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Abstract 

Advocates of transboundary protected areas (TBPAs) often claim that the cross-border nature 

and large scale of these parks lead to the fulfillment of three distinct sets of goals – improved 

biodiversity conservation, regional economic development, and the promotion of peace between 

nations.  However, key actors often place very different weightings on these goals, leading to 

very different agendas.  One of the major challenges for park officials lies in balancing these 

goals and agendas in the governance of a transboundary protected area.  By decomposing 

transboundary protected areas into the suite of goods and services being provided, this paper 

intends to offer insights into some of the challenges emergent from the diverse goals listed by 

park proponents and contestation between actors.  Some of these goods and services may be 

viewed as public goods, while others are private, some are common-pool resources, and others 

are toll goods.  Additionally, some of the challenges of managing for these goods and services 

stem from the scale of provision, with biodiversity conservation often seen as a global benefit, 

for instance, while economic development and job creation occur at a local level.  Without 

considering the scale of effect and the type of good, governance of park resources may be 

misguided, counterproductive and ineffective. 

 

This research draws upon interviews of NGO employees, park officials, and government staff 

from six case studies in southern Africa to explore the principle types of goods and services 

provided by TBPAs.  These include biodiversity conservation, carbon sequestration, provision of 

ecosystem services, regional economic development, tourism entertainment, and improved 

relations between neighbors, among others.  It then employs a diagnostic framework for 

analyzing a SES to navigate the governance dilemmas that emerge from both the complex 

bundles of goods and services provided and the scale of effects. 

 



INTRODUCTION 

In the 1990s, conservationists began to realize that parks and protected areas had limited capacity 

for expansion to the scale that many felt would be required to achieve biodiversity conservation 

goals (Rodrigues et al., 2004).  In response, two new conservation movements gained 

momentum – community-based conservation and transboundary or corridor conservation.  Both 

of these movements have begun to move views of protected areas beyond the confines of fortress 

conservation and attempt to reconcile competing claims to land and resource use.  Neither has 

shown universal success, and each has a blend of strengths and weaknesses.  These often echo 

many of the challenges facing biodiversity conservation efforts in general, including the 

relationship between conservation and development (Wells and Brandon, 1992), the efficacy of 

protected area efforts relative to other land tenure options (Hayes, 2006), the trade-offs between 

conservation and other land uses (Bond, 2001), and political ecology questions of power 

inequalities and the distribution of benefits and costs (Igoe, 2006).  A great deal of literature 

discusses these trade-offs for both community-based conservation and for protected areas in 

general (Brockington, 2002, Hulme and Murphree, 2001, among others).  While recent efforts 

have begun to critically examine transboundary conservation (Wolmer, 2003; Duffy, 2005; 

Buscher, 2006), this movement remains understudied in systematically analyzing the unique 

challenges of a transboundary environment.  This paper addresses these challenges in 

transboundary conservation instrumentally by dissecting transboundary protected areas into 

discrete bundles of goods and services.   

 

Experts define a transboundary protected area (TBPA) as “an area of land and/or sea that 

straddles one or more boundaries between states…beyond the limits of national sovereignty or 

jurisdiction…dedicated to the protection and maintenance of biological diversity” (Sandwith et 

al., 2001).  Typically, these parks cover large expanses of land with the goal of improving 

biodiversity conservation outcomes.  The ecological motivation for TBPAs comes from 

conservation biology ideas that the larger size of the protected area will minimize the problem of 

having islands of conservation isolated within a larger mosaic of land use regimes.  Because of 

their size and continuity TBPAs provide opportunities for management at the scale of the 

ecosystem, reduce habitat fragmentation, open corridors for wildlife movement, and, ideally, 

minimize species extinction rates.  However, biodiversity outcomes form only a part of the 

appeal of transboundary conservation (Hanks, 2003).  Advocates also claim that TBPAs improve 

regional economic outcomes, primarily through ecotourism.  Still others sell TBPAs as “Peace 

Parks”, proclaiming that by working together neighboring countries can build social bridges and 

strengthen political ties, resulting in peace between countries (Westing, 1993; Ali, 2007).  

