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Letter No. 3 to AFRICOM
Transfrontier Conservation Areas and AFRICOM: 
Conflict Resolution and Environmental Sustainability
RobeRt R. SandS, Phd*

Environmental security is a funda-
mental component of human 
security necessary for long-term 
stability and progress in Africa. It 

is essential in developing meaningful and 
lasting relationships among local indige-
nous peoples and between public and pri-
vate sectors in fledging local and national 
governments. The development of Trans-
frontier Conservation Areas (TFCA) world-
wide, but specifically in Africa, promotes 
environmental security and has offered a 
useful means to attenuate and resolve some 
conflicts while at the same time promote 
biodiversity and enhance environmental 
(and natural resources) management. Peace 
Parks (PP), a kind of TFCA that involves 
twin primary aims—conflict resolution and 
conservation/sustainment of biodiversity—

are found primarily in regions of past con-
flict, postconflict, or potential conflict. 
Human and environmental security con-
cerns, keenly shared by many African 
countries and individual Africans, repre-
sent a potential opportunity for building 
partnership capability in a way that could 
significantly increase the reach and influ-
ence of Africa Command (AFRICOM). 
The 2009 AFRICOM/Air University Sym-
posium featured a track on environmental 
security, identifying ways that AFRICOM 
could engage in partnering for lasting and 
meaningful influence. One workshop fea-
tured discussion of TFCAs and PPs, offer-
ing several initiatives that constitute roles 
the command could play to promote envi-
ronmental security in Africa.1 This article 
explores the use of TFCAs in an African 
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context, utilizing the initiatives promoted 
through the workshop that offer benefits 
to local populations as well as regional and 
national environmental/human sustain-
ability.

Africa, Environmental Security, 
and the US Military/Africa 

Command
US military involvement in African envi-

ronmental security has increased some-
what inconsistently over the last 20 years. 
This inconsistency can be traced to differ-
ing emphases on the environment and se-
curity in the previous presidential adminis-
trations of Bill Clinton and George W. 
Bush. The Clinton administration linked 
security to the environment in the national 
security strategy, but the two Bush adminis-
trations minimized such a link.

Dan Henk describes a three-pronged 
US approach to the administering of en-
vironmental foreign policy in southern 
Africa, featuring the Department of State, 
the US Agency for International Develop-
ment (USAID), and the Department of 
Defense (DOD).2 He details a dysfunc-
tional, “stovepiped” US agency involve-
ment in environmental security in the 
southern Africa countries of South Africa, 
Botswana, and Namibia, with funding 
meager compared to that of other foreign 
policy initiatives. In addition, the inability 
to define projects with a focus on environ-
mental security and the absence of a clear 
conceptualization to unite regional ef-
forts (because of lack of interagency coor-
dination to a strategic whole) produced 
only modest results in developing part-
nerships and funding environmental se-
curity projects.3 Henk suggests that south-
ern Africa holds promise for exploring 
military partnerships in environmental is-
sues; however, the only two organizations 

within the DOD that supported environ-
mental security as of 2006 were European 
Command (at that time, one of the US 
combatant commands with jurisdiction in 
Africa) and a small environmental office 
within the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense, Deputy Undersecretary of Defense 
for Installations and Environment, that 
was minimally funded for more or less 
environmental-compliance projects on 
the continent.

Of the three countries, Botswana had 
received the lion’s share of monies, most 
of it DOD related; however, funding for 
non-DOD projects occurred for all three 
countries through a variety of USAID pro-
grams between 1990 and 2005, including 
support for local and regional conserva-
tion efforts in the Okavango Basin Project 
and promotion of the Kavengo Zambesi 
(KAZA) initiative. Military funding went 
to the Botswana Defense Force for supply-
ing equipment and training to support 
antipoaching activities.4 Namibia also re-
ceived both USAID and military funding, 
beginning in the early 1990s. USAID 
funding went to support a local Commu-
nity-Based Natural Resources Manage-
ment program, while military funding 
supported local environmental projects. 
This resource-management program pro-
duced a successful coordination between 
the Namibian and US governments, in-
ternational nongovernmental organiza-
tions (NGO), and very cooperative local 
communities, in which significant im-
provement of biodiversity was encased 
within a primary goal of reducing rural 
poverty through improvement in people’s 
quality of life.5 As Henk chronicles with 
the Namibian and Botswana examples, 
the meager monies, compared to those 
for other US foreign policy initiatives and 
concern about this direction overall, sig-
naled a lack of interest in this area of US 
foreign policy from the Department of 
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State, USAID, and the DOD during the 
last administration.

