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INTRODUCTION 
 
Oppression of animals that are not human often takes place invisibly. Social constructs and 
arrangements as a result of capitalist culture, which separate people from the ‘means of production’, 
have meant that the brutal exploitation and suffering of other animals is becoming increasingly 
invisible and ignored. The research focus of this report will introduce perspectives, which challenge 
widely held social institutions and beliefs and which question common assumptions relating to 
animals and societal hierarchies of oppression more generally. The way humans relate to animals 
acts as a metaphor for human society and directly reflects social domination and control. This 
research report is also an attempt to promote discussion and debate around the nature of the 
concealed exploitation of other animals and the contested terrain in which it is framed.   
 
Globally there is an increasing questioning of the ‘human exceptionalism’ paradigm, which maintains 
the species barrier. There is also awareness that other species are sentient beings, which have their 
own intrinsic value and are not mere commodities or ‘resources’ for humans to exploit. Concern for 
humans and concern for other animals are not as divergent as some would think and these concerns 
do not take place in a social or economic vacuum or outside of political ideology but are framed in 
terms of social justice and rights discourse. However, animal protection discourse does take place 
outside of the traditional political cleavage. Consequently, a transnational movement is emerging that 
is allowing society to view humans and other animals differently. The effects of this movement are 
also being felt in South Africa and animal protection groups are giving these issues increased social 
visibility.  
 
The use of animals in South Africa reflects larger debates within the global environmental arena, 
particularly issues of sustainable development and the ways in which the dominant discourse of 
development (within which sustainable utilisation is located) shapes environmental theory and 
practice. The key theoretical framework that has contributed towards shaping the discourse of 
sustainable development is market-driven Eurocentric conservation, which is anthropocentric and 
treats ecological systems, and the individuals that are part of that system, as a resource. Adams 
argues that development discourse reflects power relations. It is a form of power and domination over 
people, animals and geographical areas. It was within the context of sustainable development that 
the market as a means of addressing conservation concerns, took hold. While on the one hand, the 
market is being proposed as a way of bringing about ecological renewal, on the other hand, economic 
growth generates accelerated unsustainability. It is this commercial exploitation of nature that served 
as the cornerstone for the World Conservation Strategy (WCS) in 1980, which was produced by the 
International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN), the Worldwide Fund for Nature (WWF) 
and the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP). The WCS entrenched the commercial 
utilisation of so-called ‘natural resources’ and the philosophy of ‘if it pays it stays’. While the World 
Commission on Environment and Development report (the Bruntland Report), Our Common Future 
(1987), inextricably linked environment and development, arguing that conservation is dependent on 
economic growth. 
 
The research report delves into the nature of the oppression of animals in South Africa and 
interrogates civil society initiatives relating to animal exploitation. It examines global forces, which 
shape the exploitation of other animals and the linkages, not only in the characteristics and causes of 
the oppression of humans and other animals, but also the struggles for animal liberation and human 
liberation. More specifically, the report paints a broad picture on the canvas of animal exploitation and 
abuse in South Africa. It reflects on societal responses that shape animal exploitation, particularly in 
relation to groupings that organise around it. It also gives a broad overview of the current status of 
animal protection discourse in South Africa. Some of the major ways that animals are exploited and 
oppressed in South Africa are investigated, and, as sites of struggle, these issues are used as a 
vehicle to examine the corresponding strategies and tactics employed by animal protection and 
liberation groups. Current government and Capital’s policies and perceptions, which frame animal 
cruelty and reflect the dominant hierarchical way society and culture views oppression and 
exploitation, are also described and analysed.  
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A study of this kind has not been undertaken in South Africa and, consequently, this report is 
chartering new ground. As a result it was necessary to try and give as wide a sweep as possible so 
as to gain insight into the nature of the problems relating to animal exploitation and the paralleled 
social arrangements and institutions within the hegemonic global neo-liberal agenda of growth and 
corporate control. This can be seen as a limitation of the report. Moreover, each chapter could be a 
research report on its own. Given the extensive nature of animal exploitation in South Africa not all 
forms of animal exploitation are examined. The pet trade, subsistence hunting and the pet and horse 
racing industries are examples not dealt with – as is the fate of indigenous animals whose habitats 
are destroyed by urban development. There is, therefore, scope for a more in-depth and wider study. 
More research also needs to be done to deconstruct the discourse of domination and control, 
particularly in relation to the inclusion of animal exploitation and how societal concealment and 
representation of animals, links into larger questions of human identity and culture, ideological 
structures and systems of oppression, violence and control. 
 
The key research questions that frame this report are: who are the main actors and shapers in 
relation to animal protection discourse in South Africa? What is the nature of the struggles that 
animal-based organisations are involved in? What are these groupings trying to achieve? What 
strategies and tactics do these groups engage in and how they are developed? What alliances are 
being made, both locally and globally, at campaign, ideological and philosophical levels? What are 
the ideological, social and economic activities that frame these struggles? What role does 
government and industry play?  
 
This paper is structured in six parts and focuses on animals for food, the trade in wild animals, trophy 
hunting and vivisection and struggles around these exploitative industries. There are also two case 
studies to flesh out issues around sustainable utilisation and policy frameworks. Chapter One 
examines the farming of animals for food in South Africa. It looks at:  the global culture of meat and 
animal production and its affects on societal processes; the failure of the Left to make linkages 
between the processes of animal exploitation and other forms of oppression and the implications that 
flow from this; the problems ‘animal welfare’ raises in relation to farmed animals; the support of the 
government for agribusiness and subsequent lack of adequate protective legislation; positions taken 
by animal protection organisations; the effects on animals of ‘factory farming’; the nature of the 
disassembly line; informal and ritual slaughter; animals as ‘fast-food’; the human and environmental 
cost of industrial animal production; how eating animals links into issues of societal violence and 
finally recommendations on the way forward.   
 
Chapter Two is on the trade in wild animals and focuses on: demand and supply and the 
commodification of animals; the Convention in International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES); 
the South African CITES Implementation Project; the nature of the wild life trade in South Africa 
which includes game farms, auctions, specific animals (elephants, primates, fish), profiles of traders 
including the State; and the role played zoos and circuses. Throughout the chapter organisational 
responses and campaigns are looked out.      
 
Chapter Three concentrates on trophy hunting, where animals are hunted for ‘sport’. The larger 
ideological context within which trophy hunting takes place is interrogated, as well as; notions of 
‘ethics’; ecological implications; links to the gun lobby and the Right-wing; positions taken by the 
various interest groups; and examples of hunting practices; Finally, an assessment of the 
phenomenon of the ‘canned’ predator industry is undertaken as a means of highlighting 
organisational polices, strategies and tactics as well as the government standpoint.       
 
Chapter Four investigates vivisection in South Africa. It includes: an overview of what vivisection is 
and why it is opposed; the strategies and campaigns of South Africans for the Abolition of Vivisection 
(SAAV); an interrogation of the so-called ‘codes of ethics’; and campaigns involving specific 
institutions which practice vivisection, such as, the Medical Research Council, the University of the 
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Witwatersrand and Roodelplaat Research Laboratory are analysed. Government responses and 
policies are also examined.   
 
Chapters Five and Six are case studies. The first relates to the Tuli elephants ‘debacle’, which served 
as a watershed for animal protection discourse in South Africa and firmly drew the dividing line 
between those that support ‘sustainable utilisation’ and those who do not. The second case study 
uses management practices in the Kruger National Park to navigate through government free-market 
ideology, in relation to protected areas, hunting and trade in wild animals, which have increased 
human and animal misery and environmental problems.  
 
The Conclusion proposes that the animal rights position is probably the only view that can 
meaningfully counteract the dominant social arrangements that make oppression possible, and which 
depersonalises and devalues both humans and animals alike. However, it is recognised that this 
cannot be achieved without expanding and broadening the animal rights and liberation movement; 
strengthening its ideological base; and forging alliances with other progressive civil society 
movements. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 
PURVEYORS, PARTAKERS AND PAWNS: FARMING ANIMALS FOR FOOD 

 
The consumption of meat has reached an all time global high, despite staggering evidence of cruelty 
and increasing confirmation that meat-based diets are unhealthy and ecologically unsustainable. 
Industrial animal production and so-called ‘factory farming’ which has turned living beings into food 
production machines speaks to issues of animal rights, humaneness, human rights, workers rights, 
consumer safety, inadequate government regulation and practices, effects of modern capitalism, 
globalisation and societal violence.  
 
There is little progressive and sociological research on the food industry in South Africa. This is not 
surprising because it is reflective of a dominant animal science and agribusiness perspective. What is 
needed is a thorough investigation into slaughterhouses and meat production processes in South 
Africa. 
 
Animal-based economies, trade regimes, urbanisation and a growing middle class are increasing the 
consumption of meat. In 2001 the number of animals killed for food worldwide was almost 48 billion. 
The dominant global culture of meat, which is also playing itself out in South Africa, is ensuring that 
farmed animals are the most exploited animals on earth. The routine brutality of farming animals for 
food causes the greatest amount of individual suffering to animals than any other human practice. 
The animal production system is inherently oppressive and exploitative. Indeed animal rightists argue 
that in a broader sense, the exploitation of animals in a capitalist society, where animals are regarded 
as property, is ‘functionally indispensable’. Abuse and cruelty is therefore intentionally hidden behind 
closed doors and away from public view and scrutiny. Public access to the animal production process 
will severely affect the profit margin of the meat industry and this is another reason that the industry is 
hidden. The need for secrecy is also one of the main reasons why conditions in factory farms or 
slaughterhouses are rarely seen on mainstream television. Secrecy is necessary to keep the system 
intact. Via animal rights campaigns, however, the cruelty and abuse of animals is being exposed to 
the general public.  
 
All over the world the deliberate, systematic and largely unseen killing of voiceless victims, which 
turns living sentient beings into inanimate tools of production and so-called ‘food’, is taking place at 
an unprecedented and ever-increasing rate, mainly in automated corporate factories. In terms of the 
division of social production and objectification, eating animals for food, not only reflects capitalist 
interests and values but also provides powerful and tangible examples of alienation and of being cut 
off from the means of production. A separation that the meat industry works to perpetuate through the 
cooption of language and the use of advertisements so that the practices and processes involved in 
meat-eating cannot be internalised or instilled into public consciousness.  In addition, the production 
and consumption of animals as food illustrates capitalist problematique of subordination and 
subjugation to processes of ever-increasing production and ownership.  
 
Since 1950 world meat production has increased five times. The global demand for meat is expected 
to double in the next 20 years, with countries in the South, where two-thirds of the world’s farmed 
animals are found, becoming the main producers for the rest of the world.  Although consumption in 
the South is one-third of the level of that in countries in the North, with copycat lifestyle consumptive 
habits, it too has increased exponentially, expanding to almost double of what it was fifty years ago.  
 
In part, food’s power lies in the fact that throughout human evolution has been part of defining family, 
community, and culture. The base on which global society and organisation rests is the way in which 
it finds sustenance, that is, in what is devoured and consumed and the processes involved in food 
production. It is within the industrialised and indifferent food production process, which is epitomised 
by dominionism and domination that societal injustice, wars, subjugation, the proliferation of violence 
and exploitation are perpetuated. Built into to this are layer upon layer of systematic victimisation, 
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brutality, unimaginable cruelty, violence, greed, selfishness, disrespect, neglect, insensitivity, denial, 
disconnection, objectification, disassociation, disharmony, mechanisation, commodification and 
cultural and religious practices and prejudices. It is with individual, community and ultimately global 
silence, consensual ignorance, complicity and avoidance that these fundamentally cruel practices 
continue to grow, fester, are camouflaged and ultimately feed upon themselves. This has particular 
resonance in South Africa because of the serious problem of violence the country has faced and is 
facing and the tools required to combat it.   
 
Not Quite Revolutionary Enough  
In essence, there are two basic arguments with regard to refraining from animal-based food; human 
health, and concern for animals and the search for a more caring society. It is the latter that is either 
ignored, deliberately marginalised or comes under fire from the Left and development non-
governmental organisations. This view does not take into account that not only do the Left and animal 
rightists share the same enemies but also for the animal rights movement the acceptance of human 
rights theory is fundamental. To complicate matters ‘animal welfare’ is erroneously confused with 
animal rights and in doing so the animal rights position is being misrepresented. But, even more 
disturbing is that the Left accept the prevailing economic and legal framework of animals as a form of 
property and reject the notion of speciesism. In so doing they ignore the basic theory that underpins 
animal rights and ignore the commonalities of oppression. 
 
So-called animal rights organisations, however; also make it difficult for the Left and others to be 
sympathetic to the cause of animal rights. This is because, very often, animal protection 
organisations do not themselves make the connections between animal and human exploitation and 
do not understand what animal rights theory is all about. They therefore either steer clear of animal 
rights arguments or they erroneously believe animal rights is ideologically neutral. The media and the 
public, as a result, are also then unable to distinguish between animal welfare and animal rights.   
 
Animal Welfare: A Contradiction In Terms 
It is the issue of eating animals for food that clearly elucidates the fundamental differences between 
animal rights and animal welfare. The animal welfare position, represented in South Africa by the 
NSPCA and backed by agribusiness itself, supposedly works in the interests of animals. The animal 
welfare position therefore actively maintains the status quo; accepts the status of animals as private 
property and does not interrogate the complex societal processes attached to eating meat. Animal 
welfare organisations by setting minimum standards and supporting self-regulation merely oversee 
animal abuse and entrench and legalise cruelty.  
 
The Government Position 
In South Africa animals are legally classified as ‘things’, ‘goods’ or ‘agricultural products’. Farmed 
animals are also excluded from protection in terms of the Animal Protection Act. So-called ‘animal 
production’ is seen as a major player in agribusiness and is currently responsible for 43 percent of all 
agricultural production. Both during and after Apartheid the department of Agriculture & Land Affairs 
and its respective Ministers, have clearly shown that their priorities lie with the industrial farmers, 
agribusiness and trade. Policymakers in South Africa not only do not question the unsustainable and 
inhumane and ever-expanding industrial animal-farming model but, fuelled on by corporations, are 
actively promoting and imitating it. It is thus being offered  as a means of poverty alleviation, despite 
the evidence of cruelty, environmental degradation, long-term job losses, pollution, climate change, 
animal-borne diseases and lifestyle health implications.  
In order to deregulate and liberalise the agricultural sector to favour of private and corporate Capital 
agricultural control boards in South Africa were abolished and most of their functions privatised. 
Deregulation has led to the closure of some of the state-run slaughterhouses and the privatisation of 
others. It has also meant that there has been a proliferation of slaughterhouses. The Meat Board, 
which regulated slaughtering facilities and the selling of carcasses, ceased to exist at the end of 
1997. In many ways the Meat Board has been replaced by (SAMIC), which was established to 
promote the long-term global success of the South African red meat industry, stimulate demand, 
influence legislation, trade and macro-economic conditions to ensure sustained viability and growth. 
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 The main government agency that takes these policies forward and is promoting the concept of 
‘factory farming’ is Agriculture & Land Affairs. Ironically, it is also responsible for ‘animal welfare’ and 
ensuring that the Animal Protection Act is implemented and enforced. The concept of ‘humane 
slaughter’ is supposed to be at the core of South African slaughter legislation and codes of practice. 
However, investigations worldwide, as well as experiences in South Africa, prove that this is not the 
case. Government is more concerned with “safe meat”, (that is dead animals), than about the welfare 
of the animal when it is alive. Even in this sphere enforcement is compromised by budgetary and 
personnel constraints as there are less than 100 inspectors in the country that are tasked with 
enforcing Health and Safety laws in all factories and workplaces. As a result, the monitoring of so-
called ‘animal welfare’ is entirely left up to the small and severely under-resourced NGO sector, as 
the government does not plan to introduce official inspectors for animal welfare. Slaughterhouses, 
which are mostly all privatised, are therefore in the main evaluated by their own personnel. 
 
Organisational Profiles 
Despite the enormity of animal farming and the strength and diversity of NGOs and civil society in 
South Africa, there is no organisation that lobbies full-time for farmed animals. This means that there 
are no groups in South Africa that are organised enough to sufficiently counter factory farming, 
effectively engage government or warn and inform consumers about it. The NSPCA established a 
‘National Farm Animal Unit’ in the 1970s, which monitors welfare standards in slaughterhouses. 
Currently the National Farm Animal Unit only employs four full-time inspectors. The NSPCA falls 
firmly within the welfare paradigm. It can therefore be argued that they: do little to improve the lot of 
farmed animals; merely observe abuse; and do not lobby for fundamental changes in farming 
practices and processes. A largely Durban-based animal rights organisation, Justice for Animals 
takes a vocal stand against farming animals for food is. Its main medium of information dissemination 
is through their website as well as information tables.  Other small, and largely ineffectual, animal-
based organisations that oppose factory farming are Earthlife Africa Animal Action, the Vegetarian 
Society of South Africa and Vegans in South Africa. Entities such as Animal Voice, which cannot be 
classified as an organisation as such, although it does have some lobbying focus, but it does try, 
through quarterly newsletters, educational videos and undercover investigations, to bring to the 
public’s attention issues that deal with farmed animals. Education, information dissemination and 
advocacy work around the plight of farmed animals in South Africa is therefore extremely minimal.  
 
