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Peace Parks: Shifting Rationales and Politicizing Nature

A brief history of protected area conservation:
Background and Terms
Parks, reserves, and protected areas are common conservation strategies in many countries throughout the world.  Many were originally created as game reserves or resource pools for the elite, while other landscapes were set aside for their scenic beauty, for their ecological importance, or simply due to the lack of any more productive use for the area.  While a wide variety of terms exist for areas meant to protect the environment, reflecting the diversity of purposes for conservation, and while many of those terms have different meanings in different contexts, one of the more widely applicable names is protected area.  The World Conservation Union (IUCN) defines a protected area as “A clearly defined geographical space, recognised, dedicated and managed, through legal or other effective means, to achieve the long-term conservation of nature with associated ecosystem services and cultural values” (Dudley 2008).  Practically and historically, such protected areas have embodied the idea of setting aside a piece of land and restricting access to it, in order to increase the availability of that landscape for consumption in the future, either for the nation as a whole or a certain subset of the population with the means and will to utilize the resources available there.  

The protectionist impulse in this form is very much a Western concept, stemming from a long history of European conservation which was established on a perceived division between humans and nature, and which was embodied in the concept of the uninhabited wilderness (Fall 2005). This dualistic philosophy derived partly from the legacies of the Enlightenment of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and the Industrial Revolution of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.  Both movements emphasized rationalism, scientific knowledge, and technical proficiency, and supported a belief that the world could be classified into ordered things and disordered things.  Nature, inherently disordered and thus distinct from human society, therefore needed to be controlled (MacKenzie 1988).  Europeans steeped in this tradition employed ‘rational’ measures for managing natural resources, such as the regulation of hunting (Beinart & Hughes 2007). 

On the other hand, this extractive approach had some undesirable consequences: cities were dirty and crowded, forests were dwindling, and game animal populations were not as plentiful as they once were (Beinart & Hughes 2007).  Excesses such as these led many to conclude, as Robert Nelson (2003) suggests, that “the rise of acquisitive urges and the destructive powers of modern science and industrial production have defiled the innocence of nature almost everywhere” (1).  To prevent the corruption and depletion of nature, as well as to assure continued access to the valuable environmental assets, they celebrated uninhabited wilderness and non-industrialized societies and began pushing to preserve them through the introduction of game legislation and nature conservation parks, which defined the areas and animals that were accessible to humans, and controlled who could access those resources (Beinart & Hughes 2007).  Although this apparently environmentally-friendly backlash might seem incongruous, it nonetheless maintained the dichotomy-forming assumptions that characterized the particular worldview that framed it: proponents of conservation continued their attempt to organize the world into categories that they defined and prioritized according to their own perceptions and cultural norms, and to impose those categories wherever they found themselves. 
The general processes described above have resulted in a large number of the protected areas that exist today, which together cover about one tenth of the earth’s land surface (Dudley 2008).  Not all protected areas were established for the same reasons, however, and in addition, those reasons have multiplied and changed over time. There are many different opinions about the reasons for conservation in general and many different approaches to establishing protected areas, a fact which is reflected in the wide variety of designations that protected areas receive across the globe.  Moreover, many protected areas that were originally established as game reserves or something similar have over time morphed into the national parks that we recognize today, further underlining the shifts in the rationales behind such spaces.
… [Defining key terms relevant to conservation rationales (e.g., biodiversity)]
For example, the IUCN has created a list of protected area management categories through the World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA).  Like any international document or agreement, the IUCN does not control how protected areas are established and managed, and while its guidelines are more descriptive than prescriptive; nevertheless, it does provide technical support for the evaluation of potential protected areas under such programs as the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) World Heritage (WH) sites.  The influence of the IUCN indicates that its approach has at least some weight in the categorization of protected areas, and thus potentially in the management of those protected areas which wish to receive recognition from international organizations.  Even within the context of nation-based politics and conservation, non-state actors and NGOs such as the IUCN are gaining increasing power (O’Neill 2007).