Multiple groups of actors support TBPAs as a means of achieving each of these potential 

benefits.  Conservation NGOs, such as Conservation International and the Worldwide Fund for 

Nature, push for improving biodiversity outcomes, while also noting the economic and political 

merits of TBPA.  Development NGOs, national governments, and international organizations 

like the World Bank’s Global Environmental Facility emphasize the regional and rural economic 

development opportunities on top of the environmental advantages.  Still other actors emphasize 

the promotion of peace and cooperation between neighbors.   

 

In many cases, this diverse group of actors shares a common set of goals, with each striving for 

win-win-win solutions of conservation, economic growth, and peace.  However, problems often 

emerge from the radically different goal prioritization of key actors.  When the triple win is in 



doubt, cooperation often shifts to competition, with actors fighting for their personal goals at the 

expense of others (Buscher and Schoon, 2008).  As a result, the advocacy groups often face 

difficulties in successfully accomplishing park objectives due to infighting.  The motivation 

behind this paper is that by examining the types of goods and services that transboundary 

protected areas are said to provide in more detail, we can gain insight into the contestation that 

emerges between actors and help park managers and advocates seeking resolution to the debate. 

 

THEORY 

The specific trade-offs between goals in transboundary conservation differ from site to site as do 

many of the difficulties in achieving either conservation or development targets.  Frequently 

governance challenges arise through the application of panacea solutions to dissimilar problems 

(Ostrom, 2007), and this has proven to be the case with transboundary parks.  Many projects 

attempt to implement new TBPAs based on plans of existing transboundary parks.  Differing 

contextual environments make this problematic.  One means for understanding the governance 

challenges facing a TBPA project is to partition the protected area into the many goods and 

services that it is expected to provide and then analyze the unique governance challenges each of 

these creates in the specific social and biophysical context in which it is embedded.  One way of 

categorizing the wide variety of potential goods and services in a transboundary park is by each 

goods degree of excludability and degree of subtractability.  Excludability occurs when users can 

be denied goods or services unless they meet the conditions of the supplier.  For example, a 

buyer can purchase an automobile only after meeting the conditions of the seller.  Subtractability, 

or not having jointness of consumption, implies that the use of a good or service by one means 

that the good or service cannot be used by others (Ostrom and Ostrom, 1977).  In the example 

above, upon purchasing the car, no one else can buy the same car.  Of course neither of these 

characteristics is dichotomous, and goods should instead be viewed as varying by a measure of 

degrees.  Aligning goods along these two axes results in four general classification types for 

goods and services as shown in Figure 1.  Private goods, such as cars, clothes, or cameras, are 

generally excludable and subtractable.  Toll goods, including toll roads, telephone service, or 

theater tickets, are also excludable but not subtractable.  The use by an additional consumer does 

not affect the use by others.  Public goods, for example peace, pollution control, and public 

television, are very difficult to exclude people from the benefits but can be jointly enjoyed by all.  

Finally, common-pool resources, for instance fisheries and forest products, share the traits of 

difficulty to exclude and subtractability of use. 

 

As a consequence of these variations of traits, types of goods and services pose distinctly 

different governance challenges.  Often exchange of private goods functions quite well in a 

market environment.  Public goods, by contrast, face problems of free-riding and under-

provision when left to the market.  As a result, governmental regulation and provision often is 

most effective.  Likewise, common-pool resources and toll goods present their own governance 

conundrums which have been well addressed in the literature (Olson, 1965; Weimer and Vining, 

1999).  Fundamentally, many of the governance dilemmas stem from the range of possibilities 

and difficulties in assigning property rights to goods and services.  For dilemmas that cross 

multiple scales of the biophysical world, multiple levels of governance, and multiple sovereign 

jurisdictions, the problems become increasingly complex.  Problems of subtractability and non-

excludability exacerbate the situation.  One method of confronting these challenges is through a 

polycentric governance approach (Michael D. McGinnis, 1999).  Polycentricity involves 



multiple centers of decision-making that function autonomously on some issues but remain part 

of an interdependent system for others (Ostrom et al., 1961).  Such a system attempts to govern 

at the scale of the dilemma rather than the convenience of governments.  Similar approaches 

defined in other literature include bioregionalism and managing to the scale of the ecosystem 

(Michael V. McGinnis, 1999), multi-level governance (Hooghe and Marks, 2003), collaborative 

governance (Imperial, 2005), and network governance (Jones et al., 1997).  While each subtly 

differentiates itself from the others, all share aspects of a collective, multi-level approach of 

governance at the appropriate level of response.  Of course the challenge lies in implementation 

– in gaining efficiency in response while minimizing the transaction costs of coordination 

between decision-making units.  