The Birth of Africa Command and 
the Existing/Potential Relationship 

to Environmental Security
The development of AFRICOM in 

2007 grew out of the United States’ de-
sire to create a combatant command that 
sought to engineer a “whole of govern-
ment approach” to effect positive influ-
ence through engaging collaborative re-
lationships within the US government as 
well as with partner nations and other 
organizations across the African conti-
nent. “The creation of U.S. Africa Com-
mand enables DoD to better focus its re-
sources to support and enhance existing 
U.S. initiatives that help African nations, 
the African Union, and the regional eco-
nomic communities succeed. It also pro-
vides African nations and regional orga-
nizations an integrated DoD coordination 
point to help address security and related 
needs.”6 The leadership of ARFICOM 
features Department of State and DOD 
deputy commanders together with repre-
sentation from USAID and other govern-
mental agencies involved in Africa. AFRI-
COM will seek to engage partner nations 
and humanitarian organizations also in-
volved in African issues and common 
concerns.

This paradigm shift in US military re-
lations reflects the changing face of for-
eign relations in an increasingly “global-
ized” twenty-first century. The merits of 
theoretical discussions on globalization 
perhaps fall outside the scope of this ef-
fort. Nevertheless, the end result of US 
involvement in a continent as diverse as 
Africa, and with many countries still strug-
gling from the aftermath of colonialism, 
points toward reconstruction and stability 

operations as a primary concern for US 
foreign policy and toward potential DOD 
opportunity in building partnerships with 
African nations. As Henk outlined, historic 
patterns of foreign policy initiatives in 
African environmental security include 
interagency dysfunction, and stovepip-
ing would exist for all types of stability-
operations projects within the traditional 
combatant command approach. How-
ever, AFRICOM exists as a means of har-
nessing the efforts and strengths of tradi-
tionally autonomous agencies to engage a 
range of programs, including military-to-
military programs, for promoting a stable 
and secure African environment. In a 
continent such as Africa, where most na-
tion-states are in their infancy and where 
quality of life is constrained by a host of a 
factors (e.g., little or no infrastructure; 
ethnic conflict; and environmental, man-
made, and natural crises that result in the 
loss of natural resources, disease, and 
famine), the notion of security cannot be 
tied to the traditional concept of defense 
of national integrity. Rather, it should re-
flect a more human-centric perspective.

In essence, a prosperous and stable 
continent, across and within national bor-
ders, will develop and sustain elements 
that make up human security. The con-
cept of human security originated through 
promulgation by the United Nations in 
the 1990s and beyond.7 Considered radi-
cal when introduced, the notion of hu-
man security has redefined the idea of a 
secure state as one that places primary 
emphasis on the safety of individuals and 
the well-being of local communities, not 
one that involves a centralized govern-
ment competing in an international arena 
through the use of threat and military 
force.8 “Security should be ‘people-cen-
tered,’ rather than state-centered; its most 
basic components would be ‘freedom 
from fear and freedom from want.’ ”9
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Critical to the “operationalizing” of hu-
man security are the sustainment and, in 
some cases, the protection of the African 
environment from competing global and 
African national forces. This notion of en-
vironmental security would also include 
minimizing conflict generated by the con-
strained availability of natural resources, 
such as minerals, water, grazing lands, and 
timber. As AFRICOM moves from standing 
up as a functioning command to engage-
ment with African nations and their 
people, the concept of human security—
specifically, environmental security—
should become a key component of en-
gagement strategy through reconstruction 
and stability operations. Promoting, plan-
ning, and assisting in environmental secu-
rity programs and projects—or even creat-
ing the conditions for awareness of 
environmental security—represent roles 
and possible avenues for funding/cooper-
ation or coordination for AFRICOM with 
African partners.

