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BLOOD ON OUR HANDS? 
The ELEPHANT 

‘CONSERVATION’ CONTROVERSY

(And some notes on the rhinoceros)

The Facts and the Fiction

PART I

If you wish to enter the wildlife conservation controversy debate, you  
have to first  understand and accept the basic concepts of  wildlife  
management.  This  explanation  is  offered  to  improve  the  
comprehension of this subject by non-scientist nature lovers; that is  
by the ordinary man-in-the-street who cares.



WHAT IS CONSERVATION?   

THE  WORD  CONSERVATION  means  many  things  to  many  different  people.  For 
example, it is a word that is often used as a synonym for wildlife management, but that it 
definitely is not. 

Conservation is one of the two basic functions of wildlife management; the other being 
preservation.  Indeed, it is precisely because the public (including many scientists) use 
this one word in so many different ways, and with so many different meanings, that 
confusion reigns in the world of wildlife management today. This will become ever more 
apparent as you progress through this dissertation; and as the real meaning of the word 
conservation becomes more obvious.

So, the inclusion of the word conservation in the title of this essay is just as much a part 
of the controversy as are the principles and practices of elephant management that are 
discussed within  it.   And that  is  what  this  illuminating discourse is  really  all  about,  
bringing clarity to a murky subject.  

The world of wildlife management urgently needs us all to use a common vocabulary; 
and then to develop a common language.  Only when we use words with meanings that 
we  all  appreciate  and  understand  will  proper  comprehension  prevail  in  our 
conversations.  And only then will some modicum of peace and real understanding enter 
into the wildlife management debate.

So, maybe we should start off by asking the alternative question: 

WHAT IS WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT?

MANAGEMENT (any  management)  is  the  action that  man takes to  achieve  a  man-
desired objective; and the most important wildlife management objective in the natural  
world  today,  anywhere  and  everywhere,  is  the  maintenance  of  biological  diversity.  
Nothing else is more important.  Not elephants!  Not rhinos!  Not Lions!  Not tourism! 
Indeed, this is the exact mandate - ‘look after the national parks’ biological diversities’ - 
which the South African parliament many years ago handed down to SANParks (The 
South African National Parks Board as it was then known). And the importance of that 
primary objective remains in force today. 

When you add the word ‘wildlife’ to ‘management’ this tells you that we are dealing, 
specifically,  with  managing the  relationship  between  the  soil,  wild  plants  and  wild 
animals.



There is nothing natural about wildlife management.  It is an artefact of man.  It is:

1. Man conceived;

2. Man designed;

3. Man implemented;

4. Man manipulated; and

5. Man is the principle beneficiary.

Why is man the principle  beneficiary?  Because it  is  man’s  desired objective that  is 
attained in the management process!

It is a fallacious argument to believe that man should leave wildlife (the soil, the wild 
plants and the wild animals) in our national parks, strictly un-managed simply because 
some people believe that mother-nature knows best.  Nothing could be further from the 
truth and, if that ideal is followed through, disaster will prevail.  If you believe that ideal,  
therefore - that is, that nature should be left to her own devices in a national park, and 
you won’t be moved in any other direction - I would recommend that you stop reading 
this composition right here and right now because this is all about how and why the 
elephant populations of Africa need to be, and should be, managed.   

HOW DOES ONE MANAGE THE AFRICAN 
ELEPHANT?              

The African bush elephant, as a species - Loxodonta africana - occurs in 37 countries 
across the length and breadth of sub-Saharan Africa.  These countries are called the 
Elephant Range States.  And contrary to much popular belief, the elephant is not a so-
called  endangered species.  How so is that?  To answer that question I have to first 
make  sure  you  understand  the  biological  difference  between  a  species and  a 
population. 

NB: An animal  species is defined as:  A group of animals that share the same 
physical and behavioural characteristics - which, means they look alike and they  
act alike - and when they breed they produce fertile offspring with exactly the  
same physical and behavioural characteristics. 

Species, however, don’t  organise themselves biologically. A species is just a name, a 
description, a label,  that defines some kind of animal or plant.  A  species,  therefore, 



cannot be managed in any way.  Species organise themselves at the population level; 
and it is ONLY at the population level that they can be managed.

NB: A population can be defined as: A group of animals of the same species,  
the individuals of which interact with each other, in continuum, on a daily basis;  
and which breed ONLY with other animals in the same group.

HOW DOES A POPULATION OF WILD ANIMALS 
ORGANISE ITSELF?

Home Ranges:  All individual wild animals select and occupy their own home range. 
They don’t live, wandering at random, in their sanctuary habitats!  A home range is 
where each and every animal, individually, obtains its own living (or survival) needs: 
AIR, WATER, FOOD and SHELTER.  

An individual animal’s home range, however, is a very small part of the overall habitat in 
which its total population roams; and the home ranges that all the individual animals in a 
population  possess,  continuously  overlap.   They  can  be  likened  to  hundreds  or 
thousands of plastic hula-hoops, each hoop representing one animal’s home range, that 
are  scattered  all  over  a  grassland  paddock,  when  the  paddock  represents  the 
population’s  entire  habitat.   All  the hoops (the circles,  the home ranges) overlap ‘in 
continuum’ which simply means each one often overlaps with its neighbours.  

Each animal gets to know its own home range intimately.  They rarely leave it; and can 
be found somewhere inside it 24/7.  Furthermore, each animal knows exactly where to 
find the vital resources it needs to survive inside its own home range; and that fact adds 
to each animal’s chance of survival.  

NB: Individual human beings have home ranges; and they behave within their home  
ranges in exactly the same way wild animals do. They visit the same supermarkets  
to obtain their food; they go to the same liquor stores to obtain their booze; they visit  
the same doctor (or the same clinic or hospital) for medical attention; they visit the  
same garages to have their vehicles serviced and to obtain the fuel their vehicles  
consume; and they visit  the same police station when they are in need of  legal  
assistance. And within this personal  milieu they can be found, ‘somewhere’ in it,  
24/7. Like wild animals, therefore, human beings are creatures of habit.

Most animals amicably share the resources of their home-range (air, water, food and 
shelter) with other animals of their own species; and they happily share them, too, with 



individuals  of  compatible  species’  populations  with  which  they  also  share  their 
sanctuary’s environment. 

Elephants don’t fight each other, and they don’t fight individuals of other species, when 
they happen to visit  the same waterhole at the same time. They all  share the same 
water.  Likewise humans, too, don’t fight over a tin of baked beans in a supermarket. 

The wild animals (of all species) that live in South Africa’s Kruger National Park (KNP), 
don’t ever visit each and every part of the whole game reserve. Each animal lives in its 
own (relatively small) home range  all the time; and all the other animals of the same 
species in the same population, do the same thing. Thus the whole national park may 
be inhabited by elephants but only very small parts of it are permanently occupied by 
single animals (or small groups). The park as a whole, therefore, comprises a myriad of 
individual elephant home ranges which are scattered across the length and breadth of 
the entire national park. Juveniles occupy their mothers’ shared herd-home-range.

Territories:  Many species of animals, when they are breeding, occupy territories the 
ownership of  which they advertise to  others in their  own populations by aggressive 
and/or spectacular displays; and which they will defend, often to the death, against their  
own  species’  rivals.   There  is  no  territorial  contest  between  different  species  for 
territories.  Fighting over the possession of a territory, therefore, is very species-specific. 

Territories are all to do with breeding.  So, it is inside these territories that birds build  
their nests, wildebeest bulls claim ownership of a piece of high ground (like a termite 
mound) and predators locate their dens.  More often than not, it is the males that defend 
their territories. Sometimes it is the females.  But sometimes both the male and female 
will do the defending.  

One of the main differences between a home range and a territory is that the home 
range is  shared,  amicably,  with  all  other  individuals  and most  other  species,  whilst  
territories are not shared outside the pair bond, and they are defended against other 
animals of the same species. 

NB: In the human species, a family’s home is its territory; and, as with wild animals,  
human families will defend their homes against unwanted human intruders.

SOCIAL STRUCTURE IN ELEPHANT COMMUNITIES

NB: Elephant bulls and elephant cows live quite separate lives.  

The bulls, from the age of about 12, live in bull herds that number from one or two to 
sometimes a hundred animals;  and the cows, together with their calves, live in cow 



herds also in similarly small  and/or very large numbers.  The cow herds are led by 
senior  matriarchs,  and  they  comprise  the  lead  cow’s  mature  daughters  and  their 
combined progeny.  

Cow herds sometimes split up, when individual young cows and their own calves often 
wander off to visit with another cowherd for several days. Then, when their friendly visit  
is  over,  they  return  to  their  original  and  permanent  herd;  and  this  is  quite  normal 
behaviour.   This  activity  has  led  scientists  to  the  conclusion  that  the  only  truly 
permanent relationship in elephant society is that of a mature cow and her immediately 
offspring.  

The bulls separate themselves entirely from the cows. And they often live, permanently,  
in quite distant areas of the population’s habitat.  

Bulls and cows are normally only seen together when a bull in musth (in high hormonal 
breeding condition) visits a cow herd in search of a receptive cow that is in oestrus (in 
heat).  These males and the females come together solely to mate.  And when the 
mating act is over, each animal goes its own way again.

Sometimes groups of bulls can be seen mixing with the cow herds when they visit the 
same waterhole at dusk. For the most part, however, the bulls come down to drink after 
dark, long after the cow herds have slaked their thirst. 

Bulls live in small groups, sometimes in large aggregations, but often they are happy to 
be singletons.  The biggest bull herd I have ever seen numbered 108 animals.  Often  
very old bulls are accompanied by one or two younger bulls (called ‘askaris’); and the 
younger animals become very protective of their ‘old-man’ responsibilities.  

At  certain  times  of  the  year,  aggregations of  elephants  numbering  in  their  many 
hundreds, of both bulls and cows, come together for no apparent reason.  On these 
occasions they become a unified clan.  They spend several days consorting together 
then they disperse to those places from whence they had come. 

Rank Structures: In addition to holding down a territory, or instead thereof, some 
species (like the elephant) substitute  rank for territory.  Other species, like the black 
rhino, add rank to the seniority stakes because only the dominant-ranking black rhino 
bulls are able to hold-down a territory.

Elephants don’t occupy territories at all.  Instead, the mature bulls have a definite and 
often powerful rank structure; the construction of which begins when they are really just  
babies. The young bulls start off, when they are still attached to their mothers’ apron 
strings  in  the  cow herds,  ‘play-fighting’ with  each other;  which  activity  you will  see 
happening all the time at the waterholes.  



This develops, in early adulthood, into the peculiar behaviour of pushing down trees to 
demonstrate their strength.  They do this for no other reason than to boast in front of  
their  peers.   And throughout  their  life,  seemingly  at  every  opportunity,  mature bulls  
indulge in such demonstrations of their strength.  In fact, the bulls destroy far more trees 
in the execution of this rank-structuring behaviour than they kill trees to eat.

NB: Mature and high ranking elephant bulls come into musth when they pick up  
the pheromones of a cow  in oestrus (and/or vice versa).  Elephants in musth are  
unpredictable and highly dangerous.  When they are in musth it elevates their  
rank status and even the very big and normally higher ranking bulls avoid making  
contact with them.  Only bulls in musth mate with the cows in heat. 

MANKIND’S WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT PRIORITIES

There is a definite hierarchy in man’s wildlife management responsibilities.

1. The FIRST wildlife management priority is towards the well-being and proper 
management of the SOIL - because without soil no plants can grow and without 
plants there would be no animals.  So, the manner in which man looks after the 
well-being of the soil,  determines the occurrence and well-being of all  life on 
planet earth.

2. The SECOND is for the well-being and proper management of PLANTS because 
green plants are the only organisms that have the ability to capture the energy of 
the  sun.  Green  plants,  therefore,  are  the  reason  for  the  existence  and  the 
survival of the world’s diverse spectrum of wild animal species.  And, I reiterate 
(because  this  is  important  to  understand)  without  plants  there  would  be  no 
animals. 

Altogether, plants do a number of very important things for the environment:

� They provide cover for the soil, protecting it from the erosive forces of 
the sun, the wind and (especially) the rain; and from excessive heat 
and cold.(The rain drop hitting naked ground in the most erosive 

�



� GREEN plants are the only organisms on earth that are capable of 
capturing  the  energy of  the  sun,  and  transforming  it  into  food that 
herbivorous animals can eat;

� Plants,  therefore,  provide  herbivorous  animals  with  energy  (food)  - 
which is the first step in a range of energy transfers in nature known 
as food-chains and food-webs without which there would be no life on 
planet earth.

� Plants  provide  cover  for  animals,  too,  protecting  them  from  the 
elements and hiding them from their enemies; and finally

� Plants,  coupled with  the nature of  their  local  physical  environment, 
create the many different  habitat-types that  are responsible  for  the 
existence of the earth’s wide range of animal species.

NB: What comes first: the chicken or the egg?  What is more important,  
the ‘habitat’ or the ‘animal species’ that is adapted to it?  

In this conundrum, we have to consider that the habitat can exist on its  
own.  It normally does not need ‘the animal’ that is adapted to it, to exist.  
But the animal needs the habitat. And if the habitat is not suitable the  
animal will die.  Ipso facto, therefore, the habitat must be considered the  
‘more important’ of the two!

3. The THIRD, and LAST wildlife management priority concerns the well-being and 
proper management of ANIMALS.  Animals come last on this list  of priorities 
NOT  because  they  are  UNIMPORTANT  but  because  they  are  LESS 
IMPORTANT than the soil and plants.

ELEPHANTS AND THEIR HABITATS

As happens with all animals, including us humans, elephants extract from their habitats  
the resources that they need to survive: air; water, food and shelter. And nature is so 
arranged that when her systems are operating properly, that is exactly what its habitat 
provides for the elephant. For a game reserve ecosystem to remain healthy and stable,  



however,  the relationship between the elephant population and its habitat  has to be 
sustainable.

NB: A game reserve’s ecosystem comprises an intricate biological community of  
interacting  organisms (living  ‘things’;  i.e.  plants  and animals)  and  their  entire  
physical  environment  (the  soil;  rocks;  air;  water;  food;  shelter;  sunlight  and  
shade; blowing wind and falling rain; heat and cold, and everything else that has  
an effect on the well-being of a game reserve’s primary resources).

In this regard, sustainability requires that the elephants should eat (and/or destroy) no 
more vegetation in one year, than its habitat can replace with new plant growth during 
the following plant-growing season (i.e. the next rainy season).  For the habitat to be 
able to do that, however, requires that the elephant population should not become too 
numerous.  

Habitats can produce only so much plant food every year (collectively called vegetation 
biomass) and no more!  So, the wildlife manager has to keep the elephant population at 
a level that will not consume more plant material than the habitat can replace with new 
plant growth every year.  We call that number: the habitat’s elephant carrying capacity. 

NB: Definition: The Habitat’s Elephant Carrying-Capacity is: ‘The maximum 
number of elephants that the habitat (or game reserve) can sustainably carry  
without causing unsustainable (i.e. irreparable) damage to the vegetation.

If the elephants do cause irreparable damage to their habitat’s vegetation, its effect will  
be permanent and the habitat will constantly degrade, ever more every year, moving 
annually ever more rapidly towards turning the habitat into a desert.

Habitats, naturally, grow towards a state of  climax.  This occurs when the vegetation 
grows out to its supreme maximum potential.   That ultimate stage can only be truly  
reached, however, in the absence of herbivorous animals; but it can be nearly reached 
under light herbivore pressure.  

Elephant habitat  carrying capacity  is not a static phenomenon.  The most number of 
elephants that a game reserve can ever carry sustainably, occurs when the vegetation 
is at its undamaged climax.  And it is at its least when the elephants have, over many 
decades, devastated the vegetation and there is only a minimal mass of plants left for 
the elephants to eat. In between these two extremes, the ability of any and all habitats 
to carry ‘any number’ of elephants is highly variable.

Nevertheless,  wildlife  managers  will  benefit  from  knowing  just  what  the  absolute 
maximum number of elephants their game reserves can possibly carry (i.e. at habitat 
climax).  I call this number the benchmark population number because it represents the 



game reserve’s absolute 100 percent maximum numerical potential.  It might also be 
called the elephant population’s ultimate habitat saturation level.  Knowing this number 
enables  wildlife  managers  to  better  visualise  their  management  options  at  different 
elephant population densities. Knowing that number, therefore, is a very useful wildlife 
management tool. 

  NB: One could then state:  

When the  habitat  was  at  its  absolute  best,  its  sustainable  elephant  carrying  
capacity was (for example) one elephant per 5 square kilometres (which would  
also  be  the  habitat’s  saturation  level).  This  benchmark  parameter,  therefore,  
provides  the  wildlife  manager  with  the  opportunity  to  establish  meaningful  
population management comparisons based on some kind of scientific fact. 

For  example,  knowing the benchmark parameter,  if  the elephant  density  was  
found to be one elephant per 2.5 square kilometres at any time, the manager will  
know immediately that his elephant population is double what it should be.  And  
such a population is classified as being ‘EXCESSIVE’.

THE SAFETY STATUS OF ELEPHANT POPULATIONS

This brings us one step closer to understanding practical elephant management in its 
fullest dimensions. 

We can now explain the ‘safety status categories’ of elephant populations relative to 
three factors: 

� The size of the game reserve; 

� The numbers of elephants in the population; and  

� The benchmark elephant carrying capacity of the game reserve’s habitat. 

EXAMPLE 1.  THE SAFE ELEPHANT POPULATION 

In a game reserve of 20 000 square kilometres, if  its elephant population numbered 
4 000 animals, and if its bench-mark elephant carrying capacity is one elephant per 5 
square kilometres (all  of which relates to Kruger National Park),  the population size 
equates exactly with the benchmark figure; but leaving no latitude whatsoever.   

Nevertheless, such a population should be classified as being ‘SAFE’ because: 

� It comprises a healthy number; 



� It is breeding well; 

� It would be causing no permanent damage to the vegetation; and 

� It would be causing no damage to the park’s biological diversity.  

And, if its incremental rate is 7.5 percent per annum (which was the Kruger elephant 
population’s average incremental rate right throughout the 27 years of the park’s culling 
era - 1967 to1994), the population would have to be culled at the rate of 7.5. percent 
every year, to keep the population number stable.  

SAFE populations  (such  as  this  example)  should  be  managed  according  to  the 
principles  of  ‘conservation  management’ (sustainable  wise-use).   They  should 
definitely  be  culled  annually;  the  number  of  the  ‘take-off’  equalling  the  annual 
incremental rate.  In this case the actual number to be culled every year would be 300 -  
which is 7.5% of the total population size of 4000.  

 EXAMPLE 2.   THE UNSAFE ELEPHANT POPULATION

In this same game reserve, if  the elephant population numbered 1000 animals,  that 
number would be one-quarter the number of the game reserve’s bench-mark elephant 
carrying capacity.  Such a population would be classified as being UNSAFE because: 

� It  would  be  very  low  in  number  (relative  to  the  benchmark  carrying 
capacity); and 

� It would be doubly condemned as  UNSAFE if it was breeding poorly or 
declining.   

Nevertheless, such a population, because it was very low in number, would be doing no 
permanent damage to the habitat’s vegetation; and it would be having no adverse effect 
on the national park’s overall biological diversity.

UNSAFE populations  (such  as  this  example)  should  be  managed according  to  the 
principles  of  ‘preservation  management’)  (protection  from all  harm).   That  means 
every single animal in the population would be considered valuable and not expendable. 
And harvesting from this population would be zero.  



EXAMPLE  3.  The EXCESSIVE ELEPHANT POPULATION

Using this same game reserve as our example, if the elephant population numbered 
10 000  animals,  that  number  would  be two-and-a-half  times  greater  than the  game 
reserve’s bench-mark elephant carrying capacity (of 4000).  Such a population would, 
therefore, be classified as being EXCESSIVE because:  

� It’s numbers would be way above the benchmark habitat carrying capacity; 

� Most excessive elephant populations continue to breed well (even though 
their annual calf mortality increases over time). So, the population’s annual 
increment, whilst still being positive, would be in constant decline; 

� There would be immense damage to the habitat’s vegetation occurring all 
the time; and 

� The Park’s biological diversity would lapse into free-fall decline.

EXCESSIVE elephant populations should be subjected, therefore,  to immediate and 
drastic elephant ‘population reduction management’.  And, as a FIRST STEP exercise, 
EXCESSIVE elephant populations of this size (and bigger) should be reduced, in the 
FIRST instance, by no less than 50 percent. In other words, the 10 000 elephants in this 
population  should  be  reduced  by  5 000  in  the  first  year  of  a  population  reduction 
programme.  And in the second year,  the remaining  5000 should be reduced by a 
further 50 percent, which will bring the population down to 2 500. This is a manageable 
number that is below the benchmark figure. Nevertheless, I would prefer to reduce this 
population by a further 50 percent, which would bring it down to 1 250.  And it should be 
held at that number then (by annual culling programmes) for several years.  At that 
number the habitat will start to show definite signs of recovery after the completion of 
the third phase of the operation.  

NB: I expect,  however, there will be thousands of people who will  throw their  
hands up in horror, because they will believe that an elephant population which  
has been subjected to such drastic management action will never recover.  

But they are wrong.  It will recover!  Rest assured - it will recover.

Never forget that when nutrition levels are high, elephant populations are quite capable 
of doubling their number every 10 years.  And when an elephant population has been 
reduced from 10 000 to 1 250 (in just three years), there will be nearly nine times the 
mass of food available in the habitat to feed and to nurture the small remaining breeding 
nucleus, than there was before the population reduction exercise took place. So there 
will be ample extra food to support the remnant elephant population’s rapid recovery. 



NB: The purpose of an elephant population reduction exercise has nothing to do  
with  what  is  best  for  the  elephants.  It  has  everything  to  do  with  creating  
conditions that will allow the recovery of the habitat after four, five or six decades  
of utter abuse (at the hands of too many elephants); and it has everything to do  
with protecting the sanctuary’s habitats and biological diversity. 

Remember, the improving health and vigour of the elephant’s habitat is infinitely more 
important than the recovery of elephant numbers.  If  the soil  is protected and if  the 
vegetation  is  healthy,  diverse  and  vigorous,  the  elephant  numbers  will  soon  come 
bouncing back (when allowed to do so).   And, most important  of  all  considerations,  
when the habitat stops degrading, loss of species diversity will stop, too.  And maybe, 
just maybe, some thought-to-be ‘lost species’ will come creeping back.   

Elephant populations that have been subjected to population reduction management,  
once their populations have been returned to a controllable number, must, thereafter, be 
culled (conservation management) annually; i.e. they must be reduced in number every 
year  by their  annual incremental  rates. At this stage of the game it  is  vital  that  the  
elephant numbers be stabilised at a low (sub-benchmark) level (and maintained at that 
low level for several years) to assist recovery of the habitat. 