Animal Voice/Compassion in World Farming, South Africa (CIWF-SA) 
Louise van der Merwe began working for 'farm animals' in 1989 when she moved to a smallholding 
and ordered chickens from a nearby chicken farm. In 1995 Animal Voice collected 28 000 signatures 
requesting the Minister of Justice to phase out battery cages in South Africa. In 2001 CIWF and van 
der Merwe’s Animal Voice undertook a five-week investigation into farms, feedlots, ‘livestock’ 
markets, transportation and slaughterhouses. Since 2002 Animal Voice/ has represented CIWF in 
South Africa. CIWF is an international farm animal welfare NGO that is campaigning to end the 
factory farming of animals and long distance transport through hard-hitting political lobbying, 
investigations and high profile campaigns. CIWF (SA) advocates the humane treatment of farm 
animals and works to prevent factory farming on the scale it has developed in Europe and the USA 
from taking hold in South Africa. The essential elements of CIWF’s policy and tactical base include: 
having humane education included in South African schools; establishing an animal welfare council 
which would include animal protection representatives, conduct independent enquiries and provide 
advice to the government on all animal protection matters; establishing a dedicated animal welfare 
department with its own budget; effective official enforcement for animal welfare; government support 
for animal protection societies carrying out animal welfare work; animal welfare standards in 
transport, slaughter, markets, and saleyards to be improved, with absolutely no weakening of any 
existing provisions; and the inclusion of animal protection in the Constitution, including recognition of 
animals as sentient beings and making the prevention of suffering a moral responsibility.  
 
International Fund for Animal Welfare (SA) 
The most financially resourced animal welfare organisation in South Africa is the International Fund 
for Animal Welfare (IFAW), which has eight full-time staff members. Although IFAW considers itself to 
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be an animal welfare organisation, mainstream conservation organisations, the animal trade and 
hunting industries and government often publicly label it as an animal rights organisation. IFAW 
policy, although in general opposed to the commercial exploitation of animals, differentiates between 
wild and ‘domestic’ animals. IFAW (SA) director maintains that the eating of meat by humans is a 
historical truism that IFAW does not oppose. However he argues that humans have taken, “too far” 
the manner in which food is currently being massed produced. 
 
Diversity, Nature and Animals  
Members of DNA are: Xwe African Wild Life Investigation & Research Centre, Beauty Without 
Cruelty, South Africans for the Abolition of Vivisection, Community Led Animal Welfare, the 
Vegetarian Society of South Africa, Earthlife Africa Animal Action, Wildlife Action Group, Centre for 
Animal Rehabilitation and Education and the Kalahari Raptor Centre. The DNA WSSD policy 
document, in relation to the issue of food security, made a case against intensive animal farming as 
well as farming wild animals on the basis that they are unsustainable and adversely affects socio-
economic and rural structures, human health, food security, subsistence farmers, the environment 
and genetic diversity. DNA, as a partner of the Global Hunger Alliance (GHA), fully supported the 
’Global Hunger Alliance Statement of Principles as set out for the World Food Summit’. 
 
Telling Us What To Eat: Agribusiness = Animal Suffering  
Profit fixated agribusiness, driven by a global demand for meat is institutionalising animal cruelty with 
its modern food animal production of ‘factory farming,’ which epitomises the commodification of 
animals and their exploitation for financial gain. Increases in consumption amongst those in 
industrialised countries correlates with the increase in factory farming. It is also heavily reliant on 
genetic engineering and the patenting of life forms, which further increases the suffering of animals 
that are farmed. Factory farming is a world-wide phenomenon that is seeing small family farms being 
replaced with huge corporate and industrialised warehouses and assembly lines. Factory farming is 
promoted as a means of increasing food supplies and therefore feeding the hungry.  
 
In South Africa many of the companies involved in industrial animal production also own interests in 
the animal feed production business, which is also one of the largest agricultural sectors. This is a 
global phenomenon. In this way agribusiness corporations are becoming more influential and can 
therefore apply pressure, and even control, local, national, and international food policies and food 
choice.  
 
Cattle 
Four companies own 70 percent of the dairy market. South Africa is also a major dairy exporter. 
Modern technology and intensive milk production forces cows to produce ten times more than they 
would ordinarily. The result is suffering, stress and diseases such as mastitis, laminitis and milk fever. 
By the time a dairy cow arrives at the slaughterhouse, she will be exhausted after a lifetime of 
pregnancies and milking.  
 
Sixty percent of all cattle in SA are “finished for slaughter” in feedlots. Feedlots are a method of 
fattening animals quickly so as to increase profits. The South African Feedlot Association was 
established in the 1970s. Members of the feedlot industry have been described as being the new 
kingpins of the sector. This statement is borne-out by the fact that the 53 registered cattle feedlots 
currently producers 75 percent of all ‘beef’ produced in South Africa. Deregulation of the meat 
industry has meant that the larger feedlots have ‘diversified’ into feeding, slaughtering, wholesaling 
and retailing their own brands.  
 
Chickens 
In terms of the animal rights position chickens are sentient and intelligent beings and by being raised 
for food, are cruelly denied all their basic freedoms.  
 
Since 1994 government policy has honed in on developing the emerging farmer sector and in 
integrating this sector into commercial production processes. Emergent producers own almost 40 
percent of farmed animals. Provincial governments through development projects are encouraging 
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and promoting intensive chicken farming as a way of addressing food security issues, creating jobs 
and eliminating poverty in rural communities.  
 
The ‘broiler’ chicken (chickens specifically bred for their meat) and pig industries in South Africa have 
been described as oligopolies with agribusiness controlling supplies and markets. Essentially, 
chickens are produced as food for two reasons: eggs and to eat, hence chickens are respectively 
referred to as 'egg-layers' and  'broilers’ by the industry.  In South Africa, chickens are the most 
consumed animals.  Between 1965 to 1998, the consumption of chicken flesh increased by 844 
percent.  'Broiler’ chickens are genetically engineered to grow unnaturally and phenomenally quickly 
so that they can become 'big, meaty and breasty'. Up to 30 000 ‘broiler’ chickens are kept on modern 
factory farm floors and this results in stress, breast blisters, chronic dermatis and leg disorders. In 
some cases, where throughput is low, birds are killed without stunning. The largest 'broiler processor' 
in South Africa is Rainbow Chickens, which accounts for 40 percent of the market. In the 1960s 
Rainbow was responsible for introducing large-scale ‘battery farming’ production in South Africa. 
Rainbow Chickens is the biggest supplier of chickens to the fast food industry.  
 
It is estimated that in 1999 there were 17.4 million 'laying hens' and 63,000 'layer breeders' confined 
in battery cages in South Africa. Usually five hens are crammed into a cage that is 16 inches wide. 
The wingspan of one bird is greater than the entire cage width for five birds.  A fully automated 
battery unit houses up to 40 000 hens. Profit-driven battery farmers sell live ‘end-of-lay’ hens, often 
featherless and broken-boned to ‘cull outlets’, middlemen who sell the hens at rip-off prices to South 
Africa’s poorest of the poor, for home slaughter.   
 
The Disassembly Line 
Animals destined for slaughterhouses often have to endure transportation in cruel conditions that 
result in injuries, nausea, heat exhaustion or deaths. No statistics are publicly available on the 
number of dead or injured animals that arrive at the slaughterhouse either injured or dead. If they 
survive the ‘farms’ and transport, all egg-laying, dairy-producing, and wool-bearing animals, whether 
factory-farmed or free-range, are slaughtered. Modern slaughter plants are highly mechanised and 
only need a limited number of staff. Powerful parallels between the ethics, practices and processes of 
Nazi concentration camps and the Holocaust, and the systematic slaughter of other animals have 
been made by a number of analysts. During the South African Truth and Reconciliation Commission 
(TRC), Animal Voice called for a TRC for South Africa's animals so that South Africans could also 
become aware of the suffering of animals, which they compared to a 'holocaust, which is still in full 
swing'.   
 
industrialised animal production means that animals in slaughterhouses are being forced with such 
great speed through the disassembly line that they have to endure enormous stress, injuries and pain 
and are increasingly left conscious as they are yanked up by one leg and their throats slit. This 
means that an animal is either fully conscious during the brutal slaughtering process or can regain 
consciousness while having its skin removed.  
 
Informal Slaughter 
There has never been any monitoring or inspection, either from an animal ‘welfare’ or a meat safety 
point of view, of informal and ritual slaughtering or the sale of the dead bodies to butcheries in 
townships and to the informal sector. Certainly the deregulation of the meat industry has exacerbated 
this situation and also increased so-called ‘illegal slaughter. The sale of chickens, goats, pigs and 
calves to poor communities, in townships and on street corners, for ‘home slaughter’, according to 
CIWF is an entirely unregulated industry. With urbanisation, ritual slaughters are beginning to be 
phased out, but this means that more people will be eating factory-farmed animals thus contributing 
to animal suffering on a much larger scale.  
 
Dead Animals as Fast Food 
The meat-eating trend in South Africa is fueled by the growth of the ecologically and culturally 
devastating fast-food industry. In 2001 the South African fast-food industry had about 3,000 outlets 
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countrywide, which competed for an estimated revenue of R 4.5 billion per year of which the fast-food 
chicken business accounted for R2.23 billion a year.  The fast-food industry has homogenised 
society, malled landscapes, fueled the epidemic of obesity, and imposed American culture on other 
nations. The meat-intensive fast-food industry deliberately targets children in order to win lifelong 
customers. It is for these reasons that animal rights organisations globally target and boycott the fast-
food industry. In South Africa McDonalds is specifically under attack. There are more than 30 000 
McDonald’s worldwide with 90 in South Africa. Earthlife Africa Animal Action (EAAA) annually 
distributes flyers entitled ‘What’s wrong with McDonalds’ outside McDonalds franchises to mark 
International Day of Action Against McDonalds. 
 
An Injury to One is an Injury to All 
Trade unions in the food sector, such as FAWU, that has workers as its primary focus, do not 
integrate issues around animal exploitation into their work. This seems a pity because the two issues, 
the exploitation of workers and the exploitation of farmed animals, are closely interwoven. 
Slaughterhouses are brutal, violent and harsh production lines and both workers and animals in this 
industry are seen as expendable commodities. The meat, fish and dairy processing sectors are seen 
as high-risk and hazardous. Not only is it dangerous and demoralising work for low pay, where 
workers have to kill animals all day but workers in slaughterhouses often have no other option 
because they are compelled by economic necessity. Workers and animals are therefore victims of the 
same system.  
 
The increased production in slaughterhouses means that workers are required to work much faster 
than before so, apart from being cruel to animals slaughterhouses are also stressful and dangerous 
for workers. Researchers (but not in South Africa) are only now beginning to ask tentative questions 
about what the emotional and psychosocial effects on workers. CIWF (SA) has taken undercover 
footage at slaughterhouses in South Africa where workers are seen kicking and beating animals.  
 
Global Hunger and the Human Cost of Meat as Food 
The relationship between hunger and meat consumption and the economic, environmental and social 
costs of eating and producing meat is an ideological battlefield. It pits those that take an ecological 
stance to food and food production and advocate a radical shift in how farming takes place against 
those that hold on to the current unsustainable model and promoting meat as a solution to 
malnutrition and world hunger. The contemporary response to hunger offers meat consumption and 
intensive agricultural production as a solution. Animal activists argue that animals are the direct 
victims of the industrialised animal production system designed to maximise profits regardless of the 
consequent cruelty. However, they also argue that there is enormous economic, ecological, health 
and social risks to humans and that there are powerful links between animal production and global 
hunger. International animal rights coalition GHA argues that hunger results from a variety of factors, 
including: socially-constructed economic and political systems that do not have adequate safety nets; 
international financial institutions that reduce government autonomy and social spending; trade 
liberalisation; multinational corporations that prioritise profits over people; an emphasis on intensive 
farming methods which concentrate wealth and directly increase scarcity and unsustainable 
consumption and over-consumption practices.  
 
One of the consequences is that dietary patterns in the South will increasingly prioritise animal-based 
foods and this could mean that animal-based consumption, with all its inherent harms, could grow 
exponentially. The trend by agribusiness corporations of relocating industrial animal production 
operations to the South, where regulations and controls are minimal, will ironically increase as 
policies in Europe, influenced by environmental and animal rights activists and labour, begin to apply 
pressure and impact on profits. There is little doubt that increased animal consumption in the South 
will place increasing and additional burden of the land and the environment. Growing grain to feed 
farmed animals 
 
Farm animals consume more food than they produce thus directly competing with people for 
available food supplies. Approximately 36 percent of the world's grain goes to farmed animals, while 
in industrialised nations almost 70 percent of grain is fed to so-called ‘livestock’. Raising animals for 
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food requires more water than all other uses combined. The production of animals for consumption 
also requires great amounts of water for maintenance and slaughter. Animals raised for food produce 
130 times more excrement than humans. As a result intensive animal agriculture contribute 
significantly to methane emissions. Factory farmed animals require large energy outlays to maintain 
them and they contribute to deforestation, desertification, and fossil fuel burning.  
  
Conclusion 
There is a strong case to be made that human society is built on the institutionalised violence against 
animals.  While cruelty to animals is also a clear indicator that violence and abuse of people is 
occurring at the same time. In addition a pattern of recurrent cruelty to animals is a predictor of later 
aggression towards people. The impact of industrial animal agriculture on the lives of animals should 
not be seen as merely ‘another negative impact’ but should be fundamentally opposed and 
interrogated. The full economic and social costs of eating meat teased out and societal practices 
questioned. Rather than the issue of farming animals becoming an economic costing exercise it 
should also unravel deeper and more complex issues of human compassion towards “the other”. 
Veganism (that is, the practise of not eating animals or animal products) and the resistance to the 
expansion of industrial animal agriculture, it is argued, is the only response to arguably the most 
urgent social justice issue. Currently animals only have the animal rights movement to speak on their 
behalf against rampant global industrialised animal production and greedy agribusiness. What is 
needed is a global movement that is compassionate to both humans and animals alike. Effecting 
change for farmed animals means effecting profound societal changes.  
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CHAPTER 2 
 

MASTERS, MONEY AND MYOPIA: SOUTH AFRICA AND THE GLOBAL TRADE IN WILD 
LIFE 

 
South Africa is Africa’s biggest trader in wild animals. The government not only affords the wild 
animal traders and dealers protection, but it is a major animal dealer in its own right. It is within this 
distinctive context that this chapter examines the enormous cruelty and lack of sustainability involved 
in the relentless and uncompromising trade in living wild animals and attempts by the South African 
animal lobby to counteract it. The trade in wild animals is firmly located within the neo-liberal trade 
agenda and driven by profit-motivated dealers and middlemen and a seemingly bottomless market. It 
is also a trade that is supported by mainstream conservation proponents and subject to inadequate 
and problematic global trade controls and treaties as well as weak national enforcement and 
implementation mechanisms.  
 
The Global Context 
The global commercial wildlife trade is a story of environmental devastation and enormous cruelty in 
which animals are commodified. It is impacting negatively on the survival of wild species and 
biodiversity in general. Human desire for so-called ‘exotic’ and wild animals for food, possession and 
status has given birth to and sustained an unrelenting demand for wild animals. Moreover, this trade 
commonly involves a large amount of crime. The legal demand for wild animals and particular 
species together with the fact that a price has been put on a particular animal or a part of its body 
means that poaching and the illegal trade continue to exist parallel to the legal trade. Animal 
protection organisations maintain that it is difficult to separate the illegal trade from the legal trade 
because in many instances animals are initially obtained illegally but thereafter traded legally, and all 
in the name of ‘free enterprise’. Legally and illegally, therefore, millions of animals are being traded 
annually to feed the demand for human entertainment, trophies, pets, ivory, body parts, cultural 
totems, muti and traditional medicine, food and vivisection.  
 
