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INTRODUCTION 
 

 
“The animals of the world exist for their own reason. They were not made for humans any more than 

black people were made for whites or women for men.” Alice Walker1 

 
Oppression of animals that are not human often takes place invisibly. Social constructs and 

arrangements as a result of capitalist culture, which separate people from the means of production, 

have meant that the brutal exploitation and suffering of other animals is becoming increasingly 

invisible and ignored. The research focus of this report will introduce perspectives, which challenge 

widely held social institutions and beliefs and which question common assumptions relating to 

animals and societal hierarchies of oppression more generally. The way humans relate to animals 

acts as a metaphor for human society and directly reflects social systems of domination and control. 

This research report is also an attempt to promote discussion and debate around the nature of the 

concealed exploitation of other animals and the contested terrain in which it is framed.   

 

Globally there is increased questioning of the ‘human exceptionalism’2 paradigm, which maintains the 

species barrier. There is also awareness that other species are sentient beings, which have their own 

intrinsic value and are not mere commodities or ‘resources’ for humans to exploit. Concern for 

humans and concern for other animals are not as divergent as some would think and these concerns 

do not take place in a social or economic vacuum or outside of political ideology but are cast in terms 

of social justice and rights discourse. However, animal protection discourse does take place outside 

of the traditional political cleavage. Consequently, a transnational movement is emerging that is 

allowing society to view humans and other animals differently. The effects of this movement are also 

being felt in South Africa and animal protection groups are giving these issues increased social 

visibility.  

 
The use of animals in South Africa reflects larger debates within the global environmental arena, 

particularly issues of sustainable development and the ways in which the dominant discourse of 

development (within which the concept of ‘sustainable utilisation’ is located) shapes environmental 

theory and practice. The key theoretical framework that has contributed towards shaping the 

discourse of sustainable development is market-driven Eurocentric conservation, which is 

anthropocentric and treats ecological systems, and the individuals that are part of that system, merely 

                                         
 
1 Foreword by Alice Walker in Spiegel, Margorie, The Dreaded Comparison: Human and Animal Slavery, New 
York: Mirror Books/IDEA, 1996  
2 MacNaghten, Phil and John Urry. ‘Towards a Sociology of Nature’. Sociology, Vol. 29, No. 2, 203-220, 1995 
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as a resource. Adams argues that development discourse reflects power relations.3 It is a form of 

power and domination over people, animals and geographical areas. It was within the context of 

sustainable development that the market as a means of addressing conservation concerns, took hold. 

While on the one hand, the market is being proposed as a way of bringing about ecological renewal, 

on the other hand, economic growth generates accelerated unsustainability. It is this commercial 

exploitation of nature that served as the cornerstone for the World Conservation Strategy (WCS), 

produced in 1980 by the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN), the Worldwide 

Fund for Nature (WWF) and the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP). The WCS 

entrenched the commercial utilisation of so-called ‘natural resources’ and the philosophy of ‘if it pays 

it stays’, while the World Commission on Environment and Development report (the Brundtland 

Report), Our Common Future (1987), inextricably linked environment and development, arguing that 

conservation is dependent on economic growth. 

 
The research report delves into the nature of the oppression of animals in South Africa and 

interrogates civil society initiatives relating to animal exploitation. It examines the global forces that 

shape the exploitation of other animals and the linkages, not only in the characteristics and causes of 

the oppression of humans and other animals, but also the struggles for animal liberation and human 

liberation. More specifically, this report paints a broad picture on the canvas of animal exploitation 

and abuse in South Africa. It reflects on societal responses that shape animal exploitation, particularly 

in relation to groupings that organise around it.  

 

This report also gives a broad overview of the current status of animal protection discourse in South 

Africa. Some of the major ways that animals are exploited and oppressed in South Africa are 

investigated, and, as sites of struggle, these issues are used as a vehicle to examine the 

corresponding strategies and tactics employed by animal protection and liberation groups. Current 

government and Capital’s policies and perceptions, which frame animal cruelty and reflect the 

dominant hierarchical way society and culture views oppression and exploitation, are also described 

and analysed.  

 

A study of this kind has not previously been undertaken in South Africa and, consequently, this report 

is chartering new ground. As a result it was necessary to try and give as wide a sweep as possible so 

as to gain insight into the nature of the problems relating to animal exploitation and the paralleled 

social arrangements and institutions within the hegemonic global neo-liberal agenda of growth and 

corporate control. This can be seen as a limitation of the report. Moreover, each chapter could be a 

research report on its own. Given the extensive nature of animal exploitation in South Africa not all 

                                         
3 Adams, W. ‘Green Development Theory? Environmentalism and Sustainable Development' in Crush, 
Jonathan (Ed). Power of Development, London: Routledge, 1995 
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forms of animal exploitation are examined. The pet trade, subsistence hunting and the pet and horse 

racing industries are examples not dealt with. There is, therefore, scope for a more in-depth and 

wider study. More research also needs to be done to deconstruct the discourse of domination and 

control, particularly in relation to the inclusion of animal exploitation and how societal concealment 

and representation of animals links into larger questions of human identity and culture, ideological 

structures and systems of oppression, violence and control. 

 

The key research questions that frame this report are: who are the main actors and shapers in 

relation to animal protection discourse in South Africa? What is the nature of the struggles that 

animal-based organisations are involved in? What are these groupings trying to achieve? What 

strategies and tactics do these groups engage in and how they are developed? What alliances are 

being made, both locally and globally, at campaign, ideological and philosophical levels? What are 

the ideological, social and economic activities that frame these struggles? What role does 

government and industry play?  

 

This report is structured in six parts and focuses on animals for food, the trade in wild animals, trophy 

hunting and vivisection and struggles around these exploitative industries. There are also two case 

studies to flesh out issues around sustainable utilisation and policy frameworks. Chapter one 

examines the farming of animals for food in South Africa. It looks at: the global culture of meat and 

animal production and its effects on societal processes; the failure of the Left to make linkages 

between the processes of animal exploitation and other forms of oppression and the implications that 

flow from this; the problems ‘animal welfare’ raises in relation to farmed animals; the support of the 

government for agribusiness and subsequent lack of adequate protection legislation; positions taken 

by animal protection organisations; the effects on animals of ‘factory farming’; the nature of the 

disassembly line; informal and ritual slaughter; animals as ‘fast-food’; the human and environmental 

cost of industrial animal production; how eating animals links into issues of societal violence and 

finally recommendations on the way forward.   

 

Chapter two is on the trade in wild animals and focuses on: demand and supply and the 

commodification of animals; the Convention in International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES); 

the South African CITES Implementation Project; the nature of the wild life trade in South Africa, 

which includes game farms, auctions, specific animals (elephants, primates, fish), profiles of traders 

including the State; and the role played by zoos and circuses. Throughout the chapter organisational 

responses and campaigns are examined.      

 

Chapter three concentrates on trophy hunting, where animals are hunted specifically for ‘sport’. The 

larger ideological context within which trophy hunting takes place is interrogated, as well as: notions 
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of ‘ethics’; ecological implications; links to the gun lobby and the right-wing; positions taken by the 

various interest groups; and examples of hunting practices; Finally, an assessment of the 

phenomenon of the ‘canned’ predator industry is undertaken as a means of highlighting 

organisational polices, strategies and tactics and the stance taken by the South African government 

on this issue.       

 

Chapter four explores vivisection in South Africa. It includes: an overview of what vivisection is and 

why it is opposed; the strategies and campaigns of South Africans for the Abolition of Vivisection 

(SAAV); an interrogation of the so-called ‘codes of ethics’; and campaigns involving specific 

institutions which practice vivisection, such as the Medical Research Council, the University of the 

Witwatersrand and Roodeplaat Research Laboratory are analysed. Government responses and 

policies are also examined.   

 

Chapters five and six are case studies. The first relates to the Tuli elephants debacle, which served 

as a watershed for animal protection discourse in South Africa and firmly drew the dividing line 

between those that support ‘sustainable utilisation’ and those who do not. The second case study 

uses management practices in the Kruger National Park to navigate through government free-market 

ideology, particularly in relation to protected areas and the hunting and trade in wild animals, which 

have increased human and animal misery and environmental problems.  

 

The conclusion proposes that the animal rights perspective is probably the only view that can 

meaningfully counteract dominant social arrangements that not only make oppression possible, but 

also depersonalise and devalue both humans and animals alike. However, it is recognised that this 

cannot be achieved without: expanding and broadening the animal rights and liberation movement; 

strengthening its ideological base; and forging alliances with other progressive civil society 

movements.  
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CHAPTER ONE 
 

PURVEYORS, PARTAKERS AND PAWNS: ANIMALS AS FOOD 
 
 

 

Feeding a Cruel Habit  
“In the midst of our high-tech, ostentatious, hedonistic lifestyle, among the dazzling monuments to history, art, 

religion, and commerce, there are the ‘black boxes’. These are the biomedical research laboratories, factory 

farms and slaughterhouses – faceless compounds where society conducts its dirty business of abusing and 

killing innocent, feeling beings.”1 

 

A young South African animal rights activist, Mantsadi Molotlegi, has made legitimate connections 

between the processes of apartheid and animal abuse, "just as my grandparents and parents fought 

for my freedom, I've come to realise that there is yet another freedom that has to be fought for - the 

right of animals to be treated with decency.  What really hit me for a six was the awakening that the 

way we treat animals has all the hallmarks of apartheid - prejudice, callous disregard for suffering and 

a misguided sense of supremacy…group areas and segregation helped to keep the suffering of black 

people hidden from view. So, too, with the animals."2  

 

The consumption of meat has reached an all-time global high, despite staggering evidence of cruelty 

and increasing confirmation that meat-based diets are unhealthy and ecologically unsustainable. 

Industrial animal production and so-called ‘factory farming’ which has turned living beings into food 

production machines speaks to issues of animal rights, humaneness, human rights, workers’ rights, 

consumer safety, inadequate government regulation and practices, effects of modern capitalism, 

globalisation and societal violence.  

 

This chapter will examine: the nature of the global culture of meat and animal production and its 

effects on societal processes; the failure of the Left to make linkages between the practices and 

methods of animal exploitation and other forms of oppression and the implication that flow from this; 

the problems the notion of ‘animal welfare’ raises in relation to farmed animals; the support of 

agribusiness by the South African government and the subsequent lack of adequate protection 

legislation; positions taken by civil society organisations in South Africa; the effects on animals of 

‘factory farming’ in South Africa; the nature of the disassembly line; informal and ritual slaughter; 

animals as ‘fast-food’; the human and environmental cost of industrial animal production; how eating 

animals links into issues of societal violence and finally some recommendations on the way forward.  

                                         
1 Hershaft, Alex, President of FARM, Review of Slaughterhouse, www.meat.org.uk/slaught.html. Undated 
2 Quoted in Animal Voice, p7, May 2003 

http://www.meat.org.uk/slaught.html
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It became clear when undertaking research for this chapter that there is little progressive and 

sociological research on the food industry in South Africa. This is not surprising since it is reflective of 

the prevailing animal science and agribusiness perspective. What is needed is a thorough 

investigation into slaughterhouses and meat production processes in South Africa. 

 

Industrial Production, Secrecy and Systematic Cruelty   
 

The dominant global culture of meat, which is also playing itself out in South Africa, is ensuring that 

farmed animals are the most exploited animals on earth. The routine brutality of farming animals for 

food causes the greatest amount of individual suffering to animals than any other human practice. 

The animal production system is inherently oppressive and exploitative. Indeed, animal rightists 

argue that in a broader sense, the exploitation of animals in a capitalist society, where animals are 

regarded as property, is ‘functionally indispensable’.3 Abuse and cruelty is therefore intentionally 

hidden behind closed doors and away from public view and scrutiny.  

 

Public access to the animal production process will severely affect the profit margin of the meat 

industry and this is another reason that the industry is concealed. The need for secrecy is also one of 

the main reasons why conditions in factory farms or slaughterhouses are rarely seen on mainstream 

television. Hein Ungerer, a Carte Blanche documentary producer, had great difficulty in obtaining 

access to a slaughterhouse as part of a 1998 programme on the export of live animals to Mauritius. 

When he finally did gain access, the slaughterhouse in Krugersdorp shut down its entire production 

line to accommodate the filming. Carte Blanche also edited the footage heavily so as ‘not to upset the 

viewers’.4  Secrecy and deception are the apparatus the animal production industry uses to protect 

itself. Indeed, as Marjorie Spiegel argued in her book The Dreaded Comparison: Human and Animal 

Slavery, "all this secrecy is necessary to keep the system intact."5 However, via animal rights 

campaigns, the cruelty and abuse of animals has been exposed to the general public. As Charlton, 

Coe and Francione point out, only the most callous or oblivious would deny that animals, particularly 

in the post-modern technological society, are being abused.6 This point was also made by Ralph 

Waldo Emerson, who warned as far back as 1870, "You have just dined, and however scrupulously 

the slaughterhouse is concealed in the graceful distance of miles, there is complicity."7   

 

                                         
3 Charlton, Anna E, Coe Sue, and Francione, Gary L., The American Left should Support Animal Rights: A 
Manifesto, Animals’ Agenda, 28, Jan/Feb 1993 
4 Discussion with Hein Ungerer, 23 June 2003 
5 Spiegel, Margorie, The Dreaded Comparison: Human and Animal Slavery, New York: Mirror/IDEA, 1996 
6 Charlton, Anna E, Coe Sue, and Francione, Gary L., The American Left should Support Animal Rights: A 
Manifesto, Animals’ Agenda, 28, Jan/Feb 1993 
7 Emerson, Ralph Waldo, ‘Fate’, The Conduct of Life, 1860 
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All over the world the deliberate, systematic and largely unseen killing of voiceless victims, which 

turns living sentient beings into inanimate tools of production and so-called ‘food’, is taking place at 

an unprecedented and ever-increasing rate, mainly in automated corporate factories. In terms of the 

division of social production and objectification, eating animals for food not only reflects capitalist 

interests and values but also provides powerful and tangible examples of alienation and of 

disengaging from the means of production. This is a separation that the meat industry works to 

perpetuate through the co-option of language and the use of advertisements so that the practices and 

processes involved in meat-eating cannot be internalised or instilled into the public consciousness.  In 

addition, the production and consumption of animals as food illustrates the capitalist problematique of 

subordination and subjugation to processes of ever-increasing production and ownership.  

 

Animal-based economies, trade regimes, urbanisation and a growing middle class are increasing the 

consumption of meat. In 1998, according to the Farm Animal Reform Movement (FARM), the number 

of animals killed for food worldwide was 43.2 billion. This included 290 million cattle, buffalo and 

calves, 1.1 billion pigs, 802 million sheep and goats, and 41.1 billion chickens, turkeys, ducks and 

geese.8 In 2001, the Food and Agricultural Organisation of the United Nations maintained that this 

number had risen to almost 48 billion.9  

 

To try to meaningfully illustrate the enormity of the oppressive meat production system it may be 

useful to calculate the number of animals killed every second. However, as animal rightists point out, 

and although it is x number of animals every minute and x number per second, it must be 

remembered that it is always ONE at a time. In the United States of America the number of farmed 

animals killed annually translates into 300 every second and in the United Kingdom 28 per second,10 

while in South Africa a conservative estimate is 17 animals every second. 11 As a result of 

deregulation and inadequate monitoring, both of commercial ‘disassembly’ lines and the informal 

sector, estimates of South Africa’s meat production vary. However, the general consensus seems to 

be that production and consumption continue to increase.  

 

Since 1950 world meat production has increased five times.12 Although the demand for ‘red meat’ has 

declined globally, the demand for pig and chicken flesh has concomitantly increased. Leah Garces 

argues that global demand for meat is expected to double in the next 20 years, with countries in the 

South, where two-thirds of the world’s farmed animals are found, becoming the main producers for 

                                         
8 Farm Animal Reform Movement (FARM), press release, 14 December 1999 
9 www.fao.org 
10 Vegetarians International Voice for Animals - Viva!  Report: Sentenced to Death, Rebecca Smith, undated 
11 Calculation based on combined figure of 1999 numbers (570 000 000) animals and percentages supplied by 
National Department of Agriculture and the South African Poultry Association as quoted in this paper.     
12 Worldwatch Institute press briefing, 2 July 1998 



 16 

the rest of the world.13 A Compassion in World Farming (CIWF) investigation, undertaken in 2000 by 

Janice Cox and Sari Varpama, found that meat production in 'developing' countries increased by 27 

percent in the last twenty years.14  Although consumption in the South is one-third of the level of that 

in countries in the North, with copycat lifestyle consumptive habits, it too has increased exponentially, 

expanding to almost double of what it was fifty years ago. This is why, according to George Monbiot, 

"biotechnology - whose promoters claim that it will feed the world - has been deployed to produce not 

food but feed: it allows farmers to switch from grains that keep people alive to the production of more 

lucrative crops for livestock. Within as little as 10 years, the world will be faced with a choice: arable 

farming either continues to feed the world's animals or it continues to feed the world's people. It 

cannot do both."15 

 

Meat as Culture 
 

These above-mentioned practices involve hiding behind assumptions that other animals are 

incapable of suffering as humans are, they do away with individuality and polarise species. The killing 

of animals for food also speaks to complex issues of the root of societal violence and brutalised 

societies such as South Africa where human and animal life are equally viewed as being of little 

value. What are the implications and impacts of these almost universally ethically and culturally 

acceptable practices on societal processes? What is the human response, particularly since people 

who eat meat do not want to think about how a live animal was transformed and processed at the 

slaughterhouse into a neatly repackaged meal?  

 

In part, food’s power lies in the fact that it has never been a mere commodity but throughout human 

evolution it has been part of defining family, community, and culture. The base on which global 

society and organisation rests is the way in which it finds sustenance, that is, in what is devoured and 

consumed and the processes involved in food production. It is within the industrialised and indifferent 

food production process, which is epitomised by dominionism,16 domination and 'acceptability' of 

killing millions of animals every day, that societal injustice, wars, subjugation, the proliferation of 

violence and exploitation are perpetuated. Built into this are layer upon layer of systematic 

victimisation, brutality, unimaginable cruelty, violence, greed, selfishness, disrespect, neglect, 

insensitivity, denial, disconnection, objectification, disassociation, disharmony, mechanisation, 

commodification and cultural and religious practices and prejudices. It is with individual, community 

and ultimately global silence, consensual ignorance, complicity and avoidance that these 

                                         
13 Garces, Leah, Detrimental Impacts of Industrial Animal Agriculture: A case for humane and sustainable 
agriculture , Compassion in World Farming Trust, 2002  
14 Cox, Janice and Varpama, Sari, The 'Livestock Revolution' - Development or Destruction? Compassion in 
World Farming Report into Factory Farming in "Developing' Countries, June 2000   
15 Why Vegans were right all along, The Guardian, 24 December 2002 
16See Jim Mason’s book, an unnatural Order: uncovering the Roots of domination of Nature and Each Other  
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fundamentally cruel practices continue to grow, fester, are camouflaged and ultimately feed upon 

themselves. This has particular resonance in South Africa because of the serious problem of violence 

the country has faced and is facing and the tools required to combat it.   

 
Sanitising Meat Eating  
 

Key to understanding how the exploitation of farmed (and other) animals takes place are issues of 

language, particularly speciesist language (an inherent bias against animals), and the way it is used. 

As Alan Bandura has pointed out, “language shapes people’s thought patterns, on which they base 

many of their actions” and “activities take on a very different appearance depending on what they are 

called.”17 David Nibert argues that, “one of the ways in which oppression masquerades as somehow 

right and natural, particularly in more affluent nations, is through the use of language. The very words 

we use exert considerable control over our consciousness and our views of the world.”18 Humans use 

euphemisms, advertisements and cartoons to conceal. In this schizophrenic way some words lose 

their meaning, become incorporated and gain acceptance and respectability. Labelling is therefore 

used to inculcate dislocation, disconnection and disassociation. Euphemistic labelling, for example, 

can also make the reprehensible respectable, for example, ’slaughterhouse’ becomes ‘meat 

processing plant’; ‘calf’ becomes ‘veal’; dead bodies become ‘meat; ‘chickens’ become ‘poultry’; 

‘sheep’ become ‘mutton’; animals used for food collectively become ‘livestock’; animals are ‘grown’ 

and ‘harvested’; pigs tails are ‘docked’ not ‘amputated’ and chickens have their beaks ‘trimmed’ not 

‘debeaked’. Animals that are killed for food or used in the farming process are usually referred to as 

'farm animals', which implies that by definition they naturally belong on a farm. This is similar to the 

use of the term 'laboratory animals' as opposed to animals in laboratories, which are two very 

different concepts.  

 

To justify meat eating practices consumers want to believe that the killing process is a sanitised and 

'humane' affair and they therefore ease their consciences with paradoxical language, such as 

‘humane slaughter’, which is a contradiction in terms. ‘Slaughter’ usually refers to a massacre or 

brutal killing or slaying of large numbers while ‘humane’ implies courteous and kind. Cultural bias also 

plays a part in language, representation and perceptions. In western culture, for example, the mass 

slaughter of animals in huge warehouses is seen to be ‘humane’ while informal and ritual slaughter is 

deemed to be ‘barbaric’.  

 

                                         
17 Bandura, Albert, Social cognitive theory of moral thought and action in Kurtines, WM & Gewirtz, J (Eds.), 
Handbook of Moral Behavior and Development, Vol. 1 (pp. 45-103). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum, 1991 
18 Nibert, David, Animal Rights/Human Rights: Entanglements of Oppression and Liberation, xiv, Oxford, 
Rowman & Littlefield, 2002  
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Not Quite Revolutionary Enough 
“There is a kind of seductiveness about a movement which is revolutionary, but not revolutionary enough."19 

 

Commitment to the Struggle?: The Left and Animal Rights 
 

In essence, there are two basic arguments with regard to refraining from animal-based food: human 

health; and concern for animals and the search for a more caring society. It is the latter that is either 

ignored, deliberately marginalised or comes under fire from the Left and development-based non-

governmental organisations (NGOs). Indeed, the description by Charlton, Coe and Francione of how 

the animal rights movement is viewed by the Left is even more pertinent when reviewing the South 

African landscape. In general, it is seen by the Left as “the quintessential bourgeois movement, 

comprised of white, middle-class people who are often apolitical, or even worse, conservative, and 

who place animal interests above human interests, often to the detriment of underprivileged 

people.”20 This view does not take into account that both the animal rights movement and the Left 

share the same enemies but for the animal rights movement the acceptance of human rights theory is 

fundamental. To complicate matters ‘animal welfare’ is erroneously confused with animal rights and in 

doing so the animal rights position has been misinterpreted and misrepresented. But even more 

disturbing is that the Left accept the prevailing economic and legal framework of animals as a form of 

property and reject the notion of speciesism21. They thus ignore the basic theory that underpins 

animal rights and ignore the commonalities of oppression. This has prompted animal rights 

phiosopher Steven Best to cynically comment, “It is taxing to sit at a table full of critical theorists, 

feminists, post-colonialists, and other social justice advocates, all excoriating capitalist exploitation 

while they devour bloody steaks and smear pig ribs and chicken grease across their overfed faces.”22 

 
Meat and Social Justice  
 

David Fig, a leading South African environmentalist, has correctly pointed out that the consumption of 

food “goes beyond health and nutritional concerns, and is invested with all kinds of cultural meanings, 

preferences and taboos” and that its “mass production has commodified it, leaving consumers 

dependent on global trading, pricing and marketing decisions far from their control.”23 While Fig raises 

concerns of ecology, poverty, social equity and human health; he fails, however, to discuss the effect 

                                         
19 Daly, Mary in Adams, Carol, The Sexual Politics of Meat, New York: Continuum, 1990  
20 Charlton, Anna E, Coe Sue, and Francione, Gary L., The American Left should Support Animal Rights: A 
Manifesto, Animals’ Agenda, 28, Jan/Feb 1993 
21 A word coined by Richard Ryder, speciesism is akin to racism and is a practice of discriminating on the 
grounds of species membership alone. It is seen as a class barrier and a form of prejudice which allows the 
exploitation of other animals for economic gain, in exactly the same way that the working class is exploited.        
22 Best, Steven, Common Natures, Shared Fates: Toward an Interspecies Alliance Politics, Impact Press, 
December 2002 – January 2003. www.impactpress.com/articles/decjan03/interspecies12103.html 

http://www.impactpress.com/articles/decjan03/interspecies12103.html
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of this industrialisation and commodification of food production and consumption on the lives of 

animals. His stance is characteristic of the global environmental and developmental position, which, 

in the main, tends to focus on macro-environmental issues and the adverse threats these pose to 

humans. Indeed, as vegetarian-feminist Carol Adams notes in The Sexual Politics of Meat, the animal 

rights view on killing animals is seen as sentimental or ‘Bambi-morality’.24  In this way, despite their 

criticisms of neo-liberalism, multinationals and trade liberalisation, those who work for social justice 

and challenge global corporatisation often fail to make the crucial links between human and animal 

suffering and the exploitation of animals, particularly farmed animals. They also steadfastly fail to take 

cognisance of the cogent animal rights arguments, which also take into account ecology, 

environmental degradation, issues of sustainability and human health. Paradoxically, therefore, by 

accepting, partaking and promoting meat-eating they reinforce the very worldview they oppose.   