The development and sustainment of 
such viable programs as TFCAs and PPs 
in which AFRICOM might engage could 
have immediate and long-lasting effects 
on African human security and could of-
fer engagement channels to promote the 
operational, tactical, and strategic goals 
of AFRICOM: “conduct[ing] sustained 
security engagement through military-to-
military programs, military-sponsored ac-
tivities, and other military operations as 
directed to promote a stable and secure 
African environment in support of U.S. 
foreign policy.”10

Transfrontier  
Conservation Areas

The development of ecological areas/
conservation zones within and between 
nations to promote sustainability and sta-

bility has a long history. The birth of na-
tional parks and forests in the United 
States is just one example of the use of 
conservation zones. More recently, the 
use of such zones has been promoted as a 
means of conflict resolution as well as a 
way of providing an environment of sus-
taining peaceful relations among nations 
and promoting environmental sustain-
ability while preserving access to natural 
resources. Since environmental stress 
rarely knows national boundaries, it may 
be beneficial for countries and regions to 
cooperate to alleviate similar or mutual 
problems.11 Concentrating on environ-
mental peacekeeping instead of the nega-
tive interface created by environmental 
problems, environmental security entails 
interactions that can become the build-
ing blocks for future cooperation.12 Iden-
tified as a Protected Area, Transfrontier 
Protected Area, Transboundary Protected 
Area, or TFCA, conservation areas that 
straddle national or other regional bound-
aries have also been colloquially defined 
as PPs.13 The most universally accepted 
definition of these conservation zones 
comes from the World Conservation 
Union (IUCN) publication Transboundary 
Protected Areas for Peace and Co-operation.14

This article uses the label “TFCA” to 
conceptualize the particular notion of an 
ecological/conservation area or zone. 
Generally, all definitions feature the de-
velopment of ecological protected areas 
between international states that share a 
political boundary as well as engage in 
some regular communication and shar-
ing of information between TFCA part-
ners. A TFCA can encompass protected 
areas that may, or may not, have contigu-
ous boundaries and that feature multiple-
use land-use areas within the TFCA.15 
Development of these national and inter-
national conservation zones has been 
used to promote a variety of local, na-

sands.indd   30 5/20/10   12:03:35 PM



LETTER NO. 3 TO AFRICOM     31

tional, and international issues. In Africa 
the development of conservation zones 
has proven especially successful on many 
fronts, specifically facilitating the resolu-
tion of territorial conflict and promotion 
of environmental sustainability. TFCAs 
have “become prospects for new and in-
novative regional approaches to the inter-
related problems of conflict resolution 
and appropriate stewardship of the re-
sources base.”16 As such a protected area, 
a TFCA provides different outcomes to 
various groups.17 For conservationists, the 
outcome is an enforceable means of pro-
tecting biodiversity; for a state military, an 
area absent of population encroachment; 
for rebel forces, a refuge area or staging 
platform for future attacks; for govern-
ment-based, local indigenous groups or 
privately sponsored ecotourism compa-
nies, economic development; and for 
pharmaceutical companies or interna-
tional NGOs interested in preserving ag-
ricultural biodiversity, a genetic “ware-
house” of potential natural resources or 
information for present or future use in 
environmental change.

Importantly, TFCAs incorporate local 
communities and governmental organiza-
tions to manage the land for multiple pur-
poses. To this author, they are based on the 
three general pillars of sustainability:

a) sustainability of biodiversity through 
conservation (including conservation and 
management of natural resources which 
encompasses water [hydroelectric] and 
land resources such as forests and wildlife 
number and diversity) and preservation of 
the “commons” to reduce conflict over de-
pletion of resources;

b) sustainability and management of eco-
nomic development both locally and re-
gionally through the engine of ecotourism 
and community-based land use programs;

c) the sustainability of regional peace and 
stability through conflict resolution, to in-
clude sustain[ment of] bilateral and multi-
lateral relations among nations.18

TFCAs provide additional boundary 
protection to mitigate terrorism. Cooper-
ation in managing conservation zones 
promotes the sustainability of “soft peace” 
between friendly neighbors. Such zones 
can also serve as an important tool for the 
development of “hard peace” (between 
adversarial neighbors) as a starting point 
in facilitating dialogue between adversar-
ies; furthermore, they can offer a valuable 
exit strategy from intractable positions.19

Promoting, sustaining, and protecting 
biodiversity as well as maintaining access 
to natural resources for indigenous and 
local peoples are primary considerations 
of TFCAs. In addition, the engine of eco-
tourism drives both funding and liveli-
hoods for those who live in and around 
the TFCA; it does so directly through park 
management and sustainment and indi-
rectly through ecotourism dollars.20 TF-
CAs such as the Great Limpopo Trans-
frontier Park that straddles Mozambique, 
South Africa, and Zimbabwe, and the 
Ngorongoro Conservation Area (NCA) 
offer indigenous populations residence 
within and adjacent to park boundaries. 
Even though limiting their traditional 
subsistence strategy of pastoralism for the 
Masai, for example, NCA park development 
and sustainment can offer employment, 
experience, and training/education.21 The 
NCA is not unique in attempting to pro-
vide development to indigenous and local 
populations through both economic gain 
and local management. Members of the 
Northern Rangelands Trust, a commu-
nity-organized and -led conservation ini-
tiative in northern Kenya, represent pas-
toralist communities whose traditional 
lifeways have become somewhat margin-
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alized by the formal sector of the state. 
The trust was established by these local 
groups—along with other stakeholders 
interested in biodiversity conservation—
to form “umbrella” local governance em-
phasizing conservation and sound envi-
ronmental management to improve, 
diversify, and sustain pastoral livelihoods. 
Currently the Northern Rangelands Trust 
is composed of 15 local community con-
servancies in six districts.22

