and is
responsible for the overall coordination and implementation of
programmes and projects aimed at furthering aims of the GLTP Treaty as
shown in Figure 4.1.
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Figure 4.1 Institutional arrangements for governance of the GLTP

At the national level, there are technical sub-committees responsible for
managing specific functions. Technical sub-committees focus on specific
key development areas of the GLTFCA, namely Conservation and
Veterinary, Tourism, Finance and Human Resources, Safety and Security.
These committees play a major role in influencing the planning and
development of the GLTP. For example, the Conservation Management
Committee is responsible for facilitating and implementing policies and
action plans related to conservation in the GLTP. The GLTP has an
International Coordinator whose role is funded by the Peace Parks
Foundation. This is a rotational position shared assumed by an employee
from PWMA, SANParks or National Administration of Conservation
Areas in Mozambique. The range of stakeholders responsible for
implementing TFCAs varies between the countries.
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In Zimbabwe, at the national level, the Parks and Wildlife Management
Authority is the focal agency for coordinating TFCA issues. Figure 4.2
shows the actors and stakeholders involved in the implementation of the
GLTP in Zimbabwe.

Councilors

Traditional
leaders

Local NGOs

Community
Trusts

Rural District
Councils

Community
engagement

CAMPFIRE
committees

Villagers

Zimbabwe
Tourism
Authority

Private sector

Park

Physical
Planners

officials

Immigration
department

Figure 4.2 Stakeholders involved in the implementation of the GLTP

In Figure 4.2 above, solid fill rectangles indicate stakeholder categories
interviewed while dashed lines indicate stakeholders not interviewed for
this research [see Section 3.5.1].

4.2.2

District level stakeholders

In Zimbabwe, the implementation of the STWC was the responsibility of
the two Rural Districts under whose jurisdiction the two communal lands
fell. Administratively, Rural District Councils (RDCs) have the mandate
to govern communal areas under their jurisdictions according to the
Rural District Councils Act 1988 [Chapter 29:13]. These Councils exercise
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administrative oversight for resources in all communal lands including
overseeing development and collecting taxes. In terms of their planning
role, RDCs fall under the Ministry of Local Government, Rural and Urban
Development (MLGRUD). RDCs are responsible for overseeing the
implementation of programmes CAMPFIRE and managing contractual
obligations on behalf of communities that lease sites for ecotourism to the
private sector. The Parks and Wildlife Act (1975) amendment of 1982
grants RDCs with Appropriate Authority (AA) status – that is the legal
authority to have custody and responsibility for managing wildlife
resources occurring on communal lands in most areas adjacent to PAs
(Murombedzi, 2001; Taylor, 2009). At district level there is one
department whose services are particularly relevant for this study - the
Department of Physical Planning (DPP). This Department is responsible
for managing spatial planning and giving technical advice for the
implementation of development planning across the country. The DPP
ensures that all RDCs are managing and carrying out their spatial
planning functions according to the RTCP Act. As will be demonstrated
in this chapter, the DPP played an instrumental role in translating
discourses and mapping of the STWC. At this level, representatives like
Members of Parliament (MPs) represent the constituency interests at
various forums. The analysis of documents indicated that the MPs often
gave opening speeches at workshops on community planning and
stakeholder feedback sessions on the STWC. MPs are responsible for
mobilising funding and support for programmes in their respective
constituencies.

4.2.3

Local level stakeholders

There are a number of local level actors operating in both Sengwe and
Tshipise Communal Areas. Administratively, Communal Areas fall
under the jurisdiction of local government bodies called Rural District
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Councils. RDCs are local government administrative structures
established in the 1990s to promote development and whose functions
have been subject to reforms particularly because of changing political
terrain in Zimbabwe (Visser, Steytler and Machingauta, 2010). Notable
institutions at the ward level include traditional leaders, councillors and
CAMPFIRE committees. Traditional leaders include the Chief, headmen
and village heads that govern the areas under their jurisdiction according
to the provisions of the Traditional Leaders Act 1998 [Chapter 29:17].
Councillors play an important role in local governance particularly with
respect to resources such as wildlife because they represent community
interests at district technical and planning meetings. At ward level,
councillors assume the role of chair of a Ward Development Committee
(WADCO) as elected officials in terms of the local government
regulations espoused in the Rural District Council Act. Each ward has
representatives from the Village Development Committees (VIDCOs).
Councillors and traditional leaders play important roles in coordinating
the development of their areas as well as other administrative duties
regarding the use of resources in their areas of jurisdiction, as provided
by custom and relevant statutory instruments.

In terms of governance of natural resources, the expectation is that RDCs
would devolve decision making powers to CAMPFIRE committees to
manage natural resources particularly wildlife. However, several studies
have shown that RDCs gained financial advantages by retaining most of
the revenue intended for producer wards to support operational matters
(Rihoy, Chirozva and Anstey, 2010). The CAMPFIRE committees and
WADCOs lack the necessary voice to challenge the power of RDCs.
Although these institutions are responsible for coordinating CAMPFIRE
activities at a ward level, they have no legal standing to act in respect of
ownership of land and resources. As such, decentralisation efforts within
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CAMPFIRE were curtailed by insufficient resource and power transfers
as RDCs retained decision-making power, used most wildlife revenue for
operating and continued to manage the hunting concessions on behalf of
communities (Murombedzi, 1999). These observations are important to
put in context the environment in which participatory planning occurred
in Sengwe and Tshipise Communal Lands.

4.3 Participatory planning for the STWC
In order to gain a deeper understanding of community engagement in the
STWC, it is important to first show how NGOs and conservation officials
enrolled communities in planning and how the latter enrolled other
actors and forged linkages with stakeholders within and outside Sengwe
and Tshipise Communal Lands. In other words, showing the political and
technical work involved in the co-creation of the STWC. As there was no
corridor previously, this research argues that establishing connectivity
between GNP and KNP became part of a problem that required technical
intervention. Through different practices of assemblage, governments
framed the need for a biodiversity corridor as something that would
enable them to achieve the objectives of the GLTP Treaty. Chaderopa
(2010) argues that through verbalisation, through thought, memory,
spoken and written word, politicians made visible TFCAs that did not
exist. This involved declaring some places as part of TFCAs although the
spaces did not have significant wildlife and were not necessarily
contiguous to designated PAs. However, despite acknowledging the role
of these official acts of place-making aimed at influencing local
communities and socio-economic practices in newly created TFCAs,
Chaderopa (2010) does not extend the analysis to explore the agency and
subjectivity of those affected by these created spaces. This chapter makes
an important contribution to this scholarship by focusing on how
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communities maintained influence and control of TFCAs spaces and
subsequently the governance arrangements of these areas. It is important
to show how these representations of space were (and continue to be)
appropriated and dominated by some individuals, community groups,
community trusts, officials, and tourists in markedly different ways.
Before turning to this, in Section 4.3.1 examines the practices and
processes in creating the STWC, focusing on the technics of governance
as well as the agency of affected communities in this process.

4.3.1

Assembling actors in the governance of STWC

The GLTP Treaty signed in December 2002 by Heads of States for
Mozambique, South Africa and Zimbabwe prompted and set the impetus
for establishing the STWC, which was to provide connectivity to the
Gonarezhou and Kruger National Parks. In Zimbabwe, this involved
implementing a wildlife corridor that included selected communities
from the Sengwe and Tshipise Communal lands. After the signing of the
Treaty, the Zimbabwean government was supposed to fulfil its
obligations particularly on linking the Kruger and Gonarezhou through
the STWC. Therefore, this section focuses on how the governance took a
technological and pragmatic form to achieve the objectives of a set
intervention or programme (Inda, 2005). This process of rendering
technical covers the domains of practical mechanisms, devices,
instruments,

techniques,

programmes,

calculations,

procedures,

apparatuses, and documents that are used by authorities when
implementing programmes (Inda, 2005; Li, 2007). As the incorporation of
a piece of land stretching from GNP to KNP was a political decision that
did not initially have input from communities, it is important to specify
how this process evolved. Using a governmentality lens to studying the
working of power in interventions, Miller and Rose (1990) argue that
authorities

use

different

technics
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to

“shape,

normalize

and

instrumentalize the conduct, thought, decisions and aspirations of others
in order to achieve the objectives they consider desirable” (p. 8). In order
to explore the diverse practices and representations made by
stakeholders, the researcher retrospectively constructed a timeline of the
implementation of the STWC [see Appendix 5]. This participatory
planning process involved provincial, national and local government
departments, local authorities namely Chiredzi and Beitbridge Rural
District Councils (RDCs), traditional leaders and villagers.

From 2003 onwards, CESVI facilitated a series of stakeholder workshops
with villagers living and adjacent to the GNP to discuss the feasibility of
the proposed STWC and examine the management and legal options for
establishing the corridor. Following these workshops, the two RDCs then
decided to have the proposed corridor declared a wilderness area within
communal land and suggested it would be managed as stipulated under
the Regional, Town and Country Planning Act (RTCP Act) Chapter 29:12
(1996) and Traditional Leaders Act of 2000 which gives power to chiefs to
control and allocate land. Under the provisions of these Acts, and with
support from other stakeholders involved, Chiredzi and Beitbridge RDCs
now have jurisdiction to manage the STWC. As will be shown in this
chapter, this was a gradual process and with time, communities not only
influenced the spatial extent of the STWC but also the institutional
arrangements for its governance. Against this backdrop, this section will
now focus on and provide details about the range of practices used by
different stakeholders such as communities, government officials, NGOs
and conservationists to make the STWC workable. In doing so, the
analysis focuses on the practices used by stakeholders as well as the
representations about the STWC as a conservation space (Li, 2007;
Lefebvre 1991).
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Immediately after the signing of the GLTP Treaty, the attention of the
Zimbabwean government shifted to how to incorporate the intervening
piece of land between the GNP and KNP in GLTP. While initial
discussions at government level suggested that this corridor would be
part of the core Parks and Wildlife Estate, there were some reservations
within government about such a move. One official made the following
remarks:
When we began the process of seeing how we could implement the GLTP
on the ground, it dawned on us that many things needed clarification.
For example, although the Treaty specified the Gonarezhou NP, along
with Sengwe CL, surrounding areas such as Malipati Safari Area would
be included into the Transfrontier Park, on the ground realities indicated
that this would require a rethink. Here is an area with local people and
then you are saying it is now going to be a Park! [# GO2]
As this official was involved in the early deliberations on the feasibility of
corridor, he suggested that it was becoming clear to most government
officials that any plans to incorporate communal area into a core park area
would be fraught with problems. The official continued thus:
As government, we were hesitant from the beginning to speed up this
process. There was no way communities were going to take this matter
lightly. You know the history of alienation and dispossession around
creation of parks. We did not want to tread on that dangerous route. This
thing was going to affect their livelihoods, and perhaps result in forced
relocations. Pursuing that option would have been treacherous. I mean
you cannot carve a piece of land [corridor] from communal lands and
expect communities to be silent. [#GO1]
Similarly, one district official who was part of the early stakeholder
consultations mentioned that there was consensus among government
officials and NGOs involved on the need to conduct comprehensive
assessments of ecological and social impacts of any proposed change in
land used:
That is not what we aimed for. We did not want to suggest that
immediately this place was now part of the GLTP, we could not just do
that. Even though this was a political decision, there were many things at
stake. That is when we asked for some input from one NGO to assess the
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situation on the ground. Therefore, we did not want to step on quick sand.
We wanted to know what is going on where, what resources were
involved, how many people and so on. [# DO1]
Government was coming in but then it carried some baggage, you have
this big concept and now you want to consult, like to engage
communities, you want their support, so what can you do? That is why
they did not immediately flag the negative impacts of the TFCA to the
affected communities. To avoid that polarization, government had to rope
in NGOs, experts and district councils. The potential effects of the
corridor were a clarion call for the RDC. As the custodians of the areas,
they had to move and ensure that a proper framework were in place to
implement the TFCA concept without deleterious impacts of resident
communities. That is why, as I said, they ended up roping us based on
our experience in the areas, to lead the process of community
consultation. [# NGO1]
The above quotes show that there was a need to negotiate the
complexities of creating the proposed corridor. Therefore, at a technical
level, district and national level stakeholders achieved consensus on how
to make the area targeted for the STWC subject to intervention (Miller
and Rose, 1990; Li, 2007). Therefore, and as shall be shown later in this
chapter, the Corridor itself was a result of a prolonged process of
negotiation among various stakeholders involved. An analysis of minutes
of community meetings and reports produced by consultants (see, for
example Cunliffe, 2003; Daconto, 2003) show that a series of stakeholder
consultations were conducted leading to the subsequent gazettal of the
Corridor in 2009.

4.3.2

Stakeholder linkages and community mobilisation

The implementation of the Corridor required support from different
stakeholders. In order to enlist community support, the implementing
NGO called CESVI relied on forging linkages with local communities,
district and national level stakeholders for the STWC to be realised (Li,
2007). Through establishing and forging linkages, it became possible to
translate the GLTP Treaty on the ground. CESVI was responsible for
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mobilising community support for the planning and development of the
Corridor. In an interview with a CESVI official, it seems that the intention
of government officials at the early stage was to contain and thwart
community resistance and influence discussions with respect to technical
matters around what would be permissible to communities. This
statement from one NGO official sums up this position:
At these meetings, we showed them the maps with the proposed
boundaries for discussion. This is when we were explaining to them that
such and such a resource will be in, that resource will be out. Sometimes
they would say they want more of a particular resource to be outside.
What we wanted at this point was to let them know what options it would
entail. We did not want to engage in unconstructive discussions on
whether or not the corridor was to come but more on what was in store
for them. In the end, we worked in groups to clarify all problems and
elements of resistance. [# NGO1]
The facilitating NGO gave priority to explain to local communities the
practicalities of incorporating some land into STWC. To achieve this, a
local facilitator from Sengwe ward was responsible for mobilising
communities and convening inceptive meetings. The local facilitator
explained the rationale of this approach from the beginning of the
process:
One of the first things we did was to start fleshing out what this would
mean for locals, you know being a NGO, one is always alert because there
were allegations that most NGOs were involved in political activities
even though on the surface they appeared development-oriented or were
assisting communities with food aid. [# NGO2]
We needed their support; government needed their support to move
forward with the implementation of the Treaty. Then this opportunity
came to us, we had some experience in this area. We had implemented a
phase on NRM issues so the two RDCs sought our assistance. Then we
came to this community, here was a group of people who were assertive,
they told us, “don’t come to us telling us that we will be pushed far off”,
they started mobilizing. Therefore, our first meetings were charged, we
spent a long time explaining, like literally answering questions. [#
NGO1]
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In order to enlist community support and forge a workable alliance with
them in these early stages CESVI mobilised social networks of influential
people within the communities such as CAMPFIRE committees,
councillors and traditional leaders. In particular, drawing on the expertise
and support of park and district officials was important because these
officials held particular representations about how the GLTP would be
managed and how the STWC would be implemented to realise the
objectives of the GLTP Treaty. If we use Lefebvre’s (1991) spatial triad to
understanding space, the STWC is a conceived space that conservation
and district planners sought to rationalise in order to realise the objectives
of the GLTP Treaty. Therefore, it is critical to explore how conservation
officials and district planners navigated the early stages of engaging
communities. Speaking about this process, both district officials and
villagers highlighted that there were many issues at stake; that
preparation was important to achieve the desired objectives for all
stakeholders

involved.

The

following

quotations

show

these

perspectives:
One thing we are sure of is the community invested heavily, time and
debate at initial meetings. They were attending in numbers and asking
questions. Through asking questions, we then got to a point where
authorities agreed that they were not going implement anything on the
ground without seeking community suggestions. [# V33]
You know it was a combination of factors. Here was an opportunity, so
what was required was to work on how to translate it on the ground. The
one challenge was to make communities see what the conservation
officials had in mind. You know the community had some suspicions they
were not sure how much land they were going to cede for conservation.
Therefore, these are all issues that required clarification to affected
villages. [# DO1]
To further appeal to these networks, CESVI selected a few influential
leaders and took them on look-and-learn tours to Makuleke Contractual
Park, just outside the Kruger National Park. By taking communities to
Makuleke, or what Steenkamp and Uhr (2000) regard as an example of
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one

advanced

model

showcasing

community

involvement

in

conservation and wildlife, the intention was to show how profitability
was being experienced by that community and how this could be
emulated in Sengwe. In another related tour, CESVI took selected
community leaders and representatives to Mahenye community in
neighbouring Chipinge RDC where a community were running a
successful joint venture agreement with River Lodges of Africa, a private
sector operated tourism business. When asking about the rationale of
these tours, one CESVI official said:
We took the leaders on look-and-learn visits; you know travelling opens
the eye. During these tours we had a representative of the Chief, other
traditional leaders were taken across the border to the Makuleke on a look
and learn visit so that they can get a feel of what it is like owning a piece
of land under a tourism venture. [# NGO1]
It is not as if we could bugger off and then say that was enough. We
needed to ensure that the control they insisted on and wanted was
realised. Therefore, these meetings were not enough; they were just a
revelation to a selected few. As you know, some villagers mentioned that
their leaders were “selling out” many times. You see, at the end, the
community members could ask these representatives some questions. It is
not as if they returned and told them now you can do this. I recall at initial
meetings, villages never ceased to ask and they kept demanding for
control and influence in the actual process. There were many things at
stake. [# NGO2]
When commenting on the same issue, a district official in Chiredzi
mentioned that these look and learn visits were to ensure that the
communities “see what the conservation officials had in mind”. When
asked about what the initial phases of translating the GLTP Treaty on the
ground, he summed up this issue as follows:
It is often after returning from these look-and-learn tours that traditional
leaders could speak with a passion and determination to enlist the support
of their constituencies. You know it was a combination of factors. Here
was an opportunity, so the onus was on as a district to work on how to
translate it on the ground. The one challenge was to make communities
see what the conservation officials had in mind. You know the community
had some suspicions. [# DO1]
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These visits, together with the lobbying of the local facilitating NGO
resulted in communities accepting the idea of GLTP. The quote below
summarises the intention of the NGO involved in the facilitation the
community consultation process:
We would assure the villagers of several incentives that would result from
implementing the Corridor such as access to relatives in Mozambique and
South Africa. Instead of debating on whether or not they liked the
corridor, they debated on whether it was preferable to remain with the
status quo or have the corridor. In the end, we shifted the opinion of
people; they started talking about the benefits that would come. [# NGO1]
These canvassing tours and initial mobilisation at the community level
were important because communities could learn about the governance
framework and benefits of existing co-management arrangements such
as the Makuleke in South Africa. Through these look and learn visits,
CESVI and government officials sought to strategically portray the STWC
a particular space where tourism and wildlife would be the main
activities. Through enacting such practices they were not only rendering
the space technical but also making abstract representations of how the
STWC itself were to be governed (Lefebvre, 1991; Li, 2007). To achieve
this, CESVI facilitated ward-level meetings with villagers from all four
wards to enlist their support. Traditional leaders (including Chief,
headmen, village heads) from all three wards attended. These leaders, as
it would turn out proved instrumental in the demarcation of the
boundary of the Corridor and the Limpopo Wildlife Strip. The following
section provides details of the participatory boundary mapping of the
STWC.

4.3.3

Participatory boundary mapping

As the implementing NGO, CESVI supported participatory boundary
mapping for the STWC. During this process, different actors used subtle
techniques during the participatory boundary mapping exercises for the
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Sengwe Tshipise Corridor categorised as what Rose (1998, p. 120) called
intellectual technologies: “specific ways of seeing and diagnosing that
represent and analyse reality in a manner that renders it not only
intelligible but also amenable to political programming”. Through this
process, the NGO eventually determined which areas were to be included
in the corridor. To facilitate the boundary-mapping process, CESVI
recruited CAMPFIRE resource monitors and village-based facilitators
who used hand-held GPS units to mark and record areas with key
resources such as gravesites, cultivation fields and perennial water
sources. Thus resource monitors recorded GPS coordinates of land
parcels, names of owner, key features, including specifying whether the
land was arable or not and any other descriptive information were
entered into field notebooks. All mapped coordinates were subsequently
used for the production of final maps for the STWC. Speaking about this
process, one village head in ward 15 remarked that:
In the beginning, we talked to CESVI because we wanted to know how we
would be involved. One thing I like most is that our boys and girls,
especially those who were our resource monitors were part of this process.
They went together with the local field facilitator for CESVI and marked
all points of interest. Then we like came to a time of reflecting at
workshops like the one held at Malipati and Muhlekwani Primary School,
the CESVI subsequently presented all the information the resource
monitors had captured using flip charts and simple maps. That is when
we could relate to what they wanted to do. Then we started to relate to the
current and future, it was really eye opening. That is when we realised
that the idea was not to push us away but to plan the STWC together for
our benefit. [# VL04]
The use of technologies such as hand-held global positioning systems
(GPS) units in mapping is one example of representing local views and
aspirations in conservation planning. However, such technologies have
historically enhanced the gaze of power-holders and enabled states and
other powerful institutions to extend their activities across new territories
(Amoore, Marmura and Salter, 2002; Adams, Hodge and Sandbrook,
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2014). These mapping techniques are an important component of
authorising of knowledge and part of the process of internal
territorialisation where governments make particular geographical areas
and spaces visible (Vandergeest and Peluso, 2006b, 2006a; Li, 2007;
Corson, 2011). In the context of this research, the process of
territorialisation occurred at two levels. First, through participatory
mapping involving village-based facilitators (who in some cases were
resource monitors under the CAMPFIRE programme) it was possible to
produce sketch maps for the STWC for presentation at community
workshops. These maps also formed a critical component of the
community knowledge that cartographers in the Department of Physical
Planning used in the production of land use plans for the Corridor.
However, maps are not value-free spatial representations of the world
but ideologically loaded and often represent the interests of their creators
(Harley, 1989; Wood and Fels, 2008). In this research, locals affected by
the maps were not passive during the process but they used their own
socio-spatial practices to contest any changes to the materiality of their
environment. Therefore, while the NGOs and conservationists imagined
a space that would be devoid of humans, the locals, through various
cognitive spatial mapping practices sought to make alternative
representations of the same space based on their own lived experiences
(Lefebvre, 1991; Shields, 2011). The majority of villagers living adjacent to
the STWC virulently argued against the proposal to incorporate much of
their land into the Corridor. The following quote from an interview with
one headman captures this position:
I was highly positive and confident about this process because we could
identify important places we agreed to be outside the corridor. Not that
we resisted everything we saw but it was like pointing to key features, the
where important places such as for traditional fishing and grazing. We
wanted to get assurance from district officials these were still our areas
before we could support anything. I personally did not want something
that would strip me of land and cultural areas that I control. I recall this
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is something that many villagers discussed. Villagers maintained that if
there was no clarity on the proposed spatial extent and position of the
boundary, they were likely to stall any official efforts when planning the
Corridor. [# VL05]
At a more technical level, the Department of Physical Planning was later
involved in the process to ensure that the STWC would comply with the
RTCP Act. The STWC as it exists today is a conceived space that resulted
from the work of cartographers and other professionals in the DPP.
Through various objectifications, signs and jargon, officials made
representations of what the STWC would be in the context of the GLTP.
Through such authorisation of knowledge, the officials produced
something that adhered to Western standards of scientific information.
For example, the lines on these maps tended to suggest that the boundary
to the STWC was impermeable, yet communities made alternative
representations of their spatial practices and rendered these boundaries
penetrable. Speaking about this, one participant in a focus group at
Chikwarakwara mentioned:
For us participating in the planning for the Corridor was the first step.
We knew that experts wanted to secure the area and demarcate the
corridor to link with the Kruger. Therefore, we were very interested in
understanding whether or not the proposed corridor would limit some of
the things we were doing before, like fishing, harvesting some resources
and so on. Locals do these things especially in drought years. So even after
the formal gazette of the STWC, we wanted to ensure that we could still
access resources and control on the important decisions relating to the
governance of the corridor. [# FGD5-P3]
The boundary mapping exercises were an arena through which
conservation officials were able to have the objectives of the GLTP
realised while local-level institutions wanted to retain control of the
corridor and its governance framework. Therefore, although the DPP
produced the final maps of the STWC, they were not simply accepted and
incorporated uncritically. Historically, maps have been central to
resource politics and contestations especially where indigenous and local
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groups appropriate them to challenge power and state hegemony
(Peluso, 1995; Harris and Hazen, 2006). Boundary making is a result of
the geographical production of territory and scale serving functions of
policing, enclosure and containment throughout developing countries
(Moore, 1998a; Neumann, 1998). Therefore, irrespective of the
technicalities involved in mapping, the process included villagers’
conceptions about their immediate environment and important social
and environmental markers such as gravesites and perennial water
points. While the GPS points collected during the participatory boundary
mapping process were precise in terms of relational location, they were
not necessarily so in the minds of most villagers because they used lived
experiences to challenge particular representations of the conservation
space (Lefebvre, 1991). Commenting about the mapping process, a lead
coordinator with CESVI said:
When we began the boundary mapping exercises, we focused mainly on
ten villages where felt the impacts would be significant because they were
near the proposed corridor boundary of the GLTP. Therefore, it was a
question of walking through the fields and all areas and taking GPS
points. In some cases, we had to rely heavily on their knowledge in terms
of places of cultural significance, like gravesites, and places that had
symbolic significance. Therefore, we gathered as much information as we
could and presented this during feedback to communities. [# NGO1]
Mapping made it possible for government and NGO officials to intervene
in social processes within the wards within and adjacent to the corridor
and in the process advance particular discourses about the GLTP,
including the highly celebrated potential for ecotourism. Experts
compiled reports focusing on corridor options and the potential benefits
of each for the livelihoods of communities and presented the information
at several stakeholder forums. In principle, this technical mechanism
enabled the authorities to intervene at the local level. Maps produced
from these participatory exercises were portable, translatable and used in
various stakeholder forums (Latour, 2005; Goldman, 2009). During
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interviews for this research with district and NGO officials, the majority
of traditional leaders and CAMPFIRE committee members revealed that
the maps produced in the participatory planning process were useful in
showing not only the spatial extent of the SWTC but also built on their
placed-based spatial knowledge about the Sengwe and Tshipise Areas.
Place-based spatial knowledge includes local villagers’ intimate
knowledge about places of cultural significance such as gravesites,
rainmaking ceremonial sites and river spots for cultural fishing festivals
[see Chapter 6]. Reflecting on this process, one NGO interviewee
expressed the influence of mapping on how communities imagined the
future of the STWC:
It is from these [the mapping] that we could jumpstart discussions about
the future of the STWC in the GLTP. You know when communities are
looking at the maps; they know these places more than we do. Yet, they
can still create a desired vision, an abstract level of existence. I think even
at this local level, they did not just accept pronouncements on the
boundary demarcation process but also its use. They set their agenda at
meetings. Even all outsiders who come in, they appreciate how these
people have taken control. [# NGO2]
Any planning process goes beyond simply making plans to include
spatial practices; it is through the process of planning that planners
actually make or produce space that can be governed according to
particular rules (Lefebvre, 1991; Perry, 2003). Even though CESVI officials
deemed this process participatory, the result of the process was to specify
the rights of local communities with respect to access to perennial water
sources, grazing and other non-timber forest products occurring inside
the STWC. The boundaries that were constructed have far-reaching
ramifications in practice for communities. For example, these boundaries
specify and categorise particular spaces inside the Corridor and the rules
of access and land use planning inside the STWC. Commenting about this
issue, one villager said:
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In fact, the corridor boundary did not simply fix, in our minds where the
core park area would end, it also specified our future relations with the
GLTP. In some cases, there is even mention of the need to relocate
communities. This means it fixes ideas about who should live where, who
can own land or fields, who can control development in within the
corridor itself, and important who could cross the cross the boundary,
whether it is people or wildlife. [# V34]
Questions of resource access have dominated discussions at community
workshops given that the GNP is widely viewed as a source of grazing in
drought years. As parts of the perimeter fence and FMD control fence are
broken and in disrepair, locals deliberately drive their livestock into the
park in search of grazing (Murwira et al., 2013). As such, these existing
practices make villagers feel concerned about the likely impacts of future
restrictions especially in the STWC. A representative of the STWC comanagement committee indicated that the maps made most villagers
aware of future restrictions:
As district officials and CESVI showed us the maps of the Corridor, it
became apparent that crossing into specific places would be difficult if not
prohibited at some point. Like, it would be very difficult to graze your
livestock in there; you know this has always been an issue. People want
to go in there to get things, you cannot say by showing a map, or fencing,
communities stop here. It may not work like that. [# CMA01]
In these selected quotations, it is clear that how communities viewed and
received the maps influenced the way(s) they debated the issues raised at
most workshops. First, it is important to focus on how the production of
maps had a profound influence upon the way communities
conceptualised, interpreted and interacted with the space inside and
adjacent to the Corridor. In both Sengwe and Tshipise Communal lands,
communities could navigate scalar politics by claiming particular space
inside the GLTP, something they could not do before. Communities
largely felt that the STWC was an important component of their lived
experiences:
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We are not alone, we are just the leaders but the whole community
supports our resolve. We have always insisted that we want the best for
us. Remember we have not benefitted that much from state resources.
Therefore, we see this as an opportunity for the state to do something for
us. Nevertheless, more importantly for us to make sure that our area
receives infrastructural development. When you look at it, others see it as
a wilderness, but we see it as just part of what we do and live. There are
very critical resources in the STWC, so it is not more about what you
enclose but how you include affected villagers in decision-making. [#
VL6]
This is what we told them from the beginning. We need to improve
relations between villagers and the Gonarezhou National Park. Like,
when you start mentioning something to do with STWC, does it mean
that you are carving out land, or enclosing a corridor with exclusive
resource rights? This may have advantages but it is the local perceptions
of the corridor that matter. [# FGD1-P5]
Second, the Corridor itself by virtue of linking two districts also created
particular spaces governed according to specific values or ideals such as
co-management. A review of the Local Development Plan for the STWC
of 2009 showed that RDCs retain the authority to specify the magnitude
and type of investment permissible in the Corridor. According to this
Plan, the focus should be on ensuring that the investments would
support, rather than disturb the growth of ecotourism in the long term.
When