 

A typical example of a development NGO's position on food security and world hunger is that 

expressed by OXFAM, " As poorer countries become better off financially, their eating habits will start 

to resemble those of the richer countries. That is, their demand for food in general and meat and 

dairy in particular will increase. Since animal-based foods use more resources to produce, food 

production will have to dramatically increase in the future, especially when coupled with population 

increases." 25 This position can be criticised because it: 

 Does not question the desirability of Northern eating patterns, including the consumption and 

over-consumption of animal-based foods; 

 Looks only at the supply-side to provide a solution;    

 Reinforces the status quo of unhealthy and resource-draining practices within wealthier countries; 

 Encourages similar unsustainable patterns in developing countries; 

 Does not deal with the implications and effects of the resultant increased resource use;  

 Does not raise or deal with the possibility of decreasing the current consumption levels; 

 Does not argue for the benefits of changing to more efficient and healthy practices. 

 

The counter-arguments are that the structures of oppression are the cause of the dominant and 

unsustainable worldview and that the specific groups affected are interchangeable. Therefore the 

Left, development NGOs, environmentalists, and anti-globalisation activists and movements should 

discourage meat consumption and production and the processes that supply them, not support or 

ignore them. Sue Coe argues that, “Human rights and animal rights or liberation are interconnected,” 

and that, “When we in the West changed from being serfs to industrial workers, we lost any 

                                                                                                                                           
23 Fig, David, Corporate Social and Environmental Responsibility In The South African Food And Drink 
Industries. p1 2003  
24 Adams, Carol J, The Sexual Politics of Meat, New York: Continuum, 1990  
25 OXFAM representative, quoted during World Hunger Day in 1999 
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connection with the land and nature. ... We live lives that are increasingly alienated from any reality, 

which makes it easier for the meat industry – or any other industry that puts profit before life.”26  

 

South African animal rights activist Alan Rolstone, maintains that analysis should not stop at the 

species barrier and that the dismissal of the vegan argument and the failure to take ethical positions 

into account is anthropomorphic27 since “arguing on behalf of animals does not equate to arguing 

against people. This is a false dichotomy that ultimately works against the welfare of both humans 

and animals.”28 Rolstone is supported by vegan Louise van der Merwe, who notes that, "most human 

rights activists in South Africa appear to be trapped in a ‘humancentric’ mindset that does not allow 

for a greater vision."29 

 

Eco-feminism: Making the Links 
 
Eco-feminists, who analyse the root causes of oppression and the practices and values that underlie 

the use of power and the politics of exclusion, are also increasingly making the connections between 

feminist struggles and other fights against discrimination, such as the exploitation of animals. Carol 

Adams and Josephine Donovan make this point by arguing that, "all oppressions are interconnected: 

no one creature will be free until all are free - from abuse, degradation, exploitation, pollution, and 

commercialisation…Women and animals have shared these oppressions historically, and until the 

mentality of domination is ended in all its forms, these afflictions will continue."30  Alice Walker made 

this comment after visiting a factory farm, "I can never not know that the chicken I saw is a sister."31 

 
Animal Rights as Ideology  
 

So-called ‘animal rights organisations’; however; also make it difficult for the Left and others to be 

sympathetic to the cause of animal rights. This is because, very often, animal protection 

organisations do not themselves make the connections between animal and human exploitation and 

do not understand what animal rights theory is all about. They therefore either steer clear of animal 

rights arguments or they erroneously believe ‘animal rights’ is ideologically neutral. Globally, the 

animal rights movement is a relatively new movement that emerged in the mid-1970s so it is not 

surprising that there are internal debates and general misunderstandings regarding theory and 

practice and a coherent position is still in the process of being developed. The media and the public, 

as a result, are also then unable to distinguish between animal welfare and animal rights.  Despite 

                                         
26 http://www.brown.edu/Administration/News_Bureau/2002-03/02-003.html 
27 Interview with Alan Rolstone, June 3 2003 
28 Ibid. 
29 Editorial, Animal Voice, April-July 1997 
30 Adams, Carol and Josephine Donovan (eds). Animals and Women: Feminist Theoretical 
Explorations .NC: Duke University Press, 1995 
31Quoted in Charkowski, Elaine, Compassion is not selective, undated 

http://www.brown.edu/Administration/News_Bureau/2002-03/02-003.html
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this, the failure of emerging social movements to make the connections and integrate the animal 

rights position has deep consequences for the attempts to counter the corporate, neo-liberal agenda 

in a meaningful and holistic way. Whether this mould can be broken and meaningful alliances formed 

remains to be seen.   

 

Humane Slaughter?: Animal Welfare, a Contradiction in Terms 
 

It is the issue of eating animals for food that clearly elucidates the fundamental differences between 

animal rights and animal welfare. Development NGOs, environmentalists and the Left are not the only 

groupings that generally do not oppose or question meat-eating practices and processes. The animal 

welfare position, represented in South Africa by the National Council of Societies for Prevention of 

Cruelty to Animals (NSPCA) and backed by agribusiness itself, supposedly works in the interests of 

animals. However, the animal welfare position operates from within the utilisation paradigm and 

merely places limits on exploitation. Crucially then it is not against exploitation per se and will not lead 

to the end of animal exploitation. Consequently, according to animal rights lawyer Gary Francione, 

the animal welfare position is limited to ensuring that animals are treated ‘humanely’ and that they are 

not subjected to ‘unnecessary’ suffering and it assumes the legitimacy of treating animals 

instrumentally as means to human ends as long as certain ‘safeguards’ are employed.32  

 

The animal welfare position therefore actively maintains the status quo; accepts the status of animals 

as private property and does not interrogate the complex societal processes attached to eating meat. 

Nor does it make connections with other forms of social injustice and oppression. Essentially the 

animal welfare position is a conservative one that reflects middle-class values and as such should be 

criticised by the Left and others.   The fact is that it is not possible in this day and age to take farmed 

animals from birth to death without inflicting suffering. As such, the concept of ‘animal welfare’ 

particularly in the context of industrial animal agriculture, where there can never be anything but 

brutality, is an oxymoron. As Charlton, Coe and Francione have argued, “the problem is that a 

framework of animal welfare –as opposed to animal rights – will never, and can never succeed in 

ameliorating or even alleviating suffering.”33   

 

Animal welfare organisations, by setting minimum standards and supporting self-regulation, merely 

oversee animal abuse and entrench and legalise cruelty. By ‘monitoring’ the animal production 

industry they are simply greasing the wheels of the machinery. It would be similar to the Nazis having 

a ‘welfare section’ to ensure the welfare of people going to concentration camps. Editor of the pro- 

                                         
32 Francione, Gary L, Animal Rights and Animal Welfare, 48 Rutgers Law Review, 397, Winter, 1996 
33 Charlton, Anna E, Coe Sue, and Francione, Gary L., The American Left should Support Animal Rights: A 
Manifesto, Animals’ Agenda, 28, Jan/Feb 1993 
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hunting magazine, SA Game & Hunt, Jan van der Walt, made the astute comment that the NSPCA 

by vocally opposing hunting was being hypocritical because it accepts and condones the fact that 

millions of animals are killed in slaughterhouses in South Africa each year. 34    

 

Referring to the plight of farm animals in South Africa, animal activist Louise van der Merwe 

maintains that recourse to established animal welfare authorities regarding farm animals is of little 

use and that ‘animal welfare’ is an excuse to keep animals in slavery.35 Van der Merwe’s publication 

Animal Voice, took undercover footage at a large ‘piggery’ in the Western Cape which revealed 

“deprivation, frustration and misery on an incomprehensible scale” but when an Animal Welfare 

inspector was asked to inspect the facility he said he could find nothing wrong and he told Animal 

Voice that, “the animals are born into that environment and as far as I am concerned, they don’t know 

any different and as far as I’m concerned it is not cruel.”36  Apparently, all of the members of the 

NSPCA Farm Animal Unit eat meat, which is not only the ultimate in self-deception but explicitly 

illustrates their complicity.  

 

A Minor Crime?: The Government Position 
 

Classifying Animals as Property 
 

According to Arluke and Lockwood, "society's response to animal cruelty is reflected in the laws that 

are enacted and the level of enforcement of the laws."37 In South Africa animals are legally classified 

as ‘things’, ‘goods’ or ‘agricultural products’. Farmed animals are also excluded from protection in 

terms of the Animal Protection Act. In this way so-called ‘animal protection’ legislation only serves to 

mask and obfuscate what is taking place on a daily basis, namely enormous cruelty. The existence of 

these laws actively allows abuse to continue and allows society to be lulled into believing that the 

process, which breeds and kills animals to satisfy its meat-eating habits, is humane and acceptable.  

 

Supporting Agribusiness 
 

So-called ‘animal production’ is seen as a major player in agribusiness in South Africa and is 

currently responsible for 43 percent of all agricultural production.38 Both during and after Apartheid, 

the department of Agriculture & Land Affairs and its respective ministers have clearly shown that their 

priorities lie with the industrial farmers, agribusiness and trade. Policymakers in South Africa not only 

                                         
34 Game & Hunt, Editorial, December 2002 
35 Interview with Louise van der Merwe, 25 May 2003 
36 Animal Voice, November 1998 – February 1999 
37 Arluke, Arnold & Lockwood, Randall. Understanding Cruelty to Animals, Society & Animals, Journal of 
Human-Animal Studies, Vol. 5 No. 3, 1997 
38 Raath, Jack, Policy and Structural Development in the Red Meat Industry in South Africa, Address at 
International Federation of Agricultural Producers, 14 May 2001 
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do not question the unsustainable and inhumane and ever-expanding industrial animal-farming model 

but, fuelled by corporations, are actively promoting and imitating it - offering it as a means of poverty 

alleviation, despite the evidence of cruelty, environmental degradation, long-term job losses, 

pollution, climate change, animal-borne diseases and lifestyle health implications.  

 

Growth and Meat Imports 
 

The United States Department of Agriculture, in analysing possible trade deals with South Africa, 

which it sees as a ‘major regional market’ and a big potential importer of meat, believes that 

increasing population and income growth in South Africa will increase demand for meat, which 

combined with limited potential for expansion of production, should boost net imports of meat.39 

Australia supplies a quarter of the red meat imported into South Africa.40 South Africa bought £24 

million of ‘beef’ from the United Kingdom in 1995 and indeed, until the ban on British beef was 

enforced in 1997 as a result of Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE), South Africa was the UK's 

third largest export market, importing an average of 27 000 tonnes of 'beef', thus making it a far more 

valuable market than most European countries.41 According to the South African Meat Industry 

Company (SAMIC), on average South Africa imports 20 000 tons of ‘beef’, 30 000 tons of sheep meat 

and 8 000 tons of pig meat from outside of Southern Africa. Imports from the Southern African region 

account for 104 198 live cattle from Namibia and 917 576 ‘live small stock’. In addition ‘beef’ imported 

from Namibia and Botswana averages 15 000 tonnes annually.      

 

Deregulation, Trade Liberalisation and Increased Production 
 

In order to deregulate and liberalise the agricultural sector in favour of private and corporate capital, 

agricultural control boards in South Africa were abolished in terms of the 1996 Marketing of 

Agricultural Products Act, and most of their functions privatised. Deregulation has led to the closure of 

some of the state-run slaughterhouses and the privatisation of others. It has also meant that there 

has been a proliferation of slaughterhouses. In addition, many farmers are now slaughtering animals 

in situ. The Meat Board, which regulated slaughtering facilities and the selling of carcasses, ceased 

to exist at the end of 1997.  

 

In many ways the Meat Board has been replaced by SAMIC, which was established in 1997 to 

“promote the long-term global success of the South African red meat industry, stimulate demand, 

influence legislation, trade and macro-economic conditions to ensure sustained viability and 

                                         
39 United States Department of Agriculture Foreign Agricultural Service Global Agriculture Information Network 
Report, Annual Poultry and Products, South Africa, Prepared by Harry Germishuis, 17 August 2000 
40 ABC Rural Online 6 May 2003, www.abc.net.au/rural/wa/stories/s848392.htm 
41 Evening Standard, 15 November 1999 
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growth”.42 SAMIC is continually attempting to market and encourage meat eating. In 2003, the South 

African Red Meat Producers Organisation, Meat and Livestock Australia and the Sheep Meat Council 

of Australia, signed a memorandum of understanding to promote meat production and consumption. 

In 2002 the Meat Exporters of South Africa (MESA) was formed to boost South African meat exports. 

According to Eric Watkinson of the Food and Allied Workers Union (FAWU) the deregulation of 

quality control and concomitant budget cuts have impacted on animal welfare issues. Watkinson also 

maintains that the growth of small-scale slaughterhouses as a result of deregulation means that there 

is little or no checking and that they fall outside the radar screen of inspection.43     

 

Government, through its trade liberalisation, privatisation and deregulation policies and its support for 

commercial animal production, and the concomitant commercialisation of emerging meat producers, 

breeders and feeders, is encouraging and supporting meat production, export and consumption. In 

this way, by prioritising profit over social good or any concern for animals, it furthers the interests of 

the meat industry and large agribusiness corporations rather than the public interest. The main 

government agency that takes these policies forward and is promoting the concept of factory farming 

is the Department of Agriculture & Land Affairs. Ironically, it is also responsible for ‘animal welfare’ 

and ensuring that the Animal Protection Act is implemented and enforced.  This Ministry, 

inappropriately, thus looks after both the interests of the perpetrators and of the victims.       

 

Legislation, Codes and Cruelty  
 

The main legislative acts in South Africa governing the slaughtering of animals are: 

• Animal Diseases Act No. 35 of 1984 and the Animal Disease Regulations contained in 

Government Notice No. R 2026 of 26 September 1986; 

• Meat Safety Act No. 40 of 2000 and respective regulations contained in Government Notice 

No. R 3505 of 9 October 1969; 

• Animals Protection Act No. 71 of 1962; 

• The Animal Improvement Act No. 62 of 1998; 

• The Livestock Improvement Act No. 87 of 1962; and  

• The Genetically Modified Organisms Act No. 15 of 1997. 

 

The concept of ‘humane slaughter’ is supposed to be at the core of South African slaughter 

legislation and codes of practice. However, investigations worldwide as well as experiences in South 

Africa show that this is not the case. Government is more concerned with “safe meat” (that is dead 

animals) than about the welfare of the animal when it is alive. Even in this sphere enforcement is 

                                         
42 South African Meat Industry Company Mission and Strategic Objectives, www.samic.co.za 
43 Discussion with Eric Watkinson of FAWU, 10 June 2003 
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compromised by budgetary and personnel constraints as there are less than 100 inspectors in the 

country who are tasked with enforcing Health and Safety laws in all factories and workplaces.44 The 

government does not plan to introduce official inspectors for animal welfare45 and as a result, the 

monitoring of so-called ‘animal welfare’ is almost entirely left up to the small and severely under-

resourced NGO secto. Slaughterhouses, which are mostly all privatised, are therefore largely 

evaluated by their own personnel. Veterinary surgeons, when they are present, are only obliged to 

observe slaughter and the meat hygiene inspectors devote their time observing ‘carcass dressing 

procedures' and do not concern themselves with the ‘welfare’ of the animals while they are in the 

lairage or being stunned and killed. Moreover, when commenting on illegal slaughtering provincial 

governments never raise animal cruelty issues, only human health concerns.46 There is also no 

official distribution of information and education to producers, middlemen and hawkers with regard to 

animal cruelty issues. Deregulation which has allowed for the introduction of a lower category of 

slaughterhouse (Category F) and the legalising of ritual and home slaughter by various local 

authorities has made the false perception of so-called ‘animal welfare’ even more absurd.  

 

The Livestock Welfare Co-ordinating Committee (LWCC) was established in 1978, with members 

largely including representatives from the industry itself as well as government, the NSPCA, the 

Animal Anti-Cruelty League and veterinary associations. The industry, through SAMIC, administers 

the affairs of the LWCC.  Its stated objective is to take action to 'ensure the humane handling of 

livestock'. According to SAMIC the industry involvement is purely to increase financial profitability, 

prevent 'losses' and enhance production.47  The LWCC illustrates, once again, how animal welfare 

organisations such as the NSPCA work hand-in-glove with animal abuse industries.  The LWCC has 

drafted several codes of practice and guidelines, including:  

• A code for the welfare of pigs 

• A code for feedlots 

• A guideline for the use of prodders and stunning devices in slaughterhouses.  

 

Louise van der Merwe, the CIWF representative in South Africa, maintains that the drafting of such 

codes, guidelines and regulations are ineffectual, unenforceable, are not enforced and with 

problematic content.48  This implies that the animal welfare inspection system in relation to farmed 

animal is a complete failure. The implications of this are huge and unimaginable levels of animal 

suffering which are hidden from view and serve to reinforce the secretive world of meat production.  

                                         
44 Pretorius, Leon, South African Fisheries Industry with particular reference to occupational health and safety, 
December 2001 - January 2002 
45 Cox, Janice and Varpama, Sari, The 'Livestock Revolution' - Development or Destruction? Compassion in 
World Farming Report into Factory Farming in "Developing' Countries, p31, June 2000   
46 For example see SAPA report, Horse meat confiscated, 5 April 2003  
47 www.samic.co.za/LWCC/ 
48 Interview with Louise van der Merwe, 25 May 2003 
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Organisational Profiles 
 
In spite of the large scale of animal farming and the strength and diversity of NGOs and civil society 

in South Africa49, there is no organisation that lobbies full-time for farmed animals. This means that 

there are no groups in South Africa that are organised enough to sufficiently counter factory farming, 

effectively engage government or warn and inform consumers about it.  

 

The NSPCA established a ‘National Farm Animal Unit’ in the 1970s. It describes it activities as the 

”monitoring of welfare standards in slaughterhouses, at farming establishments (including intensive 

farms and emerging farmers)” within their principal role of ‘enforcement of legislation’. They also state 

that they are “committed to improving the quality of life of animals and ensuring a humane death.” 50  

It states that it is opposed to “certain legally acceptable farming practices” but it does not stipulate 

what these are. Currently the National Farm Animal Unit only employs four full-time inspectors. The 

NSPCA falls firmly within the welfare paradigm. It can therefore be argued that they: do little to 

improve the lot of farmed animals; merely observe abuse; and do not lobby for fundamental changes 

in farming practices and processes.  

 

A largely Durban-based animal rights organisation, Justice for Animals (formerly known as Front for 

Liberation and Conservation of Nature – FALCON, established in 1985 as the first animal rights 

organisation in South Africa), takes a vocal stand against farming animals for food. Its main medium 

of information dissemination is via website, as well as information tables.  Other small, and largely 

ineffectual, animal-based organisations that oppose factory farming are Earthlife Africa Animal Action, 

the Vegetarian Society of South Africa and Vegans in South Africa (founded in 1991 to promote the 

benefits of a vegan lifestyle and awareness about cruel practices involved in using animals). Entities 

such as Animal Voice, which cannot be classified as an organisation as such, are involved with 

lobbying and through quarterly newsletters, educational videos and undercover investigations, try to 

bring to the public’s attention issues that deal with farmed animals.  

 

Education, information dissemination and advocacy work around the plight of farmed animals in 

South Africa is therefore extremely minimal.  

                                         
49 According to the Co-operative for Research and Education (CORE) and the Institute for Democracy in South 
Africa (IDASA) for the South African NGO Coalition (SANGOCO), in Two Commas and a full Stop. Civicus 
Index on Civil Society. South Africa Country Report, October 2001, the number of civil society organisations in 
South Africa ranges between 17 000 and 140 000.     
50 www.nspca.co.za  

http://www.nspca.co.za/
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Animal Voice/Compassion in World Farming, South Africa (CIWF-SA) 
 

"The human race needs to understand once and for all that to utterly immobilise an animal for life is an 

incomprehensible cruelty and diminishes the very essence of our humanity."51 

 

Louise van der Merwe began working for 'farm animals' in 1989 when she moved to a smallholding 

and ordered live chickens from a nearby chicken farm. It was then that she was introduced to the 

adverse effects of factory farming on the lives of chickens.  

 

”I had no idea about battery farming. I naturally assumed chickens lived on the ground. How 

wrong can you be! Although factory farming started in 1946, and I am a post-war baby – I was 

born in 1950 - yet I did not have any clue what was happening or that human beings could do 

things like this. So, when the chickens arrived from the supplier I saw they were debeaked. I 

didn’t know then that what was wrong with them was called debeaking. What I saw was that 

they did not have beaks and that they could not pick up the grain I had put down for them. 

This meant that they could not eat. But even my husband, who has been my absolute 

staunchest ally, at that early stage, said, well that’s ‘boerdery’. As if we should just accept that 

it could not be changed.”52  

 

Van der Merwe was so shocked by this that she began an investigative publication, Humanity for 

Hens to bring the plight of chickens to the public’s attention.  According to Van der Merwe, Humanity 

for Hens was solely responsible for the introduction of free-range eggs available in supermarkets. As 

a result of a document that was leaked to Humanity for Hens in 1995, it became known as Animal 

Voice and began to broaden its focus so as to include other farmed animals. The document showed 

that British government representatives had come to South Africa to negotiate a trade deal in ostrich 

meat and that they had been so shocked by the live plucking of feathers from ostriches which they 

witnessed that they had returned home without having concluded the deal. 

 

 In 1995 Animal Voice also collected 28 000 signatures requesting the Minister of Justice to phase 

out battery cages in South Africa. In 2001 CIWF and Van der Merwe’s Animal Voice undertook a five-

week investigation into farms, feedlots, ‘livestock’ markets, transportation and slaughterhouses. 

Amongst others, their findings revealed that ostriches are brutally packed into pens where they 

become entangled and injured in fencing.  

 

Currently Animal Voice has embarked on a campaign entitled ‘Proudly Human’. Van der Merwe 

argues that South African business cannot claim to be ‘proudly South African’ if they are not ‘proudly 
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human’ because, “you cannot be proudly human if you perpetrate and perpetuate cruelty. Cruelty is 

something that makes us not proud to be human, it demeans us.”53  

 

Since 2002, Animal Voice has represented CIWF in South Africa. CIWF is an international farm 

animal welfare NGO that is campaigning to end the factory farming of animals and long distance 

transport through hard-hitting political lobbying, investigations and high profile campaigns. CIWF (SA) 

advocates the humane treatment of farm animals and works to prevent factory farming on the scale it 

has developed in Europe and the USA from taking hold in South Africa. It does not advocate a 

meatless society or for the slaughter of animals to be stopped. Instead it argues for regulation and for 

ethical codes of practice to be applied. "We need to ensure that the animals we use have a life worth 

living and a humane death."54 At the same time, somewhat dichotomously, Van der Merwe also 

advocates that animals be declared sentient beings, which would entitle them to rights. The essential 

elements of CIWF’s policy and tactical base include:  

• Having humane education included in South African schools;  

• Establishing an animal welfare council established in South Africa which would include animal 

protection representatives, conduct independent enquiries and provide advice to the 

government on all animal protection matters;  

• Establishing a dedicated animal welfare department with its own budget;  

• Effective official enforcement for animal welfare;  

• Government support for animal protection societies carrying out animal welfare work;  

• Codes of practice to be made into regulations and enforced;  

• Animal welfare standards in transport, slaughter, markets, and saleyards to be improved, with 

absolutely no weakening of any existing provisions; 

• The inclusion of animal protection in the Constitution, including recognition of animals as 

sentient beings and making the prevention of suffering a moral responsibility.55  

 

This is a broad and difficult task for an entity that has no real organisational structure or membership 

base in South Africa. 