It also appears that the consumptive use lobby, which is aggressively pushing for the unrestricted 
trade in wild animals, is ultimately making a case for the farming of wild animals, which has 
biodiversity as well as ethical implications. The pro-trade lobby argues that the demand for live wild 
animals and their body parts will not go away and that therefore these products should be supplied. 
Animal protection organisations assert that ethically this position can be compared to the trade in 
women, children and slaves. The global trade in wild animals, because it is practised within this 
utilisation paradigm, is often practised unsustainably. Managers as well as policy makers focusing on 
wildlife utilisation as a source of revenue will always look for trade-offs that do not impede current 
levels of exploitation. Globally there is an absence of sustainability and this means that current 
exploitation levels of wild animals are simply not possible.  
 
The reality is that commercialisation has failed to ensure the protection of many species of animal 
and it is the worst possible scenario as far as the suffering of individual animals is concerned. Of 
concern to animal protection and animal rights NGOs is that the wild animal business is shockingly 
brutal, cold-hearted and devoid of compassion.  
 
The South African Framework 
South Africa has a booming trade in wild animals and it also acts as a clearing-house for commodities 
passing through from the African region and further afield which further increases income from trade. 
If anything, South African conservation and wildlife management policies of 'use it or lose it', 
epitomises the 'new wave' in the mainstream conservation model. South Africa is leading the 
Southern African Developing Countries (SADC) utilisation offensive, thereby actively reinforcing the 
flow of 'resources' from South to North. It is therefore not surprising that South Africa is Africa’s 
biggest exporter of animals. In addition the broader policy-making framework in South Africa has 
failed to link trade and environment.   
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CITES and South Africa 
The CITES Treaty came into force on 1 July 1975. There are currently 163 State Parties to the 
Convention, covering all the major importing and exporting wildlife countries. As a treaty it appears 
not to be concerned with protection of species and more concerned with allowing trade in 
endangered species, making it almost Orwellian in character. CITES operates from the premise that 
wild animals, even so-called ‘endangered animals’, have an economic value and can be commercially 
traded. CITES also views the concept of ‘sustainable use’ as a way of ‘managing’ wild populations. It 
is for this reason that the CITES Secretariat works exclusively with the IUCN and its members, and 
tend to disregard the input of others, usually animal protection, organisations. The CITES Secretariat 
is also reluctant to share information with those critical of the current ‘sustainable use’ model.  Animal 
protection organisations censure CITES for being a weak treaty, mainly because it promotes trade 
rather than prevents it. Animal protection organisations often refer to CITES as an ‘animal traders’ 
charter because of: the many loopholes in CITES which are exploited by unscrupulous traders; the 
nature of the treaty itself, which tends to promote rather than regulate the trade in wildlife; lack of 
power to enforce minimum standards for compliance; inherent weaknesses in the permitting system; 
inadequate national enabling legislation, inadequate implementation of legislation and lack of political 
will; one-sidedness and lack of accountability by the Secretariat; and lack of transparency, particularly 
in relation to policy formulation. Animal protection organisations are also concerned that the rules of 
the World Trade Organisation (WTO), which has already had a negative impact on measures and 
laws intended to protect animals, will also affect CITES. Animal protection organisations assert that 
as a treaty CITES probably has to defer to trade rules, which further weakens it.  
 
Implementation, compliance and enforcement of the rules of CITES, and the simultaneous adoption 
of domestic legislation, are at the very heart of the Convention and are pivotal to its proper operation 
at a national level. South Africa was the fifteenth country to sign the Treaty, ratifying on 15 July 1975 
and the Convention entered into force for South Africa on 13 October 1975. However, the South 
African government only made a policy recommendation to the then four provinces that they 
implement CITES regulations, thus leaving CITES functions up to the various provincial nature 
conservation components. Furthermore, no legislation, either in a national or provincial level, made 
reference to CITES. Nor did South Africa ever establish a national Scientific Authority, a crucial 
function in terms of the Convention.   
 
In October 1998, the South African CITES Implementation Project (SACIP) was set up to ensure that 
a programme was put in place for South African compliance with CITES and implementation in South 
Africa. The SACIP process was ultimately a failure. The Chief Technical Adviser to SACIP, Ian 
Manning, was also an executive member of the Chamber of Wildlife, a South African initiative that 
was formed in June 2000, to unite the ‘sustainable use’ industry and reflect the voice of the ‘game 
industry’. The majority of the stakeholders represented in the Chamber were those advocating or 
benefiting from the consumptive use of wild animals, particularly hunting and trade. The stated 
rationale for forming the Chamber) was to reduce the illegal trade and increase the legal trade. 
 
Farming Wild Animals 
Fenced ‘game farms’, owned almost exclusive by whites, are proliferating in South Africa at an ever-
increasing rate. However, ‘game farms’ are management intensive, expensive, and ultimately remain 
an artificial representation of natural systems. Although ‘game farming’ and ‘game ranching’ for 
trophy hunting are held up by the wildlife industry as forms of ‘sustainable use of wildlife’, they seldom 
meet with requirements of ecosystem function and integrity.  
 
No legislation regulates this mushrooming industry or deals with its effects on ecosystems and 
animals. One of the major contributory factors they cite is the widely divergent legislation and lack of 
uniform policy governing wild animals in the nine different provinces, and nationally. Animal protection 
organisations also argue that virtually none of the profit from the game farming industry accrues to 
local communities, mainly because land is privately owned, and because hunting makes up 80% of 
the game farmer’s annual income and therefore most of the money goes to intermediaries. This 
fundamental problem is also admitted by the game farming industry itself.  
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Live Auctions and Sales 
In 1998 it was estimates that in South Africa between 40 000 and 50 000 wild animals were captured 
and transported. With 85 percent of Africa’s trophy exports coming from South Africa, it is patent that 
the trade in dead animal parts is huge. Approximately half a million (500 000) wild animals are 
exported annually. South Africa’s trade in wild animals takes place mainly through extensive live 
auctions, catalogue sales, the Internet and private telephone deals, both locally and for overseas 
clients. South Africa is almost unique in auctioning indigenous animals because in most other 
countries the trading of indigenous animals is not allowed. To facilitate this market-driven trade, 
animals are continuously captured and translocated with little regard for the interests of the animals 
and with little regard for ethical concerns Of major concern to animal protection organisations is that 
the wildlife trade in South Africa is largely uncontrolled and unmonitored.  
 
Trade in Elephants 
Not only are elephants and ivory powerful ingredients in any contemporary debate about 
conservation, but also, elephants, being synonymous with ivory to many people, means that they are 
also synonymous with huge amount of money and vested interests in trade. Animal protection 
organisations argue that CITES regulation, particularly of Appendix II animals, which elephants were 
prior to the Lausanne COP in October 1989, fails to protect them. Indeed, trading Range States, 
operating virtually free of restrictions flourished on the ivory trade under CITES. It is difficult to 
accurately calculate elephant population numbers, however, it is thought that there may have been 3-
5 million African elephants in the 1930s and 1940s. In the 1970s and 1980s, as a result of extensive 
trade, the number of elephants both in Africa and Asia declined significantly. By 1980 there were 
approximately 1.3 million elephants in Africa and now, there are only 272 000 African elephants left. 
By far the greatest threat to the elephant's survival is trade, particularly illegal trade through poaching. 
Elephants are primarily killed for their ivory tusks, which are carved and used for dice, jewelry, 
ornaments, billiard balls, piano keys and knife handles. The trade in ivory is regarded as a 
cornerstone of ‘sustainable utilisation’ policies.  
 
South African Wild Life Traders 
Trade in so-called ‘game’ species has become one of the country's fastest-growing industries. It 
consists of individual companies, local government (who through zoos sell animals) and national and 
provincial state organs. Trading in mammals, birds and reptiles from Africa's areas of rich biodiversity 
has grown dramatically since the early 1990s. The industry consists of individual companies, local 
government (who through zoos sell animals) and national and provincial state organs. As part of this 
trade in wild and often rare animals, animal trading and dealing in South Africa has become an 
expanding industry. The nature of their business is legitimised with permits provided by nature 
conservation authorities. Wildlife traders and dealers are not registered with nature conservation 
authorities, provincially or nationally.  
 
Provincial and national government derive massive sums of money from direct sales of wild animals 
to the 'private sector'. Provinces and national entities alike argue that there has been a decline in 
government spending on conservation and therefore sales in live animals are a vital source of income 
for the conservation services. At the same time, they maintain that there is an overpopulation of 
animals in South Africa’s parks and that this has ‘forced’ government to trade in animals. National 
parks are also selling off so-called ‘surplus’ animals. This is criticised by animal protection 
organisations because they argue that national park can only be justified after a full study has been 
completed and the results made public, and which proves beyond doubt the 'over-population' of any 
given species. 
Apartheid, the destabilisation of neighbouring countries and the abuse of animals were also 
inseparable. The exploitation of wild animals was used to fund the Apartheid war, the secret 
agencies, Special Forces, and individuals connected to them.  
 
The Illegal Trade in Wild Animals 
The illegal trade in wild animals or wildlife crime, which is second only to illegal drugs, and larger than 
the trade in arms, is driven mainly by ever-increasing and unsustainable consumer markets in the 
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European Union, North America, and the Middle and Far East. The illegal trade is one that thrives on 
scarcity and exclusiveness. It is multifaceted and it includes different kinds of criminal activity such as 
poaching, capture/collection from the wild, smuggling, possession, and illegal import or export of 
endangered species and other animals. Animals are sold to private collectors, animal dealers, zoos, 
‘game farms’ offering ‘canned hunts’, biomedical research laboratories, circuses, pet shops, 
traditional healers and exotic meat dealers.  
 
The growing use of the Internet has allowed for global access to  'exotic' animals and has facilitated 
the illegal trade in animals. So-called ‘legitimate’ middlemen regularly offer wild animals to pet shops, 
online retailers and individuals. Conservationists and animal protectionists are very concerned as 
they argue wild animals in Africa are, as a result, more at risk than ever.  
 
In 2002 it was estimated that the illegal trade in animals and fish was worth over USD100 billion per 
annum. It is widely acknowledged that South Africa has a thriving illegal animal market and is also a 
conduit for much of the illegal trade of wild animals from Africa. The overarching context in which 
South Africa's illegal trade in wild animals takes place is the exponential increase in transnational 
crime where profits are phenomenal and where it is accompanied by increasing demand for illegal 
goods by new markets. The South African Police Service (SAPS) does not have the resources or 
technical expertise to deal with organised crime. Uncontrolled trade and suffering continues in spite of 
the existence of international treaties, rules, regulations and agencies to control the illegal trade, such 
as CITES, Interpol and the Lusaka Agreement of Cooperative Enforcement (LATF), which is an 
African inter-governmental, cross-border task force directed at the illegal trade in fauna and flora.  
 
Zoos   
Modern zoos were founded in Europe in the eighteenth century and in London in the nineteenth 
century. The exhibition of animals is part of ideological formation and the spectacle of animal-human 
disjointment is strategic to maintaining divisions in the wider social sphere. In the nineteenth and 
early twentieth centuries, 'exotic' human displays were often combined with animal exhibitions. 
Animal protection organisations argue that although people easily comprehend the moral depravity of 
exhibiting humans, they often fail to understand the connection between that and the injustice of 
exploiting animals in zoos. There are currently between 10 000 and 12 000 zoos worldwide, most of 
which maintain that their function is educational, recreational and preserving species.  
 
For animal protectionists zoos and dolphinariums abuse animals’ rights, mainly because of the 
confinement and exhibition for human entertainment and amusement. It is apparent that zoos do not 
make a serious effort of public education or conservation. Animal protection organisations maintain 
that zoos are not real ‘green’ spaces, ‘living classrooms’ or places where children can develop an 
ecological consciousness. They argue that the alternative to species extinction is to conserve animals 
in in situ sanctuaries and natural habitat preservation rather than zoos. Huge amounts of money are 
spent by zoos all over the world to secure wild animals for exhibition could be better spent on 
preserving habitat in the country of origin.   
 
Animal protection organisations also criticise zoos for breeding in excess, which is an activity that is 
aggressively encouraged, particularly because young cubs and baby animals are more of an 
attraction. Animals bred in zoos and are sold off as ‘surplus’ to the exotic species marketplace via 
dealers provide an economic imperative for the zoo. This is how zoo animals end up in the pet trade; 
as victims of canned hunts; or as breeding animals for the trade. Zoos in South Africa are selling 
animals to private landowners. They have openly been accused of selling animals either directly to 
canned hunting outfits or to middlemen and dealers who later sell to the hunts.  
 
Government response is that their emphasis has been on protecting wild-caught animals and on 
reducing the numbers being taken from natural habitat. They therefore argue that the burden of 
closely regulating the captive-bred animal trade would paralyse authorities. In Africa, zoos are self-
regulated by the Pan African Association of Zoos and Botanical Gardens (PAAZAB). Animal 
protection organisations believe that zoos are wrongly legitimising themselves and trying to lend 
credibility to their operations by simply becoming members of a weak and ineffectual PAAZAB. 
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Mainstream conservation organisations, as a consequence of their support of the wildlife trade, 
openly support zoos.  
 
The crux then of the argument against zoos used by South African animal protection organisations is 
twofold. On the one-hand they take a moral and social stand against the cruelty involved and its 
distasteful locale within the colonial exhibition and South-North resource-flow genre and on the other 
they argue that in the long-term the fundamental reasons for wild animals becoming endangered 
needs to be addressed in order to truly protect wild animals, their environment and habitat.  
 
Circuses 
Two organisations in South Africa have actively campaigned against the existence of circuses, 
Justice for Animals and Earthlife Africa Animal Group. Both argue that the use of animals in circuses 
is cruel to animals and desensitises people to animal suffering because animals are subjected to 
physical and psychological abuse, stripped of their natural identity, confined, forced to perform 
degrading tricks for the supposed amusement of humans, and every aspect of their existence 
controlled by their ‘keepers. Earthlife maintains that animals that perform in circuses do so out of fear 
and that all circus training involves cruelty. Earthlife is also adamant that circuses perpetuate the 
trade in wild animals. Most circuses use an assortment of animals in their shows and they usually 
acquire these animals from breeders, other circuses, zoos, safari parks and animal dealers. As 
animal rightists both Justice for Animals and Earthlife Africa Animal Action believe that circuses 
should be free of animals and they campaign for the public not to support circuses that have animal 
acts. Earthlife is of the view that abuse of animals in circuses continues because of weak animal 
protection laws. Additionally the relevant legislation in South Africa, including the Performing Animals 
Act, does not prevents wild-caught animals from being sold to circuses, both locally and 
internationally.  
 
Although CITES is supposed to prohibit commercial trade of wild-caught animals of Appendix 1 
species, circuses are given special CITES exemption which allows animals in circuses (which are 
considered by CITES to be ‘commercial’) to be moved without permits. The only remaining circus in 
South Africa is the Brian Boswell Circus (also known as Brian’s Circus). Its shows include acts 
featuring elephants, chimpanzees, zebras, horses and other animals. Brian’s Circus travels with ‘its’ 
animals as far as Zambia and Zimbabwe. Jane and Brian Boswell is also the owner of the Natal 
Zoological Gardens/Lion Park, outside Pietermaritzburg and Jim Stockley, an animal dealer, who 
runs the zoo for the Boswell’s and also trains animals for Brian’s Circus. 
    
Conclusion 
There is justification for the deep concern expressed by local animal protection organisations about 
the current situation in South Africa. It is evident that the money-spinning trade in wild animals is 
largely uncontrolled and that authorities who should be regulating and monitoring the trade depend 
largely on the integrity of the dealers who are not even licensed. Furthermore, government agencies 
merely issue permits and do not view questions around cruelty or ethics as their responsibility. Once 
these permits are issued it is virtually impossible to have them revoked, particularly as this would 
mean questioning the competency of another province’s decision. There is also seemingly a lack of 
national leadership and political will to change the situation. Moreover, there certainly is a ‘protective 
laager’ and ‘code of silence’ mentality that pervades the industry and government agencies. This also 
means that the industry, mainstream conservation organisations and government fallaciously argue 
that 'animal activists' threaten ‘pragmatic conservation practices based on utilisation, such as trade.  
 