Peace Parks
PPs date back to 1932 and the develop-

ment of the Waterton-Glacier Interna-
tional Peace Park that lies on the border 
between the United States and Canada.23 
Organizations such as the IUCN’s World 
Commission on Protected Areas, World 
Wildlife Fund, and United Nations Uni-
versity for Peace have worked in some way 
to further the concept of building peace 
through building PPs. As is the case with 
TFCAs, there are slightly differing defini-
tions of PPs.

According to the IUCN, a PP must pro-
mote “a clear biodiversity objective, a 
clear peace objective and co-operation be-
tween at least two countries or sub-national 
jurisdiction” (emphasis in original).24 
The United Nations University for Peace 
defines PPs as “protected areas where 
there is a significant conflictive past.”25 
Trevor Sandwith and others define PPs as 
“transboundary protected areas that are 
formally dedicated to the protection and 
maintenance of biological diversity, and 
of natural and associated cultural re-
sources, and to the promotion of peace 
and co-operation.”26 Saleem Ali has simi-
larly defined PPs.27 Clearly, a PP empha-
sizes an environment of sustaining peace-
ful relations among nations, promoting 
environmental sustainability, and preserv-
ing access to natural resources.

Instead of mitigating tension, PPs pro-
vide a collaborative alternate solution to 
barricaded borders that isolate and sus-
tain. This development has been used 
successfully either in regional areas prone 
to conflict or in a postconflict situation 
(e.g., the border between Kuwait and 
Iraq).28 The Korean demilitarized zone 
represents both a nature corridor un-
touched for 50 years and an opportunity 
for the North and South Korean govern-
ments to engage in a collaborative effort 
to maintain habitats and reintroduce spe-
cies into the ecosystem, as well as offer a 
symbol of peace and novel, cooperative 
international relations.29 The Siachen 
Glacier region, shared by both India and 
Pakistan, has been and continues to be a 
region of conflict between the two na-
tions: “Their combat over a barren, unin-
habited nether world of questionable 
strategic value is a forbidding symbol of 
their lingering irreconcilability.”30 Neal 
Kemkar poses the creation of a trans-
boundary PP bilaterally managed by both 
India and Pakistan that would end the 
ongoing “low-intensity border war be-
tween the two nations.”31 A frontier PP 
that exists in the Mesopotamia marsh-
lands between Iran and Iraq is in the pre-
liminary stages, having the goal of bring-
ing Shi’a and Sunnis together and 
restoring sensitive marshlands, necessary 
for biodiversity and agriculture, that have 
suffered damage by decades of conflict.32 

Moreover, boundary land between Af-
ghanistan and Pakistan has been proposed 
for a series of TFCAs.33

In Africa the development of TFCAs in 
the early 1990s featured PPs.34 These 
parks were promulgated through discus-
sions of common interests, first between 
Anton Rupert, president of the South Af-
rican World Wildlife Fund, and Joachim 
Chissano, president of Mozambique, in 
1990 and later with the support of newly 
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elected South African president Nelson 
Mandela. The Peace Parks Foundation, 
established in 1997, was the collaboration 
of the national governments of Mozam-
bique, Zimbabwe, and South Africa, as 
well as NGOs such as the World Wildlife 
Fund and the World Bank.

There are several successful PPs in 
southern Africa, including Great Limpopo 
Transfrontier Park, Kibira National Park, 
Virunga National Park, and the Volcanoes 
National Park, which make up the Great 
Lakes TFCAs of Burundi, Democratic Re-
public of the Congo, and Rwanda. The 
ambitious KAZA Peace Parks Initiative in-
cludes TFCAs in five African countries: 
South Africa, Botswana, Mozambique, 
Zimbabwe, and Angola.35 Although KAZA 
has been in the planning stages for several 
years due to factors such as the political 
instability of some members, which led to 
internal conflict, the implementation of 
such an initiative only underscores the po-
tential benefits of TFCAs to nations and 
their neighbors.