 

In what follows, this study will draw upon the diagnostic framework for analyzing a social-

ecological system, as shown in Figure 2 (Ostrom, 2007).  In looking at how TBPAs are 

constituted of complex bundles of goods constituted of a diverse configuration of the four pure 

types of goods, several of the framework’s second-tier variables, shown in Table 1, help to 

clarify.  In particular, the sector of the resource system (RS1), the organizations involved in 

governance and their goals (GS1 and GS2), the property-rights systems (GS4), the number of 

users (U1) and their conflicts (I4), and the system outcomes (O1, O2, and O3) all help to 

organize the analysis, as could many of the other second-tier variables.  Ultimately, the research 

targets the appropriate diagnostic variables.  This study explores the guiding question of how 

viewing a protected area as a bundle of goods and services provides a lens for understanding 

conflict between key actors in transboundary protected areas. 

 

METHODS and RESULTS 

The research draws on case studies built upon key informant interviews across six TBPAs 

involving South Africa, conducted between June 2005 and October 2008.  The TBPAs, the 

countries involved, and their time of creation are shown in Table 2.  Over this time period, 150 

semi-structured interviews were conducted with individuals working in these transboundary 

conservation projects.  The focus of the research was two-fold – to understand the challenges of 

transboundary conservation in the region and to gain insight into when and how transboundary 

park officials work collaboratively to resolve these challenges.  The majority of the interviews 

concentrated on two of the parks, the Kgalagadi Transfrontier Park (KTP) and the Great 

Limpopo Transfrontier Park (GLTP).  Based on interviews about these two TBPAs, over 700 

disturbances or challenges facing the protected areas were coded.  Table 3 highlights the most 

frequently mentioned disturbances or challenges confronting these two TBPAs.  Previous studies 

have examined the disturbances faced by TBPAs and compared how the disturbances mentioned 

varied across parks, between countries, and between the positions of actor groups (Schoon, 2008; 

Schoon, forthcoming).  For the purposes of this paper, the interesting aspect emerges from the 

perspectives of different actor groups.  In addition to the quantification of disturbances in the 

KTP and the GLTP, examples from the other four TBPAs that involve South Africa augment the 

discussion with findings from interviews and supplementary literature. 

 

Before taking a closer look at the challenges facing the southern African transboundary protected 

areas, it helps to have a rudimentary categorization of the perceived benefits of transboundary 

conservation along the two continua of Figure 1.  The following will highlight several of the 

most commonly noted benefits of TBPAs and protected areas in general, the type of good or 



service this represents (RS1 from Table 1), and the scale of the benefit.  The list of benefits is 

neither exhaustive, nor is the scale of benefit or the type of good beyond debate.  However, it 

provides a starting point before returning to some of the challenges facing transboundary 

conservation mentioned earlier.  One of the most important ideas to understand is that governing 

protected areas often encompasses a wide range of goods and services that each requires 

different governance structures, as opposed to more ideal types of goods that can function 

adequately under a single type of governance regime. 

 

Three commonly mentioned ecological benefits for protected areas include biodiversity 

conservation, the maintenance of ecosystem services, and, more recently, carbon sequestration as 

an oft identified ecosystem service.  Biodiversity conservation covers a spectrum of related 

concepts.  Most commonly, biological diversity is defined to have three dimensions – the genetic 

variety of a species and the variety of individual species, which are in turn embedded in a 

diversity of ecosystem types (WRI, 1992).  Noss (1990) adds that biodiversity is about 

composition (as in the first two dimensions above), structure (the third dimension above), and 

function.  In general, biodiversity conservation provides a global benefit rather than a local or 

regional one. It also resembles a public good in that no one can be excluded from the benefits of 

biodiversity and, in many cases, joint use is permissible.  The functional aspect of biodiversity 

leads to a second “ecological” benefit of protected areas, the provision of ecosystem services.  