Ultimately, any discussion about the trade in animals speaks to the different ideological and political 
views taken by NGOs and governments. States and their management policies largely reflect the 
sustainable utilisation view that wild animals are a ‘renewable resource’ and as such can be utilised 
or ‘harvested’ by humans for economic gain. Within this view animals are ‘protected’ or attempts 
made to guard them from extinction if it is seen to benefit humans in some way, either at an 
ecosystem or at a trade level. Opposing this view in South Africa are the marginalised voices of small 
and under-resourced and overwhelmed animal protectionist organisations who argue that apart from 
the biodiversity interests that species represent, animals are individuals that have a complex social 
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structure and interests of their own, independent of the existence of humans and that issues around 
their right to continued life and freedom from pain, should also be taken into account when decisions 
are made.   
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CHAPTER 3 
 

ENTREPRENEURS IN DEATH: KILLING AS SPORT IN SOUTH AFRICA  
 

Around the globe, millions of animals are hunted annually for ‘sport’. South African animal rightists 
argue that there is a perverse, repugnant and dark side to the trophy hunting industry. For animal 
rightists, because hunting is a lucrative business, particularly with regard to the killing of the so-called 
‘big five’, it invites overexploitation, abuse, and corruption at all levels. In response to the trophy 
hunters contention that the money from canned hunting goes back into ‘conservation’ the anti-hunting 
lobby argues that instead the profit goes to the individual hunting operations. They offer as an 
alternative to hunting non-consumptive eco-tourism, which they argue is biologically sustainable.  
 
Proponents of trophy hunting, on the other hand, negate any criticism of their industry by arguing that 
the condemnation is merely driven by emotion. Trophy hunting in South Africa involves contestations 
around colonialism, class, ethics, societal values, economics, science, genetics and ideological 
debates around conservation discourse.  The trophy hunting industry in South Africa, and worldwide, 
reflects a wider political paradigm and profile, which is generally right- wing and located within the 
pro-gun lobby. Trophy hunting also epitomises the free enterprise and profit motive position that the 
South African government has adopted as the cornerstone of its ‘wildlife management’ policy, 
arguably at the expense of ethical and ecological considerations.  
 
Trophy hunting is a useful tool to examine: animal protection and conservation discourse; 
government policy and the profiling of hunters and the corresponding pro-gun lobby. In South Africa 
‘conservation’, hunting and the wildlife industry are seen as being interchangeable and inseparable. 
This chapter focuses on the hunting of animals for ‘trophies’ and the animal protection organisations 
position against it. It is within the overall premise of conquest, exploitation, social domination and 
elitism where a war is literally being waged against animals, that the practice of ‘trophy hunting’ in 
South Africa will be examined.  
 
Rather than approaching trophy hunting from the perspective of it merely being a supplementary form 
of land use, the larger ideological context in which trophy hunting takes place is examined. Notions of 
‘ethics’, ecological implications, profound and metaphorical links to and roots in colonialism, and 
trophy hunting’s association with the pro-gun lobby and the rightwing will also be explored. Positions 
taken by the various interest groups are looked at, examples of hunting practices are given and 
finally, an in-depth assessment of the phenomenon of so-called ‘canned’ predator industry is 
undertaken as a means of highlighting organisational policies, strategies and tactics. The stance 
taken by government is also reviewed.       
 
Essentially, humans in both the North and the South identify wild animals as being by definition 
exploitable, and it is this feature that is not only leading to the suffering of individual animals but it is 
also decimating species and impacting irrevocably on the relationship between humans and nature.            
 
 
Hunting as ‘Sustainable Use’ 
Most of Africa’s trophies overwhelmingly come from South Africa and as a consequence overseas 
hunters describe it as a ‘hunting wonderland’. In fact, South Africa is fast becoming one of the most 
popular trophy hunting destinations in the world. But as animal protectionists point out that for the 
animals that are hunted it is ‘hell on earth’. The South African hunting industry remains almost 
exclusively white controlled and the democratising process in South Africa has not in any way 
initiated transformation nor has it had any negative affect on the widely contested practice of trophy 
hunting. The trophy hunting industry in South Africa panders to a well-heeled local and international 
elite, and it is largely hunters from the North who kill many of the animals that are trophy-hunted.  
 
Nature conservation authorities, the hunting industry, and all the mainstream conservation 
organisations represented in South Africa, national government and SA Tourism, justify hunting on 
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economic grounds. It cannot be disputed that trophy hunting generates significant revenue and is a 
lucrative business. However, the economic justifications for trophy hunting have not been 
independently corroborated. Furthermore, there appears to be uncertainty about how the so-called 
economic benefits of trophy hunting are being used and little evidence that revenues generated are 
invested in conservation and preservation of wilderness and protecting wild animals. Even though 
they do not fit comfortably together, the hunting industry also attempts to combine ecotourism with 
hunting as a means of increasing profitability. In-depth research into this issue, particularly within 
South Africa, still needs to be undertaken.  
 
The Ethics of Hunting 
The prima facie case against hunting arises from a nonanthropocentric principle of respect for 
animals. Trophy hunters often refer to themselves as “hunter-gatherers who firmly believe that the 
right to bear firearms is an inherent basic human right that stems from the beginning of mankind. 
However, the presumption of an inherited hunting instinct is difficult to maintain in the face of the 
preponderance of nonhunters and anti-hunters today. For animal rightists trophy hunters are those 
that: attempt to transcend compassion; celebrate the cruel and deliberate killing of wild animals for 
so-called ‘sport’; and who show an extreme lack of respect for life and for the dignity of these 
animals. They also criticise trophy hunters for not only callously killing wild animals but for hanging on 
walls the perceived symbols of the hunters’ prowess and control over nature. They also censure the 
whole objective of hunting which they maintain is to kill defenceless sentient beings for pleasure. 
 
Anti-hunting groups also raise issues of cruelty, which they believe are implicit in trophy hunting 
activities. They argue that the cruelty involved in trophy hunting is much more culpable and more 
callous, because it is unfair, exploitative and involves gratuitous killing for pleasure and merely to 
satisfy the entertainment of the hunter. Hunting critics also view so-called 'ethical hunting' as a 
contradiction in terms, that is, it can never be ethical. Furthermore, critics point out that the argument 
that hunting supposedly involves ‘fair chase’ is deceitful and spurious. Hunters, in their self-portrayal 
as conservationists and proponents of the sustainable utilisation of a species, rarely acknowledge 
that they actually like to kill an animal, although this is the whole modus operandi of hunting. South 
African animal protection organisations argue that the public would be incensed if they were exposed 
to all the aberrations that take place within the hunting industry.  
 
Ecological Implications  
Anti-hunting organisations argue that there is a lack of scientific data to back up the hunters’ shallow 
position that consumptive wildlife use through trophy hunting and ‘hunting as culling’, and the 
concomitant maximised ‘off-takes’ and ‘harvesting’ rates of targeted animal populations, are indeed 
truly ecologically sustainable, not detrimental and not over-exploitative. Within the context of 
biodiversity conservation animal protection organisations believe that methods used by hunters are 
harmful. Anti-hunting groups are also bringing the methodologies on which surplus animals and 
quotas are determined into question. Animal groups also maintain that trophy hunting disrupts 
processes such as natural selection and ‘survival of the fittest’, thereby negatively affecting the gene 
pool. Hunters argue that trophies help with keeping records of species, habitat and individual animals. 
Animal protection organisations counter this by saying that one can study and gather this information 
without killing the animal. Hunters like to kill selectively and animal protection organisations and 
scientists are questioning the cumulative impacts of hunting a particular targeted animal or a segment 
of that target species. Hunters also deliberately kill rare and endangered animals and animals with 
recessive genes. Hunters generally target so-called ‘trophy animals’, that is, those usually with the 
largest manes, biggest horns, and this has genetic implications. Human hunters cannot, therefore, be 
seen to be replacing natural predators.  
 
Essentially trophy hunting is a ‘recreational’, as opposed to a conservation, activity.   
 
Domination, violence and the Gun Lobby 
Trophy hunting, like colonialism, is about power and it has its roots in imperial practices of control and 
annexation. Modern day trophy hunting is a figurative extension, which is located within the same 
sentiment of domination and humiliation. ‘Big game’ hunters were seen as the harbingers of 
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civilisation and were the symbols of patriotism and expansionism. The demands of commercialism, 
which got under way after settlement began, rapidly transformed hunting into a ‘war against animals’. 
Not only did trophy hunting help to finance colonialism, but with imperialism, wild animals in Africa 
came to be seen as the personal property of the hunting elite. In many ways the British ‘big game’ 
hunting tradition linked into issues of class, elitism and the military, and gave continuity to cultural 
notions of masculinity. During colonial times hunting for subsistence was viewed as ‘bad’ and 
uncivilised while hunting by foreigners was viewed as ‘good’ and civilised. The same stereotypes, that 
is, poaching vs. trophy hunting, persist today.    
 
These killing sprees of the colonial enterprise continue to be worshiped, revered and practiced by the 
modern hunting fraternity who enviously lust and hanker after this ‘lost era’ of endless and ruinous 
killing. Notorious hunters from the colonial era, who described their hunting expeditions in minute and 
bloodthirsty detail, are referred to in messianic terms in modern hunting publications. Which in turn 
carry similarly constructed stories of their hunting trips by the modern-day killers. Hunters from the 
North, as well as hunters from the ‘North in the South’ continue to romanticise violence, lust for blood, 
desire to slay ‘something’ and believe that they have dominance over the Dark Continent of Africa. 
Stereotypical colonial and racist notions of the way people and animals in Africa are viewed are 
therefore continued.  
 
Violent acts toward animals have long been recognised as indicators of a psychosis that does not 
confine itself to animals. Hunting, which involves cruelty to animals, should be viewed as a social 
problem that has moral, legal, and environmental implications for society. Hunting is one component 
within the larger landscape of societal violence. 
 
The pro-gun lobby, which is strongly supported by hunting groups, has launched aggressive 
recruitment efforts both in South Africa and elsewhere. These concerted attempts are trying to use 
children as a force to take the pro-hunting message forward. 
 
Hunting boosts pro-gun lobby membership and gun sales. Globally, hunters, as multiple firearm 
owners, are largely the mainstay of the pro-gun movement. In South Africa a large proportion of the 
South African Gunowners Association (SAGA) corporate and associate membership is drawn from 
the hunting industry. Pro-gun and pro-hunting groups in South Africa come from the same, generally 
white constituency. They claim the right to bear arms based on the conviction that hunting is a safe, 
legitimate and a socially acceptable sport. In 1999 the Safari Club International (Africa Chapter) 
actively engaged and lobbied around the Firearms Control Act. Hunting organisations in South Africa 
are affiliated to the National Rifle Association (NRA) in the USA.  
 
The hunting lobby views the animal rights position as a serious threat to the South Africa ‘wildlife 
industry’.  
 
Self Regulation and Government Complicity 
A recurring theme that runs throughout animal-abuse issues in South Africa is self-regulation. This is 
also true in the hunting industry. As a result hunting activities are not controlled. The hunting 
industry’s claimed self-regulation, through committees and so-called ‘powers of investigation’, is 
largely a smokescreen. Existing legislation, such as the Animals Protection Act and various provincial 
ordinances, do not adequately protect animals in the wild and either does not specifically include 
trophy hunting or creates legislation to facilitate a practice that inflicts cruelty on wild animals in the 
name of ‘sport’. Hunters admit that in South Africa, more than anywhere else, the hunter is able to 
dictate the method and manner of the hunt to suit their personal ethics.  
 
Animal protection organisations contend that South African government policies, rather than 
articulating real concern for the needs of wild life, cater to the desires of hunters. They argue that 
policies and ordinances emanating from national nature conservation departments and their 
counterparts in the provinces reveal that one of the principal functions and cornerstones of the 
government’s sustainable utilisation position is not to protect individual animals or biological diversity 
but to actively conserve, protect and promote the hunting industry.  
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Evidence of government support for trophy hunting is discussed in relation to bowhunting, predator 
hunting, hunting with dogs, so-called ‘problem animas’, and ‘green hunting.  
 
‘Canned’ Predator Hunting 
Hunting lions in South Africa has become a huge business and as a result, many lions are being bred 
in captivity for the sole purpose of becoming a trophy. ‘Canned’ predator breeding and hunting is the 
controversial practice of offering a captive, and usually tame, animal, which usually has nowhere to 
run, to a rich trophy hunter (usually from Europe or the USA) who wants to mount its head on a wall. 
The animals raised and killed for canned hunts in South Africa include indigenous and exotic cats 
(such as Bengal tigers and jaguars). Moreover, historically, given the policies of nature conservation 
authorities in South Africa, and the concomitant hunting practices and ethos, it was not surprising that 
canned hunting emerged, was encouraged and continues to thrive. There are between forty-five and 
fifty lion breeders throughout South Africa who hold over 2500 lions in cages or small enclosures.  
 
Generally, canned hunting can be identified by two traits: the operators charge their clients a fee to 
kill an animal; and the so-called ‘standards’ of the hunting community, which are supposedly based 
on the concept of ‘fair chase’ are blatantly ignored. In some cases, animals may be shot in cages or 
within fenced enclosures, while in others they may be shot over feeding stations. Some of the 
animals are tame and have little fear of humans, while others may be tied to a stake or drugged 
before they are shot. Canned hunts are therefore primarily commercial hunts that take place on 
private land under circumstances that virtually assure the hunter of success.  
 
Canned hunting provides private breeders, animal dealers, and disreputable zoos with a dumping 
ground for surplus animals and a financial justification for breeding. It also exacerbates the problem 
of over-breeding of captive indigenous and exotic animals. 
 
The only people who have an extensive list of where lions are being bred and where lions are being 
hunted are the provincial authorities because they have to issue permits. Animal protection 
organisations say that getting access to this information has been difficult, not only because 
provinces seem unwilling to give out this information but also because not all breeders are registered 
and the issuing of permits seems uncontrolled and difficult to track. 
 
Animal protection campaigns initiated by the animal protection lobby against canned hunting are not 
supported by any of the mainstream conservation organisations or the NSPCA. South African animal 
protection organisations assert that the battle against the canned predator industry is one of the most 
important environmental battles since the end of apartheid because it symbolises attempts to redefine 
the ‘management’ of wild life and to wrestle ‘conservation’ from the segregationist policies of the old 
order that favour exploitation of wild life and exclude ‘other voices’ such as those of the animal right 
movement.These policies continue to prevail within official nature conservation departments, despite 
South Africa’s transition to democracy.       
 
In 2002 a coalition of animal protection organisations united in a joint, single-issue campaign to try 
and put an end to the practice of canned predator hunting. This coalition included both international 
and national animal organisations. The national Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism 
and its Ministry has also been criticised by animal protection organisations for not going far enough 
and banning the practice. The lack of effective legislation also allows this industry to flourish and 
there are points of concern with regard to the issuing of permits, the permits themselves and the 
consequences that are evoked when permits are not complied with.  
 
Other Examples of canned hunting activities are looked at such as: the hunting of a tame black rhino, 
Baixinha; the proposed hunt o a white rhino “Long Tom; and the hunting of a white rhino in Kuruman.    
 
Conclusion 
At the root of trophy hunting in South Africa is power, exploitation, the suppression and domination of 
‘the other’, and the siphoning off of so-called  ‘resources’ from the South to the North. In the ‘new’ 
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South Africa, trophy hunting is growing with the full backing of the government, through its 
sustainable use policies. In addition, a small, but vociferous, pro-gun and pro-hunting lobby largely 
made up of white Afrikaans-speaking males is bankrolling the trophy hunting industry. Seemingly 
entrenched government bureaucrats who were appointed during the Apartheid era and who too are 
mostly white, Afrikaans-speaking men and who on the whole support hunting, in turn, prop them up. 
Simultaneously, the anti-hunting lobby in South Africa is growing and it appears to have wide support. 
This lobby has begun to challenge hunting by publicly targeting the ‘canned’ predator industry, which 
it sees as a metaphor for the unacceptable practice of hunting more generally.  
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CHAPTER 4 

 
CLOSED DOORS, CLOAKS AND DAGGERS: VIVISECTION IN SOUTH AFRICA 

 
 
Vivisection is the experimentation on living animals, whether human or other animals, supposedly for 
the benefit of beings other than that specific individual. Almost no species of animal is excluded, from 
the mouse to primates. it is a practice that is not only traditionally shrouded in secrecy but also one 
that deeply divides defenders and critics, morally, scientifically and epistemologically.  
 
In South Africa the chief civil society based NGO that is engaging with the vivisection issue is South 
Africans for the Abolition of Vivisection. It is for this reason that this chapter will focus largely on the 
activities, policies, tactics and campaigns of South Africans for the Abolition of Vivisection (SAAV), which 
has consistently represented the case for non-animal testing and research to the various proponents 
and government since it’s formation.  
 
This chapter provides an overview of SAAV policies, and strategies and reviews key SAAV 
campaigns, both locally and as part of international initiatives. The position taken by the South African 
vivisection industry is analysed. The support of the South African government for the industry and its 
non-engagement strategies in relation to those organisations seeking transparency and public 
accountability within the industry will be interrogated.  
 