 

Van der Merwe also heads the Humane Education Trust, which focuses on teaching learners respect 

and empathy for life and themselves so as to improve the treatment of both animals and people. The 

Trust's efforts paid off in 2002 when the National Education Department, through its National 

Environmental Education Project (NEEP), agreed to include humane education in the school 

curriculum. Says Van der Merwe, “we have made the most progress since we have gone into the 
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53 Interview with Louise van der Merwe, 25 May 2003  
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schools and getting teachers aware. However lack of resources has precluded us from doing this on 

a continual basis.”56   

 

International Fund for Animal Welfare (SA)57 

 

The most financially well-resourced animal welfare organisation in South Africa is the International 

Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW), which has eight full-time staff members. IFAW was founded in 1969 

mainly as a result of campaigns to stop the killing of seals in Newfoundland. IFAW, which began to 

develop a presence in South Africa in 1985, concentrates on protection of habitat, elephants, culling, 

trophy hunting, the trade in wildlife, wildlife rehabilitation, pet rescue projects in informal settlements 

and generally assisting animals in crisis and distress.58  

 

Although IFAW considers itself to be an animal welfare organisation, mainstream conservation 

organisations, the animal trade and hunting industries and government often publicly label it as an 

animal rights organisation. This appears to be because it states it is against the ‘consumptive use’ of 

wild animals and questions ‘sustainable use’ as a concept.  IFAW has been denied membership of 

the World Conservation Union (IUCN) as a result. Its application for membership to the IUCN in 1994 

was rejected by 30 votes to one. A letter signed by 27 IUCN members, consisting of government and 

NGO members (including the Southern African based African Resources Trust), stated, “…groups 

which are concerned with halting all hunting, trapping and harvesting activities …should not be 

expected to be considered for membership of the IUCN.”59  

 

IFAW, both in South Africa and internationally, has taken a policy decision not to involve itself with the 

issue of what it terms domesticated farmed animals.60 IFAW policy, although in general opposed to 

the commercial exploitation of animals, differentiates between wild and ‘domestic’ animals in this 

regard. It views, philosophically, ideologically and practically, the commercial exploitation of farmed 

animals within the industrial agricultural paradigm differently from commercial trade and exploitation 

of wild animals, particularly, what Jason Bell-Leask, IFAW-SA Director, refers to as the “slippery 

slope” of farming of wild animals, which is beginning to take place in South Africa and which IFAW 

opposes. Although many of their programmes deal with domestic animals they do not take up the 

issue of ‘production animals’. Bell-Leask argues that IFAW, as a whole, in terms of policy, is not a 

‘vegetarian organisation’ but he also points out that there are many strict vegetarians within IFAW. 

Bell-Leask appears to base the IFAW position on the fact that there are fundamental differences 

                                                                                                                                           
55 Animal People, September 2001 
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57 Interview with Jason Bell-Leask, 28 November 2002 
58 Ibid. 
59 International News for CAMPFIRE, Article by Simon Ward on IFAW, African Resources Trust, April 1996 
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 30 

between animals that have been domesticated for thousands of years for food purposes and so-

called wild animals. He maintains that the eating of meat by humans is an ‘historical truism’ that IFAW 

does not oppose. However, he argues that humans have taken “too far” the manner in which food is 

currently being mass-produced. Despite this pro-meat position IFAW (SA) was nevertheless a 

member of a coalition of organisations, known as Diversity Nature & Animals (DNA), which was set 

up specifically to lobby around animal issues at the World Summit on Sustainable Development 

(WSSD). 

 

Diversity, Nature & Animals (DNA)  
 

Other members of DNA were: Xwe African WildlifeInvestigation & Research Centre, Beauty Without 

Cruelty, South Africans for the Abolition of Vivisection, Community Led Animal Welfare, the 

Vegetarian Society of South Africa, Earthlife Africa Animal Action, Wildlife Action Group, Centre for 

Animal Rehabilitation and Education and the Kalahari Raptor Centre. The DNA WSSD policy 

document61, in relation to the issue of food security, made a case against intensive animal farming as 

well as farming wild animals (i.e. ’game farms’) on the basis that they are unsustainable and 

adversely affect socio-economic and rural structures, human health, food security, subsistence 

farmers, the environment and genetic diversity. They argued that an alternative land-use agenda 

must be created and that South Africa should be aiming to decrease the level of demand through 

education and should be redirecting its energies into growing food that is gentle to the animals and 

the environment, as well as being healthy and safe to eat, affordable and accessible.  

 

With regard to the impact of industrial animal production on water resources in South Africa, DNA 

argues that in South Africa it is a struggle to supply each household with 25 litres of water a day while 

a cow drinks 35 litres a day. They also pointed out that the largest land areas are being used solely 

for growing animal feed and not food for humans. DNA put forward the idea of a ‘green tax’ on meat, 

such as those that pollute the environment (petrol) and/or harm human health (tobacco, alcohol), in 

order to alleviate some of the health and environmental costs and impacts of raising animals for food. 

They argue that countries should rise above national interests and profit motives and institute a set of 

genuine solutions that will feed the world while preserving the planet. DNA, as a partner of the Global 

Hunger Alliance (GHA)62, fully supported the ’Global Hunger Alliance Statement of Principles as set 

out for the World Food Summit’.63  
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In essence the GHA document stated that: 

 The solution to global hunger cannot be met by the expansion of foreign-owned industrial 

animal agriculture operations into low-income food-deficient nations. 

 Actions taken to address hunger must be cost-effective so that they will feed the greatest 

number of people possible. Industrial animal agriculture operations entail higher usage of 

land, plant, water and fuel resources per calorie or unit of protein than the cultivation of 

plant crops for human consumption. In contrast, sustainable cultivation of plants for human 

consumption offers a cost-effective method of producing healthy food for hungry people. 

 The impending global water crisis is a particular emergent problem. Demands upon and 

pollution of already depleted water resources by new industrial animal agriculture 

operations would exacerbate this growing worldwide crisis. Land degradation and 

desertification associated with intensive grazing would worsen the impact of cycles of 

drought and flooding, further threatening global water security.  

  The aim of agriculture is to feed people. Nations must not be pressured to convert their 

agricultural sectors into profit-generating components of foreign-owned corporations or to 

place the demands of international markets above the needs of their own citizens. 

Conversion of agricultural resources now devoted to food for local and regional 

consumption into resources devoted to the production of commodities for foreign markets 

would increase vulnerability to market shocks and, hence, increase food insecurity. 

 

Telling us what to Eat: Agribusiness = Animal Suffering  
 

"…for the animals it is an eternal Treblinka" (Isaac Bashevis Singer, The Letter Writer) 

 

Profit-fixated agribusiness, driven by a global demand for meat, is institutionalising animal cruelty with 

its modern food animal production of ‘factory farming,’ which epitomises the commodification of 

animals and their exploitation for financial gain. Increases in consumption amongst those in 

industrialised countries correlates with the increase in factory farming. Indeed, factory farming is the 

fastest growing form of ‘animal production’ and is now responsible for half of the meat produced 

globally.64 It is also heavily reliant on genetic engineering and the patenting of life forms, which further 

increases the suffering of animals that are farmed. Genetics Forum, a pressure group in the United 

Kingdom argues that, “Farm animal genetic engineering has been a disaster in terms of animal 

welfare and is highly unpredictable.”65   
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Factory farming is a world-wide phenomenon that is seeing small family farms being replaced with 

huge corporate and industrialised warehouses and assembly lines. Indeed agribusiness, through 

factory farming, eliminates people’s right to know where the food comes from – a plastic packaged 

container of mince in a supermarket, for example, can be a mixture of body parts from dozens of 

animals. Factory farming is promoted as a means of increasing food supplies and therefore feeding 

the hungry. In South Africa it is also promoted as a way to counter job losses and increase local 

incomes. However, this ignores the political nature of food consumption, macroeconomics, global 

hunger, scarcity of natural resources and ethical considerations. 

 

Agribusiness corporations, through so-called ‘diversification’, increasingly control multiple facets of 

the animal production process, including: feed, pesticides, hormones, equipment, slaughterhouses, 

‘processing plants’ and distribution centres. For example, in South Africa many of the companies 

involved in industrial animal production also own interests in the animal feed production business, 

which is also one of the largest agricultural sectors. An enormous percentage of the cost of ‘growing’ 

animals for food is absorbed by feed and therefore, as Watkinson and Amin have pointed out, the 

question of how companies arrange to secure a constant stream of feed becomes critical.66 In 1999, 

according to the Animal Feed Manufacturers Association (AFMA) the animal feed industry turned 

over R7 billion. In this way agribusiness corporations are becoming more influential and can therefore 

apply pressure, and even control, local, national, and international food policies and food choice. On 

the global level, Gary Kline argues that the increased concentration of multinational agribusiness 

undermines the autonomy of governments so that production priorities are oriented towards the 

“more lucrative markets of the richer, industrialised countries.”67  

 

Clearly, from this perspective, commodities do not have issues of welfare attached. As a result there 

is life-long suffering for farmed animals so as to increase profit margins. In these factories animals 

are: severely confined in overcrowded pens, stalls and cages; branded; tattooed;68 mutilated; and 

then brutally transported; and finally killed. Farmed animals are also being forced to eat members of 

their own species and as a result are being turned into cannibals. A report in the Mail & Guardian 69 

stated that the National Department of Agriculture, despite global concern with BSE or ‘mad cow 

disease’ and its link to animal feed, had not outlawed the use of animal protein in livestock feed. 

According to the same article an ostrich slaughterhouse in Oudtshoorn is also making feed for 
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ostriches from ostrich carcasses.  New regulations on BSE (feeding of ruminant material) were 

published in the Government Gazette for public comment in 2002. 

 
Cattle 
 

Cows, pigs and sheep are just as affectionate, caring, loving and sensitive as cats and dogs. It is only our 
culture which has decreed that dogs and cats get well looked after while cows, pigs and sheep get eaten. In 

other parts of the world the rules are very different.70 
 
There is no singular form of the word ‘cattle’. This speaks volumes about the way humans view this 

species. The etymological root of the word ‘cattle’ comes from the French word ‘chattel’, which means 

moveable property, possession or goods. Slaves were also regarded as ‘chattel’.71   

 

According to the National Department of Agriculture (NDA), in 2000/01 South Africa had about 13,5 

million cattle.72 In addition, in 2000 South Africa imported 150 000 calves from Namibia to supply 

slaughterhouses and feedlots.73 The milk and dairy industry advertising and marketing misinformation 

campaign of ‘drink milk, its good for you’ has very persuasive marketing, particularly to children. But 

behind the picture of the happy cartoon-like cow in the pasture, is: suffering, manipulation, drug 

intervention and separation of cow from calf. In 1999/2000 South Africans consumed 10 000 tons of 

butter, 39 000 tons of cheese 37 000 tons of condensed milk and milk powder and 1 505 000 tons of 

fresh milk.74 

 

Merciless Milking 
 

In South Africa four companies own 70 per cent of the dairy market. Clover-Danone and Italian-

owned Parmalat (which also owns Bonnita and Towerkop) lay claim to 50 percent of the market, 

while Nestle and Dairybelle own 20 per cent.75 South Africa is also a major dairy exporter. In a natural 

environment cows live up to twenty-five years but in modern dairies they are killed after three or four 

years. Modern technology and intensive milk production forces cows to produce ten times more than 

they would naturally. To do this they are fed artificially rich diets and given the BST hormone, which 

promotes lactation and is banned in the European Union. Due to the weight of their artificially bloated 

udders cows also experience difficulty in walking. The result is suffering, stress and diseases such as 

mastitis, laminitis and milk fever. By the time a dairy cow arrives at the slaughterhouse, she will be 

exhausted after a lifetime of pregnancies and milking. Leather is derived primarily from dairy cows, 

who are killed when they are seen as no longer productive.  
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The number of pregnant cows that are sent to slaughterhouses in South Africa is unknown. However, 

Cora Bailey, from Community Led Animal Welfare (CLAW), has witnessed: calves born on transport 

trucks to the slaughterhouse that have died as a result of conditions on the trucks and calves still 

kicking in the mother’s stomach as she is having her throat slit. 76 As Professor John Webster 

explains, “The dairy cow is a supreme example of an overworked mother. She is by some measures 

the hardest-worked of all our farm animals and this can be scientifically calculated. It is equivalent to 

a jogger who goes out for six to eight hours every day, which is a fairly lunatic pursuit.”77  

 

Calves that are born to dairy cows are separated from their mothers immediately after birth. The 

males are raised and killed for meat and some of them are used for so-called 'veal'. Taken from their 

mothers, these calves are, for a period of sixteen weeks, tightly confined in wooden crates where 

they are unable to turn around. In order to produce light-coloured flesh they are fed a liquid diet that is 

deliberately deficient in iron and fibre so that the animals become anaemic. According to a CIWF (SA) 

exposé, thousands of newly born male dairy calves are disposed of at auctions where they are sold 

for as little as R5 each.78 

 

Fast, Finishing Feedlots 
 

Sixty per cent of all cattle in SA are “finished for slaughter” in feedlots.79 Feedlots are a method of 

fattening animals quickly so as to increase profits. The feedlot system is usually used by giant 

commercial concerns but small-scale farmers also practice it. The South African Feedlot Association 

was established in the 1970s. The Feedlot industry has been described by Mark Bennet of the South 

African Clothing & Textile Workers Union (SACTWU), a union that organisers tannery workers, as 

being the new kingpins of the sector.80 This statement is borne out by the fact that the 53 registered 

cattle feedlots currently produces 75 per cent of all ‘beef’ produced in South Africa, which translates 

into 1,35 million animals a year.81  Sheep are also kept in feedlots and according to SAMIC there are 

800 000 to a million sheep and goats that supply slaughterhouses and feedlots. 82   

 

Deregulation of the meat industry has meant that the larger feedlots have ‘diversified’ into feeding, 

slaughtering, wholesaling and retailing their own brands. Once such company is Karan Beef, which 

correctly states that, “Karan’s about people”. Karan, based in Heidelberg in Gauteng, is the largest  

feedlot in Africa, housing up to 70 000 animals at a time. They also own a feedmill and a 
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slaughterhouse and processing plant in Balfour, Mpumalanga, which can kill and process up to a 

thousand cattle a day. Their de-boning plant processes up to 100 tons per shift. At Karan Beef calves 

between the ages of 7 and 12 months are purchased from breeders and sent to the feedlot for 

fattening. To keep the death machine going and to keep up with current demand, 1 000 animals are 

bought, 1 000 transported and 1 000 slaughtered daily. Designed for profitability, feed is given for 

about 100 days and is scientifically designed to stimulate and increase intake of feed so that the 

animals can get fatter more quickly, adding 105 kilograms per carcass mass.83. Currently the feedlot 

industry in the USA is experimenting with supplementing grain with plastic, cement dust, newspaper 

and cardboard.84  Karan exports to Hong Kong, Switzerland, the Middle East and African countries 

and is currently seeking European Union approval for their ‘products’.   

 

 
Picture: Vicky Alhadeff 

 

At the crowded and stressful feedlots cattle are tagged, dewormed, implanted with a growth 

stimulant, vaccinated and given penicillin. They are also dehorned to prevent injury to one another in 

feedlots and to workers during the slaughter process.  According to CIWF-SA, newborn calves, 

because they have no financial value, are abandoned at feedlots after their mothers are sent for 

slaughter.85  
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Pigs 
 

"We are not only pig farmers to make money. We love animals. That's why we went into agriculture. Anything 

that is cruel or unacceptable to the person in the street will also be unacceptable to me. "86 

    

 
                              News Café Bacon Promotion 

 

According to SAMIC there are 1.5 million pigs in South Africa. Eighty per cent of the pig meat 

production market divided among five companies: Enterprise Foods, Eskort, Supreme, Unico and 

Midland.   

 

When pigs are factory-farmed the females, who live a continuous cycle of impregnation and birth, are 

virtually immobilised for their entire existence because they are kept confined in small metal pens that 

prevent them from turning around and often the pens are so small that they have difficulty standing 

up or lying down. In 1999 there were approximately 120 000 sows kept in these conditions in South 

Africa.87 The tails of week-old piglets are cut off without anaesthetic to 'minimise tail-biting', which is a 

totally uncharacteristic behaviour that has emerged as a result of confinement. These piglets are also 

castrated without anaesthetic and have eight teeth removed with wire cutters.  
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Cheap, Cheap?: Chickens Have Rights Too 
 

“Chickens are cheap, cages are expensive”88 
 
In terms of the animal rights position chickens, which have a natural lifespan of 10 to 15 years, are 

sentient and intelligent beings and by being raised for food, are cruelly denied all their basic 

freedoms.  Animal behaviourist Professor Lesley Rogers, who argues that increased knowledge of 

the behaviour and cognitive abilities of the chicken means that we have come to realise that the 

chicken is not an inferior species to be treated merely as a food source, supports this.89 Since the 

early 1960s, in line with international developments, the intensive factory-like mass production, 

processing and distribution techniques, which were less labour-intensive and more automated, were 

introduced in South Africa. This means that the suffering that chickens have had to endure has grown 

exponentially as the nature of the industry, from the beginning to the end of the ‘production process’, 

is hugely exploitative.  

 

 
         PETA Leaflet 

 

CIWF (SA)’s Van der Merwe argues that the suffering chickens endure in South Africa is "so 

enormous that I can assure you I know for a fact our brains cannot conceive of it. Its colossal."90  Of 

concern to CIWF (SA), which vehemently condemns battery farming, is that there are no laws in 

South Africa that protect chickens.91 In Europe more than 90 per cent of the 270 million egg-laying 

hens are battery-caged and the decision by the European Parliament in January 1999 to phase-out, 

and ultimately ban, battery cages within 10 years has serious repercussions not only for the EU but 

for the global industry as a whole, including South Africa, which, according to Van der Merwe has at 

least sixteen million hens in battery cages and has trade agreements with the EU. However, of 
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concern to Van der Merwe are the terms of the General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs (GATT), 

which would mean that imports of eggs from battery-caged hens could not be excluded.92  

 

Chicken Farming as Poverty Alleviation 
 
Since 1994 government policy has honed in on developing the emerging farmer sector and in 

integrating this sector into commercial production processes. According to Raath, emergent 

producers own almost 40 per cent of farmed animals.93  Provincial governments through development 

projects are encouraging and promoting intensive chicken farming as a way of addressing food 

security issues, creating jobs and eliminating poverty in rural communities. According to Hamilton 

Halam, chairperson of the Rural Economic Community Development Programme in the Eastern 

Cape, “it is a holistic approach which focuses on the development of the human as a whole.”94  

Government also actively promotes battery farming via the Departments of Agriculture, 

Environmental Affairs and Tourism and Labour. Examples of this are DEAT coastal development 

projects, which promote ‘alternative businesses’ such as chicken farming and egg producing which 

are as unsustainable as the over-fishing they are trying to replace.      

 

Growing Chickens as Food 
 
Essentially, chickens are produced as food for two reasons: eggs and to eat. Hence chickens are 

respectively referred to as 'egg-layers' and 'broilers’ (chickens genetically engineered and bred for 

eating) by the industry.  In South Africa, chickens are the most consumed animals and according to 

CIWF (SA), from 1965 to 1998, the consumption of chicken flesh increased by 844 percent.95 

National Department of Agriculture figures for 1999 show that total poultry meat production amounted 

to about 1.121 million tons. 96 In 1999 the South African Poultry Association (SAPA), which represent 

the interests of the egg and ‘broiler’ industry,97 estimated that about 533 million 'broilers' were 

slaughtered.98 Currently, this means that at least 10 million chickens a week are being systematically 

killed in South Africa.  As a result, 'broiler' production makes up about 82 percent of the total 'poultry 

meat' production with the rest made up by other chicken slaughter, small scale and informal poultry 

production, ducks, geese and turkeys. The amount of chicken body parts imported into South Africa 
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for 1999 was 97 889 metric tons, 10 percent of total consumption, which currently exceeds 1.2 million 

tons per annum. 99 The SAPA submission to the Portfolio Committee on Agriculture and Land Affairs, 

Food Security Hearings revealed that the ‘poultry’ industry consumes 30 per cent of all the maize 

produced in the country and as a result it is becoming more and more difficult for them to access 

maize to sustain the industry.100  

 
'Broiler’ chickens are genetically engineered to grow unnaturally fast so that they can become 'big, 

meaty and breasty'. This places a huge strain on their undeveloped limbs, causing painful crippling 

and deformities. Their bones are unable to form properly, often do not calcify and remain soft 

cartilage. As a consequence, their skeletons fail to grow properly and their legs bend or break under 

their unnatural weight and this means they cannot even get to the water in the sheds .101 Antibiotics 

are administered to them to promote growth and keep them alive long enough (usually a six week 

lifespan) to make it to slaughter. The European Union’s Scientific Committee on Animal Health and 

Welfare Report in 2000 concluded that most of these problems imposed on ‘broiler’ chickens are as a 

result of the industry’s “determination to push birds to ever faster growth rates.”102 In this way, 

multinational corporations are deliberately creating animals that are designed to suffer. 

 
Picture: Vicky Alhadeff 
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Up to 30 000 ‘broiler’ chickens are kept on modern factory farm floors and this results in stress, 

breast blisters, chronic dermatitis and leg disorders. Their faeces are not removed until the next batch 

is due to move in. As a result they are subjected to strong ammonia fumes and disease. During the 

slaughtering process they are hung by their feet from a conveyer belt. To make handling easier, on 

the way to have their throats slit, their heads are lowered into electrified water to induce paralysis. 

According to Boyd the shock may be an "intensely painful experience".103 There is also debate about 

whether the birds are actually rendered unconscious or merely paralysed.104 In some cases, where 

throughput is low, birds are killed without stunning. According to Van der Merwe, the blade often 

misses the throat and they are dragged, conscious, through boiling water during the feather-removal 

process.105  

 

The largest 'broiler processor' in South Africa is Rainbow Chickens, which accounts for 40 per cent of 

the market. In the 1960s Rainbow was responsible for introducing large-scale ‘battery farming’ 

production in South Africa.106 Rainbow’s slogan is “nobody knows chickens like we do” and their logo 

is a well-heeled cartoon chicken wearing a waistcoat and smoking a cigar. Large billboards 

strategically placed next to motorways read, “No hooting please. Chickens resting”.  

 

Across all its 'farms', Rainbow is currently capable of killing and processing approximately 4 million 

chickens a week, i.e. 208 million a year.107 In 1989 Rainbow concluded an agreement with the 

Rembrandt Group whereby Hunt, Leuchars & Hepburn (HL & H) acquired a 25 per cent stake in the 

company. In 1996, HL & H bought 82.3 per cent of Rainbow, which is, as a result, now a subsidiary of 

HL & H. That same year Rainbow purchased Delmas Chicken’s broiler and processing operation and 

in 1997 Rainbow became a subsidiary of Industrial Partnership and Investments Limited, a wholly 

owned subsidiary of the Rembrandt Group Limited. Rainbow Chickens also owns Epol Feedmills and 

Cobb South Africa (part of an international company that breeds genetically manipulated chickens). 