Ecosystem services include direct goods like food, water, and fuel (MA, 2003).  They include 

regulating services like flood control, water filtration, and climate regulation.  Ecosystem 

services also encompass cultural and spiritual well-being.  The wide variety of services provided 

by ecosystems span multiple scales from local (direct good provision, sacred cultural sites) to 

regional (flood mitigation) to global (climate regulation).  In many cases these goods are public, 

like many of the regulating services or cultural benefits, or common-pool resources, like fuel-

wood or medicinal plants often are.  Depending on property rights arrangements, many of the 

direct goods could also be classified as private goods.  In addition to the governance dilemma of 

multiple types of goods, governance challenges often emerge with the shifting of property-rights 

(GS4) or land tenure policies which may convert goods and services from one type to another, as 

when communal or private land is gazette for a protected area.  Likewise, the perspectives of 

different actors (U1 and I4) also change the viewpoint toward the type of good.  For instance, 

medicinal and edible plants may be seen by communities bordering a protected area as common-

pool resources to be harvested as needed.  However park officials may view the same vegetation 

as a source of biodiversity and a public good.  Private landholders often see these goods as 

private.  The difference in use leads to a difference in typological category.  It may also result in 

changing legal restrictions and imposition of fences and other barriers (Jones, 2007).  This can 

change the “public” good to something resembling a toll good.  One ecosystem service in 

particular receives a great deal of discussion in conservation literature – the role of vegetation in 

carbon sequestration.  Carbon sequestration through reforestation and the prevention of 

deforestation as a means to mitigate global climate change is a decidedly global public good.  

Like many biodiversity benefits, the global public good comes at the expense of the consumption 

of what local populations may see as private goods or CPR. 

 

The second broad class of goods and services comes from the perceived economic benefits of 

transboundary conservation.  Economic benefits initially flow from government and private 

sector infrastructure investment.  Improvements in infrastructure, like the modern airport outside 



Kruger National Park in South Africa, the improved roads to Limpopo National Park in 

Mozambique, and the river crossing in Ai-Ais/Richtersveld between Namibia and South Africa 

are all public goods that benefit local communities and regional development.  Ultimately, 

however, many conservation projects in southern Africa rely on financial self-sustainability.  

Many view ecotourism as the only means to attain this financial security.  Ecotourism provides a 

revenue stream for the parks through gate fees, lodging, and hospitality.  It also provides jobs 

(private goods) for many.  The question often arises, however, as to whether these jobs flow to 

the local population or to outsiders.  This calls into question whether conservation projects 

provide economic benefit at a local scale or whether the costs of conservation are borne at the 

local level while economic benefits accrue at a larger scale (Ferreira, 2004; Munthali, 2007).  In 

some cases local jobs have been limited to selling curios, dancing troupes, and housecleaning 

(DeMotts, 2005).  Meanwhile the higher paying managerial jobs often flow to outside parties.  

Several projects have attempted to link community-based conservation projects through a variety 

of co-management arrangements, and community-developed tourism programs affiliated with 

southern African TBPAs have started in several areas.  Few of these have had much success, 

with the Makuleke Contractual Park in the GLTP as the exceptional success (Reid, 2001).  While 

the Makuleke beneficially partnered with an experienced outside private firm, most other 

community projects, in contrast, have struggled to compete in the international tourism sector 

(Hughes, 2001). 

 

In addition to the ecological and economic benefits from TBPAs, some purport that 

transboundary projects promote peace, garnering the name of Peace Parks for some 

internationally adjoining protected areas.  The advocates believe that by working collaboratively 

on transboundary projects, relations between countries will improve (Thorsell, 1990; Hanks, 

2003).  While others contest whether cross-border relations improve or the transboundary efforts 

lead to contention (Buscher and Schoon, 2008), the promotion of peace is a public good with 

benefits spanning from the local to regional to global levels. 