Currently SAAV has a paid up membership of over 900 but it appears to have broader societal 
support from members of the public who are not members. SAAV’s main short-term aims are to: 
ensure that information about the vivisection industry is placed in the public domain; make the 
vivisection industry accountable and accessible; use the Promotion of Access to Information Act 
(PAIA) to try and obtain information; lobby and pressurise government; highlight the plight of 
indigenous primates; and draw attention to the individual suffering of animals in laboratories. SAAV 
has been campaigning for the government to facilitate a consultative process to address: the current 
undemocratic self-styled, self-monitoring Animal Ethics Committees predominantly consisting of 
people doing animal experiments and the co-option of certain animal welfare organisations on these 
committees to legitimise them and the scrapping or overhauling of the Animal Protection Act. SAAV 
provides information on vivisection in the following ways: the production and distribution of 
educational material, cruelty-free product lists, newsletters, flyers, banners, merchandise and reports; 
a website; submissions, proposals and reports to relevant government structures, individuals and 
opposition parties; and information tables.  
 
Of all the industries in South Africa that utilise animals the vivisection industry is the most non-
transparent, unaccountable and secret. Indeed, both globally and in South Africa the industry 
generates substantial public concern. Essentially, South African anti-vivisectionists argue that 
information relating to animal experimentation is deliberately kept among the vested interest groups 
and behind closed doors. They also criticise existing animal ethics committees for being manifestly 
inequitable and autocratic because they: are structurally deficient; provide inadequate protection for 
animals; fail to critically review research hypotheses or methodologies; are a self-policing, self-
perpetuating, peer review system where accountability is to one's close colleagues.  
 
The South African Animal Protection Act (71 of 1962) offers no protection to animals in laboratories nor 
does it prohibit experimental procedures on animals. With regard to animal experimentation there is, 
therefore, a pressing legislative imperative. This means that effective monitoring is difficult because the 
number of animals used and killed in laboratories each year is unknown, and no official information 
exists as to what institutions do animal experiments and what experiments are conducted.  
 
Key SAAV Campaigns 
The following campaigns are examined: 
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Rescue of two chimps  
Rescue of 7 baboons from the National Centre for Occupational Health (Johannesburg) 
Rescue of 30 baboons from primate trapper and supplier to vivisection laboratories 
Rescue of Beagles from Bloemfontein University 
Rescue of vervet monkeys from MEDUNSA 
International trade in primates and the use of primates in experiments 
International Campaign to End Animal Experiments   
 
Vivisection Laboratories 
No accurate or official list of institutions, contract laboratories, government agencies or pharmaceutical 
companies that conduct animal experiments in South Africa exists. Nor has in independent study of 
conditions in these laboratories been undertaken. This section profiles several institutions that conduct 
animal experimentation and their relationship with anti-vivisectionists. 
 
Primate Breeding at the Medical Research Council and the University of Cape Town 
The 1998 plan, in conjunction with Imutran Xeno Tx, (a Novartis subsidiary) to establish both a 
transgenic pig breeding facility and also baboon supply, quarantine and housing units at the MRC 
animal unit in Delft, is discussed in relation to attempts by SAAV to derail it. One of SAAV ‘s 
arguments was that using and breeding primates for research is at the very least controversial and at 
odds with the increasing world-wide recognition that primates are sentient beings. The NSPCA, which 
supported the plan to breed baboons, refused to engage with SAAV on this issue. The proposed 
primate breeding project clearly demonstrates the role animal welfare ideology plays in support of the 
animal utilisation sector and in driving a wedge between itself and the industry, on the on hand, and 
animal rights and anti-vivisection organisations on the other. This section also highlights how this 
local issue linked into an international campaign. The MRC was propping to import olive baboons 
from Kenyan and Tanzania but SAAV together with British organisations, Uncaged Campaigns and 
the British Union for the Abolition of Vivisection mounted a joint campaign to thwart this.   
 
The University of the Witwatersrand 
The University of the Witwatersrand has extensively used animals in experiments for at least sixty 
years. Although publicly accessible information is not available on the exact amount of their use and 
abuse of animals, it is clear from the smattering of data that has been made available via SAAV that 
their exploitation of animals has been extensive. They have also taken a conservative and guarded 
position. To secure a constant supply of primates the University actively went into business with Erich 
Venter, a rightwing hunter. This section documents various anti-vivisection campaigns against the 
university, including: an undercover investigation at Venter’s facility; BC3 (a cat that was confiscated 
by the SPCA); and attempts by SAAV over the last decade to engage university policy makers and 
gain access to information. 
 
Roodeplat Research Laboratory 
In 1983 Dr Wouter Basson established Roodeplaat Research Laboratory (RRL). It was set up as an 
animal research and testing facility, modelled on the British Huntingdon Life Sciences, for substances 
produced by Delta G Scientific but soon began to develop and research and test its own chemical and 
biological warfare agents. RRL was ‘privatised’ in 1992 thereafter liquidated and sold in 1994. Right up 
until that stage animals were still being used in experiments.  
 
As early as 1986, antivivisectionists came into conflict with scientists who were at the forefront of one of 
South Africa’s most clandestine operations. Secret laboratories such as RRL saw the anti-vivisection 
demands for transparency and their call to ‘unlock the labs’ as a direct threat to their existence. 
 
The total number of animals that were cruelly killed at RRL remains unknown because the ‘scientists’ 
deliberately destroyed most of the records. These experiments were part of the development of lethal 
biological and chemical agents aimed at killing and assassinating perceived ‘enemies’ of the Apartheid 
State (mainly South Africa’s own population) in a way that could not be traced. In this way both human 
and non-human animals became targets of ideology, power and science gone mad. A number of 
experiments are then documented. 
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Through the testimonies given at the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC) hearing into the CBW 
programme and during Basson’s trial it emerged that the CBW programme was developed and 
supported by a number of veterinarians who played key roles at RRL. The ethics of the profession was 
therefore brought under the spotlight. The SADF had their operations at Onderstepoort until 1982 and 
moved to RRL when the State feared they would be exposed. It was clear from Goosen’s testimony at 
the TRC that it was deemed acceptable for institutions, in particular the University of Pretoria, through 
Onderstepoort and HA Grove Animal Research Centre, to be part of military projects. Profiles of various 
RRL staff are given, including veterinarians Dr Adriaan Goosen, Dr Andre Immelman, Dr James Davies, 
Dr Stiaan Wandrag, Dr Schalk van Rensburg, and Dr Riana Bornman (a reproductive physiologist).  
 
The context, in which laboratories such as RRL could develop, is the secret, legal, global, and continuing 
exploitation of animals by the military. So-called ‘ethics committees’ are used to justify and sanitise the 
unethical experiments. The idea of an ethics committee at such a secret facility where the prevailing 
context of ‘only on a need-to-know basis’ dominated, succinctly demonstrates the inherent problems 
and weaknesses associated with self-appointed, self-policing ethics committees where identified 
research was a fait accompli. Finally, by the very nature of the research done by RRL no experiment 
could be ethical. In many ways the manner in which the RRL Animal Ethics Committee operated is 
not all that different from the way most of these committees conduct themselves and therefore it 
symbolically epitomises their intrinsic flaws. 
 
As a result of TRC hearings into chemical and biological warfare experiments it emerged that the 
Johannesburg Zoo had supplied RRL with chimpanzees in the 1980s. As far as the movement and 
trade in animals is concerned it appears that zoos can offer a perfect cover because with zoos the 
trade restrictions are more relaxed. It is therefore comparatively easy to transfer these animals from 
one country to another particularly if they are going 'zoo-to-zoo'. Once the inter-zoo transfer has 
taken place there appears to be no control over what happens to that particular animal.  It is clear that 
the Johannesburg Zoo, in the past, supplied research laboratories with animals.  
 
Soon after RRL was unmasked another ‘private’ research laboratory, BIOCON, run by at least three of 
the same people who worked at RRL (Stiaan Wandrag, James Davies and Jacobus Nieuwenhuis), 
opened up approximately two kilometres away. The United Nations Commission on chemical and 
biological warfare twice paid BIOCON a visit in 1999. On 3rd August 2000 the laboratory was 
supposedly placed under liquidation and auctioned off. However, despite this, it appears that 
BIOCON is still in existence.  
 
Centre Africain Primate Experimentale 
CAPE was a controversial animal experimentation centre established in Gazankulu in 1984, 
supposedly to undertake toxicology experiments on non-human primates.  SAAV believes that CAPE 
was not only linked to the RRL but could also have been an SADF Front Company. They found it 
suspicious that CAPE was abandoned in late 1989 and early 1990 at the same time when a number 
of SADF Front Companies were closed down or liquidated. Since 1990 SAAV had been trying to 
ascertain how CAPE came into existence and how it continued to exist after the apartheid era. SAAV 
has linked CAPE to RRL. In 1996 SAAV received documentary proof that CAPE was supplying the 
French military with baboons for warfare and nuclear testing. In 2000 a row erupted between SAAV 
and the NSPCA over baboons and vervet monkeys at CAPE. In the wake of the events in 2000, and 
following on from a meeting between the Northern Province MEC for the Environment with CARE and 
SAAV, which took place in January 2001 CAPE has been closed down.  
 
The Government Position  
SAAV accuses the national departments of Environmental Affairs (DEAT), Agriculture and Land 
Affairs- under which animal welfare falls (DALA), the Department of Health, provincial MEC’s and 
provincial nature conservation components of being obfuscatory in their dealings with SAAV and of 
stonewalling queries and investigations.  
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In spite of a workshop of stakeholders held in May where it was agreed that separate meetings would 
be held to set up sub-committees to deal with the various thematic animal welfare issues and new 
animal protection legislation drawn up as a result. This process has not been followed and specifically 
in relation to vivisection government seem to have taken the position that the self-regulatory code of 
ethics is working well and there is no real imperative to improve the status quo.   
 
Conclusion  
Vivisection epitomises society’s alienation from nature and animals, a phenomenon that has been 
made worse by western religion and culture and the resulting speciesism, injustice, rampant global 
technocapitalism and commodification. It is sustained and guided by socio-economic factors and 
powerful institutional pressures, particularly within academia. Given that it is a multi-billion dollar 
global industry and because there is so much at stake economically it is difficult to question it or hold 
it accountable, let alone dismantle it. A small glimpse into this highly secret industry has been 
obtained circuitously, mainly via undercover activities, whistleblowers or informers. What information 
has been revealed is cause for concern and tends to support the allegations made by the animal 
lobby.    
 
Anti-vivisection organisations in South Africa who are trying to focus their energies on policy issues, 
litigation, legislation and education, find themselves in a particularly difficult position because they are 
forced to take up the cudgels not only on two fronts. On the one hand on a political, legal and ethical 
front with regard to governance issues, access to information, transparency and accountability and on 
the other at the level of the experiments themselves and their scientific and morally validity. This task 
is effectively impossible, nor can it be adequately sustained, because, in the face of a well-resourced 
and non-disclosing industry, which has total government backing, there are basic internal 
inadequacies in organisations such as SAAV, Beauty Without Cruelty and Justice for Animals, which 
are volunteer-based, lack capacity and lack resources.  
 
Despite the RRL experience and the lobbying attempts by the anti-vivisection movement in South 
Africa, particularly over the last decade, for inclusion, consultation and openness little cognisance has 
been taken of it. More importantly government and civil society NGOs have not been able to 
understand one of the fundamental thrusts that underlies the animal rights campaigns and positions, 
namely that people who are deliberately cruel to animals have no compunction about being cruel to 
people and it is this lack compassion and empathy for the ‘other’ that needs to be addressed at a 
societal level. This point is effectively in evidence by the way animals are treated, abused and used at 
the hands of the military.  
 
The marginalisation of anti-vivisection and animal rights voices is deepened by animal welfare 
organisations that generally take a conservative position. Attempts by anti-vivisectionists in South 
Africa to ensure transparency, accountability and ethical practice have been severely thwarted in 
particular by the NSPCA and local SPCA’s. Institutions that use animals in experiments exploit the 
position taken by the NSPCA, not only to try to legitimise their position, but also to actively 
marginalise the voices of critics. The practice of vivisection clearly highlights the philosophical and 
ideological differences between animal welfare and other forms of animal protection. But not only 
does it reflect the differences but it also reveals the active hand that the NSPCA has in perpetuating a 
practice that is clearly is not in the interests of the animals involved and goes against its own policies 
with regard to preventing cruelty to animals.  
 
The most significant lesson that can be learned from the handling of the vivisection question in South 
Africa is the lack of any legislation to protect animals in laboratories. The anti-cruelty law loopholes 
and the establishment of the ‘ethics’ committee themselves have had significant and disquieting 
implications.  Given the history of vivisection in South Africa it can be strongly argued that these 
proposed codes were put in place precisely to protect, not only laboratories such as RRL, but all 
other animal experimentation laboratories from public scrutiny. The code was devised and proposed 
in the late 1980s by people involved in unethical research to prevent access. 
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Despite all the overwhelming obstacles in its way the anti-vivisection lobby in South Africa seems 
determined to continue to oppose the practice of animal experimentation.  
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CHAPTER 5 
 

THE DIVIDING LINE IS DRAWN: SUSTAINABLE UTILISATION AND THE TULI 
ELEPHANT DEBACLE  

 
Introduction 
In 1998, thirty wild baby elephants were brutally and cruelly tortured and their spirits broken on the 
property of animal dealer, Riccardo Ghiazza. Five years later Ghiazza has been found guilty of 
cruelty to animals, yet he continues to function as a wild animal trader and has recently sold wild-
caught elephants to a zoo in the Czech Republic. Animal protection organisations maintain that the 
legal wrangle around the Tuli elephants and Ghiazza’s subsequent conviction illustrates that South 
African legislation with regard to animals is weak and ineffective and that if anything it sends a 
message to wildlife dealers that abuse of animals still pays off in South Africa. They argued that: the 
State had dragged its feet on the case; the punishment did not fit the crime; the sentences were light; 
a fine was seen to be sufficient rather than imprisonment; that seven of the Tuli elephants are now 
languishing in zoos, while the fate of four others is unknown; and Ghiazza was not barred from 
owning, handing or selling elephants. 
 
Internationally recognised elephant behavioural experts argue that elephants are highly intelligent, 
caring and emotional sentient beings that have an advanced social structure. They share a paralleled 
lifespan with humans and like us have life-long loyalties and friendships, a strong sense of family, and 
a sense of death. They care for their young, who display all the traits of human children, and they 
care about their dead. Like humans, they grieve and will mourn the loss or death of an individual, 
often returning to the body and touching it. Elephants are also capable of compassion that extends 
beyond their own species. How elephants are treated should not merely the prerogative of a few 
wildlife managers.  
 
The narrative of the Tuli elephants, which played it self out between 1998 and 2003, provides heart-
rending evidence of the emotional lives of elephants and the coupled lack of respect humans have for 
these special animals, or their individual suffering. The way that humans view animals, either with 
respect or merely as a resource, lies at the heart of a series of events that unfolded in Botswana and 
South Africa. It involved the trade and cruel techniques involved in ‘taming’ thirty wild-caught baby 
elephants for captive exhibition and display, that came to be known as the ‘Tuli Elephant Debacle’.  
 
The Tuli elephant tragedy has been chosen as a case study because it not only acts as a metaphor 
for the way society views animals as ‘the other’ and as a unfeeling tool but also, the events that 
unfolded around the Tuli elephants lead to a watershed in animal protection discourse in South 
Africa. The public outcry around the Tuli elephant issue also highlighted the ideological differences 
between ‘rights’, ‘welfare’ and ‘conservationist’ perspectives. Importantly, it navigated its way through 
those in South Africa who support the concept of sustainable utilisation and those who do not. What's 
more, the Tuli issue interprets and contextualises these global ideological and philosophical debates 
which have shaped the division between ‘deep ecology’, where humans seen as part of nature and 
economic factors are secondary to ecological considerations and ‘shallow ecology’, where humans 
and nature are seen as separate and the environment protected only if it is deemed useful. In 
addition, the Tuli elephant debate acted as a vehicle for, and honed in on these larger environmental 
issues, by: illustrating how animals caught up in the human social machine; offering a useful insight 
into the context of the broader African wildlife question; examining how the ideological and 
organisational-based conflict will affect the future of wild animals in South Africa and globally and the 
possible direction animal protection will take in South Africa and involving the public in general 
environmental discourse.  
 