Rainbow markets itself through Farmer Brown (“they taste so good ‘cause they eat so good”), 

Rainbow Chickens, Bonny Bird and Foodservice. Rainbow Chickens is the biggest supplier of 

chickens to the fast food industry, being the sole supplier to Kentucky Fried Chicken. It also supplies 

Chicken Licken (250 outlets) and Nandos as well as the South African National Defence Force and 

SA Prisons. Rainbow exports directly to countries in the Middle East, Asia, the SADC countries and 

Nigeria. 
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Picture: Michele Pickover 

 
Oligopolies  
 
Animal Voice describes the ‘broiler’ chicken and pig industries in South Africa as “oligopolies with 

agribusiness controlling supplies and markets.”108 Dr Ayoub Banderker, a South African veterinarian, 

who worked in the poultry industry commented, "I wanted to do what I could to help 'feed the people', 

but I came to realise that the poultry industry is driven by profits and profits alone and animal welfare 

only features once it affects profits."109 The largest supplier of 'day-old chicks' to 'broiler' producers 

and the egg industry is National Chick Limited (Natchix), which is part of the Astral Foods Group, 

which also owns Earlybird Farms, Meadow Feeds, Nutec and Country Fair. Ross Poultry dominates 

the breeding stock market in South Africa and has a technology agreement, with Ross Breeders of 

Scotland, a multinational, which produces genetically engineered chickens. The parent company of 

Nutec is Provimi, a global animal feed company.  

 

The largest egg-producer in South Africa is Nulaid, owned by Pioneer Foods, which in turns owns 

Tydstroom Broilers, SASKO, Bokomo, Ceres Fruit Juice and South African Dried Fruit (SAD). The 

second largest egg producer is Golden Lay, a subsidiary of Tiger Brands, which also owns, among 
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others, Enterprise Foods, Sea Harvest and Oceana, Koo, Tastic, All Gold, Purity Baby Food, 

Robertsons Home Care (which manufactures rat and insect poisons) and Spar. Tiger Brands major 

shareholder is CG Smith Limited, C G Smith is one of the largest industrial companies listed on the 

Johannesburg Stock Exchange The largest single shareholder in CG Smith is the South African 

Mutual Life Association which, in 1997 held 26,73 per cent.  

 
Eggs to Order 
 

In 1999 it was estimated that there were 17.4 million 'laying hens' and 63 000 'layer breeders' 

confined in battery cages in South Africa.110 Usually five hens are crammed into a cage that is 16 

inches wide. The wingspan of one bird is greater than the entire cage width for five birds.  This means 

that each hen has a space allowance 25 percent less than an A4 sheet of paper. This means that 

they cannot stretch their wings or legs and obviously they cannot fulfill their natural and social needs.  

Lack of space means they injure and bruise themselves and each other. Van der Merwe, speaking 

about this cruel life-long confinement argues that, “one cannot conceive of the mentality that could 

even begin to think like that, particularly if one knows chickens, how they behave and how intelligent 

they are. You can’t keep animals in those conditions, it is unthinkable.”111 They never stand on solid 

ground and are crammed into small wire cages that are stacked in tiers and lined up in rows, one on 

top of the other. A fully-automated battery unit houses up to 40 000 hens. Steve Smit, the founder of 

Justice for Animals, describes his impressions when he visited a battery shed: ”As I wandered down 

the rows of cages every one of these chickens looked at me with bright, intelligent eyes. Every one a 

prisoner. Every one a victim of human greed and indifference. Every one suffering twenty-four hours 

a day, every day of its miserable life.”112  

 

CIWF (SA) asserts that profit-driven battery farmers sell live ‘end-of-lay’ hens, often featherless and 

broken-boned, to ‘cull outlets’, middlemen who “sell the hens at rip-off prices to South Africa’s poorest 

of the poor, for home slaughter.”113  CIWF (SA) randomly selected live chickens sold to Khayelitsha 

residents and had them tested at the University of the Western Cape. The findings were that, “the 

systematic sale of live chickens to disadvantaged communities for informal slaughter has potentially 

lethal consequences especially for the very young, the very old and those carrying the HIV/AIDS 

virus.”114 The tests also revealed that a range of dangerous disease-causing bacteria contaminated 

the chickens. 
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Female chicks, within an hour or two of hatching, have their inner toe on each foot cut off with a pair 

of scissors so as to prevent them from growing around the wire of the cages. When these chickens 

are ten days old they are routinely maimed by the debeaking process. This involves having their 

beaks removed with hot blade sears at 800 degrees centigrade. These procedures are done to 

supposedly reduce injuries as a result of confined conditions. Beaks are important for chickens since 

they use them for eating, pecking, preening and grooming. According to van der Merwe, debeaking is 

a painful procedure because bone, cartilage and soft tissue is cut through and can cause life-long 

pain. In the debeaking process their tongues are often also injured. The bottom is left slightly longer 

so that they can unnaturally scoop up the feed, which is in a powdery form.   

 

 
Picture: Vicky Alhadeff 

 

In 1992 Humanity for Hens attempted to use the Animal Protection Act to challenge battery farming of 

chickens and the practice of debeaking by laying a charge against Lemoenkloof Farms, a large egg-

producing company.  In terms of the Act maiming, provision of inadequate space and unnecessary 

suffering are prosecutable offences. However, the Attorney-General of the Western Cape, Frank 

Kahn, only took a decision three years later, in 1995, not to proceed with the case as he did not 

consider that there was a reasonable prospect of success.115  Van der Merwe believes that the failure  
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of the province to act gave “tacit official approval to the horrific and unspeakable torture meted out to 

our animals" 116and proves the ineffectualness of the Animal Protection Act. 

 

For every hen in a battery cage a day-old male chick is callously killed at the hatchery because they 

cannot lay eggs and are therefore seen as not having any economic value. They are either drowned, 

gassed, thrown away in rubbish bins alive where they suffocate, or ground up alive by a 'machine for 

instantaneous mechanical destruction’ or IMD which either crushes them to death between two rollers 

or minces them with blades. 

 

 
Picture: Vicky Alhadeff 

 

Vicky Alhadeff, A South African animal activist and photographer, visited a chicken factory in 1993. 

This is her description: 

“In the ‘farm’ the chickens were sharing a square metre of space with 16-18 other birds. 

These are considered ideal rearing conditions by the farmer – the less movement possible, 

the fatter the chicken. The chickens are exposed to light 23/24 hourrs a day, so that they don’t 

stop eating, again accelerating the fattrening process. The chickens on this farm had been 

advertised as free range until objections form the SPCA ensured the label was removed. At 

seven weeks the birds are caught by hand with catchers starting work at 3am and working    

through to about 11am. Sections of the shed are cordoned off and the birds fly and scurry into  
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corners as the workers kick at them as they attempt to grab and carry four birds by their feet 

in each hand. By the end of the catch a few chickens lie dead on the ground, their bodies cold 

and probably dead for a few hours or even days, but overlooked in the extremely overcrowded 

conditions. At the slaughterhouse, which is on the farm, they remain in crates, possibly for 

hours until they are shackled upside down on a conveyor belt. They are initially in a frenzy, 

fluttering and shrieking and some vomiting. Every bird attempts to lift itself up but they are 

eventually defeated, giving up their struggle and slowly lowering their heads. The conveyor 

carries them to a stun bath where their heads pass through an electrified water trough. Their 

throats are then slit. A week later the birds will be on meat-eaters' plates. The farmer 

remarked, ‘Farmers are professional people who love their animals’."117 

 

 
Chicken for sale in informal settlement. Picture: Gina Walsh 

 

Wild Animals 
 
The increased commercial breeding of wild animals to supply ‘game’ farms, specifically so-called 

‘common species’ of antelope such as impala, springbuck and blesbuck, has resulted in the market 
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being flooded. This in turn has led to an increase in the farming of these animals, mainly to supply the 

export ‘venison’ market. South Africa supplies 80 per cent of the world market with ostrich and African 

antelope meat. Camdeboo Meat Processors is the biggest South African exporter of venison. 

According to the NSPCA, in 2000 Camdeboo processed 70 000 wild animals, including giraffe, 

kudus, impalas, springbuck, zebra and ostriches, for export.118 According to the NSPCA, the South 

African National Parks Board and the KwaZulu-Natal Parks Board have “both shown an interest in 

this market.”119 Organisations such as TRAFFIC120 support the position of developing the production 

of wild animal meat and the establishment of commercial farms in order to ‘contribute substantially to 

local economies’.121 

 
Baboons 
 
In 1999 a plan to build a slaughterhouse in the then Northern Province (now Limpopo) to process 

wild-caught baboons was initiated by an American businessman, Hector Howard-Fulton of Tfuene 

Holdings, and several local Afrikaans counterparts from the Warmbaths Development Initiative. Wild-

caught baboons were to be killed by electric shock for human ‘meat’ consumption in Central Africa 

and Eastern Europe, in the form of salami, polony and tinned meat. Baboon body parts, such as 

hands, teeth and tails would be exported to Asia as aphrodisiacs. This scheme attempted to take 

advantage of: the unscientific and immoral classification of baboons by government as ‘vermin’; a 

flawed system of wildlife permits issuance; and inadequate provincial enforcement and capacity.122  

Opposition to the slaughterhouse by animal rights and protection organisations, spearheaded by 

baboon specialists, the Centre for Animal Rehabilitation and Education (CARE), ultimately ensured 

that a permit was not granted.123     

 

Ostriches 
 
Ostriches, which belong to a family of flightless birds called ratites, the oldest living birds on earth, 

can, in the wild, live up to 70 years old. They are being farmed in South Africa for meat, feathers and 

hides. According to Louise van der Merwe, in 2001 there were 600 000 farmed ostriches in South 

Africa. Essentially, because ostriches are not domesticated, they are very prone to stress. Dead 

ostriches are being promoted to consumers as looking and tasting like ‘beef’, but with less fat and 

cholesterol and fewer calories than either ‘beef’ or chicken. The 'hide' of ostriches is used to make 

boots, luggage, handbags, and other accessories. Producers planning to slaughter birds at the 
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recommended slaughter age of twelve to fourteen months old for meat are advised to pluck the birds 

at seven months old for maximum profit.  

 

Live plucking increases the commercial value of the skin by making the feather follicle pattern more 

pronounced. Animal Voice argues that the ostrich industry in South Africa supposedly condones 

selective plucking of so-called 'ripe feathers' but not total plucking. However, as a result of 

deregulation farmers are not monitored effectively and many ostriches have all their feathers painfully 

ripped out before slaughter. Keith Ramsay, who is supposedly tasked with animal welfare issues in 

the Department of Agriculture, also confirmed that the two front toenails of ostriches are being cut off 

to make it easier to handle them. Said Ramsay, “Its also good for the ostriches…”124 

 

In 1996, seventeen workers at an ostrich slaughterhouse in Oudtshoorn contracted Crimean Congo 

hemorrhagic fever. The slaughterhouse workers who contracted the disease were all working in the 

defeathering section. The European Union as a consequence placed a three-month ban on the 

importation of ostrich meat from South Africa.  

 

Live Animal Exports 
 
Animal welfare and rights organisations are united in their condemnation of the transport of live 

animals by sea. Van der Merwe asserts that, despite huge mortality rates on ships and enormous 

suffering as a result of motion sickness, abortion, injury, high noise levels, heat, stress and confined 

conditions, tens of thousands of live sheep, goats and cattle are being exported from South Africa to 

Mauritius, the Middle East, other parts of Africa and Asia. Hein Ungerer, while filming the arrival of a 

shipment of cattle from South Africa to Mauritius witnessed cows that were ‘panting like dogs’ (a 

completely unnatural behaviour for bovines) due to lack of ventilation, suffocation and the searing 

heat.125 The high mortality rates are merely seen by the industry as a ‘business risk’ and covered by 

insurance. 

  

The number of live animals that are exported from South Africa is unknown, but an example of a 

trade deal involving live animals is one with Thailand whereby 5 000 live cattle will be shipped from 

Richards Bay to Thailand on a monthly basis in exchange for Thai rice.126 Says NSPCA Chief 

Executive Officer, Marcelle French, "It’s a sad fact that we cannot stop these ships leaving. This 

horrendous trade is getting bigger, but the NSPCA’s resources of manpower and finance are already 

being stretched to the limit."127  In addition, the NSPCA argues that animals often are made to travel 
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up to sixteen hours by road before being loaded onto the ship.128 As a result the NSPCA has 

appealed to government for a moratorium on live exports because according to them meat should be 

exported ‘on the hook not the hoof’. 

 

Even conservative bodies such as the LWCC called on the South African government to abolish the 

live sea trade because they argue that it is inhumane. LWCC’s Freek Tomlinson argues that, “the 

trade continues virtually unopposed because mortality records on the trade are incomplete, 

information is concealed by authorities, and the voting public is kept uninformed.”129 A LWCC review 

document maintains that animals transported on ships become drenched in manure and urine; 

starve; are trampled on; suffocate; get pneumonia; die of heat exhaustion due to crammed conditions 

and inadequate ventilation; get footrot and go blind as a result of gasses from the excrement.130 

However, according to Keith Ramsay, although the LWCC and the NSPCA are opposed to live 

exports in principle they have subsequently drafted codes to regulate it because, “…they realise it is 

done for financial reasons and that people are making a living out of it.”131  

 

Steve Smit of FALCON (now Justice for Animals) argues that despite public outcry and evidence of 

horrendous cruelty involved in the live import and export trade, the Ministry of Agriculture & Land 

Affairs has clearly committed itself to this trade because of financial gain. This position is borne out by 

a statement made by the then Minister Derek Hanekom that, "if South Africa discontinues the 

exportation of live animals, other countries will not hesitate to capture this lucrative market." 132 Live 

animal exports are also exempt from the 40 per cent levy that is imposed on meat imports. 

 

South African animal organisations have also expressed concern about live importation of animals. 

They argue that there is enormous cruelty and suffering involved. In support of their position they cite 

RSPCA figures and reports. According to the RSPCA, the Middle East and South-East Asia supplies 

Australia with a lucrative market for 'old sheep', that is, because of the enormous number of sheep 

produced by the wool industry there is an 'excessive' number of sheep that cannot be absorbed 

domestically. 5.8 million live sheep and 800 000 live cattle are exported from Australia annually. 

These sheep have to endure long and cruel journeys of up to 11 weeks and because of conditions on 

the ships, where 40 000 - 70 000 sheep per journey are squashed into pens, 6 per cent die en route 

and their bodies are thrown overboard. 133    
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Waiting to Die: The Disassembly Line 
 

"This hell made mockery of all blather about humanism"134 

 

Cruel Transportation 
 

"Those who, by their purchases, require animals to be killed have no right to be shielded from the 

slaughterhouse or any other aspect of the production of the meat they buy. If it is distasteful for humans to think 

about, what can it be like for the animals to experience it?"135 

 

Animals destined for slaughterhouses often have to endure transportation in cruel conditions that 

result in injuries, nausea, heat exhaustion or deaths. This is because too many animals are jam-

packed into a small space for long periods of time, they are denied water and food, made to endure 

extreme weather conditions and are emotionally stressed. No statistics are publicly available on the 

number of animals that arrive at the slaughterhouse either injured or dead. Cora Bailey is adamant 

that, “Cramming anxious, nervous, live animals into lorries until they cannot move is barbaric beyond 

belief. Depriving them of food and water for hour after hour is vicious, inexcusable cruelty.”136  

 

Due to the conditions that animals endure during transportation animals are often stressed, 

dehydrated or injured once they reach the slaughterhouse and this means that they are often too 

injured or weak to get up or walk and therefore cannot get off the trucks. As a result they then have to 

endure beatings or painful electric shocks from an electric prodder. They are also often afraid as a 

result of being transported and because they are in unknown and noisy surroundings.137 

 

If Slaughterhouses had Glass Walls, Everyone would be Vegetarian138  
 

“Auschwitz begins wherever someone looks at a slaughterhouse and thinks: they’re only animals“139 

 

If they survive the ‘farms’ and transport, all egg-laying, dairy-producing, and wool-bearing animals, 

whether factory-farmed or free-range, are slaughtered. "Modern slaughter plants are highly 

mechanised and only need a limited number of staff. In fact, they operate just like any other efficient 

factory production line. The difference is that the goods being processed are live animals rather than 
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cars or televisions."140 Making the killing process as routine, mechanical and repetitive as possible 

alienates the workers from the reality of their tasks. Upton Sinclair, in his book The Jungle, which was 

about slaughterhouses in Chicago at the turn of the century describes this phenomenon through his 

protagonist Jurgis Rudkus who was struck by the “cold-blooded, impersonal way” the slaughterhouse 

workers swung the hogs up “without a pretence at apology, without the homage of a tear.”141  

 
Factory Farms and Concentration Camps 
 

Powerful parallels between the ethics, practices and processes of Nazi concentration camps and the 

Holocaust, and the systematic slaughter of other animals have been made by a number of analysts. 

Charles Patterson, in his book, Eternal Treblinka: Our Treatment of Animals and the Holocaust 

argues that the facilities and equipment are ‘indistinguishable’ and that the evolution of both 

slaughterhouses and death camps is deeply intertwined. Patterson also shows how the first modern 

slaughterhouses led to Fordian factory assembly lines,142 which in turn influenced the Nazi death 

camps. Patterson writes of artist Judy Chicago’s visit to Auschwitz, “she realized ‘they were actually 

giant processing plants - except that instead of processing pigs they processed people who had been 

defined as pigs.’”143 During the South African Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC), Animal 

Voice called for a TRC for South Africa's animals so that South Africans could also become aware of 

the suffering of animals, which they compared to a ‘holocaust, which is still in full swing'.144  Vandana 

Shiva in her paper ‘Terrorism as Cannibalism’ also draws the analogy between factory farms and 

concentration camps.145    

 

Facts and Figures 
 

According to the Minister of Agriculture and Land Affairs, in answer to a parliamentary question, the 

number of registered slaughterhouses in 1997 was 757 and could be broken down as follows: 437 

‘red meat’ slaughterhouses; 313 chicken slaughterhouses and 7 rabbit slaughterhouses.146 While 

figures from a 2002 National Department of Agriculture annual report reveal that: 

 The total numbers of cattle commercially slaughtered for South African consumption in 

1999/2000 was 2 342 000 and 51 000 calves; 

 In 1999/2000 South Africans consumed 871 000 tons of 'red meat', 310 000 tons of eggs, 163 

000 tons of sheep and lamb flesh and 136 000 tons of pig flesh; 

                                         
140 Vegetarians International Voice for Animals (Viva!) Report. Sentenced to Death by Rebecca Smith, part 2, 
2000 
141 Sinclair, Upton, The Jungle, p44, Penguin: 1982 
142 In his autobiography, My Life and Work (1922), Henry Ford revealed that his inspiration for assembly-line 
production came from a visit he made to a Chicago slaughterhouse 
143 Quoted by People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA), http://www.masskilling.com/mdh.html  
144 Animal Voice, Aug - November 1996 
145 Shiva, Vandana, Terrorism as Cannibalism, p2, 2002 
146 Parliamentary Questions, 6 May 1997, p.101-102 
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 The number of sheep, lambs and goats slaughtered at slaughterhouses in 1992/3 was 7 787 

000; 

 The number of pigs slaughtered for South African consumption in 1999/2000 was 2 145 000;  

 In 2000 244 455 ostriches were slaughtered in ‘export slaughterhouses’147  

 
Tools of the Trade 
 

In South Africa the Captive Bolt Pistol (CBP) method is commonly used in slaughterhouses to ‘stun’ 

cattle, ostriches and horses before they are chained to a moving assembly line and their throats slit 

for bleeding and processing. Slaughterhouses commonly use either an electric wand or what the 

industry calls a "captive bolt" to knock out animals. Pre-slaughter stunning was originally introduced 

to increase profit margins by increasing production and cutting down on the slaughter time of large 

numbers of animals. It was not introduced for any ‘animal welfare’ considerations. Unconsciousness 

is caused either by penetration of the skull, which causes brain damage, or by a blow to the head 

without penetration. 

 

The industry's code of practice stipulates that only trained personnel should operate CBPs.  CBPs 

are also supposed to be in perfect working order. Indeed, CBPs are only effective if the personnel 

are highly trained and the correct cartridge strengths are used. There are no statistics available in 

South Africa of the percentage of animals to whom the CBP stunning method is not correctly applied 

but studies in Britain and the USA have shown that accidents are common and that approximately 10 

per cent of the time the CBP misses its intended mark. This means that in some cases, either 

because of worker error, improper training or worn equipment and malfunction, animals are shot in 

the neck, rather than the head. Of concern is that regulation, control and monitoring of these pistols 

has been lessened as a result of Chapter 3 of the Firearms Control Act No. 60 of 2000, which lists 

the CBP as a device that is not a firearm. As a result a license or a permit is not required. Previous 

firearm legislation stipulated that a permit had to be acquired for these pistols.    

 

Other methods of stunning include: 

• Electric head-only stunning - this method involves the application of a pair of electric tongs on 

either side of the animal's head, supposedly leading to temporary unconsciousness. It is used on 

sheep, pigs, goats and ostriches.  CIWF (SA) argue that there is scientific evidence worldwide 

that some animals recover from unconsciousness before they die from loss of blood, particularly 

if the time between 'stunning' and 'sticking' exceeds 20 seconds. Neurophysiologist Dr Harold 
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Hillman has argued that stunning is extremely painful and he describes it as 'torture'. Hillman 

also makes the point that electrocution of people is used as a torture method. 148 

• Water Bath Stunning - this method is used extensively to stun chickens, turkeys, geese and 

ducks. Live birds are chained upside down on a moving conveyor belt that takes them to an 

electrified water bath into which their heads are immersed. Often birds raise their heads when 

entering the water and therefore are not stunned. Furthermore, according to the RSPCA in the 

UK many birds recover consciousness before slaughter.   

 
Profits Dictate  
 

At the slaughterhouse, despite codes which state that animals should be: free from discomfort; free 

from pain; free from injury; free from disease and free from distress and fear, the so-called ‘welfare’ of 

the animals is, for the most part, not monitored or enforced. These ‘codes’ also state that no animal is 

supposed to watch another animal die and the animals are supposed to be unconscious before they 

are suspended. Van der Merwe argues that all investigations into this industry have shown that these 

codes are "not worth the paper they are written on."149 Industrialised animal production means that 

animals in slaughterhouses are being forced with such great speed through the disassembly line that 

they have to endure enormous stress, injuries and pain and are increasingly left conscious as they 

are yanked up by one leg and their throats slit. An animal could therefore be either fully conscious 

during the brutal slaughtering process or can regain consciousness while having its skin removed.  

 

It is clear that animals waiting to die or during the killing process are not protected from suffering and 

cruelty. Human disease issues drive health inspectors and veterinarians and not ‘animal welfare’. 

They therefore generally only inspect ‘the meat’ post-mortem. Moreover the pace with which the meat 

and poultry industries slaughter animals means that even if animals are not properly stunned, nothing 

is done because every minute of ‘down time’ hurts profits. 

 

In the Slaughterhouse 
 

In the early 1990s Cora Bailey, who was then working for the SPCA, went to the Krugersdorp 

slaughterhouse (now privatised and owned by Bull Brand Foods) for a few days. Bailey’s impression 

was that the slaughterhouse was ‘on its best behaviour’ because they were being inspected. 