community

members

mentioned

co-management

in

the

interviews, they were clear that their influence is significant on how the
area STWC would evolve and any developments within this area would
need the support of the STWC co-management authority. For this reason,
both community and particularly members of the co-management
authority felt that they could influence and express mandate of oversight
and managing the development of the STWC. One villager echoed this
position as follows:
This is our area and we will continue to control what happens. We
communicate all the time with members of all wards, including district
officials. We appeal to different people, even if there are interested
investors, we are active in determining what and how they can do it. Our
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committee does not accept anything that does not benefit the whole
community. We are not in this and just accepting that anything goes. We
negotiated because we know what is best for the whole community. [#
V26]
The multiple ways local villagers use resources in and around the STWC
and their everyday practices in some form of spatial appropriation
(Lefebvre, 1991). Building on Lefebvre’s arguments, while space is
created, mediated and defined by human agents, it also creates defines
and mediates how human agents behave in specific places (Lefebvre,
1991). Much as the implementation of TFCAs resulted in a transformation
of landscapes through acts such as dropping of fences, erecting new
fences or implementing wildlife/biodiversity corridors, it simultaneously
resulted in the emergence of human subjectivities - particular kinds of
people with different visions and beliefs of how particular spaces are
used. Local communities are not only concerned with modifying the
space to serve their needs but they are also responsible for projecting and
co-producing an image that is consistent with planners for the GLTP. As
one district official with Chiredzi RDC remarked:
This is their area, and a co-management framework will be managing the
Corridor according to local rules. I think they now know that this is their
area and as such, they have to consulted and fully involved in the
development of this area. As the Appropriate Authority, our hope is that
at the end, we will have a fully functioning CMA that delivers to its
constituents, the communities in terms of development. We do not want
outsiders to just come and start projects, they have to first support from
the local leadership and comply with the requirements specified in the
Local Development Plan and importantly there has to be something for
them, something for locals. [# DO1]
This process resulted in the production of the Sengwe Local Development
Plan. In principle, this Plan specifies the nature of investment permissible
inside the STWC as well as rules of accessing resources inside it.
However, this Local Development Plan is not apolitical. For example, it is
in part authoritative and fulfilling part of the Zimbabwean government’s
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attempt to prepare particular spaces for specific functions. In this case,
the process itself resulted in the production of the STWC for tourist
consumption. In this respect, the state engages in subtle techniques to
shape community agency and create enterprising subjectivities, attitudes
and dispositions (Foucault, 1982; Rose, 1999). What is essentially evident
is that the STWC is as much a representation of space as conceived by key
decision-makers and represents the mental images of what both
communities and government officials imagine a wildlife corridor would
mean and represent in the GLTFCA. In nearly all seven focus groups,
many participants expressed that there was need for a compromise. Even
though most participants expressed dissatisfaction with the GLTP and
experiencing human-wildlife conflicts, restrictions in the park, they still
maintained that they were willing to keep engaging with relevant
government officials to access resources in both the GNP and STWC in
the long term. For example, this quote from one village head in ward 15
demonstrates that villagers felt the need for respect:
The officials will tell you we are resisting. Nevertheless, we are willing to
have the corridor, as long it does not affect us negatively. This is
something that we have forcefully said to [name withheld] when he came
here with people from National Parks. As a community, we are very
particular about the implications of any planning shortcomings, and
could not fully entrust the development of this area to outsiders. That is
why in the beginning we did not take this planning process lightly,
resisted some options and compromised on many things. As the local
leaders, we feel that we should retain significant control and influence
and set conditions for any development. [# VL05]
It is apparent from the above quote that the Corridor is a potential source
of conflicts in the future given the different interest groups competing for
access to resources. In order to avoid conflicts that occur when lived space
does not match with representations of space, the local villagers need to
continue to be widely consulted on the future direction and nature of
developments that would be permissible inside the Corridor. In
interviews, some district officials echo this sentiment of containing
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resistance and mobilising support. As one district official with Beitbridge
RDC stated:
The idea was to come up with something acceptable. So instead of a
corridor that was widely seen as too wide and encroaching on people’s
homesteads and fields, we compromised and ended up with what we
believe would make conservation sense. We had to give in to community
demands for land and resources but at the same time bear in mind, we
had obligations to the GLTP Treaty. As such, our approach has been to
take community demands seriously. Therefore, the process leading to the
gazette of the Corridor involved communities; we could not simply wish
away the needs and views of affected communities. As a district, we now
consider the needs of communities to be important for all future planning
inside the Corridor. [# DO3]
Another district official in Chiredzi RDC echoed this sentiment and
summed up this position as follows:
Government alone did not determine the final boundaries of the corridor.
All stakeholders were involved in one way or another but overall
communities assumed a high degree of influence. That is why, as a council
we are saying this is the best compromise we could reach during the
consultation exercises. Some people may not agree to it but as you know
we cannot please everybody, there is bound to be some person who will
not approve everything that we did. We know that the majority of the
villagers had a passion to influence decisions about what happens both
inside and outside the corridor. In all fairness, the corridor itself is not a
government thing alone; a co-management entity created specifically for
this purpose governs it. Therefore, the communities are leading the
process. [# DO1]
This latter quotation provides important insights into the process of
rendering technical decisions about the STWC and the strategies
stakeholders deliberately deployed to secure community buy-in for the
corridor and eventually the GLTP. All implementing agencies required
moral authority to enter into marginalised communities’ space and
implement particular programmes. Thus, communities living in both
Sengwe and Tshipise Communal lands had an image of what they would
like to become as a community but struggled to align their aspirations
with their everyday actions. Most villagers from wards 14 and 15 who
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argued the approach adopted by CESVI was to discuss the technicalities
of the corridor and not whether communities would resist the concept of
a corridor echoed this sentiment. In the community engagement process,
NGO and district planners sought to emphasise the endless possibilities
that such connectivity would bring for livelihoods and communities who
maintain cultural links with their neighbours in Mozambique and South
Africa. On many occasions, interviews with village leaders revealed that
the programming by officials was necessary for all the things to be
realised:
The whole intention of convening and gathering the information they
collected was essential to direct efforts towards achieving the GLTP.
These guys came in knowing that for that to succeed they needed to appeal
to this notion of opening boundaries and people, said, well, if it is going
to allow us to freely move to see our relatives, then it is a good programme.
I think it is for these reasons that CESVI and government officials
incorporated the general feelings and sentiments of communities in the
design and demarcation of the Corridor. This is when we then heard them
saying the corridor would be useful not only for locals but it would also
allow human crossings. [# VL07]
At the time, our thrust was to try to work out what to do. Here was a
community that did not seem to give up and support the initiative. To get
a go, we had to have some officers present at the local level. We had it in
stages more like a baby cannot walk the same day. We wanted them to
understand the government’s rationale. I personally went on several
community workshops; sometimes we would invite their local TFCA
committee to our offices. This one committee plainly told officials that
they were ready to resist any moves that would not address collective
interest. Therefore, we needed their veto power. [# DO1]
At a series of community meetings and through the participatory
mapping exercises, communities continued to discuss the technicalities
and implications the STWC and GLTP on local livelihoods. At some of
these feedback meetings, experts presented the maps from participatory
mapping exercises as authoritative constructions of what and how the
GLTP would look like in Zimbabwe. Apart from specifying the need for
connecting the KNP and GNP, these maps presented a technical vision on
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plausible land use in the context of the GLTFCA. For example, the maps
carried with them a vision of how to transform the landscape for tourist
consumption:
That is when we realised that we were now part of something big. The
experts showed us the land use planning and kept throwing at us to
imagine what ecotourism could potentially do to our livelihoods. It is
something that we did not have in mind, or maybe we underestimated it.
Like in July last year [2012], 19 tourists visited the community from
South Africa using one point on the Limpopo River. Then we
[community] said, surely this whole GLTP is a reality. It was really a
revelation; we now see the ideas coming to fruition. [# V26]
In line with this, communities now have a vision that their beliefs
(support for ecotourism and TFCAs) will enable them to secure joint
venture partners and establish tourist routes that may result in an
increased sense of ownership for income-generating projects and
community benefits in the long term. One representative of the Malipati
Development Trust mentioned that one consultant hired by CESVI
presented some data showing a range of development possibilities for
managing the STWC. Responding to the question on the strategies used
for obtaining support from communities attending the meetings, the
MDT representative said:
Sometimes, it happens like that. These people have more knowledge than
we do. They can tell you what is involved, for example through map
displays. They displayed a map of the entire area at the workshop and
contrasted it with the resource map that we drew and pointed to key
features like rivers and cultural sites. It is after seeing the maps that we
[the community] began to relate to where we are in the whole picture. [#
MDT01]
This quotation is part of broader narratives showing specific moments in
which communities engaged in the production of space. The processes
for establishing consensus between communities and policy officials
changed the ways communities imagined their future relations with
wildlife and other resources. One villager at Dumisa in ward 15 spoke
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about this transition from a sense of alienation to the point of considering
and respecting local aspirations as follows:
It was fun that I became part of this big movement. At first, I thought
what were these people doing, just talking of taking our grazing land and
forests. When these workshops started, I did not see why I had to be part
of them. Then all of a sudden you become part of this movement and you
just cooperate and begin to do planning together. Now, looking back I am
fascinated by the experience of engaging in these workshops where we
debated what we could do to improve our region and how best to tackle
development issues in the GLTP. This whole experience of being with a
bigger community group and asking questions on how the corridor would
affect us really changed the way I relate to the GLTP. I now consider
myself as an important part of its implementation. [# V09]
In interviews, several villagers recounted how CESVI and district officials
approached them about the Corridor. Villagers maintained that this
involved two-way communication where they could ask questions and
obtain feedback about the STWC and GLTP. The following quote reflects
this position:
They knew they could not proceed with anything without community
endorsement. The only challenge was that communities had done their
own preliminary consultations when they formed the Sengwe TFCA
committee. Therefore, it is as if they were ahead of the game. That is why
when CESVI began the initial consultations; they clarified the alternative
interpretations that were circulating in the community. They presented
an overview of what the process of demarcating the Corridor would entail
to gain community support. [# C02]
Similarly, data from FGDS provided evidence that locals also participated
to counter the workings of hegemonic power. Lefebvre argues that the
ability to produce space is fundamental to understanding the nature of
resistance because it indelibly includes the realms of perception,
symbolism and imagination, that is, how people perceive both their
physical and social space (Merrifield, 1993). Communities appropriated
space in specific ways during engagement with both NGO and
government officials. On different occasions, stakeholders used a
repertoire of techniques during deliberations and these changed
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depending on the issue at stake. On the ground, particularly during
discussions at feedback community meetings, the maps produced by the
Department of Physical Planning can be seen as what Rose (1999, p. 37)
calls “little machine[s] for producing convictions in others”. It is through
these technologies of government that connections are established
“between the aspirations of authorities and the activities of individuals
and groups” through diffuse techniques of standardization, expertise,
examination and calculation, and especially collecting information about
the population (Miller and Rose, 2008). These maps showing potential
land uses for the STWC have shaped the way locals relate to the future.
For example, while communities hardly spoke about ecotourism before
the introduction of the GLTP, many interviewees and focus group
participants revealed that ecotourism has become part of the discourse
through which locals talk about financial benefits and employment
opportunities. For example, one official with the Malipati Development
Trust was adamant that ecotourism was not only an environmentally
sensitive land use but also appealed to the relatively higher returns on
investment in the long term. Commenting on the development of one of
the potential lease sites for developing ecotourism lodges in GNP, the
MDT official said:
We have key attractions where we could establish community-run
ecotourism enterprises. Securing the lease for a community-run campsite
inside the Park is important in that we can get excellent returns in the
long term. I strongly feel that developing ecotourism infrastructure at
this campsite should be our priority. Once this campsite is established,
tourists camping at the site would also participate in activities such as
tour of Shangaan model village, cultural dances and the annual fishing
carnival. We see a lot of potential. [# MDT05]
Thus, authorities and villagers use the corridors in two distinct ways.
First, the maps specify some form of land use for the STWC thus
transforming the lived space of those who produce a landscape into what
Lefebvre (1991, p. 47) aptly refers as representational ‘cold space’ of
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planners. These maps also simultaneously created new spaces of visibility
and meaning to meet particular needs and purposes such as ecotourism
[see Chapter 5]. This suggests that both experts and communities used
participatory mapping exercises to further their own particular interests
around the STWC. These boundary mapping exercises and the resultant
corridor land use maps for the STWC are part of an assemblage designed
to establish control over communities and other objects in space
(Monmonier, 1991). Robbins (2003) maintains that such a reading of maps
is critical because maps are an inherent part and parcel of the politics of
conservation. In practice, the maps showing the corridor boundaries
actually specify practices within these areas such as permissible forms of
development within the wildlife zone in the Limpopo wildlife strip.
These maps have creative power in that they draw even those sites that
were not aesthetically appealing to tourists into the matrix of tourism
routes within the GLTP. Maps are part of the assemblage responsible for
what Robbins (2003, p. 236) termed “reverse engineering” within the
community. Lefebvre (1991, p. 142) argues that spaces are over-inscribed
and always in a state of making “rather than signs, what one encounters
here are directions, multifarious and overlapping instructions”. Maps do
not necessarily reflect lived realities of borderland landscapes but impose
particular ways that communities should view them, but they are always
changing and insinuate broader relations of power. For example, one
district official mentioned how technical assessments on the feasibility of
establishing the Corridor guided the community consultation process:
The Report of Study that CESVI submitted guided the two RDCs
involved in the formation of the corridor, which provided details on the
feasibility of establishing the link between the Gonarezhou and Kruger
National Parks. We wanted something that would be sensible, at least big
enough to meet the objective of connectivity for the parks. It is for this
reason that the proposal that we opted for was the best that we could get.
[# DO2]
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Latour (2005) captures the production of maps and describes the transfer
of ideas and thoughts as “the inscription” of the collected information
into a stabilizing device (that is the map). In this research, the process did
not silence communities but put them in a dialogue with officials on how
they could reclaim their role in the planning process. Consequently, the
creation of TFCAs has been sometimes characterised as violence towards
space (Chaderopa, 2013a). While such violence was realised by rendering
technical the materiality and configuration of the STWC in order to realise
the objectives of the GLTP, it also opened an avenue for affected
communities to participate in their governance (Ramutsindela, 2004). The
point of presenting details about this process in this chapter is to argue
that the maps produced are not pure representations of local sentiment
or indigenous knowledge. The data from interviews and focus group
discussions shows that communities have not lost access and control of
the STWC but engage in different spatial practices. Although important
decisions about the STWC are determined based on the provisions
specified in the Local Development Plan, the communities retain control
of its governance.

4.3.4

Local level institutions of control

As early as 2002 at the local level, the communities in Sengwe established
the Sengwe TFCA Committee. The signing of the GLTP Treaty in 2002
prompted high expectations among communities and it set in motion the
need for community consultations. Therefore, this section seeks to
explicate in detail how communities participated in implementation of
the STWC and GLTP. When asked about the nature of community
consultations in the beginning, a coordinator of CESVI working with
communities at the time indicated this position as follows:
There were consultations in this area conducted here in Sengwe. I think
while some partner countries in the GLTP faced challenges, for Zimbabwe
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the process took a relatively different orientation from the beginning. I
recall that in the initial phase, the community was more aware of the
GLTP than the district. There was a local committee called the Sengwe
TFCA committee, established well before the district TFCA committee.
That local TFCA committee prompted the district to set up a district
TFCA committee. I think they did this after realizing that the Sengwe
community was ahead in terms of preparedness. The local committee was
responsible for raising awareness about the GLTP in the Sengwe. [#
NGO2]
In several interviews with villagers in both Sengwe and Tshipise, many
participants argued that although the GLTP Treaty itself was a top-down
process and signed at a more technocratic and political level, the practical
implementation on the ground in Zimbabwe was based on local
communities’ aspirations. For example, most traditional leaders
maintained that at the beginning of the process they were determined to
control what happened in their areas:
You know communities started being suspicious, as they did not know
clearly, what this would mean. There were even rumours that the whole
area was going to be included in the GLTP. So at this time, we said let us
come up with a structure that could lobby and represent our collective
interests. Therefore, in terms of considering what is next, that is when
most of our leaders said we needed to have representation. [# VL05]
Some villagers and community representatives spoke in detail of how
they became involved in the TFCA implementation and a majority
invoked the sentiments that communities could influence this process
from the beginning. The following statements capture these sentiments:
That is why we said there was value in community resistance. We wanted
a committee that would not plunge into the process headlong. Therefore,
we set up something that would represent us. Their role also involved
checking with the DA and Chiredzi RDC, like what was going on. This
was a first time for us to be organised. The good thing is that nothing we
did not keep it a secret, we were open in terms of the expectations. One of
the coordinators hailed from our area. Even though we had some
reservations we wanted to have a say so we started asking questions. So
in back and forth, discussions we were able to understand at the early
stages that we were supposed to influence and control what happens. Our
responsibility was to unite for a common purpose. [# CMA02]
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In the beginning when this thing [GLTP] came, as a community our
approach was to take note of community interests. It is not as if we had to
be receptive to some foreign ideas. Therefore, we started mobilising
amongst ourselves and discussing what was in store for us. Therefore, the
process was more like driven by our own demands. There was no way they
could implement what they want, like fully ignoring our demands.
Therefore, we had to set up some committee representing Sengwe area.
[#V26]
These quotations suggest that in terms of institutions, it was at the local
level that communities started engaging with broader national processes.
Communities disbanded the initial Sengwe Tshipise TFCA committee
and formed a new co-management authority with the financial and
capacity building assistance from CESVI. The co-management authority
is responsible for coordinating the land use plans and development inside
the Corridor. The co-management authority was jointly established by
Beitbridge and Chiredzi districts as the institution responsible for overall
management of the area (provisions in terms of section 10(2) of the
Regional Town and Country Planning Act) and the coordination with
other relevant planning processes in Zimbabwe and in particular with
GLTP/GLTFCA authorities and structures. Figure 4.3 below shows the
governance structure of the STWC that is comprised of an Advisory
Group, executive members and committees drawn from selected villages
in and adjacent to the STWC.
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Figure 4.3 Governance structure for the STWC

The STWC co-management authority is composed of representatives of
Village co-management committees (VTCs) and Councillors from the
both districts. The VTCs are drawn from 10 villages that fall within and
adjacent to the STWC. In interviews, nearly all VTCs suggested that the
co-management authority was a genuine decision-making body that
could oversee the development of the whole Sengwe and Tshipise
Communal Areas in the long term. One CAMPFIRE treasurer mentioned
the need to develop a wildlife-based local economy in the long term.
Many villagers echoed this position and argued that if they seriously
considered the development of wildlife in the Sengwe corridor (including
restocking, a border crossing to Kruger, tourism lodges, expanded
hunting, etc.); this would be the best land use option in these dry lands.
Villagers argued that this could have a very positive economic impact if
developed through a well-planned process of irrigation development,
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land use planning and wider community involvement. In addition, many
villagers also suggested that they could participate in ecotourism if they
secured funding for joint ventures or established low-end ecotourism
chalets in the wildlife strip adjacent to the Limpopo River. However,
some of the villagers were sceptical because these processes require
significant investments in capacity building but they still believed they
could use existing institutions such as CAMPFIRE committees to develop
a strong wildlife-based local economy. For example, one interviewee at
Chikwarakwara summarised this position:
You know this thing [the GLTP] is being implemented against a
background of other resource use practices. Here at Chikwarakwara and
in Sengwe, we participate in the CAMPFIRE programme and receive
benefits from wildlife hunting. I think this is something that requires
some coordination because for it to be viable in the long term, there is need
to support other local sources of livelihoods such as resuscitating
collapsed small-scale irrigation, establishing community gardens and
improving accountability in CAMPFIRE. We want to ensure that safari
hunting continues but we have to stop the financial leakages. Although
there is mention that safari hunting may not be compatible with the
photographic tourism that the authorities seem to promote inside the
GLTP, I think this we could achieve a lot if we integrate both. I think this
issue of integration of consumptive and non-consumptive tourism is still
hazy; we are not sure whether this will receive support. [# V38]
Similarly, another CAMPFIRE representative for Ward 14 echoed this
position on the need to explore and enhance the benefits that could accrue
to the community. He commented:
Whenever we conduct meetings as CAMPFIRE members, we always feel
we can benefit more by engaging in proper land use planning involving
the safari operators and the two RDCs. We want to see the economic
power of wildlife to transform lives at the same time we get involved in
TFCAs. The STWC should be part of our broader struggle for recognition
in governance. As the co-management entity, we do not want the RDC
to retain too much control at the expense of the local institutions. The
RDCs should just assume as advisory role and not influence most of our
decisions. Some private safari operators have been conducting safari
hunting in Sengwe 1 and 2 hunting areas and are willing to engage in a
long-term relationship. We want continuity and the best we can do is to
establish an enduring relationship. [# CMA06]
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This quotation suggests that any development that disrupts CAMPFIRE
would trigger some resistance. Chapter 5 elaborates on these issues as it
focuses specifically on the dynamics of resistance. Historically, villagers
in all four wards have used revenue from safari hunting to improve their
livelihoods by financing the construction of infrastructure such schools,
dip tanks and grinding mills.

4.4 Mobilisation of abstract space
When space becomes conflated with visualisations it deflects attention
from the broader social processes that have produced the space in
question (Lefebvre, 1991). Throughout the process of community
engagement maps became the common currency for planning officials
and were translatable across scales of governance providing a common
language which both technical and non-technical participants can relate
(Al-Kodmany, 2001). Government and district officials used maps of the
GLTP showing the STWC and Wildlife Strip strategically at different
stakeholder meetings and community feedback sessions as part of
broader attempts to intervene in the everyday lives of community
members. By visualising maps, particular ideas about the STWC became
tangible (MacEachren, 2004). Therefore, this research regards maps as
technical tools that were adapted to aid community deliberations about
planning for the STWC and the resources therein. As many government
officials mentioned, the implementation of the GLTP involved many
stakeholders and required coordination was not just something
government did without community support. The following quote from
an interview with a senior government official with the Parks and
Wildlife Management Authority summed up this view:
The establishment and development of the GLTP is a task for government
alone but all stakeholders should join hands to achieve the objectives of
establishing this TFCA. We had representation from all affected
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stakeholders including all the districts involved in the GLTFCA, several
key line ministries, conservancy owners, local MPs for the areas, and so
on. We knew from the beginning that it was not going to be one
institution leading. In the end, the pendulum swung back from the other
end. Communities have made their position and we respect that as
government. [# GO1]
What is clear from this process is that throughout the implementation
trajectory of the STWC, the practices of assemblage deployed kept
shifting over time. In line with assemblage thinking (Marcus and Saka,
2006; Li, 2007; Anderson and McFarlane, 2011), neither assemblages nor
their various components necessarily display internal coherence. An
increased use of visualisation and maps during community deliberations
presents an opportunity for “misrepresentation, diversion, control, and
surveillance” (Sieber, 2004, p. 25). At stakeholder and community
feedback workshops, cartographers working within the Department of
Physical Planning wielded political and persuasive power (Parker, 2006).
For example, at a local level, maps and visualisations played a critical role
for articulating alternative land use and management scenarios for the
STWC. Once land-use maps were developed, they immediately became
part of an assemblage and thus assumed a discursive dimension. For
example, it is through maps that planners in the Department of Physical
Planning were able to construct, articulate and enact particular land use
types and outcomes within the STWC. Therefore, at present, the ways in
which planners administer the STWC with respect to zoning for wildlife,
tourism and infrastructure like immigration posts forms part of a larger
assemblage for the GLTP. Although the maps represent specific power
and knowledge claims by state authorities within Department of Physical
Planning and Parks and Wildlife Management Authority, communities
make competing and equally powerful claims (Crampton and Krygier,
2006). Maps are not just reference objects but they are an instrument of
communication, persuasion and vehicle through which authorities show
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power over territory (Wood, 1992; Wood and Fels, 2008; Wood, 2010).
Conservationists and experts used maps as a way of rendering technical
the need for connectivity, idealising a particular vision of connectivity
between adjoining PAs. It could be argued that the point of mapping is
“to present us not with the world we can see, but to point toward a world
we might know” (Wood, 1992, p. 12). Chapter 5 will elaborate on this
issue as it focuses on the creation of subjectivity in communities affected
within and around the STWC.

Maps and the process of authorising knowledge through maps (Li, 2007)
has become an important element of the politics of governance. In this
research, various stakeholder groups (NGOs, community trusts, district
and conservation officials) used these maps to define institutional and
governance arrangements for the Corridors in the long term. There is
limited governance support and institutional presence in the areas
around the STWC. However, notwithstanding this lack of support,
government maintains some form of presence through what Miller and
Rose (2008, p. 67) describes as “action at a distance” that “install[s] a
calculative technology.” According to Miller and Rose, a calculative
technology can govern the actions of individuals or whole populations in
different spheres of their life including socio-political management. Both
government officials and communities in this research maintained that it
was feasible to achieve the objectives of the GLTP in the long term. As
such, some communities have started devising ways of getting from one
position to another, such as establishing community trusts responsible for
ecotourism entrepreneurship focusing on establishing community own
tourist lodges and promoting the visibility of cultural tourism [see
Chapter 5]. For the government, in part because of a lack of resources to
compensate households affected by the STWC, government adopts a
wait-and-see approach. This is because some of the areas are remote and
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officials foresee resistance, as the government does not plan to
compensate those villagers that affected by the STWC. For example, in an
interview the CAMPFIRE officer for Chiredzi RDC summed up this
position:
As the local authority, we do not have direct contact with the Chilothlela
people. These are a difficult lot. You find that since the signing of the
GLTP Treaty, the Chilothlela people have been resisting resettlement. We
do not want to upset them, as the government did not set aside resources
for their resettlement. The success of the STWC in part rests on enlisting
their support. As officials in government, we all know this but we are not
swift to implement anything radical on the ground because it will spark
resistance. If you cannot compensate them for their homesteads, you are
stepping on a landmine. [# DO1]
While removing villagers settled in the STWC made sense and was
relatively easy to institutionalise a GLTP that would be free of human
settlements, the Zimbabwean government did not pursue this option
because of lack of financial resources to relocate and compensate affected
households. Therefore, both CAMPFIRE managers and district officials
were able to contain any potential resistance and continued to argue that
villagers were an important partner in the success of STWC and a
community willing to participate in transboundary conservation in the
interests of the GLTP Treaty. In a FGD at Chilothlela, it became apparent
that villagers were just interested in keeping to their daily lives within the
STWC:
This is where we belong as a community. We have our own way of doing
things, and I do not think we will accept the option of resettlement. You
know, we are very close to services … we are close to the Mozambique
border, we are generally less visible and prefer to remain like that. We also
want to get some assistance; government cannot just chuck us like that.
[# FGD1-P7]
This quotation, while extreme, in many ways summarizes the attitudes of
many living around Chilothlela, a village with 22 households who
resisted any relocation without state compensation. Currently, some
villagers now increasingly view themselves as providers of the tourist
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product in the GLTP and the ones who have to regulate their conduct to
make the GLTP workable. In one interview with a member of a village
trust committee for Malipati, the communities now see the GLTP as
visible and ready to market their cultural product to tourists:
The authorities have been talking about tourism inside the GLTP. Not
everyone is aware of this kind of opportunity. Thus when the authorities
mentioned the potential of tourism we then realised that this would be a
viable land use in the long term. Therefore, we now believe the
development of the STWC is important for us as a region. All Village
Trust Committees (VTCs) are aware of the future possibilities, like the
unique cultural product we have within the GLTP and the practical
opportunities we can take as part of developing the tourism product. I
think this is why we suggested that it is imperative that as a local trust
we drive this process on behalf of the community. It is not as if someone
is coming and telling us what to do. These are our local visions and plans.
[# MDT03]
In interviews, many villagers suggested that community trusts would
collaborate with the co-management authority in governance of STWC.
They maintained that this was the desirable option unlike giving the
RDCs government exclusive control of STWC. For example, one villager
whose fields were near the STWC boundary commented about the
proposal for the STWC indicating:
We did not get to oppose or question it, we never fully agreed with it. I do
not think you can find anyone who says they agreed, maybe those on
committees or members of the Combined Management Authority, as they
now have some posts. That is how it is. We know there are certain things
that we had to give in but overall that is how we think, sometimes it is
just fear. [# V26]
This quotation demonstrates how one community member vented
resentment about the STWC. During an interview with this woman, she
mentioned how the STWC was going to limit the likelihood of expanding
her agricultural fields. This suggests that she wanted to appropriate the
STWC space. Following a reading of space by Lefebvre (1991), people also
appropriate particular spaces before they actually do it physically. Mental
appropriations can best describe the villager’s ideas about what the
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STWC, as a spatial unit, would mean as well as questions of access and
control of resources in the future. Throughout the community
consultation processes, CESVI assured communities that the STWC was
to remain accessible to communities living adjacent to the GLTP. Such
articulations exerted additional pressure on communities by engaging
experts who produced technical reports on likely management and access
scenarios for the development of STWC. These consultants in turn
produced reports and Power Point presentations at broader consultative
stakeholders in the GLTP, some at a local level and others at a district
level. One interviewee at Malipati recounted his experiences of one
meeting in Chiredzi where the local community facilitator presented
community views. He mentioned that:
It gave me some hope when the locally based CESVI coordinator gave
presentation about community concerns. The officials were willing to
listen and to me it meant that our concerns were genuine. Even as the
district officials spoke about the outstanding issues, it dawned on me that
they could not just bulldoze and do whatever they wanted. So from that
time onwards, we realised that most things would be subject to debate. [#
V23]
This quotation indicates that the idea of a corridor contains a plasticity
that can be employed in different situations, but can at the same time be
manipulated, negotiated and resisted by locals and other groups
(Goldman, 2009). For example, Goldman (2009) showed how the Maasai
tribe of Tanzania, despite not having a local language equivalent for the
term ‘corridor’, use the English word to discuss wildlife pathways with
researchers and conservation professionals. However, some communities
viewed the establishment of corridors as a process of land grabbing
around the Tarangire Manyara Ecosystem in Tanzania. As Star and
Griesemer (1989) observe, while for policy officials and experts corridors
act as boundary objects that enable them to talk about and translate
conservation ideas into practice, for communities the corridors become
sites of struggle in the past, present and future. For example, contrary to
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the ideals of promoting cross-border cultural links within the GLTP, some
villagers outside the KNP argued that opening of borders would result in
an influx of Zimbabwean migrants, increasing social immoralities and
crime in South Africa (Chaderopa, 2013a).