The Tuli elephant issue, if nothing else, has brought to the attention of the South African public what 
goes on behind the scenes in the name of ‘sustainable utilisation’ in South Africa, highlighting the 
greed and corruption that drives this approach, and consequently the ‘wildlife industry’. As a result of 
the high-profile reports in the media around the Tuli elephants the ‘wildlife industry’, which are 
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vociferous proponents of sustainable utilisation, lost much public support. It is clear from literature 
produced by the game industry in South Africa at the time that the resultant gains made by the anti-
‘sustainable use’ lobby was seen as a dangerous threat to the industry and a blow to the broader 
ideological notion of sustainable utilisation. Central to debate around sustainable utilisation and the 
support for it by mainstream conservation organisations in South Africa as well as the close ties these 
organisations have with the “wildlife industry’.   
 
In addition, the role of NGOs as an important social force was highlighted; those that serve as 
watchdogs; those that offer policy proposals; and those which can be seduced by the establishment 
or are, in fact, representatives of the establishment. The Tuli elephant narrative, therefore, serves as 
an example of the fragmentation, joint action, collaboration, division and dissent within South African 
NGOs. Individuals and organisations that are strongly in favour of the recreational killing of wild 
animals have historically dominated issues around wildlife in South Africa. Importantly, the Tuli 
elephants have made it possible for other voices around the issue of wildlife to be heard.  
 
Within the Tuli elephant debate, animal rights groups argued that commercial and ‘consumptive use’ 
is not an effective tool for saving wild animals and that conservationist NGOs saw ‘consumptive use’ 
as a means of ensuring their existence without having to change. They argued that there are other 
alternatives to sustainable utilisation and that these should also be given fair consideration. 
Furthermore, they pointed out that African elephants already pay their way through non-hunting 
tourism - more so than any other wild animal. The animal rights groups also attacked the mainstream 
conservationist ‘management’ practices, which they argued were driven by economics rather than 
scientific evidence. The conservationists had argued that the removal of young calves was a good 
solution to elephant over-population in that area. But no ‘scientific’ data existed to support the forced 
removal of the elephant calves. Also, the removal of young elephants as a means of population 
control is ineffective, as this has no significant impact on consumption of vegetation, population size, 
and growth. There was no clear policy on elephant population size and habitat conservation in the 
Tuli Block apart from an often stated belief that there are simply ‘too many’.  
 
This chapter provides an insight into the global context that allowed this cruelty to take place, an in-
depth analysis of the events as they unfolded, including, issues around: the wildlife trade; 
translocation of elephants; ecology vs. profit; brutal training methods; the ethics of sending wild-
caught animals to captive and contentious destinations; the nature of the case; and vested interests 
and ideological divides.           
 
The Animal Trader 
Animal trader, Riccardo Ghiazza, and his company African Game Services (AGS), by importing 30 
baby elephants from the Tuli Block in Botswana and using viciously cruel ‘mahout-style training’ 
methods on them at his premises at Brits in the North West Province, was at the heart of the Tuli 
elephant issue. AGS is one of South Africa's biggest animal traders and exporters (by ship and air), 
and supplies wild-caught animals to zoos and safari parks around the globe. Ghiazza obtained 
permanent residence in SA from the Apartheid State in February 1990. He has been convicted in Italy 
of drug dealing and was under investigation by the ESPU, for his alleged links with some of the 
kingpins of Southern Africa's illegal wildlife trade. In January 2000, Ghiazza was arrested on fraud 
charges and falsely obtaining South African citizenship. 
 
It is unknown how many animal dealers there are in South Africa because government has no 
mechanism of either registering them or properly monitoring their activities. It is also unknown how 
many permits for animals are and were issued to Ghiazza by the Department of Conservation and 
Environmental Affairs in the North West province.  
 
The Capture 
The Tuli Block in Botswana is jointly owned by a consortium of wealthy South African businessmen 
who, in 1998, arbitrarily decided that the area suffered from an overpopulation of elephants, and that 
they could ‘solve’ the problem in a manner financially advantageous to themselves.  Between the 29th 
and the 31st July 1998, thirty young elephants, 24 females and 6 males, were captured in the 
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Northern Tuli Game Reserve. From the available evidence it is blatantly apparent that once approval 
for the operation had been received from the Botswana government Ghiazza deliberately captured 
elephants that would prove more profitable and whose ages would be more ‘suitable’ for sale to zoos 
and safari parks, that is baby elephants.  
 
Ecology vs. Profit 
It was only after the cruelty to the elephants was publicly exposed that the supporters of the capture, 
that is the people and organisations that benefited financially from the trade in the Tuli elephants, 
such as: Tuli block landowners; Riccardo Ghiazza; and the consumptive use supporters such as 
EWT, WESSA and the REF; began to argue that the removal of the thirty young elephants from the 
Tuli Block was ‘ecologically necessary’ because elephants were perceived to be destroying the 
landscape and because there was an over-population of elephants. The WWF-SA, WESSA and the 
EWT issued a joint press statement and this speaks volumes and it shows that they acted together 
and spoke with one loud voice in an attempt to: silence opposition; create the perception that they 
were in control and dealing with the issue effectively; and to lull the public into thinking that ‘all was 
well’.   
 
Despite the joint statement by the mainstream conservation organisations, there is strong and 
convincing evidence that this view is false and that the removal of thirty young elephants would not 
have a noticeable effect on population numbers, either in the short or long term. Furthermore, 
juveniles have the least impact on vegetation.  
 
An additional twist was that the South African government, via the Minister of Agriculture and Land 
Affairs, Derek Hanekom, totally defended the capture of the Tuli’s. They maintained that the capture 
of the young Tuli’s was a pilot project that was not only an alternative to culling practices but also a 
model for future eco-tourism and income-generating ventures.  
 
Training Methods 
Although the capture operation incensed concerned experts NGOs and individuals, it was the 
‘training’ the elephants were subjected to that led to their absolute outrage. But, even when the abuse 
became public, the training continued. Six Indonesian Mahout ‘elephant trainers’ were employed for a 
salary of R500.00 each per month. Mahout-style training is known to be brutal, cruel and unethical, 
causing suffering, distress and injury. It also involves cruel and injurious physical and emotional 
treatment and pain including sleep deprivation, withholding of food and water, chaining and tethering 
and the intense restriction of movement, and beatings with sharp and heavy objects such as the 
ankus (a long stick with a drill bit at the end), sharp hooks, whips and beating rods.  
 
Contentious Destinations 
One of the key questions raised by the anti-‘wise-use’ lobby during the Tuli elephant affair was the 
effectiveness of the CITES provisions. Although CITES recognises that animals have economic value 
it was argued by the animal protection groups that the export of the calves to overseas destinations 
was not in accordance with the conditions laid down by CITES regulations and therefore unlawful and 
illegal. The fact that CITES export permits were issued links into the 1997 CITES decision to down-
list elephants to Appendix II. The down-listing stipulations contained an annotation to allow the export 
of live elephants to ‘appropriate and acceptable destinations’, which would not have been allowed 
before 1997. The debate around the Tuli elephants thus centred on whether the trader’s holding 
facility and the elephants ultimate final destinations, circuses, zoos and safari parks, were 
‘appropriate’ or ‘acceptable’. 
 
The main reason these young elephants were captured and so cruelty trained was because their 
ultimate destinations were zoos and safari parks in Germany, Switzerland, China and Japan. The 
nature of these destinations not only answers the question of why this debacle took place in the first 
place, but they also point to larger issues of whether wild animals should be held in captivity and 
whether harsh ‘training’ methods should be used to try and break elephants, emotionally and 
physically.   
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The NSPCA signed an agreement allowing nine of the elephants were taken to the Fletcher’s 
Sandhurst Safaris, near Tosca in the North West Province, a hunting destination, which is also linked 
to ‘canned’ hunting. Animal rights organisations were extremely concerned about the safety of the 
elephants that went to Sandhurst because they feared they would be hunted and killed in the future. It 
is unknown what has become of four of these elephants.  
 
Who Was Who In The Contentious Tuli Zoo: Ideological Divides And Vested Interests   
The fallout from the treatment of these young elephants was really all about the lucrative trade in wild 
animals, that is, who controls it, who makes the money and who supports and opposes it. What was 
really at stake and what ideological positions were taken and by whom, were further muddied by the 
way some of the media chose to cover the issues. This made it very difficult for the uninitiated public 
to navigate its way through the Tuli quagmire. In some cases the media called conservation 
organisations animal welfarists, referred to animal wefarists as animal rightists and called animal 
rightists ‘bunny huggers’, conservationists, animal welfarists or nothing at all.       
 
Two well-respected South African human rights organisations, People Opposing Woman Abuse 
(POWA) and the Black Sash made use of the Tuli issue to gain public support for themselves and to 
castigate the animal rights position. POWA ran a television advertisement, which claimed that 
unfortunately, most people care more for abused animals than for abused women. In a similar vane, 
the Black Sash ran a newspaper advertisement, which had as its slogan, "The Tuli Elephants Don't 
Know How Lucky they Are".  
 
The Pro Sustainable Utilisation Lobby: Trying to put a lid on it  
Instead of condemning Ghiazza, mainstream conservation organisations showed their support for the 
cruel (but lucrative) trade in animals and helped him to negotiate and navigate his way through the 
controversy. This included assisting in the development of ‘standards’ for elephant training rather 
than joining the call by animal protection organisation for the ban of sending African elephants to 
zoos, circuses and safari parks. By doing this, they supported cruel and unethical methods.  This 
grouping made maximum use of the print and visual media and ran a well-oiled media machine, 
issuing joint press releases and making use of scientific and technical arguments in order to win over 
public support. In addition, they used misinformation in order to score political points by deriding 
animal rights as a dangerous and radical philosophy and attacking so-called 'wealthy animal rights 
organisations. They accused animal rights groups of manipulating the public through the media and 
cleverly painted the NSPCA as an animal rights organisation thereby trying to persuade the public not 
to support the NSPCA over the Tuli elephant issue. 
 
It was only after the Carte Blanche expose and the concomitant public outcry that the sustainable 
utilisation lobby began to shift their position. They began to back-peddle as soon as it became 
evident that their notion of conservation and what it represents, i.e. sustainable utilisation, was under 
threat. It was also becoming clear that they were losing money and membership. To try and regain 
credibility the mainstream conservation organisations began to use and incorporate welfarist 
language and made public statements deploring the ‘cruelty’ at African Game Services.   
 
The South African government's response to the Tuli elephant reflects the lack of a consistent 
national policy with regard to animal issues and confusion around what Ministry, either the Ministry of 
Agriculture and Land Affairs or the Ministry of Environmental Affairs and Tourism, was responsible for 
animal related issues. This fact exacerbated the already frustrated role-players involved in the Tuli 
elephant issue. The Department of Agriculture had from the very beginning played an active role, 
sanctioned Ghiazza’s scheme and had, by its own admission, monitored the capture, transport, 
housing, care and ‘training’ of the Tuli’s. Furthermore, the government position is one of trade in 
animals and revenue generation through using animals. They would, as a result, not only vehemently 
defend animal traders but also, when presented with allegations of animal cruelty they would, as a 
matter of course, have to take a defensive position that maltreatment was not taking place in South 
Africa. Government, as sustainable use proponents, cannot readily admit to cruelty or include ethical 
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considerations because it could ultimately lead to a reduction in trade and this does not fit within the 
sustainable use and development model.  
 
The role played by provincial nature conservation authorities in facilitating the capture, holding, 
training, trade and export of the Tulis was significant. They provided open dealer/trader/zoo permits, 
issued transportation permits and issued export permits, including CITES permits.  
 
The massive public outcry and international threats of tourism boycotts were beginning to damage 
South Africa's image as a tourist destination. The newly-appointed Minister of Environmental Affairs 
and Tourism, Valli Moosa was then forced to intervene, thereby sidelining the Minister of Agriculture 
and Land Affairs. A press release issued on 8 July 1999 by the Minister of Environmental Affairs and 
Tourism, Mohammed Valli Moosa, condemned the cruel treatment of the fourteen remaining 
elephants at AGS but it reaffirmed its commitment to, ‘the sustainable use of our natural resources’.  
On 9 July 1999 a meeting between the Minister Moosa, the Deputy Minister of Agriculture and Land 
Affairs, the NSPCA, and the WWF, agreed that the elephants would be moved as soon as possible 
for their welfare to suitable facilities. 
 
Ultimately, the Tuli elephant issue did not bring about changes to official government policy with 
regard to sustainable utilisation.  
 
Animal Protection Groups: A Global Approach 
The Tuli elephant issue provided a platform for a united campaign between overseas and local 
animal protection (animal rights and animal welfare) groups who were opposed to trade in elephants 
and their sale to other countries and supported by internationally acclaimed researchers and experts. 
This campaign saw these groups pitted against mainstream conservationists.  The reason these 
various groups could work together, despite the ideological differences between animal rights and 
animal welfare discourse was because they fought for a common outcome. The campaign centred on 
the single-issue of releasing calves back into a natural habitat, ideally their home ranges. It was thus 
a single-issue campaign.  
 
Given the South African context of support and promotion of resourcism with regard to wild animals; 
the vested interests at work; and the powerful alliance between mainstream conservation 
organisations and the wildlife industry, it soon became evident that the battle line was drawn 
ideologically, between those who supported sustainable utilisation discourse and those that did not.   
 
The mainstream conservationist NGOs accused animal rights groups from outside of Africa of being 
responsible for the challenge to sustainable utilisation inside South Africa. This was an attempt by the 
conservationists to manipulate North-South development discourse (a case of the industrialised North 
acting against the interests of the South) in order to illegitimatise the anti-sustainable use argument. 
Mainstream conservation NGOs had used this argument before during the 1997 CITES down-listing 
of elephants debate.   
 
 
The NSPCA has traditionally supported sustainable utilisation. However, a close working relationship 
(financial, advisory, and moral support) developed between the NSPCA and the more vocal animal 
protection and animal rights groups. The NSPCA was therefore criticised by the REF for its “activist 
stance”. Whether the sustainable use lobby actually believed that the NSPCA had made an 
ideological and policy shift with regard to sustainable utilisation and animal rights, or whether they 
merely postulated this as a smear tactic and/or as a lever to bring the NSPCA 'back into line', is an 
issue that needs to be researched further.  
 
Conclusion 
The Tuli elephant issue brought into question South Africa policies with regard to wildlife 
management, the translocation of animals, the ethics of ‘training’ wild animals, the lack of 
incorporating concern for individuals into mainstream conservation thinking, particular in relation to a 
species that has a complex social structure similar to humans. Despite the rhetoric and promises, 
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ultimately these issues have still not been addressed nor have animal welfare issues been 
incorporated into mainstream conservation polices or government thinking.  
 
Animal rights and animal welfare groups remain fractured and reactive instead of using what they had 
learned from Tuli issue to galvanise sustainable and local support.  
 
Although as a result of the Tuli elephants mainstream conservation organisation learned to take on 
the language of animal welfare, the fact is that they have not suddenly been imbued with an 
ecological conscience. Sustainable utilisation discourse is a cornerstone of their policies, a raison 
d’etre for their existence, a source of revenue, and the basis for their alliances with hunting 
organisations and the ‘wildlife industry’ 
 
The Tuli elephant debacle was not merely a case of misunderstandings and mishandlings, nor was it 
an issue that caused division where there really should not be. The issue goes much deeper than 
that. It reflects the differences in how people view their relationship with nature, either as a 
sustainable resource or as part of an intricate web of interconnectedness. As result of extensive 
national and international media coverage, the Tuli elephant saga achieved what few environmental 
organisations could. It made South African environmental discourse a public issue - internationally, 
nationally and locally; it brought the concept and practice of sustainable utilisation under international 
scrutiny and criticism; and it provided the means for ordinary South Africans to question the traditional 
approaches towards the environment and to re-think their relationship with nature. 
 
Individuals and organisations that are strongly in favour of the recreational killing of wild animals 
previously dominated issues around wildlife in South Africa. The Tuli elephants have made it possible 
for other voices around the issue of wildlife to be heard.  
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CHAPTER 6 
 

THE KILLING OF THE NATIONAL PARK? A CASE STUDY OF THE KRUGER NATIONAL 
PARK 

 
Introduction 
The Kruger National Park (KNP) is seen as a flagship, both internationally and nationally. It consists 
of two million hectares and is one of the most biodiverse parks in the world. South Africa is therefore 
not only charged with the guardianship of the park, on behalf of South Africans, but also on behalf of 
the global public. There is therefore, enormous responsibility to protect it, particularly because most 
of the world’s ‘wild’ spots have disappeared due to humanity’s urge to subdue, profit, dominate and 
control. The KNP is lauded by some, as one of the best examples in the world of management of a 
protected park as well as a leader in conservation policy. An examination of its management style 
and policies, particularly in relation to animals, is therefore crucial.  
 