 

With this broad categorization of benefits in place, it is possible to return to some of the key 

challenges identified in interviews with the people involved in the transboundary conservation 

projects.  As identified in Table 3, the leading disturbances in the Great Limpopo and the 

Kgalagadi Transfrontier Parks are park-community relations (I4) and human-wildlife conflict 

(O1).  Both disturbances arise from the parks being embedded in the larger landscape and the 

interaction between the protected area and its surroundings both socially and ecologically (O3).  

While the two disturbances are entwined in some aspects, it is helpful to analyze many of 

challenges with parks and the local community relations as economic issues that stem from land 

tenure arrangements (GS4).  Conversely, the human-wildlife conflict challenge relates more 

directly to the conservation goals of the protected area and the health and well-being of its 

neighbors.  In both cases, the underlying challenge may not arise from the aggregate 

conservation or economic gains but from the shift in scale between cost and benefit. 

 

In what follows, the discussion will examine these two disturbances – relations with local 

communities and human-wildlife conflict – in greater detail in an attempt to come to terms with 

the two governance dilemmas raised at the beginning of the paper.  The first dilemma comes 

from the complex bundle of goods and services that protected areas provide and the difficulty to 

create and coordinate institutional arrangements that effectively govern such a wide variety of 



goods.  The second dilemma comes when the costs and benefits from a protected area accrue at 

vastly different scales. 

 

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS  

The main areas of contention between conservation, development, and peace in transboundary 

protected areas come from the complex land tenure arrangements between parks and local 

communities and from human-wildlife conflict.  While many of the potential benefits from 

transboundary protected areas noted earlier often show differential burdens of cost and benefit 

across scales – including biodiversity conservation, carbon sequestration, job creation and the 

wealth creation of parks, fomenting of peace, and provision of many ecosystem services – much 

of the focus from interviews did not specify any of these specific individual dilemmas.  Instead 

the issue of land tenure (GS4) encapsulates much of the conflict between local populations and 

park officials (I4). 

 

 Park-Local Community Relations 

Many of the protected areas in southern Africa, like parks in hosts of places around the globe, 

were created, in part, by the removal of local populations.  Each of the six transboundary 

protected areas in this study has confronted this dilemma at one level or another.  With the end of 

Apartheid in 1994, South Africa has embarked on a path to reconcile past transgressions and 

empower historically disadvantaged people, including those disenfranchised from protected 

areas.  Yet the road to recovery has not always been smooth or straightforward.  At the same 

time, their transboundary partners have also struggled to reconcile land tenure usage between the 

state and local users.  South Africa’s legal system currently allows disenfranchised groups to file 

claim on their historical land (Ramutsindela, 2007).  These claims have greatly impacted two of 

the transfrontier parks – the Great Limpopo and the Kgalagadi.  At present, over half of Kruger 

National Park in the Great Limpopo has claims filed against it.  In an effort to minimize the flow 

of land use away from conservation, the national government has decreed that land currently 

under conservation by the state will not be converted out.  Instead new ownership will allow for 

the development of co-management arrangements and exclusive development of tourism 

infrastructure.  It is not clear if management rights without certain usage rights or alienation 

rights will be acceptable in the long run.  Nor is it certain that economic development is an 

acceptable trade-off for the permanent loss of resource access.  At the same time, the South 

African government continues to gazette national parks as sub-sections to transfrontier parks.  

The newly created Mapungubwe National Park provides the South African section of the 

Limpopo-Shashe Transfrontier Conservation Area with Botswana and Zimbabwe.  In its 

creation, the national park service, SANParks, purchased land directly from its owners rather 

than seize it through eminent domain. 