Another African example is the “W” 
International Peace Park in West Africa, a 
TFCA that covers three West African 
countries: Benin, Burkina Faso, and Ni-
ger, and over a million hectares. Parts of it 
were designated as a wildlife reserve in 
1926 and went through various manage-
ment administrations under colonial rule 
and after independences through the 
1980s. This was accompanied by indigenous 
practices of first foragers, stockbreeders, 
and, lately, practitioners of pastoralism/
transhumance managing the park’s re-
sources.36 In 1986 the three countries en-
tered into transboundary collaboration 
for park management, emphasizing sus-
tainable management of the park’s natu-
ral resources. Park management is eco-
nomically driven by tourism and sports 
hunting, while peripheral populations 
border on abject poverty. The park still 

exists in a fragile ecological state; more-
over, tourism and hunting programs are 
not mature, affecting park sustainability. 
Programs to integrate these populations 
into sustainable park management are 
ongoing, and strict conservation laws 
have given way to more “participatory” 
approaches to involve local indigenous 
populations as “comanagers” of the park 
through a series of obligations and rights.

The Downside of 
Transfrontier Conservation 

Areas and Peace Parks
Some scholars argue that the develop-

ment of conservation zones such as TFCAs 
has not yielded those benefits that pro-
mote environmental or economic sustain-
ability. Land adjacent to nature preserves, 
such as TFCAs, often yields to commer-
cialization, and peace breaks out only in 
the designated conservancies.37 In fact, 
the act of creating a bounded conserva-
tion zone, especially across national 
boundaries, may create its own set of con-
flict issues. In addition, Rosaleen Duffy 
points out that PPs can be considered a 
paradox of globalization.38 PPs offer un-
deniable benefits, and, as discussed above, 
many of them relate to global forces such 
as ecotourism and the pressure exerted by 
international NGOs such as the World 
Wildlife Fund and the Nature Conser-
vancy to sustain biodiversity. However, 
globalization, as an opportunity, also cre-
ates negative effects on the land, as well as 
nefarious subsistence and illegal practices. 
The fact that many TFCAs have perme-
able and porous borders weakly patrolled 
by state agencies makes illegal activities 
such as poaching, smuggling, and narcotic 
trafficking frequent, attracting powerful 
political interests. “Paradoxically, the cre-
ation of Peace Parks requires more, and 
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not less, state control of frontier zones, 
and raises significant issues for the man-
agement or control of globalising forces 
in weakly administered regions of the de-
veloping world.”39 In the case of the NCA, 
the indigenous population of Masai that 
lived within or adjacent to the TFCA bor-
ders found their traditional subsistence 
practices either curtailed or extremely 
limited by park activities. Cultural tradi-
tions and livelihoods are sacrificed, and 
even if the park employs local people, 
they are penalized by lack of education 
and find themselves occupying service po-
sitions or, even worse, resorting to enter-
taining tourists.40

From a different perspective, interna-
tional conservation groups, although ac-
knowledging that indigenous groups have 
rights to land and the use of that land, 
find that when taken out of traditional 
subsistence patterns and armed with mod-
ern technology, indigenous groups can 
often cause harm to the same biodiversity 
that they once managed while engaged in 
traditional cultural patterns of survival.41 
Conservationists such as Richard Leakey 
and Christof Schenke (of the Frankfurt 
Zoological Society) argue this very point. 
To Leakey, if indigenous peoples such as 
the Masai in the NCA want to improve 
their quality of life, and if this involves 
development of traditional lands (now 
parklands), and if this aspiration will 
eventually cause the destruction of the 
park, “you can’t sustain a national park if 
modern housing and schools and so on 
are springing up.”42 Relocating some in-
digenous populations may be necessary to 
sustain the integrity of the conservation 
zone, and although they acknowledge 
that this will affect lifeways, conservation-
ists still wish to push for sustaining biodi-
versity as the primary goal of conservation 
areas such as the NCA. Schenke believes 
that protecting lifeways is possible “as long 

as it [indigenous lifeways] doesn’t conflict 
with conservation aims. . . . In order to 
protect biodiversity it’s imperative to re-
tain some human-impact-free areas in the 
world, so in protected areas, conservation 
must come first.”43

It is clear that establishment and develop-
ment of TFCAs and PPs can support the 
three goals outlined earlier in this article: 
conflict resolution, sustainment of biodiver-
sity, and economic and social growth. It is 
also clear that there will be TFCAs and PPs 
in Africa that will affect, and most likely dis-
rupt, traditional cultures: the traditions, 
lifeways, and patterns of meanings that have 
tied cultural members together for centu-
ries, much as other facets of globalization 
have done and will continue to do. In fact, 
promoting TFCAs and PPs could actually 
promote conflict instead of attenuate it.