Responding to a question about how many animals were killed per minute Bailey replied,  

”I couldn’t count. It was all too ghastly to take in. To protect yourself you are almost numb. All 

you are aware of is the smell. Of the palpable fear. Of the cattle’s eyes rolling back in their 
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heads. Of cows being separated from their calves. Its overwhelming - the fear, the noise, the 

smell. The animals scream and bellow and the crescendo of screaming is unnerving and 

upsetting. I saw animals being taken off trains and trucks. One of the cows was caught 

between the train and the siding and its legs were broken. And it took about 20 minutes to get 

someone to come and kill that animal and I don’t know if it was because of our presence there 

that someone came. I also saw calves which were born on the trucks and then crushed by 

other animals; sheep with broken legs and pregnant cows in the abattoir. In the 

slaughterhouse animals are so terrified they have to be forced on to their deaths by electric 

prodders then they go into the crush and then someone leans over and supposedly stuns the 

animals. Sometimes they don’t lean over far enough and the animal is not fully stunned before 

a chain is put around its leg and it is yanked up and the next person in the assembly line cuts 

its throat.”150 

  

Asked if Bailey would describe what she saw as ‘humane slaughter’ her answer was, ”Definitely not, 

because everything about it was brutal and the animals are clearly very, very terrified.” Finally, Bailey 

was asked how often welfare NGOs inspect slaughterhouses, “There are hundred of abattoirs and 

only four NSPCA Farm Animal Unit inspectors so I can’t imagine that they are at all effective 

particularly since they are supposed to monitor the transportation of animals, their off-loading, holding 

facilities, stunning and slaughter. Also, I’m not sure whether those inspections are done by 

appointment or not and that would also make a difference.”151 

 

In May 2001 the NSPCA laid criminal charges of animal cruelty “after a strike crippled the Madibeng 

Council slaughterhouse near Brits” because the animals had not been fed for several days, and they 

were crowded into pens. When the strike came to an end the animals were slaughtered. But 

according to the NSPCA, who had stayed on to ‘monitor’ the slaughtering process, there was 

“excessive use of the prodder, including the use of a battery operated electric prodder in the eyes and 

anal region of the cattle. A stun operator used the captive bolt pistol ineffectively or wrongly. It was 

incorrectly positioned, causing animals to suffer and become injured – but not stunned. Certain 

animals remained conscious and needed to be re-stunned, in some cases up to three times. As an 

example, one bovine was ‘stunned’, released from the stun box, got to its feet, staggered out of the 

slaughterhouse towards the lairages and was returned to the slaughterhouse where it was stunned 

twice more before being slaughtered.”152    

  

Horses 
 

                                         
150 Interview with Cora Bailey, 2 July 2003 
151 Interview with Cora Bailey, 2 July 2003 
152 NSPCA Media Statement, 3 May 2001 
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Horses that are bought by dealers at auctions are also sent to slaughterhouses. Often these horses 

are ‘unwanted’ thoroughbreds from the horse racing industry or horses that are no longer wanted by 

private individuals. Often they are slaughtered illegally, to be eaten locally or to be exported to 

Europe. Horse Junction maintains that pregnant horses or mares that have just foaled are sent to 

slaughter and these foals are merely discarded. Horses are also being illegally shot and deboned in 

the Free State153  

 

Horses and donkey carcasses are allegedly used in meat pies, sausages and as biltong. These are 

the impressions of a visitor to a slaughterhouse that was slaughtering horses:  

"We entered the place to be greeted by a pungent smell of decaying flesh. As I looked 

around I spotted a beautiful dog, fat as a pig sitting happily under a tree gnawing on 

the cannon bone of a horse. We were then led to go and view the horses as they 

stood (some of them on the ground, dying). As we approached the nearest "group" of  

horses I realised the severe conditions the animals were in. The first had a skin rash of 

sorts. Maybe mange or caused by bites of some sort, but I couldn't get close enough 

to have a better look. The animal could not eat because it had neither the strength nor 

the desire to. We were then taken to a large paddock with wooden fencing. On my 

right a foal that had died from malnutrition, the mare, standing somewhere else, also 

skin and bone, had given up." 154 

 

Factory Farming Ostriches 
 

Ostriches are usually hooded, hobbled and water poured over their heads before they are stunned 

with an electrical stunner and their throats slit. In 1997 a European Union Directorate - Food and 

Veterinary Office undertook a ‘mission’ to inspect a number of ostrich slaughterhouses. According to 

their findings there were “a number of deficiencies with regard to the organisation of the veterinary 

supervision and food safety aspects were found during this mission, some of them serious.”155  

According to the Report: 

• The mission team has not seen evidence that particular transport checks are carried out for 

animal welfare reasons. 

• The stunning procedure does not always ensure adequate stunning. In one establishment a 

lot of excitation of the birds was noticed. 

• No documented evidence of the supervision of welfare at slaughter by the Official Veterinarian 

was available. 
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•  There is no evidence of specific supervision for animal welfare at arrival and at the time of 

slaughter.  
 

Their general conclusion was that “the overall situation in South Africa in regard to the supervision of 

animal and public health aspects of farmed ratite production for export to the European Union is not 

satisfactory.”156 

 

Informal Slaughter and Ritual Slaughter 
 

    
  

Goat Slaughtering, Kliptown, Soweto, 2003. Pictures: Gina Walsh 

   

Deaths as a result of informal sector slaughtering in South Africa are unknown and there have been 

various ‘guesstimates’. For example, according to SAMIC, over and above the annual commercial 

killing an additional 25 per cent of cattle, 30 per cent of sheep and 10 per cent in the case of pigs can 

be added.157 When the Minister of Agriculture and Land Affairs was asked in parliament what the 

quantity of meat was that was produced by unregistered, informal slaughterhouses his reply was, “the 

exact number is unknown. In KwaZulu-Natal it is estimated that the ratio of formal vs. informal 

slaughtering is 1:7.”158  There has been no attempt to estimate the number of goats slaughtered 

informally. Nor has there been any monitoring or inspection, either from an animal ‘welfare’ or a meat 

safety point of view, of informal and ritual slaughtering or the sale of the dead bodies to butcheries in 

townships and to the informal sector.159  

 

                                                                                                                                           
155 Final Report of a Mission Carried out in South Africa from 23 to 30 April 2001, Concerning Export of Ratites 
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156 Ibid. 
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Certainly the deregulation of the meat industry has exacerbated this situation and also increased so-

called ‘illegal slaughter’. Increase in illegal slaughter is reflected in a 2000 Mpumalanga Veterinary 

report which stated, “illegal slaughter is now becoming very rife...there seems to be a flagrant 

disregard for the rule of law as well as for the police”.”160 The sale of chickens, goats, pigs and calves 

to poor communities, in townships and on street corners, for ‘home slaughter’, according to Louise 

van der Merwe, is an entirely unregulated industry. As a result factory farms are making money from 

selling sick and diseased chickens that are seen as no longer productive to township vendors and 

could be posing serious health risks to human consumers. Therefore, says Van der Merwe, it is not 

only cruel and lacking compassion for animals but, “the sale of live animals for informal slaughter 

must stop, for the health of the very people they are meant to feed.”161  

 

Members of CLAW, who work in informal settlements on the West Rand in Gauteng, maintain that 

they see animals suffering on a daily basis as a result of the informal sector trade. “We see goats and 

sheep that are sold on street corners by white farmers to township residents. Often they are thrown 

into car boots and in the process their legs are often broken so that they can be made to fit into the 

boot. We’ve also seen animals, because there are no ramps, being prodded off the back of bakkies 

with brooms and sticks or pushed. In the process they break limbs.”162   

 

Gwen Dumo, a community health worker in Khayelitsha told Animal Voice, "We don't want cruelty in 

the name of the poor. The poor people of South Africa do not want to be used by the agricultural 

community as a shield, by means of which farmers can try and defend themselves against 

accusations of animal exploitation and cruelty. The farmers sell their chickens live to poor 

communities like ours. I must say it takes my whole appetite for meat away when I see the way the 

chickens suffer. It is an insult to assume that because we are poor we have no heart."163  

 

Nokuzola Mndende, a student of African religion, referring to African culture and tradition and the 

ritual killing of animals argues that, “we do not slaughter at just any time. There has to be a reason, a 

serious reason, for slaughtering an animal. We do not slaughter every day or even every month. We 

respect life. So if we are to look for the cause of the disrespect for animals in the world today, it will 

not emanate from Africa. Traditional African people...do not kill thousands of animals on a daily basis. 

I suspect that disrespect for animal life is imported from the West.”164 Whether this is indeed the case 

is debatable. Bailey, when asked how the killing of animals in the informal sector compares with what 

she witnessed in a slaughterhouse she replied, “Its equally bad. Although the people that come from 
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rural areas do the killing quicker than someone who has grown up in an urban area. I’ve seen people 

try and use up to four knives to cut through the throat of an animal because they don’t know how to 

do it. I’ve even seen bread knives being used. From CLAW’s point of view all we can do is make sure 

people have a sharp knife or we ask the police to shoot the animal for them. We always have to bring 

in the issue of risk to humans, the human factor, and then we bring in the issue of the cruelty to the 

animals. You’re so desperate at what you see that you’ll use any argument at your disposal to 

strengthen your argument to convince people.”165  

 

 
Picture: Gina Walsh 

 

There is also a strange irony though. With urbanisation, ritual slaughters are beginning to be phased 

out, but this means that more people will be eating factory-farmed animals thus contributing to animal 

suffering on a much larger scale. In a speech commemorating World Farm Animal Day, Animal Voice 

Khayelitsha Branch spokesperson, Chief Nyembe, alluded to the effects of industrialised animal 

production on humans and animals, “under the influence of Western values, we treat these animals 

as if they have no value of their own. Under the influence of Western values, we consume them in 

huge quantities and in the process we lay ourselves open to western diseases like high blood 

pressure, stroke and heart disease. Our children see our attitude is no longer one of respect for the 
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animal. …and our hearts harden – not only against the suffering of animals but against the suffering 

of people too.”166 

 

Repackaging Dead Bodies as Fast Food 
 

The meat-eating trend in South Africa is fuelled by the growth of the ecologically and culturally 

devastating fast-food industry. In 2001 the South African fast-food industry had about 3 000 outlets 

countrywide, which competed for an estimated revenue of R 4.5 billion per year, of which the fast-

food chicken business accounted for R2.23 billion a year.167   

 

    
Nando’s billboard near Kruger National Park. Picture: Michele Pickover 

 

The USA’s post-modernist culture of McDonaldisation168 and its resultant eating habits have altered 

the international landscape and impacted, dietetically, culturally, politically, and economically. In Fast 

Food Nation: The Dark Side of the All-American Meal author Eric Schlosser condemns the extent to 

which the fast-food industry has homogenised society, malled landscapes, fuelled the epidemic of 

obesity, and imposed American culture on other nations.169. Through this dehumanisation process it 

has also had an enormous impact on, and increased animal suffering as it automatically brings with it 

the phenomenon of ‘factory farms’. Like the other meat-related industries, it too shows a distinct lack 

of concern for the animals from which they profit. 
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Indeed, it has been the fast-food industry, which through advertising and marketing, has been the 

most successful at luring customers by repackaging dead bodies as food. And not only food, but food 

that serves to confuse and obfuscate because it is sold under the illusion of supposedly being 

‘wholesome’, ‘healthy’ and ‘ fun’ and is associated with middle-class values and experiences such 

happiness, colour, family, enjoyment, good feelings and toys. The meat-intensive fast-food industry 

deliberately targets children in order to win lifelong customers. They also make extensive use of 

cartoons to sell their products so as to distort reality and distance humans from the suffering involved  

in their meat-intensive fast food. 

   
Example of KFC Marketing to Children 

 

Kentucky Fried Chicken (KFC), which has been labelled as ‘Kentucky Fried Cruelty’ by animal rights 

campaigners, uses ‘chicky meals’ in its 349 outlets to appeal to children while Wimpy has 

‘kidzworld’.170 Steers Holdings which has 480 outlets in Africa and owns Pouyoukas, Debonairs and 

FishAways (and has recently bought the Wimpy and Whistle Stop franchises) signed an agreement 

with AFC Enterprises in the USA to market and grow the Church Chicken brand in South Africa and 

18 other African countries through its marketing slogans ‘real food’, ‘even tastier chicken’ ‘juicier’ and 

‘bigger’. In 1998 Steers ran a campaign where a percentage of the profit made from the purchase of 

every ‘kid’s meal’ went to the Endangered Wildlife Trust.  

  

                                         
170 According to the Sunday Times of 20 October 2002, Wimpy had 348 outlets in 2002 and is owned by 
Pleasure Foods a subsidiary of AngloVaal Industries. Part of the group is Whistle Stop and until recently Juicy 
Lucy and Milky Lane which were bought by the Unilever global ice-cream subsidiary Ola in 2003.   
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McDonalds 
 

It is for these reasons that animal rights organisations globally target and boycott the fast-food 

industry. In South Africa McDonalds is specifically under attack. According to McDonalds, South 

Africa is one of the most 'successful markets' in its history. There are more than 30 000 McDonald’s 

worldwide with 90 in South Africa. Earthlife Africa Animal Action (EAAA) annually distributes flyers 

entitled ‘What’s wrong with McDonalds’ outside McDonalds franchises to mark International Day of 

Action Against McDonalds. Ideas included in the leaflet are that McDonalds through its clown figure 

‘Ronald McDonald’ lies to children, damages the earth, kills animals, harms human health and robs 

the poor. Warwick Humphries of EAAA argues that McDonalds, “As the biggest fast food chain in the 

world, McDonalds are major participants in an industry characterised by attempts to greenwash its 

devastating impact on the environment and its disregard for the welfare of animals. McDonalds are 

not however the sole cause of the environmental crisis facing us. They are simply a particularly high-

profile example of a system which values profits at the expense of anything else.”171 Vegans in South 

Africa have also called for a boycott of McDonalds products and outlets.  

 

  
     Mcdonalds Marketing to Children 

 

'An Injury to One is an Injury to All!’ 
 

In 2001 the food processing sector employs approximately 185 000 people172 The Food and Allied 

Workers Union (FAWU) could not provide any figure on how many of their members work in 
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slaughterhouses. Trade unions in the food sector, such as FAWU, that has workers as its primary 

focus do not integrate issues around animal exploitation into their work. Indeed, they appear to be in 

total agreement with the animal production industry that other species are merely inanimate tools to 

be exploited. This seems a pity because the two issues, the exploitation of workers and the 

exploitation of farmed animals, are closely interwoven. Indeed, in their critiques of the food industry 

trade unions tend to use the same exploitative language as Capital and in so doing implicitly 

advocate and endorse the same cruel production processes and methodologies. Labour also 

proposes ‘miniaturised models’ and expansion of the same oppressive and exploitative system of 

animal production used by Capital as a way to create jobs. Watkinson and Amin illustrated this in a 

study, which concluded, “Our view of the live chicken industry is that the prospects for its expansion 

are extremely good. Serious policy attention needs to be devoted to facilitate further development, as 

it will provide many productive opportunities to new entrants and/or enable existing producers to 

expand their current involvement.”173       

 

Slaughterhouses are brutal, violent and harsh production lines and both workers and animals in this 

industry are seen as expendable commodities. Sue Coe, in her book Dead Meat (1996), uses the 

idea of the slaughterhouse as a metaphor for the exploitation and inhumanity of wage-slave labour. 

The meat, fish and dairy processing sectors are seen as high-risk and hazardous. Not only is it 

dangerous and demoralising work for low pay, where workers have to kill animals all day, but workers 

in slaughterhouses often have no other option because they are compelled by economic necessity. 

What's more, due to the nature of their business, animal production companies support and 

perpetuate cruelty and their workers are forced to do the same. Workers and animals are therefore 

victims of the same system.  

 

Slaughterhouses are Dangerous Places  
 

Increased production in slaughterhouses means that workers are required to work much faster than 

before so, apart from being cruel to animals, slaughterhouses are also stressful and dangerous for 

workers. Indeed, a principal cause of injuries to workers is the speed of the disassembly line. 

Occupational accidents and diseases in the meat, poultry and fish processing industries in particular 

are reported more often than in many other manufacturing sectors. Occupational diseases include: 

brucellosis, anthrax, Hodgkins disease, BSE, measles, tapeworm, cysticercosis, carpal tunnel 

syndrome, respiratory diseases, enterotoxigenic coliform infections, aflotoxicosis leptospirosis, Q 
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fever, erysipeloid, salmonellosis, tetanus, tuberculosis and toxoplasmosis. Studies of workers in pig 

factories have found that 60 per cent of workers have breathing problems.174  

 

High noise levels also cause stress to both animals and humans. For example, according to the 

International Labour Organisation, “the noise from breaker machines in a boning room of an 

slaughterhouse is around 96 dB(A), higher than the maximum allowable eight hour continuous 

exposure level, which is 85 dB(A). The noise from air compressors or chillers is around 105 dB(A).”175 

Repeated exposure to noise between 75 and 85 dB(A) is considered to be a ‘risk’.176 The tanning 

industry, which employs approximately 4 500 workers in South Africa, uses toxic chemicals, such as 

formaldehyde, chrome, cyanide-based oils and coal-tar derivatives. These pose a health risk to 

workers and surrounding communities.  

 

Safety issues for workers in slaughterhouses are as a result of the cold, noisy, slippery and wet 

conditions, the sharp and dangerous implements used, and injuries from animals. In the United 

States of America, 36 per cent of workers in slaughterhouses incur serious injuries, making it the 

most hazardous work there is.177 According to FAWU, there are no statistics available in South Africa. 

Injuries to workers are also caused by stressed and pain-filled animals that lash out and kick.178  

 

Psycho-social Effects on Workers 
 

Researchers (but not in South Africa) are only now beginning to ask tentative questions about what 

the emotional and psychosocial effects on workers are as a result. For example, what effect does the 

daily dealing in killing and dead bodies have on workers who turn living beings into consumerable 

commodities; do slaughterhouse workers, because of the nature of their work, stand a real chance of 

becoming violence-prone and do workers take the frustration of working in slaughterhouse out on the 

animals? This link has been made in Gail Eisnitz’s book Slaughterhouse where dozens of 

slaughterhouse workers in the USA were interviewed. Eisnitz argues that without exception the 

workers interviewed admitted to beating, strangling, boiling or dismembering animals alive so as to 

keep the production line running.  
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In the 1980s, Professor Jacklyn Cock took her Sociology students on a workplace visit to the 

Johannesburg slaughterhouse. At the time, it was the largest in the southern hemisphere. Professor 

Cock describes the visit as “one of the most appalling experiences of my life. What struck me apart 

from the palpable fear and pain of the animals was the lack of any emotional expression in the 

abattoir workers. They were all young, white men and management told me that they were either 

‘mentally defective or high on drugs’. The management representative also reported that the main 

discipline problem they had with workers was their tendency to cut pieces of meat off the corpses to 

eat raw.”179  

 

CIWF (SA) has also taken undercover footage at slaughterhouses in South Africa where workers are 

seen kicking and beating animals. Leslie Liddell, Director of Rape Crisis in Cape Town argues that, 

“there is a link between the killing of animals and violence towards other people, particularly women 

and children. In a sense, animals are rehearsal tools for perpetrators of violence. I would certainly 

support an in-depth investigation into this issue [the impact of the kind of ‘work’ slaughterhouse 

workers have to do and its linkage to human-on-human violence].”180 

 

Meat as Food?: Global Hunger and the Human Cost  
 
“I truly believe that animal welfare is human welfare. In protecting animals, we ensure our own survival.”181 
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Linking Global Hunger and ‘Animal Production’ 
 

In 1998, the Worldwatch Institute estimated that one in every six people goes hungry every day. 182 

The relationship between hunger and meat consumption and the economic, environmental and social 

costs of eating and producing meat is an ideological battlefield with those that take an ecological 

stance to food and food production and advocate a radical shift in how farming takes place, and those 

that hold on to the current unsustainable model and promote meat as a solution to malnutrition and 

world hunger.  

 

This position is epitomised by the failure of the targets set by the 1996 World Food Summit for the 

reduction of hunger despite an increase in food production and consumption.  While, traditionally, the 

prime causes of global hunger are seen to be military conflict, natural disaster, domestic corruption, 

and poverty. Dawn Moncrief argues that conventional solutions to these problems tend to focus on 

political restructuring (promoting ‘democracy’), economic development (promoting capitalism), and 

financial aid.183 The contemporary response to hunger offers meat consumption and intensive 

agricultural production as a solution. Within this mainstream model the enormous influence of 

consuming other animals and its direct impact on the lives of the hungry remain mostly neglected.  

 

Animal activists argue that animals are the direct victims of the industrialised animal production 

system designed to maximise profits regardless of the consequent cruelty. They also argue that there 

is enormous economic, ecological, health and social risks to humans and that there are powerful links 

between animal production and global hunger. They advocate decommodification, vegetarianism and 

veganism184 to help world hunger because they argue that reducing meat, fish, dairy and egg 

consumption, particularly by the rich, can be a significant part of the solution to alleviating human 

hunger. Vegetarianism and veganism are therefore social justice issues.  

 

International coalition GHA, an international coalition of animal liberation, environmental and anti-

globalisation organisations devoted to farmed animal liberation, argues that hunger results from a 

variety of factors, including: socially-constructed economic and political systems that do not have 

adequate safety nets; international financial institutions that reduce government autonomy and social 

spending; trade liberalisation; multinational corporations that prioritise profits over people; an 

                                         
182 Worldwatch Press Briefing on the global Trends in Meat Consumption, 2 July 1998. 
183  Moncrief, Dawn L. Rethinking Meat — Recentering World Hunger Paradigms: A Standpoint Critique of Food 
Choice, Food Policy, and Overconsumption, Masters Thesis, Faculty of Columbian School of Arts and 
Sciences, George Washington University, January 2001 
184 Veganism is the elimination of all animal products and is synonymous with a lifestyle that does not support 
animal exploitation 
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emphasis on intensive farming methods which concentrate wealth and directly increase scarcity and 

unsustainable consumption and over-consumption practices. Breaking these practices would require 

the richest one-fifth of the globe, the consumer class, to question their own lifestyles.  

 

The link between global hunger, food security and the consumption of animals is pivotal.  Pattrice le-

muire Jones from the GHA, believes that powerful corporations together with the World Trade 

Organisation (WTO),185 the International Monetary Fund (IMF)186 and the World Bank187 are holding 

the fates of both hungry people and enslaved animals hostage. She argues that people are staying 

hungry partly because industrial animal agricultural production, commonly known as ‘factory farming’ 

is promoted as a solution to world hunger.188 Janice Cox of CIWF concurs, “factory farming will not 

eradicate poverty or feed the poor. European policy-makers now acknowledge that intensive farming 

methods are unsustainable, public opinion is against them, human health is at risk, the overall costs 

of environmental degradation are vast and immense animal suffering is involved.”189  

 

Neocolonial Agribusiness  
 
Industrial animal agribusiness corporations are the new agricultural colonialists and the western diets 

that they purvey are a form of neo-colonialist seduction. One of the consequences of this is that 

dietary patterns in the South will increasingly prioritise animal-based foods and this could mean that 

animal-based consumption, with all its inherent harms, could grow exponentially. A 2002 CIWF 

Report190 pulled together, for the first time, statistics on farmed animal production in countries in the 

South as well as diseases as a result of industrial animal food production. According to the report 

factory farming is increasing poverty and threatening human health and food security. The report’s 

findings were that industrial animal agriculture, and its associated problematic by-products such as 

environmental degradation and impacts on human health, by being exported from the North to the 

South, are putting small farmers out of business and compromising the ability of countries in the 

South to feed themselves. The report also made the point that industrial animal farming, because it 

relies on grains, tractors, fuel, fertilisers and processing equipment, makes developing countries more 

import-dependent.  