It will also be necessary, to encourage regeneration of damaged woodland habitat, to 
use  nature’s  inherent  botanical  first  aid  process;  that  is,  the  purposeful  creation  of 
natural  secondary-pioneer  plant  growth  patterns.  This  can  be  accomplished  by 
massively over-seeding the bare ground with invasive acacia tree species, like Acacia 
tortillis and Acacia karoo. These highly edible legumes will promote the establishment of 
thickets and of other environmental shade, and mottled shade, conditions that will help 
to  promote  the  re-growth  of  the  more  permanent  species  of  woodland trees in  the 
shortest possible time. 

Woodland recovery,  although highly  desirable after  the excessive elephant  numbers 
have been brought under control, will not be achieved without a great deal of innovative 
effort.

WOODLAND RECOVERY INHIBITORS (1):  Hot  wild veld fires are killers of 
regenerating tree seedlings, and tree saplings, and many modern day scientists point 
out that wild fires are today causing more damage to the regenerating woodlands in 
KNP, than are the elephants doing damage to the surviving mature trees. And they see 
both issues as being independent of each other.  But they are not.

When the top-canopy tree woodlands were still intact, they cast huge shadows over the 
ground  below  their  canopies.   This  allowed  the  understory  woody-plant  habitats  to 
develop and to prosper; and to produce yet more shade cover at ground level. That 
shade inhibited the development of heavy grasses which demand lots of direct sunlight  



to grow.  Furthermore, the understory habitats sucked up a lot of the soil-water and soil  
nutrients  both  of  which  tall  grasses  need  to  grow,  too.  Altogether,  therefore,  the 
environmental conditions in the mature woodlands were not conducive to the growth of 
heavy grass swards. So, hot fires were then not a feature of the landscape. 

When the elephants killed off the top canopy trees, however, all that changed. All the 
woody plants in the understory habitats disappeared (because they could not survive in 
direct sunlight) and the nutrients and the water these plants had once used, were made 
available to the grass.  And lots of sunlight reached the ground, so conditions became 
excellent for heavy grass growth to occur.  So, heavy grasses now grow where none 
had  existed  before.   And  when  those  heavy  grass  swards  burn  they  are  full  of 
combustible  material  and  they  are  very  HOT;  and  that  heat  kills  off  whatever 
regenerating tree seedlings and tree saplings that are able to grow. 

So, the very hot fires that now burn in KNP every year are a direct result of continuous 
bad elephant management.      

WOODLAND RECOVERY INHIBITORS (2):  The game reserves of southern 
Africa are full of large numbers of browsing herbivores: such as eland; kudu; impala; 
and even the common grey duiker. And they are all guilty of gobbling up any, and all,  
available tree seedlings that sprout like the hairs on a dog’s back after the first good 
rains of the season.  Even with a gross over-planting of desirable tree seeds prior to the 
rains,  however,  the  seedlings  will  have  a  hard  time  surviving  in  the  face  of  such 
voracious browsers.   

NB: The  animal  rightist  NGOs  love  to  tell  people  that  elephants  actually  
contribute  towards  (rather  than  detract  from)  woodland  recovery  -  because  
elephants eat tree seeds (they say) and they are responsible for spreading those  
seeds, in their dung, ‘for distances upwards of 65 kilometres’. The problem with  
this propaganda is that over the last 50 years the elephants have consistently  
killed-off  all  the  fruit-bearing  trees  that  used  to  exist  in  their  once  healthy  
sanctuary habitats. Those seed-producing trees, therefore, no longer exist!

Under healthy ecosystem conditions, elephants do eat tree seeds - YES - and  
they do distribute those seeds far and wide - YES - but when they have eaten out  
all the fruit-bearing trees in their sanctuaries, to the extent that those tree species  
are now locally  extinct,  there are no trees left  to produce the seeds that  the  
elephants used to eat. Hence telling the story that elephants actually contribute  
towards  the  distribution  of  tree  seeds,  and  so  help  woodland  recovery,  is  a  
blatant and heavily padded fabrication. It is a blatant lie, in fact, because that  
natural scenario no longer applies.   



For the mature woodland habitats to recover relatively quickly, therefore, will require that 
two additional management actions be taken: (1) control of unwanted hot wild fires; and 
(2) a temporary reduction in the numbers of common browsing animals: eland, kudu, 
impala, bushbuck, and nyala (and to a lesser extent grey duiker).  This is necessary to 
reduce the negative impact these common browsing animals have on regenerating tree 
seedlings and saplings.  Both these objectives could be achieved by the erection of  
game-proof fenced ‘exclosures’, however, which in blocks would physically exclude wild 
veld fires; and physically exclude unwanted browsing herbivores.

NB: It  should  be  understood,  however,  that  in  southern  Africa  today,  some  
massively excessive elephant populations are standing at numerical levels that  
are upwards of 20 times more than their bench-mark optimums; and that there is  
a need to reduce these populations by frighteningly large numbers of animals.  
This is the legacy that the animal rightist NGOs, and inept CITES Secretariats,  
have left us to resolve. BUT it CAN be done!

(The following figures have been ‘roughly rounded’)

My  calculations  indicate  that  Kruger  National  Park’s  bench-mark  elephant  habitat 
carrying capacity (1955/60) is less-than one elephant per five square kilometres (or no 
more than 3 500 elephants for the park as a whole); and Dr Salomon Joubert (a past 
general manager and previous big game scientist of the Kruger Park), believes that the 
park’s current elephant population stands at ‘no less than’ 32 000. (Kruger is 20 000 
square kilometres in extent). 

Hwange National Park’s benchmark elephant carrying capacity was assessed (by the 
National Park’s Board in 1960) – without any reference to Kruger National Park - at 
roughly  2500 (one  elephant  per  five  square  kilometres).  Hwange’s  current  elephant 
population  numbers,  depending  on  the  rainy  season  (good  and  bad  rains  affect 
elephant  movement  in-and-out  of  Hwange  from Botswana),  is  between  35 000  and 
50 000.  Hwange (in 1960) was c.13 000 square kilometres in extent. 

The Gonarezhou National Park measures approx. 5000 square kilometres. Its elephant 
population currently stands at about 14 000.  In 1971 - after the execution of a major 
population reduction operation (when the elephant numbers were reduced from 5000 to 
2500), I considered that 2500 was, then, far too many elephants for this game reserve 
to  sustainably  carry.  My  guesstimate  is  that  the  Gonarezhou’s  benchmark  elephant 
habitat carrying capacity is probably much the same as I have calculated, with much 
better figures and rationale, for the Kruger National Park: that is, no more than one 
elephant per five square kilometres.  The total number of elephants that Gonarezhou 
should be carrying, therefore, is about 1000.   



NB: I was the game warden-in-charge of the Gonarezhou for five-a-half years  
(1968 to  1974)  and I  used to  know this  game reserve intimately.  I  know for  
example, that the Gonarezhou’s southern boundary is only 50 kilometres from  
Kruger National Park’s northern boundary; the climatic and soil conditions are  
much the same in both game reserves and, except for the riverine forests on the  
Limpopo River at Pafuri,  the adjacent habitats in both game reserves are (or  
were)  very similar.  It  would be unusual,  therefore,  if  the benchmark elephant  
habitat carrying capacities were not much the same.  

NB: I  have come to the conclusion,  therefore,  that,  consequent  upon what  I  
consider  to  be  my  reasonable  and  qualified  assessment  of  the  Hwange,  
Gonarezhou and Kruger National Park habitat elephant carrying capacities, that  
mankind  is  expecting  far  too  much  of  our  southern  African  game  reserves.  
Everybody is looking at the population figures derived from the Great Elephant  
Census  (see Part  II),  and  we are  expecting  that  our  southern  African game  
reserves will be able to host these huge numbers of elephants.  That cannot be!  
Our southern African wildlife managers, therefore, should take this attempt to  
determine  the  elephant  habitat  carrying  capacity  of  these  three  important  
southern African elephant sanctuaries, very seriously. 

Everybody needs to accept the fact that the elephant carrying capacity of our southern 
African  game  reserves  is  no  greater  than  (about)  one  elephant  per  five  square 
kilometres;  and  that  they  should  base  their  further  considerations  about  elephant 
management on this foundation. Society must understand that there is a limit to the 
numbers of elephants that our game reserves can sustainably carry. You cannot just  
keep packing elephants - more and more elephants - into our finite wildlife sanctuaries.

PART II

THE GREAT ELEPHANT CENSUS

At  the  CITES meeting  in  Johannesburg  in  2016 (CoP17),  The GREAT ELEPHANT 
CENSUS (GEC), that had been conducted with great effort by many people over the 
previous three years, announced its findings. Paul Allen (of Microsoft fame) who carried 
the cost of this exercise, said that:  “The (most) worrying finding was: Africa now has  
(only) 352,271 savannah elephants left in 93 percent of the species range.”   This is 
refuted by the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) which claims 
there are at least 500 000 savannah elephants still roaming the wilds of Africa.



The GEC aerial survey covered 18 African countries (out of the total 37 range states) 
so,  19 range states were  not  included in  the count!    And Namibia  declined to  be 
included in the census!  The report contended that “144 000 elephants had been lost to  
ivory poaching and habitat destruction in less than a decade.”  It also stated that: “The 
current yearly loss, overwhelmingly (so the report states without proof) from poaching,  
is estimated at 8 percent.  That is about 27 000 elephants slaughtered year after year.”  

NB: But  the  report  doesn’t  mention  the  incremental  rates  of  the  elephant  
populations that the GEC counted and that omission makes those numbers, from  
a wildlife management point of view, virtually valueless. 

NB: There  is  no  proof  that  the  GEC  poaching  statement  is  true;  and  it  is  
interesting to note that the GEC here acknowledges that much of the ‘elephant  
numbers loss’ can be attributed to ‘habitat destruction’.  No mention, however, is  
made of the fact that much of that ‘habitat loss’ is currently due, paradoxically, to  
southern Africa’s game reserve’s carrying far too many elephants over far too  
long a period of time; and that habitat destruction is escalating annually because  
the elephants are still being maintained in massively excessive numbers.  

I cannot, therefore, accept any of the conclusions drawn in the GEC report.  And I reject  
the report, also, because the survey was conducted almost exclusively by animal rightist 
NGOs; by people with animal rights tendencies; by people with an agenda all of their 
own; by people who, for their own purposes, want the world to believe that the African 
elephant  is  facing  extinction  due  to  uncontrolled  poaching;  and  by  people  whose 
purpose in life is to ABOLISH all animal  uses by man - including the prohibition of all 
pro-active elephant population control measures; and prohibition of the wildlife trade.  

Within the GEC report, particular references are made regarding the iniquities of the 
ivory trade which is blamed for the poaching; and which trade, the authors demand, 
should be stopped.  And with the very obvious objectives that its authors have, to black-
list  all  kinds of  essential  elephant management activities (such as culling),  elephant 
hunting and the ivory trade, I cannot but help make mention of the fact that, with such 
objectives spelt out, it is relatively easy to manufacture ‘believable evidence’ in support  
of those views. The GEC had drawn its conclusions before being in possession of the 
facts!

There is no corroborating evidence presented in the GEC report, whatsoever, to 
confirm that 144 000 elephants had been ‘killed by poachers’. Furthermore, that number 
included 57 000 elephants that were killed in Tanzania’s Selous Game Reserve 
during a four year so-called ‘poaching’ spree (2008-2012).  But there is a mountain of 
evidence to suggest that that blitzkrieg was orchestrated and supervised by Tanzania’s 
political elite; and that it involved senior politicians, senior civil servants; businessmen;



the police; the army; and officials of the national parks and wildlife department.  

“The greatest declines in Africa’s elephant numbers occurred between 2007 and 2016”, 
the GEC report further claims,  “were in Tanzania and Mozambique, with a combined  
loss  of  73 000  elephants  to  poaching  in  just  five  years.”  And  both  Tanzania  and 
Mozambique are two of the countries in which the political elite have been seriously 
accused, by their own citizenry, of orchestrating the poaching.  And, here again, I point 
out  how  the  figures  were  ‘cooked’.   57 000  of  these  73 000  so-called  ‘poached’ 
elephants were killed in the Selous Game Reserve by government-approved hunters 
(‘poachers’). This hot-potato subject, however, was carefully avoided in the GEC report.

So, let’s get all this out in the open! Who are ‘the poachers’ to which the GEC report  
alludes? Was it  really the political  elites of  African countries?  Or was it  the village 
hunters (who were reportedly employed by the political elites and given immunity, by 
their political masters, protecting them from arrest). Or was it itinerant village hunters 
operating on their own cognizance?   I am quite positive that the latter state of affairs 
was not the case. Whoever ‘the poachers’ were in Tanzania’s Selous Game Reserve 
during this episode, remember, they killed 57 000 elephants in the very short time-span 
of only four years; and inside a single relatively small piece of real estate that was, daily,  
swarming with well-organised and highly experienced anti-poaching game rangers and 
field scouts.

NB: This is a huge number of elephants to be killed virtually ‘inside the nostrils’  
of  the wildlife management authority  responsible  for the administration of the  
Selous Game Reserve.  It is inconceivable; therefore, that that authority did not  
know  what  was  going  on.  Ipso  facto,  the  responsible  wildlife  management  
authority did nothing to stop the killing because it was that authority which was  
orchestrating the killing.  

Anybody who delves into this subject, looking for answers to these kinds of questions, 
will quickly find out that the combined great elephant poaching events that took place 
(independently  but  seemingly  simultaneously,  or  rather  overlapping)  throughout  the 
whole of East-Central Africa (Kenya; Tanzania, Mozambique, Zimbabwe and Zambia) 
reeks of corruption at the highest levels of government. Certainly there was massive 
‘bad governance’. And it is important that we acknowledge this and reveal the truth! 
Somebody, sometime, will have to investigate these allegations thoroughly because the 
whole world has a right to know the facts about such shenanigans.

All  this  background  information  is  an  important  facet  of  the  elephant  management 
conundrum.  It is important for everybody to understand these facts, however, because 
Africa is faced with a potentially huge stigma if or when these facts become known.  And 
they will  undoubtedly present  an almost insurmountable hurdle whenever an African 



country  tries  to  introduce  the  subject  of  ‘best  practice’  elephant  management 
programmes in the future.

Nevertheless, Africa has to come clean and to admit that these events did actually take 
place.  And, at the same time, the new generation of Africa’s citizenry, and its current 
political leadership, must obligate themselves to the people of Africa, and to the people  
of the world, that such crimes against Africa’s unique wild natural heritage will  never 
happen again.  

And getting this out in the open is the best way to ensure that it will not happen again! 

In the meantime, Africa as a continent, is being held to ransom because everybody who 
tries to do what is best for Africa, for its people and for its wildlife, are hindered by a 
mountain of animal rights propaganda fabrications.  We are told by CITES, for example, 
that  trade  in  elephant  ivory  should  be  banned  because  whenever  there  is  a  legal 
elephant ivory sale, no matter how big or small, it is followed by a ‘spike’ in elephant 
poaching. 

Really...?

I must again ask the obvious question: Poaching carried out by whom?  I know from 
personal  experience  that  relatively  low  key  elephant  poaching  by  ordinary  African 
citizens, from peasants to wealthy businessmen, has taken place every year in Africa 
from time immemorial. When it comes to ascribing blame for the poaching of hundreds 
of  thousands of  elephants  in  comparatively  recent  times,  however,  all  the  evidence 
points not to these small fry adventurers but to Africa’s political elite.

It is all, in fact, a disgusting mess.  And my opinion of the Great Elephant Census is that 
it was nothing more than an animal rights weapon, the objective of which was to stop all  
elephant management in Africa; to stop the ivory trade once and for all; and specifically 
to stop a resumption of legal elephant hunting in Botswana.  

Kenya; Tanzania; Mozambique; Zimbabwe; and Zambia are all countries in which state 
presidents and/or vice-presidents, their wives and their families, their political cronies, 
and their civil  administration leaders, are accused of orchestrating the elephant (and 
rhino) slaughter over the last fifty years.  

For example, there is abundant evidence in support of allegations that Kenya’s Kenyatta 
family - especially the First Lady in the land (Jomo Kenyatta’s wife), Ngina Kenyatta,  
mother of Kenya’s current president, and Margaret Wambi (then Nairobi’s mayor - and 
Jomo Kenyatta’s daughter by a previous marriage), and a host of their political cronies, 
were entirely responsible for the poaching of elephant, black rhino and other species in  
Kenya (1970 to 1989).  It is reputed that they accounted for 230 000 elephants; 10 000 



black rhinos; 5000 zebra and 26 000 Colobus monkeys. And it is not as though this 
information is a ‘state secret’.   The supporting facts  are recorded in the world-wide 
writings of the international and local media during that period. It was, apparently, even 
discussed in the Kenyan parliament. So, there are written records. In fact, anybody can 
look for, and they will find, most of this information on the internet.   So it is already ‘in  
the public domain’. 

It is also important to record that Kenya’s closure of all hunting in 1977 was not the 
result of some national and emotional abhorrence about hunting being an archaic, cruel 
and outdated sport (as it has been alleged was the case). Since 1977, to the present 
day, many people have been persuaded to accept this emotional idea as ‘the truth’. The 
historical chatter, however, has it that Ngina contrived, using her political clout, to stop 
all hunting in Kenya because the ‘White Hunter’ (or Hunting Safari) Guild was reporting 
to the international  press,  about the hundreds of elephant and rhino carcasses that 
‘Ngina’s (protected) village hunters’ were leaving behind them all over the Kenyan bush. 

These ‘white hunters’ were all  experienced naturalists,  professional  people who had 
spent  their  entire lives conducting big game hunting safaris  for  international  hunting 
clients in Kenya. They understood exactly what they were seeing.  They knew exactly 
what was going on. And they believed that the only way they could bring the killing to an  
end  was  to  report  their  findings  to  the  international  media.  They  actually  set  out,  
therefore, to shame Ngina Kenyatta, but they discovered they had grabbed a tiger by its 
tail!  

Ngina was one step ahead of them all the way.  She, too, realised what was going on so 
she put a stop to the rumour-mongering by banning all hunting.  That one action, that 
one  stroke of  a  political  pen,  instantaneously,  took  all  the  white  hunters  out  of  the 
Kenyan bush.  So, they were unable to report on Ngina’s poaching successes anymore. 
The white hunters were no longer on the spot when and where the poaching was taking 
place.  And that is the real reason, with several political twists and turns, why hunting 
was  banned in  Kenya  in  1977.   Even the  World  Bank became one  of  the  political 
players. It was also why the hunting safari business in Kenya came to such an abrupt  
stop. 

Dr  Rolf  Baldus,  President  of  the  Tropical  Game  Commission  of  the  International 
Council for Game and Wildlife Conservation (CIC), spent 13 years working in Tanzania’s 
Selous Game Reserve (SGR). He reports that in 1976 the SGR had been home to 
110 000 elephants and that, due to commercial poaching, this number was reduced to 
55 000 by 1986.  

He claims that the poaching “had its roots in political and business circles in Tanzania,  
in the villages bordering the SGR, and partly within the conservation system itself.”  He 



further  stated: “During  this  time  the  plight  of  the  African  elephant  became  an  
international issue.” 

In another report, Baldus (2005), commenting on elephant poaching in Tanzania over a 
much longer period (1977-1993), claimed that during this period the country’s elephant 
population fell from 365 000 to 53 000. And he had this to say about the perpetrators:

“Village poachers and (government) game scouts did the shooting, but ‘big people’ -  
politicians, civil servants, businessmen and even hunting operators - master-minded the  
slaughter.”  

NB: Baldus makes no mention of the much vaunted Far Eastern commercial  
poaching mafia (which the animal rightist NGOs at CITES CoP7 [1989] claimed  
to be the ‘masterminds’ behind the poaching). Why no mention of the mafia?  
Because that mafia did not exist!  And nobody was prepared to say who the real  
poachers were!

Baldus also did not make any mention of CITES in his reports.  Why? Because  
although CITES was functional during this period (after 1975) the contraband  
ivory (plus rhino horn and game skins) from both Kenya and Tanzania [1970-
2012) was shipped out of both countries from their own sea ports on the Indian  
ocean,  without  ANY  legal  export  papers;  without  any  kind  of  CITES  
documentation; but with presidential approval. 

I  wish to now quote from a letter written by Benson Obdiel Kibonde,  Chief Warden, 
Selous Game Reserve, Tanzania, dated 3 June 2015.  The letter was addressed to Dr 
Andre Degeorges (now resident in the USA). 

NB: For no apparent reason, the government of Tanzania moved Kibonde out of  
the Selous Game Reserve early in 2008 and gave him an interim posting to the  
Pasiansi  Wildlife  Training  Institute  (some  distance  removed  from SGR).  The  
poaching began after Kibonde’s removal in 2008 and it ended just before he was  
re-assigned to the SGR in 2012.

Kibonde writes about this episode to Degeorges: “When I left Selous Game Reserve in  
2008 there were approximately 70 000 elephants (in the game reserve) according to  
projections based on the 2006 TAWARI census.  I went to the Pasiansi Wildlife Training  
Institute.  When I came back in July 2012, I was shocked by the extent of the poaching  
that had taken place during the four years.  The TAWIRI census of October 2013 had it  
that there were only 13 084 elephants remaining in the Selous Game Reserve.  This  
was (the result of) an average  annual  (poachers’) kill  (rate) of not less than 11 000 
elephants”. 



NB: The media estimate of elephants poached in the SGR, therefore, is 44 000. 
But using Kibonde’s official  TAWIRI census figures (70 000 to begin with and  
13 000 when the killing stopped) suggest that the actual number was 57 000. 

“My challenge as the second time Selous Chief Warden was to stop the carnage and to  
reverse the population trend.  I did it.   Poaching has been stopped in Selous.  The  
TAWIRI 2014 census has it that we (now) have 15 000 elephants in the reserve.  While  
so many people complain that it is not possible to contain poaching, I still believe that  
this can be done.”

It was a long letter and within its body was the comment: “Conservation in Tanzania is  
now  griped  (sic)  with  politics.   There  is  more  politics  in  conservation  of  wildlife  in  
Tanzania than there is conservation in its politics”.

“Andre....,” Kibonde then emphasised in  his  letter:  “Remember that  100% of  the  
poaching  in  our  protected  areas  in  Tanzania  is  100%  of  the  making  of  
Tanzanians.”   And that last remark says it all!

The  Environmental  Investigation  Agency  (EIA),  based  in  Great  Britain,  challenged 
Tanzania’s ruling President,  Jakaya Kikwete,  demanding to know:  “Why, with all  the 
resources of the state at his disposal, did Kikwete not bring the poachers to book?”   He 
received no answer.

The EIA spokesman also told the National Geographic that:  “In 2005 (which was the  
year Kikwete became president) there were some142 000 elephants in Tanzania (as a  
whole) and that when President Kikwete left office in 2015, this overall population had  
dropped to 55 000”.  Challenged on this insinuation, Kikwete again did not respond. 

Kikwete did not rise to any of these provocative suggestions, many resident Tanzanians 
said, because “he was the chief instigator.”   And this, apparently, is just the tip of a 
giant iceberg.