4.5 Chapter summary
This chapter sought to address the research question “In what ways is
community engagement governed in the implementation of biodiversity corridors
for emerging TFCAs?” Results presented in this chapter suggest that the
implementation of the STWC was a negotiated process where officials in
dialogue with the community carved out space that would be suitable for
achieving connectivity between the Kruger and Gonarezhou National
Parks. This process was facilitated by one influential NGO called CESVI
and involved several stakeholders but at the local level, the NGO was able
to forge linkages with government officials (at both national, district and
local level). This process simultaneously resulted in the production of
technical instruments including maps, local development plans and land
use plans. These instruments were subsequently used to guide
discussions between officials and communities during the community
consultation process. At these workshops, communities influenced not
only the content of the discussions but also the resultant spatial extent of
the Corridor. The Corridor itself forms part of an assemblage involving
human and non-human actors clamouring for recognition and control.
Thus, through the efforts of district planning officials, these wildlife
corridors are part of a standardisation and articulation of what TFCAs
should look like, bordering on connectivity and restoring links amongst
borderland communities. The ways communities imagined and
articulated their positions during the implementation of the Corridor
differs markedly depending on their social history, livelihood pursuits
and the way technical officials present the policy and practice of
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implementing the GLTP. The chapter also referred to how officials and
communities produced and read space while simultaneously “revising”
both their methods of perceiving and ways of understanding it. In doing
so, the chapter provided important insights on how this process resulted
in the co-creation of the Corridor and the emergence of some discursive
space where communities enacted their agency. These findings resonate
with observations by critical cartographic studies who argue that maps
are not only instruments of power and knowledge, but are also used to
enrol actors in the construction of agency (Christophers, 2007; Wood,
2010).

It is instructive to note that community participation in Zimbabwe,
specifically for the demarcation of the STWC was far more inclusive than
reported in other contexts such as Mozambique’s Limpopo National
Park. From the 1930s to 1969, the area now called Limpopo National Park
was known as the Shingwedzi Nature Reserve, which was later converted
to a private hunting concession (coutada) to cater for the interests of a
predominantly Portuguese settler population. This hunting area
(Coutada 16) was later converted into LNP in 2001, as part of plans to
establish the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Conservation Area (Munthali
and Soto, 2001; Mavhunga and Spierenburg, 2007). In part because of the
prominent role of South Africa’s Kruger NP the GLTP matrix and the
expertise support SanParks offered to LNP, the LNP has been
characterised as an extension of the Kruger National Park. The Peace
Parks Foundation was responsible for implementing the park model and
it seconded its South African personnel to serve on the Project
Implementation Unit (PIU) in Mozambique. Some scholars ague that
SanParks opted to create a strong park regime and officials viewed
transfrontier conservation as a solution to elephant culling in the KNP
(Venter et al., 2008). Furthermore, in the lead up to the GLTP Treaty, South
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Africa was facing increasing national security concerns and creating LNP
would lessen the chance of populations concentrating at South Africa’s
eastern border (Wolmer, 2003). The LNP was thus implemented based on
the Kruger NP model and divided into zones such as wilderness zone,
wilderness zone and support zone (Milgroom and Spierenburg, 2008).
This zoning system did not consider past settlement history of the LNP.
Therefore, South African officials have been accused of wanting to create
an “instant Kruger” in Mozambique because of the suggested imagery of
South Africa extending a political unpalatable conservation model into
Mozambique (Duffy, 2006).

The influence of Kruger’s Park on developments within the GLTP has
been phenomenal. More recently, South Africa has taken a lead role to
curb illegal poaching of rhinoceros especially in the Kruger. There has
been a surge in the involvement of state security arms in the fight against
illegal poaching, a phenomenon interpreted as the “rhinofication” of
State security (Humphreys and Smith, 2014). Villages on the edge of the
Kruger National Park have been accused of providing safe havens to
poachers. The rhino-poaching crisis has thus been singled out as a threat
to transfrontier conservation in the GLTP. In typical big brother fashion,
South Africa is at the forefront of the war on biodiversity. Zimbabwe and
Mozambique do not have the human resources and financial wherewithal
to take part in this war to save the rhino (at least not to the same
magnitude as the heavily funded KNP). The Zimbabwean government
has been preoccupied with establishing the STWC and this research
attempts to trace the dynamics of community engagement.

However, unlike previous studies that focus on the planning stages and
the lead up to the signing of the Treaty where community influence was
insignificant and less visible, this chapter argued that communities could
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participate in determining not only the material extent to which the
STWC was implemented but also the institutional governance
arrangements. Through the participatory planning process, communities
expanded the arena in which they influenced the implementation
trajectory of the STWC. The chapter drew insights from assemblage
thinking (Marcus and Saka, 2006; Li, 2007; McFarlane, 2009; Anderson
and McFarlane, 2011) to contribute to scholarship on the dynamics of
place-specific

governance

focusing

on

biodiversity

corridors

implemented for most TFCAs. By rendering less opaque the underlying
material practices that shaped and influenced the process, the chapter
showed how communities were involved in the co-creation of the STWC.
This chapter also used some concepts from Lefebvre’s (1999) spatial triad
on the production of space to explore the relationships between how
people made representations about the SWTC based on their perceptions
and daily practices and how this was a source of contradictions with
authorities who imagined a Corridor devoid of human habitation.
Through different practices, officials and NGOs working on the ground
translated the TFCA policy. The chapter sought to demonstrate that
within these contradictions, communities affected by the Corridor could
collectively influence its material conditions as well as the institutional
arrangements for its governance. While authorities made representations
characterized by increased mobility of both wildlife and tourists in line
with the ideals informing connectivity conservation, communities
imagined a space where their needs would have precedence over wildlife
and tourists. As will be demonstrated in Chapter 5, the Corridor itself has
become much politicised, always in the process of changing and a space
where marginalized ethnicities articulate and live their identities.

This chapter also showed that communities could show their agency by
engaging in particular spatial practices and tactics in order to defend the
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incorporation of huge tracts of communal land into the STWC. As will be
shown in Chapters 5 and 6, in this research, communities were not just
passive victims of TFCA policies but they enacted and contested the
unilateral representations of space by using different tactics of resistance
and using sense of place to articulate their agency. This chapter used
Lefebvre’s (1991) notion of representations of space to argue that the
STWC is an intellectual and abstract space. Communities engaged with
transboundary conservation and the STWC in particular and profound
ways. On the one hand, much as officials rendered technical the need for
the STWC, communities managed to determine the spatial extent of its
corridor by making submissions of how they would relate to this space in
the past, present and future. The process of rendering the STWC technical
produced perceived space, which is mainly visual images where tourists
are “seen” or imagined crossing and moving freely in the GLTP and
conceived space, which produces regulatory discourse on how
communities should behave or conduct themselves in this milieu. The
next chapter, therefore, moves on to discuss how villagers living in
Sengwe and Tshipise Communal Areas negotiated existing power
relationships to gain voice and visibility and sometimes strategically used
cross-scale networks involving stakeholders across other institutional
domains, and build linkages with private sector operators in and outside
Zimbabwe.
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CHAPTER 5: DYNAMICS OF RESISTANCE IN
SENGWE TSHIPISE WILDERNESS CORRIDOR

THE

5.1 Introduction
This chapter addresses the second research question: “In what ways is the
governance of emerging biodiversity corridors resisted and negotiated by affected
communities?” This chapter shows how villagers living in and adjacent to
STWC are engaged in resistance in the deliberative spaces created for the
planning and implementation of the STWC. This chapter argues that the
resistance by communities did not intend to undermine the planning and
development of the STWC, but rather to cultivate openness and achieve
consensus on the corridor option(s) that would be subsequently
acceptable to communities. As a result, such resistance steered the path
of planning and implementation of the STWC in markedly different ways
not initially imagined by the government. Building on the assemblages
approach introduced in Chapter 4, this chapter examines the process of
assembling the STWC as a biodiversity corridor. As it is often difficult for
researchers to predict or theorise beforehand how heterogeneous
elements and entities of an assemblage might interact, assemblages have
to be studied on a case-by-case basis (Anderson, 2011; Li, 2007). Therefore,
in this chapter, I show how the different elements and actors of the STWC
implementation process were stabilised, aligned, maintained, resisted
and articulated in different contexts. As Anderson and McFarlane (2011)
note, using an assemblage approach enables researchers study the
relations between human and non-human elements of an assemblage.
The notion of assemblage is particularly informative and helpful to show
how various elements to an assemblage are drawn together at a particular
conjuncture and even disperse or realign over time, which means there is
assembling and disassembling depending on the issues at stake (Li, 2007).
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In this chapter, I argue that in order to understand the working of
community agency there is need to explore the nature of resistance from
individuals and groups to state power as well as their diverse everyday
practices during the implementation of the STWC. I argue that resistance
occurred through open, visible confrontations where both individuals
and communities sought to pursue specific transformative goals during
the consultative workshops for establishing the STWC. At this level,
resistance was in principle a tactic hinging on political mobilization
deployed by geographically circumscribed communities by articulating
marginality and ethnicity to challenge the state to address their collective
interests. Furthermore, communities also used resistance to lobby for
favourable outcomes in the implementation of both STWC and GLTP. For
example, it is through this articulation that communities influenced the
spatial extent of the proposed wildlife corridor and subsequently applied
for and secured a high value tourism site for lease in the GNP. However,
in addition to these performances at consultative meetings, the chapter
explores the subtle and under-the-radar forms of everyday resistance. To
this end, I show how communities sometimes refused to acknowledge
state power, engaged in informal arrangements with other communities
at the border, and participated in other forms of organising to adapt to
the new governance, such as the rise of social entrepreneurship in the
promotion of ecotourism and cultural tourism. In doing so, I make
important contributions to the scholarly literature on community
engagement in implementation of biodiversity corridors by highlighting
how the seemingly contrasting practices of villagers and other
stakeholders located in different sites and involved in the implementation
of the STWC still make it work as a whole.

It is important to note that there is a substantial body of scholarship
focusing on resistance to conservation and PA establishment (Neumann,
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1998; Brockington, 2002; Holmes, 2007, 2014). In many such cases, the
establishment of PAs often excluded indigenous and local people from
using resources resulting in resistance and heightened conflicts between
communities and PA authorities (Connor, 2005; Mombeshora and Le Bel,
2009; Holmes, 2014). In Southern Africa, much of the literature shows
variations in community responses to TFCAs. There are significant
differences in the responses of communities depending on the
particularities and dynamics affecting each individual country’s role and
involvement in the specific TFCA context of concern. For example, in
Mozambique,

studies

conducted

focus

predominantly

on

how

resettlement and conservation officials implementing a World Bank
Operational Policy for Involuntary Resettlement displaced communities
in the LNP (Milgroom and Spierenburg, 2008; Milgroom, 2015). Recent
studies have begun to focus on the moral dimensions of this resettlement
programme depicting how displacement would inevitably occur given
the increased conflicts at the human/wildlife interface (Witter, 2013;
Witter and Satterfield, 2014). Some research has also focused on the
implications of establishing the GLTP to communities around the
Limpopo NP (Ferreira, 2006; Lunstrum, 2010) and communities in
Zimbabwe (Sibanda, 2010). These studies attend to the extension of state
power to areas previously unreachable as government agencies are now
expected to oversee and manage the newly created PAs (Duffy, 2001;
Lunstrum, 2013). Lunstrum (2013) is particularly incisive when she
illustrates how the Mozambican government used international donor
funding to extend its surveillance on citizens living in the then Counted
16 space to create the LNP. Similarly, Spierenburg, Steenkamp, and Wels
(2006) observe the likelihood of community resistance to the GLTP but do
not explicitly illustrate how it played out in practice, particularly in the
latter stages of implementing the GLTP. Still on Southern African TFCAs,
Büscher (2013) characterises the contradictions of enacting TFCA policy
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using the case of the Maloti Drakensberg Transfrontier Park (MDTP)
implemented between South Africa and Lesotho. He argues that there
was no real resistance to the MDTP or the way in which it constituted the
area in neoliberal terms because its implementers were preoccupied at the
discursive level rather than implementation on the ground (Büscher,
2010a, 2013). This work predominantly focuses at the technical level
particularly how the project coordination unit for both South Africa and
Lesotho understood the logic guiding how they would implement the
MDTP on the ground. Büscher (2010a, p. 45) observes that villagers were
not concerned with the MDTP because it “barely intruded into the lives
of most ordinary villagers and seemed to be at best an addition to the
villagers’ pallet of livelihood options, rather than fundamentally
changing their way of life”. As a result, these villagers were not
apprehensive with whether or not they would be involved in its
governance structures. This chapter builds on and contributes to this
scholarship by

focusing

on communities responses to

TFCAs

interventions and argues that one way in which we can obtain a nuanced
understanding of community agency in the implementation biodiversity
is to draw from concepts of everyday politics particularly the notion of
resistance, reworking, realignment, and resilience (Katz, 2004; Kerkvliet,
2009).

Following this introduction, the remainder of this chapter is structured as
follows. Section 5.2 expands on the on the theoretical framework of
everyday resistance and everyday politics in order to frame the key issues
presented in the empirical part of the chapter. More specifically, it draws
on the concepts from Katz (2004) and Kerkvliet (2009) to situate some of
the practices engaged in by individuals, groups of villagers and
communities that do not fall in the realm of overt resistance, but were
nevertheless intended at reworking the governance arrangements of the
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Corridor. This section also argues that one other response from villagers
was through resilience. In the empirical part of the chapter (Sections 5.3
to 5.6) attention shifts to showing how resistance, reworking, realignment
and resilience played out in practice in the emergent TFCA space. Based
on Gieryn (2000, p. 466) and as highlighted in Chapter 4 that the STWC
space is indeed a “place filled up place filled up with people, practices,
objects, and representations”. Therefore, the Chapter examines how space
as an agentic player triggers responses from villagers living in and
around the corridor, specifically how villagers appropriate the space
itself. It does so by analysing and connecting different accounts told in
different contexts (both over time and between different people) and
focuses on how villagers negotiated with state authorities in the
implementation of the STWC. Section 5.7 provides a summary of the
chapter.

5.2 Conceptualising resistant identities and everyday politics
This chapter builds on the argument, raised in Chapter 4, that how
individuals and communities view and imagine the Corridor is critical
for understanding how they resist and negotiate their roles in its
governance. Building on Lefebvre’s (1991) spatial triad, the Corridor is a
specific place co-produced by different stakeholders involved. The
Corridor is in part a lived space simultaneously understood as a space of
contradiction; that is a space characterised by both domination and
resistance. Soja (1996) maintains that lived space is both real and
imagined space because it stretches across not only what is material and
practiced but also involves thought and imagination. In an application of
Lefebvre’s spatial triad, Watkins (2005) argues that lived space is where
multiple spatial practices and representations of spatialities are blended
and lived. Therefore, lived space is simultaneously a dominated space
that people experience passively and where they, through both
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imagination and actions generate social change. These dimensions are
perceptively captured by Soja (1996) who argues that “lived spaces of
representation are thus the terrain for the generation of ‘counter-spaces’,
spaces of resistance to the dominant order arising precisely from their
subordinate, peripheral or marginalized positioning” (p. 68). This
observation underscores the need for researchers to explore space as an
arena where ideological struggles and resistance play out. Thus, it is
important to examine how, inadvertently or by design, communities
living in and adjacent to TFCAs construct and deploy their resistance. The
central arguments advanced in this chapter is that villagers deploying
resistance are not necessarily aiming at completely “fighting back” but
seeking out, creating, occupying and nurturing alternative spatialities
different from those in positions of power and domination (Scott, 1990;
Soja, 1996; Kerkvliet, 2009). Therefore, the notion of resistant identities
and everyday politics are integral to the construction and re-construction
of space. Every moment where there is domination, there is bound to be
some responses including resistance (Sharp et al., 2003). In other words,
the defining of space is an on-going process characterised by adaptation,
contestation and subsequent re-defining of space.

Therefore, the concept of resistance has been widely used to characterise
the nature of responses of people when faced with domination. Scholars
in subaltern and other studies on resistance often apply the concepts of
everyday resistance and everyday politics to describe the actions and
responses of marginalised groups against those in power (Scott, 1985;
Ortner, 1995; Scott, 2009). Despite such a strong analytical genealogy,
some scholars have been critical of the efficacy concept of resistance. For
example Abu-Lughod (1990, p. 41) who criticises most work on resistance
for a “tendency to romanticize it”; Ortner (1995) who maintains that most
of this work is ethnographically thin or as White (1986) suggests does not
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attend to the socio-economic differentiation among peasants within
society. Notwithstanding these and other criticisms (see, O'Hanlon, 1988;
Escobar, 1992; Brown, 1996; Ho, 2011), Hollander and Einwohner (2004)
maintain that the concept of everyday resistance provides a starting point
when exploring the nature and working of resistance in empirical studies.
This is because if researchers focus on three elements of resistance,
namely action, opposition and recognition, they can explore those
instances where resistance involves some active behaviour deployed
verbally, cognitively or physically. Unlike large-scale and confrontational
protests, everyday forms of resistance include a broader suite of practices
deployed by the dominated to contest those who make attempts to
dominate them (Scott, 1985; Haynes and Prakash, 1992). Kerkvliet (2009)
applies the notion of everyday politics to describe the actions of “people
embracing, complying with, adjusting, and contesting norms and rules
regarding authority over, production of, or allocation of resources and
doing so in quiet, mundane, and subtle expressions and acts that are
rarely organised or direct” (p. 232). Through everyday politics, people
seek to survive and not necessarily to overthrow or transform the
structures that dominate them (Scott, 1985; Scott, 1986; Haynes and
Prakash, 1992; Pile, 1997; Sharp et al., 2003). Everyday politics is also an
avenue through which people express their identity and construct their
subjectivity. As Pile (1997, p. 3) suggests:
Resistant political subjectivities are constituted through positions taken up
not only in relation to authority - which may well leave people in
awkward, ambivalent, down-right contradictory and dangerous places but also through experiences which are not so quickly labelled “power,”
such as desire and anger, capacity and ability, happiness and fear,
dreaming and forgetting. (p. 3)

Methodologically,

the

ways

in

which

these

resistant

political

subjectivities are constituted means that researchers have to capture
intentionality in resistance and how communities construct their
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subjectivity (including their intentions, desires, fears and projects) when
faced with globalising interventions such as TFCAs (Chin and Mittelman,
1997). Sometimes, communities affected by such interventions are just
more concerned with the need to survive even when faced with
challenges. This need to survive is concisely captured by Katz’s (2004)
triad of resistance, reworking and resilience. Katz (2004) argues that this
triad is useful for illustrating agency works in practice. She argues that
while resistance invokes practices intended at subverting or disrupting
conditions of exploitation or oppression, reworking is driven more by
pragmatism and includes those practices people engage in in order to
improve conditions of their survival, but not necessarily to change the
constitution of power relations (Katz, 2004). In her triad, Katz provides a
social explanation of resilience as something additional and yet distinct
from reworking and resistance. Resilience characterises the “autonomous
actions” of people when withstanding adversity, their process of “getting
by” and “ensuring survival in circumstances that disallow changes to
frameworks that dictate survival” (p. 242). These elements of triad are
captured by Kerkvliet (2009) concept of everyday politics which describes
the practices used by those in less powerful positions to intentionally
contest or advance claims at odds with what those in power want. This
chapter builds on this work by Kerkvliet (2009) and suggestion by Katz
(2004) that the triad of resistance, resilience and reworking is useful for
showing how agency, to show the temporal-scalar dimensions within
which villagers embraced, complied with, adjusted, aligned with and
contested the norms and rules regarding the production of the STWC
space and governance of resources therein. The chapter argues that such
an approach is important because it provides details about the range of
strategies and practices adopted by villagers depending on issue at stake
during community engagement.
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5.3 Practices of resistance and resilience
This section focuses on practices of resistance and resilience used by
villagers living in and outside the STWC. Interviews with district
planners revealed that villagers openly resisted a wider corridor as this
would affect their livelihoods and trigger relocations. Thus, it was
common for park officials and NGOs to cite the existence of a significant
number of households within the Corridor particularly at Chilothlela,
Mupandle and Chikwarakwara areas as a barrier to the successful longterm implementation of the STWC plans. Not surprising in several
interviews with villagers from these areas, communities expressed some
level of dissatisfaction and unwillingness to have these areas
incorporated into the STWC. Most of the contestations emanated from
communities’ attitudes and perceptions on whether or not the Corridor
would ultimately be accessible to villagers. In interviews, communities
expressed concern and did not like the proposal for restrictive fencing
because it would result in loss of access to resources occurring within the
Corridor such as fishponds and grazing. In several interviews, this
concern was prevalent:
They went ahead and made these decisions, and then another thing that
they do, they found some people from outside, they drew all these fancy
maps and they brought people from all outside – some of them were
experts, some of them were locals to give lectures about this place around
here. [# VL04]
At the first inceptive workshops, it was not easy. Most locals did not
understand the GLTP and they thought that CESVI was hiding
something and that the programme was going to take most of their land
and prevent them from grazing livestock in the proposed Corridor.
Therefore, there was mistrust on why CESVI was promoting the GLTP.
There was fear that locals were not going to get resources from the
Corridor. This is something that many villagers expressed publicly at the
meetings. The concern among most villagers was to ensure that access to
water, fishing and grazing would continue in this area. [# V22]
At the first meeting, I attended I recall discussions were charged. A
number of villagers raised concern, saying you [government and CESVI]
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were coming in on the 11th hour to seek public endorsement. That is what
they said openly, accusing them of working in cohorts to disadvantage the
community. It did not matter how much they explained, we all felt like an
urge to shame the devil and tell them we were not happy. [# VL06]
An analysis of the scoping report compiled by CESVI revealed that the
spatial extent of the STWC mainly affected 10 villages. As a result, these
are the key villages where most consultations were conducted and with
representatives on the village co-management committee. In other
villages, particularly those located further from the STWC, it was
common for villagers to express their displeasure about the STWC and
the GLTFCA generally. Those interviewees living in these distant villages
expressed their displeasure about the community consultation process:
I can say we did not benefit at all from their consultations. I think this is
because we did not pose any threat to the implementation of the STWC
since we are located further away from it. Therefore, from the beginning
CESVI wanted to engage those villages where the Corridor would fall. It
is for this reason that we did not have representation on most of the
meetings and discussions. Some people even think that the GLTP will
benefit only those near it. That explains why we established a trust for
our ward called Mateke Trust. [# V26]
The NGO [CESVI] conducted most meetings mainly with those villagers
affected by the Corridor, but that is not all there is. There was need to
involve everybody - at least representatives from our villagers. Although
the Corridor covers a small area, I think emphasis should have been
involving all villages in the conservation area. We wanted the officials to
initiate dialogue that would involve all wards, including those around the
GNP. [# V16]
Most villagers living further away from the STWC had grievances against
CESVI and resented the lack of engagement during discussions about the
boundary of the STWC. Many villagers particularly those living in ward
13 and 14 expressed disappointment to how CESVI initiated and handled
the community engagement process. By concentrating on 10 villages,
CESVI created some divisions within and between villages. Some
villagers even suggested that the co-management authority created at the
end of the process lacked equal representation of the entire community.
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This is because CESVI preferred to work with 10 villages by virtue of their
location relative to the STWC perimeter boundary. This created a sense
of marginalised and privileged people within the community. This, in
turn, gave excluded villages the impression that the institutional
structures created for the governance of the STWC were not
representative of all the affected wards. As a result, due to this lack of
representation, some villagers in ward 13 later established the Mateke
Trust. Initially, there was only one trust called Malipati Development
Trust (MDT) operating in ward 15. At the time of fieldwork for this
research, there were three Community Development Trusts operating in
the study area with a fourth one, the Gaza Trust, covering the entire
southeast Lowveld region. The Gaza Trust has been the most active in
promoting ecotourism and cultural tourism within the GLTFCA.
Community trust representatives suggested that this demand for broader
participation from villagers was the reason why they set up local trusts.
These representatives maintained there was a need to engage in dialogue
beyond the 10 villages identified by CESVI, and adopt a regional
approach that addressed the interests of all communities that fall within
the GLTFCA as opposed to concentrating only on the STWC.

In the interviews, communities also expressed resistance to proposed
resource use arrangements within the STWC. As a wilderness area, the
STWC is sometimes depicted as a single land use zone with the dominant
use being wildlife conservation and tourism. In several accounts of the
possibilities of accessing sites within the STWC, most interviewees
seemed to favour an option of unrestricted access. As one interviewee
said:
This is going to be difficult in the end. There are periodic droughts in this
area. Once every 10 years, we experience a drought that forces us to take
cattle to the park and even to the Limpopo floodplains for grazing and
watering. This means you cannot in principle separate wildlife and cattle.
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Even this Corridor, although it may largely be presented as an exclusive
wildlife place, it should also be shared by cattle. I think it is possible to
have both and we do not want Parks to use force. Maybe they should just
specify rules of access. [# V15]
Historically, conservation officials have always imposed restrictions and
stipulated the access rules for most resources in PAs. For example,
Daniels and Bassett (2002) show how Kenya’s Lake Nakuru had
conservation

areas

misrepresented

as

ecologically

and

socially

homogenous. In such cases, strict PAs often include fixed zones, and
homogenous rules of access aimed at controlling the spatial patterns of
communities living adjacent to such areas. The intention of policy officials
and park management experts is to reorder how humans relate to new
TFCAs spaces such as the STWC. Fynn et al. (2015) argue that
conservation programmes are a driver of human-wildlife conflicts
because they provide negligible benefits, further perpetuating the
ideological differences where villagers seek to achieve livelihoodorientated goals in contrast to conservation-oriented goals guiding park
officials. In this study, as part of their resistance to such practices, local
communities feared that the STWC closed space and opportunities for
other livelihoods within the Corridor if it was eventually fenced and fully
incorporated into the core national park estate that is the GLTP. Some
district officials interviewed mentioned that local villagers would obtain
access through a permit system. However, villagers from areas such as
Dumisa, Chilothlela and Chikwarakwara challenged the legitimacy of
such an approach. For example, one villager said:
This area has experienced development by using proceeds from wildlife.
We used money from CAMPFIRE to build schools and clinics. We value
wildlife immensely. What is disturbing is that the GLTP may limit our
participation in CAMPFIRE. During local workshops facilitated by
CESVI, there was mention of the fact that the Corridor would be fenced;
this means we will lose in the end. We rely on wildlife coming from the
Parks so fencing will mean there would be no wildlife on communal land,
nothing. We also fear that with time, there would be some restrictions on
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ownership and movement of cattle, the veterinary people talk about foot
and mouth disease; park officials insist they do not want cattle near the
parks; they may not be good for wildlife and even the tourists. Besides, I
do not think tourists would be happy to see cattle entering into the park,
so it is not looking good at all. [# V33]
Another sphere where the community expressed their resistance to
dominant TFCA discourses was through poems and theatrical
performances. Through these performances, villagers fought for,
reworked and negotiated the institutional arrangements for governance
of the STWC. Although the locals did not completely challenge their
exclusion, they negotiated for favourable terms where they could access
sites of cultural significance. The poems and performances used by
villagers to highlight and communicate the message about the
implications of restrictions to the Corridor for local livelihoods.
Significantly, villagers used the poems not only for objecting to the
restrictions but also for exploring the benefits that would result from
promoting a broader wildlife-based economy. Instead of completely
giving in and reinforcing ideas of emptiness (Spierenburg, Steenkamp
and Wels, 2008), one villager mentioned their intention was to highlight
the negative impacts of the Corridor. Therefore, performances at
community meetings served as a way in which villagers could reflect on
and challenge the dominant discourses used by planners and
conservationists
performances
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implementing
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collectively imagine and enact alternative interpretations of the TFCA
space. For example, one poem performed at most community workshops
was entitled “Bhundula lesvihari” [translated Wildlife Corridor], the
intention was to embrace the concept of TFCAs but also use it as an outlet
valve for resistance. One woman, who participated in composing the
poem made the following remarks:
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When we wrote the poem, we wanted locals to appreciate the value of the
GLTP. I think the message was clear and well received. However, in
subsequent performances [of the poem] we introduced other issues. We
did this because we wanted the authorities [park authorities, NGO and
district officials] to know that this was our home. For us it is where we
live; we wanted to show them that elephants would be traversing what we
call home. Therefore, although attention was on the Corridor, we wanted
to show we had a strong sense of belonging. [# V13]
If we follow the observation by Madison (2012), such performances are
staged and vernacular acts were a platform whereby villagers articulate
and advance particular understanding of space at workshops attended by
district planners and government officials. Some of the phrases used in
these performances represented group views about how the STWC
should be implement. However, at this level, locals also used some
phrases to appropriate some of the discourse used by experts and policy
officials. One villager reported that the emphasis in some poems was on
movement of locals, wildlife and tourists. Villagers reported that it was
important to make an alternative view of a conservation space historically
accessed by communities for survival. Through such performances,
villagers could subvert authorities, reclaim space as well as articulate
their collective identity in planning. Therefore, poems and theatre were a
means in which villagers engaged in place construction (Lefebvre, 1991).