 

In spite of these relatively progressive efforts, user conflict persists in South Africa.  Not only 

does the settlement of land claims not fully compensate for the loss of resource access, but many 

have other problems with conflicting resource uses.  In the Maloti-Drakensberg, South African 

management has pushed for strict protected areas for the conservation of biodiversity.  At the 

same time, their counterparts in Lesotho have tried to establish multiple-use conservation areas 

in an effort to provide economic development to an impoverished region while also improving 

the provision of ecosystem services, particularly water filtration and reduced erosion (Busher, 

2008).  The Lubombo Transfrontier Conservation Area between Mozambique, South Africa, and 



Swaziland confronts trade-offs between the development of ecological corridors, reduced 

resource access for local people, and a decoupling of villages on both sides of the international 

borders (Jones, 2005).  What was meant as a means of economic development has done the 

opposite, and disconnected previously linked trading partners.  Across the border from the settled 

land claims in Kruger National Park, its Mozambican counterpart in the Great Limpopo, is 

currently in the process of resettling villages from inside the recently gazette Limpopo National 

Park to land outside the park (Spierenburg et al., 2006).   

 

Many of these tenure issues trade-off the types of goods and services mentioned – trade-offs 

between subsistence and ecotourism livelihoods, between conservation goals and development 

goals, between local users and regional or global advocates, and between countries partnering in 

transfrontier parks.  The tenure issues also coalesce around trade-offs between public goods, 

private goods, and common-pool resources, with ownership changes often shifting from private 

and communal ownership to public ownership in the protected areas.  In some cases now, 

ownership has started to shift back to communities and private owners through contractual parks 

(Reid et al., 2004).  To understand ownership in contractual parks, it helps to divide ownership 

rights into rights of access, withdrawal, management, exclusion, and alienation (Schlager and 

Ostrom, 1992).  Contractual parks, such as those in the Ai-Ais/Richtersveld Transfrontier Park, 

in the Great Limpopo, and in the Kgalagadi, provide an example of recent efforts at balancing 

competing types of goods and services.  Even with devolved rights and co-management 

arrangements, however, ownership rights are still limited.  Resource usage varies between 

arrangement, from goat ranching in the Richtersveld to spiritual usage and hunting rights in the 

Kgalagadi to development rights in the Great Limpopo, but most arrangements limit resource 

usage in favor of conservation.  Alienation rights do not exist.  Many access rights and 

withdrawal rights are limited.  Exclusion rights are generally reserved to the park officials.  In 

short, in spite of limited management rights, the state retains most management options. 

  

Human-Wildlife Conflict 

Related to the relations between parks and local communities, the second most frequently 

mentioned disturbance in transboundary conservation comes from human-wildlife conflict.  

Human-wildlife conflict typically takes one of three forms – threats to human life, threats to 

livelihood via crop destruction, and threats to livelihood via livestock loss.  Again, as in the 

mixed forms of ownership and management mentioned above, confusion of ownership and 

confusion of management confound the problem.   

 

In South Africa wildlife has res nullius status, where wild animals have no legal owner.  This 

results in state custodianship of the animals when on communal or private land.  Essentially, the 

animals are pure public goods.  Neighboring residents view animals, whether inside or outside of 

Kruger as the property of the park, but animals outside the park are property of the state and 

officially outside the jurisdiction of park staff.  Although park staff generally assists outside the 

park, because the wildlife is property of the “state”, it is no longer clear who initiates and 

coordinates the response to the situation.  State ownership often compounds the problem, with 

affected communities often feeling helpless to respond as killing the animals is a crime.  The 

situation is further confused by the “ownership” of the fence surrounding Kruger Park.  The state 

veterinary authorities, in the Department of Agriculture originally built the fence to minimize the 

spread of disease between livestock and wildlife.  As a result, they hold the responsibility of 



fence maintenance.  However, the responsibility of wildlife remains in the Department of the 

Environment.  As a result, the control system may break down between the two departments.  

For animals that do escape and result in conflict with neighboring populations, the current policy 

is to have the animal killed or driven back into the national park by Kruger staff or provincial 

environmental officials.  In some cases, however, safari outfitters are allowed to tender and hunt 

escaped animals, converting public goods to private ones (Anthony, 2006).  This situation raises 

several problems.  First, no one clearly takes the lead in response.  Second, responses vary 

depending on who responds.  Park officials prefer to drive the animal back into the park.  