 

                                         
185 WTO policies favour industrialised farming 
186 By means of Economic Structural Adjustment Programmes which allow corporations to use natural 
resources to increase corporate profits   
187 The World Bank funds projects that are specifically designed to increase the consumption of animal-derived 
food. 
188le-muire jones, Pattrice. www.globalhunger.net 
  
189 Animal Voice, p5, Winter 2001 
190 Garces, Leah, Detrimental Impacts of industrial Animal Agriculture: A case for humane and sustainable 
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http://www.globalhunger.net/


 66 

This position is supported by Mark Gold of Animal Aid. Gold maintains that agribusiness in the North, 

by actively promoting the factory farming model is ensuring that the South gets ‘hooked’ on factory 

farming and its associated products such as special feeds, pharmaceuticals, technology for battery 

processing plants and the genetically-bred animals themselves, which are largely produced to benefit 

multinationals in the North191 Producing meat is also a very inefficient and expensive way of 

producing protein. In 1985 it was estimated that 14.6 million hectares of land in the South was solely 

devoted to the production of animal feed for European farmed animals. 192 Gold argues that this land 

should rather be used to grow food for the hungry local population rather than environmentally 

damaging and unsustainable cash crops. It is estimated that a piece of land that could sustainably 

feed approximately ten people on a vegetarian diet could feed only one person if the land is used to 

grow food for animals.193 So according to Gold, “the people who need food most are using their land 

in the most wasteful way possible to feed the meat-eating habits of those who have quite enough 

food already.”194This process, which is promoting global hunger by denying food to the hungry and 

feeding the markets is what Vandana Shiva calls “one of the genocidal aspects of globalisation.”195  

 

The trend by agribusiness corporations of relocating industrial animal production operations to the 

South, where regulations and controls are minimal, will ironically increase as policies in Europe, 

influenced by environmental and animal rights activists and labour, begin to apply pressure and 

impact on profits. Furthermore these corporations anticipate that their actions will also go largely 

unscrutinised by watchdog animal rights organisations because they are often less organised in these 

nations. The consequence of this is that the extent of animal abuse will increase significantly.   

 

Ecological Costs 
 

There are also human health and ecological implications in eating meat. Indeed in 1991 Durning and 

Brough of the Worldwatch Institute estimated that the price of meat might double or triple if its full 

ecological costs were included.196  There is little doubt that increased animal consumption in the 

South will place an increasing and additional burden on the land and the environment.  
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Growing grain to feed farmed animals 
 
Farm animals consume more food than they produce, thus directly competing with people for 

available food supplies. The shift to factory farming has also resulted in animals being increasingly 

bred on non-ruminant foods, i.e. prepared grains and cereals as opposed to grazing off the land. 

Approximately 36 per cent of the world's grain goes to farmed animals, while in industrialised nations 

almost 70 per cent of grain is fed to so-called ‘livestock’.197 This in turn is leading to increased mono-

agriculture. According to Sandra Spicer of the Vegetarian Society of South Africa, 50 per cent of 

South Africa's grain is fed to animals.198 Spicer makes the point that a 10-acre farm can support 60 

people growing soybeans but the same size farm can only support two people producing cattle.  

 

Using scare water resources 
 

Raising animals for food requires more water than all other uses combined. Every kilogram of 'beef' 

consumed needs approximately 100 00 litres of water.199 The production of animals for consumption 

also requires great amounts of water for maintenance and slaughter. Slaughterhouses are among the 

highest industrial users. For countries such as South Africa, which are facing water scarcity issues 

this is very important. As le muire-Jones notes, “The expansion of factory farming into nations already 

experiencing water stress will lead to local and global environmental disaster.”200  

 

Methane Emissions 
 
Animals raised for food produce 130 times more excrement than humans. As a result intensive 

animal agriculture contributes significantly to methane emissions. The main sources of methane 

emissions are cattle and sheep in feedlots. Massive quantities of waste, which according to Turner201 

are about 13 billion tons per year, contribute to greenhouse gases through methane production 

exacerbating global warming. Furthermore, faecal contamination from factory farm runoffs into nearby 

rivers negatively impacts on river systems and quality.  

 

Additional Environmental Effects 
 

• Factory farmed animals require large energy outlays to maintain them and they contribute to 

deforestation, desertification, and fossil fuel burning.  
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• According to Animal Aid 50 percent of forests destroyed can be attributed to 'livestock 

farming’.202 

• Farming animals for food leads to the destruction of natural predators and 'competitors'.  

• Transporting animals increases fossil-fuel consumption and pollution  

• Pesticides and fertilizers are used extensively to grow animal feed. According to Cox and 

Varpama South Africa's agriculture is a heavy user of toxic chemicals, and more than a third 

of these support the intensive animal production industry. 

 

Contamination 
 
Animals kept in factory farms are generally kept in overcrowded, poorly ventilated and dirty 

conditions. This is an ideal climate for disease. In fact, animals raised on factory farms often arrive at 

the slaughterhouses covered with faeces. Food-borne illnesses, such as E.Coli 0157:H7, are then 

spread to humans who eat the meat. According to the Department of Health, “Food contamination by 

biological agents of disease is now recognised as a major public health problem all over the world. 

Food habits have changed significantly in recent decades and increasing environmental pollution has 

resulted in new transmission cycles and hence the contamination of a high percentage of food and 

feedlots.”203 Lynne Michael, a veterinarian at the Onderstepoort Research Institute believes that 

many of the animals slaughtered for human consumption are not inspected, so the true prevalence of 

diseases is not known.204  Added to this is the fact that food safety regulations and legislation in 

South Africa appear to be weakly enforced.  In 2002 the SABC3 television documentary team, 

Special Assignment, undertook food tests on chickens bought from a range of outlets, from street 

stalls to supermarkets. The results found that all the chickens were in some way contaminated. 205  

Modern food-production models facilitate and promote the outbreak of animal-borne diseases such 

as BSE and foot-and-mouth.  

 

Lifestyle diseases 
 
Hypertension, heart disease, cancer and obesity are all linked to meat consumption. Physicians 

Committee for Responsible Medicine estimated the direct health care costs attributable to meat 

consumption in 1992 to be between US$28.6 and61.4 billion.206  The cost implications for developing 

countries that are attempting to mimic these lifestyles are potentially enormous.  
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Antibiotics 
 
The use of antibiotics in factory farmed animals harm humans. The increasing evidence of resistance 

to antibiotics, which is directly linked to industrial animal production, is becoming a growing problem. 

In the USA factory farmed animals consume 10 times as many antibiotics than humans do.207  

 
 
Animal and Human Liberation - Changing the Way we think about Food 
 

“He who is cruel to animals becomes hard also in his dealings with men. We can judge the heart of a man by 

his treatment of animals." (Immanuel Kant) and "…the time will come when men such as I will look upon the 

murder of animals as they now look upon the murder of men." (Leonardo da Vinci) 

 

There is a strong case to be made that human society is built on institutionalised violence against 

animals and that violence does not occur in a vacuum but is linked to a range of societal processes. 

For Charles Paterson "the exploitation of animals was the model and inspiration for atrocities people 

committed against each other."208 Other philosophers such as R G Frey argue that in the suffering 

and killing which occurs in commercial farming humans demean themselves and coarsen their 

sensitivities thus making it easier to contemplate and carry out the torture and killing of human 

beings.209 This point is reinforced by Steven Best who argues that, “While animals cannot speak 

about their sufferings, it is only from the standpoint of animal exploitation that we can grasp the 

nature of speciesism, glean key facets of the pathology of human violence and illuminate important 

aspects of misothery and the social and environmental crisis society now faces.”210 The similarities 

and methods in the way humans treat animals and they way they treat each other was starkly 

illustrated in a documentary on Sierra Leone aired on Special Assignment in 2000 when a child 

soldier commented said that hacking off the limbs of his human victims and cutting off the head of a 

chicken and was analogous.211   

 

Researchers such as Phil Arkow, Randall Lockwood and Frank Ascione212 have reopened scholarly 

and scientific research into the strong links between animal abuse and other forms of violence, 

including violence towards people, particularly family violence, where for example, in violent homes 

“both two-and four-legged members of the family are vulnerable to victimization.”213  In this way 
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animal abuse issues also speak to human social and health issues.  Furthermore, according to these 

researchers cruelty to animals is also a clear indicator that violence and abuse of people is occurring 

at the same time. In addition they argue that a pattern of recurrent cruelty to animals is a predictor of 

later aggression towards people. In 2000 the MTN Centre for Crime Prevention Studies at Rhodes 

University set up a pilot project, funded by the Humane Education Trust, to rehabilitate juvenile 

offenders convicted of rape and other violent crimes by offering them the opportunity to rehabilitate 

themselves by learning tolerance and understanding for others.214 According to the Centre’s Mark 

Welman, “Evidence shows that the perpetrators of [child] abuse start off by maltreating animals. So, 

in a way, the scores of maltreated animals in our society are the overt symptom of the …other acts of 

violence which are hidden behind closed doors.”215  

 

There is no question that animals that are farmed are sentient beings capable of feeling pain and 

suffering.  This was even acknowledged by the European Union in a Protocol to the Treaty of 

Amsterdam.216 There is a need to look at the profit-driven system that operates behind meat 

production and consumption because ‘factory farming’ acts as a metaphor for subjugation and 

oppression of people and animals and it is the human cruelty footprint that is negatively impacting on 

ecological and societal processes. In this regard Steven Simmons noted, "Animals are innocent 

casualties of the worldview that asserts that some lives are more valuable than others, that the 

powerful are entitled to exploit the powerless, and that the weak must be sacrificed for the greater 

good."217 The impact of industrial animal agriculture on the lives of animals should not be seen as 

merely ‘another negative impact’ but should be fundamentally opposed and interrogated, the full 

economic and social costs of eating meat teased out and societal practices questioned. Rather than 

the issue of farming animals becoming an economic costing exercise it should also unravel deeper 

and more complex issues of human compassion towards “the other”. Van der Merwe argues that, 

“Compassion does not stop at people. Why can’t we be universal in our compassion.”218 
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As le-muire Jones has pointed out, the global issue of farming animals for food is a political question, 

which in all good conscience cannot be ignored.219 But farming animals for food is also about social 

justice. Veganism and the resistance to the expansion of industrial animal agriculture, it can be 

argued, is the only response to, what Monbiot calls, "arguably the most urgent social justice issue."220 

Currently animals only have the marginalised and maligned animal rights movement to speak on their 

behalf against rampant global industrialised animal production and greedy agribusiness. Clearly this 

is not enough.  

 

To effect a lasting impression against global hunger and neo-liberalism a global movement, that is 

compassionate to both humans and animals alike, is needed. To properly address this problem 

people's attitudes and behaviours needs to fundamentally change, social, religious and cultural 

attitudes and practices need to be altered and government policies need to be transformed. Peter 

Singer believes that if humans can do this in relation to farm animals the abolition of other speciesist 

practices will follow.221  Maneka Gandhi reinforces this, “So right, so just, so obviously moral is the 

case for animal rights, that it cannot be forever denied. Just as apartheid collapsed in South Africa, so 

too shall human oppression of animals. I intend to be there when it happens and I expect to find you 

there beside me. Take a simple step today – turn vegetarian. Everything else comes later.”222  

Implementing change for farmed animals means effecting profound societal changes. To achieve 

this, vegetarianism and veganism (which at present is a form of boycott and constructive 

disengagement) will not only have to become more mainstream, but there will also ultimately have to 

be a cultural and social revolution.  
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CHAPTER TWO 
 

MASTERS, MONEY AND MYOPIA: SOUTH AFRICA’S WILD LIFE TRADE 
 
 

"A country cannot simultaneously prepare and prevent war.” Albert Einstein1 

 

Introductory Remarks 
 
In April 2003, eleven elephants rescued a captured group of antelope from a boma at Thula Thula, a 

‘game reserve’ in KwaZulu-Natal. According to an eyewitness account, "the herd's matriarch, Nana, 

approached the enclosure gates, carefully undid all the metal latches with her trunk, swung the gates 

open and then stood back with her herd…[we] watched the antelope leave the boma and dart off 

before they too headed off into the night.” 2 This remarkable occurrence not only embodies all the 

debates and concerns connected to the trade in animals but it also reflects how relentless trade and 

disregard for other species is being internalised by the affected individual animals.   

 

South Africa is Africa’s biggest trader in wild animals. The government of South Africa not only 

affords the wild animal traders and dealers protection, but it is a major animal dealer in its own right. It 

is within this distinctive context that this chapter will examine the enormous cruelty and lack of 

sustainability involved in the relentless and uncompromising trade in living wild animals and attempts 

by the South African animal lobby to counteract it. The trade in wild animals is firmly located within 

the neo-liberal trade agenda and driven by profit-motivated dealers and middlemen and a seemingly 

bottomless market. It is also a trade that is supported by mainstream conservation proponents and 

subject to inadequate and problematic global trade controls and treaties as well as weak national 

enforcement and implementation mechanisms.  

 

More specifically this chapter will explore: the global context of commodification, which allows this 

trade to take place and is responsible for quickening its pace; the South African framework which 

facilitates trade in wild animals; the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild 

Fauna and Flora (CITES) as it relates to South Africa; the nature of the wildlife trade in South Africa, 

including the legal and illegal trade, some of the animal victims that are caught up in the trade and 

examples of some of the traders involved; and, finally, the pivotal roles played by zoos and circuses 

in intensify the trade, with particular emphasis on the Johannesburg Zoo. 
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The Global Context 
 

“Trade in animals is the same as trade in women and children."3 

 

Demand and Supply: Commodification and Enslavement of Living Beings  
 

The global commercial wildlife trade is a story of environmental devastation and enormous cruelty in 

which animals are commodified. It is impacting catastrophically on the survival of wild species and 

biodiversity in general. Human desire for so-called ‘exotic’ and wild animals for food, possession and 

status has given birth to and sustained an unrelenting demand for wild animals.  

 

Moreover, this trade commonly involves a large amount of crime. The legal demand for wild animals 

and particular species, together with the fact that a price has been put on a particular animal or a part 

of its body, means that poaching and the illegal trade continue to exist parallel to the legal trade. Xwe 

African Wildlife Investigation and Research Centre (Xwe), a South African animal protection NGO 

which focuses on South Africa’s trade in wild animals, maintains that it is difficult to separate the 

illegal trade from the legal trade because in many instances animals are initially obtained illegally but 

thereafter traded legally, and all in the name of ‘free enterprise’.4  

 

Indeed according to the Humane Society International the “legal trade simply facilitates and fuels 

illegal trade. Unless this vogue fetish for 'killing to be kind' is doused by public opinion and logical 

review, then wildlife trade may become an additional threatening process to wildlife species already 

poised for massive declines.”5 As a result, many animal species are on the brink of extinction and the 

environmental costs of the trade are becoming increasingly immeasurable, particularly in the context 

of global over-consumption and the fact that the market value of a specimen is usually related to its 

scarcity. Legally and illegally, therefore, millions of animals are being traded annually to feed the 

demand for human entertainment, trophies, pets, ivory, body parts, cultural totems, muti and 

traditional medicine, food and vivisection.  

  

According to Martin Hutter of Xwe, "biodiversity and wild species are no longer viewed primarily with 

regard to their conservation status, intrinsic values and specific functions in support of the 

ecosystems they are part of, but they are viewed as so-called ‘renewable natural resources’ intended 

for providing economic incentives to rural development and ‘conservation’ by subsistence and 
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commercial utilisation."6 In this view, therefore, trading in wildlife and wildlife products turns wild 

animals into a ‘resource’, which has commercial value. It also appears that the ‘consumptive use’ 

lobby, which is aggressively pushing for unrestricted trade in wild animals, is ultimately making a case 

for the farming of wild animals, which has biodiversity as well as ethical implications. The pro-trade 

lobby argues that the demand for live wild animals and their body parts will not go away and that 

therefore these products should be supplied. Xwe maintains that if this view is taken to its logical 

conclusion there will not be enough animals in the wild to supply this highly lucrative and ever-

burgeoning market. Furthermore, Xwe argues that simply because there is a demand does not 

necessarily mean that there should automatically be a concomitant supply. Xwe also assert that 

ethically this position can be compared to the trade in women, children and slaves.7  

 

Moreover, the concept of natural resource management, which is in line with the neo-liberal 

commodification of nature, views nature and wildlife as having no intrinsic interest or worth. Instead, 

wild animals are considered to be a tradable commodity, a 'resource' for human use and exploitation, 

which can be 'managed'. The global trade in wild animals, because it is practised within this utilisation 

paradigm, is often practised unsustainably. This is clearly evidenced by the thousands of species still 

listed, and being added to, under CITES. Managers as well as policy makers focusing on wildlife 

utilisation as a source of revenue will always look for trade-offs that do not impede current levels of 

exploitation. While wildlife management practices and interventions that have evolved in North 

America, Europe and Southern Africa in particular, provide examples of the simplification and artificial 

manipulation of ecosystems in return for yielding profits on investments. In addition, wildlife systems 

are low in productivity and as a result, species are declining in numbers. To put it simply, ‘offtakes’ 

are higher than ‘production’. What we are seeing globally is an absence of sustainability and this 

means that current exploitation levels of wild animals are simply not possible.  

 

Despite this trade-driven canvas, that is, where trade in wildlife products (which includes the 

commercialisation of hunting) can propel unsustainable exploitation, the Convention in Biological 

Diversity (CBD)8 does not recognise international trade as one of the six listed major causes of 

biodiversity loss. The ‘sustainable use’ perspective, which is mainly driven in Africa by the southern 

African countries, makes use of this by arguing that developing countries want to see fewer, not 

more, exemptions for environmental purposes, and that the stimulation of trade can be useful for 

conservation. They therefore argue that the CBD, which focuses on the ‘supply’ side of biodiversity, 
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rather than the ‘demand’ side, “recognises that extinction is primarily driven by restrictions on supply, 

such as loss of habitat, rather than unregulated demand. These supply side problems require 

solutions at national policy level, and particularly solutions which focus on increasing the value of 

wildlife to producers.”9  In this context Africa and the animals that live on the continent are seen as 

one big marketplace. But demand is far outstripping supply. Increasing human population, 

development and the associated destruction of natural habitat and ecosystems further intensifies this.  

 

It is for these reasons that the trade in ‘exotic’ animals continues to grow and why wild animals are 

being traded without regard for their individual welfare or their collective preservation. In addition, 

commercialisation has failed to ensure the protection of many species of animal. It is also the worst 

possible scenario as far as the suffering of individual animals is concerned. Within this context, of 

concern to animal protection and animal rights NGOs, is that the wild animal business is shockingly 

brutal, cold-hearted and devoid of compassion. Xwe argues that the enormity of the unsustainable 

trade paradigm is only equalled by the amount of cruelty and lack of compassion that flows from it.10 

This is why for these critics the trade in wild animals raises deeper questions about the nature of our 

dealings with animals more generally.  

 

That the ever-increasing macro trade in wild animals and plants is huge and lucrative is 

unquestionable, and this is why it has been described as "stupendous"11 However, generally it is very 

poorly documented, particularly with regard to the species or body parts involved, trade volumes and 

trade values. The value of the ‘legal’ international trade in fauna has been estimated to be between 

US$5 and US$17 billion per annum and nearly US$160 billion “when timber and fisheries are 

included.” 12 According to TRAFFIC13, in 1998 the trade was estimated to be worth approximately 

US$20 billion a year and involves more than 500 million animals each year.14 The USA is the 

foremost consumer with an estimated US$3 billion in plants and animals being traded annually.15 It is 

also important to note that the trade in CITES-listed animals reflects only a very small part of a much 

larger trade.  

 

Of significance too is who benefits, that is, who, in the main, receives the proceeds for the captured 

or killed wildlife? Usually, the poacher, trapper or supplier only receives a tiny portion of the final retail 
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market value that the wildlife or its products represent.  Finally, animal protection organisations hold 

that the trade in wildlife does not benefit the country of origin but that the profits that are made amass 

mainly to the dealers and middlemen.  

 

The South African Framework 
 

“Currently wildlife trade in [South Africa] is regulated in terms of a highly fragmented potpourri of provincial 

Ordinances, Acts, Decrees and Proclamations, which are, in numerous aspects, inconsistent, incomplete, 

outdated and overly complex.”16 

 

South Africa claims it is a world leader, a supposed ‘shining light’, a ‘trend-setter’, in the field of nature 

conservation and that it has developed a 'conservation model' that can and should be extrapolated to 

other countries.17 However, evidence suggests that South African nature conservation policies and 

practices are largely either non-existent, not working, outdated or in disarray. South Africa has a 

booming trade in wild animals and according to David Newton of TRAFFIC, South Africa “acts as a 

clearing-house for commodities passing through from the African region and further afield which 

further increases income from trade.”18 The extensive and largely unmonitored trade in animals, both 

legal and illegal, in South Africa tends to reinforce this assessment and, according to Chris Mercer, it 

has the potential to do serious harm to the multi-million rand eco-tourism industry.19 If anything, South 

African conservation and wildlife management policies of 'use it or lose it', epitomises the 'new wave' 

in the mainstream conservation model, situated within the overarching ‘sustainable development’ 

paradigm. As the political and diplomatic build-up to the 2002 CITES Conference of the Parties 

demonstrated, South Africa is leading the Southern African Developing Countries (SADC) utilisation 

offensive, thereby actively reinforcing the flow of 'resources' from South to North. It is therefore not 

surprising that South Africa is Africa’s biggest exporter of animals.20   

 

In addition, environmentalists such as David Fig have highlighted the failure within the broader policy-

making framework in South Africa to link trade and environment. South African politicians, 

economists and planners have in general not kept pace with changing paradigms that acknowledge 
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the fundamental need to protect and enhance the quality of the of the country’s natural resources. In 

planning South Africa’s development there still do not exist clear objectives and commitments 

regarding environmental protection. The government’s key post-apartheid strategies place little 

emphasis on this. With few exceptions, key decision-makers regard the environment as a side issue, 

a tertiary consideration, to be the purview of either an anti-social white bourgeoisie or a fringe 

minority of green activists and not to be mainstreamed or regarded as sufficiently important to warrant 

more serious treatment.”21  

 

Globally, the consumptive use lobby goes way beyond the concept of 'sustainable use'. In this view 

economic value of wildlife, and as a direct consequence, trade and exploitation, is the only value that 

will save and 'conserve' species. Obviously, mainstream conservation organisations support the trade 

in animals because they see wild animals as a 'natural resource', which is 'renewable'. As a Wildlife 

and Environment Society of Southern Africa (WESSA) policy document states, "No wild species 

should in principle be considered sacrosanct in one way or another by humans, whether it be parrots 

in the pet trade, antelope, or cane rats for meat, skins for clothing, wood for building and carving, or 

roots for medicine."22    

 

The pro-trade lobby therefore unanimously supports the downlisting of the regional populations of 

African elephant and black and white rhinoceros from CITES Appendix 1 to Appendix II and the trade 

in live elephants and rhinoceross and their body parts. This policy position was clearly demonstrated 

in the 1997 CITES meeting when southern African states successfully lobbied for a relaxation on the 

eight-year ban on the international trade in elephant products and their proposal to allow a controlled 

trade in rhinoceros horn. The pro-trade lobby is represented in South Africa by the South African 

government and the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and its members, 

such as Resource Africa (previously African Resources Trust), WESSA, the Endangered Wildlife 

Trust (EWT) and WWF-SA.  

 

Actively opposing this view in South Africa are organisations such as Xwe, the International Fund for 

Animal Welfare Southern Africa (IFAW-SA) and the Ethical Conservation Network (ECN) who argue 

that there are ecological concerns about rushing headlong into a world of massively reduced 

biological diversity in order to clear the way for commercial consumptive use of wildlife and other 

species. They also question the assumption that so-called ‘wild resources’ are indeed ‘renewable’. As 

Martin Hutter explains, “because once something is seen as having some utility it is perceived as a 

                                         
21 Fig, David, Placing Trade on a Sustainable Development Agenda for South Africa, Trade Policy and 
Environmental Agreements: developing a South African response. Proceeds of a workshop organised by the 
Foundation for Global Dialogue and the Trade and Industrial Policy Secretariat in conjunction with the 
departments of Trade and Industry, Foreign Affairs and Environmental Affairs and Tourism, February 1998  
22 WESSA policy document on Trade in Wildlife, November 1999 



 78 

resource and its depletion is only a matter of time.” 23 These anti-consumptive use organisations 

contend that there are other values, apart from economic values and use that should be attached to 

the protection of species and individuals. They also argue that exploiters are hiding behind the vague 

concept of 'sustainable use' to drive the pro-trade agenda, which they say seeks short-term economic 

gains at the cost of long-term sustainability. This, they argue, means that the consumption of 

individual wild animals will increase and will ultimately damage entire species. Xwe maintains that the 

South African government, and its ‘wise-use’ supporters are propelling a shortsighted agenda that 

centres on consumptive economic value and use and that they are pushing CITES to adopt a 'use it 

or lose it' policy.24   

 

Technically Legal: South Africa and the self-policing CITES treaty  
 

“…the Bergen-Belsen of the animal kingdom has [not] been eradicated; it has in fact merely been sanitised by 

regulation."25 

 

The CITES Treaty came into force on 1 July 1975. There are currently 163 State Parties to the 

Convention, covering all the major importing and exporting wildlife countries.26 It is administered by a 

Secretariat based in Geneva. Actions and policies are decided through a system of resolutions and 

decisions when the member states meet every two years at a Conference of the Parties (COP). In 

terms of the CITES Convention each country must designate a Management Authority to issue 

permits for trade in species listed in the CITES Appendices. Member countries must also designate a 

Scientific Authority to provide scientific advice on imports and exports. Like all other international 

treaties it is also about politics, trade-offs and deal-making. As a treaty it appears not to be concerned 

with protection of species and more concerned with allowing trade in endangered species, making it 

almost Orwellian in character. One implication of this treaty is that there is no government-to-

government international treaty that is specifically dealing with the protection of wild animals.  