The categories that the IUCN has designated include: (Ia) strict nature reserve; (Ib) wilderness area; (II) national park; (III) natural monument or feature; (IV) habitat/species management area; (V) protected landscape/seascape; and, (VI) protected area with sustainable use of natural resources.
  In this order, the categories become decreasingly protective in the strict sense of biodiversity conservation, and more interested in cultural and scenic values.  In these instances, each purpose for protecting a certain landscape is ensconced in a particular category.  Other important designations include UNESCO Man and Biosphere Reserves, Ramsar Convention wetlands, and WH sites.  The distinctions that these various categories provide are important, because they give us a framework to understand the forces shaping protected areas.  
Building Borders and Breaking Them

As their history suggests, protected areas have been part of colonizing and nationalizing projects across the world, and have thus acted as agents of control over land and over how that land is demarcated.  For example, when we think of protected areas, one type that might immediately come to mind are national parks, which are defined by Lary M. Dilsaver and William Wyckoff as “bounded political entities guided by distinct principles of land use,” namely, “environmental protection for inspirational recreation” (237).  Such a definition is especially pertinent for nations such as the United States, which in 1872 with the creation of Yellowstone National Park was the first country to establish a national park, and which continues to put great emphasis on this conservation strategy that relies on scenic, uninhabited wildernesses.  This definition is also important, however, because it underlines the fact that protected areas are inherently political: their creation—or more specifically, the delineation of their extent on the landscape—is based on compromises and physical realities as much as or more than the ecological necessities that we might today expect or believe to underlie conservation (Fall 2005).
Partly due to the recognition that protected areas do not necessarily encompass entire ecosystems, or that such ecosystems are intersected by political boundaries that may impede their management or hamper their proper functioning, people began to develop the idea for protected areas that cross boundaries.  In the early part of the twentieth century, people began noticing that many protected areas exist near the edges of geopolitical units, with similar protected areas or ecosystem types on the other side of the border.  The existence of proximate but differentially managed environments—‘dyads’, according to Zbicz (2003)—has prompted the suggestion that the parks should be linked, in order to achieve greater conservation and economic benefits, and to enhance cooperation between the countries or regions in question.  In 1925, Poland and what was then Czechoslovakia signed a treaty that called for peace parks in order to help resolve a border dispute.  These parks were not created until after WWII, leaving the 1932 establishment of the Waterton-Glacier International Peace Park as the first such transboundary conservation area.  This TBPA bridged Glacier National Park in Montana, U.S.A. and the Waterton Lakes National Park in Alberta, Canada, and was meant to symbolize goodwill between the two nations.  Since then, over two hundred such parks have been established globally, as Figure 1 demonstrates, and many more are being considered and supported by conservation organizations such as the Peace Parks Foundation (PPF), Conservation International (CI), and the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) (Mittermeier et al. 2005).
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Figure 1: Global distribution of TBPAs (2007). Source: http://www.tbpa.net/
There are many rationales for peace parks, but two main ones in particular stand out: ecology and cooperation.  These two ideas are reflected in the separate terms that the IUCN has developed for peace parks, much in the same way it has divided various aspects for conservation into its protected area management categories.  First, it defines a transboundary protected area (TBPA) as “An area of land and/or sea that straddles one or more boundaries between states, sub-national units such as provinces and regions, autonomous areas and/or areas beyond the limits of national sovereignty or jurisdiction, whose constituent parts are especially dedicated to the protection and maintenance of biological diversity, and of natural and associated cultural resources, and managed co-operatively through legal or other effective means.”  In contrast, it describes parks for peace as “transboundary protected areas that are formally dedicated to the protection and maintenance of biological diversity, and of natural and associated cultural resources, and to the promotion of peace and cooperation” (Sandwith et al. 2001, Introduction).  Like the protected area management categories, these definitions are not binding or prescriptive, but they offer a useful way to frame a discussion of the goals of transboundary conservation. 

Both IUCN terms include an emphasis on cooperation, which we might expect given that such protected areas by definition cross international boundaries, although cooperation can occur at the local and national levels in addition to the international level, and may refer to more than just peace and conflict resolution between nations.
  Although there are many names for these types of parks—including but not limited to peace parks, transfrontier conservation areas, border parks, and transboundary conservation areas (TBCAs)—each with their own particular definitions that themselves change depending on the context, I will mostly use the term peace park, because it effectively conveys the additional emphasis on cooperation and conflict resolution (Mittermeier et al. 2005).
  In this way, peace parks are trying to do something fundamentally different than non-transboundary protected areas, even though both build on the same rationales for conservation.  While rhetoric does not necessarily translate into practice, this expanded focus gives peace parks the opportunity to achieve more than protected areas in terms of protection of biodiversity and promotion of peace.