The concept of TFCAs has been em-
braced globally and has garnered consider-
able support from any number of govern-
ments, NGOs, and private corporations. 
However, with all the development of TF-
CAs, PPs, and other conservation zones, 
there is no clear mandate supportable by 
systematic and empirical studies that can 
actually promote the theoretical founda-
tions and reasons explicated for the devel-
opment and sustainment of these areas. 
Some individuals have made attempts to 
systematically measure the “effect” or “per-
formance” of TFCAs. Anna Spenceley and 
Michael Schoon, for example, propose 
framing PPs as a social ecological system.44 
Using the Great Limpopo Transfrontier 
Park, they posit the use of transfrontier 
natural resources in nature-based tourism 
as a mechanism within this social ecologi-
cal system to drive not just biodiversity but, 
perhaps more importantly, the effect on 
local economic development. Simply put, 
the growth of local economies becomes a 
performance yardstick. Anne Hammill and 
Charles Besancon take a different tack and 
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propose looking at TFCAs through the 
lens of conflict attenuation. Exploring the 
linkages between the context of the emer-
gence of TFCAs, with respect to the history 
of peace and conflict in that area, they sug-
gest looking at the interaction of those 
contexts with the “ability” of the TFCA to 
act “as arbitrators for peacemaking, but in 
regions currently experiencing conflict or 
those with a history of conflict, they can 
inadvertently exacerbate conflict.”45 Using 
a Peace and Conflict Impact Assessment 
(PCIA), developed in various forms by 
Kenneth Bush and Luc Reychler (Conflict 
Impact Assessment System [CIAS]) for 
more general peace and conflict-resolution 
projects, Hammill and Besancon preview 
using this tool to look at the Great Lakes 
TFCAs for the purpose of exploring the 
optimistic claims of agencies, governments, 
and groups regarding the success of TF-
CAs and PPs through one lens—one that 
promotes a “culture of peace and coop-
eration.”46

To authors such as Duffy, the develop-
ment of TFCAs is a paradox of globaliza-
tion. The creation of TFCAs is itself a func-
tion of globalization, yet, as seen, there are 
implications of this genesis that are under-
mined by other activities “equally sup-
ported by the broader shift to globalisa-
tion.”47 The creation of TFCAs also raises 
the question that, within the framework 
of coordination and park governance, does 
one not also create a new form of trans-
boundary state adding globalized “layers” 
of regulated governance and “extend[ing] 
state control over those landscapes and the 
resources and people contained within 
them”?48

Many stakeholders are featured promi-
nently in the development and sustain-
ment of TFCAs. The concept of these areas 
and, specifically, PPs stands intuitively as 
tenable to the dramatic and immediate ef-
fects of any number of disparities and con-

ditions of a twenty-first-century planet—
climate change, loss of biodiversity and 
habitat, depletion of natural resources, 
economic and sociocultural inequality—
creating new forms of marginalization of 
indigenous populations or even creating 
new cultures out of traditionally marginal-
ized populations: poachers, drug traffick-
ers, and even pirates. PPs also act as a focus 
of establishing or reestablishing national, 
ethnic, or cultural identity in postconflict 
regions with failed infant nation-states in 
developing areas of the world, such as 
many newly independent African coun-
tries. It is necessary for the concept of TF-
CAs and the recent development of many 
of them globally to be successful in meet-
ing those three goals and mitigating as 
much as possible the effects of environ-
mental crises, globalization, and twenty-
first-century conflict. All stakeholders 
should be intimately involved in agreeing 
to the programmatic goals of the TFCA 
and in developing and sustaining the 
TFCA. AFRICOM could be a crucial stake-
holder in this process. Through collaborat-
ing and partnering with stakeholders 
and by providing funding, equipment/
technology, environmental residential knowl-
edge, and education/training, the command 
could make a substantial contribution to fur-
thering stability operations in many African 
countries and regions.