While some interviewees saw problems with the fencing of the STWC,
others argued that restrictions were beneficial. This was expressed by
communities at the Chikwarakwara Irrigation Scheme who highlighted
there would be reduced risks of human and wildlife conflicts (crop and
livestock depredation) if the STWC was fenced. While they thought the
fence would be a positive gain, they still mentioned that fencing would
result in loss in terms of grazing pastures for livestock. Nearly all
interviewees in all four wards were aware of the need to create the
Corridor but were unsure of the restrictions that would be involved, that
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is whether it would be fenced or unfenced, and whether locals would gain
access to resources in STWC. Many interviewees indicated that fencing
would be a source of conflicts and expressed scepticism such as the
following:
If they say we cannot graze cattle inside the Corridor, then that is when
the problems will begin! Even those living near the park, we hear stories
of running battles when their cattle are confiscated for straying and
sometimes villagers end up paying heavy fines. There can never be an
assurance that this area will not be applying the same rules. [# V30]
Grazing restrictions specifically affect villagers living in proximity to the
GNP especially in Mutombo, Hlarweni and Mandamwarhi, among other
areas. In addition to grazing restrictions, the villagers reported high
incidence of crop raids by wildlife. Within the STWC perimeter, there is
also an increased incidence of human-wildlife conflicts around the STWC
perimeter. Most interviewees at Chikwarakwara and Tshipise villages
reported livestock to lions and hyenas, predators they believed frequently
escaped

from

Kruger

National

Park.

Commenting

about

the

incorporation of Kruger National Park into the GLTP, some villagers
reiterated this sense of victimhood and loss:
Some of the animals have been causing havoc. The lions from Kruger kill
our cattle. We know it, because once you keep wildlife like buffalo, hyena,
lions, and even rhino, you are living closer to danger. We know it is not
good for these animals to live closer to people. Many people here livestock
such as goats, cattle and donkeys to predation by lions and or hyenas, but
what can we do. Before we used to report and the Problem Animal Control
Unit would just send officials to chase the animals. Now they do not come
anymore and if we kill the problem animals, we end up in jail. [# V26]
However, it is important to note that not all villagers articulated their
resistance by showing such sense of victimhood and loss. For some
villagers both the STWC and GLTP did not affect their way of life. These
villagers often had positive sentiments of living in their areas and did not
seem concerned with developments in the STWC. During interviews, the
majority of villagers in this category showed some passive resignation
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and spoke about how the dryness of the region was a source of resilience.
Therefore, this category of villagers did not oppose any changes in their
environments as negative but mentioned that they would still survive.
For example, one villager explained:
We just want to continue with our lives. When the district officials spoke
about conservation area planning, we did not like the idea. To us it did
not make sense because nothing has changed. We have often defended our
crops from wildlife with no help from the Problem Animal Unit. Now
they claim they will do more. We know that they are just trying to get our
buy-in. we just want to continue with our lives, not to have the endless
meetings that do not bring anything on the ground. [# V23]
This kind of response does not fit neatly into open resistance or an act of
fighting back but shows some endurance (Pile, 1997). This resilience is
also evident in recent studies conducted in southeast Zimbabwe showing
how farmers are adapting their cropping practices such as targeting
differential inputs across different farming plots and adopting drought
resistant seed varieties (Murungweni et al., 2015). The diverse ecological
niches in this region offer villagers opportunities for pursuing different
livelihood strategies. Wolmer (2001) argues that villages exploited
ecological niches perennially because of their varying uses, meanings and
associations and thus could be used for cropping, hunting or collection of
forest products. One focus group participant who mentioned how most
villagers relied on diverse livelihood practices captures this element of
resilience:
One thing the people will tell you is why they are still living in difficult
areas like close to the GNP, inside, and adjacent to the STWC. There are
many opportunities there, sometimes going in the park, sometimes just
going to fishing ponds. Even the floodplains that would be enclosed,
during bad years, you can get you can get a good harvest. We like the
flexibility that this area affords, if things do not go very well, we cross the
border into South Africa or go to Mozambique and buy goods for resale.
We like it here because we know our territory. [# FGD4-P8]
Most villagers mentioned that they liked such flexibility of pursuing
different livelihood strategies. Villagers also showed resilience by
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coordinating with traditional leaders to secure better returns and fairness
in representation in governance. In interviews villagers mentioned that
although they could not change and challenge the status quo, they felt
enrolling their political leaders in negotiations was crucial for their
continued survival in and around the STWC. The following section now
turns to the operation of resistance with respect to restrictions to
livelihoods and the future of CAMPFIRE.

5.4 Practises of reworking in and around the corridor
According to many villagers, both the STWC and the GLTP pose a
significant threat to the future of CAMPFIRE in both Sengwe and Tshipise
Communal areas. In many interviews, villagers maintained that
establishing the STWC and fencing would negatively affect CAMPFIRE,
which relies mainly on wildlife crossing from PAs onto communal lands.
Villagers at Chikwarakwara have a long history of benefitting from
CAMPFIRE (Child, 1993, 2000). Therefore, villagers reported they had to
rework the governance arrangements for the STWC in order to secure
livelihoods in the long term. For example, when asked about what the
STWC meant for such an established programme, many villagers said
they were dissatisfied with restrictions:
More than two decades ago, at this baobab tree we first received our
CAMPFIRE dividends. It was in 1992 when we first obtained dividends
from wildlife. It is hard to imagine that such a programme could stop with
the new emphasis on photographic tourism. CAMPFIRE is one
significant source of livelihood as we could build schools and clinics in
addition to cash dividends. We have come to accept wildlife as a source of
wealth. That is what we insisted that planners should not restrict and be
prescriptive about what happens here. That is why we expressed
reservations to the proposal to stop us from participating in CAMPFIRE.
We did not resist the proposal but we felt it was not desirable to enclose
wildlife in the Corridor. [# V23]
One thing that frightens us is that once the Corridor is fenced, and there
is tourist infrastructure and other improvements as the officials say, it
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may not be good for us. It means wildlife will not be a problem but it also
means that we may not have CAMPFIRE because we rely on wildlife from
parks for that. While it might be desirable for government to protect
wildlife, this may also mean a huge loss on communities so we had to
ensure that that would not happen. That is why to us, control mattered.
We had to ensure that we had our representatives on the committees for
making decisions about the Corridor. [# V13]
Many villagers feared that the GLTP would negatively affect CAMPFIRE
in the long term given that planners seemed to suggest the STWC were
exclusively reserved for ecotourism. Villagers mentioned an exclusive
focus on ecotourism would result in fewer benefits to communities who
experienced both livestock and crop depredation in most areas around
the GLTP. In contrast to the accounts by ordinary villagers, those
occupying positions of authority on local CAMPFIRE committees
expressed optimism on the future of safari hunting. This view was
common among CAMPFIRE committee representatives in all four wards,
who claim they had the mandate to defend the programme. For example,
one CAMPFIRE committee member mentioned that there was need for
clarity on the policy on safari hunting in areas adjacent to TFCAs:
We discussed this issue as the CAMPFIRE committee along with our
traditional leaders. We wanted to ensure safari hunting would continue.
At first, it was a bit hazy because we were not sure what the authorities
were planning. Therefore, to guard the position of CAMPFIRE we
conducted several meetings with traditional leaders to lobby for a smaller
corridor and one that would not pose a threat to CAMPFIRE. We did not
want a wider corridor because it would encroach on our hunting
concessions especially at Sengwe 1 and 2. Similarly, we lobbied against
the idea of a fenced corridor because that would mean less wildlife crossing
into our area [# CMA08]
At a policy level, district planners also believed that it was important to
rethink their strategy. District planners mentioned that there was need to
reach some compromise. They mentioned that their goal was to establish
a Corridor that would make ecological sense and not deleterious to
current livelihoods. As a result, the district officials affirmed that there
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was need to recognise existing land uses and give the community control
of the Corridor. One district official with Chiredzi RDC maintained that
imposing restrictions in the long term was undesirable because it posed a
risk to CAMPFIRE:
The idea was to come up with something acceptable. Therefore, instead of
a Corridor that was widely seen as too wide and encroaching on people
homesteads and fields, we compromised and ended up with what we
believe would make conservation sense. I think this is why some villages
initially said there was need to negotiate for continuation of safari
hunting because they thought hunting was to discontinue once the GLTP
is operational. [# DO2]
Through these practices, government officials insisted that communities
would pursue existing resource use systems in the new areas, preferring
to talk of “multiple use areas”. This view, common among government
officials at the district and national levels, summarises how some
conservation areas are shaped through a spatiality inscribed as a result of
various forces like science, governance and economics such as in this
research where economics and ecological arguments were used to
support the establishment of the STWC (Zimmerer, 2000). In such cases,
officials remain open to possibilities and articulate different positions
depending on what different actors expect yet they also strove to pull the
elements of the assemblage together and make it cohere. A representative
of the Parks and Wildlife Management Authority commented on the
importance of linking disparate elements and stakeholders together:
Since 2002, we have been facilitating this process and providing oversight
as the responsible authority. I have attended several workshops and
conferences at local, district, national and regional level. At these levels,
park and policy officials discuss many things, although in context
removed from the realities of villagers and with no villagers represented.
Yes, there is a lot of talk about this but when it comes to first hand
experiences at community level; this is where we have to tread carefully.
While as an expert, I understand that pushing particular ideas make
conservation sense. I also remain open to other possibilities. We look at
the economic sense of things as well; it is not as if we are planning in an
empty space. These people have been doing different programmes over
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time. At best, what we can do is to involve all relevant stakeholders,
particularly affected communities and explore what their interests are. In
the end, it is all about aligning different efforts and giving a shot at the
best use of resources. That is what we can and should keep doing in the
end. [# GO1]
Starting from a position where the end goal is to drive conservation to
meet their national obligations under the GLTP Treaty, they weaved
through the practicalities and lived realities of implementing such
obligations on the ground. For example, when addressing communities,
officials cited the objectives of the GLTP upfront and did not attend to
specific concerns such as compensation. One official mentioned that the
government “is aware that there are outstanding areas that require further
dialogue” [# GO1]. The intention was to shift the terrain of debate to
opening possibilities and not completely limit pre-existing livelihoods
within the STWC and GLTP. As such, although the local people were
confrontational when engaging with those in power, they also utilised the
same political space to articulate their own representations of space.
Consequently, villagers used the notion of wilderness in a markedly
different way than that for conservationists. For most villagers wilderness
did not imply that they could not access resources in the STWC but they
sought negotiated access particularly in periods of drought. Roth (2008,
p. 374) describes such arrangements as “moments of spatial
complementarity and convergence”. This occurs when the engagement
between state and other local institutions in protected area establishment
seek to avert conflicts that often occur with loss of critical livelihoods. In
most interviews, government and district officials appeared to emphasise
the provisional nature of the STWC and how its governance would
change depending on the relations with neighbouring communities and
how they access resources. In order to explore how the creation of the
STWC simultaneously drives locals to seek livelihood opportunities, the
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next section of the chapter shows focuses on the rise of social
entrepreneurship in tourism planning and development.

5.4.1

The rise of community based ecotourism entrepreneurs

Although the development of tourism in TFCAs has been characterised
as sporadic (Spenceley, 2006), it is important to articulate that
communities in Zimbabwe are negotiating and entering spaces that were
an exclusive domain of private sector developers. As such when
proposing their own sites and lobbying for control, communities were in
principle resisting outside control and/or state domination and
expressing their resilience by living in the same space despite the
changing land use. By articulating marginality and ethnicity and
appropriating particular spaces and enrolling outsiders such as private
sector actors, it shows that such practices were not confined, but become
part of an assemblage whose influence stretched beyond the STWC itself.
Villagers reworked the governance arrangements for the STWC by
engaging in social entrepreneurship. In order to develop this argument,
this section applies insights from studies of entrepreneurship to explore
and characterise the intentions of community trusts who seek to start new
business enterprises and how they enter into ecotourism (Krueger and
Brazeal, 1994; Zhao, Seibert and Hills, 2005). Villagers living adjacent to
the STWC were engaged in on-going negotiations and reconstituting
spatial relations within the GLTFCA. Villagers, through social
entrepreneurship engage in some form of reworking where they lobby
for participating in planning spheres that they could not enter before and
secure opportunities they could not obtain before. As Moore (1998b)
explains in a study of resistance on land in Zimbabwe’s Eastern
Highlands, occasionally the agency of villagers is constructed through the
on-going negotiation of cross-cutting relations of power. Therefore,
villagers resisted their exclusion and marginalisation, negotiated for
179

room to participate in securing prime ecotourism site inside the GNP and
created other tourism opportunities that they could control. The
strategies they used to claim space where not antagonistic. As part of ongoing practices to realign, adapt to, and curtail state domination and
control of the emergent TFCA spaces, individuals and community groups
living in and adjacent to the Corridor were engaging in continuous
attempts to modify their space to tap into ecotourism opportunities in
GLTFCA. Most villagers attested to the need for communities to be
responsible for the nature, scope and direction of their region’s
ecotourism future. The following two quotes are illustrative of this view:
The ecotourism ventures will benefit the whole region. They spur growth
in other areas like having improved access roads and communication.
Once you understand you have the resource … scenic attractions,
immediately you know that these things are possible. We became more
confident after visiting the Mahenye Community in Chipinge district,
who run a joint venture with River Lodges of Africa. After this visit, we
said if we could have some arrangement like that. [# V17]
As leaders our responsibility is develop the product and integrate culture
as part of our offering. We have a very rich cultural resource that will
attract tourists to visit chalets outside the GNP. As a community, we are
talking this as an opportunity, the way we see these places is now
different. We have to get the best. This means we have to lead in setting
up these ventures and leave this to the younger generation so that they
continue to appreciate the benefits. [# MDT01]
Therefore, in both Sengwe and Tshipise Communal Areas, there is now
consensus among villagers about the need to participate in the planning
and development of tourism. Through local level consultations facilitated
by CESVI, villagers have identified six potential sites for campsites and
lodges. These are depicted in Figure 5.1 below.
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Figure 5.1 Location of proposed ecotourism sites

Villagers indicated that establishing these proposed campsites would
enhance the tourist experience because tourists can visit parks for wildlife
and game drives and experience the community way of life at rustic
community owned campsites. As one villager stated:
The good thing is that we will own the lodges. Although the tourist flows
into GNP are erratic, a starting point is once we own chalets; these could
be part of tourist route in the GLTFCA. If we have a couple of tourists
staying for a night, it means we pocket the dollars. We see this as an
opportunity to own lodges, chalets and craft centres that will benefit the
entire community. [# V19]
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In part because of the potential of ecotourism to spur local development,
some community trust members now labelled themselves as “dreamers”.
In their accounts, communities trust leaders said they opposed the
continued marginalisation of locals in development. They spoke of how
they eventually appropriated some of the ideas like ecotourism and
cultural tourism. For example, one committee member of MDT summed
up this position as follows:
We have always insisted that we would have it [the GLTP] as long as it
does not limit our movements. That is why we forcefully defended the
expansion of the STWC. A wider Corridor was not going to be of any
help. Now, as leaders, we look back and reflect. There are some ideas we
can take, like planning for our own community-owned campsites. At first,
we did not see the point of joining hands. Now we are doing something,
we have to make sure that we use some of the land we have to promote our
own collective interests. You know, it is not as if you say you do not want
something forever. You change and accommodate new idea. [# MDT02]
A common argument expressed by some community trust leaders is to
pursue strategies where they of reworking and not “just sit back”. After
resisting attempts at taking large areas of land into the GLTP, community
trust leaders insisted that they are “still exploring”, “looking at the other
side” to taking “collective risk”. Other villagers were sceptical about this
whole process and feared this would result in the benefits accruing only
to community trust leaders and their immediate cronies. In most
interviews, it was common for villagers to speak highly about the
organisational skills and propensity of leaders to engage in ecotourism
entrepreneurship. However, when explicitly asked about how they were
actually participating and influencing in decisions new community
trusts, many interviewees felt they had limited control:
Sometimes I have this feeling that community trusts are excluding
villagers. This is because there are villagers who claim to be village
representatives on the Malipati Development Trust when in fact certain
board members handpicked them to fulfil their own personal interests.
These same people enter into informal agreements with Gaza Trust
without the knowledge of the whole community. I think this is a problem
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and we cannot then say communities have control and influence over
most of the things the trusts do. [# V35]
The challenge is that we have had the same board since inception. I think
this is a clear sign that something is not right. The Trustees keep on the
information to themselves. If one does not information on what is going
on, how can one contribute? It is good to have a community trust but I
think having it work towards the interests of the whole community is
another challenge. This is why most villagers will tell you they unhappy.
That is why they are now putting pressure and resisting some of the
decisions by the trusts. I think it is our role to oblige them to consider
community first and not personal interests. [# V23]
Some of these concerns appear to be justified given the perceptions of
some locals about both trusts. For example, the board members of MDT
have been running the trust with little input by other trust members,
hence the fears of elite capture. Some community trust leaders possess the
power to shape and influence the extent of benefits and preferences that
they obtain from networks involving the private sector. For instance,
several villagers alleged that leaders of Gaza Trust benefit from resources
provided by vast network of actors including the private sector such as
Malilangwe Trust, Zimbabwe Sun and River Lodges of Africa, among
others. One villager expressed dissatisfaction at the lack of transparency
by Gaza Trust when they receive financial and logistical support from
some of these actors to host cultural fairs in Chiredzi town. In addition,
they occasionally receive sponsorship for networking trips to towns such
as Harare and Bulawayo or when conducting regional trips to other
communities living within the GLTFCA in South Africa and
Mozambique. In an interview with one senior member of the Gaza Trust,
the extent of this support and the visibility of the trust were key issues:
In August 2013, our vibrant cultural group performed at the UNWTO
conference in Victoria Falls. To attend such occasions requires money. We
received a lot of financial support. First, we hosted the Great Limpopo
Cultural Fair; it is because of the Fair that end up involved in prestigious
international events. We are grateful to the support we have received to
date. The Great Limpopo Cultural Fair is an annual forum for networking
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where communities display local cultures as part of heritage. All this has
helped, tourists and other people can learn about our way of life. We took
some dance groups and cultural guardians to the Mapungubwe Heritage
Tour Celebrations for the Vhembe Carnival in held at Malamulele
Stadium in South Africa. [# GT02]
Community trusts have enrolled the traditional leaders in promoting
cultural tourism. Traditional leaders echoed this sentiment when they
indicated they had responsibility for preserving their cultural heritage:
Our culture is our heritage. As traditional leaders, our role is to entrench
these values and traditions in the society. As a child, learnt about the
importance of our culture and traditions and have come to appreciate it
and it is my responsibility as the headman to ensure that all generations
understand and appreciate this heritage. What I like most is that our
culture is still intact and has not changed. Therefore, I find it as an
opportunity to open it to the world. [# H03]
From 2003 onwards, the community explored ways of how they could
meaningfully influence developments in the Corridor and GLTP. We
have been busy trying to imagine what this would mean for the whole
area. I can say nearly everyone is involved and trying to ensure that the
community trusts that were created are accountable and represent
collective interests. As traditional leaders, we are the custodians of the
cultural product promoted by community trusts such as Gaza and
Malipati Development Trust. We have to ensure that the outside world
knows and appreciate our culture– that way we would be worthy leaders
of who understand what it means to be in the GLTFCA. [# H01]
As the above quotes show, both traditional and community trust leaders
frame their roles and contribution to the GLTP in terms of promoting
local culture. By speaking about the prominence of culture as one of the
tourist

attractions

in

GLTP,

traditional

leaders

were

shaping

contemporary subjectivities within the GLTFCA by reworking and using
the same discourses used by architects and planners of TFCAs. The look
and learn tours that local traditional leaders participated are a source of
inspiration. As one senior member of the MDT summarised the situation:
Therefore, it is a question of courting these operators. They [Wilderness
Safaris] are running a similar arrangement across the Limpopo River
with our neighbours in the Makuleke Contractual Park. I know there
could be local possibilities to engage but our local people said they would
184

be more interested in working in Chiredzi North. That is why we
approached these operators, who in turn sent their representatives to
assess our prime ecotourism site inside the GNP. It is promising. [#
MDT01]
Interviews with traditional leaders, councillors and community trust
leaders revealed that community leaders had in one way or another
assumed responsibility for the planning and development of the area.
Such responsibility was often demonstrated at stakeholder workshops
where these leaders openly challenge the status quo. For example, during
one councillor, this view was expressed:
I have attended a number of council meetings. Initially these issues were
not discussed. It was just about the Park, just about excluding us. Now
things have changed. We have managed to lobby for recognition as an
area, this is our land and we should ultimately be responsible for
determining where the prime tourists go. I appreciate that we are now
seen differently. [#C05]
Villagers resisted and reworked the initial provisions in the Local
Development Plan for the STWC so that they could also appropriate part
of its space by establish ecotourism enterprises. According to the Sengwe
Tshipise Local Development Plan, this area will not be under cultivation
and its wilderness value will be enhanced through a link to the Sengwe
Wildlife Strip. This is a strip of land parallel to the Limpopo River to be
used for wildlife and development of tourist accommodation.
Interviewees also imagined that if a Crossing Point were fully developed,
it would provide a tourist border crossing point linking the Kruger to the
Sengwe Wildlife Strip, a development that could allow tourists from the
Kruger to visit Sengwe on their way to GNP. As an important component
of people’s spatial images, particular spaces are marked as unique and
communities even ignore or silence particular uses of landscapes. For
example, most interviewees maintained that the unique wilderness area
and culture would attract tourists who are interested in experiencing the
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‘other side’ of GNP. In one interview, a member of the MDT mentioned
that it is important for communities to organise the development of new
enterprises:
As leaders our responsibility is develop the product and integrate culture
as part of our offering. We have a very rich cultural resource that will
attract tourists to visit chalets outside the GNP. As a community, we are
taking this as an opportunity, the way we see these places is now different.
We have to get the best. This means we have to lead in setting up these
ventures and leave this to the younger generation so that they continue
to see the benefits. For example, our dance groups participate at cultural
fairs [# MDT07].
In addition, most interviewees perceived that the uniqueness of tourist
spots such as the Manjinji Pan Sanctuary was critical for positioning the
tourist product. In one interview, the idea of creating network of
ecotourism lodges and chalets was echoed:
I think this is possible as the Manjinji is very popular with tourists who
visit the Gonarezhou, so creating something around it will help in
positioning our chalets. We can even establish campsites that would be
use by tourists with interest in fishing and bird viewing [# V27]
Particular individuals within the community adjusted and redefined
their responses to the planning of the STWC and GLTP. In order to
occupy particular spaces and gain advantage in negotiation processes for
the GLTP, some community members collectively advance notions of
ethnicity. By mobilising ethnicity, local Shangaan populations for
example were able to argue that the conservation projects could not just
exclusively advance the interests of state-driven actors, but instead
should be localised so that communities also benefit especially through
participating in joint venture ecotourism enterprises. This view was
common among leaders of the three community trusts in the area namely
Malipati Development, Gaza and Mateke Trusts:
I think it is important to display our cultural product. Like when hosting
the Great Limpopo Cultural Fair, it was an opportunity where
communities living adjacent the GLTP could highlight and develop their
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cultural products to preserve and enhance their heritage. This is
something all trusts working in the area agree with. [# GT01]
Our aim is to promote cultural tourism; you know the Shangaan have not
received any mainstream development support over since independence.
Therefore, this GLTP has become our rallying point; we now imagine that
we can benefit by bringing tourists in our community so that they can
enjoy our way of life, our dances and customs. This is something we can
benefit from in the long-term. [# MDT01]
As highlighted earlier, it is through such representations that community
trust groups have contributed to the cultivation of near-unanimous
enthusiasm for ecotourism development particularly the lease site inside
GNP. The Parks and Wildlife Management Authority granted the
application by MDT to lease one prime tourist camp inside the GNP.
However, a member of MDT indicated that the annual lease fees of US$
25 000 are prohibitive and can only be met if the Trust secures assistance
from a private sector developers. Although the details of the proposed
joint venture were still unclear at the time of fieldwork, most officials with
MDT were adamant that ecotourism was an environmentally appealing
land use with high returns of investment in the long term. One senior
member of the MDT mentioned that the revenue derived from safari
hunting under CAMPFIRE could finance the development of tourist
infrastructure at the lease site inside GNP:
We are sitting on a “diamond mine” here in Sengwe. When the officials
from Wilderness Safaris visited, they were very excited. We can get
excellent returns if we pursue a joint venture agreement with them. We
can certainly achieve this if we take a hard look at some of our local
revenue streams, such as hunting in both Sengwe 1 and 2. If all people
see as I do, we can achieve a lot. [# MDT01]
This quote shows that there is a profound sense of hope among some of
the leaders about opportunities that come with fully participating and
engaging in ecotourism. Villagers use some of the discourses about
ecotourism, coordinate and promote local groups and school groups to