The public’s general perception is that places such as the KNP allow people to savour ‘wild nature’ 
first hand. Protected areas and wilderness are also often seen as aesthetically and spiritually 
renewing places where primordial and important spiritual reconnections with nature are made. 
However, in South Africa, they were also exclusionary playgrounds, reflecting our historical past 
where whites were self-appointed custodians and blacks were portrayed as trespassers. In relation to 
people and animals, these are spaces that are fraught with contestation, manipulation and control of 
what is perceived to be ‘the other’. Negative social, cultural and political forces have often shaped so-
called ‘protected areas’.  
 
Undeniably, national parks were not set up to provide sanctuary to or preserve wild animals. Instead, 
they were established, largely on agriculturally ‘worthless’ land, to preserve biodiversity, to rebuild 
certain animal populations for future hunting, and to work for science and tourism. National parks in 
South Africa were, as a consequence, created to serve humans in the form of economic, social, 
scientific or cultural use and segregation as well as political hegemonic control and to foster 
nationalism.  
 
This chapter specifically explores the KNP and its relationship to animals. As a result it will examine: 
protected areas and biodiversity preservation within the global agenda of ‘sustainable use’; policy and 
legislative frameworks and management strategies within the utilisation framework; the killing of 
animals in the KNP; and the trading of wild animals.      
 
Sustainable Use vs. Protected Areas 
There is a strong imperative to protect and preserve rapidly disappearing wild lands and wild life. This 
is mainly because they are viewed as cornerstones of biodiversity and of conserving ecosystems, 
habitats and species in situ.  Protected areas are an essential part of biological sustainability. In 
Africa, however, protected areas only cover less than ten percent of the land, leaving ninety percent 
of land open to unrestrained exploitation. In the SADC region six percent of the total land area falls 
into protected areas, while in South Africa national parks occupy 3.4 percent of the land and only 0.1 
percent of the total area is strict nature reserves or wilderness. Moreover, although South African 
conservationists extol their management policies in relation to protected areas and biodiversity, the 
available statistics paint a very different picture. South Africa has the highest extinction estimates for 
any area in the world, with thirty seven percent of its mammal species threatened.  
 
Animal protection organisations argue that the current policies of ‘resource use’ are an important 
component of the loss of biodiversity and threatened species because they lead to altered ecosystem 
functioning, thus not permitting ecological sustainability. They also contend that the economic growth 
model of development, by definition, destroys biodiversity and that neither communities nor nature 
benefit from ‘sustainable use’. If truth be told, the issue of ‘sustainable use’ raises more questions 
than answers. They maintain that communities must be involved in decisions, revenue sharing and 
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sustainable livelihood schemes, but these should not be based on the exploitation of other species or 
on consumptive use practices.          
 
Policy Framework 
A study of the KNP as a microcosm of Apartheid brutality and disregard for black communities could 
provide an insight into the general social milieu, which was lack of compassion, racism, violence, 
destruction and guns. With these abhorrent practices, came equally odious conservation practices. 
Speciesism in that context was not only the norm but nature and animals were also negatively 
affected by the Apartheid conservation policies, which was driven by domination, notions of exclusive 
use, bad management practices, corruption and illegal trade. The conservation paradigm within 
parks, therefore, also needed to be transformed. But this did not take place.  
 
When it came to issues of nature and the way animals are viewed there appears to have been almost 
a seamless and uncontested transition from the old Apartheid view of wild life, which was very 
utilitarian and pro-consumptive use, to those adopted by the new South African government. Just as 
before, wild animals continued to be viewed as a resource, a tool, and an object. In many ways, it 
seems as if there has been a political change of the guard only. Animal protection organisations 
argue that government seems to be more concerned with commercialisation of protected areas and 
increasing  ‘resource use’ practices than complying with their legal mandate to ‘conserve nature’.  
 
Animal protection and environmental organisations have expressed concern with the national 
government’s macro-economic position, which, has as a consequence, the withdrawal of its subsidy 
to national parks and the push for national parks to become self-sustaining and ‘financially viable’. In 
this scenario parks can stay, but, only if they pay their own way. In this way government is absolving 
itself of financial responsibility for the management of natural heritage.  
 
It is argued that the new commercialisation policies and conservation philosophy reflect the 
government’s ideological positioning within the ‘wise use’ framework and that this will ensure that 
‘consumptive use’ and so-called ‘resource harvesting' occurs on a major scale and that parks are 
managed intrusively. The concept of ‘intrinsic rights’ and ‘intrinsic value’ is ignored and biodiversity 
and nature is only being ‘protected’ if it has a value to people. 
 
Some organisations argue that commercialisation iis taking place without proper public consultation 
and without taking into proper account the detrimental and cumulative environmental impacts of 
granting concessions and of privatising wilderness areas. Furthermore, they say that the SANParks is 
increasing the role played in conservation by the private sector, whose main aim is to maximise 
profits.  
 
Commercialisation and development link into what appears to be DEAT’s emphasis on tourism at any 
cost rather than on environmental or conservation concerns.  
 
Managing Nature 
During the Apartheid era, the KNP was managed in an aggressive, intensive and interventionist 
manner and this had serious consequences for ecosystems, habitats, species and individual animals. 
Although there have been changes in management policies, these policies, particularly in relation to 
the utilisation of animals has come under fire from animal protection groups.  
 
The current management policy is effectively consumptive utilisation of ‘resources’, which has 
ushered in an extensive increase in trading in animals and a shift to farming wild animals.   
 
Killing Kruger Animals 
Poaching is increasing on the boundaries of KNP and poaching syndicates are supplying the 
international trade and 'bushmeat butcheries'. Snaring, poisoning, luring of animals and hunting, 
including hunting with dogs is also intensifying. Animals are also experiencing problems in the 
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Limpopo Transfrontier Park where there are hunting concessions and ‘wildlife utilisation areas’. 
Effectively this means that animals are under threat on both borders of the KNP.  
 
Luring and Baiting on Kruger’s Boundaries  
The luring and baiting of lions and other predators from protected areas are practices that are 
erroneously viewed as being within the law by many hunters in South Africa. South African hunting 
operators, often to service overseas clients, are taking advantage of un-maintained fences and are 
deactivating electric fences in order to lure predators with tape recordings and scent trials to trees 
baited with carcasses or live animals such as donkeys. Wild animals, that have been labelled as 
‘problem animals’, including, elephants, lions, hippos and buffalo, are being killed on the boundaries 
of national and provincial parks by nature conservation officials and hunters.  
 
Hunting Kruger Animals   
The SANParks and KNP management practice is one of smoke and mirrors. On the one hand, they 
say it goes totally against their mandate and legislative regulations (hunting is in contravention of the 
soon to be defunct National Parks Act) to allow hunting in the national parks, but on the other hand, 
they appear to be spearheading, promoting and facilitating policies that encourage commercial and 
trophy hunting and the killing of the animals that are in their custody. Moreover, the park’s standard 
contracts of sale do not stipulate that the animals they sell may not be hunted. Trophy hunting in 
parks, such as Mkuzi, Pilansberg and Madikwe, is becoming an increasing modus operandi. Up until 
now parks such as the KNP have been constrained in this by legislation. Currently the SANParks and 
the KNP are attempting to get round their legal mandate with regard to sport and trophy hunting in 
national parks by: allowing hunting in Contract Parks; allowing animals to be hunted in adjoining 
reserves where the fences between the KNP and the reserves have been removed; and zoning areas 
for ‘resource use’ in the Limpopo-Transfrontier Park. 
  
Animal protection organisation Animal protection organisations, believes that new protected areas 
legislation, currently in the pipeline could meant that national parks will become regular destinations 
for sport and trophy hunters. Animal protection organisations argues that government, in order to 
speed up commercialisation and ‘resource use’, including possible hunting zones within national 
parks, has had to scrap the National Parks Act. This, they argue, would alter the status, and therefore 
the very nature and modus operandi, of protected areas.  
 
Corruption 
It has been alleged that there is extensive killing of animals by officials in provincial parks adjoining 
the KNP and in the KNP itself.  
 
Culling 
Animal protection organisations say they are opposed to the culling of wild animals because it is 
inhumane and unethical. They also argue that it is a harmful practice that is scientifically disputable 
because it is non-selective in terms of age, sex and genetic fitness, disrupts social organisation and 
behaviour patterns, and can lead to the extinction of species. According to the NSPCA, there are no 
protocols in national parks on culling methods and this has led to animal suffering. These 
organisations argue that culling is merely an excuse to  ‘harvest’ wild animals for profit and resembles 
the methodologies employed to farm animals.  
  
The culling of elephants and the ivory trade have also led international animal welfare organisations 
to engage the South African government. These NGOs have been criticised for trying to dictate 
policies and for having a lack of understanding of how things work in South Africa. It was also over 
the culling issue, that local animal rights organisation, Justice for Animals (then called FALCON) and 
IFAW-SA, had significant victories.  
  
The Live Animal Business 
SANParks has a long history of supplying animals to private landowners. The KNP has taken a policy 
decision to involve itself in large-scale capturing, selling and translocation of animals, including rhino, 
elephants and lions. More often than not, these animals are sold to hunting operators, including 
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‘canned’ predator outfits. In addition, the KNP is selling wild-caught animals directly into captivity, 
such as zoos, a practice that is viewed as unethical by many. South African National Parks take the 
position that they are selling ‘surplus’ and ‘problem’ animals in order to support conservation. Animal 
protection organisations argue, however, that the sale of animals is driven by an economic imperative 
and that the ‘harvesting’ of so-called ‘surplus resources’ is a management decision and not a 
scientific one.  
 
Conclusion 
Most animal protection organisations and groups in South Africa share the perception that 
conservation in South Africa equals exploitation. For them the supposed protectors are in many 
cases the perpetrators, and the KNP is no exception. Some members of the animal welfare 
community, such as Chris Mercer, believe that there should be a Truth Commission into nature 
conservation policies and personnel in South Africa.  
 
Within this exploitative milieu, animal protection groups are trying to apply pressure for national parks 
to adopt a more holistic and compassionate approaches to wild animals. However, this battle is just 
beginning because the SANParks is in the process of embarking on a rapid programme of raw 
commercialism and privatisation, which is leading to the loss of habitat, species and diversity and is 
causing individual animals to suffer. At the heart of current debates around national parks is, who 
should pay? There is increasing evidence that government strategies of trying to link conservation of 
wild species to rural development are conceptually flawed, unsustainable and inappropriate and fail to 
meet both conservation and development objectives.   
 
Within the current global economic locale, countries in the South, which hold the bulk of species, 
cannot afford the enormous economic and social costs required for adequate protection and the 
expansion of existing protected areas, without substantial financial and technical support from the 
industrialised North. Animal protection organisations, therefore, tend to support Richard Leakey’s 
argument that national parks are sites of global biodiversity and wildlife heritage and, as a result, 
these areas should not be made to ‘pay to stay’ but should be paid for and funded by international 
sources. They also argue that the most effective way to lessen the burden of human activities on 
protected areas would be to improve urban infrastructure elsewhere.   
 
Animal protection groups are also arguing that the long-term survival of South Africa’s wild animals 
depends on alternative macro-economic policies and other social and ecological solutions.  
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CONCLUSION 
 
Globally and locally, there is an enormous level of exploitation and oppression of other animals, 
which is deeply rooted in hierarchical human social arrangements and belief systems, and the 
‘entanglement of human and animal oppression’. It appears that the animal rights position is probably 
the only one that can meaningfully counteract both. There is, however, a major caveat; this cannot be 
achieved without growing and broadening out the animal rights and liberation movement; 
strengthening its ideological base; and forging alliances with other progressive civil society 
movements.  
 
The global animal rights and liberation movement, which is located within the ecocentric holism 
paradigm and is a crucial component in the wave of new social movements. It represents a 
fundamental ideological challenge to the status quo, the institutions of animal exploitation and 
industrial societies (whereas conservationism and animal welfare reflect and perpetuate the status 
quo). Animal rights takes an abolitionist approach and does not want to protect animals simply for 
‘sentimental’ reasons. The animal rights and liberation movement is fighting against institutional 
exploitation; calls for an end to violence against animals and people; rejects the objectification of 
animals and their status as property or ‘things’; recognises the inherent value of animals and their 
equal right to be treated with respect; and wants to put an end to the conceptual boundary between 
humans and other animals. The animal rights movement calls for the circle of moral sympathy and 
concern to be widened and it argues that the moral significance of animals necessitates that we reject 
the current reality which is shaped by the concept of animals as property and the treatment of 
animals as resources. Its call to end animal exploitation raises structural, political and economic 
questions, as it would mean a reassessment of agribusiness and other animal exploitation industries 
and in power relations more generally. It is thus fighting to transform social relations by rejecting 
dominant cultural, religious and economic structures and challenging sites of power and privilege.   
 
The animal rights movement is part of a growing international movement for social change working to 
construct a new political, social and economic base. It is a branch of the increasing voice against 
corporate capitalism, which is exploiting human and other life, particularly because the oppression of 
animals is primarily motivated, and is intensified, by economic and industrial interests. It thus shares 
the same global and local enemies as other progressive social movements, namely, the neo-liberal 
agenda, commercialisation, privatisation and free-market economic policies of quantitative growth. It 
has been successful in exposing numerous abuses and sensitising people but it has also been 
successful in bringing the issues of animals into the public arena for discussion. As a fairly young 
movement, it is still debating its philosophical and theoretical base. It is also apparent that there is a 
need to discuss the shape and future direction of the animal liberation movement. The animal rights 
movement has also been criticised from within for: not paying sufficient attention to other social 
struggles, the role of capitalism and the effects of the new global economic order on the oppression 
of other animals (humans); confusion on theory that informs actions; too little discussion about how 
compromises happen which is leading to division; and for allowing itself to be side-tracked and 
compromised by the reformist animal welfare position.   
 
Animal Rights in South Africa  
There is no ‘animal rights movement’ in South Africa, in the sense that there is no organised and 
mass-based initiative. However, some criteria for qualifying as a social movement are met. In 
addition, animal rights activists represent a larger global movement. Although at this stage it is too 
early to say what its transformative capacity is, it seems, collectively its actions are beginning to 
transform societal values but not institutions. It may also have the potential to evolve into a social 
movement in the future and to establish a sustained and durable presence. They are still 
characterised by ‘social shallowness’ because, locally, they have no connections to mass-based 
movements and they have not yet developed into a coherent oppositional force. There are a range of 
disparate organisations, groupings and activists that are tentatively beginning to challenge the 
hegemonic, hierarchal and speciesist concepts of oppression and are, in the final analysis, providing 
an embryonic foundation for the concept and practice of animal rights to grow and develop into a 
socially cohesive pressure group.  Although these fledgling groups link into the global movement of 
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animal rights and network extensively transnationally, they still need to be united, resistance 
strategies and philosophical positioning developed and popular support sought.   
 
Along with the international trend in the growth of NGOs, animal protection and liberation groupings in 
South Africa also largely emerged after 1990, mainly because traditional welfare and conservation 
organisations were not addressing the root causes of animal exploitation. One of their main sites of 
struggle is the notion and implementation of policies of sustainable utilisation, which allows animals to 
be viewed as resources for human use. These fractured, fragmented and loose groupings are 
characterised by activism and volunteerism. Some are membership-based while others are not. An 
examination of their members shows that they still largely have a white support base. This is also true 
for animal welfare and mainstream conservation organisations. They tend to fight reactive, single-
issue campaigns and appear not to formally debate their philosophical and ideological base. In some 
cases, their members may feel a sense of injustice or empathy for the suffering of animals, but this 
does not take place within any significant ideological framework. As a result, there are some 
inconsistencies and confusion about the differences between animal welfare and animal rights within 
the membership of some of these groups.  
 
The fact that activists and groupings have different notions of animal rights is dividing and weakening 
the ‘movement’ in South Africa.  It has also, thus far, been unable to seek solidarity and support from 
other progressive organisations and this has further weakened it. A fragmented and diluted 
opposition serves the interests of the mainstream conservation organisations, animal welfare groups, 
industry and government. In many ways, because there is no full-time animal rights organisation in 
South Africa, no clear organisational strategies and tactics have been developed, defined or refined 
and they remain fairly disorganised. In some instances, these groups and organisations have come 
together on specific campaigns (such as: legal challenge to ‘canned hunting’, the Protected Areas Bill 
and the WSSD) and, once agreement is reached on strategies and tactics, they have worked 
together in coalitions to strengthen their voice, such as the Animal Groups Alliance and Diversity, 
Nature and Animals.  
 