Equally damning allegations have been made against the political elites of Mozambique, 
Zimbabwe and Zambia.  Simon Muzenda,  Vice-President  of  Zimbabwe under  Robert 
Mugabe  (in  the  1990s),  is  accused  of  wiping  out  the  last  of  the  black  rhinos  in 
Zimbabwe’s lower Zambezi Valley; for killing many of the valley’s elephants; and for 
killing all the (several hundred) introduced black rhinos in the Gonarezhou.  Zambia’s 
Kenneth Kaunda is accused, by his own people, of orchestrating the killing of 75 000 
elephants in the Luangwa Valley; and for the killing of all the Luangwa’s black rhinos.

NB: So which parts of the Great Elephant Census do I have to accept (bearing in  
mind I have an inkling of the inside story); and which parts have I the right to  
reject?



The GEC’s objective was to impress upon the world that Africa’s elephants were in free-
fall decline; that the reason for the decline was linked to the illegal ivory trade; and that 
the  illegal  ivory  trade was  the  result  of  elephant  poaching  by  Africa’s  ‘greedy  rural 
peasants’. And the report implied that the legal trade in ivory should never be permitted 
again.  No mention was made of the fact that the continent’s political elites were the real  
poaching culprits - even though the evidence is overwhelming and readily available. So 
the material released by the GEC organisers (about the so-called poaching) was very 
much ‘cherry-picked’.  The real cause of this massive elephant (and rhino) poaching 
phenomenon in fact is, generally, just simply bad and corrupt governance throughout 
the immediate-post colonial period. 

NB:  There is a well-known Swahili (East African) saying - which found political  
expression following the collapse of colonialism.  It proclaims: “Now it’s our time  
to feed!” And feed the politicians did - on Africa’s treasure trove of wild animals.

The GEC lauded the fact that Botswana remains the continent’s elephant stronghold 
with 130 000 elephants (sic) concentrated along the Chobe and Savuti River systems 
and in the vast wetland oasis of the Okavango Delta.  

Zimbabwe, recorded the second highest numbers of elephants - 83 000 - mostly along 
the Zambezi River and in Hwange National Park.  

Zambia recorded 20 839. 

Mike Chase, the Botswana-based GEC leader, states: “What is abundantly clear is that  
the elephant poaching crisis has moved from east and central Africa and is now on our  
doorstep in southern Africa.  You just need to look at southwest Zambia and southeast  
Angola, which have the worst rates of elephant poaching on the entire continent.  And  
when elephants are removed from those systems, poachers will look to the stronghold  
of northern Botswana.”

NB: Again I have to ask: What ‘poachers’ is Chase talking about? Is he referring  
to local employees of the mythical Chinese mafia?  Or does he mean the rural  
village hunters (complete with their immunity from arrest)?  And he doesn’t even  
make  mention  of  the  political  and  business  elites  from  Kenya;  Tanzania;  
Mozambique; Zimbabwe; and Zambia?  

Chase says: “The overall message of the (GEC) survey is clear.  Poaching is so intense 
that in10 years’ time we could lose 50 percent of Africa’s remaining elephants.” 

I wish Africa’s elephant poaching problem was really so transparent and so simple!



SOME FACTS ABOUT THE TRADE IN IVORY AND RHINO HORN

It is scandalous that Western NGOs, with the connivance of CITES, and with the help of  
Western governments, have shut down the legal trade in ivory and rhino horn. CITES is 
supposed to REGULATE the wildlife trade, and that includes trade in ivory and rhino 
horn.  And the specific object of REGULATING the wildlife trade is to make sure that it  
does not  adversely  affect  the  safety  of  the WILD populations  from which the trade 
commodities (would traditionally have) come.  

NB: The whole emphasis on the CITES wildlife trade regulation centres round  
the impact that trade has, or does not have, on WILD animal populations.  In a  
nutshell: If the harvest of a wildlife commodity, such as ivory or rhino horn, is  
sustainable,  and if  it  has  no detrimental  effect  on the  WILD population  from  
which it is derived, then the trade in that commodity should be approved and  
permitted.  Only when such trade has a detrimental effect on the WILD animal  
population from which the commodity is derived, should it be denied!  CITES has  
no other mandate!  

CITES has no authority to PROHIBIT (out of hand) trade in ivory and rhino horn, but 
that  is  exactly  what  CITES  has  done  and  continues  to  do.   It  has  unilaterally  
PROHIBITED the trade in legally harvested ivory, and in legally harvested rhino horn, by 
sovereign states that are registered elephant and rhino range states. These states have 
their own elephants and/or their own rhinos, so there is no question that, by requesting 
permission to trade in these commodities, that they intend to launder illegal tusks and 
horns through the legal trade. Furthermore, these states have: 

� MASSIVELY EXCESSIVE elephant populations which, if ‘best practice’ elephant 
management  is  to  be  applied,  should  be  subjected  to  extreme  population-
reduction management. The procurement of their ivory stocks over many years, 
therefore, has not resulted in any harm coming to these populations; and 

� These states have very large and privately-owned captive white rhino breeding 
facilities  on  which  private  properties  the  rhinos’  horns  are  humanely  and 
sustainably ‘trimmed’ off live rhinos every two years. Rhino horn procurement on 
these rhino farms, therefore, does not involve the killing of rhinos; or the taking of 
horns from WILD rhino populations. So, the procurement of rhino horn by these 
states does not cause ‘harm’ to any WILD rhino population.

So, whatever trade is possible in ivory and rhino horn out of southern African countries  
is  having  absolutely  no  negative  effects  on  any  WILD elephant  and/or  WILD rhino 
population. There is no justification, therefore, for denying such trade.



NB: And an even greater and more pertinent consideration is the fact that the  
rhino horn comes from CAPTIVE-BRED populations (not WILD ones); AND a  
captive  population that  has proved over  and over  again  that  it  is  capable of  
producing F2 (second) generation young rhinos.  For a captive-bred population  
to be registered as such at CITES, all it has to do is to prove that it can produce  
F2 progeny; and once a captive-bred rhino population is so registered, no CITES  
permits are required to sell either the live animals or their horns. 

The other argument put forward by CITES, to disallow legal trade in ivory and rhino 
horn, is the allegation that whenever any kind of legal trade in these commodities has 
been allowed, a so-called ‘spike’ in poaching has immediately thereafter occurred. The 
inference being that if a perpetuating legal trade is allowed, it will only happen in tandem 
with  an undesirable and equally  persistent  illegal  trade;  and that   illegally  procured 
elephant tusks and illegally procured rhino horns will be then easily laundered through 
the legal system.    

This  idea is a pernicious supposition;  and I  challenge CITES to prove that  this  will 
happen. Having said that, however, I don’t believe CITES can do that!  I have clearly 
indicated that between 1970 and 2012 there is very strong evidence to support the view 
that  these  so-called  ‘spikes’  in  elephant  poaching  (and  to  a  lesser  extent  in  rhino 
poaching, too) have been almost exclusively orchestrated by the political elites of those 
times, in Kenya, in Tanzania, in Zimbabwe and in Zambia. And I believe Mozambique 
should be added to this list even though I have no evidence to support any wrong-doing 
by Mozambique (only rumour).  

All things considered, therefore, it is highly improper that CITES should deny a perfectly 
legitimate  trade  in  elephant  ivory  and  rhinoceros  horn  purely  on  unsupported  and 
unsupportable assumptions by people and NGOs, who own no elephants or rhinos, and 
whose ideological purpose in life, inter alia, is to PROHIBIT the wildlife trade.

I  now  request  of  CITES,  in  fairness  to  those  African  countries  that  have  been 
compromised  by  the  convention’s  ‘unconventional’  trade  prohibitions,  to  thoroughly 
investigate my observations that it was the political elites of East-Central Africa, not a 
non-existent Far Eastern poaching mafia, who were responsible for all  the ‘spikes’ in 
elephant and rhino poaching events since 1970.  And to admit that all these so-called 
‘spikes in poaching’ is nothing more than ‘fake news’.  Nothing less than an international 
broad-based inquiry will suffice, at the highest possible political level, at United Nations 
level, to remove this bubbling volcano that trembles beneath our feet.

And bearing in mind all of the above, I believe that all references to poaching ‘spikes’  
after a brief  legal  trade has been allowed,  should be totally disregarded.   They are 
patently blatant excuses, fabrications by the animal rights brigade, used to deny the 



legitimate applications by African countries to open up the legal trade in ivory and rhino 
horn.

THE  G.E.C.  REPORT  VIS-A-VIS  SOUTHERN  AFRICA’S  ELEPHANT 
POPULATIONS

The GEC results show that Botswana’s (so-called) 130 000 elephants and Zimbabwe’s 
83 000, represent the biggest and the best elephant concentrations remaining in the 
world.  This  fact  has conjured up considerable  national  pride in  both Botswana and 
Zimbabwe.  And the citizens of both these countries have expressed the desire to keep 
this honour alive and well for all time by (what amounts to) over-protecting elephants in 
all the countries of southern Africa.

They will have a problem if this is really their intention because every single elephant 
population in the region is, in my considered estimation, GROSSLY EXCESSIVE.  My 
kindest  suggestion is  that  all  the  elephant  populations  in  Botswana,  Zimbabwe and 
South Africa are  at least 10 TIMES greater than they should be;  and that some (in 
Botswana and Hwange) are maybe as much as 20 TIMES too many.  But, if the road 
ahead (as seen through the eyes of an animal rightist  like Mike Chase) is to apply 
preservation management (protection from all harm) on all of southern Africa’s elephant 
populations, then the people of southern Africa must brace themselves to accept the 
certain  fact  that  their  national  parks  will  lose  what  is  left  their  once-rich  biological 
diversities; they must expect the total destruction of the habitats in all their prime game 
reserves; many more species of plants and animals will become extinct than is already 
the case; and they must prepare themselves, mentally, for the fact that their treasured 
wildlife sanctuaries will soon become nothing more than deserts. 

THE ROAD AHEAD (AS SEEN THROUGH THE EYES OF AN ANIMAL 
RIGHTIST)

Declare  the  African  elephant  to  be  an  ‘endangered  species’!  Stop  the  ivory  trade 
forever!  Stop elephant hunting! STOP ‘managing’ elephants -  let  nature satisfy  their 
ecological needs ‘naturally’!  Burn all raw ivory and raw rhino horn stockpiles!  Burn all  
carved ivory masterpieces!   Ban the sale of  elephant  hide!   Deny the master  ivory 
carvers of the Far East their ancient traditions and livelihoods, in an industry that has 
perpetuated  for  centuries.   Save  every  single  elephant  that  is  alive  today  from 
exploitation and death at the hands of man!  Prohibit anything and everything that has to 
do with man managing elephants. 



Instead, promote eco-tourism. Let eco-tourism replace lethal wild animal management 
practices as the solution to all Africa’s wildlife woes (which is a preposterous notion).

Do all these things and we will ‘save’ the African elephant from extinction! 

THAT is the message the animal rightists are handing out to the people of the ‘WEST’;  
and via that route they fraudulently solicit hundreds of millions of US dollars from the 
gullible public every year, ostensibly, to help them achieve these ends.  And all  that  
money stays in the animal rightists’ own pockets. 

What utter poppycock!   

If I am wrong - IF the elephant population numbers are ONLY TWICE the (benchmark) 
elephant carrying capacities of their habitats in southern Africa and not 10 or 20 TIMES 
that size (as I truly believe they are), the FIRST management action that is necessary to 
solve even just THIS ‘lesser’ problem, is to reduce these populations by half.  And that 
one management action,  ALONE,  will  require  that  more than 100 000 elephants  be 
killed, or captured and removed, to save southern Africa’s national parks for posterity.  

PART III

ANIMAL RIGHTISM 

THE FLY IN THE OINTMENT

&

WHAT IS THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ANIMAL 
RIGHTS AND ANIMAL WELFARE?



The management needs of Africa’s elephants, is really pretty straight forward and one 
doesn’t have to be a rocket-scientist to understand how it all works.  But, at every turn, 
the animal rightists throw spanners into the works to render the achievement of ‘best 
practice’ elephant management goals unattainable.  It is virtually impossible, therefore, 
to even try to explain how elephants can and should be managed, without first providing 
an understanding about who the animal rightists are; how they operate; and why! 

THE ‘ENDANGERED SPECIES’ CONCEPT 

Western  animal  rightist  NGOs  simply  want  nothing  less  than  that  the  elephant  be 
declared an ‘endangered species’.  We have to ask ourselves: What good will that do? 
Will  it  give the elephant  extra  protection?  No it  won’t!   It  will  just  add a bunch of 
additional and unscientific problems to our elephant management programmes.

And  what  does  the  term  endangered  species convey  to  the  citizens  of  the  world? 
Certainly the concept is not based on fact.  And it is not a principle of science!

If the elephant is declared to be endangered that tells me that somebody - or a group of 
some-bodies (with  some  authority)  -  has  arbitrarily  decided,  on  his/her/their  own 
personal  cognizance,  to determine that  every single elephant  population in Africa is 
UNSAFE - when there is absolutely no scientific justification for such an assumption.  In 
fact,  there is abundant proof to the contrary.  But how else could that decision have 
possibly been determined other than by way of personal preference opinions? 

The next question we should try to have answered by these some-bodies is: WHY? 

If the elephant is truly endangered it means nothing less than the fact that the species is 
moving rapidly towards extinction?  But that can’t be. In all the big game reserves of 
southern Africa the elephant populations are most certainly GROSSLY EXCESSIVE. 
That means in Africa south of the Zambezi and Cunene rivers, there are far too many 
elephants!  

Does  that  somebody out  there  -  or  group of  some-bodies -  really  expect  me (and 
everybody else) to believe that every single elephant population in Africa is UNSAFE; 
and that I must believe their falsehoods just because they say so?  That is absurd.  But 
that is the lie that Western animal rightist NGOs are shoving down everybody’s throats - 
that  the  elephant  is  facing  extinction.  And THAT is  what  everybody in  the  Western 
World, so it seems, has now come to believe is the truth.

NB: Joseph Goebels - the Nazi Minister of Propaganda for the Third Reich - told  
his master, Adolf Hitler, that if you tell a lie a thousand times, in everybody’s mind  
‘it becomes the truth’.  Modern animal rightists go one better than this.  They say  



that if you tell a lie with enough conviction, just three times, ‘it becomes the truth’.  
And it is that fact which bedevils the science of wildlife management at this time  
in our history.

The animal  rightists  want  the elephant,  no matter  what  the  negative  consequences 
might be, to be listed as an endangered species (on the schedules of both the American 
Endangered Species Act (ESA); and on the Appendix 1 list of CITES). Nothing less will 
satisfy this demand by these nefarious people.

Contrary to the false illusion that these NGOs are trying to create - a false perception 
that the elephant is facing extinction - most elephant populations in southern Africa are 
truly  either  SAFE  and  growing,  or  they  are  EXCESSIVE  and  growing.   They  are 
certainly not in any way UNSAFE.  

If the elephants of southern Africa are endangered in any way, it is because there are 
too  many  of  them  and  they  are  destroying  their  own  habitats.  They  are  eating 
themselves out of house and home!   And, that being the case, there is no justification 
for any organisation to proclaim the elephant - as a species - to be ‘endangered’.  None 
of southern Africa’s elephant populations are UNSAFE.  There is also no science-based 
wildlife  management  reason why every  elephant  population  in  Africa  -  especially  in 
southern Africa - should be subjected to preservation management.

Only  UNSAFE  populations  should  be  managed  according  to  the  protocols  of 
preservation  management  (protection  from all  harm).   But  if  the  elephant  becomes 
officially  registered as  an ‘endangered species’ -  rightly  or  wrongly  -  all  SAFE and 
EXCESSIVE  elephant  populations  will  be  considered  (by  society  at  large)  to  be 
UNSAFE.  The proclamation itself - alone - will have this effect.  And all our elephant 
populations  will  then  be  subjected  (by  our  own  governments)  to  a  ‘preservation 
management’ regime.  And that constitutes gross MIS-management.   

This, in fact, is what has been happening to the elephant populations of southern Africa 
for last 25 years!  The elephant, by implication, has been treated as an endangered 
species  since  1994  when  South  Africa’s  Kruger  National  Park  elephant  cull  was 
abandoned.  And African governments, in fear of upsetting the animal rightist NGOs in 
the Western World, have ceased all lethal elephant management practices.  In many 
places the hunting of elephants has been curtailed, too.

NB: The international  animal  rights  NGOs have gone one step further.  They  
have threatened to institute an international eco-tourism boycott on any African  
country that brings back ‘culling’ as an elephant management tool; and/or which  
reintroduces elephant hunting.



This is an act of terrorism!  Standard dictionaries define ‘terrorism’, variously, as  
‘persuading someone to your way of thinking by coercive means’.  Such then is a  
further indictment of the moral calibre of the animal rightists in our society.

Meanwhile, the truth of the matter is that the concept of endangered species is a fallacy.  
It  is  not  tangibly  real  and  it  has  no  place  whatsoever  in  science-based  wildlife 
management.  Simply put, a species cannot be managed.  So what is the purpose of 
declaring a species to be endangered?  

I reiterate: Only the individual populations of a species can be managed; and they can 
only be managed, one by one, in accordance with each individual population’s ‘safety’ 
circumstances: that is, on the basis of whether the population is UNSAFE, SAFE or 
EXCESSIVE.   

So the  endangered species concept is, without doubt, just an unfortunate figment of 
human imagination.     

WHAT IS AN ANIMAL RIGHTIST?

Again!  Maybe the best way to approach this question is to ask another question: What 
is the difference between Animal Rights and Animal Welfare? 

Honest science is the only vehicle that can provide mankind with a true understanding 
about the fundamentals of the natural world.  Objectively applying honest science is 
also the only way to manage the world’s living resources (plants and animals) (both 
domestic and wild) for the benefit of mankind.  Furthermore, if our civilisation is to be 
preserved,  society  must  learn  to  recognise  the  intrinsic  value  and  importance  to 
humanity of all the earth’s living resources.  Indeed, for mankind to survive, responsible 
citizenry, universally, has no option but to look upon the world’s living resources, and its 
people, as a single, integrated and ecological-cultural-economic complex. 

Wild animals and wild plants, therefore, should be considered by society to be WILD 
products of the land just as we have come to accept that cattle, sheep and goats, and 
cultivated crops, are TAME (or domestic) products of the land; and that both should be 
managed and used wisely and sustainably for the benefit of all mankind. 

And mankind’s  wildlife management priorities - FIRST for the SOIL; SECOND for the 
PLANTS; and THIRD (and last) for the ANIMALS - apply to the sustainable and wise 
use of  all  products  of  the land with  equal  importance.   Mankind’s  survival  and the 
survival  of our civilisation, depends on this principle being applied with passion and 
objectivity.



Society, therefore, should be concerned that foundational elements of the animal rights 
philosophy  contradict  the  principles  of  successful  wildlife  management  practices 
globally;  and that the animal rightists promote false choices within society regarding 
desirable  current  and  potential  future  human-wildlife  relationships.  They also  create 
false  expectations  for  wildlife  population  management,  and  they  erode  society’s 
confidence in  decades  of  knowledge gained from extensive  scientific  exploration  of 
wildlife  population and habitat  management  practices  (ref.  The True Green Alliance 
manifesto (www.mahohboh.org) & The Wildlife Society [TWS] USA). 

Although a range of individual philosophies exists within the realm of animal rights, most 
adherents hold similar core beliefs:

� That each individual animal should be afforded the same basic rights as humans; 

� That every animal should live free from human-induced pain and suffering;

� That animals should not be exploited for any human purpose; and 

� That  every  animal  has  equal  status  regardless  of  commonality  or  rarity,  or 
whether the species is native, exotic, invasive or feral.

Society should note that animal rights organisations (NGOs), themselves, declare that it 
is their purpose to ABOLISH all animal uses (both domestic and wild) by man (including 
trade in live animals and animal products).

By  comparison,  animal  welfare organisations  (NGOs)  do  not  object  to  the  use  of 
animals for the purpose of furnishing benefits to mankind:

Provided that:

� When an animal is alive when it is being used (such as when a horse is used to 
pull a cart, or an ox to plough a field) no cruelty is involved in the process; and

� When an animal is killed (such as when an ox is slaughtered to obtain meat for 
humans to eat) such killing is conducted humanely.

Animal welfare organisations, therefore, do not preclude the use of animals for food or 
for  other  cultural  purposes,  nor  do  they  object  to  the  necessary  management  and 
harvesting of wild  animal populations,  provided these practices can be justified and 
achieved humanely. 

In contrast, the animal rightist point of view is that it is wrong to take a sentient animal’s 
life or to cause it to suffer (for virtually any reason) - even when the taking of an animal’s 
life:-

http://www.mahohboh.org/


� Is in the interests of the species concerned;

� Is in the interests of the other species of animals which share its environment;

� Is in the interests of the better management of the natural ecosystem as a whole; 

� Is in the interests of maintaining biological diversity; or 

� To promote human welfare and safety.

The animal rights philosophy demands that all sentient animals be afforded the same 
moral considerations and legal protections as those which humans enjoy!  However, its  
adherents  have  not  reached  consensus  with  regard  to  which  species  are  sentient 
enough to qualify for these protections.

The animal  rightists’ focussed-emphasis on individual  animals fails  to  recognise  the 
interrelatedness of wildlife communities within functioning ecosystems; and they hold 
that protecting individual animals is more important than maintaining the health, vigour 
and sustainability  of  wildlife  populations,  species  and/or  ecosystems.   For  example, 
whereas practising wildlife managers will automatically afford greater protection to an 
individual animal from an UNSAFE (or a so-called ‘endangered’) population, than they 
would  extend  to  one  from  a  SAFE,  EXCESSIVE  or  VERY  COMMON  species 
population, animal rights advocates consider both these animals are equally valuable 
and deserving of equal protection. 

The animal rightists’ viewpoint is that mankind should subsist on a vegetable diet alone. 
They  are  silent,  however,  about  the  massive  land-use  alterations  that  would  be 
necessary to feed the world’s human population purely on plant foods - if man is denied 
the  consumptive  use  of  animals.  They  are  equally  silent  about  the  dramatic  and 
continued loss of wildlife that would ensue if the world’s wildlife habitats were to be 
converted to intensive agriculture - for the purpose of producing vegetable foods for 
man. 

The  animal  rightists  do  not  tolerate  the  use  of  animals  in  scientific  and  medical 
research,  whether  designed  to  benefit  humans  or  animals.  And  they  are  not  at  all 
perturbed by the fact  that  the curtailment  of  these  research uses  will  inhibit  wildlife 
science and wildlife management programmes, as well as a vast range of other human 
endeavours and progress.

The conflict between many tenets of the animal rights philosophy and the science of 
wildlife management is profound.  Established principles and practices of wild animal 
population management, both lethal practices (such as culling, regulated hunting and 
trapping)  and  non-lethal  techniques  (such  as  conditioning,  capture,  and  mark-and-
release for research purposes) are rejected out of hand by the animal rightists. 



The animal rightists philosophically oppose the concept of wildlife being the property of 
anyone - whether it be held as a public trust resource, or is privately owned.  Instead 
they advocate affording legal rights to all animals.  Taken literally - if these legal rights  
demands were to prevail - there would be no legal framework for the maintenance of 
national parks and nature reserves, or any kind of wildlife practice - anywhere. And it 
would be difficult, if not impossible, for professionals to manage wildlife in any way at all; 
or to thereby protect human health and safety.  