 

The CITES preamble states: "Wild fauna and flora in their many beautiful and varied forms are an 

irreplaceable part of the natural systems of the earth which must be protected for this and 

generations to come…international co-operation is essential for the protection of certain species of 

wild fauna and flora against over-exploitation through international trade."27 CITES thus operates 

from the premise that wild animals, even so-called ‘endangered animals’, have an economic value 

and can be commercially traded. It is therefore a treaty that regulates, as opposed to prohibits, trade. 

CITES also views the concept of ‘sustainable use’ as a way of ‘managing’ wild populations. It is for 
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this reason that the CITES Secretariat works exclusively with the IUCN and its members, and tends 

to disregard the input of other, usually animal protection, organisations. The CITES Secretariat is also 

reluctant to share information with those critical of the current ‘sustainable use’ model.28           

 

Levels of protection are supposed to be a function of the degree of threat to the survival of a species, 

which corresponds to the appendix in which the species is listed. The CITES lists, Appendices I and 

II, are revised at COP meetings.  Appendix III species are unilaterally designated by the exporting 

state. Full lists of the approximate 30 000 species (of which 20 000 are plants) in these Appendices 

are given on the CITES web site (http://www.cites.org) 

 

Appendix I is meant to provide the highest level of protection; and includes ‘all species threatened 

with extinction which are or may be affected by trade.’ This applies to specimens of those species, 

whether dead or alive. Export is allowed if a permit is issued and when ‘a Scientific Authority of the 

State of export has advised that such export will not be detrimental to the survival of that species’ 

(and a correspondent import permit has been issued confirming that a series of conditions are met on 

the import side). One of the negative spin-offs of the labeling of certain species as rare by CITES is 

that it may add market value and demand. The decline of many species, in spite of their Appendix I 

listing, is on-going because of relentless demand for body parts and derivatives from established, 

culturally and economically driven markets. 

     

Appendix II is intended to provide an intermediate level of protection; it includes, `all species which 

although not necessarily now threatened with extinction may become so unless trade in specimens of 

such species is subject to strict regulation’. In terms of Appendix II, there are no limitations governing 

imports. No import permit is required with respect to Appendix II animals, and imports for ‘commercial 

purposes’ are allowed. In 2002 CITES Appendix 1 included over 800 animal species and Appendix II 

included over 4 000 animal species.29   There are approximately two hundred and thirty indigenous 

South African animals listed on CITES as Appendix I and II.  

 

Appendix III permits ‘controlled’ commercial trade and provides the least protection; it includes ‘all 

species which any Party identifies as being subject to regulation within its jurisdiction for the purposes 

of preventing or restricting exploitation’.  

 

Xwe censures CITES for being a weak treaty, mainly because it promotes trade rather than prevents 

it.30 This view is supported by Kenyan Daphne Sheldrick, who commented, “CITES seems to have 
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lost direction and purpose. It is an organisation where coercion and corruption appear to be 

condoned and flourish openly. The so-called ‘experts’ have failed miserably to produce the accurate 

data that is needed and when it comes to numbers, both living and dead, they are certainly not the 

oracle.”31 Indeed, internationally, animal protection organisations, through the Species Survival 

Network (SSN), which is a network opposed to sustainable utilisation, often refer to CITES as 'the 

animal dealer's charter' because of:32 

 The many loopholes in CITES which are exploited by unscrupulous traders; 

 The nature of the treaty itself, which tends to promote rather than regulate the trade in wildlife; 

 Lack of power to enforce minimum standards for compliance; 

 Inherent weaknesses in the permitting system; 

 Inadequate national enabling legislation, inadequate implementation of legislation and lack of 

political will; 

 Notoriously weak and ineffective enforcement and penalties with regard to non-compliance even 

though compliance is the single most important feature of the treaty; 

 Fraud, corruption and abuse, including forgery of documentation and issuing re-export 

certificates for smuggled specimens;  

 One-sidedness and lack of accountability by the Secretariat;   

 Lack of neutrality, for example, insufficient attention paid to information supplied by non-IUCN 

NGOs despite the fact that NGOs are an important source of information on compliance issues; 

 Lack of transparency, particularly in relation to policy formulation. 

   

Both Xwe and IFAW-SA are disapproving of the role played by the CITES Secretariat, which they say 

abuses its far-reaching powers to make recommendations to the Standing Committee and the COP. 

According to Reeve this recommendatory function is not seen in any of the other Multilateral 

Environmental Agreements (MEAs).33 While in 2000, the Earth Negotiations Bulletin commented, 

“The Secretariat…is subtly stretching its powers to a level of involvement not witnessed in any other 

international environmental fora.”34 Xwe refers to the role of the Secretariat in making 

recommendations to the Standing Committee which result in the postponement of compliance 

deadlines set for South Africa and other countries (Thailand, Cameroon, Panama, Poland and the 

Russian Federation). Both Xwe and IFAW-SA argue that the CITES Secretariat is actively pushing a 

pro-trade agenda.35 As an example they point to Malan Lindeque who was employed by the 

Secretariat for a four-year period in a senior position. Lindeque was also employed by the Namibian 
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CITES Scientific Authority, which actively promoted the ivory trade and took a pro-trade position. 

Indeed, claims IFAW, as an individual Lindeque actively lobbied for the ivory trade. While Lindique 

was in the Secretariat (between 1999 and 2003), says IFAW-SA’s Director, Jason Bell-Leask,  “He 

was doing exactly the same thing. He was running around the African Elephant Range States 

Dialogue meetings lobbying for the adoption of the ivory trade proposal. The CITES Secretariat is 

supposed to be impartial and facilitate discussion, not push proposals to the parties.”36                          

 

An international environmental crime workshop held in 2002, raised concerns relating to weaknesses 

in the CITES permitting system. The problem of providing false legitimacy to contraband through 

poorly controlled licensing systems was also highlighted and the workshop noted that, “trade 

permitting systems themselves are prone to fraud and if not administered with due care may serve 

more as a laundering facility than as an effective check on contraband. CITES has perhaps the most 

complex administrative and permitting system of the various MEAs, which has provided many 

opportunities to subvert and abuse agreed controls. Mismanagement of the permitting system has 

sanctioned activities that should not have been allowed under a strict interpretation of the 

Convention; as a result, there may be little need to smuggle animals directly when permits can be 

doctored or fraudulently declared to give shipments a false legitimacy.”37 These criticisms hold true 

for the current permit situation in South Africa. An Endangered Species Protection Unit Inspector, 

Sunelle Bruwer, described the permit system as, “a mess". She also maintains that there is no way of 

working out whether permits granted are in fact used, or if they are being used over and over again 

because there are so many ways to “cover up."38 Moreover, permit details are shrouded in secrecy 

because provincial authorities are unwilling to disclose information linked to permits as they say this 

will prejudice the commercial interests of the animal dealers. 39 

 

Xwe raises concerns around the notion of the 'Precautionary Principle', i.e. the threat of irreversible 

harm and unacceptable risk, in relation to CITES and obligations by member states to implement it. 

Resolution 9.24 of CITES mandates that parties, "shall apply the Precautionary Principle so that 

scientific uncertainty should not be used as a reason for failing to act in the best interest of the 

conservation of the species."40 Although the notion of the ‘precautionary principle’ is usually directed 

at pollution issues it also applies to wildlife issues. In this context the principle requires that when the 

impact of a proposed action upon a species is not known, then the benefit of the doubt should be 

given to the species and the action not be undertaken until it can be shown that the action will not 
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impose an unacceptable cost or loss to the species. The clearest example is also the most 

important, for it arises within the permit granting process, for both Appendix I and II species. Pro-use 

organisations, together with some co-opted governments in the South, tend to demonise the 

‘precautionary principle’ by arguing that it limits development, erodes state sovereignty and is 

therefore not acceptable to countries in the South. They also take the view that if implemented it will 

ultimately lead to the banning of the trade in wild animals.41 This pro-trade position was well-

established at the CITES Kyoto Conference in 1992 when the pro-trade lobby proposed resolutions 

that actively promoted the view that the economic value of wildlife, through international trade, must 

be nurtured and encouraged by the CITES process in order to protect species. As a result the CITES 

member states recognised that commercial trade may be beneficial to the conservation of species. 

 

In opposing this view, Xwe maintains that: there should be a bias towards safeguarding the 

ecosystem’s biological diversity; short-term financial benefits from 'managing' wild animals should 

not take priority; and lack of certainty with regard to risks involved must mean that the precautionary 

principle should be invoked and implemented. Xwe believes that it should be made clear what 

complexity of intra-specific, community-based and ecosystem-related implications have to be 

considered if any scheme of wildlife utilisation is to be approved within the context of achieving 

genuine biological/ecological sustainability. They also make the point that this strategy would clearly 

not fit into projects relying on market revenue generated by exploiting wildlife 'sustainably’.42  

 

Xwe contends that the issue of 'non-detriment findings',43 which technically is the backbone of CITES, 

is not taken seriously. In evidence they cite that of the over 200 resolutions taken by CITES since its 

inception not one has dealt with this crucial issue. Despite this fact, many Appendix II species 

continue to be traded in the absence of information on the impact of exploitation on the wild 

population and on the afflicted biological communities and ecosystems. David Bowles agrees, “aside 

from problems with implementation and enforcement, the main difficulty in abiding with this provision 

has been the lack of data to confirm the non-detriment finding. In the absence of a precautionary 

approach, many Appendix II species have been traded at levels detrimental to their survival. The 

result of this can be seen in the number of species, [according to Xwe 106],44 that have had to be 

upgraded from Appendix II to I since the Convention entered into force. This could and should be 
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deemed a failure of CITES as the provisions of the Convention have been unable to ensure that trade 

is not detrimental.”45  

 

One of the major loopholes which links into 'non-detrimental findings', and which anti-vivisection 

organisations such as South Africans for the Abolition of Vivisection (SAAV) attack, is that for so-

called  'scientific purposes' thousands of wild and/or endangered animals each year are sent to 

research laboratories and zoos and are, as a result, not afforded any protection. Indeed, although 

CITES lists all primates as either Appendix I or Appendix II this has not stopped the animal research 

industry from using them in experiments. In 1984 animal experimenters admitted that they relied on 

wild primate populations to satisfy 80 to 90 per cent of their demand. 46 While in 1996, 90 per cent of 

old-world primates were still being imported in the European Union for experimentation purposes.47 

From this it is clear that the research industry, with CITES support, is having a major impact on the 

decimation of primate populations. Of additional concern to animal protection organisations is that 

worldwide the use of primates in research is rising, not dropping, and since 1995, the number of non-

human primates used in research has risen by almost 20 per cent.48 The importation of primates into 

the United States of America, the largest consumer of primates, has also increased by 106% since 

1995 with many of the primates being supplied by Bioculture in Mauritius. In 2002 alone, 18,856 

primates were imported into the USA, mainly to supply experimentation laboratories via companies 

such as Convance Research Products and Charles River. 49  

 

Orangutans, chimpanzees, and gorillas are the endangered species most in demand by circuses, 

zoos, the pet market, entertainers, and private collectors around the world. In a 1990 confidential 

report to Interpol, CITES placed the annual illegal trade at 40 000 protected primates.50 Chimpanzees 

form an increasing percentage of that growing number. With only an estimated 175 000 chimpanzees 

left in Africa, the threat to their existence in the wild is substantial.51 At least 10 chimps die for each 

animal captured.52 According to the Bushmeat Crisis Task Force, approximately three thousand 

gorillas and 4 000 chimpanzees are being killed annually.53 This unsustainable and cruel trade 

continues unabated and a workshop, entitled ‘International Perspectives - the Future of Nonhuman 
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Primate Resources’,54 which was described by International Primate Protection League chairperson, 

Shirley McGreal, as resembling "a sales convention, a world primate supermarket where users and 

sellers could get together and make deals and foreign collaborators could be 'cultivated'"55 reinforces 

this view.   

 

Worth noting in the South African context is that in many incidences particular species, including 

primates, are viewed by government in opposition to the way they are classfied by CITES. For 

example, species that are viewed as vermin or pests are destroyed on a large scale and without limit, 

not only with government sanction but also in many cases by government agencies, despite the fact 

that most of these animals are classified as Appendix 1 or II by CITES. In addition, no scientific 

population studies have been carried out in South African for these species. As D’amato and Engel 

have pointed out, "if the goal of the state is to raise money though sale of hunting licenses or wildlife 

products, then the immediate need for money may overwhelm the ability or desire for obtaining the 

necessary scientific base population studies and for providing the necessary law enforcement."56 

 

Xwe is concerned that the rules of the World Trade Organisation (WTO), which has already had a 

negative impact on measures and laws intended to protect animals,57 will also affect CITES.  

Furthermore, Xwe asserts that as a treaty CITES probably has to defer to trade rules, which further 

weakens it.58 The implementation of ‘stricter domestic measures’ in terms of CITES (article XIV) could 

be found to be in breach of the WTO and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT).  The 

WTO furthers trade liberalisation, while CITES, “employs trade measures for the purpose of 

environmental protection.”59  

 

CITES is obviously silent on the deeper ethical issue of whether or not it is appropriate to engage in 

international trade or not. Xwe argues that trade issues should not be seen only within the context of 

trade Agreements such as WTO and GATT but that CITES should take into account issues around 

animal rights/welfare or social concerns. CITES listings are by the very nature of the treaty tied to 

commerce and issues of ethics and compassion are not provided for. According to Xwe, it is for this 

reason that as a treaty it has failed animal species. Xwe argues that because the philosophy of 
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animal rights was not even properly in place when CITES came into being it is therefore not 

surprising that animal rights concerns have not been included in the CITES Treaty. However, they 

believe that the changing views towards animals should be reflected in any treaty that deals with the 

trade in animals. It is for this reason that they argue that CITES should be re-drafted.60 

 

South Africa and Non-compliance with CITES  
 

Implementation, compliance and enforcement of the rules of CITES, and the simultaneous adoption 

of domestic legislation, are at the very heart of the Convention and are pivotal to its proper operation 

at a national level. This necessity is set down in Article 8 which states that signatories must undertake 

"appropriate measures to enforce the provisions" of CITES. However, despite this, South Africa has 

for the past 28 years (both pre-and post 1994) had an abysmal record with regard to CITES 

implementation and the necessary articulation of compliant domestic legislation.  

 

For the past nine years in particular, South Africa has skilfully managed to evade compliance 

deadlines set by successive COPs to a point that a decision was taken in 2002 at the COP12 

meeting that a fixed deadline for compliance is no longer in place.61  As a result, trade in wild animals 

has largely continued unchecked. Concern in this regard was expressed by the South African 

Endangered Species Protection Unit (ESPU), which in 2000 raised serious doubts about South 

Africa’s capacity to enforce CITES regulations or for customs to control illegal trade at the country’s 

ninety one entry and exit points.62 South Africa was the fifteenth country to sign the Treaty, ratifying 

on 15 July 1975 and the Convention entered into force for South Africa on 13 October 1975. 

However, the South African government only made a policy recommendation to the then four 

provinces that they implement CITES regulations, thus leaving CITES functions up to the various 

provincial nature conservation components. Furthermore, no legislation, either at a national or 

provincial level, made reference to CITES. Nor did South Africa ever establish a national Scientific 

Authority, a crucial function in terms of the Convention.   

 

By 1994, as an incentive measure ,because many countries, including South Africa, had not taken 

appropriate compliance action and aligned their national legislation with the treaty, the CITES 

Secretariat undertook a ‘National Legislation Project’. In terms of this project South Africa was rated 

as ‘Category 2’ and was told to take steps to improve its national legislation for implementation of 

CITES.  This rating prompted TRAFFIC East/Southern Africa to state, "it…indicates that there are 

deficiencies in South Africa's legislation which need to be addressed. In fact, the analysis of South 
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African legislation should be viewed as overly optimistic considering the general lack of national 

legislation…"63 TRAFFIC’s position was reinforced by the 1997 White Paper on Conservation, which 

admitted that, "The fragmented, polarised, and inefficient administrative and legislative structures 

created by Apartheid resulted in no fewer than seventeen government departments having primary 

responsibility for nature conservation prior to the April 1994 election. This situation did not improve 

with the establishment of new provinces and government structures. Divided responsibilities, together 

with a duplication of effort, a profusion of laws, and most importantly, a lack of co-ordination, have 

been major factors hampering the effective conservation of biodiversity."64  

 

In more detail, the deficiencies alluded to above, have the following implications:   

• After the 1994 elections, when the four provinces were replaced by nine provinces, the little 

coherence that existed in laws governing the import and export of species collapsed; 

• Existing South African legislation does not authorise designation of a national Scientific 

Authority; 

• Each province has its own legislation and permitting procedure and very little of it is in line 

with CITES; 

• There is a lack of capacity to implement permit requirements in provinces; 

• There are inconsistent, incomplete and in general, fairly low penalties for violating import and 

export controls.  

   

This is probably why, almost 10 years later, and after missing four deadlines set by the COP and by 

the CITES Standing Committee to adopt adequate legislation, South Africa is still in the process of 

formulating enabling legislation to fulfil this minimum required standard. The question of 

implementation and enforcement of such legislation is also clearly an issue of concern.  In addition, 

according to Xwe, the voice of civil society to lobby for policy and implementation on this issue has to 

all intents and purposes been silent.   

 

In October 1998, the South African CITES Implementation Project (SACIP), largely funded by the 

Danish Co-operation for Environment and Development (DANCED) was set up to ensure that a 

programme was put in place for South African compliance with CITES and implementation in South 

Africa. The project came to an end in March 2001. The main objective was to provide a programme to 

ensure that the South African trade in wild fauna and flora is conducted in accordance with CITES. 

The planned major project outputs, as outlined in the SACIP Project Inception Report, were:65 

• To establish a national legal framework for the implementation of CITES; 
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• To facilitate the alignment of provincial legislation as it relates to CITES; 

• To facilitate the establishment of an independent national Scientific Authority; 

• To plan for the re-organisation of the administration of trade in endangered species and 

ensure that there are well functioning central and delegated Management Authorities; 

• To develop a networked computerised trade permit system; 

• To facilitate stakeholder liaison; 

• To improve the co-ordination between enforcement agencies and the CITES administration. 

 

The SACIP process was managed by the Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism (DEAT) 

represented by Dr Piet Botha, the Deputy Director of Biodiversity Utilisation, which was responsible 

for international liaison, policy and co-ordination. A Chief Technical Adviser, Ian Manning, oversaw 

SACIP in order to "address the uncontrollable and unmanageable situation with regard to the 

regulation of trade in wildlife in South Africa".66 Ian Manning is the author of a hunting book entitled 

‘With Gun in Good Country’ which was written in a style reminiscent of the colonial hunting period. 

Manning, was also an executive member of the Chamber of Wildlife, a South African initiative that 

was formed in June 2000, to unite the ‘sustainable use’ industry and reflect the voice of the ‘game 

industry’. The majority of the stakeholders represented in the Chamber were those advocating or 

benefiting from the consumptive use of wild animals, particularly hunting and trade. The stated 

rationale for forming the Chamber (formerly the National Wildlife Alliance) was to reduce the illegal 

trade and increase the legal trade. The Wildlife Action Group (WAG), an animal protection grouping,  

argued that the true agenda of this Alliance is to bring South Africa into the international ‘Wise Use  

Movement’67 fold, with the support of Government and foreign donor funding.68  

 

WAG identified the African Resources Trust (ART) - now called Resource Africa - as “driving the 

Alliance forward”.69  According to WAG the ART was the architect of the Wildlife Utilisation Forum of 

South Africa (WUFSA) which was established in 1995 to counter the perceived influence of animal 

rights organisations on wildlife management options, particularly the moratorium on elephant killing in 

the Kruger National Park. ART as part of the global anti-environmental ‘wise-use movement’ actively 

promotes consumptive use of ‘natural resources’. It lobbies national governments as well as lobbying 

within international forums such as CITES and the International Whaling Commission for the 
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downlisting of CITES Appendix animals and the abolition of restrictions on the trade in wild animals. 

In the mid-1990s ART commissioned conservative pro-use economist Michael t’Sas Rolfes to 

produce a report on the Kruger National Park (KNP) which recommended commercialisation and 

trophy hunting in the KNP. Also, of concern to WAG was that the SACIP Reference Group (which 

was supposed to be made up of all stakeholders, including animal protection organisations) was to all 

intents and purposes replaced by the Wildlife Alliance, which had as one of its stated aims to 

“become the voice of the industry”.70    

 

According to Xwe, it appears that SACIP got stuck in political quarrels and essentially failed.71 

Manning at a CITES (COP12) follow-up workshop held at South African National Parks Headquarters 

in November 2002, commented very angrily on the death of the SACIP process, stating that the lack 

of capacity within DEAT was the “biggest issue” to be dealt with and he did not know if the 

government would finally wake up in the face of the 31st March 2003 deadline72 or if they would 

simply ignore it. If the trade ban should be inflicted upon South Africa, it would have “an enormous 

detrimental impact on the viable and highly successful conservation scene”.73  

 

Manning’s pro-trade bias is revealed in a paper he wrote on the SACIP project for an Elephant 

Management & Owners Association Workshop where he stated that a Reference Group would 

“provide the future programme for a sustained and rational wildlife trade”, implying an unrelenting and 

unceasing trade as opposed to a sustainable one.74 This train of thought is reiterated in an e-mail 

from Manning to potential members of the Alliance, “the absolutely non-negotiable basis for the 

Alliance must be the recognition of national policy goals on the sustained use and conservation of the 

country’s bio-diversity. We are talking here of wise-use...and not the adoption of rigid protectionist 

views which seek to accord animals rights similar to those of humans. On this we must be absolutely 

clear.”75   

 

In November 2001 WAG called on the government to implement a moratorium on trade in wildlife, 

particularly the species listed in the CITES Appendices. They based their call on the lack of 

implementation of the ‘precautionary principle’ and lack of compliance with CITES regulations, “In 

conclusion, it is to be feared that, five years after reporting to the Secretariat on progress in 

developing an imaginary legislation for improving CITES implementation, the mess typical of the 

present situation and bewailed so eloquently, will persist endlessly behind a new façade of 
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respectability. Only the imposition of a temporary moratorium on wild frdlife trade until a new system 

of CITES legislation and enforcement not only has been established formally but fully implemented,  

will generate enough pressure on the part of all stakeholders for completing the exercise without 

making idle compromises.”76 This call echoed a similar call made by the NSPCA in November 2000 in 

which they also expressed “grave concern regarding the welfare of wildlife which is being exported 

from South Africa at an alarming rate, including by sea. Appeals by the NSPCA calling for proper 

welfare standards for sea and air travel have fallen on deaf ears… The NSPCA reiterates its call for a 

moratorium to be placed until such time that regulations – legally binding and vigorously enforced – 

are in place. Our wildlife is our heritage. It is the reason tourists visit our country each year, creating 

jobs and prosperity. It is time that trade and frivolous export stopped.”77 
 

The Nature of the Trade in South Africa  
 

"The protection of biodiversity flees out the back door when the money monster enters the front door.”78 

 

Farming Wild Animals 
 

Many flesh eaters believe that ’game’ farming is an acceptable practice comparable to the farming of 

domestic livestock. According to Piet du Plessis, “in terms of meat production, which is the bottom 

line of any livestock production unit, there is no real difference between game and livestock.”79 

IFAW’s Bell-Leask concurs, ‘game farms are exactly like farming animals. Wild animals are merely 

becoming a ‘harvest’. It’s becoming a farmyard.”80 Animal rightists on the other hand believe that 

farming animals for food is exploitative, unnecessary, unethical and economically questionable. They 

take this argument further and claim that the same is true for farming with wild life.  