187

engage in bird counting in areas like Manjinji Pan Sanctuary. As one
community trust leader remarked:
We are now enlisting the support of more schools in the region. We have
to think outside the box. We do not want experts to conduct these
assessments; we want our children to appreciate the value of resources.
We would like our children to know the importance of resources in our
area. So secondary school students are conducting the bird inventories
and doing projects related to ecotourism [# MDT04]
Similarly, an analysis of minutes of some stakeholder workshops showed
that traditional leaders appealed to authorities for the need to be involved
in planning of tourism in their areas. One prominent tourism operator in
the area made the following remark at one workshop:
I think we have to be clear about our approach. There are two major
opportunities that need to be explored - one inside the park and one
outside. Inside the park, there are opportunities for joint ventures between
parks, the private sector and neighbouring communities; through the
lease of prime sites for establishing tourist lodges … I would suggest that
local communities must be given the opportunity to be involved in the
prime sites because without this involvement, they will become a source
of conflict in the future. [# PB01]
Villagers have reworked the planning process and now use terminologies
frequently used by planners in governing the GLTP space. For example,
villagers repeatedly mentioned terms such as ‘wildlife strip’, ‘viewing
platforms’, ‘bird viewing’ and ‘crossing points’ as part of broader
attempts to sanitise landscapes and prepare them for tourist
consumption. In another instance, there is a clear reference to the
increased visibility for local populations within the GLTFCA.
Community leaders use the STWC as a means for mobilising community
support to promote the local people’s visibility and their cultural
practices for tourists. In particular, local traditional leaders spoke about
their sense of responsibility and the need to promote Shangaan traditions
for mainstream tourism consumption:
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What we want at the end of the day is restoring the languages and culture
of marginalised Xitsonga and Shangaan people. We have certain unique
rituals and ceremonies that are specific to the Shangaan, like our annual
fishing ceremony. Therefore, this is something I would like to be
continued and something that should be part of the activities for our
campsites. [# VL03]
With practices of reworking, the ecotourism enterprises emerge as an
unexpected expression of a community appropriating spaces that were
the domain of the private sector. By targeting space for ecotourism and
negotiating for lucrative sites for ecotourism development, local villagers
are aligning and advancing their interests and not just being passive
subjects of development (Matarrita-Cascante, Brennan and Luloff, 2010;
Feng, 2015). When the communities lobbied at stakeholder workshops to
get a quota of the lease sites located within GNP, they used discursive
representations often maintaining to officials “we are in this programme
together” [# VL06]. Initially, villagers did not have the right to lease any
sites and it was through such lobbying that resulted in them securing a
lease site for a tourism lodge. To show their overwhelming support, in
numerous interviews, most villagers reported trusting the networking
and organisational skills of community trust leaders. For example,
commenting on the role of MDT in promoting visibility of ecotourism in
the area, following the hosting of the Shangaan Cultural Festival in July
2013, many villagers mentioned that they are now adapting to the realities
of living within the GLTP and wanted to exploit the same tourist space
that was reserved for outsiders. As one village leader commented:
At first, we did not imagine we could also host tourists in the villages.
When we started the cultural fairs, there has been increased excitement
from tourists especially those who visit Sengwe from the Kruger on day
tours. Now apart from these annual cultural fairs, we also have our own
sites for campsites and chalets. This is a positive thing. [# H02]
Initially starting as outright resistance, the villagers have now come to
realise the importance of collective voice in the planning and
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development of both ecotourism and cultural tourism in the GLTFCA.
This change in attitude is because most areas where wildlife occurs are
often located in border regions characterised by limited state
interventions (Dzingirai, 2003). Some villagers who participated in these
discussions about ecotourism continued to enrol other locals to support
the STWC and GLTP and not to resist completely ensuring access to
development within their localities:
After witnessing some of the things that officials spoke about, you then
realise that local leaders have been proactive. When the 19 tourists crossed
into Zimbabwe from South Africa using one point on the Limpopo River,
then we [community] said, surely this whole GLTP is a reality. It was
really a revelation because before they were talking of linking parks but
now we see the ideas coming to fruition. [# V26]
We were involved in hosting of the Shangaan Cultural festival, and this
made us realise and believe that ecotourism was indeed a reality. As
officials emphasised the long-term objective of linking border
communities and promoting tourism, we saw this as an important
starting point. Now everybody assumes that the GLTP is indeed real; this
is a community initiative. We are doing something ourselves as locals
with no outside support. [# V31]
Many villagers living in ward 15 expressed a desire to work towards
collectively improving livelihoods by establishing community owned
ecotourism enterprises. Thus, most villagers openly supported the
activities of the MDT that has been active mainly in ward 15, and the Gaza
Trust a local NGO promoting ecotourism and culture in the southeast
Lowveld. However, the presence of many trusts spearheading
development resulted in some villagers expressing scepticism and fears
of elite capture. This scepticism and fear sometimes resulted in some
conflicts over who should represent community interests. Some villagers
maintained that even in community trusts the extent of accountability
and representation is questionable. As one villager commented:
There are cases where we felt it was important to seek clarity. What
worried me is that some locals claimed they stood for local interests but
did not. While we found this to be a good thing, there were always
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questions about whether they act in the best interests of all villagers in
the ward. I think this is why we sometimes confronted them at meetings
asking questions; we wanted a collective voice in the Trusts, not just the
views of leaders or committee members. The Trustees have been the same
from inception, and we find that problematic. I think we were not asking
too much, it is something that is good for all. We cannot have one
committee all the years. [# V33]
However, local villagers mentioned that they could resolve disputes and
there was not a sense of collective identity among villagers. Although
some villagers mentioned fears of elite capture and persistence of elites,
they still felt that “taking control” of their welfare and development
options in the GLTFCA was more important than the internal differences.
As one villager commented:
Now there is a sense of belonging. We now respect and trust each other’s
initiatives. We are singing from the same hymnbook. At first, we did not
want to join hands with them [Gaza Trust]. Then we realised we are
doing the same thing. As a region, we think unity is paramount to achieve
better things for our communities. If we unite with other trusts
promoting the culture of the Shangaan and other groups in the Great
Limpopo, it will go a long way in improving our region. This is why when
we need synergies with Gaza Trust. Therefore, each time there is
something even in Chiredzi, they invite us. If we have something as well
we call them, our dance groups take part in some of the fairs organised by
Gaza Trust. You can achieve something if you have that spirit of
cooperation. [# V23]
In this research, what we witness are the various spatial practices through
which

community

trusts

appropriate

TFCAs,

render

them

understandable and align them to local interests and concerns. By setting
up community-based ecotourism enterprises, communities were resisting
outside control of these new spaces and reworking the governance
arrangements for these new spaces (Kerkvliet, 2009). There appears to be
both physical and mental appropriation of space (Lefebvre, 1991). While
physical appropriation involves the actual occupation and control of
physical space (such as STWC, Sengwe Wildlife Strip), mental
appropriation occurs when individuals and community groups deploy
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images of alternative futures of what the STWC and GLTP, as spatial
units would mean and expectations of how relations can and should be
structured. Sometimes local communities adapt and align their interests
and thus participate in constructing their own subjectivity. By not
accepting the local level as a given and willing to be controlled by outside
forces, this approach extends and builds on the work of Roth (2008) who
challenged the concept of abstract space. According to Roth, the creation
of a new protected area involves a process of spatial reorganisation. When
individuals and community trusts co-produce spaces such as the STWC,
they are not necessarily fighting back and defining their subjectivity but
also being subject to particular norms, rules and modes of governing
(Cameron and Gibson, 2005).

The development of tourism enterprises in most TFCAs takes a long time.
Krueger, Reilly, and Carsrud (2000) maintain that entrepreneurial
intentions are useful for predicting behaviour “when the behaviour in
question is rare, hard to observe, or involves unpredictable time lags” (p.
411). For this reason, this research does not apply the concept of
entrepreneur to innovating individuals (or groups) who have already
developed an on-going business activity where none existed before, but
uses it to denote how villagers appropriate particular spaces and
discourses in TFCA development. This is consistent with the
conceptualisation by Bygrave (1989, p. 21) whereby “entrepreneurship is
a process of becoming rather than a state of being”. Therefore, one can
argue that differences exist in the ways individuals and communities
relate to and imagine their futures relative to the GLTFCA. However,
what is striking is that there appears to be a form of discursive stability at
all levels wherein there is always reference to the promises and long
terms goals of the GLTP. However, within government, there was a
feeling that what officials were doing was not merely imposing
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restrictions on communities, but leaning towards acts and attempts at
arranging things to produce an end appropriate to and convenient to
them (Inda, 2005). For example, it was common for most of these officials
to speak about shared ideas, expectations and cohesiveness during
community consultations for the Corridor:
This is why villagers always asked for dialogue with government and
representatives of the district. They wanted clarity. Therefore, it was not
as if we could just sit with a few district representatives; it required us to
do more on the ground. Villagers were calling for more meetings and
consultations; what was in store for them and things like that. After so
much insistence, we ended up taking in some of the representatives, they
were not there on all meetings but at least that was a starting point.
Villagers wanted to hear it from the horse’s mouth. They wanted to obtain
the official position. [# NGO2]
After several meetings, we achieved broader negotiations. Therefore, it
was now a question of going around in the affected villages and
consulting with the communities. Although we ended up with selected
village representatives, the pressure at the initial meetings meant that if
we had taken such a route prematurely, things would have been
disastrous. There was no way it could achieve anything quickly. We opted
for a dignified process of consultations and yielded to the pressure from
these meetings. Like, you could say we have such and such a document
but they still would not pay attention, preferring to ask questions and
demand response. [# NGO1]
During interviews, traditional leaders expressed a social responsibility to
achieve intergenerational equity and fairness and a number of villagers
mentioned that they were participating in the planning of the STWC as a
social contract for the future of their children. This view was summarised
by one traditional leader who summed up their thinking as follows:
As leaders, we sought clarity on almost everything during public
consultation meetings. We could not allow a situation where only a few
where aware. For this reason, we asked CESVI to call for big gatherings
involving all villagers. As custodians of the land, I am responsible for the
whole resource base and will always assess to see what good any proposal
would have for the whole society. As leaders, we are there to ensure those
who come after us have better opportunities and continue to cherish the
things we would have accomplished. [# VL04]
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Despite these assurances by traditional leaders, some villagers
maintained that it was difficult to achieve intergenerational equity and
fairness. In all four study wards, with most young people living in either
Mozambique or South Africa, it was mentioned that young people may
not feel bound by agreements reached by their parents and thus would
not feel bound by the spatial reorganisation of their areas to create the
STWC. In particular, some villagers contended that setting up static
boundaries would be open to conflicts and contestations especially from
young men when they return from neighbouring countries to settle in
their traditional lands. Although interviewees living further from the
STWC (especially in ward 13) did not imagine the STWC boundary
would present any challenges, those near its boundary seemed to argue
to the contrary:
I think Corridor will be a source of numerous problems in the future. This
generation of elders may think and act as if they are doing in for the best
of their children but this could pose some challenges for our children in
future. Most young people do not attend these meetings and we should
not take the planning of this area for granted. This is critical especially
when the end goal is to bar people from going into these areas. I think it
is a bad thing because the youth will not understand the justification of
not accessing land. They may even demand resources in future and this
may lead to conflicts with authorities. [# V27]
We owe it to the future of our kids; we cannot accept something that is
deleterious to livelihoods and wellbeing. Yes, most of our youths are
living abroad but it is here they have some permanent roots. We cannot
simply wish away the demand for land and access to resources. That is
why at meetings we raised the issue. We have to make sure that there is
something in it for them. [# V23]
Two other villagers echoed this need for fairness when they spoke about
the need to be particular and achieve intergenerational fairness and
equity planning for tourism developments in and around the Corridor:
If you are to compare, there is bound to be someone who will get a greater
chunk of the financial benefits out of such initiative like Corridor, yet it
can still adversely affect our children in the future. So sometimes it is fair
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to be just brutally honest, like what benefit would ecotourism bring, we
are after more land rights for our kids in the future. [# VL06]
When the authorities spoke about the Corridor, we have always insisted
that there was need for due diligence. Any uncoordinated developments
in the Corridor further disenfranchise local people. Although the goal is
to sell a quiet experience to tourists, that must not be overdone.
Otherwise, we will not enjoy peaceful co-existence. If the prime objective
is to attract tourists interested in a serene and natural environment, it
means there would be no tolerance for locals. I do not think tourists would
want to see goats, dogs and cattle; they want a quiet area with no humans.
[# V21]
Many villagers across all four wards insisted that in the long term they
might refuse to recognise the Corridor and its resource use restrictions.
Conservation initiatives often result in a disproportionate spread of costs
and benefits over space and time (Jodha and Russell, 1997). Local people
have historically accessed some of the places that were enclosed and the
process of separating the local community from the Corridor would
negatively affect livelihoods. In a scathing attack on the lack of
opportunities for local people, one villager at Chilothlela explained:
You can say all these things but our interest is on economic livelihoods,
we do not mind about most of these things. We want the money to come
in at the end, which we know might not be an easy outcome. It is easy for
the officials to tell you that we agreed to the plans about the Corridor. We
are agreeing here that they brought it to us, and start to impose some
restrictions. [# FGD1-P3]
The next section specifically focuses on hybrid strategies with respect to
how villagers used border spaces and reworked the institutional rules for
the GNP and STWC.

5.5 Hybrid strategies at the border
This section focuses on a hybrid mix of strategies (involving reworking,
resilience, resistance and realignment) on how villagers sometimes
resisted border controls, adapted to provisions and reworked the border
spaces to their advantage.
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5.5.1

Ignoring and non-compliance at the border

In interviews with some villagers from ward 15, about 5km from the
Mozambican border, there was mention that communities wilfully
choose to ignore either park or state boundaries as part of their efforts to
resist an overly heavy-handed state:
These people [Park authorities] have always been present. Before these
park officials frequently visited this area to pronounce rules such as what
resources locals could obtain from the Park. Those days we could comply
but then we thought how else we could live. They came again and
mentioned that there was to be a new veterinary fence boundary. Now
they are coming again with this thing [STWC] and saying we are living
in an area for a transnational park. We simply tell them, we will move;
sometimes we tell them we do not know the boundary for the Park. The
park is encroaching on our fields. We like it here and we have always been
moving freely into the park and to Mozambique. [# FGD1-P9]
Focus group participants at Chilothlela presented a scenario of a group of
people faking compliance to boundaries and policies and engaged in
misinformation and bribes to cross the border and feigning ignorance.
These strategies fall into what Scott (1985, p. 29) classified as “everyday
forms of resistance”. Apart from illegally traversing state boundaries,
villagers in this study also traversed prescribed boundaries of the GNP.
They maintained that a lot of boundary unknowns and state neglect
leaves them without any options except to make do with whatever
resources they can obtain locally including in the park. By reworking the
boundaries of key areas such as the GNP, arguing that they are not clearly
identifiable, villagers use these narratives as a justification for gathering
key resources inside the park. This position emerged in one FGD at
Chilothlela near the Mozambique border:
Government is not present here. How did you come? Nobody cares about
improving infrastructural like roads. As a result, we just have to make do
with whatever is available. Since it is far from official eyes, we sometimes
sneak into the GNP to get resources, sometimes we cross into
Mozambique to get basic needs, because the government does not provide.
We even have better relations with relations with our neighbours in
Mozambique. Thus as an act of reciprocity we give them our fertile fields
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to plant, we can cross and engage in different things if we wish. We prefer
to be less visible as the government does not care about us. We would
rather keep it as it is. [# FGD1-P2]
Scott (2009) calls these areas non-state places because they are generally
unreachable and occur in borderlands. Most villagers in this research
mentioned that because of the lack of state patrol along the borderlands,
illegal border crossing to either South Africa or Mozambique is possible.
Thus, through everyday practices and other bordering practices, some
villagers ignore and undermine border restrictions and enacted practices
that benefit their kith and kin on both sides of the border. Until recently,
there was no mobile telephone communication signal in all four wards
with most communication channelled through MTN, a South African
mobile operator with coverage in most of the area. With increasing
coverage from Zimbabwean mobile telephone networks, there is now
increased use of communication technologies in the transfer of
remittances through mobile money transfer services. One striking aspect
is the exchange of land based on kinship ties. For example, during
narrative drives, several villagers explained how they had informal
agreements to parcel part of their fertile fields to their relatives in
Mozambique. As one villager explained:
We have always had intermarriages with people across the border in
Mozambique and South Africa. Before some people here used to maintain
two national identities, they have the national registration for Zimbabwe
and for Mozambique! However, that has since stopped and as the villagers
in question renounced their Zimbabwean nationally and settled in
Mozambique. The strategy of to move before was to move with the
current, if there are problems say in Zimbabwe, they could simply go and
live in Mozambique or easily find some work there. [# V11]
Many villagers at Dumisa, Chikwarakwara and Sengwe spoke about their
convivial co-existence with relatives across borders. They also reported
they feared that contrary to what GLTP proponents’ claim movements
would be restricted in favour of tourists. Later, when probed about what
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restrictions to illegal crossing would mean, most villagers argued that this
situation might be untenable and negatively affect their livelihoods.
While proponents of the GLTP specified activities that would be
permissible and showed potential routes for movement of people and
wildlife, the picture on the ground appeared more complex. In
interviews, several village heads mentioned that the mapping and
demarcation of boundaries only amplified and not curtailed conflicts on
access to key resources for survival. Village heads maintained that it was
difficult to pin down complex historical narratives and livelihoods
pursuits on a map. However, villagers mentioned that livelihoods are
always changing, with most locals preferring mobility and advancing
complex historical and customary narratives, talking of movements and
counter movements over time. Villagers and traditional leaders in both
Chilothlela and Dumisa deployed stories of war and suffering, veterinary
fences and suffering, parks and suffering in order to strategically claim
space and resist relocations.

5.5.2

Contesting existing and new boundaries

While officials used mapping as discussed in Chapter 4 to expand the area
under conservation, villagers at the local level continue to challenge and
contest these maps and boundaries. For example, some villagers
contested the boundaries of the STWC and boundaries of the GNP.
Protected area boundaries reify and tend to homogenise and render
invisible these communities that have always depended on resources
(Andersson et al., 2013). As argued earlier in Chapter 4, by establishing
the STWC the intention of policy and park officials was to restructure the
human-environment relationships for integration into a transnational
landscape. This process, occurring at various levels (from local, district to
national) is more attuned to what Dean (2010) described as a calculated
direction of human conduct. Indeed, officials use simple spatial
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techniques to specify who can traverse particular boundaries and
institute land use restrictions. Through such practices, government is able
to govern landscapes and create particular subjectivities. However, local
communities reworked these institutional arrangements by creating their
own subjectivity to suit local livelihoods needs.

National borders between Zimbabwe and her neighbours (South Africa
and Mozambique) and park boundaries for the GNP and the recently
gazetted boundaries for the STWC can be, following Jones (2012, p. 687)
conceptualised as “spaces of refusal” where individuals and communities
alike engage in discrete practices at the border. Communities occasionally
engaged in discrete practices that did not recognise state power and
control and refused to be subjects of the state. Although the state
attempted to influence these places, the lived experiences and practices
of communities made such control incomplete and fragmented.
Individuals and communities were not using overt resistance to challenge
state power but they were engaging in practices of reworking, resilience
and realignment to further their interests and gain influence in
governance of such spaces (Katz, 2004; Kerkvliet, 2009). That is why they
are engaging in these networks across the borders and in petty
commodity exchange and exchange of land based on kinship. Such
refusal to accept the neat lines drawn by TFCA planners meant that
villagers refused to be subject to state power and engaged in a strategic
reworking to control the governance of their areas. According to district
planners, villagers also challenged the rules for access for resources inside
the STWC. Several villagers questioned how and why the resource use
arrangements for the STWC would not allow them to access key cultural
resources such as gravesites and ilala fields. In particular, villagers who
owned ilala fields and traditional leaders revealed the need for long-term
protection of social and cultural values of such resources that were set to
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be included in the STWC. The following quote by one traditional healer
illustrates this position:
You know, I came here, was living at Junction just by Save Bridge in the
Chiredzi-Mutare road. When I arrived here, I never returned. I am now
rich; my wealth is too numerous to take back. You may ask why this is so.
Because here, there is a huge social and cultural need for people like us. I
have come to experience all cultural traditions. I am an avid collector of
traditional medicines all over the place. I cannot imagine having to face
some restrictions one day. I want to continue to experience this and be of
use to the community. [# V20]
Most villagers inherited these fields and there were clear rules of
ownership and use of the fields. There was frustration that local leaders
were giving away some of these important fields. In ward 15, one
interviewee reflected on why such a move would face some resistance:
I think this is where we have differences with the village head; I have seen
that in other places they want to push us out of the ilala fields. This is not
acceptable, we cannot to just expand the park and let that affect our
livelihoods. We have been harvesting and selling njemani for generations.
I inherited these fields from my ancestors, everyone in this village knows.
However, if my fields are fallow for one or more years that does not mean
they are abandoned. That should not provide the village head some
legitimacy to vouch for their inclusion into STWC. This is why even after
the NGO showed me the boundary; I still go there to harvest my
traditional fields and I openly confronted the village head to demand a
change in the boundary. [# V07]
There are important sites that cannot be enclosed and removed from our
history. For example, we have some families with burial sites and other
sites of cultural importance in there. These places remain very sacred and
this is where they draw their sense of place. How can you not appease
your ancestors, the long departed? This is important for us here. So
fencing us out would in effect make these sacred sites inaccessible. This is
another point where we resisted. [# VL03]
5.5.3

Migration and kinship ties and illegal activities at the borders

In the study area, this migration was more like a maturity ritual for both
young girls and boys who illegally migrate through undesignated points
in search of livelihood opportunities. In addition, strong kinship ties still
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exist among most border communities mainly through intermarriages.
Participants in one FGD at Chilothlela mentioned that it would be futile
to constrain cross border movement of people to either Mozambique or
South Africa because of intermarriages. Villagers at Chilothlela, much
like those in Sengwe, Chikwarakwara and Malipati maintain strong
family ties in Mozambique and South Africa.
We are relatives. The border is just something but we are one family. This
is why we have given some of our land to our relatives in Mozambique.
They can use the fertile alluvial fields. We do not lack anything, for if we
want something we can always ask for help from them. [# V29]
From the foregoing discussion, there are different activities that
individuals and communities engage in throughout the year. Some of
these, like crossing the borders and engaging in kinship exchange of land
point to unintentional acts of transgression. Other acts such as refusing to
abandon fields are purposively subversive to authorities and as such
represent in everyday resistance and not open confrontation with
authorities. For example, when some villagers refused to abandon their
fallow fields, they were expressing their resistance and ostensibly
resisting new economic opportunities in the STWC and GLTP. Instead,
they choose to continue to access resources and their families that they
have lived with for generations, particularly in drought years. In other
areas such as Chilothlela, Dumisa and Chikwarakwara, villagers reported
how they re-interpret governance decisions based on immediate
livelihood concerns. At different times and in different contexts, either
individually or collectively, there is a sense of agency where locals seek
to assert control of conservation area planning and regulation. As Corson
(2011) noted with Madagascar’s protected area governance, struggles
over boundaries, regulations, management plans, allowable resources
uses, and appropriate management approaches all entail contestation not
only over control of and access to the resource themselves, but also over
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the authority to determine these aspects. For example, one villager in
ward 15 mentioned that:
What is disturbing is that we do not receive government support that
much. Yet, they want us to accept and agree to decisions that happen in
other places. There is this sense of loss, frustration and isolation,
hopelessness that comes with just these thoughts. We also wonder why
our government is quick to seek to control us. Most villages here near the
park were deserted during the war and when they imposed boundaries to
protect cattle from Foot and Mouth diseases and erected a vet fence, but
then it just became the Park fence as the Park kept expanding. Now there
is this Corridor coming, we have to move again. [# V10]
It appeared that villagers did not want restrictions to be enforced because
that left them with little alternative, especially during drought years.
Many interviewees concurred with this position and during one focus
group at Chilothlela, many villagers commenting about the issue of
restrictions, expressed outrage and indignation. When probed about the
challenges and problems they had over time

some villagers

acknowledged they did not disclose to park officials all the information
about boundaries and the resources they harvest from the park. Others
even underreported the number of animals and seasons they were
grazing inside park boundaries, as they did not want park officials to
view them in a bad light. In addition, there was often reference to tension
that originated from specifying boundaries for the STWC. The following
are representative quotes:
I think the consultations were a bit unsettling for many villagers here.
For me, at first I thought the idea of community workshops was just an
exercise, nothing more. It was unsettling, because they feel that the
government had already made up your mind. Sometime, it started with
helplessness as you imagine you cannot change the course of events. It is
after you sit there and begin to realise not all is lost. You realise you can
change things. Even if they bring an idea and say, “Tell us what you
think”, it is not as if they would have closed option for debate. I appreciate
that at least you could say this thing should be there or somewhere else.
It is not as if you sit there and be a yes-man. [# FGD5-P3]
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As far as I am concerned, many people insisted that taking away only a
few representatives on visits did not matter much. It was like breaking us
up, those who went on the trips tended to support the STWC and GLTP.
You do not win support like that. This is why we confronted those leaders
seeking clarity. We did not want to participate in something that we
would not eventually control in the end. [# V33]
Yet, other villagers mentioned that the process was open and
communities could influence the decision-making:
All the arguments they came up with, I think there are many things that
changed. We did not just take things as a given, there were confrontations
here and there. Yes, they had some initial plans but this changed, it is not
as if one was simply coming to announce something. As far as I could tell,
authorities respected villagers’ interests and concerns at the end. [# V15]
Although in one instance they specified the dominant role of park
officials and experts, they also presented a counter-narrative where they
adapted the TFCA discourses and practice by engaging in social
entrepreneurship. At present, many villagers expressed scepticism about
delays in implementing tangible programmes on the ground. Many
villagers saw the delays as providing fertile environment for speculation
and fear with some insisting that affected villagers will inevitably forget
about the benefits of the STWC. Others mentioned there would be a need
for renewed dialogue and engagement in the long term. Several
community representatives on the Co-management Authority echoed
this position. Members of the CMA stressed that the community needed
better on-going information on the plans and any changes that may occur
for the STWC to receive support from the community. They maintained
that government officials and the facilitating NGO should continue
informing affected communities about any future restrictions. When
asked about the future of the GLTP, one representative of the Comanagement Authority spoke plainly, saying:
This idea has taken long; people end up thinking it is a new thing coming,
so we need more resources to conduct more meetings about the STWC.
The people easily forget. [# CMA03]
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District planning officials also mentioned that a sustained community reengagement programme was desirable to avoid conflicts in the future.
District planning officials in both Chiredzi and Beitbridge maintained
that the degree and extent to which affected communities could support
the Corridor depended on the significance of benefits they derived and
the degree to which officials engage them. Speaking about this, a former
employee of Chiredzi RDC mentioned that consultation meetings were
both an attempt to co-opt villagers affected by the GLTP and a platform
for raising their awareness and exchanging information on government
plans and intentions. At the beginning of the consultation process, formal
efforts by the planners sought to gain local input into discussions about
the spatial extent of the STWC. During these early phases, local villagers
provided inputs and expressed their views during the participatory
planning of the STWC. Residents closer to the STWC had room to
influence the spatial extent of the Corridor:
With no influence, even though they had an implicit chance of objecting
to the proposals, they were not able to propose anything to the contrary,
as it would be against the objectives intended by the policy officials.
Therefore, the best they did was I think to influence the size of the
Corridor. I think in this regard, as a resident of this area, I can say we
were effective. [# V23]
While communities wanted more land and space for everyday survival,
policy officials and experts used institutionalized knowledge and drew
mainly on ecological arguments. Appealing to the widely held belief
politicians arbitrarily created national borders and separated ecological
habitats (Hanks, 2003) and to ideas from bioregionalism (Wolmer, 2003;
Ramutsindela, 2007), experts were providing a compelling need to
address fragmentation by increasing connectivity between habitats. A
dense network of public and private actors use this institutionalised
knowledge and NGO actors globally to negotiate and implement
different protected area arrangements across the globe (Sutherland et al.,
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2009; Corson, 2011). The result is often a creation of transnational spaces
based on needs and agendas actors and institutions removed from the
realities of such areas (Büscher and Dressler, 2007; Igoe and Brockington,
2007). One senior government official reported that ecologists believed
that a mix of acceptable land use alternatives demanded cooperation at
an institutional level to establish linkages that would be sustainable. For
this reason, during interviews, most villagers mentioned that ecology
experts initially argued that a wider Corridor would be ideal for wildlife
and would open up opportunities for enhancing photographic tourism
along the Limpopo Wildlife Strip. These experts further appealed to
institutionalise knowledge contained in reports such as Report of Study
and Written Statement for the STWC of 2007, compiled by technical
consultants and submitted to the two RDCs on behalf of CESVI. This
resulted in some villagers in Chilothlela in ward 15 articulating
discourses of alienation, arguing that they did not want to participate in
processes to endorse issues that they did not agree with. This position
emerged during a focus group discussion at Chilothlela:
In our culture, we have our way of seeing and valuing things. The
philosophy is always listening to those not speaking or moving; there is
sound and movement still even in these instances. The reason we do not
like these meetings is that we are sometimes to speak in public, you see, I
do not want to be embroiled in arguments. What use is it for someone to
invite me to a meeting where you end up with different views, and you
visualise something that you may not fully support and agree with. [#
FGD1-P4]
It seems that such differential access to participation points to power in
terms of the degree of exclusion that was in operation in some villages
and not in others. For this reason, both NGO and district officials
specifically mentioned ten (10) villages that were arguing the impact of
the STWC would be significant for households. These concerns affected
the way officials and planners related to the broader communities in the
four wards studied. When presenting summaries from feedback
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workshops, the planning teams and representatives of NGOs had both
the capacity to construct knowledge and likely development pathways
for the entire area. That in part explains why in some areas, communities
mentioned they were “workshopped”, while in other areas being
presented with already established positions. Most villagers interviewed
in this research felt that their input would be more reactive than active
and the resultant Corridor demarcation process was an exercise carried
out only by the experts with an endorsement from the resource monitors,
CAMPFIRE committees, traditional leaders and spatial planning experts
at district and provincial levels. Speaking about the process, an official
from CESVI showed how the institutionalised knowledge and
representatives from villages got involved in the process:
It is difficult to deal with big groups of people. As you know, you are
coming up with some idea and then you engage locals to participate in
delineation of the boundary of the Corridor. There was need to appreciate
that these people had experienced displacement before. Therefore, we were
open and did not want to be prescriptive, so we wanted locals to discuss
the options freely. We took maps with us to the community workshops
and asked some clever local people to assist some of the groups in plenary.
This worked to some extent. After mapping resources inside and outside,
there was a sense of what this process would mean. [# NGO1]
The negotiations undertaken by planning agencies resulted in unequal
links with different sections of the community. Thus, from interviewing
key informants in different villages about the variable impacts from the
GLTP, it was possible to observe intra-community diversity in terms of
the responses and relative power that communities had to change or
influence the decision making process. Depending on their interest and
expected outcomes from the GLTP, there were some situations where
some villagers failed to appreciate the importance of actually
participating some workshops.
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5.6 Chapter summary
This chapter addressed the second research question: In what ways is the
governance of emerging biodiversity corridors resisted and negotiated by affected
communities? The chapter began by discussing how resistance has been
studied and theorised in general and within the extant literature on
TFCAs in Southern Africa. Most TFCAs implemented in Southern
African TFCAs are particularly unique because were conceived against a
backdrop of alienation and displacement. Communities living adjacent to
TFCAs thus sometimes challenge the spatial practices of conservation and
policy experts. Using concepts from Katz (2004) and Kerkvliet (2009) to
guide the interpretation of results, the chapter showed the importance of
local context and collective agency in shaping specific forms of resistance
and reworking of the different governance arrangements of the STWC,
and by extension, the attendant everyday practices at the border. To
achieve this, the chapter adopted an approach that does not privilege
overt resistance but expanded the responses from villagers to include
how they complied with and adjusted to its governance. Using such an
approach offered a window to understanding resistance and how diverse
elements of TFCA planning and implementation are pulled together and
made to align.