NB:  To  achieve  their  objectives,  animal  rightists  will  have  to  force  radical  
changes on the  life-styles  of  every  human community  on planet  earth.  They  
cannot, therefore, achieve their goals -  to abolish all animal uses by man -  
without violating the legitimate rights of the vast majority of humanity.  And to  
allow  such  a  state  of  affairs  to  prevail  in  a  modern  and  civilised  society  is  
unconscionable. 

The animal rights philosophy:

� Opposes the concept of wild animals being the property of anyone;

� Does not recognise the fact that man is an integral part of the animal kingdom;

� Opposes the view that man is an intrinsic part of nature’s food chains and food 
webs;

� Opposes the view that man has the right (and the survival necessity) to subsist 
upon both the plants and the animals with which he shares his living and physical 
environment;

� Holds that it is immoral to make money out of wildlife;

The animal rights ideal, therefore, is irrational and quite contrary to everything that is 
natural and civilised.

The  animal  rights  philosophy  is  also  totally  incompatible  with  the  principles  and 
practices of science-based wildlife management.

If we accept that everybody in society has the democratic right to voice whatever might 
be  their  anti-social  opinions,  in  public,  and  to  practise  their  anti-establishment  and 
sometimes aberrant  life-styles at  will  -  which are the demands made by the animal 
rightists  in their  campaigns to  stop all  sustainable use of  animals for  the benefit  of 
mankind - then we must extend those same rights to convicted serial paedophiles.  BUT 
WE DON’T!  Society, in its wisdom, has determined that paedophilia is an anti-social  
and criminal practice; that what paedophiles do to our children is unacceptable; and 
that, as a consequence, paedophiles have been denied their democratic right to free 



speech  to  justify  their  existence.   And  responsible  people  the  world  over  have 
determined that there is no place for such people in civilised societies.

NB:  All  things  considered,  therefore,  there  is  no  place  in  responsible  and  
civilised society for the animal rights doctrine.

THE ANIMAL RIGHTISTS’ PROPAGANDA APPARATUS

NB: Propaganda, by definition, is: “The spreading of ideas, information or rumour  
for the purpose of promoting an ideal - or injuring an institution, cause or person -  
by any means true or false.” 

Many people have expressed amazement - and disbelief - when I tell them that the 
animal rightist NGOs earn tens of millions - sometimes hundreds of millions - of US 
dollars every year by way of their propaganda campaigns. How do they do it?

First of all they gear themselves up to create and then to perpetuate, a campaign to 
raise a lot of money by telling blatant  lies; extravagant  fabrications; and emotionally-
charged and inaccurate stories that will be sure to loosen the purse strings of gullible 
people in the big cities of the Western World. Most urban people have lost touch with 
nature so they are very easy to dupe.

‘Cecil  the Lion’ is a good example of a wonderfully fabricated story -  based on the 
factual account of a real lion hunt. But the elaborate dressing up the story received (with 
carefully contrived falsehoods) is that which carried the episode to its extreme. 

Cecil was shot by an American hunter!  YES!  Using the words of the Zimbabwe Minister 
of  Environmental  Affairs,  however,  to  explain  why the  hunter  was not  arrested and 
prosecuted, she said: “The hunter did nothing wrong. His papers were all in order.  He  
had a licence.  He did not break the law.”  

The problem was that the land-owner, having had previous permissions to shoot lions 
on his property, had (at the time the Cecil hunt took place) not yet had his annual lion 
allocation added to his hunting quota, but the hunter didn’t know that!   So, were there 
legal irregularities?  Yes, there were.  But they were all to the account of the land-owner 
and the professional hunting guide.  The licensed American hunter had done everything 
right!  So he was not charged with anything. Back home in America, however, he was 
hung, drawn and quartered by the American press and public. And the way the scandal 
was handled enabled the animal rightists NGOs to open their money bags wide, and the 
donations came pouring in.



During the three years running up to CITES, CoP17,  in Johannesburg in 2016, the 
animal  rightists  ran a huge propaganda campaign,  telling the world that  the African 
elephant  was  facing  extinction;  and  even  before  the  CITES  meeting  had  opened, 
donated monies to ‘save the elephant from extinction’ were rolling in.  

Was the elephant facing extinction before or after 2016?  Absolutely NOT!  The Great 
Elephant Census (GEC) - the results of which were made public during CoP17 - proves 
this  statement.  The figures released by the GEC showed very clearly that  southern 
African elephant populations were/are all grossly EXCESSIVE (or SAFE) and breeding 
well; and they are not in any way threatened with extinction.  

The fact of the matter about elephant extinction is that as long as just  one of Africa’s 
150 elephant populations was/is SAFE or EXCESSIVE and breeding well, the elephant 
as a species is under no threat of extinction. And, from personal communications with 
the  elephant  management  authorities,  all  the  elephant  populations  of  Botswana, 
Namibia, Zimbabwe and South Africa occur in good numbers, they are breeding well,  
and they are NOT in any way threatened with extinction.  They are all, in fact, grossly 
EXCESSIVE!  Quite to the contrary, therefore, far from facing extinction, there are far  
too many elephants in southern Africa. 

The statements contained in the animal rights propaganda, i.e. that the African elephant 
is facing extinction, therefore, is not only not true, it is also a purposeful fabrication. 
Why?  How do I know this lie was created purposefully? Because the overabundance of 
elephant populations in southern Africa has been extensively exposed and explained in 
the media.  It  has been regularly publicised on the website blogs of the True Green 
Alliance, and it has been continuously advertised by the southern African government 
authorities at  the Conferences of  the Parties  (CoPs) at  every  CITES meeting  since 
1989.  

So, despite the statements made by the southern African elephant range states - who 
are the best equipped to give the facts about the status of their elephant populations - 
that  their  elephant  numbers  are  strong  and  healthy  and  breeding  well,  the  animal 
rightists continue to tell the world that the elephant is facing extinction.  

Now why would they want to do that?  They do that to make money out of gullible urban 
people in the West.  Having told the lie, and having convinced their targeted victims that 
their propaganda message is true; they then proceed to solicit funds from the general 
public for the alleged purpose of not allowing the elephant to become extinct.  And every 
year  the  combined value of  all  these donations gets  bigger  and better;  amounting, 
annually, to hundreds of millions of US dollars!

Even though American legislation has no teeth in South Africa, to better understand the 
general  legal  implications  of  the  animal  rightists’  long  standing  practice  of  making 



money in  this  manner,  we  must  examine  the  American  RICO  Act  (Racketeering 
Influenced and Corrupt Organisations Act) for guidance:  

� First of all if someone tells a lie, then solicits money from the general public to 
make that lie go away, that action represents the crime of common fraud.

� Fraud must involve an intentional lie;

� Fraud, generally, entails wrongfully obtaining resources (or benefits - including 
financial benefits) from another person by deceptive means.

� A fraud  is  an  intentionally  false  representation  made  with  the  intention  of 
misleading  the  listener  (or  reader);  and  ‘persuading’ him  or  her  to  part  with 
finances (or other benefits).

� Cognizance of the liar’s intent and whether or not the lie actually caused harm, 
must  also  be  given  proper  consideration  when  evaluating  the  gravity  of  the 
offence.

Although  this  interpretation  of  the  law  is  my  personal  opinion  (developed  after 
considerable research and legal advice) for it to develop legal teeth it will have to be 
tested  in  a  court  of  law.   And  that  is  likely  to  be  the  next  episode  in  this  exciting 
adventure!

The RICO Act, however, is very clear about the criminal progression of such fraudulent 
activity.  It states that if the fraudster commits the same fraudulent act a second time 
(inside a period of ten years) that act becomes a racket; and according to American law, 
racketeering constitutes organised crime.  And there is no doubt that the animal rightist 
NGOs, singly and collectively, told the world over a three year period in the lead up to 
CoP17, hundreds of thousands of times, and in many different ways, that the African 
elephant was facing extinction. That the animal rightists functioned, collectively, as an 
organised crime unit with regards to this issue, therefore, there is no doubt. 

The literature states that the RICO Act enables prosecutors to charge the leaders of 
organised crime syndicates for the activities that they ordered others to do.  So once 
this  horse is out  of  the stable there is no knowing just  how far and wide the legal 
implications will go.  

And has that propaganda lie caused harm?  Yes it has!   Because the whole world has 
been convinced by the animal rightists’ continuous propaganda over the years, essential 
elephant management activities, like culling, population reduction and hunting, ceased 
in southern Africa in1994 and has not been resumed. This has resulted in once SAFE 
elephant populations growing beyond the carrying capacities of their  habitats,  to the 
extent they are now all EXCESSIVE.  That, in turn, has caused massive and irreversible 



habitat destruction and a great loss of species diversity in all southern Africa’s national 
parks.   Much  of  that  destruction  is  irreversible.   And  the  end  of  this  apocalyptic  
catastrophe is still not yet in sight. 

TWO GIANTS JOIN FORCES

Sometime, around 1994, when the elephant culling era in South Africa’s Kruger National 
Park  came  to  end,  an  alliance  was  formed  between  Professor  Rudi  van  Aarde 
(University of Pretoria) and the animal rights group IFAW (The International Fund for 
Animal Welfare).  Don’t let the name animal welfare misguide you.  IFAW is one of the 
biggest, strongest and most determined animal rights organisations in the world. It is 
said to command an annual income in excess of 200 million US dollars.

Van Aarde heads a university-promoted research unit called CERU (the Conservation 
Ecology Research Unit) and at the time of its creation he was punting the idea that 
culling (as a management tool) had been tried in Kruger National Park (KNP) and it had  
been found wanting.  He also stated that culling is a crude and cruel way to control 
elephant numbers (but he did not say why) but IFAW agreed with him.   He was also, at 
that  time,  voicing  his  opinion  that  ‘culling,  as  a  tool  to  control  elephant  population  
numbers, does not work.’  

NB:  Van Aarde was right in one aspect of this adamant statement: The KNP  
elephant  culling  programme  (1967  to  1994)  did  not  stop  elephant  habitat  
damage.  And the damage was humungous.  He was correct, therefore, in saying  
that the Kruger elephant culling programme - as it was constituted at that time -  
‘did not work’.  But we have to ask ourselves: WHY did it not work?  The answer  
is:  It  did not work, quite simply, because the culling target - the reduction of  
elephant numbers down to ONLY 7000 animals at the end of every calendar year  
(over the full 27 years of the culling era) - was far too high.  

My  own  calculations  show  that  the  KNP sustainable  (benchmark)  elephant  habitat 
carrying  capacity  (circa  1955)  was  3 500.  This  is  half  the  number  to  which,  it  was 
arbitrarily  decided,  the  elephant  population  should  be reduced to  each  year  (1967-
1994).  The  official  culling  target  (7000)  had  been  determined  by  way  of  a  total 
guesstimate in 1965 (personal communication), by Dr Rocco Knobel, who was then the 
director of the South African National Parks Board.  So, I contend that had the elephant 
culling target been 3500, instead of 7000, the KNP elephant culling programme would 
have been totally effective.  It would have worked!

But Van Aarde, probably the most influential of all the scientists involved in the current 
elephant management debate and programme in KNP, which its advocates now call 



landscape management,  hates the very idea of elephants being culled.  And he hates 
elephant hunters, and elephant hunting, including elephant trophy hunting with just as 
much vehemence.  

In his most famous public utterance, caught on YouTube, Van Aarde is heard asking a 
young  game  ranger  in  Zimbabwe:  “And  who  gave  YOU  the  right  to  decide  which  
elephant has to die?”  If that statement doesn’t brand Van Aarde as an animal rightist, 
nothing ever will.

At about this time, Van Aarde theorised that if elephant populations were left alone they 
would ‘control their own numbers naturally’.  He claimed that at a certain point in the 
growth pattern of an excessive elephant population,  the nutrition levels in their  food 
supply (due to the over-utilisation of their habitat) would fall below the threshold required 
to maintain normal rates of breeding.  And he set about using Kruger National Park as 
his guinea pig to prove it. 

After 1994, no further elephant culling took place in KNP.  So the elephant numbers 
were allowed to  increase without  interference by man,  and that  state of  affairs  has 
persisted to the present day (2020).  

Given the fact that the annual elephant population increment stood at 7.5% per annum 
throughout the 27 years of the culling era (Whyte et al), the elephants of KNP should 
have at least doubled their number, repeatedly, every ten years, after 1994.  An annual 
incremental rate of only 7.2% is all that is needed to achieve a doubling-time dynamic of 
10 years for elephant  populations.   The KNP elephant  population,  therefore,  should 
(theoretically) have expanded as follows:

1994 - 7 000. (End of the culling era)

2004 - 14 000

2014 - 28 000

And, if we add the (culling era) incremental rate of 7.5%, annually, from here on:-

2015 - 28 000 + 2100 = 30 100

2016 - 30 100 + 2258 = 32 358

2017 - 32 358 + 2427 = 34 786

2018 - 34 786 + 2609 = 37 395

2019 - 37 395 + 2805 = 40 200

2020 - 40 200 + 3015 = 43 215



I don’t expect anyone to take these figures as representing absolute fact.  All sorts of 
circumstances  -  including  a  reduction  in  the  incremental  rate  caused  by  reduced 
nutrition - could and would cause changes to this numerical list - but it does give you 
(the reader) a responsible expectation of what the KNP elephant population would have 
been like had the annual incremental rate of 7.5 per cent persisted after 1994.  I must 
also add that the elephant populations that I have been involved with all my adult life (in 
Zimbabwe’s Hwange and Gonarezhou national parks) did not just suddenly shut down 
production within a decade after culling pressure was removed.  

From 2014 onwards,  until  the present  time (2020),  however,  the scientists  who are 
currently working in KNP have insisted that the KNP elephant population has stabilised 
naturally at 15 000.  This I do NOT believe.  And I have disputed this statement with 
SANParks, but I have failed to get a response.  

Dr Salomon Joubert, a recently retired Director of Kruger National Park (and, prior to his 
directorship, he was the park’s Chief Large Mammal Ecologist for many years) has also 
refuted the  idea that  Kruger’s  elephants have suddenly  ‘stabilised’ at  15 000.   In  a 
personal  discussion  with  me  (2018),  Dr  Joubert  insisted  that  the  Kruger  elephant 
population (at that time) “could not be less than 32 000”.

To explain this dispute, I must now - perforce - explain my understanding of Van Aarde’s 
KNP Landscape Management Programme in some detail.

This concept has its validity firmly wrapped up in the idea that if an elephant population 
is allowed to increase without constraint  (without being culled annually), it will grow in 
number  until  a  certain  nutritional  threshold  is  reached  in  what  will  have  become a 
constantly degrading habitat.  And once that line has been crossed, once nutrition levels 
become deficient, the population’s erstwhile rapid rate of growth will slow right down. 
That, too, is a reasonable assumption!  

Observations in Botswana suggest that elephant breeding herds, at the height of every 
dry season, travel  up to 25 kilometres every day to-and-from their  permanent  water 
supply, in search of food. This is a total daily travel distance of 50 kilometres.  

NB: Bulls,  of  course,  can  travel  much  greater  distances  because  they  are  
unencumbered by juveniles and calves; and because they are bigger in body  
and longer in leg.  For the purposes of this exercise, however, we can exclude all  
reference to the bulls because we are now going to become concerned about  
calving rates and calf survival. 

In  the  beginning  of  an  elephant  population’s  growth  pattern,  when  the  population 
number  is  within  the  habitat’s  sustainable  elephant  carrying  capacity,  the  elephants 
don’t  have to travel such long distances to feed themselves.  This is so, because the 



food that they eat, grass, shrubs, forbs and trees (tree roots, tree leaves and tree bark),  
is nutritious and plentiful all over their habitats and home ranges.  And whatever plants  
the elephants eat (or damage) during this early phase of their population growth cycle, 
are readily replaced during the next growing season (the next rainy season). 

One cannot ignore the fact, however, that elephant populations are capable of doubling 
their numbers every 10 years; and that they return, faithfully, to their familiar and old 
home ranges at the start of every dry reason (at which time of the year no rain falls at 
all, and no major plant growth occurs.) 

Nevertheless, every 10 years there will be twice as many elephants (as there were 10 
years before) and they will be required to feed off the same finite vegetation biomass 
that the same population of elephants have been feeding off every dry season before. 
Furthermore, there will be twice as many as that number, again, after the next ten years. 
And that rate of population increase will continue after every consecutive decade.  

Over most of southern Africa (Namibia, Botswana, Zimbabwe and KNP in South Africa), 
the elephant populations were probably closest to their optimum numbers in the mid-
1950s. And  from about  1960  onwards,  they  probably  all,  as  near  as  makes  no 
difference, doubled their numbers every decade. What is indisputable is the fact that - 
since the 1950s - they have had more than 60 years to reach their present numbers.  

NB: Do your sums!  And you will discover WHY I say that game reserves in this  
southern African region are currently carrying between 10 and 20 TIMES too  
many elephants today.  If you start off with an arbitrary 1000 elephants in 1960 -  
and the population doubles in number every 10 years - you end up with 64 000 
elephants in 2020 (six decades later)

Despite the factual forecasts (see above) of probable elephant population expansion in 
KNP, the Kruger scientists are now telling the world that the KNP elephant population 
has ‘stabilised’ at 15 000 elephants.  I don’t believe it!  And Dr, Salomon Joubert does 
not  think  this  is  true  either.   So,  why  have  the  SANPark’s  scientists  made  this 
statement?  My personal opinion!  They have made this (premature) statement because 
they  are  eager  to  impress  upon  the  general  public  that  their  ‘Landscape  elephant 
management plan’ is working.  They have told the world that by not culling the KNP 
elephant  population, and by allowing its numbers to increase without constraint,  the 
population  will  stabilise  itself  naturally.   Now they are  saying  that  that  has  already 
happened!

Now let me explain how this idea is supposed to work.

Let’s go back to the Botswana model and analyse its various facets.



Since 1960, when Botswana’s elephants were already EXCESSIVE (ref.  Dr Graham 
Child  and  Professor  Brian  Child),  over  5  decades  have  elapsed.   And  during  that 
extended  period,  as  could  have  been  predicted,  Botswana’s  elephant  populations 
exploded.   Today,  in  my  estimation,  they  number  between  10  and  20  times  the 
benchmark elephant carrying capacities of their habitats. So, today, in their dry season 
habitats – from which they disperse widely at the start of every rainy season – and to  
which the elephants return faithfully at the beginning of every new dry season - there is 
now no food left to eat at all.   Everything, every edible plant, perennials and annuals, 
has been eaten down to ground level over many decades of over-use.

So, today, Botswana’s elephants are forced to travel those 50 long kilometres, back and 
forth between the water (which they have to drink every day) and the food (which they 
have to both forage for, and eat, every day).  And in September and October, at the 
height of the dry season, the closest bulk food to the water is more than 25 kilometres 
away!  So, the elephants have to travel those back-and-forth (2 x 25 = 50) kilometres 
every day because if they don’t drink, and if they can’t find enough food to eat, they will  
die.

The  food  that  is  available  in  desert-like  Botswana  during  the  dry  season  months, 
however, is naturally of very low quality.  And, towards the end of the dry season, the 
amount of energy the elephants get from the food they are able to find and eat, is less 
than the energy they need to travel between the water and the source of the food, and 
back to the water again, each day.  So, nowadays, the breeding herds lose a great deal 
of body-condition during every dry season and they get progressively thinner as the dry 
season advances.  

The  animals  most  badly  affected  by  this  seasonally  enforced  starvation  diet,  are 
lactating mothers. And it is not just those with tiny babies at foot that are affected.  It is 
all mothers with young calves up to the age of three years, because it takes that length 
of time for baby elephants to become completely weaned of their mother’s milk. 

The first sign of a population that is in nutritional distress, therefore, is finding lactating 
mother elephants whose milk has dried up; and seeing more and more starving baby 
elephants being abandoned.  

Elephant  cows,  with  babies,  have  to  first  and  foremost,  find  enough  food  to  keep 
themselves alive.  Their own survival must be their first objective.  Keeping the mother 
alive  has  a  greater  priority  rating  in  nature  than  keeping  the  baby  alive.   Mother 
elephants, therefore,  must find extra food in a desolate land in which all the food has 
been eaten to virtual extinction, if they want to produce enough milk to feed their babies. 

When an elephant mother’s milk just starts to dry up, therefore, the babies are already 
doomed.  If baby elephants don’t get enough milk, they won’t have the energy to keep 



up with  their  mothers  on their  long daily  treks  between water  and food.   A mother  
without milk, therefore, is forced to abandon her starving baby because, if she doesn’t 
look after her own nutritional needs FIRST, she will die.   

Most abandoned baby elephants die of sunstroke, heat-fatigue and/or thirst - and, of 
course, of starvation because their mother’s milk has dried up. The ultimate cause of 
their deaths, however, is being captured by lions or hyenas; being ripped to pieces; and 
being virtually eaten alive by these voracious predators.  No abandoned baby elephant, 
therefore, has anything less than a premature, terrifying, painful, bloody and horrible 
death to look forwarded to.

Finding an abandoned baby elephant in Botswana, Hwange and the Gonarezhou, has 
become a common place event every dry season for the last several decades.  In 1960, 
however, finding an abandoned baby elephant was something that never (or very rarely) 
happened.  Finding lions and/or hyenas feeding on a baby elephant carcass, however, 
has become a very common ‘tourist attraction’ today.  But few modern day tourist guides 
know anything  about  starving  mothers;  nothing  about  the  milk  of  lactating  mothers 
drying up (and/or why);  or why so many baby elephants are seen every year being 
eaten by lions and hyenas. 

NB: Two generations of tourist guides have grown up without being exposed to  
‘the fact’ of SAFE, UNSAFE and EXCESSIVE elephant populations - and the bad  
effect that EXCESSIVE elephant populations have on game reserve habitats;  
and on biological diversity.  Over the last two generations humanity has passed  
through a big dark hole of ignorance about such matters - because tourism has  
grown too fast and the right natural lore has not been passed down to the next  
generation by the right people.  Tourist guides, today, have had to rely on the  
interpretations of their (often animal rights orientated) tourism gurus to explain  
why elephant cows abandon their babies; and why lions and hyenas eat so many  
baby elephants today. And these gurus truly don’t know what is going on!

Animal rights orientated tourism operators and cinematographers, Derek and Beverly 
Joubert  (Botswana),  have  explained  to  the  world  (through  the  National  Geographic 
magazine), that in Botswana there is no need to cull elephants because the lions are 
doing the culling job for the government. 

They are, of course, referring to lions that kill and eat not only abandoned small baby 
elephants, but starving juveniles of all sizes which, in today’s world, can be found in 
ever greater numbers wandering about our game reserves all on their own, and in a  
state of nutritional malaise.  When I was a game ranger in my twenties, I never ever saw 
starving elephants of any size or age in the game reserves, nor did I ever see juveniles 



in nutritional extremis, wandering about all  on their  own. Starving elephants - whole 
populations of starving elephants - is something that is quite new to me.  