Despite the fact that it is not an ‘organised movement’, the animal rights position in South Africa is 
establishing a foothold and raising important issues. It has received a fair amount of media attention 
over the past decade and even the use of the term ‘animal rights’ is finding acceptability. The animal 
exploitation industry and government also seem to share the perception that there is an animal rights 
movement in South Africa. The core strategies of resistance and tools of social change, which 
generally make use of non-institutional channels, include: placard demonstrations, banner placing; 
direct action; public stunts; petitions; public calls for product and tourism boycotts; networking; and 
the use of the media.  Public education, in relation to the exploitation of animals for fur, in factory 
farming, hunting, the trade in wild animals and vivisection is seen as pivotal. Animal rightists argue 
that people need to learn about atrocities before they can eradicate them. As a movement, animal 
rights, makes extensive use of networking and the Internet to communicate, to develop consensus, to 
act collectively and to define campaigns, both locally and internationally. In this way, activists have 
been able to immediately plug into international campaigns, make a local issue an international issue 
and replicate strategies used elsewhere. In some cases, one of the tactics used is to distance 
campaigns from the animal rights label because they believe if they do not they will immediately be 
dismissed and marginalised. It seems that a challenge within the animal rights movement itself is not 
to break with its fundamental principles or compromise its position to win ‘hearts and minds’, obtain 
funding or gain ‘legitimacy’.   
  
Animal rights campaigns are an important source of pressure on industry and government policies, 
and they have been instrumental in: the moratorium on ‘culling’ in the Kruger National Park; the ban 
on the ivory trade in the late 1980s and early 1990s; the banning of the use of gill nets in South 
African waters in 1989; the moratorium on commercial ‘seal harvesting in 1991; and the saving of 
some of the Tuli elephants. This victories and campaigns can be seen as a direct threat to current 
wildlife management practices.  
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Globally public support is crucial for the animal rights movement as it relies on money obtained from 
its membership to campaign and lobby because it has little access to donor funding, like other social 
movements.  In South Africa, animal rightists do not have the capacity to increase their educational 
programmes and extend their membership base. They thus remain under-resourced and reliant on 
volunteers. This has impacted on sustainability and effectiveness and negatively affects strategies 
and campaigns, which are largely reactive, limited in scope and often cannot be sustained. It has also 
meant that they have neglected the lobbying and political side and have not been able to build 
alliances outside of animal-related organisations and groups. More recently, animal rights groups 
have attempted to engage with the government and industry in meetings and there has been a 
conscious move to identify issues of concern and to tactically try to address these concerns in the 
most strategic way possible. However, they operate in an environment where they have no access to 
power or to people in positions of power and there are no mechanisms in place or forums where their 
voices can be heard. They are therefore effectively politically emasculated and marginalised. As a 
result, when they do engage the market and the State, their campaigns are often confrontational. 
 
Bigger Cages: the Animal Welfare Position 
It is necessary to differentiate between animal welfare and animal rights because it has an important 
impact on social arrangements and public policy, particularly as they relate to animals. Animal welfare 
cannot provide any meaningful protection for animals because it reinforces cultural, religious and 
social belief systems, views animals as resources, regards them as property and does not contest the 
capitalist agenda. Animal welfare is anthropocentric and does not ultimately change the way society 
perceives animals. It makes use of terms such as like ‘humane’ and ‘unnecessary suffering’ and 
believes that interests of animals may be sacrificed for human interests. The central difference 
between animal welfare and animal rights is that, animal welfare wants more ‘humane’ methods, 
while animal rights wants the total dissolution of commercial ‘animal production systems’ and the use 
of animals by humans. Animal welfare operates within the system of exploitation while animal rights 
protests on the periphery. It is therefore a case of reform vs. abolition. Industry and conservationists 
support the animal welfare position and do not view it as a threat.  
 
Animal rightists in South Africa argue that the reformist animal welfare position, as embodied by the 
NSPCA, is part of the problem and not the solution and is a stumbling block to meaningful change 
because it: perpetuates and entrenches exploitative and oppressive practices and systems; 
advocates the replacement of one form of exploitation with another; does not promote a cruelty-free 
lifestyle; and is compromising the animal rights position.   
 
There is no collaboration between local animal rights groups and bodies such as the NSPCA. Indeed 
there is enormous tension between animal rights groups and the NSPCA, over issues of killing 
unwanted pets, canned hunting, culling in national parks, vivisection, farmed animals and its 
endorsement and facilitation of self-policing codes of exploitative industrial practices. There is also 
little constructive collaboration between the NSPCA and other animal welfare organisations. Within 
the animal welfare position, and particularly between the NSPCA and IFAW, there are strong 
differences of opinion at the tactical and strategic level and on how goals are reached.  
 
The NSPCA sees the enforcement of legislation, monitoring welfare standards and drafting codes 
and regulations as its primary role. By referring to the NSPCA Act, it has misleadingly given itself a 
government role and elevated itself to official status and falsely asserts that it is a statutory body. 
Furthermore, the NSPCA only has control over SPCAs, and does not speak on behalf of other 
organisations. Of concern is that it does enforce 96 percent of the animal legislation in South Africa. 
The State has ‘allowed’ the NSPCA to do this because it is trying to sidestep its legal obligations and 
does not appear to want to take responsibility for issues relating to animals. This has meant that the 
general public has a skewed perception, seeing the NSPCA as the only or authoritative organisation 
in relation to animal abuse issues. By dealing exclusively with the NSPCA, government is 
marginalising other voices that have an equal stake in animal issues. Although it is to the advantage 
of both the NSPCA and government, it has, understandably, caused further tension with other 
groupings.  
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Conservation Organisations 
The word conservation is a patriarchal term linked to ‘use’. Conservation organisations in South 
Africa are largely funded by corporations and reflect the mainstream human view that promotes 
consumptive use and trade in wild animals. Ironically it is this seemingly unbending utilisation position 
and failure to adequately deal with issues of ethics and patent exploitation that is causing a decline in 
membership. Animal rights and animal welfare organisations can fill this vacuum. More specifically, 
when it comes to ethical issues involving animal conservation organisations distance themselves 
from ethical causes or activities, particularly if it harms exploitative industries. 
 
Conservation organisations who make use of their IUCN membership in order to give them 
legitimacy, lobby government extensively and, because they have the biggest ‘real estate’, they have 
also have the biggest impact on government policies. Advisors and consultants to government also 
come from the conservation genre. It is also likely that they use the influence they have with 
government to marginalise other voices. 
 
The Tuli elephant issue clearly demonstrated that when the sustainable use paradigm is questioned 
they close ranks and adopt a laager mentality. What is clearly needed is for mainstream conservation 
organisations to begin to debate their own policy frameworks.  
 
Policy Frameworks 
The State is a formidable barrier to those fighting for justice and against oppression of animals 
because State power protects and legitimises the ideological forces of exploitation. For animal groups 
to engage the State, there is a need to understand how government policies and positions are framed 
in relation to animal exploitation issues. Historically, South Africa has always taken a pro-
consumptive use stance in relation to wild animals. In the past it was so that a few people could 
benefit and have private hunting grounds. It is now located within the language of development. In the 
transitional period between 1990 and 1994, the ANC did not initiate any debates or discussions in 
relation to animal welfare and exploitation issues and since 1994 there has been no reassessment of 
policy. This is because the South African, and indeed Southern African perspective in relation to 
animals reflects markets and growth without end.  
 
This means that ‘consumptive use’ of so-called wildlife resources is perceived to be playing an 
important role in the South African economy and that South Africa is a world ‘leader’ in the sustained 
‘wise use’ of ‘wild animal resources’ and is advocating endless exploitation in a world of finite 
‘resources’ and already unspeakable misery. Animal exploitation issues starkly demonstrate the 
government’s neo-liberal policies because it contrasts raw commercialism with ethical issues and real 
suffering. The renaming of some of the divisions within DEAT reflects this ‘use’ approach, for 
example, the Sub-directorate of Biodiversity Utilisation and the Division of Resource Use. As a result, 
the political line has been drawn.  
 
Animal suffering is not central on the government’s agenda and ‘animal welfare’ is an issue that no 
government department seems to want. It thus appears to be shirking its responsibilities. There is no 
consistent policy there will be a fractured articulation of what the government position is.  As a result, 
wild animals are becoming one of South Africa’s biggest commodities. DEAT, which drives and 
oversees the burgeoning trade in wild animals and growth in hunting, has not taken any legislative 
responsibility or ‘ownership’ of the animal exploitation or welfare concerns that correspond to it. 
Consequently, there are also no policy guidelines relating to the rescue, release, rehabilitation of 
wildlife, and it appears to be easier to hunt an animal than to save it.  
 
The Department of Agriculture, which is responsible for facilitating the exploitation of farmed animals, 
is also tasked with overseeing their welfare. Indeed, the Department of Agriculture is responsible for 
all issues relating to animal welfare, including legislation. Animal welfare legislation is chiefly found in 
the Animals Protection Act (71 of 1962), which does little to reduce suffering and is limited because 
animals are viewed as property. Instead of facilitating representative stakeholder meetings to 
overhaul outdated animal protection legislation, and regardless of opposition from a number of animal 
organisations, the Department of Agriculture is supporting the drafting of ‘codes of practice’ by the 
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NSPCA and industry, through the South African Bureau of Standards. However, this is being done 
without consultation of relevant stakeholders and there are no plans for enforcement.  
 
Both DEAT and Agriculture are poor on enforcement, developing strategies and consulting with all 
stakeholders to deal with animal issues. They also lack capacity to provide the intellectual leadership 
to think these issues through as well as adequate resources and training.  
 
Minister Valli Moosa has admitted that there is no articulation between the Department of Agriculture 
and DEAT in relation to animal issues. This lack of articulation is further demonstrated by the fact that 
Agriculture wants to devolve enforcement of animal welfare issues to the provinces, while DEAT, 
would like to centralise enforcement. From DEAT’s perspective, there is: tension between provinces 
and national government; national government has no authority over provinces and there is no chain 
of command; no real alignment of policies with regard to animal welfare in provinces; and in particular 
there is a lack of skill and capacity particularly in relation to the issuing of permits at provincial level.   
 
Government seem to be acting as a conduit to provide polices and legislation (or lack thereof) for 
industries to continue almost unhindered. Indeed, it is because the State is not taking any legislative 
responsibility that it has, to all intents and purposes, outsourced and devolved animal welfare issues 
to an NGO, the NSPCA. Valli Moosa has also acknowledged that it is apparent that there is no 
channel available for ‘animal welfare organisations’ to address their concerns to government at a 
national level and that most government concerns regarding animal issues are directed to the 
NSPCA.  The provinces are also promoting favouritism and have developed partial relationships with 
pro-sustainable use NGOs. For example, they have signed an exclusive Memorandum of 
Understanding with TRAFFIC and this has effectively meant that other organisations find it difficult to 
gain access to provinces or the information held by them.    
 
It is also clear that the State views animal rights negatively. It is either portrayed as acting against 
human rights (thereby framing concern about animal exploitation as ’animals vs. people) or of 
destroying biodiversity, Valli Moosa has also made the point that government sees merit in the 
sustainable use concept and generally animal welfare and animal rights groups are not taken 
seriously as a result. Regardless of their neo-liberal stance which serves the North, DEAT and its 
current Minister, are also trying to paint opposition to its policies from animal groups as a North vs. 
South issue, that is, it is ‘First World’ animal rights organisations campaigning against them. Although 
it is clear that international mainstream conservation organisations, such as ResourceAfrica, WWF-
SA and the IUCN, which propel the Northern agenda, do exert substantial influence on domestic 
conservation policies, and are consulted by government, it is animal rights groups, which oppose the 
sustainable and consumptive use polices that are lambasted, by government and conservation 
organisations, for trying to do this.  
 
There are many contentious issues around animals that need to be discussed, debated and resolved. 
In particular animal groups have raised specific concerns with regard to issues of accountability, 
transparency, consultation, permits and lack of CITES enforcement. If no attempt is made to address 
them, conflict will result. The gulf that exists between those who support sustainable use and those 
who do not is however becoming ever wider. It seems unlikely that the government will not pursue 
more formal contact.  
 
Extending Community 
For too long the Left and progressive social movements have ignored the exploitation of animals. It is 
a form of oppression no different from the oppression of women, slaves, people with different sexual 
orientations, or other vulnerable groups that have been devalued and marginalised. The bourgeois 
ideology of the middle class further advances the oppression and exploitation of animals because it 
treats animals as property and as production tools. In looking at some of the major institutions of 
animal exploitation in South Africa, such as farming, hunting, trade and vivisection, it is apparent that 
these industries are acting against the interests of civil society and are only serving the interests of a 
powerful profit-driven minority. Respecting animals therefore does not pit animal interest against 
human interests. That is, it is not an either or situation. It is also clear that the often-portrayed idea 
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that people that work for animal rights are against human rights is fallacious.  For these reasons the 
notion of community must be broadened out to include animals and the concept of social justice must 
be widened to include justice for other species.  
 
Animal exploitation cuts across political ideologies and it needs to link up with movements that are at 
the forefront of the assault on the current major cause of oppression and exploitation; global 
capitalism. However, these movements need to ensure that they re-evaluate their hierarchical views 
of oppression and their cultural and social disconnection from other species.  
 
A New Agenda  
Animal liberation is no longer a fringe idea; it is a growing and increasingly influential movement 
consisting of philosophers, activists, organisations, academics and others. However, it is also an idea 
that is revolutionary because the whole foundation of human life is built on the exploitation and use of 
animals and the way humans live will have to be changed and fundamental social, cultural and 
economic beliefs and presumptions reversed. In the nineteenth century John Stuart Mill observed that 
social movements could be characterised in three stages: ridicule, discussion and finally adoption. 
The nature of the animal rights movement in relation to current hierarchical views of oppression leads 
one to think that it is in a transitional phase, somewhere between ridicule and discussion.       
 
Animal rights campaigns are essentially altruistic and work for a cause other than human self-interest, 
they develop global empathy for the environment and animals and they reflect that humans are not in 
conflict with the ecological system but belong to it.  
 
To end animal exploitation, social arrangements and institutions need to be changed and this dictates 
collectivism, sustained alliances and bridge building, both at the global and a local level, with human 
rights organisations, other social actors and emerging social movements. Additionally, meaningful 
and far-reaching policy changes, locally and globally, cannot occur without heightened public 
awareness that is galvanised into action. But globally the animal rights movement first needs self-
reflection to engage in dialogue with itself (to establish whether differences are merely on a tactical 
level or if there are more serious ideological factors) so as to develop a consensual position and to 
move forward.  
 
In South Africa, animal rights still needs to refine its strategies, become more active and develop co-
ordinated and collective campaigns and gain credibility before any serious dialogue can take place. 
There is very little healthy debate or self-criticism and if it is to go beyond individualism and 
disorganisation it would need to: develop a vision and a multi-perspective view; do more advocacy 
and lobbying; go beyond single focus strategies in order to properly engage global realities; take 
cognisance of the larger political context; and link its campaigns and tactics to broader societal 
issues. The only way it can do this is through: better organisation; gaining the support of a critical 
mass of people and building its social base; and joining other social justice movements. Indeed, 
future strategies and tactics employed by the animal rights groups in South Africa can provide 
important lessons for the rest of the animal rights movements and other social movements worldwide.   
 
Reluctance to accept and incorporate the notion of animal rights or environmental concerns by 
human-centred civil society movements will play a part in the fragmentation and factionalisation of 
social movements. The key questions that remain to be answered are: 

• Given the severe injustices that South Africans, and other countries in the South, are facing 
as a result of free-market and state policies, and the focus of organisations, groupings and 
activists to right these wrongs, will they be able to make the connections, become more 
inclusive and broaden their struggle so as to forge alliances outside of their traditional 
partnerships that focus on jobs, livelihoods and living standards? 

• Will academics and activists begin to question the language of development and take on 
board that the same forces of domination, control and oppression that marginalised and 
alienated rural communities in South Africa equally marginalised and alienated animals?     

• Will human-focused civil society groupings be able to deconstruct their long-established 
anthropocentric identities and promote alternative ones? 
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• Will animal protection and liberation groupings in South Africa be able to develop their policies 
and campaigns so as link the exploitation of animals into other social justice issues thereby 
generating broader support and affecting and transforming political and social practices? (This 
would also need to take place on a global level.)  

• Can all these groupings be empathetic towards each other, share a common ethical 
understanding, and act holistically and collectively so as to truly reflect emerging global civil 
society?  

• If all of the above is possible, HOW will this take place? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      
 
  
 
   
 
 
 
 
 