Findings show that resistance took many forms including alignment,
adaptation and reworking and resilience. For example, the chapter
showed how some villagers living at Chilothlela, despite looming fears of
relocation feigned ignorance and engaged in other border practices as
part of a re-working of the governance arrangements for the STWC, but
also as part of resilience to changing circumstances. The second part of
the chapter emphasised how emergent contradictions around the STWC
and GLTP also present resistance as an opportunity. There appeared to
be incoherence and divergence in actors’ views about the STWC and the
207

GLTP but these hidden contradictions only surface at crucial points as a
way of resisting, aligning and adapting to circumstances. For example, by
engaging in entrepreneurship, certain individuals and community trusts
seek to shape the course of events within the GLTFCA and enrol other
actors to their cause. As part of a broader assemblage, the STWC may
undergo changes in terms of how communities, policy experts and other
interest groups co-construct it. The nature of strategies that villagers used
varied depending on the location of specific villages relative to both the
STWC and GLTP; membership to local groups such as those involved in
community trusts; overlapping membership in different communities
(like CAMPFIRE committees and traditional leadership structures) and
livelihood pursuits. Although these potentially contradictory and diverse
interests exist, it is how they come together and mask differences that
keep initiatives such as the STWC and GLTP existing over time.

Practices of resistance are always rooted in specific localities and depend
on how locals reinterpret images of their future within the GLTP, the
images diffuse as different localities adopt and appropriate different
discourses used in the implementation of the GLTP. In other localities,
some individuals and community trusts have targeted their land to create
new spaces for ecotourism development. In areas such as at Chilothlela,
Chikwarakwara and Dumisa, villagers emphasise resilience to changing
circumstances. Instead of completely resisting the STWC and GLTP,
villagers showed a degree of comfort and preferred to continue with
existing livelihoods. In addition, this chapter also showed how villagers
in other areas mobilised to defend and resist all attempts that would
significantly reduce the land available for their own use after demarcating
the STWC. Villagers enacted resistance to challenge the proposed spatial
organization of the STWC and the fear of subsequent lost resource access.
Many interviewees thus expressed worries and frustration throughout
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the engagement process. It is for this same reason that the boundary
demarcation process for the STWC was at times a source of conflicts as
villagers felt they would lose access to sacred sites, fertile lowland fields,
ilala fields and restrictions to CAMPFIRE. While some interviewees
mentioned that fencing of the STWC would be beneficial in curbing
livestock smuggling, others felt this would result in problems, as
communities would have to negotiate access into the fenced areas.

Lastly, and thinking in terms of the assemblage approach, the diverse
practices used by different stakeholders all play an important role is
assembling and disassembling the STWC as a spatial unit. By adopting a
dialectic approach, this Chapter argues that the strategies that villagers
used are important to make the STWC workable. How villagers imagined
the STWC and GLTP as spatial units and the institutional arrangements
for their governance determined how they deployed their agency
through resistance, reworking and resilience. Drawing empirically on
lived experiences of villagers in four wards, the chapter showed that
TFCAs are desired but simultaneously feared and unpopular among
some villagers. The STWC plays an important role in triggering resistant
identities. By utilising focus groups and individual narratives, it was
possible to gain a nuanced understanding of villagers ‘everyday politics’,
that is how individuals at the edge of the STWC embraced, complied
with, adjusted, and contested norms and rules regarding authority over,
production of, or allocation of resources inside the STWC (Kerkvliet,
2009). In their accounts villagers professed that they were more interested
in surviving and were preparing themselves for any undesirable effects
to guarantee livelihood security. In many ways, such strategies resonate
with the notion of resilience specified by Katz whereby communities cope
and fight to sustain themselves (Katz, 2004). In addition to resilience,
reworking occurs when communities recognise the problems that come
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with TFCAs and use their agency to implement pragmatic responses in
order to maximise benefits obtainable from TFCAs. By examining
different elements of resistance, from obvious to more subtle forms, the
chapter showed that far from being completely left out, individuals and
communities could undermine, subvert, adapt and align the governance
arrangements. The next chapter expands on this argument and shows
how place influences the governance of the STWC.

210

CHAPTER 6: EXPLORING THE SIGNIFICANCE OF PLACE
IN GOVERNANCE OF CORRIDOR
6.1 Introduction
This chapter addresses the third research question: “What is the role of place
in contesting and adapting to biodiversity corridors designed as part of TFCAs?”
The chapter focuses on the question of how local particularities of place
influence the existing governance arrangements of the STWC. As
highlighted in Chapter 2, much of the literature on TFCAs argued that
they involved top-down forms of governance and with limited or no
agency of affected communities. In this chapter, I explore how
communities affected by biodiversity corridors used place belonging to
construct their agency and shape the institutional arrangements for
governance of such corridors.

By using perspectives from the place scholarship, I contribute to the
literature on TFCAs by showing how place-based identities are
constructed and deployed not only in opposition to, but also in alignment
with the official framing of governance arrangements for the STWC. I
argue that there was diversity in how communities framed the problems
and challenges of living in the STWC and GLTP. During the
implementation of the STWC, villagers drew on narratives of lived
experiences (e.g. war, changes in conservation and veterinary policy
restrictions) and deployed them to nurture a discursive space in order to
reinterpret and assert their influence over the governance of TFCAs.
Villagers enacted practices that were not necessarily consistent with and
sometimes diametrically opposite to ideals of co-management being
promoted by authorities. Villagers used this implementation of the STWC
as a discursive space to assert their control and local influence.
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I use insights from place scholarship discussed in Section 2.7 to explore
the working of agency, that is, how individuals, groups and communities
living in different contexts use place to influence the governance of
STWC. In particular, I focus on how the implementation of the STWC
both acted as a way in which local villagers could context the governance
of the Corridor and show how this simultaneously resulted in loss of
agency in some areas.

6.2 The role of place in governance of the STWC

6.2.1

Disruption of place-based livelihoods

Semi-structured interviews and focus groups revealed there was a strong
functional attachment to specific places as sources of livelihoods for
individuals and communities living in and around the Corridor. Several
villagers in interviews spoke of the livelihood benefits that they gain by
living in and adjacent to STWC. There are particular places that provide
opportunities for livelihoods depending on the spatial and temporal
availability of resources. Thus, it was common for villagers to mention
the seasonal resource availability and moved to different places in search
of resources such as fish and wild fruits. Therefore, most villagers argued
that they did not want to be removed from places they depended on for
live livelihoods. As one villager commented:
I still plant in the alluvial plains [locally called banyini]. When we grow
in there, crops grow very fast and we obtain very good harvest (lembe
lamaguta). Therefore, it is not like every year we are suffering … we
depend on perennial water sources like Godlokodlo and Mahovhe for
watering livestock. Although the authorities [Beitbridge RDC and CESVI
officials] seek to restrict us, we are not going to leave these fertile fields. I
prefer a situation where they just let us use the land we have been using.
[# V26]
The majority of villagers spoke about the livelihood contribution of these
fertile fields on the Limpopo floodplains and its perennial water sources.
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Furthermore, most locals in Sengwe ward mentioned that they depend
on harvesting of wild fruits that occur mainly within a 5km belt of the
Limpopo River. However, this area is widely considered by the STWC
planners to be important because of the abundance of wildlife. Many
interviewees mentioned they disliked restrictions when accessing the
Corridor, as it was an important source of wild fruits, grazing and
perennial water sources. As one village head remarked:
In drought years, we depend on the riverine forest on the Limpopo River.
Many wild fruits occur in this area and these are critical especially for
households that do not have enough grain to take them throughout the
year. We understand that this area is also important for the Corridor
because there is a lot of wildlife, especially from the Kruger Park.
However, what we want is an assurance that we will still obtain access to
the Corridor to collect resources such as wild fruits and fishing. [# VL01]
Apart from continued access to cropping and harvesting of forest
products inside the STWC, many interviewees revealed that planners
appeared to give prominence to tourism development at the expense of
existing land uses such as small-scale irrigation. The majority of
households in Chikwarakwara ward own small plots in the irrigation
scheme, which provided an important food safety net during drought
years. Villagers felt it was imperative to align the proposed land use to
existing ones. In part because of the prominence given to the GLTP, many
villagers mentioned that the future of the irrigation scheme in the context
of

the

GLTP

development

remained

unclear.

However,

at

Chikwarakwara some villagers mentioned that they did not like
restrictions and reported on how they used their sense of place to contest
any likely changes to existing livelihoods. For example, one interviewee
whose fields where located in the lowlands commented:
This area is our lifeblood; we just want to continue leading normal lives.
We have heard that the authorities want to convert this area into an
exclusive tourist zone. I think when they eventually construct the tourist
bridge linking across the Limpopo to the Kruger, this may have
unintended effects of constraining movement of locals. [# V02]
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These comments, like those of a number of villagers within and adjacent
to the STWC underscore the importance of functional dependence to
particular places. According to several interviewees, they wanted to
continue cultivating even in areas within the gazetted Corridor. Most
villages adjacent to the STWC did not believe such cultivation practices
were a violation of regulations, but a way of simply getting on with their
lives. The following comments by two interviewees are illustrative of this
position:
We all know where the boundary lies but we cannot just stop cropping
there. If we stop, we will die. I think we will just keep cultivating in some
places we have to live. [# V31]
Planning officials considered the feasibility of the Corridor for some time.
However, as a community, we always had this feeling that
notwithstanding the restrictions that would come with formalisation, life
had to go on. There were no objections submitted in the call but that does
not mean there was no opposition. Many villagers just want to lie low,
they adopt this wait and see attitude. That is what they just get on with
their lives; you hardly hear them talk about conservation at times. [# C03]
These practices are akin to what Cavanagh and Benjaminsen (2015)
describe as guerrilla agriculture, where locals continue to cultivate in
prohibited places such as PAs. In a number of FGDs, this discourse of
livelihood security featured frequently, a finding consistent with studies
how dependence to particular resources in certain environments is critical
to achieve livelihood stability (Moswete, Thapa and Child, 2011;
Thondhlana, Shackleton and Muchapondwa, 2011). Most villagers
mentioned that they openly refused to completely stop cultivation,
abandon riverine fields and homesteads located inside the STWC.
Villagers whose fields were located in the lowlands believed that it was
less rewarding to cultivate in the upland fields because most fields there
were less fertile and required more rain compared to the lowlands. This
shows a high dependence on particular places and is consistent with the
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finding by Williams et al. (1992) who argue it is difficult to substitute
places with other sites for the one in question.

With respect to planning of the STWC, district officials mentioned that
when they were compiling the Local Development Plan for the STWC,
they sought input from villages. The Local Development Plan specified
three alternative corridor options for the Corridor. Figure 6.1 shows these
three alternative corridor options. One district official interviewed
mentioned that it was problematic to incorporate the STWC as a fully
protected area because it would have to be fenced and tourism
infrastructure such as lodges and campsites developed. He mentioned
that although the initial proposal to establish either a 26km or 15 km wide
corridor (shown as Corridor Option A and B respectively in Figure 6.1)
made ecological and conservation sense, communities resisted it because
it would result in resettlement of approximately 5000 and 15 000 villagers.
The officials commented that this was the least preferred scenario by
communities because it would prevent wildlife hunting, which was the
backbone for CAMPFIRE. In addition, by designating the STWC as a core
protected area meant locals would cede decision making to the Parks and
Wildlife Management Authority. The maps produced by the Peace Parks
Foundation appeared to show a very wide corridor which communities
resisted and preferred a narrow corridor of between 4.8 and 8.4km in
width with an area of approximately 170km2 (Corridor Option C).
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Figure 6.1 The three alternative corridor options for STWC

In order to ascertain community expectations with respect to establishing
a fully protected wilderness area, the researcher asked interviewees about
their willingness forgo wildlife hunting under CAMPFIRE in support of
ecotourism. Consistent with a recent study by Sibanda (2015), the
majority of interviewees mentioned that they preferred to continue with
low impact hunting in and around the STWC. Most commercial wildlife
hunting occurs in the Malipati Safari Area, Sengwe 1 and 2 Hunting Areas
in Chiredzi and in Chikwarakwara, close to the Limpopo River in
Beitbridge district. These four wards particularly rely on an overflow of
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wildlife from both Kruger and Gonarezhou Parks. Many interviewees
feared that accepting a wider Corridor negatively affect CAMPFIRE. As
a member of the STWC co-management authority remarked:
Most villagers around the Corridor did not believe that it was important
to set aside land for exclusive use by wildlife and tourists. In their minds,
they imagined the district and government were devising an expedient
way to stop them from participating in CAMPFIRE. If the emphasis was
on ecotourism, then we would be doomed. I think that is why at the end
land use planning in the STWC had to be compatible with local
expectations. I think this view is common, if you ask our local
CAMPFIRE representatives here, they would agree that hunting is
critical and provide more direct community benefits that ecotourism. [#
CMA03]
In order to continue obtaining benefits from CAMPFIRE, the majority of
interviewees mentioned they preferred a scenario where they would cede
land to a narrow corridor stretching from the GNP along the
Mozambique-Zimbabwe border, through to Crooks Corner and
connecting to South Africa’s Kruger National Park. In their accounts,
many interviewees mentioned that at community workshops to discuss
the corridor options, locals openly resisted the enclosure of places with
economic significance. This position also emerged in one focus group at
Sengwe, where participants highlighted the importance of hunting for
community socio-economic wellbeing:
The only viable economic activity we have in this ward is CAMPFIRE.
The income is not enough to pay household dividends but we believe that
community wide support to infrastructure projects contributes to local
development. If this programme ends, it means many locals would cease
to appreciate the value of wildlife making the implementation of the
Corridor a farce. [# FGD2-P6]
Similarly, most participants in FGDs held at in Sengwe and
Chikwarakwara suggested that CAMPFIRE provided incentives for
locals to participate in conservation generally. Some community leaders
believed that CAMPFIRE revenue could underwrite community
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infrastructure projects. Speaking about the centrality of CAMPFIRE in
development, one local leader said:
The introduction of CAMPFIRE in Chikwarakwara in 1992 was
significant in that from that time onwards, locals began to appreciate the
contributions that hunting can play to local development. We have used
revenue from wildlife to build schools blocks and used part of the money
for our local clinic. Of course, things have also changed, such as the
difficulties with some committee members, but I would say the benefits
we have received far outweigh the costs. That is why we insisted that if
the Corridor can be implemented it should prevent us from participating
in CAMPFIRE. [# C04]
In focus group discussions across all four wards, the majority of
participants mentioned that they now preferred to invest CAMPFIRE
proceeds in community infrastructure projects. Some representatives of
CAMPFIRE committees suggested that using wildlife revenue to support
the development of community-owned tourist campsites in and adjacent
to the STWC. One CAMPFIRE committee member for ward 14 expressed
this position as follows:
At some CAMPFIRE meetings, some villagers expect to get cash
dividends but I think paying household dividends would be insignificant.
For example, given the number of households in this ward, a payment of
$2.00 per household is often likely, that is why we always say it is better
to focus on community benefits. As our co-management authority has the
user rights to develop the Corridor, I think it is important to use some of
the wildlife revenue to fund the establishment of ecotourism
infrastructure. In fact, there has been consensus that if we continue with
existing lease agreements, we could enter into an agreement with safari
operators so that they meet some of the capital costs of establishing the
campsites and so on. That is why we always encourage the CAMPFIRE
committee to consider projects benefit the entire community as opposed
to individual household dividends. [# V34]
It is typical for communities to engage in rational economic choices to
determine the costs and benefits of living with resources such as wildlife
and implications of disruptions to existing land uses such as hunting
(Brown and Perkins, 1992; Child, 1993, 1996). Although the communities
in this research appeared to engage in rational decisions on what works
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best for them, these decisions were not always economically attractive.
With the advent of the GLTP, some scholars maintain that the areas
outside the GNP require decongestion because of the unsustainable
human populations and wildlife (Poshiwa et al., 2013). While such
proposals have ecological and economic advantages in terms of revenue
distribution and foraging for both wildlife and livestock in the long term,
the strong place belongingness makes them the least desired.

In order to claim their space and make it workable, village based
facilitators (VBFs) engaged in the delineation of the STWC mentioned
that they appropriated cartographic tools like Global Positioning System
(GPS) units to increase their legitimacy and continued dependence on
particular places and resources. According to one councillor, one strategy
of the VBFs was to seek audience with traditional leaders to discuss the
implications of all mapped GPS data points relative to the proposed
corridor options for the STWC. In other interviews, some villagers even
suggested that it is possible that VBFs made misrepresentations about the
existence of particular places to counter the notion of empty spaces in the
STWC. Two illustrative quotes follow:
The exact boundary for the STWC has always been a thorny issue. Where
do we stop? We cannot suddenly be restricted, saying you cannot get to
place A or B, that will not be accepted. What they [officials] have as a final
representation of the mapping exercise did not fully capture and show
most of the things we do. Villagers move from one point to another, cattle
moves; there is always blurring of boundaries. Sometimes the place we
value may be inside the corridor. [# V09]
During community mapping, the NGO recruited local resource monitors
to work as village based facilitators during the boundary mapping
process. From the exercises, one could tell that some locals were defiant,
sometimes making claims that certain areas were wrongfully included in
the STWC. I think one thing that came out was that not much land would
fall into the Corridor. [#C03]
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Many villagers expressed that their support for cross-border mobility and
the focus on tourism would result in disruption of such movements. This
is because delineation of the STWC pointed to likely restrictions on
mobility.

Historically

this

zone

contains

diversified

economic

opportunities for locals due to its close proximity to South Africa and
Mozambique. The STWC lies within a region called Crooks Corner,
which was historically popular for ivory trade as well as a route for
moving migrant wage labourers from present day Zimbabwe and
Mozambique to South Africa’s gold mines in the 1900s (Murray, 1995;
Mavhunga, 2015). Thus when there were discussions about the
boundaries and their implications on local mobility and access to
resources, it seems the resultant boundaries were determined based on
data collected by VBFs as well as overlapping cognitive maps of local’s
rights to resources and places of symbolic significance (Moore, 1998b). As
such, the submissions made by traditional leaders and community
development trusts are an important site for action, agency and
empowerment. The practices have an ability to produce what Lefebvre
(1991) calls “counter-spaces” through the appropriation of space and the
exercise of the ability to invent new forms of space. A traditional leader
for the area remarked:
One thing I personally wish and long for is to have our people, the Sengwe
community being able to participate even in the important planning
meetings. They say these issues are discussed in offices in Harare, my
wish if to for the community to have some representation in those forums.
We hear that they [officials] discuss about our future there. My hope is
that one day we will be part of those high-level discussions because we are
the owners of this land. I would like a situation where we can sit in
decision-making forums, as the custodians of tradition and the owners of
this corridor. [# H03]
In other studies, even where states are increasingly involved in
surveillance using practices such as mapping and targeting specific
populations groups for interventions (Peluso, 1995; Roth, 2008),
220

communities often deploy counter-mapping practices as acts of
resistance. As shown in Chapter 5, communities’ counter-mapping
practices did not resist the delineation process but the incremental
submissions at community workshops resulted in significant changes to
the spatial extent of the STWC. This is consistent with studies that show
that change can result even from the accumulation of small direct actions
and practices (Day, 2004). In order to assert their control of the STWC, a
Combined Management Authority (CMA) comprising of village comanagement committee members, traditional leaders, councillors and
district representatives from both Beitbridge and Chiredzi districts was
established to implement land use planning inside the STWC. As one
village head explained:
We now decide what happens to all the land. It is not as if someone is
coming to here and telling us what to do. Initially villagers did not think
they had control but with the creation of the co-management authority,
the majority of villagers have begun to appreciate that they could also
make important decisions about this corridor. [# VL05]
The majority of villagers also used humour to express their sense of place
and as a discursive tactic to challenge officials and diffuse tensions during
community meetings. Humour manifests as an iconic tool in which
ordinary people negotiate, shape and contest the power elite and
challenge dominant power relations (Scott, 1990; Goldfarb, 1998). While
conducting narrative drives most interviewees quipped about the
concept of a “wilderness” arguing that promoting exclusive use of the
corridor by wildlife and tourists would result in resentment from
villagers. The following two comments are illustrative of such feelings:
If they remove us by force from here [Chilothlela], we will have nowhere
to go. I will go State House [official residence for the Country’s President]
and I will smell like a skunk. I do not think there will be a problem as this
is what you find in a wilderness! [# V10]
If you ask many people Sengwe, they will tell you they still have a
negative attitude about the Corridor. Most people think that this is only
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the beginning and fear that they will lose access to certain places in the
future. Even though officials promoted tourism, most villagers feel that
eventually relocations may occur in the long so that locals do not disturb
the tranquillity that tourists desire in the GLTP. Our worry as a
community is that since tourists seek a wilderness experience, it would
become difficult to access places of cultural importance. I think tourists
do not want disturbances from human traffic, cattle and barking dogs
from homesteads; they prefer a quiet and peaceful experience. [# C02]
Similarly, during focus group discussions, several participants reaffirmed
that the notion of wilderness was fraught with problems:
This whole idea of a wilderness is fraught with problems. I think it is
fruitless to create a wilderness in an area where people live and depend on
accessing important resources for survival. This area is the land of our
ancestors. Like my village head said, we are the O-vets [war veterans],
and we died for this country! [# FGD1-P7]
Villagers also spoke about the problems of wilderness at length and the
suffering it would entail. It is instructive to note that some focus group
participants at Chilothlela in ward 15 euphemistically identified
themselves as war veterans. By adopting such discursive practices locals
demonstrated a shared critique of power (Scott, 1990). The majority of
villagers were more ambivalent and negative about the STWC, arguing
that it was less desirable for the STWC to be under exclusive state control.
Instead, they preferred a scenario of negotiated access rules to enhance
livelihood security. A CAMPFIRE committee member at Sengwe ward
reiterated this position when he said the STWC remained “open to
possibilities”. Echoing this notion of possibilities, a district official with
Chiredzi RDC said:
I think the fact that there is a co-management authority means that we
cannot be prescriptive. We want to learn from this and assess what works.
As the local authority, we believe that the locals in both Sengwe and
Tshipise need to play an active role and should be responsible for all
developments in that area. While it is desirable for it to be a wilderness
area, any proposed development in the corridor, the two RDCs would
have to approve any developments with the input from the local comanagement authority. [# DO1]
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District officials in both Chiredzi and Beitbridge maintained that even
after the designation of the STWC as a wilderness corridor, villagers
asked for clarity of tenure. The officials suggested that at a more political
level, buy-in of the concept of GLTP rested in part on ensuring that the
communities involved in land use planning and create the institutional
arrangements for access to this important Corridor. Commenting on the
role of districts in the development of the STWC, one official said:
We all agree that the STWC is a transnational biodiversity corridor but
one that is largely going to be managed by the locals through their locally
constituted co-management committees. The locals are the rightful
owners of this area. Although we are not certain how events in South
Africa will play out in the long term, we believe by giving locals the
opportunity to determine the status and management of their area, we are
empowering them. As RDCs, our responsibility is to guarantee freedom
of locals through their local structures to exercise their roles as spelt in
the Local Development Plan for the STWC. [# DO3]
This position echoes the literature that suggests that recognising
communities as rightful owners of natural resources enhances their
livelihood security and cultural identity and helps to reduce conflicts and
secure their cooperation in PA governance (Lockwood et al., 2010;
Mutanga et al., 2015).

6.2.2

Movement and journeying

While for some interviewees place belongingness manifested through
rootedness and dependence to specific places, others mentioned that
attachment also involves elements of movement and journeying (Casey,
1993). These sentiments were common among interviewees who said
they could easily cross borders to South Africa and Mozambique. The
majority of villagers mentioned that they preferred the current scenario
where there is limited presence of law enforcement officers at the
international border between Zimbabwe, South Africa and Mozambique.
As a result of their porous nature, the international borders between
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Zimbabwe, South Africa and Mozambique have, over the years, become
one of the many ways in which locals forge strong feelings of rootedness
and become part of a border identity (Flynn, 1997). This explains why
there was concern that the STWC would result in some restrictions to
cross-border livelihood activities such as small commodity trade. As one
interviewee remarked:
One of the fears among villagers is that there would be restrictions to
illegal crossing into South Africa. You see, some villagers here benefit
through these crossings and they have established small groceries shops.
They purchase their supplies from some small shops in South Africa and
Mozambique. They believe that with the emphasis on movement of
tourists, such illegal movements will be restricted. Although we the
authorities said there would be a tourist crossing point, we are not sure
whether many locals it will still be possible to cross into South Africa, as
is the case now. Now we just travel, we do not need to produce any travel
documents or visas. [# V29]
One NGO official mentioned that communities feared that the
establishment of a tourism crossing facility would trigger likely travel
restrictions for them. Scholars argue that the development of ecotourism
in and around protected areas is one way in which neoliberalism
expresses itself in nature (Büscher, 2013; Duffy, 2013). The creation of
TFCA areas is inextricably social even though this cannot be limited to
the actions of humans alone as the representations of architects and
implementers of TFCA portray. According to some officials working on
the implementation of the STWC, the majority of affected communities
were excited about the potential of ecotourism to local livelihoods. One
interviewee mentioned that:
One thing that communities got excited about was the potential to
establish wildlife and ecotourism enterprises on the small strip of land
adjacent to the Limpopo River. They imagined that this would be an
advantage but were wary about the restrictions. Communities did not
want the crossing point to be reserved for tourists; if they were to
appreciate the importance of the Wildlife strip and the STWC, the land
should remain under communal tenure rather than incorporating it in
the Parks Estate. [# NGO1]
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It is important to note that although there is a strong border identity
manifested at the local level in community planning this identity also
poses an important challenge for cross-border cooperation especially in
relation to the development of cross-border tourism enterprises. For
example, Chaderopa (2013a) observes that the Makuleke communities are
not

wholly

supportive

of

cross-border

partnerships

involving

communities in Zimbabwe, claiming that the latter faced numerous
economic challenges. However, despite these negative sentiments the
border is important for facilitating kinship-based exchanges. During one
narrative drive along the Mozambique-Zimbabwe border, one villager
spoke about kinship ties and relations of land with cross-border relatives
in Mozambique:
We have cordial relationships with our relatives across the border. Some
of the families here [at Chilothlela] gave part of their fertile fields to their
kinship ties living in Mozambique. Although the officials do not approve
we just do it. We have been doing our things here. [# V10]
By articulating narratives of economic survival and kinship reproduction
at the border, villagers resident in Chilothlela, much like those in Sengwe
and Chikwarakwara, use these narratives as a way to show their
rootedness to particular places. These practices also made it difficult for
district planners. One official mentioned that the locals actually build
more houses and did not seem to be worried about impending
resettlement. Villagers revealed that they are more likely to engage with
the STWC if it promoted continuity in existing livelihoods and offer them
with compensation. To explore the influence of place on governance, the
next section focuses on how villagers used narratives of loss and suffering
to claim space and inclusion in governance of the Corridor.