What a terribly sad distortion of a major natural truth!  

One of  the tragedies of  the Botswana elephant  story is the fact  that,  during all  the 
decades during which the elephants were destroying their own habitats, they were also 
destroying the habitats of all the other animals in the same game reserves, at the same 
time. The plants comprising the elephant’s diet  are the same plants on which other 
animals,  of  a  wide  variety  of  animal  species,  are  also  dependent.  And  when  the 
elephants have eaten all those other plants, there is nothing left for the other animal  
species to eat either.  

One also has to consider that although an adult elephant, with its long legs and gigantic 
stride, can walk 25 kilometres a day between water and food, and another 25 kilometres 
back to the water again, NONE of the lesser animal species that live in the same game 
reserve can manage such long daily journeys. So, when the elephants are extending 
their daily journeys to the maximum limit,  looking for and finding food even, maybe, 
beyond their normal 25 kilometre daily range, every other lesser species of animal in the 
game reserve is confined (by reason of its smaller size, lesser physical attributes, and 
local circumstances) to living entirely well  inside the 25 kilometre and foodless radius 
from the water.      

In 2013, when the Botswana government released its elephant count figures for that 
year (at 207 000), it also notified the world that  all other game animal species, which 
shared the elephants’ broken down habitats, were down-in-number by between 60 and 
90 per cent.   Thus do EXCESSIVE elephant populations damage their own national 
park habitats beyond repair; damage other game animal species’ habitats; and destroy 
a country’s vital, and all-important, biological diversity. 

Now we can get  back to  Kruger  National  Park’s  so-called  Landscape Management  
Plan; or Rudi van Aarde’s idea that, when left alone, elephant populations will regulate 
their own numbers naturally.  When you think about it, you will come to understand that 
all that Van Aarde is trying to do is to mimic what has been happening for many years in  
Botswana, naturally.

Since the Kruger elephant culling programme was abandoned in 1994, after the last 
cull, which had reduced that year’s elephant population to 7000, the KNP’s elephants 
were  left  strictly  alone.   They  were  allowed  to  multiply  without  constraint  (as  have 
Botswana’s elephants been left strictly alone).  Most artificial water holes in the KNP 
(because they were ‘unnatural’)  were closed down; and all  the national park’s game 
animals - including its elephants - were required to drink from a much limited number of  
natural water in the river pools.



No manipulation of the elephant numbers was carried out:  no culling;  no population 
reduction management; and no contraception.  And the elephant population increased 
as it was expected to do.  And as Van Aarde planned that it should do. 

Van Aarde has continued to denigrate  culling as a management tool; by recalling  the 
fact, that  elephant  culling  removes  elephant  numbers  at  the  top of  the  elephant 
population pyramid.  Culling kills adult elephants which, he says is the wrong segment 
to target if you want to control an increasing population.   He extended this criticism by  
stressing another  fact that no population increase ever starts  at the top. It begins, he 
insists,  at  the bottom.   Population increases occur as a result  of  births swelling the 
population numbers  at the bottom of the population pyramid; and these numbers are 
absorbed into the population from the bottom up.  And as more and more babies are 
added to the population at the bottom, and as they grow to an ever greater body size  
and biological capability, so the elephant population expands both in numbers and in 
total biomass.  

NB: What Van Aarde fails to reveal is the fact that  culling involves not just the 
killing of adults, but the killing of entire breeding herds comprising old and mature  
cows down to new born calves; and the killing of mature bull groups, too. But  
let’s gloss over that deficiency for now, because, in view of what is to follow, it  
doesn’t really matter.

If man wishes to manipulate an elephant population in order to control its growth-rate 
Van Aarde contends, then he should be focussing on what is happening to the calves.  
What  one  should  be doing  is  leaving  the  adults  alone.  And  he  should  be  working 
towards somehow reducing the number of baby elephants “that survive their first twelve  
months of life.”  And it is at that basic level of elephant population dynamics that we 
(Van Aarde says) should be exercising control.”

“Indeed”, Van Aarde insists,  “elephants will  control  their  own numbers,  naturally,  by 
themselves reducing the number of calves that survive those first critical twelve months  
of life; if man would just stop interfering in the process”.                  

This is where the Botswana example enters the Kruger picture again.

The Kruger National Park elephants are being left alone.  Their numbers are not being 
interfered with in any way.  And, ultimately, it is intended that they will reach the same 
relationship with their habitats that the elephant populations of Botswana have reached. 
They will have eaten themselves out of house and home within 25 kilometres of every 
available waterhole. Lack of nutrition will then come into play.  Lactating mothers will  
stop producing milk; baby elephants will be abandoned; and they will suffer the same 
gruesome  fate  that  the  baby  elephants  of  Botswana  (and  of  Hwange  and  of  the 
Gonarezhou) are now being required to face.  And when that takes place, Rudi van 



Aarde will  have achieved his objective.  He will, by his own design, have drastically 
reduced the number of baby elephants that survive their first 12 months of life (without 
anyone having to pull a trigger).  

So,  will  Rudi  van Aarde’s  elephant  management  proposal  work?   Yes,  in  theory,  it  
probably will work.  The idea does have some merit in fact - if all you are concerned 
about is not physically killing elephants and allowing  nature to kill the babies for you! 
So, YES!  It may well be possible for the numbers of KNP’s elephants to be controlled 
through a continuous starvation regime such as the one he is hoping to prove will work 
in Kruger National Park today.   

But let us look at some of the drawbacks.  

For a population of animals, of any species, to reach a state of population stability, all it 
requires is that each animal replaces itself but once in its entire life time.  And elephants 
live to the ripe old age of sixty!  So, from now on, once the baby elephants start dying 
en masse, there is going to be a dearth of elephant calves in Kruger National Park.  But, 
to achieve that goal, all the elephants in Kruger National Park are going to start looking 
like walking skeletons.  And that is not desirable!

When we are dealing with a very fecund species like the elephant and if we are going to  
fulfil our priority commitment to ‘maintain species diversity’ in KNP, elephants are going 
to have to die. They will have to die by way of annual controlled culling operations; by 
way  of  controlled  population  reduction  exercises;  or  by  way  of  starving  the  whole 
elephant  population  in  order  to  stop  lactating  cows  producing  milk  (and  to  thus 
extinguish large numbers of calves naturally).  

Death is unavoidable.  One way or another, elephants are going to have to die.  And 
society is going to have to make up its mind which is the most acceptable way for them 
to die.  What we cannot do, is to sit back and do nothing! 

The Van Aarde solution to elephant management in KNP is not acceptable to me, for a  
number of very good reasons:

� We have already learned that by purposefully starving elephants in KNP, as we 
have  done  progressively  more  intensely  since  1960,  we  have  forced  the 
elephants to destroy 95 percent of every top-canopy tree that once comprised 
the  national  park’s  primary  and  most  extensive  habitat  (its  deciduous 
woodlands).  Today we are forcing them to destroy every remaining standing tree 
in the park; and there are only 5 percent left to push over!  If we are to believe 
the scientists, nineteen out of every 20 top canopy trees that were once extant in 
the park (1960) have already been killed!  And the vast understory habitat that 



once thrived in the shade cast by the canopies of those big trees has all gone too 
- killed by exposure to direct sunlight.  

� Species diversity (which includes both plants and animals) cannot be maintained 
by  allowing elephants  to  destroy  every  habitat  in  the  national  park,  which  is 
exactly  what  they  are  doing.   Animal  species  of  all  kinds  occur  in  natural 
ecosystems for one reason and for one reason only:  because the habitats to 
which they are especially adapted and within which they can survive, occur within 
that ecosystem.  So, the existence of healthy and vigorous habitats is far more 
important than over-protecting the elephant, no matter how iconic that species 
may be. 

� The Van Aarde solution to elephant management in KNP has turned the KNP into 
nothing other than an elephant farm, and that is not what KNP is supposed to be. 
We must never forget  that  parliament’s mandate is to  maintain KNP’s overall 
biological diversity.

� A critical situation developing rapidly in KNP is the desertification of the game 
reserve’s habitats; and that fact will cause every ‘other’ (lesser) animal species in 
the park to live impoverished lives until they all eventually die.  And they will die 
out because their habitats are gone or going!  They will die out, therefore, not 
only because their essential food resources have gone or are going, but because 
the  environment  to  which  they  are  especially  adapted  has  been  destroyed. 
Furthermore, these lesser animal species cannot walk the prodigious distances 
that elephants can walk each day, from their waterholes, to find food.  So, all 
these  other  species  of  wild  animals  will  all  die  of  starvation  inside  the  25 
kilometre  foodless  zone  that  has  been  created  by  the  excessive  number  of 
elephants.   And remember, it is man who has allowed this unnatural mass of 
elephants to proliferate!

� There is absolutely no doubt at all, that many specialised species of plants and 
animals  have  already  disappeared  from  the  Kruger  landscape.   These  will  
include animals, birds, reptiles and insects that are especially adapted to live in 
continuous  canopy  tree-tops;  or  in  understory  thickets.  They  cannot  possibly 
survive the elephant-induced holocaust - the genocide of a national park’s total 
biodiversity - because, already, more than 95 percent of the biggest and the once 
most wide-spread habitat in KNP, has gone!  And, undoubtedly, with it have been 
rendered extinct all those specialised plants and animals that can live in no other 
circumstances. 

The numbers of the once ubiquitous and iconic Martial Eagle have been reduced by 
half.  This has happened because their critical woodland habitat has been demolished 



and all the big trees, in which they once built their nests, have gone.  Gone, too, are all 
the very old and hollowed-out tree trunks in which the giant Ground Hornbill used to  
breed.  All these irreplaceable and important components - the trees - even trees that  
had died of old age - of Kruger’s once diverse and healthy woodland habitats, have 
been pushed down by too many elephants.  

There is no wild and man-free sanctuary nearby where these giant birds and other  
important species like them can seek refuge, because the park is surrounded with an 
ever increasing and evermore dense population of human beings.  So, when the last 
wild Martial Eagle, and the last wild Ground Hornbill, dies in Kruger National Park, both 
species will have retreated into the happy hunting ground of total extinction, never to 
return.  And they will have taken with them, a myriad of other plants and animals. 

An equally iconic species of animal that is exposed to extinction caused by too many 
elephants, equal in importance to the elephant, is the black rhinoceros.  And because 
black  rhino  behaviour  patterns  are  not  generally  known  or  understood  by  ordinary 
wildlife managers today, the extinction threat that elephants pose to the black rhino will  
come as a surprise to most wildlife managers.  

PART IV

THE EXTINCTION THREAT TO BLACK RHINOS 
RESULTANT  FROM  THEIR  TOTAL  HABITAT 
DESTRUCTION  CAUSED  BY  TOO  MANY 
ELEPHANTS

Managing elephants in the manner they are being managed in Kruger National Park 
today and managing black rhinos in the same national park, represents an enigmatic 
and very serious conservation conundrum. The same kind of problem exists in the Kwa-
Zulu-Natal  game  reserves  of  Umfolosi  and  Hluhluwe;  in  Botswana’s  Ngamiland, 
generally; in Zimbabwe’s Hwange National Park; and in any and every other wildlife 
sanctuary where excessive elephant populations and black rhino populations exist side 
by side.  In order to understand this important issue properly, however, I will now have 
to explain the ecological and biological circumstances surrounding the management of 
black rhino.  



We  now  understand  that  the  Frankfurt  Zoological  Society,  that  administers  the 
Gonarezhou National Park in Zimbabwe, have plans afoot to (again) reintroduce black 
rhinos  to  the  Gonarezhou.  I  was  personally  and  very  deeply  involved  with  the 
reintroduction of 81 black rhinos into the Gonarezhou in the early 1970s, which were 
later  exterminated  by  poachers  (employed  by  Zimbabwe’s  Vice-President,  Simon 
Muzenda). The threat posed by ‘too many elephants’, however, will just as surely cause 
this proposed new black rhino reintroduction to the Gonarezhou, to fail, because the 
Frankfurt Zoological Society is not prepared to properly manage the game reserve’s 
grossly  excessive  elephant  population.  A game  reserve  that  is  carrying  too  many 
elephants will not succeed with black rhino re-introductions.      

NB: Since1960, a great deal of research has been undertaken to determine the  
ecological circumstances of the black rhino in South Africa; in Namibia; and in  
Zimbabwe.  And due to the very different ecological circumstances of all three  
countries, different translations of similar research findings, has been the result.  
These I will explain right now.  

The black rhinoceros is, fundamentally, very different to the white rhino.  In size, the 
white rhino (mass: 2000 - 2300 kgs & 180 cms [6 feet] in height at the shoulder) is  
roughly twice the size (the bulk) of the black rhino (1000 kgs &160 cms [c.5 feet] at the 
shoulder.) (These measurements have been rounded).

White rhinos are gregarious; and largely diurnal.  They move about in open grassland 
habitats during the day, and in family herds comprising a single dominant bull, several 
subordinate bulls, and a number of cows with their offspring.  

The black rhino, on the other hand, is a solitary animal, except that dependent calves 
forage with their mothers for the first two-and-a-half to three years of their lives.  It is 
also a nocturnal animal.

The white rhino is a grazer.  It eats grass.  

The black rhino is a browser.  It eats sticks and the leaves and the bark of woody plants. 
It very neatly snips off small branches with its pre-molar teeth, up to the thickness of a  
man’s fingers, leaving the tree looking as though it has been neatly pruned with a pair of  
secateurs.  The rhino then manoeuvres the branch (from the point where it was snipped 
off) into its mouth, and it chews on it, crushing it with its heavy molar teeth, right up to 
the leaf-bud branch ends.  This converts that progressive mouthful (that is, wood, bark, 
leaves and thorns) into tiny wood chips, all of which are swallowed.   

Black rhinos begin their foraging in the late afternoon; drinking, normally, between dusk 
and 9 p.m. During the night they meander over the wide open vast areas of their home 
range, eating voluminous amounts of food; and they continue to feed throughout the 



night. They also feed for an hour or two after dawn, but (in the Zambezi Valley) during 
the dry season, by 0800 they have retired to heavy thicket, together with their latest calf  
if they have one. They spend the whole day lying down in the thicket, immobile, and 
sound asleep.  After a heavy night of intense feeding, black rhinos retire to the thickets  
to escape the hustle and bustle of interaction with other wild animal species during the 
day.  And they don’t stir until about four o’clock in the afternoon. That is when they start  
feeding again on the ecotone verges of their thicket retreats.

This exact same use of thickets by black rhinos was noted in the Kwa-Zulu-Natal (KZN) 
game reserves in South Africa (1960s) where it was concluded that, because  Acacia 
karoo is a favourite food species of the black rhino, that that was the reason why the 
rhinos retired into  Acacia karoo thickets during the day.  This conclusion ‘stuck’ even 
though it was also noted that, during the day, the rhinos only went to sleep in the Acacia 
karoo thickets, and that during the period 0900-to-1600 no feeding took place at all. All  
the black rhinos did inside the KZN thickets was to sleep!

I draw your attention to the fact that both in Kwa-Zulu-Natal and in Zimbabwe the black 
rhinos’ use of thicket, as a safe sleeping retreat during the day, was the same.  It was 
just co-incidental that the thickets in Natal comprised the rhinos’ favourite food (Acacia 
karoo) whilst those in the Zambezi Valley are of a sprawling shrub called  Combretum 
eleagnoides, which the rhinos never ate.  

There is, therefore, another very good reason why black rhinos use thicket, other than 
the fact it might comprise a potential food source, and that reason is security.  Thicket 
gives the rhino a retreat full of peace and quiet where it can sleep off, during the day, its  
long and tiring nocturnal adventures.

It must be said, however, that a single black rhino often finds similar seclusion on high 
hill slopes where it will rest under an isolated shady tree, and where it will enjoy the  
cooling effect of a mountain breeze. Noisy, gravelly soils then alert the rhinos to coming 
danger.

One of my own research results (after seven years of intense investigation) concluded 
that the degree of  total thicket cover, in the very different habitats occupied by three 
numerically different rhino populations (dense, medium and light densities) correlated 
exactly.  

NB:  For those who might want  know how this was done: The areas of each  
thicket were measured on aerial photographs with a pantograph, and a lateral  
cover  factor  (obtained from physically  measuring  photographic  transects),  for  
each respective thicket, was then multiplied into the equation.  Looking at this in  
its  most  important  perspective,  this  method  of  three-dimensional  habitat  



evaluation actually measured the habitat’s  overall  security  factor  for  all  black  
rhino populations.

What this tells us is that  day-time security in any black rhino habitat is the factor that 
determines how many rhinos can live in that habitat. In other words, we can work out  
the  maximum number  of  rhinos any habitat  can hold when we have measured the 
security factor.  It tells us that even in very open habitats black rhinos will survive - but 
only  in  very  low  numbers.   And  if  you  want  to  support  a  really  good  black  rhino 
population density, you have to have abundant thicket security.

It also tells us that it doesn’t matter what plant species comprise the thicket, because 
the security factor has nothing to do with feeding.  It doesn’t matter if the thickets are 
made up of edible plant species or not. Black rhinos feed right out in the open at night; 
and they retire to the thickets during the day to sleep.  All these factors support the view 
that black rhinos use thickets during the day for security reasons only.  

My research indicated that black rhinos can do without water for several days on end, 
even  at  the  height  of  the  dry  season,  but  only  if  Euphorbia  species  of  plants  are 
available  for  them to  eat.   The cores  of  large Euphorbia  branches hold  a  massive 
quantity  of  water,  which  is  probably  why  black  rhinos  feed  upon  Euphorbias, 
preferentially during the dry season, if it is available. Euphorbia milk-sap, however, is 
believed to be very poisonous.  But that doesn’t seem to affect them one little bit.    

In the hot Zambezi Valley, at the height of the dry season, we also discovered that black 
rhinos were never more distant from fresh water than five kilometres.  That means, the 
black rhino population’s survival needs - for food plants to eat and for security thicket - 
all  has to fit  into a habitat (and home range area) that exists within a five kilometre 
range of water.  

Finally, another important factor to understand is the breeding behaviour of the species.  
Black  rhinos  are  prolific  breeders;  and  baby  rhinos  grow very  fast.   They  become 
sexually  mature  at  between four  and six  years  of  age;  their  gestation  period  is  15 
months; and they will have a calf every 30 months.  At thirty months of age baby rhinos 
are but 15 centimetres shorter, at the shoulder, than their mothers.  And, when a mother 
rhino has a new calf at foot, she physically chases away her previous calf;  and she 
breaks away from her old home range.  Her old calf, now nearly as big as its mother, 
then searches the mother’s old home range day and night, hoping to find her and to 
reconnect the family bond.  But by then she is distant from all her old haunts.  

With a new calf, the mother rhino becomes a wanderer.  She never develops a pattern  
of behaviour that predators can interpret.  And, although she drinks early every evening, 
and from a different waterhole every night, she never takes her baby down to the water  



with her.  That is where the lions and the hyenas lie in wait for any disadvantaged young 
animal that they can easily catch and kill. 

The mother rhino knows this.  So, until the next rains break, every night she hides her 
baby away in thick bush some one kilometre, or two kilometres, from the water; and she 
goes down to the water, alone, to drink.  And, after she has slaked her thirst, she returns 
to pick up her baby and the two of them then resume their wandering perambulations. 

One must remember that the mother rhino is all alone.  If hyenas find her, and attack 
her baby, she is the only one that can defend the little one.  And if two, three or more  
hyenas attack the pair, it is unlikely that the baby rhino will survive the night; because 
when the  mother  is  chasing  the  one predator  away,  the  other  two (behind)  will  be 
mauling the baby.   Indeed, in the presence of the spotted hyena, it is a wonder that any 
baby black rhinos survive to adulthood.  Of all the predators in Africa, the hyena kills  
more rhinos, baby rhinos, than any other. 

Now we can get back to the elephant.

When  excessive  elephant  populations  saturate  the  dry  season  habitats  of  a  game 
reserve, as I have already explained, they clean out the vegetation - practically all the 
vegetation - within 25 kilometres of water.  This includes all the thickets that might have 
existed before, within those important (to the black rhino) five kilometres range of the 
water.  They totally destroy, therefore, the security factor in the habitat that is so vitally 
important to the well-being of black rhinos; and which determines just how many black 
rhinos can live in a habitat.  It won’t stop adult black rhinos from living in that habitat  
altogether; but with no security thickets, the habitats will only be able to carry one or two 
adult individuals, if any at all. 

And when a rhino mother and her new calf arrive near a waterhole in the early evening - 
after  years  of  habitat  destruction  by  too  many  elephants  -  the  mother  will  find  no 
vegetation cover in which to hide her baby.  None at all!  So, when she goes down, 
alone, to have a drink at the waterhole, the baby will be left lying exposed and alone on 
the open veld for every lion and hyena to see for hundreds of metres in every direction.  
And  with  this  exposure  to  danger  happening  every  night  of  its  life,  and  with  large 
numbers of lions and hyenas wandering all around the waterholes every day and every 
night, it is doubtful that the baby will survive.

On two counts, therefore: (1) The habitat, stripped of all food plants, and stripped of all  
security vegetation, for a radius of 25 kilometres from every waterhole will not suit the 
black rhino; and (2) with no plant cover at all  to hide her baby rhino from lions and 
hyenas at night, within two kilometres of every waterhole, there is no chance that black 
rhinos will breed successfully in any such environment.  



Thus I can say, with no fear of ever being gainsaid, that if we persist in maintaining 
excessive elephant populations in game reserves that are expected to support black 
rhinos, too, the elephants will  force the black rhino into extinction...  without a single 
poacher’s bullet ever being fired!

Part V

THE CONVENTION ON INTERNATIONAL
TRADE IN ENDANGERED SPECIES
(CITES)

And the interfering states of the western hemisphere

The wildlife of Africa belongs to Africa and to Africa’s people. It does not belong to the 
people of  the West.   Yet  the governments and the NGOs of the Western countries 
continue,  like  the  neo-colonialists  that  they all  are,  to  make demands on Africa;  to 
impose restrictions on how Africa should manage its own wildlife affairs; and to tie our 
hands behind our backs when we wish to trade in our own wildlife and wildlife products.  
What right has the West to do that?  And all the while they have no experience and/or 
expertise in the management of Africa’s wildlife; they do not own Africa’s wildlife or our 
national  parks;  and  they  have  absolutely  no  accountability  for  the  results  of  the 
demands that they make on Africa. 

The demands that Western governments, and the Western NGOs, make on southern 
Africa to totally preserve (and not utilise) our safe and excessive elephant populations, 
and our rhinos, is simply unconscionable.  We know there are too many elephants in 
southern  Africa and,  we know that  unless  we reduce their  numbers  drastically  and 
quickly,  the  elephants  are going  to  destroy  our  national  parks;  kill  off  our  priceless 
biological  diversity;  and  turn  our  wildlife  sanctuaries  into  deserts.   When  that  has 
happened, and it  will  happen unless we can stop the animal rightist NGOs at CITES 



from forcing Africa to do as CITES tells us to do, everybody in the world will have lost an 
invaluable natural heritage which can never be replaced.  