Collaboration between Africa 
Command and Transfrontier 

Conservation Areas
Because a variety of stakeholders are 

involved in the development of TFCAs, 
specifically PPs, success depends upon the 
establishment of collaborative partnering 
between those stakeholders. Conse-
quently, national militaries and police 
forces can provide and have provided en-

sands.indd   35 5/20/10   12:03:36 PM



36    ASPJ AFRICA & FRANCOPHONIE   

hanced security to maintain TFCA integ-
rity through minimization of the exploita-
tion of natural resources, including 
wildlife, minerals, and timber. For exam-
ple, the development and implementa-
tion of the Botswana Defense Force as a 
necessary deterrent to boundary invasion 
and poaching are a benchmark of what 
can be accomplished through the devel-
opment of conservation zones.49 A robust 
development of national parks and inter-
national PPs can provide a means to 
model environmental, sustainable peace 
and economic prosperity for many Afri-
can nations by slowing the environmental 
degradation and exploitation of natural 
resources and by enhancing environmen-
tal and national security.

AFRICOM contributes to a nascent co-
operative environmental-security program 
with many African stakeholders. The 
DOD, through the Office of the Deputy 
Undersecretary of Defense for Installations 
and Environment, promotes a successful 
environmental-partnership program that 
provides mostly planning and compliance 
assistance on a very modest budget. These 
ongoing programs include providing 
workshops on developing response plans 
to chemical spills and programs such as 
management of hazardous and solid 
waste. Mitigation of environmental degra-
dation caused by past and ongoing con-
flict and the lack of mature environmen-
tal-compliance programs that minimize 
human agency in many African countries 
is a fertile and necessary opportunity for 
engagement of AFRICOM’s financial and 
human resources. At some point in the 
future, as AFRICOM increases its opera-
tional presence on the continent, envi-
ronmental compliance will become im-
portant as well.

Beyond these existing initiatives, AFRI-
COM in general and the United States Air 
Force (USAF) in particular can partner 

with African governments and their mili-
taries to sustain existing conservation 
zones and help develop planned projects, 
such as KAZA, and as yet unplanned proj-
ects by (1) transferring environmental 
knowledge and best practices and training 
for sustaining biodiversity and conserving 
natural resources; (2) applying airpower’s 
capability for monitoring boundaries and 
borders, moving wildlife, mitigating poach-
ing and terrorism, identifying environ-
mental degradation within conservation 
zones, and transporting human resources 
and equipment for park management; 
and (3) assisting in the development of 
security capability through training and 
equipment. The following recommenda-
tions, generated from the Air University/
AFRICOM symposium held from 31 March 
to 2 April 2009 at Maxwell AFB, Alabama, 
represent possible actions that AFRICOM 
might take.50 The environmental-security 
track at the symposium brought a variety of 
skill sets and academic perspectives. These 
recommendations address potential con-
tributions to the three general goals of 
TFCAs, as outlined earlier in this article.

Recommendations

1. “Provide environmental security [education/] 
training and regional co-operation training to  
African militaries.”

USAF bases in the continental United 
States are both environmental managers 
as well as environmental stewards of federal 
lands. It is imperative that these bases 
work with a variety of governmental regu-
lators and comply with environmental 
laws and regulations. Bases also are di-
rected to consult with those federally rec-
ognized Native American tribes who claim 
historical association with the bases’ envi-
ronmental heritage. However, beyond 
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compliance, USAF bases must also de-
velop partnerships with local communi-
ties and groups of concerned citizens, na-
ture-based groups (such as the Nature 
Conservancy), as well as environmental-
activist organizations (such as Defenders 
of Wildlife), to sustain and conserve 
environmental resources on the base, 
protect wildlife, sustain biodiversity, and 
mitigate the impact of base operations on 
the environment. This process of estab-
lishing partnerships with interested stake-
holders having environmental concerns 
could help Africans develop and sustain 
their TFCAs and PPs. Indeed, the concept 
of PPs involves a process of sustaining the 
ethos of environmental stewardship neces-
sary for all stakeholders concerned with de-
veloping partnerships in environmental se-
curity. A knowledge base of both management 
experience and lessons learned exists.

2. “Assist African governments and militaries in creating 
security for Trans Frontier Conservation Areas (TFCA). 
(Example: Botswana [Defense Force]).”

3. “Assist with knowledge sharing related to piracy, 
poaching, trafficking and terrorism and other illicit 
trans-boundary activities.”