6.2.3

Suffering and loss

To appreciate the dynamics of place in influencing the discourses of
governance of the STWC it is important to situate developments of the
225

STWC in their historical context. Before independence in 1980,
communities living on the Zimbabwe-Mozambique border experienced a
number of challenges including war and displacements caused by the
colonial government’s policies. Thus, it was common for interviewees in
this research to use place-based historical narratives when talking about
the loss and suffering because of the war, as well as conservation and
veterinary policy restrictions imposed in both colonial and post
independent Zimbabwe. In their study of people-park conflicts around
the GNP, Mombeshora and Le Bel (2009) found that all Shangaan lineages
were expunged from their ancestral land starting as early as 1930s with
the proclamation of Gonarezhou Game Reserve. As villagers in this case
study were aware of these past evictions, narratives of these evictions
featured prominently during interviews and focus group discussions,
with many suggesting that they disliked relocation (again). Speaking
with reference to the risks of living in an area infested with landmines,
one interviewee during a narrative drive along one road that runs parallel
to the minefields remarked:
What use is it to repeat these things? This whole area, stretching for
several kilometres poses a danger to livestock and villagers because of
landmines planted during the war. As evictees, we suffered the brunt of
conservation and wildlife policies such as when they marked the
veterinary and park boundaries. At the height of the war, the colonial
government evicted us from these homesteads and forced us to live in
keeps [protected villages]. During these evictions, the Rhodesia Security
Forces often burnt our homesteads, livestock and household property.
Even when we returned here [at Chilothlela] after the ward, we experience
wildlife incursions and now the authorities say we have to be relocated as
we are living inside the Corridor. [# V06]
Several protected villages were set up in both Sangwe and Sengwe
Communal lands as part of a broader strategy by the then Rhodesian
government to minimise the contact between peasants and soldiers
during the war (Hove, 2012). Thus, it was common for villagers to express
a deep emotional connection to the places they lived in before the
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evictions. In doing so, locals used place as a way of contesting to the
discourses about the TFCAs in general and the STWC in particular. The
majority of villagers suggested that they would like to continue living in
their traditional sites and did not want further relocations. When asked
about what this history meant for current planning of the STWC and
GLTP, most interviewees argued that conservation planners should
incorporate past settlement history. In several interviews with villagers,
it emerged that remains of old veterinary cordon fences, park boundaries
and antipersonnel mines acted as symbolic transmitters of how
landscapes have changed over time. By appealing to memories of living
in specific places, villagers highlighted their dependence on places and
expressed their place familiarity and rootedness. For example, one local
villager who had lived in South Africa for almost two decades claimed
that their “roots” where at Chilothlela:
After 18 years, I am back in my land, the land of my ancestors. For me
nothing has changed; nothing will change. I want to wake up every
morning in this same place and rekindle the special memories of my
ancestors. When I was a little boy, my grandfather was working at the
Railway at Sango border post. He even planted the baobab tree just by the
police post. Therefore, I have fond memories about this place. When
CESVI and district officials told us about the Corridor, we welcomed it
but we openly told them that we did not want relocation. We are the
owners of this place (Vatshami vosungula vamuganga). [# V02]
It was common for most elderly villagers to speak of their childhood
memories in particular places especially before the relocations caused by
veterinary fences and the liberation war. This finding resonates with the
place literature where childhood memories are often evoked to construct
particular identities and rekindle ties to specific places experienced
during one’s upbringing (Malpas, 1999). While official planning
discourses tended to silence and freeze communities and their spatial and
temporal tracks (Connor, 2003; Rodgers, 2009; Lunstrum, 2010;
Andersson et al., 2013), communities in the study area used place to
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rekindle their connection to specific traditional sites where they lived for
generations. In addition, the majority of interviewees mentioned how
landscape markers such as the park boundary and veterinary fences kept
shifting. When asked about how these boundaries kept shifting, one
village head mentioned:
If they impose restrictions on us, it would be a travesty of justice; we
cannot be subject to the same control again. We already lost a lot of land
with the erection of the boundary for the GNP. Then we lost when the
veterinary fence was established. Yet, today, authorities now claim that
the park and veterinary fence coincide. We have always thought the
position of these two boundaries was different. However, even if they now
say the veterinary fence and the park boundary coincide, for us villagers
they are all markers of annexation of our territory. [# VL05]
As the above account shows, villagers refracted and reworked personal
narratives of suffering into collective memory to suit particular subject
positions and adapt to the rationalities behind the STWC. The literature
highlights the entwining of personal and social memory (Said, 2000;
Jones, 2011). Other studies suggest that affective bonds to places develop
through indirect experience of exposure to special memories or collective
histories resulting in a general unwillingness to be relocated to unfamiliar
places (Scannell and Gifford, 2010). These practices, where locals enact
past memory to ground claims to resources are not completely new.
Lunstrum (2010) shows how residents of Massingir Vehlo in
Mozambique strategically deploy history as part of attempts to challenge
the legitimacy of resettlement in LNP. In this case study, past memories
are deployed not necessarily to completely challenge the STWC but to
make the practices workable and amenable to the local context. Villagers
affected by the STWC are not passive and without agency, they actively
seek to produce alternative readings of TFCAs based on historical rights
to resources. One NGO official summed this position when he mentioned
how they engaged in negotiations with locals in and around the STWC,
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as well as responding to the pressures from other stakeholders when
implementing the STWC:
When we started the community consultation workshops, we did not
envisage that there would be lack of cooperation from some people, as we
did not think there would be certain areas that would be difficult to
convince. You know when you are in such a process all of a sudden you
‘here is a group of people who are living with local realities of wildlife and
poverty’. So in trying to make the policy work on the ground, you
consider local realities, you do not want to be viewed as doing something
that the locals, especially traditional leaders do not believe in. The people
have a history of using particular areas and you could not just stop that.
[# NGO1]
By articulating stories about belonging and suffering in specific places,
communities used place as an organiser for the past, and attributed such
memories as continuous. Through these memories, they suggested that
the livelihood benefits that may accrue to them in the future are
important. As one focus group participant at ward 14 remarked:
Sometimes, you know as people living at the margins, we cannot help but
to always imagine what we could gain by staying put. When the district
officials came for consultation, most communities had this feeling that
maybe this is our time to benefit from whatever would be available. The
corridor is important for the GLTP and we feel that we will benefit from
it in the long term. [#FGD3-P6]
Sense of place is fluid and always changing depending on the
opportunities that could be available to people. For example, a
representative on the village co-management committee mentioned that
most villagers did not prefer the Corridor to be fenced:
I think erecting a wildlife proof fencing will prevent damage to crops,
livestock and limit loss of human life. However, I think it is also important
to explore how to provide alternative water sources. One NGO called
CESVI suggested they would drill some boreholes but even then, only few
are functional. [# CMA03]
Furthermore, the majority of villagers spoke about the frequent hardships
they experienced caused by cyclones, droughts, livestock diseases, crop
damage and dangers posed by antipersonnel mines. Despite these
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hardships, the majority of interviewees still demonstrated a strong sense
of place expressed by statements such as “We like our area”, “no place is like
the land of the Shangaan!” “That this place is ecologically dry is immaterial, we
would rather be here”.
Most locals appear to have an intimate knowledge of the landscapes, and
particularly the minefields. During narrative drives along the edges of the
minefields many villagers mentioned how they now navigate the
minefields with relative ease when herding cattle, harvesting forest
products and going to their fields. Through such repetitive routines,
locals transform even dangerous places into their “home”. This resonates
with studies which show that a strong place belongingness develops even
among people living in objectively high risk areas (Brown and Perkins,
1992; Manzo, 2005) and other studies which suggest that sense of place is
not always positive (Manzo, 2003; Manzo and Perkins, 2006). Whereas
outsiders would deem these places very risky, locals felt that they could
always live safely in such places and had a strong sense of belonging, to
which the following section now turns.

6.2.4

Spiritual place belonging

From accounts presented during interviews and focus group discussions,
there was a profound sense of attachment among villagers to specific
physical places believed to be important for their spiritual significance.
These places mark past settlements where either an individual or whole
lineage lived and are valued as important cultural repositories because
communities believe they embody the presence of ancestral spirits
(Wolmer, 2007). During community mapping exercises in 2002,
traditional leaders mentioned they took great effort to exclude these
spiritual places from the STWC and continue to negotiate for access in the
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long term. The following quote captures the view of one village head
interviewed at Sengwe ward 14:
We told the NGO officials that a number of sacred sites fell within the
Corridor. There was no way we could sit and let these areas be part of the
Corridor. We value these areas highly. For us to receive better rains and
fewer problems in the land, we have to appease to our ancestors every
year. There are specific places such as Old Mupandle, Makachana and
Pukuvuku where traditional leaders conduct ceremonies like offering of
first crops and appealing for first rains. Locals even bring some beer here
to plead with the ancestors to prevent bees from finishing all our njemani!
[# VL03]
During narrative drives, some traditional leaders suggested that visiting
sacred sites often evoked the emotions of attachment and triggered the
formation of place identities. For this reason, the majority of villagers
spoke about how these sacred sites play an important role in the
indigenous belief system. Most villagers reported that it was a collective
responsibility for all villagers inside and adjacent to the STWC to defend
their cultural heritage such as rainmaking ceremonies. They maintain that
these rituals benefit even those who did not subscribe to such traditions.
As many scholars have note (e.g., Pwiti and Ndoro, 1999; Mazumdar and
Mazumdar, 2004), a strong sense of place is a predictor of belongingness
and the likelihood with which people engage in behaviours to defend
places for their cultural heritage because of the rituals conducted there.
Belongingness takes on two dimensions: one is the personal, close feeling
of individuals being in a specific place (place belongingness) and the second
is a discursive resource that constructs, claims, justifies, or resists forms
of social-spatial inclusion or exclusion (politics of belonging) (Antonsich,
2010). Speaking about place belongingness, one villager in Sengwe ward
14 describes the relation as follows:
There are certain places where we offer the first fruits or first crop to our
ancestors. These are important, so are rainmaking ceremonies. I do not
think that it is a good thing to stop villagers from going to these places.
All we wanted was to obtain official assurance that we will have access to
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such places. I feel that without living in this area and without access to
these ceremonies, I am nothing. [# V14]
As it is difficult to expunge sacred places where individuals have strong
emotional connections (Mazumdar and Mazumdar, 1993; Paulsen, 2007),
the TFCA policy implementation had to be aligned and adapted to local
realities to make it workable for those communities with symbolic
connections to particular sites inside the STWC. One NGO official based
remarked as follows:
After some time, we realised that we were not going to get this thing
[Corridor] without considering context. We could not just shove it down
their throats. This is why when we started at community meetings we
ended up adjusting many things. As the organisation responsible for
facilitating the community workshops, we had to strive to seen in a good
light. [# NGO1]
Villagers strategically use discursive performances to the articulate their
place-based identities and highlight the effects of any future restrictions
in the Corridor. Traditional leaders highlighted that villagers carefully
choreographed these performances and infused them with messages
specifically imploring planners to respect immovable cultural epithets
such as traditional burial sites and rain making centres. As one headman
stated:
At community workshops, we wanted to present a unified voice. There
was a general feeling that if the STWC were to be successful, there was a
need to recognise that there were people depending on specific symbolic
places in it. The right to these places is something we felt could not be
easily alienated. [# H02]
Focus group participants and interviewees mentioned that there was
cohesion among different ethnic groups during community planning.
Even though some interviewees of Shangaan ethnicity tended to identify
as the exclusive owners of the area, other ethnic groups had assumed a
place-based identity by virtue of having lived in the area for over five
decades. From the perspective of these Shangaan interviewees, the
Ndebele migrants who arrived in the Chishinya area in the 1950s were
232

latecomers. However, with time there was a great sense of community
belonging and inter-ethnic tolerance in participatory planning of the
STWC. A village head of Ndebele ethnic origin living at Malipati ward
commented:
Yes, some enthusiastic villagers raised this issue, saying we (the Ndebele)
were latecomers or amaFilabusi. Yes, they labelled us latecomers but I
think we now belong here; we share the same identity by virtue of living
in the same area. We have lived here for more than fifty years now, some
of us we never went back to Filabusi. It does not make sense to imagine
we are different from others living here. This thing [STWC] will affect all
of us. [# VL04]
That the Ndebele refused an attributed identity and preferred a placebased group identity is especially revealing of how through the process
of socialisation people assume particular identities. This finding is
consistent with studies that show people living in one particular
environment develop a strong sense of place with a place becoming part
of one’s identity (Relph, 1976; Proshansky, Fabian and Kaminoff, 1983;
Cheng, Kruger and Daniels, 2003; Lewicka, 2011). Another interviewee
argued that these ethnic labels are against the spirit of oneness promoted
by the proponents of the TFCAs. Speaking about the politics of belonging,
he said:
I think this is where most people miss it. There has to be cultural tolerance,
we are one people. I believe there should be room for accommodation;
officials accord us the same respect and opportunity as the Shangaan.
Although our culture is somewhat different, we participate at the
community cultural fair just like anyone else. For example, during the
cultural fairs held here at Chishinya, our own groups also displayed our
Ndebele dances and traditions. Therefore, it is foolhardy for some people
to suggest we have no role to play. [# V27]
Across all four wards, most villagers suggested that living in the same
locale promoted cohesiveness during the community planning process.
As a result, all the ethnic groups had an opportunity to contribute to
decision-making. This suggests that villagers use ideas of belonging to
claim rights in decision-making and in the allocation of power and
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resources. As a result, all ethnicities have representatives in the village
trust committees, community development trusts and Combination
Management Authority. However, several interviewees highlighted that
there was friction between some villagers and the Malipati Development
Trust who believed office bearers on the Trust has been in positions of
power for too long. In the words of one local villager in ward 15:
Although we gave our support to the Malipati Development Trust, I feel
they have overstayed their welcome. The Chairman, and all trustees, has
been at the helm of things for too long. I think that is unacceptable, we
would like new ideas, new people not the same faces always. [# V10]
Finally, it is important to emphasise that a strong functional and affective
attachment to places within the STWC was more pronounced in Sengwe,
Malipati and Chikwarakwara wards compared to Pahlela ward, which is
located further away from STWC signifying the contextual nature of
people-place relationships (Semken and Freeman, 2008).

6.3 Chapter summary
This chapter sought to address the research question: “What is the role of
place in contesting and adapting to biodiversity corridors that are specifically
designed as part of TFCAs?” Drawing inspiration from critical
ethnographers like Hart (2004, p. 97), I used particularities of a place as
“windows into constitutive processes, and a means for reconfiguring
understandings and practices” of how the STWC was received, adapted
and made workable during community engagement. By focusing on how
villagers expressed their sense of place to challenge the material
conditions during the implementation of the STWC and how they sought
to assert their control through the locally driven co-management
framework, I show how the concept of place influenced the ways
communities adapted to and made biodiversity corridors workable. In
addition, I also showed how villagers use attachment to place as an
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articulation of place identity to protect important resources located both
within and outside the STWC. As a result, some local community trust
leaders maintained that this place identity was an important driver for
them to engage in ecotourism entrepreneurship and contribute positively
to community wellbeing. This is consistent with studies that suggest that
place identity is positively related to the entrepreneurial self-efficacy of
those involved (Hallak, Brown and Lindsay, 2012).

The findings also demonstrate that most villages in and around the STWC
continuously advanced alternative futures based on place-identity.
Although some villagers still lived in and cultivated in areas designated
as part of the STWC in 2009, they often collectively framed other
possibilities than those prefigured by architects of the STWC.
Consequently, even though TFCA proponents promote ecotourism in
wildlife corridors such as the STWC, these spaces are sites of livelihood
struggles. Frequently, the creation and commodification of wilderness
areas and biodiversity is a form of territorialisation that results in
communities losing control over resources (Corson, 2011; Büscher et al.,
2012; Adams, Hodge and Sandbrook, 2014). However, more often than
not communities rework and adapt such ostensibly neoliberal projects to
suit local livelihood realities. As this chapter has shown, even though the
architects of the STWC imagined a uniform wilderness corridor, villagers
complicate this narrative and disrupt the space through practices meant
to challenge narratives privileging ecotourism. While the architects of
TFCAs predominantly anticipate free movement of tourists and wildlife
(Ramutsindela, 2007), communities construct a different narrative of
wilderness that would be still open to negotiation. Consequently, even as
authorities in Zimbabwe fix the spatial boundaries of the STWC,
communities imagine and produce a counter-narrative based on how
they value particular places and continue to make alternative
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representations depending on the temporal and spatial availability of
resources. The implementation of the STWC itself opened a discursive
space where villagers engage in place-based struggles based on existing
livelihoods while simultaneously appropriating some of the discourse
that framed the planning of TFCAs.

The creation of conservation spaces such as the STWC renders such
spaces political because of the different and conflicting interests between
different groups. This effectively opens spaces of possibility. On the one
hand, communities could engage in socio-economic practices that they
never imagined before as new physical infrastructure such as border
posts, walking trails and other tourism infrastructure are established. On
the other hand, tourism brings much insecurity for locals. The findings of
this research show that ecotourism takes prominence over local
traditional use of resources that is critical for livelihood security. The
STWC is instrumental in creating the linkages between adjoining
protected areas and it also provides a basis upon which cross border
cooperation can be achieved in the context of the GLTP Treaty (Schoon,
2008). However, despite providing a critical link for the GLTP, it is
premature to judge how enduring the local co-management authority
will be in light of the changes proposed in the STWC. The chapter argues
that resulting institutional arrangements for the governance of the STWC
are never complete but always in a state of becoming, depending on the
representations and submissions of villagers living in and adjacent to the
STWC. Villagers appeal to sense of place to articulate their marginality,
and use it to challenge the commodification of the STWC space. The
creation or delineation of places such as transnational biodiversity
corridors may have negative ramifications especially where changes to
traditionally held places are proposed (Eisenhauer, Krannich and Blahna,
2000; Stedman, 2002; Cheng, Kruger and Daniels, 2003). In many
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instances, a strong sense of place within a community is a driver of placeprotective behaviours especially when people strategically use historical
narratives to contest or adapt to changes in their connection to particular
places (Manzo, 2003, 2005; Manzo and Perkins, 2006).

Furthermore, by emphasising on the contextual and temporal nature of
sense of place, the chapter contributes to existing literature on the role of
place and particularities of place in influencing the governance of
biodiversity corridors often created to achieve connectivity for most
TFCAs in Southern Africa. This chapter has demonstrated the numerous
place-based struggles that disrupted the universalizing, totalizing and
neoliberal narratives about both STWC and GLTP. People’s engagement
with particular places is historically contingent and always changing.
This suggests there is a need to establish place-based collaboration in
order to address the competing interests in the governance of
transnational biodiversity corridors (Cheng, Kruger and Daniels, 2003).
One major advantage of instituting place-based governance is that it
attends to the particularities of specific places and often calls for the active
engagement and commitment of communities who live and interact with
specific places. Several scholars working on co-management of PAs call
for increased synergy between users and managers of resources in
spatially defined places, a situation that increases feedback and
encourages adaptive management (Carlsson and Berkes, 2005; Koontz
and Thomas, 2006). Given the high dependence of communities to
resources inside the STWC, the management and governance
arrangements for the Corridor would need to be adapted to local
circumstances and require planners and conservationists to learn from
their experiences over time. The next chapter provides a conclusion by
revisiting the key research questions, summarising the key findings and
contribution of this this research.
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION
7.1 Introduction
This chapter revisits the research questions, summarises the research
findings and identifies some potential areas for further inquiry. This
research has explored the dynamics of community engagement in the
implementation of a biodiversity corridor established in the context of
TFCAs. As stated earlier in Chapter 1, this research was guided by the
following three research questions:
1.

In what ways is community engagement governed in the
implementation of biodiversity corridors for emerging TFCAs?

2.

In what ways is the governance of emerging biodiversity corridors
resisted and negotiated by affected communities?

3.

What is the role of place in contesting and adapting to biodiversity
corridors designed as part TFCAs?

The research uses a specific case study of communities who were not
initially involved in the planning of TFCAs, explores how they negotiated
their influence, and controlled the planning, implementation and
governance arrangements of one biodiversity corridor - the STWC. While
some studies argue that communities did not have significant influence
and control of the TFCA evolution process, this research contends that we
can gain a more nuanced understanding of community engagement if we
focus on the everyday practices of villagers during the implementation of
biodiversity corridors linking TFCAs. In order to demonstrate their
influence and control, this research concentrates on how individuals and
community groups adapted, negotiated, reworked, aligned and resisted
the discourses underpinning the development of the STWC. The research
also shows how villagers advanced their interests during the
implementation of the biodiversity corridor. The research focused on how
TFCA spaces were conceived by conservation and policy experts, and the
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nature and type of responses from local villagers and how they used place
to mediate their role in the governance of the emergent spaces. Therefore,
this research contributes to existing understandings of community
engagement in TFCAs literature by focusing on the agency of
communities affected by one biodiversity corridor. The research used
ideas from Lefebvre to argue that communities are involved in the cocreation of the biodiversity corridor because they make alternative
representations of what the space should entail and look like. The
research focuses on how community agency plays out in practice. Unlike
earlier studies that tend to emphasise lack of resistance, this research used
a conceptual lens from everyday politics and everyday resistance to show
how villagers affected by the STWC could adapt to, comply with, and
align their interests in the GLTP. Still, expanding on the working of
community agency, the research also showed how villagers used sense of
place to articulate their belonging and reconstitute their lives when faced
with proposed changes in the STWC. The research argues that through
the initiatives of individuals and community trusts, local people could
orchestrate for positive outcomes in TFCA governance such as when they
engage in ecotourism entrepreneurship or secure lease agreements for
prime tourist campsites in the GLTP, areas predominantly reserved for
private sector developers. The following three sections now return to the
key findings from each of the research questions as well as highlighting
the contribution of the research to existing theory and literature.

7.2 Community

involvement

in

governance

of

biodiversity

corridors
Scholars believe that connectivity conservation is a typical example of the
co-production of knowledge and social order because the new
institutions of governance formed reflect a shifting understanding of the
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different approaches in the management of landscapes (Wyborn, 2015b,
2015a). While some earlier studies (e.g. Munthali and Soto, 2001;
Spierenburg, Steenkamp and Wels, 2006; Spierenburg, Steenkamp and
Wels, 2008) suggest that communities had limited control and influence
in the conception and planning of TFCAs, this research demonstrates the
agency of communities living in and adjacent to these areas in the
governance

of

biodiversity

corridors.

Drawing

on

theoretical

perspectives from assemblage thinking (Li, 2007; Anderson and
McFarlane, 2011) and Lefebvre’s (1991) spatial triad, this research argues
that the STWC was co-created as a result of different rationalities and
practices of stakeholders involved. Communities affected by the STWC
could exercise their agency in shaping and influencing both the spatial
extent of the corridor, and the institutional arrangements for its
governance. Much as states are widely believed to wield significant
power in the creation of various types of protected areas (Brockington
and Igoe, 2006), the on-the-ground realities suggest that some
communities engage in various practices to claim space and influence the
governance of biodiversity corridors. Based on the view that space is
produced or created by society (Lefebvre, 1991; Soja, 1996), this research
argues that the STWC, as a connectivity corridor is continuously shaped
and transformed by the agents involved. This research also demonstrates
how one NGO called CESVI facilitated the implementation of this
biodiversity

corridor

by

forging

linkages

with

government

representatives from Chiredzi and Beitbridge districts as well as with
local level representatives. The NGO worked with selected members of
these groups in the production of maps and local development plans.
Officials used these technical instruments in guiding the implementation
of the STWC and GLTP in Zimbabwe. At the community workshops
where the debates occurred, communities could exercise their agency in
influencing the spatial extent of the STWC. Equally, this research argues,
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following insights from assemblage thinking (Marcus and Saka, 2006; Li,
2007; Anderson and McFarlane, 2011) that the STWC itself is an
assemblage involving human and non-human actors including borders,
boundaries, wildlife, land use plans and so on. Thus, through the efforts
of district planning officials, wildlife corridors are part of a
standardisation and articulation of what TFCAs spaces should look like,
bordering on connectivity and restoring links among borderland
communities. Throughout this research, by constantly referring to both
how officials and communities produce and read space, while
simultaneously “revising” both their methods of perceiving and ways of
understanding it, the research provides important insights on how this
process can be best construed as co-creation. Furthermore, the research
also demonstrates how the social production of wildlife corridors and
spatial constitutions of community practices in and around them
moulded the subjectivities of affected communities. Following the notion
of enterprising subjects (Foucault, 2008), individuals and communities
become governed and govern themselves by adopting some of the
circulating discourses within TFCAs, such as the need to rekindle cultural
links, and establish community-owned ecotourism enterprises based on
their cultural resources. In order to claim space and assert their influence,
community trusts enrolled the support of transnational linkages with
other communities groups in South Africa and Mozambique to enhance
their visibility in the production of ecotourism productions in the
GLTFCA [see Chapters 4 and 5].

Although tourism is eulogised as an important land use in TFCAs, many
studies are sceptical as to whether affected communities can indeed
derive benefits (Dzingirai, 2004; Hughes, 2005; Ferreira, 2006;
Spierenburg and Bologna, 2015). Such caution is justified because there is
very limited tourism infrastructure in most TFCAs (Suich, Busch and
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Barbancho, 2005; Ferreira, 2006; Spenceley, Dzingirai and Tangawamira,
2008). While such observations are important, this research argues that
limiting our attention to operational tourist infrastructure and tangible
benefits risks missing the contribution of locals in determining how they
obtain positive outcomes in TFCA spaces. Therefore, this research argues
that analysing communities’ entrepreneurial intentions provides a useful
starting point to engage with ideas of community agency in the
implementation of TFCAs. Using Lefebvre’s (1991) spatial triad, the
research demonstrates how communities’ intentions and behaviours in
creating ecotourism enterprises in the STWC are a form of spatial
appropriation. The research illustrates how both individual and
community trust groups appropriate meanings of symbolised TFCAs
space and incorporate them within their own identity as entrepreneurs.
This demonstrates that community trust leaders were concerned with
modifying their space to serve the needs and aspirations of local people
while situating such practices on the need to empower marginalised
ethnic groups in decision-making for the governance of the GLTP.

Communities around the STWC dominate the TFCAs space by making
representations of ecotourism routes and promoting an ecotourism
image. At the centre of these debates are questions of cultural and ethnic
identity. Most communities argued that the TFCAs presented an
opportunity through which they could use their marginality and identity
to claim benefits and influence key decisions in the implementation of the
STWC such as in the allocation of tourism lease sites inside the GNP or
the mapping of potential sites for ecotourism enterprises. The findings
presented in Chapter 4 shows that community agency manifests through
two forms of spatial appropriation.
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First, there was the physical appropriation which involved the actual
occupation and control of physical space (such as the Corridor, Sengwe
Wildlife Strip, Manjinji Pan Sanctuary, among others) and targeting these
spaces for community-based ecotourism enterprises (Chirozva, 2015).
According to many interviewees in this research, the most remarkable
achievement was their lobbying of government to secure a lease site
inside the GNP, spaces hitherto reserved exclusively for private sector
developers. This is particularly critical because even the Integrated
Tourism and Business Development Plan for the GLTP did not have input
from villagers and the role of local people in tourism development was
unspecified. This finding is important because it influences how
communities generally comply with, adapt to and contest potential
development pathways for the corridor. For instance, based on these
cognitive capabilities communities imagined that the development of
wildlife-based industries inside the STWC (through restocking, creation
of border crossing, tourism and bush campsites, expanded hunting)
would be economically viable in the long term. However, there is an
apparent disjuncture because while they believe in the economic potential
of wildlife, and how it may spur local development, they remained
sceptical because of fears such a development would also result in loss of
local rights, opportunities and power. Thus, by mental appropriation,
attention shifted to imaginations of what the GLTP would mean as a
spatial unit and expectations of how relations between communities and
governance of the Corridor in the short and long term.

Second, the research also argued that individuals and community groups
engaged in mental appropriation did not necessarily have to be
physically present in a specific spatial area. For instance, as argued in
Chapter 5, this research suggests that entrepreneurial intentions and
behaviours show one way in which villagers seek to dominate and
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appropriate space. The research argues that communities achieve this
through practices such as targeting sites for ecotourism lodges and
campsites, seeking collaborative agreements with the private sector
operators, as well as the promotion and marketing of cultural tourism and
ecotourism to enhance their ethnic visibility in the GLTFCA. Using
Lefebvre (1991) spatial triad of social space, by enlisting the participation
of different cultural groups at cultural fairs organised in the GLTFCA,
these fairs could be construed as products constructed temporally and
spatially. Communities appropriated some of the TFCA policy
discourses, coordinated and encouraged groups to participate in
activities such as bird watching in and around the Manjinji Pan
Sanctuary, cultural dances and fairs, as well as establishing tourist trail
routes in the GLTP. Earlier studies emphasise the lack of tangible benefits
from TFCAs and as such pay little attention to emerging forms of
organisation such as social entrepreneurship (Suich, Busch and
Barbancho, 2005; Ferreira, 2006; Spenceley, Dzingirai and Tangawamira,
2008; Scovronick and Turpie, 2009; Spierenburg and Bologna, 2015). In
contrast to these studies, this research demonstrates that by explicating
the entrepreneurial intentions and behaviours of communities, we can
begin to understand the relative contribution of locals in planning and
development of ecotourism enterprises in TFCAs. Unlike narrative of
place making that privilege the expert role of ecologists and
conservations in creating spaces for conservation such as biodiversity
corridors, this case study shows that communities were also involved in
practices of place making in the GLTP. For example, through targeting
specific places for ecotourism ventures, they created places that they
could control. Furthermore, the research argued that if we limit attention
to only those instances where actual ventures are operational within
TFCAs, we fail to capture the social transformation that is occurring when
communities create new institutional arrangements to appropriate space
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for tourism development in TFCAs. This research argues that community
agency manifests itself through ecotourism entrepreneurship, as well
how villagers use different spatial practices to claim space, dominate and
influence the governance of the biodiversity corridor.

This research also draws on the notion of spatial appropriation to
demonstrate the co-creation of the wildlife corridor itself was and
remains an essential component of the entangled geographies of
resistance [see Chapter 5]. By applying the spatial triad to social space
(Lefebvre, 1991) and perspectives from assemblage thinking, this research
contributes new knowledge on the working of community agency in the
implementation of biodiversity corridors established to link TFCAs.
Following suggestions by several scholars (Merrifield, 1993; Carp, 2008),
this research showed the utility of Lefebvre’s spatial triad in to
understanding how locals were engaged in the construction of the STWC
space. In addition, the research also adopted the notion of assemblage, to
show how seemingly “disparate material and discursive practices come
together to form dynamic associations” (Koyama and Varenne, 2012). As
the STWC space is always becoming, an assemblage approach acts as a
descriptor and analytical lens to understanding how different actors coconstitute its space and governance. While, the assemblage approach
emphasises agency, the research strove to show how the STWC was
assembled through the disparate practices of villagers and stakeholders
involved in different contexts and how it included both social and
material things (such as politicians, district planners, traditional leaders,
borders, boundaries, campsites, planning documents, maps, tourist trails
and culture).
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7.3 Dynamics of resistance in the creation of biodiversity corridors
The second research question focused on how communities resist and
negotiate the governance arrangements for conservation corridors.
Building on earlier studies that envisage that community resistance
occurs in the creation of TFCAs (Spierenburg, Steenkamp and Wels, 2006;
Spierenburg and Wels, 2006; Spierenburg, Steenkamp and Wels, 2008),
this research shows the dynamic nature of resistance in the implemented
of one biodiversity corridor established in the context of the GLTP.
Adopting a dialectic approach offered a window to understanding
resistance and how diverse elements of STWC planning and
implementation are pulled together and made to align (Marcus and Saka,
2006; Li, 2007; Anderson and McFarlane, 2011). Findings show that the
agency of communities plays out through resistance, reworking and
resilience. For example, villagers living at Chilothlela, despite looming
fears of relocation feign ignorance and engage in other border practices
as part of a re-working of the governance arrangements for the STWC,
but also as part of resilience to changing circumstances. There appeared
to be incoherence and divergence in actors’ views about the STWC and
the GLTP but these hidden contradictions only surface at crucial points
as a way of resisting, aligning and adapting to circumstances. For
example, by engaging in entrepreneurship certain individuals and
community trusts seek to shape the course of events within the GLTFCA
and enrol other actors to their cause. Communities resisted alienation in
the allocation of prime ecotourism sites but also aligned and adapted to
the TFCAs discourses such as the need for connectivity, cultural linkages
among border communities and ecotourism potential. As part of a
broader assemblage, the STWC may undergo changes in terms of how
communities, policy experts and other interest groups co-construct it.
Although these potentially contradictory and diverse interests existed, it
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is how they come together and mask differences that keep initiatives such
as the STWC and GLTP workable.