And the blame can be laid, fairly and squarely, at the feet of the CITES Secretariat  
which is controlled by Western governments; by Western animal rightist NGOs; and by 
the world’s very sophisticated NGO organised crime rings. These nefarious people are 
being allowed by their Western governments, to use the African wildlife controversies 
that the NGOs themselves create, to make hundreds of millions of US dollars annually 
for  their  own coffers;  and they watch,  with  a total  lack  of  concern,  how the wildlife 
resources of Africa run through all our fingers and straight down the drain.  And they 
don’t care!  As long as everybody does as he or she is told; as long as the sovereign 
states of Africa do as they are told;  the international community will  be content with 
CITES and they will continue to believe that CITES is doing a good job.

But the international community is wrong.  CITES is truly an abomination.  In the 45 
years of its existence, the convention has never done anything positive for Africa, for 
Africa’s people and/or for Africa’s wildlife.  The only thing that CITES has done is to give 
the animal rights brigade a platform from which they make an awful lot of money, none 
of which ever comes back to Africa.  All that money does is to make the NGOs richer 
and that fact enables them to interfere in Africa’s wildlife affairs with greater financial 
clout.  So, the sooner Africa gets shot of CITES and learns to paddle its own canoe 
again, the better.

On behalf of Africa, Africa’s rural people, and Africa’s wildlife resources, I appeal to the 
responsible people of the West to get CITES off Africa’s back!  The present state of 
affairs is doing Africa no good at all.  Change needs to happen, but Africa, on its own,  
cannot make that change happen.   We need the understanding and the supportive help 
of all intelligent and responsible people everywhere.  People everywhere, need to start 
questioning their governments and questioning the United Nations itself, querying the 
usefulness of CITES; and questioning just why the animal rightist NGOs have been 
allowed,  and  enabled,  to  corrupt  the  convention  to  a  state  where  it  is  now  totally 
dysfunctional. CITES is now becoming  the cause of the extinction of Africa’s wildlife; 
and the cause of the destruction of its unique biological diversity.

By  stirring  the  pot  intelligently,  responsible  people  can  help  by  persuading  their 
governments to insist that radical change takes place inside the halls of CITES - which 
has  now  become  the  animal  rightists’  greatest  weapon.   CITES is  now thoroughly 
corrupt.  At every convention meeting nowadays, the animal rightist NGOs buy more 
and more critical votes from state members to ensure that they (the NGOs) achieve the 
consensus vote that  they (the NGOs) demand. No thought is given to the sovereign 
state expectations which should be the convention’s prime concern. But the Secretariat 
doesn’t seem to care about such niceties. All the Secretariat seems concerned about is 



that nobody  should rock the boat.   And no honest  human being should want  to  be 
associated with any part of such an incredible crime.  

CITES was originally  created to  REGULATE trade in wildlife  and wildlife  products - 
especially to help the world’s sovereign states to establish and to carry out honest trade. 
But  the  animal  rightists  have  turned  the  convention  into  an  organisation  that 
PROHIBITS trade.  Today, because of the mis-managed way in which CTES is now 
governed, the animal rights brigade (with no voting rights or ownership entitlements) tell 
the sovereign states of Africa just what they can and cannot do.  Today the sovereign 
states of the world are not allowed to manage their own wild-living-resources (plants 
and animals) in the manner that they see fit.  And, all the while, the sovereign states are 
disallowed to practice critically important trade in their most valuable wildlife products; 
even  though  that  trade  can  be  carried  out  in  a  legitimate  and  wholly  sustainable 
manner; and even when such trade does not adversely affect the WILD populations of 
those species from which the trade commodities come.   

The whole situation relative to CITES is sickening!

Furthermore, many of these NGOs have carefully and cleverly kept their governments 
on a tight lease, too, all the time keeping them within easy reach to back up the NGO’s 
unconscionable demands.

The American government has yet something else up its sleeve, to force compliance 
when a sovereign state starts  to  kick against  the CITES traces.  They have a legal 
protocol  called  The Pelly Amendment which enables America to apply economic (or 
other) sanctions on any country that does something which the Americans do not like -  
such as when they seem to be successfully manipulating CITES approval for a wildlife 
trade agreement that the American administration does not want to see happen;  or... if 
an African sovereign state advertises its intention to leave CITES so that it can sell its 
wildlife or its wildlife products on the open international market.  

It  has been discussed, often, over the years, that should just one state successfully 
leave CITES and show that it can survive better without being shackled to what has 
become, for many, an undesirable organisation, other states might then follow the lead. 
That could be the beginning of the end for CITES which is something that the powerful  
governments of the world do not want to see happen; but which many Africans would 
love to see happen!  

The frightening thing about this situation is that this is how the powerful states of the  
world keep the world’s lesser nations shackled to a most undesirable state of affairs. 

All it needs to maintain the status quo at CITES is for other governments, even just a  
single and powerful  NGO,  to  persuade the American government  that  it  should not 



approve  any  such  action  at  CITES,  whatever  it  may  be.   And,  if  America  can  be 
persuaded not to like what it sees or hears, the dissident nation will suddenly find itself  
being subjected to crippling economic sanctions.  It happened as recently as CoP17 
(2016) when Cameroon was persuaded under duress by the Americans, not to vote in 
support of an application by the Congo, for a quota to export African Grey Parrots from 
the rainforest jungles of central Africa.  

Application of the Pelly Amendment probably happens all the time and nobody knows 
about it, because most of these threats are delivered clandestinely. So, the American 
animal rights NGOs spend a lot of time (and probably a lot of money, too) sucking up to 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service and to other American government organisations, that 
attend CITES meetings. 

So, the American Pelly Amendment is a viciously strong and very easily applied legal 
device that can be used to coercively persuade an honest African state to be compliant 
with whatever America demands. When an African state wishes to act independently, 
therefore, it  could very quickly find itself  squashed between a rock and a very hard 
place.  In this regard,  Big Brother certainly does rule the roost.  But the fact that the 
American Pelly Amendment has become an integral part of the CITES structures, is yet 
another reason why CITES does not behave or act in terms of science-based wildlife 
management principles.  It is yet another reason why CITES should not exist.

As a consequence of this kind of complex Machiavellian activity at CITES, the world of 
wildlife has subsided into a really sorry political mess. 

NB:  CITES  cannot  adhere  to  the  principles  and  practices  of  science-based  
wildlife management because its very foundation is not scientific

A great deal has been said over the years about the fact that ALL CITES decisions are 
based on science and/or scientific principles, but that actually never happens.  

NB: The Journal  of  International  Wildlife  Law & Policy  published a  research  
paper, dated 16 September 2019, entitled “Investigating the Influence of Non-
state  Actors  on  Amendments  to  the  CITES Appendices.”   ‘Non-state  Actors’  
mean NGOs that  have been accredited to attend CITES meetings.  This  is a  
major indication that, at last, the problem of NGOs incorrectly influencing (and  
corrupting) the convention’s procedures, is being investigated.

Decisions at CITES will never be science-based as long as the fundamental criteria that  
is used to identify wildlife management (and wildlife trade) problems, and the strategies 
used to determine the solutions to those problems, are focussed on species and NOT 
on  populations.   This  being  the  case,  ALL the  decisions  coming out  of  CITES are 
scientifically insupportable.  



Elsewhere in this dissertation, I have explained at length, why animal species cannot be 
managed at the biologically defined species-level.  They can ONLY be managed at the 
biologically defined population-level.  So, I am not going to repeat those explanations 
now.  But, for the moment, I am going to draw your attention back to those explanations. 
And I am going to remind you of the fact that the concept of an endangered species is 
invalid.   

The  existence  of  quite  separate  SAFE,  UNSAFE  and  EXCESSIVE  wild  animal 
populations is a reality; and they all  relate back to their respective habitats’ carrying 
capacities. Nowhere is this fact acknowledged by CITES, even though scientifically it is  
at their respective population safety levels that decisions are, or should be, made with 
regard to their  harvest potentials.  You can have all  three of those population safety  
categories applying to three different populations existing alongside each other.  And if it 
was up to a progressive wildlife  manager to  make such decisions,  he would not  to 
harvest from the UNSAFE population; he would to harvest the SAFE population to the 
full extent of its annual increment; and he would immediately reduce the EXCESSIVE 
population by half.     

Nobody is better qualified to make these kinds of choices than the wildlife manager and 
his team of local experts who is responsible for the management of those populations. 
And they know much better about such things than does CITES and its nefarious and 
uninformed accredited NGOs, who call the tune on all such matters at the convention.  

And if CITES wishes to properly exercise its mandate to regulate trade in the animals 
and  their  products  of  any  species,  then  the  Secretariat  will  have  to  make  itself  
legitimately competent to examine, and to authoritatively advise, on the status of every 
population that is the subject of a harvest application.  The Secretariat cannot simply 
and arbitrarily determine the safety status of every population to be the same, UNSAFE, 
and to declare the species as a whole to be endangered because that is evading the 
Secretariat’s earnest responsibilities and it is unscientific. It  also promotes the gross 
mis-management of Africa’s SAFE and EXCESSIVE wild animal species populations!

The fact is, therefore, that CITES cannot do what is necessary to make their decisions 
responsible and/or valid. All their decisions, therefore, are scientifically insupportable.

It is much easier (because they don’t have to think about the ramifications for making an 
alternative choice) for the Secretariat to maintain its focus on declaring a species to be 
endangered, even though there is no validity in that terminology and concept; and then 
to  declare,  arbitrarily,  that  trade  can  happen  or  cannot  happen.   Such  unscientific 
decisions can be made over a cup of tea! 

Furthermore, CITES should concern itself, solely with REGULATING the trade in wild 
animals and wildlife products derived from WILD populations; and to make sure that the 



trade  is  not  to  the  detriment  of  those  populations.  CITES  was  created  to  assist 
sovereign states to carry out legal, regulated and sustainable wildlife trade. It was not 
created to  PROHIBIT trade.   But  that  is  precisely  what  CITES is  doing today.  And 
prohibiting trade through CITES is one of the ultimate objectives of the animal rights 
doctrine. When they ultimately and totally destroy the function of CITES, the animal 
rightists NGOs will likely then award themselves gold medals.    

Something else everybody needs to understand!  The more species that are added to 
the endangered species lists of this world, wherever and whatever those lists might be, 
the greater do those lists reflect mankind’s failure to conserve our wildlife. 

Part VI

TOURISM AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

The tourism industries in southern Africa, bolstered by the personal preference opinions 
of private European tourism business enterprises, who send large numbers of visitors to 
southern Africa every year, are telling the public of the world that culling elephants is an 
archaic population management tool that has no place in this modern day and age.  And 
they cite the personal preference opinions of the animal rightist NGOs to which many 
tourism executives seem to be a part.  

NB: That  is tantamount to  telling society that taking domestic animals to the  
abattoir for slaughter, and preparing the carcasses for human consumption, has  
no place in civilised human society in this day and age. 

They are also stating that the numbers of elephants in Botswana’s game reserves, and 
in Kruger National Park have stabilised.  They are not “getting any more”, so they say. 
So, all talk about  the need to reduce elephant numbers in these game reserves is all 
wrong.  As far as they are concerned, the fact that the elephant population numbers are 
large but not expanding, everything is rosy in the Garden of Eden. Thus do they display 
their complete ignorance about the science of wildlife management; the vital importance 
of  healthy habitats;  and  the  role  that  wildlife  managers  play,  or  should play,  in  the 
maintenance of biological diversities.

The people making these remarks -  the tourism gurus -  clearly,  have absolutely no 
experience or understanding of science-based wildlife management.  They project the 
impression,  however,  that  they  are elephant  management  experts.  They  must  be 
(surely?) because they own game lodges and tourism businesses that operate inside 



the  big  wildlife  sanctuaries  where  elephants  occur  in  large  numbers.   Therefore, 
because  they  live  amongst  the  elephants every  day  of  their  lives,  they  convince 
themselves that they know exactly what the elephant’s management requirements are. 

Unfortunately,  these  nefarious  business  people  are  inculcating  their  false  expert 
opinions about elephant management into the minds of their  foreign high-fee-paying 
guests.  So, those opinions are spread far and wide when those visitors go back home 
after  their  African holiday.   In this  way,  southern Africa’s  own tourism operators are 
helping foreigners to  kill Africa’s  wildlife;  and they will  end up destroying all  wildlife 
tourism potential in our national parks.

It seems that the executives of the big tourism businesses in southern Africa believe 
that their enterprises will fail if they don’t have huge wildlife  spectacles to show their 
visitors: massive herds of elephants; huge herds of buffalo; and lions-on-a-kill  round 
every corner.  They have been spoilt over the last several decades as these big game 
spectacles have been building up, getting bigger and better every year.  

They  have  forgotten  (or  they  never  knew)  that  there  are  attractions  in  our  wildlife 
sanctuaries  other  than  The  Big  Five.   They  have  seemingly  forgotten  that  the 
butterflies  and  birds,  insects  and  reptiles  that  used  to  exist  in  the  game  reserve’s 
healthy habitats in great variety and profusion were also tourism attractions.  Indeed, 
these lesser attractions are the jewels-of-nature that could make an African wilderness 
experience for discerning tourists, very special. But the big tycoons of Africa’s tourism 
industries know that butterflies and birds don’t make them nearly as much money as do 
elephants, buffaloes and lions.  And that is all that matters to many of them. The colour 
and nature of their bottom line is their sole concern.  

It is surprising how many people in the tourism industry don’t see such gems of nature 
as being important: the butterflies and the birds; the insects and the reptiles!  They don’t 
see them, or in some cases don’t even know about them, because the natural habitats, 
to which these animals are especially adapted, are either not healthy any more, or they 
have been rendered extinct by the big elephant spectacles which the executives believe 
to be so all-important. Or, is it that the senior tourism executives are so besotted with 
showing off the big and iconic game animals to their visitors that they have forgotten 
about the mass of other natural attractions that used to exist in our national parks not so 
long ago.  They disappeared when the game reserve ecosystems lost their elasticity,  
when the soil, the plants and the animals lost their natural equilibrium. 

Maintaining  the  game  reserves  of  southern  Africa  with  sustainable  and  massive 
spectacles  of  the  big  five  game  animals,  solely  for  tourist  consumption,  is  not  a 
reasonable  or  responsible  expectation.   It  cannot  happen.   The  rate  at  which  the 
elephants are demolishing their habitats will destroy every vestige of our national parks’ 



once great biological diversities. And very soon there will be no food left during the dry 
season the keep the big herds of elephants and buffaloes alive.  

The nature of the habitats is changing so rapidly that the animal species which were 
adapted to those habitats are leaving our game reserves like rats abandoning a sinking 
ship.   Already  the  ecosystems  are  losing  their  sustainable  maintenance  rhythms. 
Already there have been massive changes to the physiognomic qualities of  the old 
habitats. Already species of plants and animals have been lost to extinction and there 
are  a  lot  more  species  of  both  plants  and  animals  that  are  already  caught  on  the 
slippery slope to inevitable destruction. 

In view of this entire scenario of total habitat extirpation, my vision for the future is that,  
if no remedial action is taken to reduce the elephant pressure on our national parks,  
there will soon be a complete ecosystem collapse.  There will be a crash of whatever  
biological diversity still remains; and tourism, without The Big Five spectacles to attract 
tourists, will wither away and die. 

I just wish the executives of the tourism companies would see the light and come to 
understand that sustainable tourism can only be developed on top of ecosystems that 
are themselves stable and sustainable; and that cannot be made possible when the 
tourism  companies  insist  that  maintaining  huge  spectacles  of  The  Big  Five game 
animals is the only solution to all of Africa’s wildlife woes.  

Tourism is not the B-all and end-all of everything.  Tourism is not a panacea for southern 
Africa’s  over-population of  elephant  problems, which is the idea that all  the tourism 
moguls in southern Africa are pronouncing.  They are wrong!  For tourism to have a 
sustainable  and  long  term future,  anywhere,  the  ecosystems  on  which  the  tourism 
industry is constructed and developed, have to FIRST, themselves, be rendered stable 
and sustainable.   If this does not happen, when the ecosystem collapses so will the 
tourism infrastructure that was constructed on its template.  

PART VI

THE ELEPHANT HUNTING CONTROVERSY
To hunt or not to hunt elephants.  That is the question

It  is  understandable  that  hunting,  any  kind  of  hunting,  is  not  acceptable  to  many, 
probably to most, urban people.  And for many people because, also, of their many 



misconceptions about the elephants’ management needs, the hunting of elephants is a 
very big NO-NO. 

People living in the big cities of the world are out of touch with all things natural.  So, 
how  can  they  possibly  know what  elephant  hunting  is  all  about?  How  can  they 
understand that dying is an integral part of living in the wilds of Africa; or that when a  
wild  animal  population  lives and thrives  in  the African bush,  one day its  increasing 
numbers will outstrip the food and other resources on which it depends for survival? 
Few people understand that before that happens, before the food runs out, before the 
habitats  are destroyed beyond repair,  before our vitally important biological  diversity  
crumbles, it would behove man to intervene. And hunting is  one of the ways that all 
things natural are kept in balance by man.

Surplus animals living under non-sustainable environmental conditions have to be killed 
(or captured and removed). One way or another, their numbers have to be constantly 
trimmed to levels that their habitats can sustainably support.  This is necessary, for the 
good of the habitat, for the good of the population, for the good of the species, and,  
ultimately, for the good of the sanctuary’s biological diversity.  And, to be reasonable, it  
is just not possible to translocate a hundred thousand elephants from one end of Africa 
to the other. So, the killing of tens of thousands of surplus elephants in southern Africa 
is unavoidable if our national parks, and their biological diversities, are to be saved.

Some urban people may understand the fundamentals  we are here  discussing that  
there comes a time when killing elephants is a necessary and desirable activity.  They 
fail to understand, however, why anyone would want to hunt a beautiful wild animal like 
an elephant; and to actually like doing it. And they don’t understand the term ‘sport of 
hunting’.  They complain:  How can killing a beautiful  wild animal be termed  a sport? 
They don’t understand the tremendous adrenaline rush the hunter experiences when he 
is hunting dangerous big game animals in thick bush. They don’t understand the ‘thrill of  
the hunt’ that hunters seek and cherish. Urban people, therefore, resist condoning the 
act of hunting.  And because the animal rightists have conditioned their minds to it, they  
particularly abhor the idea of trophy hunting.

The Namibians have got round this obstacle by stating that, for them, hunting is ‘a way 
of life’.  That idea actually brings the act of hunting into proper perspective.  And, in the  
field of commercial wildlife management, there is no way, other than by hunting them, to 
harvest extensive wild animal populations.  There is also no other way, other than by 
hunting surplus animals, to maintain the vital equilibrium between the soil, the plants 
and the animals.  And there is no other way to make sure that wild animal populations 
do  not  become  destructively  excessive,  and  thereby  to  maintain  essential  species 
diversity, other than by hunting nature’s surpluses.  



And it is all right for people not to understand why people hunt. It is all right for people  
not to understand why people actually like the act of hunting. The fact of the matter is,  
however, that there are just as many people who enjoy hunting as there are people who 
detest it.  Many urban people do not even like the idea of hunting.  And, paradoxically, 
the people who voice the biggest and the loudest protests against hunting have the 
least contact with the hunting process. Their objections to hunting, therefore, are not 
rational. They object purely on the grounds of their  personal preference opinions; or 
because they have been influenced by others into thinking that society, as a whole, 
objects to the practice of hunting - which is not true.

I read somewhere, recently, a comment made by a hunter in response to an anti-hunter 
who was complaining about the hunter’s deep passion for hunting which the anti-hunter 
could  not  understand.  The objector  had made some remark  about  using  a  camera 
instead of a  rifle,  as being the civilised modern way of  enjoying wildlife.  The hunter 
responded quietly: “Game viewing tourism enables the non-consumptive eco-tourist to 
observe the natural world in all  its beauty and in all  its glory.  YES!  But that is not 
enough for the hunter.  When the hunter hunts, he becomes part of nature, not just an 
observer, and that is what makes him tick!” 

NB: The world will always have its hunting supporters and its hunting detractors -  
and that  is  as it  should be. But the world would be a much better  place for  
everybody  to  live  in,  if  the  anti-hunters,  instead  of  constantly  harassing  the  
hunters, would simply leave ‘that much higher authority in the sky’ to save the  
souls of those who love hunting.  

I was a game-ranger, hunting Africa’s big game animals for the 24 years of my service  
in the Zimbabwean Department of National Parks and Wildlife Management (1959 to 
1983). My hunting was all  related to  management,  however,  and I conducted all  my 
hunts under the auspices of my government department (National Parks).  I have never 
hunted  under  licence;  and  I  have  never  hunted  for  trophies;  but  I  understand  and 
respect those people who do hunt under licence and who do hunt for trophies! 

When  I  left  Zimbabwe  and  immigrated  to  South  Africa  in  1983,  I  worked  as  a 
professional hunter for three years, taking overseas hunting clients out on plains-game 
trophy  hunting  expeditions  in  South  Africa’s  wonderful  Great  Karoo.   I  discovered, 
however, that professional hunting was not my forte; but the experience enabled me to 
gain a good understanding of the trophy hunting business and how it operates. 

I  loved  my  big  game  hunting  experiences  in  Zimbabwe  and  I  have  no  regrets 
whatsoever about the very large numbers of elephants that I have killed. My scores of 
other  dangerous  big  game  animals  killed  and/or  captured  (on  government  duty),  
however, is just as vast and just as varied.  My hunting experiences with elephants,  



particularly,  however,  gave  me  the  opportunity  to  understand  the  African  elephant 
intimately, which is really all  that this dissertation needs to report about my personal 
hunting adventures.

NB: There are many who proclaim that the largest of the large elephant bulls are  
the gene-banks of their populations; and that it is these bulls that are being shot  
every year by the hunters.  My answer to this observation is that many of the old  
bulls being shot by hunters have past, or are nearing the end, of their breeding  
capacities. So they have passed on their genes long ago to the next generation.  
And, in the case of excessive populations,  too many elephants are destroying 
their  own habitats;  they are destroying their  entire  ecosystems: and they are  
going to die (en mass), anyway, when the ecosystem finally collapses. So what is  
the point of worrying about the quality of elephant population genepools when  
the elephants are going to die anyway? 

MEDICAL SCIENCE GIVES HUNTERS THUMBS-UP APPROVAL

For how many years have the animal rightists been telling the world that hunting is a 
cruel,  barbaric  and  archaic  practice  that  should  be  outlawed  by  modern  civilised 
society? They claim that ordinary hunters are “sadistic and/or psychopathic”; and that 
trophy hunters “are mentally ill because they derive pleasure from behaviours that hurt 
other living things, and they are even willing to expend extra effort to make another  
living being suffer (sic).”

In an article that appeared a few years ago in the America Hunter magazine, a number 
of internationally renowned social scientists provided us with an opposing opinion. They 
claim that hunting is “a healthy pastime for mankind”; and they point out that: “Very few 
of the articles that claim hunters are crazy are written by behavioural scientists who 
study humans.”