Provincial officials often prefer to kill the animal immediately.  Hunters often only want to fill 

their hunting quota with trophy quality animals, not immature, sick, or injured animals.  As a 

result, every situation differs.  The various outcomes also affect the compensation provided to 

communities.  Professional hunters and animals killed by park staff provide the meat to 

communities.  Animals that return to the park on their own or under pursuit result in no benefits 

to communities.  Beyond meat from destroyed animals, no direct compensation plans exist for 

community members affected by animal attacks.  The result of these policies is animosity 

between the park and its neighbors.   

  

In Mozambique, Limpopo National Park still has several thousand villagers living within the 

park boundaries.  As a result, human-wildlife conflict presents a constant threat to local 

populations and a constant challenge for park employees to respond.  With the translocation of 

animals between South Africa and Mozambique, beginning in 2001, and the tearing down of 

fences for the transboundary parks, beginning in 2002, interaction between humans, livestock, 

and wildlife have increased annually.  The park service has recently tasked rangers to investigate 

conflict sites, but the quality of data is not always consistent.  The data do not have any historical 

benchmarks either.  In the future, in confirmed cases, compensation may be awarded to the 

family, particularly in the event of crop destruction or loss of livestock.  However compensation 

will only be awarded for certain animals under very specific conditions.  For instance, damage 

caused by animals that are found both inside and outside the park will not be reimbursed.  This 

includes baboon and monkey damage to crops, leopard and crocodile attacks, and the attacks of 

most small predators and scavengers.  It is not clear if or when such a compensation plan will 

begin.  Beyond tracking data, officials have no control policy for large attacks by lions, 

destruction by hippos or elephants, or the spread of veterinary disease through buffalo or 

ungulates.   

 

Botswana, unlike Mozambique or South Africa, has a compensation program in place for 

conflict from a few of the larger species – lion, leopard, elephant – but does not compensate for 

some of the species most responsible for livestock predation, like black-backed jackals (Gusset et 

al., 2009).  Additionally, compensation for loss typically accounts for less than 50% of the value.  

As in Mozambique and South Africa, wildlife is viewed as a public good, but loss of private 

property is born by the individual.  The consequences are that many individuals neighboring the 

protected areas regard wildlife as a threat that is often illegally destroyed rather than face the 

possibility of loss. 

 

CONCLUSION 

In each of the cases presented here, protected area governance confronts three major sets of 

issues.  First, ownership rights have blurred from times of strict fortress-style conservation.  Co-



management arrangements, public-private partnerships in conservation, contractual parks, and 

transboundary parks all complicate the exact ownership of parks.  Separating ownership into 

access, usage, management, exclusion, and alienation rights begins to clarify the issue.  

However, today’s complex matrix of land tenure and usage compounds the problem as well.  As 

the example of human-wildlife conflict demonstrates, ownership gets confusing in the interaction 

between landscapes, as in wildlife movement between patches. Second, the types of goods and 

services provided by transboundary protected areas have always been messy.  Transboundary 

protected areas are complex bundles of goods and services with an array of differences of 

excludability and jointness of use.  As a result, protected area management presents unique 

challenges.  Governance arrangements that work well with one resource type may struggle with 

another.  This is further compounded because of the multiple actors advocating transboundary 

conservation.  In spite of their tripartite goals of conservation, development, and peace, when 

looking at the details, different actor groups favor different goals.  Many of the conservation 

goals are public goods while the development goals are often private goods or are dependent on 

common-pool resources.  These differences have profound implications for park management.  

The third challenge is that the nature of the goods and services offered by protected areas often 

provides benefits at scales different from the scale where costs accrue.  Just as the conservation 

goals and the development goals differ in the types of goods and services, the conservation 

benefits often occur at a regional or global scale, while the costs collect at a local scale.  

Development goals may match the scale of benefits and costs, but again it is not clear that costs 

and benefits will cancel out or that one group at a local level will not benefit at the expense of 

another.  These local costs and benefits can play out between genders, age groups, education 

levels, professions, and classes.  Ultimately, the controversy surrounding transboundary 

protected areas comes, in part, from the differences between beneficiaries – who pay and who 

profit. 