Conservation zones incorporating more 
than one national border require a robust 
program to maintain security within the 
zones/parks for participating nations. Se-
curity involves many different applica-
tions, from protecting parks and nations 
from terrorism, to protecting residents, 
park employees, and ecotourists, as well 
local communities surrounding the TF-
CAs. Security is also integral for protec-
tion of the areas’ biodiversity (including 
wildlife) and critical natural resources 
such as water and timber. USAF person-
nel can provide assistance in training and 
helping equip militaries to provide secu-
rity. Capabilities such as aerial and satellite 

monitoring/surveillance, mapping by 
means of the global positioning system, 
interdiction training, transporting, and 
conflict training are just a few of the pos-
sible avenues of assistance. Botswana’s 
national military (the Botswana Defense 
Force) would be a logical partner for shar-
ing lessons learned, should it need or re-
quest assistance.

Similarly, the USAF could help the se-
curity forces of organizations such as the 
National Park Service, United States For-
est Service, and Bureau of Land Manage-
ment in the areas of training and equip-
ping. Indeed, the USAF’s expertise could 
prove equally valuable in sustaining a via-
ble security program, such as the Botswana 
Defense Force.

4. “Assist with knowledge sharing to identify and 
maintain areas suitable for designation as a TFCA.”

5. “Facilitate the TFCA programs with the assistance 
of DOD Environmental and Natural Resource 
Managers.”

As indicated above, the DOD—specifi-
cally, the USAF—maintains robust envi-
ronmental-management programs at all 
of its installations in the continental 
United States. Integrated into these pro-
grams are both natural and cultural re-
source managers who maintain active 
conservation programs aimed at protect-
ing biodiversity (by complying with laws 
such as the Endangered Species Act) and 
cultural resources within the confines of 
the installation. These resource programs 
are staffed by environmental scientists 
and specialists experienced in developing 
and implementing resource programs as 
well as sustaining such programs in the 
face of changing mission requirements 
and land use. Maintaining successful pro-
grams requires engaging proactive, scien-
tifically based programs focused on sus-
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taining biodiversity, including wildlife 
habitats. This management experience 
would include the skill sets required to 
control invasive species, sustain wildlife 
through protection (as well as species re-
juvenation), and mitigate the effect of 
natural events (such as fire and flooding) 
on the environment and other programs 
valuable to African TFCAs.

Furthermore, these same programs 
could provide resources to gather, ana-
lyze, and “empirically” test models such as 
the PCIA/CIAS or the social ecological 
systems model as to the success of TFCAs. 
Additionally, the environmental impact 
statement/assessment process used by all 
federal and state agencies, specifically the 
USAF, could be engaged in helping site 
TFCAs and predicting intended or unin-
tended consequences of development.

6. “Assist Africans in environmental remediation 
programs to mitigate and return natural environments 
back to sustainability following human impact such as 
[post]demining [environmental mitigation].”

The DOD maintains mandated programs 
to address human effects on the environ-
ment, such as remediating Superfund 
sites, cleaning up toxic-chemical spill 
sites, maintaining a demining capability, 
and removing ordnance from inactive 
ranges. These programs provide a wide 
range of experience at addressing human 
impact on the environment that could 
prove helpful in examining conservation 
zones from current, recent, or distant past 
conflict, as well as other land uses.

7. “Provide cross-cultural education/training programs 
to all involved stakeholders. Develop program assess-
ment measures to include short and long-term ethno-
graphic studies to ensure that development and sustain-

ment of conservation zones [are] both effective and 
sensitive to the local peoples and culture [in and] 
around the conservation zones.”

The USAF Culture and Language Center 
has developed as foundational to both 
training and professional military educa-
tion programs the concept of cross-cultural 
competence, which, at its core, is the pre-
sentation of general culture—domains of 
culture and applied skills such as cross-
cultural communication, negotiation, 
and participant observation. Cross-cultural 
competence is important to both cultural 
interactions and sensitizing actions taken 
to support development and manage-
ment within a local culture.

Summary

The development and sustainment of 
TFCAs and PPs represent a global phe-
nomenon with a relatively short history 
for judging results across the spectrum 
of goals, including biodiversity improve-
ment, sustainment of natural resources, 
increased economic and political inde-
pendence (or at least improvement in 
one or both domains for indigenous and 
local populations), increased coopera-
tion across national borders, and other 
direct or indirect benefits. As noted, Af-
rica contains a number of TFCAs as well 
as intranational conservation zones. In 
light of the number and development of 
these zones, support through AFRICOM—
especially the USAF—could promote 
foundational goals of building partner-
ships and providing capability that lead 
to a more stable Africa.  ❏
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