“Most prominent psychologists of the 20th Century,” these professional authors state, 
“agree that  hunting is  motivated by a natural  instinct,  and it  is  beneficial  to  mental  
health.”  In his highly acclaimed study of human aggression, ‘The Anatomy of Human 
Destructiveness’,  psychologist  Erich Fromm wrote: “In the act of  hunting, the hunter 
returns to (his) natural state, becomes one with the animal (he is hunting), and is freed 
from the burden of his existential split: to be part of nature - and to transcend (nature) by 
virtue of his consciousness.  In stalking (his quarry), the hunter and the animal become 
equals,” Fromm states, “even though man eventually shows his superiority by use of his 
weapons.”



Consistent  with  Fromm,  Yale  sociologist  Dr.Steven  Kellert  and  Amherst  College 
professor,  Jan Dizard,  found that  the reasons why people hunt  are:  “to  experience 
nature as a participant;  to  feel  an intimate,  sensuous connection to  ‘place’;  to  take 
responsibility for one’s food; and to acknowledge man’s kinship with wildlife.”

Psychiatrist  Karl  Menninger,  MD,  wrote:  “Freud fearlessly  explored the  unconscious 
layers of the personality, and disclosed that it is no more abnormal for a human to want 
to kill (in hunting) than it is for a cat to want to kill a mouse or a fox a rabbit”. 

Emory  University  professors  Boyd Eaton,  MD.,  anthropologist  Marjorie  Shostak  and 
psychiatrist-anthropologist  Melvin  Konner,  MD.,  conclude  that  denial  of  the  hunting 
instinct can lead to psychopathology. They state: “Our hunting instinct has gone awry in 
‘civilised’ society, where the thrill  of the chase and the kill  are no longer part  of our  
experience and there are no clear avenues of expression except, perhaps to our peril, in 
the streets and subways of today’s urban jungles.”

What are these eminent  scientists  saying?  To me their  message is  clear:  that  the 
violent crimes that humans inflict upon their fellow men in the big inner cities of today’s  
ever more congested world, are the result of stressed out city people not being able to 
get  ‘release’  from  psychological  pressures  (social  tensions)  by  executing  their 
subconscious natural  instinct  to  hunt.   In  support  of  this  interpretation,  criminologist 
Chris Eskridge compared hunting license sales with violent crime rates on a county-by-
county basis nationwide (in the United States), and he found that “as hunting license 
sales go up, so violent crime comes down”. 

 

CITIZEN ELEPHANT HUNTING 

There are dozens of citizen hunters in southern Africa who would avail themselves of 
the opportunity to hunt an elephant under proper professional hunter supervision - any 
elephant - non-trophy elephants - if such were made available to them.  And bearing in 
mind the fact that bull elephants do infinitely more damage to our game reserve’s bigger  
trees, than do the elephant cows in the breeding herds, I would suggest that special-
priced elephant bull hunts be arranged to allow citizen hunters to shoot tuskless bulls, 
bulls  with  broken  tusks,  and  other  inferior-quality animals,  whenever  and  wherever 
possible.  Not only would this bring in extra revenue, and not only would this protect the 
habitat’s bigger trees by taking off  extra unwanted elephant bulls,  it  would satisfy a 
definite demand from the ranks of the hunting public.  

I must also emphasise the point, however, that citizen hunters should not be allowed 
access  to  opportunities  for  the  shooting  of  elephants  in  official  culling  and  official  
population reduction exercises.  Many sport-hunters believe that they do have the ability 



to participate in such management hunting - but, truthfully, most of them don’t.  In fact 
most fall  very far short of the expertise that is necessary. And allowing inexperienced 
hunters access to such important projects is only asking for trouble.  It is also highly 
dangerous for everyone concerned.  So, I would recommend to all wildlife authorities 
that they should, as a matter of principle,  strictly reserve the killing of elephants on 
official culling and population reduction exercises, to the experts. 

NB: Hunters  have  no  obligation  to  the  anti-hunting  animal  rights  brigade  to  
apologise for their hunting passions; or for the fact that they kill  wild animals.  
Indeed,  personally,  I  can  kill  without  regret;  without  apology;  and  without  
exhibiting any false remorse. Cold-blooded?  Call  it  what you will.  Hunting is  
what it is.  When hunting is your livelihood, one becomes inured to the act of  
killing.  And the great need for a hunter to hunt resides deep inside his soul.  It is  
deep inside my soul. And I will not apologise for my natural instinct.

The Namibians are right.  For many people hunting is a way of life. For me hunting has 
always been a way of life and nobody can take that away from me. I am, or I was in my 
younger days, a hunter-at-heart and I am proud of that fact. And I will still be a hunter  
when I finally go to the happy hunting ground. 

Jose  Ortega  y  Gasset,  one  of  Spain’s  greatest  philosophers  and  essayists,  in  his 
‘Meditations on Hunting’, had this to say about being a hunter: 

“I don’t hunt to kill. I kill in order to have hunted.”  Here Ortega cleverly points out that it 
is the act of hunting, and not the act of killing, that is important.

POPULATION REDUCTION MANAGEMENT

I  was the senior game warden-in-charge of the Gonarezhou National Park Elephant 
Population  Reduction Exercise  which we conducted in  two phases.  The first  phase 
lasted for one month during the dry season of 1971.  The second phase lasted for one  
month during the dry season of 1972.  I carefully selected two competent game ranger  
elephant hunters to work with me. Working in unison, and using self-loading military 
rifles (7.62 mm), the three of us reduced the game reserve’s 5000 elephants to 2500 
during those combined two months.  We killed, on average, 41.6 elephants every day 
(operating continuously every day); often ‘taking out’ between 30 and 50 elephants in 
less than 60 seconds. 

All three hunters operated as a coordinated team, but they shot independently and at 
virtual  point-blank  range.  No  elephants  were  wounded.  No  elephants  got  away 
unwounded. Every elephant, in every herd contacted, was accounted for.  



Full autopsies were conducted on every carcass - in the field - and the exact same 
biological  data  that  was  collected  in  the  sophisticated  Skukuza  abattoir  during  the 
Kruger culling exercise was recorded, for every elephant killed in the Gonarezhou.   

All the skins were cut off in panels, cleaned, salted and stacked in the shade of open-
sided tarpaulin tents. The ivory was collected, punch-numbered, cleaned and dried. The 
bottom jaws were collected, boiled clean, and tagged for ageing purposes in the months 
ahead. All the meat was collected, cut into strips, salted, and dried in the sun on miles 
and miles of chicken-wire-mesh racks. Later the dried meat (biltong) was bagged and 
sold to mining companies and to farmers as wholesome labour-rations.  

Finally,  every  day  after  the  kill,  enormous  10-feet-deep  trenches  were  dug  in  the 
calcrete  (natural  calcium  carbonate)  soil  with  a  front-end  loader;  and  the  carcass 
remains - bones, gut-contents and intestines - were buried deeply underground.  This 
was  a  veterinary  requirement  to  stop  vultures  from  nearby  Kruger  National  Park 
introducing  the  disease,  anthrax,  to  the  Gonarezhou.  Anthrax is  endemic in  Kruger 
National Park.

This was the one and only time, to my knowledge, that a proper and thorough elephant 
‘population reduction exercise’ has ever been carried out in Africa.  Elephant culls - that  
is, removing small  breeding groups of easily handled 10-15 animals a day - were a 
common occurrence in Rhodesia/Zimbabwe between 1965 and 1988. During the anti-
tsetse fly operations (1964 to 1968) very large numbers of elephants were often killed 
on any one day, but their carcasses were never processed.   The meat, however, was 
all recovered (raw) by the local rural villagers. 

The most  remarkable  thing  about  the Gonarezhou exercise was its  efficiency in  all 
matters. The killing was highly skilled, clean and 100% humane.  The daily biopsies - of 
every single animal  killed - were extensive, thorough and conducted efficiently by a 
team of highly experienced biologists. The practical field operation of skinning and skin 
preparations, meat and ivory recovery, meat processing, meat drying, and (later) meat 
bagging, was all carried out efficiently with a high degree of professionalism.  

The whole process was carried out, not in a sophisticated abattoir, but  on the ground 
and in the field, and, at the average rate of 41.6 elephants per day, the success of the 
exercise was remarkable. 

Bulls were shot separately in smaller numbers, but we made an attempt to match the 
number of adult cows shot in the cow herds, with the same number of adult bulls we 
found  in  isolated  groups.   The  maximum  number  of  elephants  we  ever  killed  and 
processed in one day was 57.  I tell you this, not to boast, but to emphasise the depth  
and the breadth of what real experts can do in the field. 



I believe, therefore, that this exercise can be, and should be, used as the model for  
handling the necessary population reduction management exercises that are required to 
address all of southern Africa’s grossly excessive numbers of elephants. 

There is a great deal of a different kind of expertise held by many professional hunters 
and highly experienced safari outfitters, who know all about how to trophy hunt single-
bull elephants in places like Botswana. But I don’t think there is any need to explain the 
elephant  trophy  hunting  procedures  in  this  dissertation.  The  people  who  will  be 
organising and conducting elephant trophy hunts in Botswana are highly skilled and 
experienced top professionals.  So, they can be left alone, once they have been allotted 
some turf to do their thing.

One thing we have to make plain, however, is that the hunting of bull elephants will not 
make any impact on the over-population-of-elephants problem in southern Africa. And, 
for the next several years, no matter how many big bulls are hunted on licence - given 
the  magnitude  of  the  over-population-of-elephants  problem in  southern  Africa  as  a 
whole - taking off even the biggest of the big bulls, won’t have any detrimental effect on 
the genetic make-up of these populations. 

The really big elephant bulls, those with tusk weights hovering around the 100 pounds 
of ivory per side mark, are beyond breeding age.  Such big and very old bulls have long 
ago passed on their genes to the next generation. So, remember this when you next 
hear the rumour that trophy hunters are destroying the quality of the elephant population 
gene pools. They are doing nothing of the kind.  That opinion has no basis in fact. 

I must say, however, that the very big bulls have, potentially, great tourist value in our 
national parks.  So there is, theoretically, a very good case for giving certain individual 
bulls - those with very, very large tusks - protection from hunting.  There are several 
ways to achieve this, for example, by marking them and/or by fitting them with radio  
collars; but that is something for the authorities to determine. It is not something that I 
want or need to discuss within the body of this work. The only problem with this whole 
subject is that - although the old and really big-tusked bulls have great appeal to tourists 
- they are very secretive. They rarely come out into the open during daylight hours. They 
normally drink from the waterholes at night.  And they are rarely seen by tourists.

EXTREME PROBLEMS REQUIRE EXTREME SOLUTIONS

There  is  no  way  to  address  the  problem  of  southern  Africa’s  over-population-of-
elephants by pussy-footing around with platitudes that are only designed to satisfy the 
objections of the anti-hunters; or the faint-hearted.  Population reduction and/or culling 
(as may be appropriate) and the hunting of elephant bulls, is the only way to address 



this problem realistically.  Every way to reduce elephant population numbers should be 
entertained.   And,  if  we  are  going  to  save  our  national  parks  and  their  biological 
diversities for posterity, these solutions to the problem must be applied. 

In my opinion, therefore, all these lethal management procedures need to be applied to 
all  the  excessive  elephant  populations  that  exist  in  southern  Africa’s  elephant 
sanctuaries today: in Kruger and Addo national parks in South Africa; in the Hwange 
and the Gonarezhou national parks in Zimbabwe, and (maybe too) in the lower Zambezi 
Valley  game  reserves;  In  Botswana’s  overall  Ngamiland  and  Tuli  Block  wildlife 
sanctuaries; and in Namibia’s Kaudom, Mahango and Caprivi Strip game reserves (and 
maybe, too, in Etosha National Park). No sanctuary that supports an excessive elephant 
population should be excluded from this consideration. 

And lest we forget,  an elephant population that has just one elephant too many will 
eventually  turn  its  habitat  into  a  desert.  Compared  to  populations  that  are  greatly 
excessive,  a  population  that  is  only  one-animal-too-many  will  take  a  little  longer  to 
destroy  its  habitat  completely.  But  it  will  eventually  get  there.  For  the  sake  of  the 
habitats in a game reserve, for the sake of the game reserves biological diversity, and in 
consideration  of  posterity,  no  elephant  population,  anywhere,  should  ever  again  be 
allowed to exceed the current carrying capacity of its habitat.  

THE DEATH OF REAL ICONS - OF REAL GIANTS 

One of the most tragic events of the current era is the fact that our ‘too-many-elephant’  
populations are very rapidly wiping out the giant baobab trees in those of our national 
parks where these iconic and ancient trees still  exist. In 1960, the Gonarezhou was 
home  to  many  hundreds  of  baobabs  in  a  state  of  pristine  preservation.  By  1970, 
however, a special survey revealed that (over the previous two years) 23 percent of 
them had been killed; and 94 percent had been either killed or badly damaged by the 
park’s elephants.  Since then, 50 years have gone by and the remnant baobabs of the 
Gonarezhou are now in a very sorry state. Very few are still alive.

Since 1970 I  have watched the various and progressive damage caused to baobab 
trees, to the extent of their elimination, wherever they once occurred in all  southern 
Africa’s prime game reserves. This has happened in Zimbabwe (in the Lower Zambezi 
Valley; in the Gonarezhou; in Hwange; and in the middle Zambezi Valley (Chete and 
Matusadona);  in South Africa  (in  the Kruger  National  Park);  in  Botswana (in all  the 
wildlife sanctuaries of both Ngamiland, including Chobe and Moremi, and in the eastern 
Tuli  Block);  and in Namibia (in the Caprivi,  and in the Mahango and Kaudom game 
reserves). 



For me, seeing all these iconic trees being destroyed has been a devastating and tragic 
experience.

The  biggest  baobab  I  have  ever  seen,  I  discovered  when  shooting  crop-raiding 
elephants in a remote area (near Siabuwa) of the Binga District (Lake Kariba) in 1964.  I 
had no tape to hand, so I measured its girth by walking round its circumference with 
outstretched arms - touching right fingertip to left fingertip - until I had returned (round 
the tree) to where I had started.  The distance between my fingertips when I stretch my 
arms apart, is 1.75 metres (6 feet). The size of this tree’s girth was 27 fully-stretched-out 
arm spans (49 metres). It was awe-inspiring for me to stand next to a tree of such a size 
and of such an obvious great age. 

In 1968,  just  before I  was transferred from Binga to the Gonarezhou,  I  purposefully  
sought out this tree because I really wanted to see it again. I found it, but all that was 
left of it was a pile of soft, fibrous pith. During the intervening five years it had been 
killed and completely eaten by the masses of elephants that had vacated the inundated 
Lake Kariba basin. 

NB: Lake Kariba - located in what is known as ‘the middle Zambezi River valley’  
between Zimbabwe and Zambia - is 220 kms long, 40 kms wide; 97 m (318 ft)  
deep, and has a surface area of 5400 kms2.  It filled to full capacity for the first  
time in 1963.

I am advised that the biggest of Africa’s baobab trees are some 5000 years old. To put 
that idea into some kind of meaningful time-perspective, such a tree would have been 
1 700 years old when Tutankhamen was Pharaoh of ancient Egypt.  Knowing that, I find 
it a humbling experience to stand next to a still living organism that it really so big; and  
so old; and, in my book, that makes the baobab tree infinitely more iconic than a big 
elephant bull that lives only to the ripe old age of 60 years.

And we are allowing our  too-many-elephant-populations to wipe out the baobab, as a 
species, from our national parks!  There is definitely something wrong with humankind 
when we allow that sort of thing to happen!

THE GLOBAL WARMING SCARE

I have heard it said that the loss of the big trees in our national parks has not been 
caused by ‘too-many-elephants’ at all.  So say the animal rightists. The dying of these 
big trees, it has been said, is being used as an excuse by wildlife managers - like me - 
‘who just want to kill more and more elephants’.  Any excuse, they say, is good enough 



if the killing of trees can even remotely be blamed on elephants!  The death of these 
trees, these idiotic people say is, in fact, quite simply the effect of global warming.  

This is an absurd notion but let’s have a look at the global warming phenomenon.

I often feel that, at the start of the new millennium, mankind is sitting on the edge of  
giant volcano that is simmering and bubbling away, getting ready to explode.  Too many 
people and their numbers are still increasing!  And too little land to accommodate them. 
I feel this way because I can’t wrap my mind around the probability that there might well  
be nothing that we can do to circumvent the apocalypse that is happening.  

I don’t mean that I believe the global warming scare is really of man’s making and that it  
is going to gobble us all up. I, personally, do not believe that the current wave of global  
warming is a man-made phenomenon.  But I don’t deny that the climate has changed. 
In fact, I believe it is always changing, always has and always will.  I also note that 
ambient temperatures have remained virtually static over the last two decades, but the 
scare-mongering continues. How can that be? How can temperatures not be continually 
increasing when global warming is reported to be an ongoing phenomenon caused by 
man’s ever growing industries? 

I am inclined to believe, therefore, that what we are experiencing is part of a natural  
cycle of events that has been happening to the earth from time immemorial.  

During medieval times (900 to 1300 AD), the earth experienced a distinctly warm period 
-  warmer  than the earth’s  current  temperature  regime.   And,  yet,  during those four 
hundred years there were no carbon-producing industries like we have today. No fossil 
fuels were then being burned in the engines of herds and herds of motorcars.  Indeed, a 
thousand years ago the internal combustion engine still had to be invented.  And I read 
that  the  high  temperatures  experienced  during  the  medieval  period,  was  good  for 
mankind.  It was a period of growth and of great posterity for everybody.  

The questions I have to ask are these: in the absence of carbon emitting industries in  
those days, what made the earth’s temperatures rise in the year 900 AD? And what 
made those temperatures stay above average for 400 years? If it wasn’t the result of 
excessive carbon emissions from the burning of fossil fuels - and we know that could 
not be - what was it that caused global warming then?  And why was global warming 
good for mankind then, but not today? 

The silence coming from the scientists of today’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC), in response to these simple questions is deafening!   

Taking this argument one step further: The medieval warm period was followed by what 
has been termed a Little Ice Age, when winter temperatures plummeted.  The Thames 



River in London, and the canals in Holland, iced-over every winter.  This lasted from 
1300 AD to the late 1400s, not completely dissipating (apparently) until 1870. Generally, 
however,  the  1500’s  were  considered  to  be  relatively  warm.  Maybe  the  1500s 
represented just a Little Global Warming episode?  But, putting sarcasm to one side, the 
question remains: What caused the Little Ice Age?

And, at the end of the 20th Century, we experienced another wave of so-called Global 
Warming.  We are  apparently  still  in  it.  But,  because  the  temperatures  seem to  be 
stabilising, maybe the current Global Warming scare is dying a natural death?  

I have to also ask, what has happened to the El Niño and La Niña effects in the Pacific 
Ocean?  Since the start of the current Global Warming scare there has been little or no 
mention of El Niño or La Niña.  But when, a decade or two ago, these two phenomena 
were all the rage, everybody understood that every El Niño episode caused a warming 
of the Pacific Ocean currents for an extended period of time; and La Niña caused them 
to get colder.  They were both well known, however, to be part of regular environmental  
patterns that had large scale impacts on ocean processes and on global weather and 
climate.  So, where do they fit into the current global warming picture?  In the recent 
past they seem to have been considered of insignificant importance to our changing 
weather and changing climate patterns.  It is inconceivable that they should now be 
considered of such little consequence. 

I also understand that there is a growing body of eminent climate-scientists who have 
thoroughly debunked the current climate change theories.  I have heard them speak. 
And, quite bluntly, they claim the current Global Warming scare is a hoax.  I am inclined 
to believe them.  

The scientists of the IPCC must think we are all nincompoops if they expect us to just 
accept all their weird gubble-de-gook as gospel truth.  Some of us still have brains and 
we don’t appreciate being told how to think for ourselves. I would rather, therefore, let  
the  earth’s  temperature  problems  be  sorted  out,  naturally, by  the  sun  and  that  I 
concentrate on making the changes that I can make for the betterment of the earth’s 
environment.  And the changes that I can make, or influence, are all to do with down-to-
earth wildlife management issues in Africa.  

I reject the idea, therefore, that it is global warming, not elephants, that is destroying the 
habitats and the biodiversity of our national parks!  I reject that idea because I know the 
cause lies at the feet of the elephants!

SYMBIOTIC PARTNERSHIPS



If one wants something to be looked after by somebody else, the easiest way to make 
that happen is to give that person ownership of that something.  The ownership doesn’t  
have to  be  legal.  It  could well  be just  emotional, but  the person looking after that 
something  must  be  able  to  accrue  some  kind  of  worthwhile  benefit  from  his 
custodianship of it.

The citizens of New York City in America, for example, have a huge and very proud 
emotional ownership over their Central Park, although they have no legal ownership of it 
at all. Nevertheless, the citizens of New York City most definitely  emotionally own the 
park, and they look after its interests in many different ways, always making sure that  
whatever happens to it is not to the park’s detriment.        

Central Park actually belongs to the city of New York, and the city mayor is the person 
who makes the final decisions about its management.  God help the mayor, therefore, if 
he or she should ever decide to build a high-rise parking lot where Central Park now 
stands. I don’t think that, should that happen, that he or she would survive the next 24 
hours. The people of New York City would lynch him or her.  And that is the power of  
ownership, even when that ownership is just emotional. 

AFRICA’S RURAL PEOPLE AND THEIR WILD ANIMALS 

Today there is a great drive by Africa’s rural people to own, and to benefit from the wild 
animals which share their rural domestic home ranges. And nowhere is that truer and 
more important than when it involves The Big Five, the most valuable of all Africa’s wild 
animals: elephants, rhinos, buffaloes, lions and leopards.  

The rural people of Africa really want that ownership to be transferred to them!  And we, 
the wildlife managers of Africa want that change of ownership to happen, too.

The Western World, however, sees the rural black man of Africa as being the poacher 
that cannot be trusted to look after any wild animal at all.  And he has, until now, been 
just that in the foreign white man’s mind - he is the poacher - which the Western NGOs 
warn everybody about constantly.  The black man of Africa is now a bogeyman in the 
eyes of the Western World’s animal rightist NGOs.

Since colonial times, ever since the white man first stepped foot on African soil,  the 
black people of Africa have been disenfranchised.  They have been disallowed from 
owning and  utilising their own wild animals. On paper, in many African countries, the 
black man was technically allowed to hunt.  But he could only hunt if he possessed a  
hunting license and if he owned and was able to use a designated type of firearm.  And 



both these prerequisites were denied him simply because he was black!  But things are 
changing!

African governments are starting to realise that for rural Africans to play their part in the 
management of  their own wildlife, they have to be awarded some kind of ownership 
over the resource.  They also understand that that ownership need not be based on 
legalities.  Emotional ownership can be just as powerful an instrument to cause rural 
black people to  want to look after their wild animals, with the proviso that they accrue 
significant survival benefits from whatever dispensation is offered to them.