 

The intent of this research is threefold.  First, by sub-dividing protected areas into a variety of 

types of goods and services, protected area officials can begin to see how governance 

arrangements need to be structured differently between actor groups for the multitudes of 

different goods and services provided by protected areas.  This does not eliminate contention, 

power dynamics, or dissent between groups.  Instead, it is meant to add awareness to governance 

choices.  Second, the diagnostic framework introduces a comprehensive way of organizing the 

many variables that affect interactions in a social-ecological system.  The second-tier variables 

allow researchers to examine how particular combinations of these variables affect interactions 

between resources, users, and governance systems and the resulting outcomes in particular cases.  

Third, returning to the ideas of polycentricity presented earlier, attempting to govern a range of 

goods and services in a centralized manner, as in many fortress conservation projects, has not 

often achieved their desired results.  Recent trends have acknowledged this shortcoming and 

have begun to remedy it.  New approaches try to take advantage of local knowledge, reward 

local monitoring and enforcement of rules, and push governance to multiple decision-making 

authorities.  These include community-based natural resource management programs, the move 

to contractual parks and other co-management arrangements, cross-border partnerships, corridor 

conservation programs, and transboundary protected areas.  These types of programs often allow 

and even encourage more decentralized governance arrangements that nest within broader 

governing bodies.  Often the challenges come from finding the appropriate level of governance 

for a specific issue and figuring out when, where, and how to collaborate with other governance 



institutions across jurisdictional boundaries.  This is important regardless of whether the 

boundaries are between municipalities, tribes, agencies, or countries.  In all of these cases the 

key to understanding the appropriate level for governance and when to cooperate with cross-

border partnerships entails balancing transaction costs with efficiency gains.  Negotiating and 

coming to agreement between cross-border partners requires time, energy, and resources.  Only 

when the benefits of collaboration exceed the costs should these efforts be undertaken.  While 

this is a simplistic explanation of a complex task, it points in the direction of successful 

polycentric governance and governing at the appropriate level of response.  Polycentric 

governance provides one means of improving the response to the task of the management of the 

complex bundle of goods and services known as a transboundary protected area. 
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FIGURES 

Figure 1 – Matrix of Four Types of Goods and Services 

 
 
 From: Ostrom and Ostrom, 1997 

 

Figure 2 – Diagnostic Framework for Analyzing Social Ecological Systems 

 

A multitier framework for analyzing an SES.

Ostrom E. PNAS 2007;104:15181-15187

 
 

 

 



 

Table 1 – Second-tier variables in framework for analyzing an SES 

 

 
 

 From: Ostrom, 2007 

 

Table 2 – List of Transboundary Protected Area Projects in South Africa 

 

Project Name Participating Countries Status 
Kgalagadi Transfrontier Park Botswana 

South Africa 

Treaty signed (12 May 2000) 

Great Limpopo Transfrontier 

Park/Conservation Area 

Mozambique 

South Africa 

Zimbabwe 

Treaty signed (9 December 2002) 

Lubombo Transfrontier Conservation 

Area 

Mozambique 

South Africa 

Swaziland 

Trilateral Protocol signed (22 

June 2000) 

Maloti-Drakensburg Transfrontier 

Conservation & Development Area 

Lesotho 

South Africa 

Memorandum of Understanding 

signed (11 June 2001) 

Ai/Ais-Richtersveld Transfrontier Park Namibia 

South Africa 

Treaty signed (1 August 2003) 

Limpopo-Shashe Transfrontier 

Conservation Area 

Botswana 

South Africa 

Zimbabwe 

Memorandum of Understanding 

signed (22 June 2006) 

 
 Adapted from: Buscher, 2008 

 

 



 

 

 

Table 3 – Most Frequently Mentioned Disturbances in the GLTP and the KTP 

 
Disturbance Category Times Mentioned in Interviews 

Park – Local Community Relations 151 

Human-Wildlife Conflict 59 

Financial Sustainability of TPBA 36 

Tourism 34 

Border Security 29 

Total Interviews 225 

 

Adapted from:  Schoon, 2008 