The research also argues that practices of resistance are always rooted in
specific localities, and depending on how locals reinterpret images of
their future within the GLTP. In other localities, some individuals and
community trusts have targeted their land to create new spaces for
tourism. In areas such as at Chilothlela, Chikwarakwara and Dumisa,
villagers emphasise resilience to changing circumstances with the
implementation of both STWC and GLTP. This research also shows how
villagers mobilised to defend and resisted all attempts that would
significantly reduce the land available for their own use after demarcating
the STWC. Villagers enact resistance to the proposed spatial organization
of the STWC and the fear of subsequent loss of livelihoods. Many
interviewees thus expressed concerns and frustration throughout the
engagement process. It is for this same reason that the boundary
demarcation process for then STWC was at times a source of conflicts as
villagers felt they would lose access to sacred sites, fertile lowland fields,
ilala fields and restrictions on existing land use programmes such as
CAMPFIRE. While some interviewees mentioned that fencing of the
STWC would be beneficial in curbing livestock smuggling, others felt this
would result in problems, as communities may have to negotiate access
into the fenced area. Most of the resistance centred on the earlier
proposals for the spatial extent of the STWC and institutional
arrangements for the control and use of resources within the GLTP

The nature and extent of resistance deployed by individuals and
communities depends on how they imagine the STWC and GLTP as
spatial units and their relative roles and attitudes to governance
arrangements. The concepts of resilience, reworking and resistance (Katz,
247

2004; Kerkvliet, 2009) were applied to explore the various ways through
which lived experiences of communities affected by TFCAs are enacted.
In addition to resilience, reworking occurs when communities recognise
the problems that come with TFCAs and use their agency to implement
pragmatic responses to maximise benefits from TFCAs. By examining
different ways in which resistance and contestation played out; from
obvious to more subtle forms, the research showed that communities
living in and adjacent to TFCAs were not completely left out of the
planning of these areas but they deployed their agency and could
undermine, subvert, adapt and align the governance arrangements.

7.4 The role of place in governance of biodiversity corridors
As discussed in Chapter 6, this research has demonstrated the need to
consider the salience of the materiality of places in influencing the
governance matrix for wildlife corridors. More specifically, the research
argues that attachment to place(s) works in multiple ways to conform
to, disrupt and make TFCA governance workable. The research argues
that the implementation of STWC inadvertently triggers potential
disruptions of place-based livelihoods and identities, resulting in
disruption and loss of community agency. It also suggests that
individuals and community groups used place as a way of contesting the
STWC. The creation or delineation of places such as wilderness areas and
transnational biodiversity corridors has negative ramifications for
communities especially where changes to traditionally held places are
proposed (Eisenhauer, Krannich and Blahna, 2000; Stedman, 2002;
Cheng, Kruger and Daniels, 2003). In many instances, a strong sense of
place within a community provides important social capital bonding and
an adaptive community resource that people draw upon when engaging
in

place-protective

behaviours

(Lewicka,
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2011).

This

research

demonstrates that communities could shape the implementation
trajectory of the corridor by enrolling past memory of place and notions
of belongingness to particular landscapes (Malpas, 1999; Massey, 2005).
However, the communities also adapted to the proposed changes both
physically and symbolically (Manzo, 2003, 2005; Manzo and Perkins,
2006). This research also showed how villagers strategically deployed
sense of place to highlight their perceived marginality, and subsequently
challenge the exclusive commodification of the STWC space. The research
also shows how they used such place-based identity talk to lobby for
better opportunities for ecotourism planning inside the GNP.

Furthermore, villagers used sense of place as a way of adapting to the
STWC and making it workable in practice. To show the nature of agency
the research shows how villagers made the biodiversity corridor
implementation in the context of the GLTP workable and amenable to
local realities. As argued in Chapter 6, villagers use sense of place to adapt
to and make the STWC workable to local lived realities. As a result the
STWC itself should not be understood as exclusively driven by discourses
on the neoliberalisation of nature (Massey, 2005; Büscher, 2013), but it is
part of broader communities’ struggles to continue with existing
livelihoods.

Some studies argue that the creation of conservation areas such as TFCAs
results in the commodification of nature (e.g., Dzingirai, 2003; Corson,
2011; Büscher et al., 2012; Adams, Hodge and Sandbrook, 2014). Building
on these earlier observations, this research shows how local people living
in and adjacent to one biodiversity corridor mobilise themselves through
an articulation of identity to protect sources of livelihoods and seek better
opportunities for socio-economic accumulation. This is in part because of
a history of participation and deriving benefits from programmes such as
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CAMPFIRE, which has been a dominant policy discourse that has shaped
conservation practice since the mid-1980s. Locals have engaged in
CAMPFIRE for over three decades and seemed not to want to forego this
opportunity. Thus, while proponents of TFCAs anticipate unrestricted
movement of tourists (Ramutsindela, 2007) and planners and architects
of the STWC imagined a uniform wilderness corridor, villagers
complicate and disrupt these narratives privileging ecotourism and
negotiate for continued access to these spaces. Many villagers argued that
while tourism is important it should complement rather than disrupt
existing livelihoods [see Chapters 4 and 5]. Consequently, even with the
delineation of the STWC, villagers continue to imagine and make
alternative representations of this space depending on the temporal and
spatial availability of resources. The implementation of the STWC itself
opened a discursive space where villagers could use their sense of place
to contest and shape the governance arrangements for this corridor.

It has been said that conservationists, politicians and planners wielded
power to engage in place-making in the GLTP (Hughes, 2005; Chaderopa,
2013b) yet such studies do not attend to local responses. The research
findings also demonstrate that most villages in and around the STWC
continuously advance alternative futures based on place-identity.
Therefore, at the time of this research, some villages were still occupying
places formally gazetted as part of the STWC. It is through such acts of
collective defiance that locals appear to strive for social justice and
collectively frame other possibilities than those prefigured by architects
of the STWC and GLTP. As illustrated in Chapter 6, the literature on
people-place relationships offers a useful heuristic in which we can
explore the working of agency in the creation of conservation areas, as
well as attending to the importance of place in governance arrangements.
Consistent with the extant place-identity literature, this research
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demonstrates that for communities, place is not just a vessel in which
identity is rooted but that identity is formed in relation to place. This is
similar to the third component of Lefebvre’s spatial triad that focuses on
“lived space”. Focusing on the attachment between society and its space
is important to explore the working of agency in community engagement
during the implementation of the STWC. By using the different narratives
articulated by communities affected by the STWC (e.g. war, changes in
conservation

and

veterinary

policy

restrictions),

this

research

demonstrates how locals nurtured a discursive space in order to
reinterpret and assert their influence over the governance of TFCAs. For
example, an analysis of accounts of resistance by villagers reveals that
they enacted practices that were not necessarily consistent with and
sometimes diametrically opposed to ideals of co-management promoted
by authorities. The research argued that, through such place-based
struggles, villagers made the STWC workable to local livelihood realities.
Apart from engaging in place-making activities such as identifying
ecotourism sites in and outside the STWC the agency of communities was
also reflected by everyday practices such as continued occupation of
homesteads, cultivation of fields or engaging in prohibited activities such
as fishing [see Chapter 5].

This research also applies the concept of place as one of the “windows
into

constitutive

processes,

and

a

means

for

reconfiguring

understandings and practices” (Hart, 2004, p. 97) to show how the STWC
was received, adapted and made workable. As such, the STWC plays an
essential role as a discursive space where local residents mobilise
ethnicity as part of their political agency to lobby for their involvement in
the planning of the GLTP. Based on a process-based ethnography of the
implementation of the STWC this research contributes empirical
knowledge on the governance of connectivity conservation areas
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(Worboys, Francis and Lockwood, 2010). With over 44 conservation
corridors implemented globally (Pulsford et al., 2015), insights from the
STWC provide important lessons on the governance of connectivity
conservation at other spatial scales. More importantly, this research
underscores the role and working of agency in shaping people’s capacity
to utilise resources for positive outcomes, a theme common in studies on
community collective action when faced with change (Luloff and Bridger,
2003; Matarrita-Cascante, Brennan and Luloff, 2010; Hunt and Stronza,
2014). Globally, some studies have shown that beginning at the local
grassroots level; even such low levels of self-organisation can change the
course of events and challenge entrenched hegemony (Scott, 2009;
Wissen, 2009; Ballard, 2015). The findings presented in this research are,
although in small measure, a classic case of “David beating Goliath”
(Assies, 2003; Gladwell, 2013) where villagers use their self-organisation
and local political agency to challenge and contest, rework and adapt to
neoliberal programmes such as TFCAs. In conclusion, this research
makes an important contribution to scholarship on community
engagement in TFCAs through its sustained examination of the
contingent and historically conditioned processes through which
individuals and communities relate to the discourses in the governance
of TFCAs.

7.5 Suggestions for further research
As this research has shown that communities’ engagement with
particular places in STWC is historically contingent and always changing,
there is need for more research. Further research could investigate the
feasibility of place-based governance for the STWC. Place-based
governance is based on the need to engage multiple stakeholders in
decision-making arrangements to foster resilience for communities faced
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by changes, such as the case with TFCAs where the political, ecological
and sociocultural interpretations of space (Pollock, 2004; McCuaig and
Quinn, 2011). Place-based governance is an important approach to
decision-making involving multiple stakeholders because it attends to the
particularities of specific places and often calls for the active engagement
and commitment of communities who live and interact with specific
places (Edge and McAllister, 2009; Beery, Jönsson and Elmberg, 2015).
Place-based governance is important for wildlife corridors because it goes
beyond token inclusion of communities in stakeholder collaboration
process and often involves a holistic approach in which complex social
issues are given the same priority as biological or conservation issues
(Brosius and Russell, 2003; West and Brockington, 2006).

As local

communities living in and adjacent to TFCAs are an essential part of the
fabric of landscapes, further research is required on how such place-based
governance may be implemented in contexts where biodiversity
corridors are established and whether countries involved collaborative
governance of such places.

As most TFCAs come to fruition, it is important to take stock of how they
are performing in terms of their fundamental objectives. An interesting
line of inquiry could focus on the feasibility of benefit sharing
mechanisms for communities involved in TFCAs. Several spatial analyses
of income distribution involving protected areas and multiple
stakeholders suggest that communities benefit from linking their
products and services in the tourism value chain (Nyaupane and Poudel,
2011; Adiyia et al., 2015). In the GLTFCA, communities are entering the
tourism value chain through provision of services such as culture, local
dances and exhibitions of cultural heritage. The existing organisation of
the tourism industry shows that most tourists visiting TFCAs have their
trips packaged mainly, if not exclusively by major (international)
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operators selling the GLTFCA as a regional destination. As a result a
tourist bubble occurs that is characterised by imbalances in the
distribution of benefits in destination areas (Jaakson, 2004; Carrier and
Macleod, 2005). As more indigenous and local people are involved in
TFCAs, further research could focus on the feasibility of benefit sharing
mechanisms particularly to communities establishing new ecotourism
enterprises. This is important given that there is no existing legal and
institutional framework to guide benefit sharing for tourism activities
that occurs on communal lands around the GLTP. Local communities did
not provide any meaningful input in the development of the integrated
tourism and business development plan for the GLTP. At present,
although community trusts are an important site of agency in promoting
locally owned ecotourism enterprises, it is too early to tell how much
financial benefit would result from such an undertaking. However, on a
cautionary note, the development of ecotourism in the STWC appears to
reinforce existing inequalities and stimulate the emergence of a new
entrepreneurial class inevitably leading to problems of elite capture.
There is a need for further research on community trusts and other locally
driven initiatives in tourism planning and development in TFCAs. Such
research could draw from broader studies on entrepreneurial behaviours
and how individuals participate in new value creation (Krueger and
Carsrud, 1993; Ferreira et al., 2012). There is need for further research on
how communities in contexts were biodiversity corridors are
implemented shape outcomes of governance.

This research showed how villagers formed resistant identities and use
place belonging to participate in governance. Given that, sense of place is
fluid and always changing it is important to explore what methodologies
could be used to evaluating changes in sense of place over time. For
example, once tourism infrastructure such as community lodges and
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tourist-crossing points are established in the GLTP, more research is
needed focusing whether their sense of place belonging will change in
response to capital flows brought through general infrastructure and
tourism. As such, even if the development of sense of place appeared
more localised, it is not clear how this evolves with changes in the local
context.
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1 Map of established and planned TFCAs in
Southern Africa

Source: Peace Parks Foundation (www.peaceparks.org)
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Appendix 2 Project Information Sheet

PROJECT INFORMATION SHEET
Working Title: Exploring the Role of Power in Governance of
Transfrontier Conservation Areas: A Case Study of Great Limpopo
Transfrontier Park
Research Background
The aim of this research is to gain a better understanding of dynamics of
community engagement in the implementation of the Sengwe Tshipise
Wilderness Corridor, created as part of Great Limpopo Transfrontier
Park. This research seeks to gain specific information about the actors or
stakeholders involved in these negotiations, their motives, and their
tactics (that is, how they obtained influence or control of decisions, among
other things).

Principal methods for data collection include informal and semistructured interviews, focus group discussions and analysis of relevant
documents such as government reports, NGO and community reports.
The study does not collect any information that will identify individuals
and the data collected by this will be analysed and form part of a PhD
thesis. The research team may publish results of this study in academic
publications.

The data collected will be stored securely and kept until the research is
completed and results fully published. After 5 years, all electronic records
of the data and any hard copies of the data will be destroyed.
Participation in this study is voluntary. If you do agree to participate, you
can withdraw from participant during the interview without penalty or
discriminatory treatment.
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You are also welcome to contact the researchers involved in this research
at any time.

Principal Investigator:
Chaka Chirozva (PhD candidate)
School of Environmental Sciences
Charles Sturt University
PO Box 789
Albury, NSW, 2640
Australia
Mob: +61 422 023 403 (AU)
Mob: +263 772 817 986 (ZW)
Email: cchirozva@csu.edu.au

Principal Supervisor:
A/Professor Rosemary Black
School of Environmental Sciences
Charles Sturt University
PO Box 789
Albury, NSW 2640
Australia.
Phone + 61 (02) 6051 9398
Mob: +61 415436825
Email rblack@csu.edu.au

Co-Supervisor
A/Prof Vaughan Higgins
School of Humanities and Social
Sciences
Charles Sturt University
PO Box 789
Albury NSW 2640
Australia
Ph: +61 (0)2 6051 9623
Fax: +61 (0)2 6051 9623
Email: vhiggins@csu.edu.au
Note: Charles Sturt University’s Ethics in Human Research Committee has
approved this project. If you have any complaints or reservations about the
ethical conduct of this project, you may contact the Committee through the
Executive Officer:
The Executive Officer
Ethics in Human Research Committee
Academic Secretariat
Charles Sturt University
Private Mail Bag 29, Bathurst, NSW, 2795
Australia.
Tel: +61 2 63384628 Fax: +61 2 63384194
Email: ethics@csu.edu.au
Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and investigated fully and you
will be informed of the outcome.
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Appendix 3 Semi-Structured Interview Guide
Hello! My name is Chaka Chirozva, and I am a research student from Charles
Sturt University in Australia. I am conducting research on community
engagement in the implementation of the Sengwe Tshipise Wilderness Corridor,
created as part of the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park. I am focusing on three
wards in Chiredzi district and one ward in Beitbridge district. This research seeks
to explore the dynamics of the decision-making process and the role of
communities in the implementation of this Corridor. I am particularly interested
in decisions in the creation and demarcation of the Corridor, knowing how you
or other stakeholders involved, how your or other villagers reacted and
participated, their livelihoods concerns and any other relevant issues affecting
communities living in and adjacent to this Corridor.
Would you be willing to participate in this research by allowing me an interview
to talk about your experiences? I highly value your participation and input in
this research because it can help us to understand these decision-making
processes and their influence on the governance of the STWC and GLTP. If you
agree, the interview session will range between 60 and 90 minutes.
YES – Read, discuss and give information sheet and participant consent
form.
NO – Ask for alternative time, leads to other participants

Interviews with Park Officials/Experts (NGOs)
This section focuses on understanding stakeholder perceptions and strategies
they used in planning and implementation and issues about local level
community involvement.

1.

What role did your organisation play in the implementation of the
GLTP? [Probe for STWC, other stakeholders etc.]

2.

How did you feel the planning process went? How were the
communities involved in the planning process – how did you feel
about that process? Was it effective – why, why not?

3.

How did you bring communities together? Did you have any
concerns? What were your priorities?
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4.

What

strategies

did

you

use

for

bringing

about

agreements/consensus between the different stakeholders involved?
5.

What

challenges

did

you

face

in

planning

for

stakeholder/communities engagement on TFCAs especially setting
up recurrent meetings in the Lowveld? Can you tell me more about
the challenges?
6.

Who has your organization partnered with (other governmental
agencies, NGOs, private sector people) in its role in the
transboundary conservation?

7.

Which other groups or organizations did you work/link with in order
to accomplish your goals of linking different groups?

8.

Why is it useful to have such links/linkages?

9.

How do you describe the local community consultation involved in
implementing the STWC?

10. What strategies did you adopt to keep the public/communities and
other organizations involved in these processes informed about key
decisions or issues?
11. What do you think where the reasons or motivations for creating the
STWC?
12. In Zimbabwe what is the current organisational structure for
implementing the STWC and GLTP –who is involved?
13. What changes have occurred to the organizational structure over
time? – Any new players/people added.
14. Who are/were the influential people (organizations) in the
implementation of the STWC?
15. What roles do these people play and have they changed?
16. Can you describe how the different people interact/interacted with
the implementing agencies? [Probe for different phases] [probe for
groups]
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17. To what extent, in your opinion, did stakeholders who facilitated
community consultations shaped the outcomes of community
engagement in the GLTP?
18. Do you have any documentation that might be of interest to my study
– regarding rules and policies, organizational structures, plans for the
future?

Sample Questions for RDC officials/Traditional leaders/Councillors
1.

Involvement decision-making and governance arrangements for
STWC

2.

How were you involved initially in the TFCAs

3.

How were/are local communities involved in the different phases of
GLTP – focus on STWC implementation?

4.

What role did you play as RDC/councillor/traditional leader in this
process?

5.

At what level are regional/provincial governments involved in the
GLTP and its governance?

6.

At what level were NGOs involved in the GLTP and its governance?

7.

What is the role of the private sector in governance of STWC/GLTP
in this area?

8.

Who participated in community workshops and negotiations?

9.

Where there any incidents of community raising some concerns about
their representation in key decisions affecting their areas?

10. Are there any instances where communities challenged/resisted
particular moves/decisions?
11. How did you ensure then that there was consensus at the end?
12. What changes over time have you seen in the extent and level of
community engagement in the implementation of STWC?

Sample Questions for interviews with villagers
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1.

Can you tell me about the meetings put on by the RDC/Parks/NGOs
on STWC/GLTP implementation?

2.

How where you contacted and selected to participate at these
meetings?

3.

What happened at these meetings/workshops?

4.

What kinds of issues did the majority of villagers raise at these
meetings?

5.

Can you tell me about any specific experiences you may have had in
trying to influence decisions with respect to STWC and GLTP?

6.

How where villagers concerns addressed in the implementation
process the STWC and GLTP?

7.

Can you tell me about some of the local politics about representation
in decisions about STWC planning?

8.

What kinds of people/institutions are most engaged in these issues?

9.

How are local community members involved in the implementation
of the STWC, particularly in decision-making?

10. To what extent, in your opinion have NGOs and local RDCs shaped
the governance of STWC.
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Appendix 4 Focus Group Discussion Guide
Hello! My name is Chaka Chirozva, and I am a research student from Charles
Sturt University in Australia. I am conducting research on community
engagement in the implementation of the Sengwe Tshipise Wilderness Corridor,
created as part of the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park. I am focusing on three
wards in Chiredzi district and one ward in Beitbridge district. The main objective
of this research is to explore the dynamics of the decision-making process and the
role of communities in the implementation of this Corridor.
You happen to be one of the participants selected for this research. This focus
group comprises of between 8-12 participants and will take approximately one
hour to complete. I will take notes and tape-record all conversations in this group
to help our analysis. I appreciate your willingness to be part of this discussion
and trust that you will maintain the confidentiality of all the discussions in this
group. As a participant, you may withdraw at any time without explanation or
consequence. However, should you withdraw; your contributions to the group
discussion up to that point will remain as part of the group record and will be
included in the analysis. In addition, because of the group nature of focus group
discussions, your contributions may not be completely confidential because of
other participants present. I will not collect any identifying information, such as
your name, age or other personal details.
The focus group discussion will be flexible, although I have set some questions, I
may add or purse issues of interest discussed in the group. At the end of the
discussion, you will have some refreshments.
[Protocols: Prayer, Introductions, Consent Forms, Ground Rules]

Discussion questions
The research concerns the events/processes that occurred at specific
periods:
Planning period when TFCAs were conceived
The first implementation period (2002-2003) – Early consultations
Period leading to the gazette of the STWC to present
Sample Questions
1.

How have you been involved in decision making for this area?

2.

Can you tell me about the meetings put on by the (Parks or other
organization(s) to discuss about GLTP and the STWC?
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3.

What kinds of things or issues did these meetings focus on?

4.

Was the level of participation and level of engagement adequate?

5.

Can you tell me about any other experiences you may have had in
trying to influence decisions or outcomes with respect to the STWC?

6.

How much power does your community have in decision-making or
outcomes in the STWC?

7.

What strategies did you use to obtain any influence (if any)? [Probe
for changes in approach over time]
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Appendix 5 Timeline of events in the establishment of STWC
Date(s)
1999-2001

Events
Technical appraisals under the Project Sustainable
Development and Natural Resources Management in
Southern Zimbabwe (CESVI)

Jan 2001

Sengwe – Tshipise TFCA Committee set up.

2000-2001

Consultations on GLTP/GLTFCA Concept (RDCs, Local
communities, and leadership)
Second

Tri-nation

Community

Working

Group

Meeting held in Chiredzi.
Dec 2001- Apr

Consultations of the local Communities on feasibility of

2002

the Corridor
Boundary survey and delineation conducted
Concept paper for the STWC prepared in April and
reviewed in June 2002 adopted by the two Local
Authorities.

Jun 2002

GLTFCA Review Workshop and establishment of
Chiredzi TFCA Steering Committee

2002

Strategic Planning Workshop, Site visits by officials
from the Parks and Wildlife Management Authority,
Zimbabwe

Tourism

Authority,

Immigration

Department, Veterinary Services and Agricultural
Extension Services
Singing of the GLTP Treaty
2003

Several workshops on collaborative management of NR
in southeast Zimbabwe; CESVI conducts PRA exercises
in Sengwe and Tshipise Area

May 2003

The Regional Town and Country Planning Act was
chosen as the appropriate planning Act for the STWC

Jul 2003

Leadership workshop for Chiredzi RDC
Review workshop of PRA results and Village feedback
workshop were done in the same year

2004

Inaugural meeting of the GLTFCA steering committee
Familiarization tour by technical team – CESVI,
Department of Physical Planning, PWLMA, RDCs and
the Ministry of Transport
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Feb 2005

Statutory instrument 27 of 2005 establishing the STWC
Combination Local Development Plan Preparation
authority & Gazette of STWC area boundaries

Nov 2005

Combination Authority Meeting involving Beitbridge
and Chiredzi Districts

Dec 2005

All stakeholders’ inception report at Hakamela camp,
Malilangwe in Chiredzi – Report of Study prepared by
CESVI adopted

Jan 2006

Inception of the Written Statement and conducting of a
Special Combination Authority Meeting in April 2006

Jul 2006

Special

Technical

Committee

Meeting

on

plan

preparation and finalization in Gwanda and the same
meeting held at Masvingo on the 31st of July on the same
year.
Sep 2006

Local leadership Consultation for the 10 villages
Tsakani, Mhikani, Mangezi, Mwandamwari, Hlarweni,
Mpandle, Kotswi, Sengwe in Chiredzi district and
Chikwarakwara and Tshipise in Beitbridge district.

Nov 2006

STWC

Local

Development

Plan

Draft

Written

Statement completed and in September 2007
Written

Statement

presented

and

submitted

to

Beitbridge RDC for comments
Oct 2008

Final Review of the Written Statement at Hakamela by
the Combination Authority and

Nov 2008

Key Stakeholders and Combination Authority formally
adopts the Written Statement for the STWC Local
Development Plan

Jan 2009

Presentation of the Written Statement to the Provincial
Governors of Matabeleland South and Masvingo
Provinces

Feb -Apr 2009

Exhibition of the Local Development Plan Offices open
for the submission of comments/objections between the
13th of February and the 27th of April 2009

7 July 2009

STWC Local Development Plan formally recommended
to the Minister that the Local Development Plan be used
to gazette the Corridor as a Legal entity.
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Oct 2009

Awareness building workshops on the eminent gazette
of the Corridor and to Motivate for the Establishment of
a Co-Management Committee

Nov 2009

A Notice to Gazette Published and there being no
objections the Local Development Plan became
operational on the 22nd of December 2009 signifying that
the corridor as of that day is expected to be managed in
terms of the Local Development Plan

Mar 2010

A workshop was held at Malipati to facilitate the
establish the Co-management Committee

2010

The development of guidelines of governance and draft
Constitution for the STWC Co-management committee

2013

The Limpopo Transboundary Project (a new project
facilitated by CESVI)

Source: CESVI files, Author Fieldwork, 2013
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Appendix 6 Human Ethics Approval Letter
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Appendix 7 Participant Consent Form

PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM
Working Title: Exploring the Role of Power in Governance of
Transfrontier Conservation Areas: A Case Study of Great Limpopo
Transfrontier Park
Thank you expressing your willingness to participate in this research.
I am a researcher at Charles Sturt University working on the abovementioned project. Please sign below indicating that:
“The purpose of the research has been explained to me and I have been
given the opportunity to ask questions about the research and received
satisfactory answers.
I understand that I am free to withdraw my participation in the research
at any time, and that if I do I will not be subjected to any penalty or
discriminatory treatment.
I understand that any information or personal details gathered in the
course of this research about me are confidential and that neither my
name nor any other identifying information will be used or published
without my written permission.
I permit my participation in interview/focus group discussion (delete
where applicable) to be recorded as part of this project.
In the case of focus group discussions, I understand that the researcher
maintains confidentiality and appreciate that anonymity and the
researcher cannot completely guarantee confidentiality after a focus
group setting
By participating in this focus group discussion, I understand that I cannot
withdraw my individual contributions even if I make a decision to
withdraw my participation after completion of the focus group”.
PARTICIPANT STATEMENT
I understand the information I have been given and agree to participate
in this research.
Signature:……………………………………Date:………………….…………
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You are also welcome to contact the researchers involved in this research
at any time.
Principal Investigator:
Chaka Chirozva, (PhD candidate)
School of Environmental Sciences
Charles Sturt University
PO Box 789, Albury, NSW, 2640
Mob: +61 422 023 403
Mob: +263 772 817 986
Email: cchirozva@csu.edu.au

Principal Supervisor:
A/Professor Rosemary Black
School of Environmental Sciences
Charles Sturt University
PO Box 789, Albury, NSW, 2640
Ph: + 61 2 6051 9398
Mob: +61 415436825
Email: rblack@csu.edu.au

Co-Supervisor
A/Prof Vaughan Higgins
School of Humanities and Social
Sciences
Charles Sturt University
PO Box 789
Albury NSW 2640
Australia
Ph: +61 (02) 6051 9623
Fax: +61 (02) 6051 9623
Email: vhiggins@csu.edu.au
Note: Charles Sturt University’s Ethics in Human Research Committee has
approved this project. If you have any complaints or reservations about the
ethical conduct of this project, you may contact the Committee through the
Executive Officer:
The Executive Officer
Ethics in Human Research Committee
Academic Secretariat
Charles Sturt University
Private Mail Bag 29, Bathurst, NSW, 2795
Australia.
Tel: +61 2 63384628 Fax: +61 2 63384194
Email: ethics@csu.edu.au
Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and investigated fully and you
will be informed of the outcome.
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