This  reality  opens  many  doors  for  the  establishment  of  real  symbiotic  partnerships 
between the rural people, their governments and their wildlife resources.  And, what is 
equally important is that these arrangements - into the foreseeable future - will retain the 
scientific  management of  the wildlife  resources in  the  hands of  experienced wildlife 
management experts.  This is desirable because, in African rural communities in the 
present day and age, there is a lack of scientific wildlife management expertise. So, it is 
imperative that experienced wildlife managers continue (for a while at least) to formulate 
the  sustainable  and  best  practice wildlife  management plans  that  are  necessary  to 
sustainably benefit both the wildlife resource and rural communities.  

For the last ten to fifteen years I have been working on formulating a plan of action for 
what I call my symbiotic-partnership ideal.  I published it in 2009 under the title:  The 
African Wildlife Initiative Programme (AWIP).  It is not ‘for sale’ because it is just an idea 
- based upon years of experience and common sense. It is an idea, nevertheless, that 
now needs to be applied.

Bear in mind there are lots of other ideas ‘out there’ to bring such partnerships into 
existence. I  believe, however that my AWIP proposal, if  it  is applied, will  bring huge 
benefits  to  local  communities;  and it  will  safeguard the  wild  animals  that  are being 
managed.

This is how I envisage that AWIP should work:

1. A formal  partnership  be  established  between  the  government  and  a  rural 
community that lives alongside (or inside) a big game wildlife sanctuary. This 
sanctuary could be a national park, a game reserve, or a designated hunting 
area, but for the sake of simplicity, it is here designated, simply, a sanctuary; 

2. The government agrees to provide specified financial benefits to the community 
(such as payment of specified hunting fees) derived from government-approved 
wildlife management programmes;

3. In return, the community agrees to certain practices and behaviours:



� Members  of  the  community  obligate  themselves  to  not  illegally  hunt 
(poach) wild animals either inside the designated sanctuary or outside the 
sanctuary within the occupied zone of the community’s domestic home 
range;

� Members of the community will work with government authorities to stop 
people  from  outside  their  own  community  zone  from  poaching  wild 
animals in and around the sanctuary.  

4. The government will contract with a private safari outfitter enabling the outfitter 
to offer an agreed upon annual quota of hunting packages to members of the 
general public. The hunting must take place within the sanctuary and/or (as may 
be appropriate) outside the sanctuary and within the domestic zone occupied by 
the community. The cost of outfitting and running these safaris will be entirely to 
the account of the safari company concerned. 

5. The outfitting company will be encouraged to satisfy its labour requirements by 
employing people from the local community.

6. Every year the government and the rural community, together, will agree upon 
and compile two lists of wild animal prices that are pertinent to each season’s 
hunting quota. These prices will not reflect the value of any wild animal to the 
safari  business,  which  is  something  that  government  and  the  outfitter  will  
negotiate, but the lists will record the annually agreed upon prices, per animal 
legally hunted, that will be paid to the local community. 

7. The agreement will operate on the basis of a carrot-and-stick incentive.

� The first list (the carrot list) will comprise a value (a price to the community) 
that has been determined for every animal listed on the hunting packages. 
The fee payable to the community will amount to approximately 25% of the 
greater  safari  hunting  fees.  The  animals  on  this  list  will  be  trophy  bull 
elephants;  hippo;  buffalo;  black  and/or  white  rhino  (if  applicable);  lion; 
leopard; cheetah (if  applicable); zebra; eland; wildebeest, kudu, waterbuck, 
nyala (if applicable); puku; lechwe (if applicable); sitatunga; sable antelope; 
roan  antelope;  tsessebe;  red  hartebeest;  impala;  grey  duiker;  bushbuck; 
reedbuck; steenbuck; grysbuck; bushpig; warthog; and ostrich.  These prices 
or values will reflect the monetary benefits that will be paid to the community 
for every one of the animal species that is hunted legally.   To explain this 
better,  I  am here going to now assign the amount  of  US$ 10 000 for one 
trophy bull elephant.



� The second list (the stick list - the penalty list) will comprise a value 
for animals (and other considerations) that do not appear on the carrot list, but 
which might be hunted illegally (or otherwise killed) by poachers; all of which will 
command the application of a penalty - which will be paid to government by the 
community. This list will include a price for vultures and eagles. 

NB: Poachers are aware that circling vultures in the sky attract the government  
anti-poaching authorities to dead animals on the ground - and that they pinpoint  
the whereabouts of those dead animals. So, it has become a common practice  
for poachers to poison vultures in large numbers for the purpose of protecting  
themselves from discovery. And, as far as the poachers are concerned, the more  
vultures they kill, the better.  The fewer vultures there are in the sky, the less is  
the likelihood of them exposing the poachers’ whereabouts.

Rural  villagers also poison vultures,  when stock-killing  lions and leopards kill  
their  cattle,  sheep  and  goats.  And  the  villagers  often  leave  the  poisoned  
carcasses open to the skies.  Unfortunately, rural folk in Africa rarely dispose of  
(i.e. burn or bury) the poisoned carcasses when the poison’s job has been done.  
This neglect causes the incidental, multiple and unnecessary deaths of hundreds  
of vultures, several species of eagles (especially Tawny Eagles and the iconic  
Bateleur)  and  scavenging  marabou  storks.   And,  for  weeks  afterwards,  the  
exposed  and  poisoned  carcasses  continue  to  kill  all  kinds  of  predatory  and  
scavenging  animals  like  spotted  and  brown  hyenas,  leopards;  cheetahs;  
bushpigs, warthogs; honey badgers (ratels); serval cats and some of the larger  
mongooses.  

Vultures are also poisoned illegally, but intentionally, by members of the local  
community, to procure vulture carcasses for sale to ‘sangomas’ (witch doctors) in  
the traditional medicine market.   

Just the illegal possession of poison, therefore, will be subject to a penalty.

Other inclusions will include:

(b) The killing of all sorts of animals that are trapped, shot or poisoned for sale 
into the traditional medicine market will be subject to a penalty;

(c)  Fish (priced per  kilogram),  killed illegally for  commercial  purposes and en 
masse, with gill-nets, will be subject to a penalty (although for a small licence fee 
controlled gill netting could be legalised);

(d) Penalties will be incurred for the killing of specified animals for food (or for 
any other reason).  Included on this list will be tortoises and terrapins; pangolins;  



ant  bears;  guinea fowl;  francolins (pheasants);  wild ducks; hares and dassies 
(hyraxes) - although many of these animals could also be made available to the 
community for a small licence fee.  Revenues for such licence fees would accrue 
to the community. 

(e) Just the possession of gin-traps, steel cable snares; steel wire snares; copper 
wire snares; nylon snares; and string-fibre snares, will incur a penalty. 

NB: Many a wire snare set to catch a guinea fowl, or a chicken-killing genet cat,  
has ended up inadvertently catching a buffalo round its ankle; and a buffalo with  
a festering wire-snare wound around its ankle often ends up killing or injuring  
people.  So the use of wire snares for any purpose must become a ‘NO-NO’. 

The African Wildlife Initiative Programme (AWIP) intends that the rural people, in whose 
community areas valuable big game animals are legally hunted (because those animals 
technically belong to ‘the people’), should be compensated with significant rewards. And 
parsimony should not be part of the equation. Good prices should be prescribed as a 
matter of principle.

It is recognised, however, that many (most) rural communities do not have the scientific 
ability to manage their wild animal populations properly.  So, it is only right and proper 
that government (with community input) should be entrusted with the responsibility of 
determining,  and  putting  into  effect,  whatever  scientific  ‘best-practice-wildlife 
management’ programmes are necessary. 

I  believe it  is also the best thing to do for both the village communities and for the 
government, that experienced safari outfitters be authorised to professionally organise 
and  to  control  the  hunting  programmes  for  a  profit.   This  is  something  that  the 
communities cannot, and should not, handle.  

The prices listed (here evaluated arbitrarily) reflect a reasonable value that should be 
paid  to  the  community  for  each  listed  animal  that  is  legally  hunted.   This  little 
mathematical  exercise  (see below),  therefore,  is  just  a  demonstration  to  show you, 
roughly, how the system should work.  

If a trophy elephant is legally hunted, the community ‘may’ be paid US$ 10 000. This is 
approximately one quarter of the full trophy price that an overseas hunter will pay for a  
bull elephant.  The hunter, however, will still have to pay the safari outfitter a daily fee of 
(say) US$ 500 (x10) for a ten day safari hunt. In Zimbabwe the daily fee may rise to a 
value that is in excess of US$ 1500 a day.  And there are other fees on top of these  
but, for the purpose of determining the ‘carrot’ remuneration that will be received by the 
rural community, these other fees can be ignored (for now).  All we need to consider (for 



this exercise),  is what the community  will  be paid a good fee for each legal  trophy 
elephant bull that is hunted. 

NB: Daily  Fees  cover  the  costs  of  accommodation  and  catering;  transport;  
services  of  the  professional  hunter;  services  of  the  camp  staff;  services  of  
trackers and skinners; laundry; field preparation of trophies; all  applied taxes;  
and the costs incurred for permits.

One must not forget that the community is not paying a cent towards the safari costs.  
This is because the community, technically, owns the animals that are being killed; and, 
in effect, the people are actually  selling their animals, in this case an elephant, to the 
safari outfitter.  

So, at the end of the first hunt of the season, when the first elephant has been legally  
hunted,  the  community  will  be  in  credit  with  the  safari  outfitter  (supervised  by 
government) to the tune of US$ 10 000. The partnership agreement should and must 
stipulate, for a very good reason, however, that the community will be paid its dues only  
at the end of the hunting season.  It will only be paid after it has been confirmed that no  
elephants have been poached within the sanctuary and surrounds during the year. So, 
at the end of the hunting season, government officials, who have been watching the 
situation carefully throughout the year, will scour the community’s  human home range 
and inside the sanctuary, one last time, in search of poached elephant carcasses. 

The  safari  hunting  season  covers  many  months  and,  throughout  that  period,  the 
community may well have benefited from several other legal elephant hunts, too. So, 
with rewards flowing in from let us say ten legal elephant hunts during the season, the 
community will be in credit with the safari outfitter to the tune of US$ 100 000 (from 10 
elephants hunts alone).

The safari  outfitter  will  also likely have sold many other hunts:  of  hippos;  buffaloes; 
kudu; impala; springbuck; ostriches and warthogs; lions and leopards. And with every 
legal  hunt  conducted some 25 percent  of  the individual  trophy fees will  have been 
diverted to the community fund.  So by the end of the season government might well be 
overseeing a really handsome US dollar nest-egg for the community.   

NB: The hunting license fees for most common plains game animals (excluding  
The Big Five) in southern Africa cost the overseas hunter between 500 and 1000  
US dollars each. The license fees for the rarer and more exotic species vary in  
price between 1000 and 3000 dollars each; and top-of-the-range plains game  
species, like roan antelope, go as high as 10 000 US dollars each  

Big Game (dangerous game) hunting licences vary, depending on the species,  
the quality of available trophies, and where the hunting is taking place. Elephant  



trophies,  for  example,  can  be  US$  20 000  in  one  country  yet  greater  than  
US$ 50 000 in another; buffalo between US$ 15 000 and $ 20 000; black-maned 
lions from US$ 20 000 to US$ 60 000; Leopards from US$ 8 500 to US$ 12 000; 
White rhinos cost from US$ 40 000 to US$ 50 000; and Black Rhino bulls from 
US$125 000 to US$ 350 000.  

With the end of the hunting season in sight, the day of reckoning looms!  Now come the 
payments to the community of the carrot funds. And, at that time too, the community will 
have  to  pay  government  the  stick  funds (the  penalties)  that  might  also  have 
accumulated  throughout  the  year.   Hopefully,  however,  there  will  be  no  penalties. 
Certainly, once the AWIP programme gets into its second and third year there really 
should be no penalties. 

Penalties will be incurred when animals have been poached. The agreement between 
government and the community, by careful design, stipulates that for every elephant, 
and  every  other  listed  game  animal  that  appears  on  the  carrot  list  -  that  is  found 
poached (by shooting or snaring) within the sanctuary - a penalty amounting to double 
the carrot value will  be levied against the community.   So, for every elephant found 
poached a penalty of  twice US$ 10 000 (=US$ 20 000) will  be charged against  the 
community’s accumulated earnings.  

So, if two elephants were poached during the year, the US$ 100 000 income that those 
10 legally hunted elephants earned for the community, will be reduced by US$ 40 000; 
and only the balance (US$ 60 000) will be released by government into the community’s 
bank account.  That exact same action will be applied to the accumulation of wealth 
occasioned by all the other legally hunted animal species; and the same percentage 
value (x2) of the penalties for poached animals will apply.   

This may seem a harsh way to mete out justice but the whole purpose of the AWIP 
exercise is to enable the rural communities of Africa to earn a reasonable living from the 
sustainable harvesting of  their wild animals; and to bring into play a strategy that will 
eliminate  poaching.   And  this  carrot-and-stick  AWIP strategy  should  do  both  those 
things.  

Knowing the rural folk of Africa as I do (as I should do after 60 years of interacting with 
them) I sincerely believe that exacting a major penalty will only happen once.  In the 
second year of this dispensation, the people in the villages will be wide awake to the 
possibilities of their elephants being poached, especially by their own people. And none 
of them will want to lose another US$ 40 000 of their community funds, during the next 
phase of this dispensation.  The people, themselves, thereafter, will stop the poaching. 

In this example we have only been dealing with remuneration from10 hunted elephant 
bulls; when Botswana intends to hunt 400 elephant bulls a year. So, there will be a lot of 



honest money moving around the rural village communities from now on.  And I will bet 
my bottom dollar that once the rural people realise the benefits of working within this 
system, they will happily fall into step with the government’s intentions.

NB: One of the benefits of AWIP is that the community, not government or the  
safari  company,  will  be  the  people  who  will  be  looking  most  avidly  for,  and  
identifying,  the  culprit  poachers.  This  will  be  so  because  the  community  will  
probably already know who the culprits are.  And if they don’t, if the individuals in  
the  community  through  their  own  efforts,  catch  (or  correctly  identify)  the  
poachers they will, personally, receive a handsome reward up to the value of the  
penalty  stipulated.   This  will  only  happen,  however,  after  the  culprits  are  
convicted in a court of law. 

NB: Such is the psyche of Africa’s rural people, AWIP will work because:

� The remuneration that  the community  will  receive for  the legal  hunting of  
‘their’ wild animals, will be substantial; 

� The  Carrot-and-Stick  dispensation  will  be  seen  by  the  people  to  be  an  
equitable and honest arrangement; and

� The substantial rewards paid to those community members who apprehend  
poachers, after (or before) the event, will be well worth their efforts. 

Rewards will be paid to local community people, as is prescribed in the second ‘stick’  
list, when they apprehend poachers for the poisoning of vultures and/or eagles; for the 
illegal killing of any animals for any reason - but especially for the traditional medicine 
market; for illegal fishing with gill nets; for the killing of specified animals (like tortoises 
and  pangolins);  and for  the  possession  of  snares,  or  the  setting  of  snares,  for  the 
catching of anything. 

At the same time AWIP will accommodate the limited harvest of birds and animals for 
the traditional medicine market. For example, every year, a small number of juvenile 
(non-breeding) vultures could be shot outside the breeding season; and the odd hyena 
could be collected also. Totally ignoring the needs of the sangomas (witch doctors) is 
not  the  way to  engage with the  traditional  medicine  people.   And shooting a  small  
number of juvenile vultures, for the sangomas, every year, and the odd hyena, is much 
preferable than having a hundred vultures poisoned at  one time from which only  a 
handful will  be utilised.  And the damage done to vultures, to all  the vultures’ many 
species,  will  be far greater if  the poisoning takes place during the breeding season 
when chicks in the nest will die, too. 



And if the penalty for killing a single vulture is US$ 500, and one hundred vultures are 
poisoned at one time, which has happened, the community will be very reluctant to pay 
US$ 50 000 (100 x US$ 500) in penalty compensation (which is exactly what AWIP 
would  prescribe).  And  they, the  community  leaders,  especially  the  women,  will  do 
‘something’ about those people who kill vultures.  

NB: One of the peculiarities of African rural village life is that everybody knows  
what everybody else is doing.  The community, therefore, knows full well who the  
elephant poachers are, and they know who is poisoning vultures.  So, putting the  
resolution of this kind of problem into the hands of the rural communities is by far  
the best way to bring a stop to these undesirable and bad for the environment  
practices.

The financial implications of safari  hunting are quite complicated but understandable 
when  they  are  explained.  Government  both  charge  and  receive  fees  for  different 
services,  for  example,  and  government  awards  financial  dispensations  for  various 
services, too. It is not necessary to explain these financial procedures because they do 
not affect the remunerations that will be paid (via the AWIP programme if it is applied) to 
the rural folk.  Suffice it to say that the only amounts we need concern ourselves with 
are the primary benefits (such as, US$ 10 000 for an elephant) that the community will 
receive, and the penalties that will be incurred, should a community member commit a 
poaching offence. 

Sometimes penalties will be incurred.  Payments made to the community are part of a 
carrot-and-stick incentive scheme, remember! So, the monies that are awarded to the 
community for every animal that is legally killed, and whatever penalties are exacted 
against the community when they are poached, are equally important.   

It won’t take long for the community to understand that it will pay everybody to comply 
with the AWIP carrot-and-stick programme than to fight against the system.  Simply put,  
if the people comply totally with the AWIP programme they will make money, potentially 
a lot of money.  And if they don’t comply, they will lose money, a lot of money.  

This is the best way, the carrot and stick solution, to convert rural village communities -  
the very people who are currently so assiduously being accused of being the poachers - 
into their own wildlife’s greatest custodians.    

AWIP will see that the money due is paid to the community; but it will not dictate how 
that money should be dispensed within the community.  Some people insist  that  the 
money should be divided up equitably amongst the different households; others say that 
it  is  better  to  use the  money  for  community  benefits  (because then everybody will 
benefit equally). Government (or NGO) sponsored committees designed to handle and 
to dispense those funds, on behalf of the community as a whole, have many drawbacks. 



Indeed, so much so, that many people advise that no committees should be created at  
all.  They say that, instead, the money should be handed to, and controlled by, the tribal 
authority itself.  The community will  then become the committee. Anything other than 
complete transparency within the community itself could end up with the money getting 
into the wrong hands, or that it will be spent on something that the community doesn’t 
really want. So, it is important that the system adopted has the community’s full support. 

This is a new world opening up for Africa, and systems to dispense these kinds of 
payments to rural communities, must to be carefully constructed and have everybody’s 
approval.  

WHERE TO FROM HERE?

There is no way, for the sake of Africa, for the sake of Africa’s people, and for the sake  
of Africa’s wildlife, that African wildlife managers can accept the poisonous medicines 
that CITES, and the sovereign states of the Western World, have of late meted out to us  
here in southern Africa.  We are going to have to fight it; and we are going to have to  
fight it hard and all the way. The damage already done, by too many elephants over far 
too long a period of time - damage to the habitats and to the biological diversities of our  
great national parks - will show scars that cannot be hidden or repaired in the lifetimes 
of human babies born into this world today.  In fact, forever!  The damage is far too 
great, and far too advanced, for the use of what amounts to mere band-aids to fix what 
has already gone wrong.

The  human  population  in  Africa,  south  of  the  Sahara  Desert,  in  the  year  1900, 
numbered 95.9 million people.  One hundred years later, in the year 2000, it had grown 
to 622 million.  By the year 2016, it had risen to 995 694 907.  So, the human population 
of Africa south of the Sahara is currently sitting at approximately one billion people.  And 
by the end of the current century, by the year 2100, it is predicted it will be over 4 billion.  
That is four times as many people as there are living in this part of Africa today.  Where 
on earth are we going to accommodate so many people?  How are we going to feed 
them?  And what will their ecological footprint be on the African continent? 

By the end of this century it is more than likely that the only animals left alive in Africa 
are going to be cattle, sheep and goats.  Now, why on earth should that be?  That is  
likely to happen for one reason and one reason only.  It is likely to happen, because 
Africa’s rural people rely on their domestic stock and the growing of mealies (maize), for  
their survival.  The people of Africa, therefore, cannot afford for their domestic animals 
and their staple crop to be rendered extinct.  



If  we can’t bring constructive change into this scenario, and soon, by the time 2100 
comes along, most of Africa’s iconic wildlife will have passed into the mists of time. It is  
quite likely that some individual animals will remain - kept in zoo-type establishments - 
to show Africa’s people  what Africa used to be like.  But that is a far cry from what 
African wildlife managers envisage for the future of the continent and its people if they 
had a free-hand to operate.

The truth of the matter is this: If  African governments were allowed, by the Western 
animal rightist NGOs, to create symbiotic partnerships between Africa’s rural folk and 
their wild animals, by 2100, the people of Africa will be in a far better place than they are 
today; and so will their wild animals.  

Instead of relying on scrawny domestic animals for their livelihoods, the rural people of 
Africa would then be gaining much better dividends from the sustainable harvest of the 
continent’s indigenous wild animals.  Elephants, rhinos and lions,  and their products, 
are infinitely more valuable than cattle, sheep and goats; and their products!  And if that 
were allowed to happen, if the rural people of Africa were allowed to make a reasonable 
living by sustainably harvesting their wildlife, it would be the elephants, rhinos and lions 
that would survive this century, not domestic animals.    

This is another example illustrating the fact that Africa’s wildlife managers should be 
allowed to get on with their job of managing Africa’s wildlife without interference.  They 
are better experienced at it than the so-called wildlife management experts in the West. 
They have great passion for the things that they love!  And they love Africa, its people 
and its wildlife!  They have Africa’s wildlife interests more at heart, than have the so-
called Western experts; or the die-hard animal rightists that live in fat-cat employment in 
Washington DC; New York; London; Paris, Berlin; Geneva - and within the battlements 
of Castle CITES.  And they will make a better job of doing what has to be done!  But it is 
a pious hope to think that the so-called wildlife management experts in the West - the 
animal rightists NGOs and their compliant governments - would ever allow such a thing 
to happen.  The First World countries of the Western Hemisphere would never allow 
Africa to wriggle out of the white man’s control once again.  How can I say such a thing? 
That remark is just too provocative. It is rabidly racist.  And it is totally un-called for!  

Is it really?  

Sure, it might be most of those things!  But it is not uncalled for; because that is exactly 
what the bulk of  Africa’s people really think and believe about the manner in which 
Africa has been bullied into compliance by the people of the West.  This is what I think,  
too.  And I believe it is very, very true!  It is also one of the biggest problems of all to 
solve:  How can Africa  and Africa’s  people,  achieve real  autonomy,  real  freedom of 



action,  real  freedom  of  speech,  without  them  being  forced  to  enact  a  xenophobic 
rebellion against the racist-behaving countries of the West?

When  all  is  said  and  done,  what  everybody  needs  to  understand  about  elephant 
management is that it is science-based.  It has nothing to do with personal preference 
opinions. And it is certainly not something that can be determined by way of a public  
referendum. 

So, whatever we do – however  we manage elephants – we will  have blood on our  
hands. The question is: “Whose hands will have the most blood?”
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