… [Some other rationales, including political (Tanner 2007), economic (Kark 2009), and social (Mittermeier et al. 2005), to help explain the above.]
[Measuring effectiveness here, perhaps?  The 3 E’s might be useful…]

Over time, however, the purpose of these parks has changed, even with in particular parks.  Shifting conceptualizations of ecology and the potential benefits of conservation have produced different ideas about the role of existing parks and the need for new ones.  As protected areas and organizations promoting them have expanded their scope and added more goals to their mission statements, they have the opportunity to improve their effectiveness, but they also run the risk of undermining progress on any one goal.
  In my work, I intend to examine the two main reasons for establish peace parks, conservation and conflict resolution, and the relationship between them.  Here, I will focus primarily on the Waterton-Glacier International Peace Park, where international cooperation and goodwill were the primary reasons for its establishment in the first place, but where ecological goals have become increasingly important.

An Analysis of the Waterton-Glacier International Peace Park:

A Short History
[Insert map from Tanner (2007).  Perhaps a timeline might also be useful?]

As mentioned earlier, Waterton-Glacier International Peace Park was established in 1932 as a symbol of goodwill between Canada and the United States.  Like many subsequent peace parks, Waterton-Glacier was created from already existing national parks: Glacier National Park in Montana (established 1910) and Waterton Lakes National Park in Alberta (established 1895).  Since its joint designation, both national parks have been recognized as biosphere reserves (Glacier in 1976 and Waterton Lakes in 1979), and Waterton-Glacier itself also received recognition as a WH site in 1995, in recognition of its “outstanding, universal value to the world’s peoples” (Mittermeier et al. 2005; Tanner 2007).
[Lobbying efforts of the Rotary Clubs]
So what does it mean to be a peace park?
Within the spectrum of peace parks and TBPAs, there are varying levels of cooperation that can and do occur between contiguous nations or administrative units.  At the broadest and most general level, nations can interact anywhere on the scale from no communication at all to full collaboration in the administration and management of the park.
  Even with international peace parks, cooperation may also occur within a nation in many forms, for example, between the national government and park administration, or between the park and local populations.  In practice, Brunner suggests that “there are no ‘real’ transfrontier protected areas—or hardly any” (as cited in Fall 2005, 54), and certainly, many TBPAs have a lower degree of cooperation than we might expect given the qualifier, ‘transboundary’.  Yet any degree of collaboration constitutes an important step towards a more comprehensive conservation strategy.
In the case of Waterton-Glacier, the two national parks are managed separately by their respective nations, but they collaborate on numerous management issues, including scientific research, wildfire control, nursery facilities, and visitor access.
  These efforts are not the result of a formal international agreement—although Canada and the United States promulgated a Memorandum of Understanding in 1998—but are instead maintained through informal arrangements responding to particular needs.
  They also have a joint website (http://www.glacierwaterton.com/index.html), and produce a common publication, the Waterton-Glacier Guide, and a common visitor brochure (Tanner et al. 2007).  Observing the practicable but somewhat disarticulated and nebulous nature of collaboration in Waterton-Glacier, Joseph E. Taylor III (2008) questions whether the park is “best understood as an international or transnational environment or just a Canadian park abutting an American park,” and, more importantly, “whether peace parks result in common ecologies” (461).  

Taylor’s queries introduce an important theoretical nuance to our examination of what it means to be a peace park and whether that distinction is meaningful.  As mentioned earlier, denationalizing nature is a key reason for establishing TBPAs, but the environment is always and inextricably political (Ramutsindela 2007).  Despite the nominal ‘international’ classification, the components of peace parks retain high levels of sovereignty within their jurisdictions, and thus the ecosystems in question remain bounded by the borders of a nation.  Part of the reason that peace parks are so appealing is because changing the meaning of or even breaking down international borders in the name of ecosystem integrity creates a ‘natural’ management regime.  Yet to say that natural management units exist would be misleading, because it suggests incorrectly that different units intrinsically recommend certain protection strategies and that everyone will therefore agree on the classification.  Fall (2003, 2005) suggests that this dependence on natural divisions relies on an unsaid ‘nature knows best’, a theory which may undermine our culpability for environmental management and remove the impetus for us to change our behavior (Fall 2003, 2005; Ramutsindela 2007).  Setting and implementing the borders of a protected area is a difficult and intrinsically political process, given that they demarcate the spatial extent of control (Adams, 2009; Minghi, as cited in Dilsaver & Wyckoff, 2005), and as the wide variety of types of protected areas attest, there are many different reasons for implementing conservation strategies that may prove difficult to integrate. 


[Why are parks on borders in the first place (Rodrigues et al. 2002)?]
If defining borders, protected areas, and peace parks is less straightforward than we might expect, then the question remains of why we would want to expand the extent of peace parks across international boundaries.  The simple answer is that ecologically, it makes sense.  The next portion of this paper will examine this aspect in more detail.
Conflicting Rationales and a Changing Ecology
[Measuring effectiveness here, perhaps?]

[Promoters over time]

[Changing ecological justifications: natural resource management (establishment of the separate national parks) ( biodiversity (joint management) ( landscape approach (proposed expansions, connectivity conservation).]
Temperance and Further Questions


… [Panacea?  Created landscapes, limitations]

In conclusion, I plan on exploring other aspects of and conflicts surrounding peace parks.  The Virunga International Mountain Gorilla Conservation Programme (IGCP) in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), Rwanda, and Uganda offer a stunning success story in the face of continuing strife.  In turn, cooperation in conservation between the United States and Mexico and between Zimbabwe and South Africa are more difficult.  With the former, collaboration has been hampered by somewhat irreconcilable conceptions of the purpose of conservation, and, more recently, by concerns about border security.  With the latter, economic differences and human movement undermine the abilities of the two nations to fully cooperate.  Hopefully, these examples will allow us to better understand the features of peace parks that promote successful conservation, and those that must be revised, in order to more effectively protect the environment.
Abbreviations and Acronyms

AWF

African Wildlife Foundation

CI

Conservation International

DRC

Democratic Republic of Congo

IGCP

International Mountain Gorilla Conservation Programme

ITTO

International Tropical Timber Organization

IUCN

World Conservation Union

PPF

Peace Parks Foundation

TBCA

Transboundary Conservation Area

TBPA

Transboundary Protected Area

UNESCO
United Nations Education, Scientific and Cultural Organization

WCPA

World Commission on Protected Areas

WH

World Heritage

WWF

World Wildlife Fund
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� According to the IUCN “Guidelines for Applying Protected Area Management Categories,” national park was a term used unsystematically for a long time before the development of these categories.  The IUCN uses the term national park in a very specific way that may or may not agree with its historical usage, and emphasizes that a government may call a park anything it wishes, whether or not it conforms to IUCN guidelines.


� Cooperation may indeed refer to providing an avenue for conflict resolution and cooperation between geopolitical units (e.g., the peace park proposed in the demilitarized zone (DMZ) between North and South Korea.)  It may also take place, however, as the sharing of scientific expertise between two nations, or on a management level, such as with joint wildfire management (Sandwith et al., 2001, pg. 34).  The Peace Parks Foundation suggests additionally that “Peace… does not necessarily mean the opposite of war.  One could also be at peace with oneself when enjoying the natural beauty of a peace park” (“Why Peace Parks?” Peace Parks Foundation: The Global Solution, http://www.peaceparks.org/Content_1020100000_Why+Peace+Parks.htm)


� I will also focus on international peace parks, although TBPAs can also be developed along subnational or administrative boundaries.


� Kate O’Neill (2009) refers to the relationships between goals within the same regime as linkages, which she suggests may be either positive (reinforcing) or negative (conflicting).  In the case of peace parks, a number of their stated goals—notably strict conservation, such as the protection of biodiversity, and social benefits, such as sustainable development or transnational movement—may be directly incompatible.


� Sandwith et al. (2001) provide a framework of cooperation levels based on the degree to which administrative units communicate and cooperate on the management of proximate protected areas.  Level 0 corresponds to ‘no cooperation’, Level 1 to ‘communication’, Level 2 to ‘consultation’, Level 3 to ‘collaboration’, Level 4 to ‘coordination of planning’, and Level 5 to ‘full cooperation’.  While somewhat arbitrary, these categories do provide a useful framework for comparing the degree of integration between two jointly designated parks.


� Tanner et al. (2007) refer to these collaboration efforts as functional cooperation, which they define as “cooperation that is drive by bottom-up technical and situational demands” (186).


� According to the Global Transboundary Protected Areas Network, a Memorandum of Understanding is a flexible and inexpensive approach to creating ‘joint arrangement’ for the management of protected areas.  In contrast, full legal options include national laws, treaties, and international conventions (“Using the Law to Help Transboundary Conservation,” http://www.tbpa.net/issues_01.htm)





4
5