 

Fenced ‘game farms’, owned almost exclusive by whites, are proliferating in South Africa at an ever-

increasing rate. According to a 2002 report on game ranch profitability, commissioned by ABSA 

Bank, there are about 5 000 ‘game ranches’ and more than 4 000 ‘mixed game and livestock 

ranches’ in South Africa.81 The ABSA Report also states that private ‘game farms’ in South Africa 

greatly outnumber national protected areas in land area and in the number of antelope numbers. 
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However, as Crowe et al have shown, ‘game farms’ are management intensive, expensive, and 

ultimately remain just an artificial representation of natural systems.82 

 

Although ‘game farming’ and ‘game ranching’ for trophy hunting are held up by the wildlife industry as 

forms of ‘sustainable use of wildlife’, they seldom meet with requirements of ecosystem function and 

integrity. As Geist points out, privately owned land-use, which is dominated by market-driven 

dynamics means that management reflects the marketplace and not ecology.83 In addition, these 

profit-driven wildlife management schemes give rise to an ecological predicament, reminiscent of 

European-style wildlife management. This is because they are oriented towards: production of 

favoured species; overstocking to keep up with demand; the extermination of large predators and the 

severe culling of small ones (which are usually labelled as ‘problem animals’); artificial feeding; 

agricultural types of habitat manipulation; introduction of non-indigenous species and strains; and 

genetic manipulation of wild animals.  

 

No legislation regulates this mushrooming industry or deals with its effects on ecosystems and 

animals. Animal protectionists argue that it is entirely inappropriate to continue to expand the wildlife 

industry when it is common knowledge that the industry is not under control and that no in-depth and 

overarching research has been done on the impact of these farms, economically, ecologically and 

socially.84 One of the major contributory factors they cite is the widely divergent legislation and lack of 

uniform policy governing wild animals in the nine different provinces, and nationally. These 

problematic policy issues were also documented in two TRAFFIC reports, namely, ‘South Africa at 

the Crossroads’ (1996), and 'Towards a Sustainable Wildlife Trade: An Analysis of Nature 

Conservation Legislation in South Africa with Particular Reference to the Wildlife Trade' (2001). 

 

Organisations such as the WAG, IFAW and Xwe argue that the huge growth of the ‘game industry’ 

and ‘game farms’ in South Africa, and indeed its modus operandi, is based on breeding and on 

placing a commercial value on all wild animals rather than on conservation, biodiversity and concern 

for ethics or the welfare of the individual animals. An article by Ian Michler in Africa Geographic, a 

magazine usually supportive of the mainstream sustainable use position, also concurred with the 

animal protection organisations that, “animals are being bred, captured, relocated, auctioned, hunted, 

killed, imported and exported in an ongoing process and in a manner that not only displays an 

alarming lack of concern for their welfare, but in many instances has become nothing less than cruel 
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exploitation.”85 Animal protection organisations also argue that virtually none of the profit from the 

‘game’ farming industry accrues to local communities, mainly because land is privately owned, and 

because hunting makes up 80% of the ‘game’ farmer’s annual income and therefore most of the 

money goes to intermediaries. This fundamental problem is also admitted by the ‘game’ farming 

industry itself. 86 

 

Most ‘game’ farms are established for trophy hunting of antelope species, therefore the owners do 

not want to restore their land to a fully functioning and representative ecosystem which would need to 

include large carnivores, hippos, rhinoceross, and elephants. Xwe argues that the ‘game’ farming 

industry has a high level of intolerance of predators, unless they are captive bred specifically for the 

hunting industry, and that therefore private ‘game’ farms in South Africa do not in any way constitute 

fully functioning, natural ecosystems.87 As an article in The Citizen pointed out, “On most game farms 

very little is done to protect biodiversity or species genetics, but instead attempts are made to make 

money at any cost.”88 Fenced game farms in South Africa, in order to supply overseas trophy hunters, 

are, according to Xwe, having a negative effect on ecosystems and biodiversity: “Abiotic and biotic 

habitats on these ranches are altered and manipulated intensively and this, in turn, will have 

detrimental effects on the diversity and abundance of many bird species, small mammals and reptiles 

that depend on bush and forest habitats. The biodiversity and conservation value of the privately 

owned commercial ranches is therefore very limited. Essentially game farms are ‘open air 

supermarkets’, which are stocked according to supply and demand.”89 

 

Savvas Vrahimis, of the Free State Department of Nature Conservation, contends that the profit-

driven, amateurish and short-sighted wildlife industry in South Africa, and its resulting intensive and 

‘canned’ breeding programmes, is creating a problem for biodiversity.90 This is because, argues 

Vrahimis: it threatens genetic integrity; spreads disease and degrades natural habitat by over-

utilisation, moving non-endemic and exotic animals into the biological range of naturally occurring 

animals; displaces endemics; develops hybrids; ignores habitat requirements; and promotes 

inbreeding which causing deformities and suffering.91  He argues that this is all done under the 

banner of ‘conservation’ and to service the demand from hunters. Vrahimis made these comments as 

a guest speaker at a conference entitled: ‘Can African Wildlife Survive Without Hunting?’ held in 

Pretoria in April 2003. In his closing remarks Vrahimis insisted that the South African hunting industry 

with its menagerie mentality will ‘out compete’ itself and he posed a counter question, “can African 
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wildlife survive with hunting?” Vrahimis pointed out that the private sector cannot be left to run the 

industry and he also admitted that conservation authorities and national government must also be 

held responsible because they have not developed any policies on the movement and distribution of 

wild animals nor have they developed national guidelines. 

 
Auctions and Sales 
 

In 1998 it was estimated that in South Africa between 40 000 and 50 000 wild animals were captured 

and transported.92 With 85 per cent of Africa’s trophy exports coming from South Africa,93 it is patent 

that the trade in dead animal parts is extensive. The 1996/97 figure for the number of trophies 

exported from South Africa was 239 09194, while the number of CITES listed specimens (live and 

dead) exported through Johannesburg International in 2001 was 137 000.95 In July 1999, the Sunday 

Times reported that the legal trade in wildlife in South Africa was worth R500 million a year.96 In 2002 

sales in wild animals in South Africa was estimated to be worth R40 million a year.97 The disparity in 

these figures reflects the worrying lack of available information on the trade because of inefficient 

government monitoring mechanisms. However, whatever the figure, there is little dispute that the 

trade is huge and on the increase and that it is only one part of a lucrative legal trade in wild animals 

that turns living beings into commodities.  

 

South Africa’s trade in wild animals takes place mainly through extensive live auctions, catalogue 

sales, the Internet and private telephone deals, both locally and for overseas clients. However, it is 

mainly through auctions that the commercial value of a species is established. According to Dr 

Ebedes, South Africa is almost "unique in auctioning indigenous animals because in most other 

countries the trading of indigenous animals is not allowed."98 Not surprisingly, as Michler points out, 

”there is, of course, no concern shown for the pride, pack or herd dynamics of any particular species 

and it is common practice to separate pairs and mother and young, and to break group bonds.”99 The 

first wild animal auction in South Africa, according to Ebedes, took place in 1965 in the then Northern 

Transvaal.100 Traditionally, the South African government and NGOs had been responsible for all 

'conservation' activities but within the last decade events such as wildlife auctions have largely been 

taken over by the private sector. One such example is Vleissentraal, which is at the epicentre of a 

broad belt of wild animal auctions that stretches throughout South Africa. These sales have been 
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proliferating in recent years and in 2001 through live auctions alone 17 282 wild animals were sold for 

R87 million.101   

 

So lucrative and escalating is the trade in wild animals that Wildlife Index Africa (Wildex) supplies 

dealers with species price statistics over the last decade and alerts them to any movement in the 

wildlife trade by e-mail. According to the Professional Hunter’s Association of South Africa (PHASA) 

the value of the private sector game industry, which includes sales, hunting, taxidermy etc. was  

US$ 140 062 252 in 2000 of this 9% is from selling of wild animals, which is approximately US$ 13 

million per annum.  

 

It is, however, extremely difficult to ascertain to whom the profit is going.  Not only is it hard to 'follow 

the money' but also, says Xwe, it is difficult to accurately determine the exact extent of the South 

African trade in animals, both internally and for export. This is because it is almost impossible to 

monitor the exact nature of the trade, who is involved (which dealers and translocation and 

forwarding agents), the number of animals involved and their species, where the animals are coming 

from and their final destinations. Generally, it is suspected that the animals are sent to zoos, circuses, 

so-called 'safari parks' and to be hunted. According to Rick Allen, head of the NSPCA’s Wildlife Unit, 

approximately half a million (500 000) wild animals are exported annually and this number is going to 

increase as 'game farms' become saturated and farmers look to exporting wild animals as another 

way of making money.  Allen adds, however, that in reality "no-one knows what is leaving. It is also 

difficult to say what the mortality rate is, but it is unacceptably high."102  

 

Of major concern to animal protection organisations is that the wildlife trade in South Africa is largely 

uncontrolled and unmonitored. State agencies that have the mandate to monitor export shipments 

are under-staffed and also claim that they have not been instructed to implement the Animal 

Protection Act. They also are under the impression that the NSPCA is authorised, through statute, to 

act on government’s behalf to enforce the Act. Xwe challenges this latter perception and the widely 

held myth that the NSPCA is legally empowered by the State to implement the Animal Protection Act, 

“We have done research and it is clear, from the NSPCA Act itself and the parliamentary debates that 

took place when the Act was mooted, that the NSPCA is not a statutory body as such but is merely 

regulated by statute. How can a government pass legislation such as the Animal Protection Act in the 

1960s and not take active measures for a government agency to implement and enforce it? The 

Department of Agriculture, with whom animal welfare rests, does not even have a section within the 

department that takes responsibility for this issue. It’s a desperate and very worrying situation 
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particularly given the extent of animal cruelty and abuse in South Africa. What is even more worrying 

is that government does not even seem vaguely interested in rectifying this situation.”103 

 

In addition, Xwe argues that their essential watchdog role is also made difficult because nature 

conservation authorities, by invoking the Promotion of Access to Information Act (PAIA) deny them 

access to CITES and inter-provincial travel permits: 

 

“In this way they are blatantly protecting the people involved in the trade. We find this 

inexplicable. After all, many of these people advertise on the Internet and in magazines. 

Technically, it is a business like any other. These animals, in terms of the law, are just 'things' 

being traded like tomatoes or maize. Why should this industry, therefore, be so shrouded in 

secrecy? Why should these guys be treated any differently or be protected by legislation and 

state bureaucrats? There is also the argument that these animals are South Africa’s heritage 

and therefore the public has a right to know. How is Xwe supposed to do its job if we are 

deliberately being denied access to our legitimate and reasonable requests? It is ridiculous 

that the government does nothing but facilitate the cruelty and the trade and then conveniently 

passes the welfare buck to NGOs that government itself, through inadequate and outdated 

legislation, has kept toothless and disempowered?"104  

 

It iappears that there us hardly any networking or co-operation taking place between NGOs, 

conservation authorities and the police. 

 

To facilitate this market-driven trade, animals are continuously captured and translocated with little 

regard for the interests of the animals or ethical concerns. The translocation process is also not 

regulated or monitored and operators are not compelled to comply with any standards.  Furthermore, 

the only attempt to try and regulate the wildlife translocation industry took the form of an 

unenforceable, self-policing and voluntary South African Bureau of Standards ‘code of practice’ 

developed in March 2000. As with other such ineffective codes of practice, the NSPCA and the 

Animal Anti-Cruelty League also endorsed this code. Given the nature of the industry it is indisputable 

that live auctions and the translocation process, either to and from the auctions and/or to the new 

destinations, are very stressful and cause fatal injuries due to capture handling, transportation and 

penning. A large number of mortalities, the inhumane treatment of animals and suffering is therefore 

inevitable during every one of these processes.     
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The main criticisms levelled by South African animal protection organisations against the inhumane 

conditions animals have to endure as a result of live auctions are:105  

 Animals are chased for long distances during the capture process;  

 Highly scheduled tranquillisers are often not correctly used;  

 Drugged animals are forced off trucks even though they cannot even walk properly;  

 Recently captured (and therefore stressed) wild animals are immediately put on exhibition for 

auction purposes; 

 Holding areas are inadequate and too small causing stress, injuries and death; 

 Pregnant females are captured and transported causing additional stress or abortions;  

 Young and suckling animals are separated from their mothers, injured and deliberately killed 

during the trans-location process;   

 Family groups are split during capture, transportation and penning; 

 Animals have to be transported and off-loaded several times and many animals die during 

transportation; 

 Animals are often transported and kept in extreme weather conditions, either too hot or too 

cold; 

 Fashionable, desirable and rare species are used as a hook to get potential buyers to the 

auctions and in some cases these animals are obtained from zoos and die when they are 

released into the wild; 

 Operators use ineffective equipment that often injures or kills the animals; 

 Highly stressed animals are forced onto the trucks even though the operators know they will 

die, as they will then be able to claim from insurance;  

 Animals also die on their arrival at the new farms because very often they cannot adapt to the 

new habitat or the habitat is completely unnatural for them.  

 

Given the above, a document that presumes to place ‘rights’ on animals to be traded, drawn up by Dr 

Hym Ebedes for the Wildlife Translocation Association, which attempted to address ‘animal welfare 

for translocated wildlife’, seems banal and incongruous. It reads as follows: 

1. The right to be captured by compassionate and competent humans; 

2. The right to be transported in comfort, in a suitable container, that is spacious, well-ventilated 

and has non-slip flooring;  

3. The right to be tranquillised in order to minimise anxiety, fear and panic; 

4. The right to be kept in suitable temporary accommodation with adequate protection and food 

and water;  

5. The right to be released in a safe and satisfactory environment with sufficient and suitable 

food and water in the new habitat.  
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One such example of cruelty took place in September 1998. Bargain Bucks Game Auction organised 

the auctioning of at least 10 species of animals, including gemsbok, blesbok, wildebeest, mountain 

reedbuck, and zebra at Bronkorstspruit in Gauteng. The animals were brought to the auction by 

Rocco Gioia, a medical doctor and the owner of a hunting farm near Hoedspruit called Casketts, 

which is largely aimed at the Spanish and American market. Gioia’s website states, “Fired by my love 

for wildlife I have changed my occupation to sustained utilization of wildlife.”106 Scores of animals died 

or were horribly injured as a result of cruel and appalling housing conditions. According to people on 

the scene, apart from injuries and deaths, there was overcrowding, lack of food and water and the 

animals were kept in the sun for days on end. “I have never seen such cruelty. The people who 

handled this auction do not care about the animals they were selling. If they did they would have 

been far more careful."107 The acting spokesman for Gioia, said, "It was no different from the many 

auctions held throughout the country. This was the first in Gauteng and it has been blown out of all 

proportion. It is normal to have conditions like this.”108  While Gioia’s vet said: "The people from the 

Animal Anti-Cruelty League handle mainly the catties and doggies in town. They have blown this 

whole auction out of proportion. The animals were as fine as practically possible.”109   

 

Another description, by a wildlife veterinarian, Pierre Nel, of capture methods used in the Free State 

alludes to the capturing process:  

 

“Animals are herded with any combination of the following: horses, motorbikes, Ford F100 

pickups (bakkies) and a helicopter. Driving a vehicle at 110km/h through a piece of long 

grassland filled with ant bear burrows, trenches, rocks and ant heaps can either be very 

intimidating to the faint hearted, or very exhilarating to the adrenalin junkie. I think most of us 

are very nervous junkies. When I started working with nature conservation, the Free State 

catchers were known as a bunch of cowboys (which was somewhat of an understatement. A 

fearless bunch of big-bellied bearded hooligans would better describe my first 

impressions).”110  

 

According to Louise Joubert of Sanwild, young cheetah cubs, which are listed as CITES Appendix I 

animals are being offered for sale (with permits from nature conservation authorities) and advertised 

in magazines such as the Landbou Weekblad and Farmers Weekly for R55 000 each. Joubert 

maintains that surplus exotic zoo animals such as lions, tigers, jaguars and cougars are being 
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imported for hunting purposes, particularly in the Free State, and that animals such as leopard, 

cheetah, caracal, serval and exotic cats such as jaguars and tigers are being captive bred and then 

traded for ‘canned’ hunting. Joubert says she has evidence that animals sold at auctions by provincial 

and national parks authorities are shot within hours of arriving at their ‘new’ destinations. 

 

Trade in Elephants 
 

“Elephants and ivory are powerful ingredients in any contemporary debate on conservation.”111 

 

As a species, elephants are not only crucial to debates around ecology, ethics and trade but it is 

precisely because of their intelligence and the emotional connections that we as humans share with 

them, that they are of particular concern. The African elephant (Loxodona Africana) is not only the 

largest land mammal, but its commodifaction at a species level, as a result of its sought-after body 

part, ivory, has pushed it to the brink of extinction. Not only are elephants and ivory powerful 

ingredients in any contemporary debate about conservation, but also elephants, being synonymous 

with ivory to many people, means that they are also synonymous with huge amounts of money and 

vested interests in trade. As Beatrice Wiltshire writes, elephants have as a consequence, “come to 

symbolise the political battle over international trade in endangered animals.”112  

 

Debates and controversies about elephants at CITES have over the years not only divided the 

Parties down the middle and have almost threatened the existence of CITES itself. At the heart of 

these struggles have been the southern African nations who with Japan and Norway are the main 

proponents of the ‘wise-use’ doctrine. Xwe argues that CITES regulation, particularly of Appendix II 

animals, which elephants were prior to the Lausanne COP in October 1989, fails to protect them. 

Indeed, trading Range States, operating virtually free of restrictions flourished on the ivory trade 

under CITES. Xwe maintains that it is practically impossible to distinguish illegal ivory from legal 

ivory, particularly because, when ivory is allowed to be traded legally, it becomes easier for illegal 

ivory to find its way into the market, thereby fuelling it. This view is supported by most African nations, 

apart from those in Southern Africa.113 As a result of the position taken by the Southern African 

countries, overseas animal rights groups such as the Fund for Animals and Animal Defenders have 

called on their members and supporters to boycott these SADC countries. 
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Killing for Ivory 
 

“One brief scent of [ivory] trade liberalisation and the machine leaps back into life.” 114 

 

It is difficult to accurately calculate elephant population numbers; however, it is thought that there 

may have been 3-5 million African elephants in the 1930s and 1940s.115 In the 1970s and 1980s, as a 

result of extensive trade, the number of elephants both in Africa and Asia declined significantly. By 

1980 there were approximately 1.3 million elephants in Africa and now, according to the WWF and 

the World Conservation Monitoring Centre, there are only 272 000 African elephants remaining.116 

While in Asia 80 per cent of the wild elephants in Cambodia, Laos and Vietnam were poached for the 

ivory trade mainly between 1988 and 2000. In the global economic context of consumption and 

utilisation, the future of elephants as individuals and as a species, has been left up to the market to 

decide. By far the greatest threat to the elephant's survival is trade, particularly illegal trade through 

poaching. Poaching, the ivory trade and hunting reverse processes of natural selection; animals with 

the largest tusks (which are usually the matriarchs) are targeted first, leaving the weaker ones (with 

smaller tusks) to constitute the breeding pool. According to research led by Karen McComb, 

removing the matriarchs from the female-dominated clans destroys important social knowledge and 

memory and severely cripples the elephant families in finding food and raising their young.117  With 

time more and more elephants need to be killed to produce the same amount of ivory, resulting in an 

ever-accelerating rate of disappearance and an ever-younger population.  

 

Elephants are primarily killed for their ivory tusks, which are carved and used for dice, jewelry, 

ornaments, billiard balls, piano keys and knife handles. A primary use is for hanko, which are 

personalised signature seals considered status symbols in Japan. The trade in ivory is regarded as a 

cornerstone of ‘sustainable utilisation’ policies. The decision to down-list three regional populations of 

elephants from CITES Appendix I to Appendix II was thus a major endorsement for the concept of 

‘sustainable utilisation’. It reflected the ‘fight for the soul of conservation’ in Africa, that is, those pro 

and those anti-sustainable utilisation. Consumptive-use, or the ‘use it or lose it’ lobby defines and 

dominates the sustainable use model where elephants are seen merely as a resource that must pay 

their way with their ivory and consequently with their lives.  

 

The political horse-trading, debates around ‘sustainable use’ and detached and unemotional 

discussions around regulation, monitoring mechanisms, statistics, species sustainability and ‘take-

offs’ in no way reflect the cruelty or the real effects and issues as a result of trade.  

                                         
114 IFAW address to Parliamentary Portfolio Committee on Environmental Affairs and Tourism, 16 April 1997 
115 Environmental Investigation Agency.www.eia-international.org/Campaigns/Elephants 
116 Quoted in Sheldrick, Daphne, What’s New for Elephants after CITES? 29 April 2000 
117 McComb, K., C. Moss, et al. ‘Matriarchs as repositories of social knowledge in African elephants.’ Science 
p292, April 20, 2001 
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“Numbers…. do not convey the brutality of the killing, sometimes by paramilitaristic poachers 

who spray bullets from semi-automatic weapons over entire herds. They do not disclose the 

horror burned in the memories of survivors that have witnessed the hacking of parents and 

siblings they have lived with for decades and afterwards wander aimlessly in despair... The 

word ivory disassociates it in our minds from the idea of an elephant. One tends to lump it with 

jade, teak, ebony, amber, even gold and silver, but there is a major difference: The other 

materials did not come from an animal; an ivory tusk is a modified incisor tooth. When one 

holds a beautiful ivory bracelet or delicate carving in one's hand, it takes a certain leap of 

understanding to realise that that piece of ivory came from an elephant who once walked 

around using its tusk for feeding, digging, poking, playing and fighting, and furthermore that 

the elephant had to be dead in order for that piece of ivory to be sitting in one's hand.”118 

 

Since Europeans arrived in Africa with their guns, elephant numbers have significantly diminished.  

And it is an undeniable fact that it is the wealthy industrialised countries in the North that consume 

wildlife products excessively. Between 1981 and 1989, the elephant population of Africa fell from 1.3 

million to 650 thousand.119 The Ivory Trade Review Group's (ITRG) final report noted that between 

1986 and 1989, more than 300 000 elephants were killed in Africa.120 They concurred with the African 

Elephant and Rhinoceros Specialist Group's (AERSG) 1987 report that the demand for ivory 

superseded competition over land resources as the key factor contributing to the demise of the 

African elephant, while in 1989, MKS Maigem, a wildlife expert, reported that, “in East Africa the 

elephant population decreased from 429 500 in 1981 to 125 600 in 1989, 4.3 dying every hour. In the 

same year, the World Bank reported that at that rate the elephant would be extinct by 2010.”121  

Extensive poaching, particularly in the 1980s, when the ivory trade was legal, meant that African 

countries had to expend enormous resources to fight poachers, who were killing an estimated 

average of 20 elephants a day. By the end of the 1980s Kenya, Tanzania and Zambia had lost about 

80 per cent of their elephants and Uganda had lost 95 per cent. 

 

As a result of the devastation caused by the ivory trade, elephants were uplisted from CITES 

Appendix II to Appendix I and all international commercial trade in ivory was banned. This decision 

was taken at the seventh Meeting of the COP to CITES in 1989 and it took effect on 18 January 

                                         
118 International Environmental Law Anthology, Eds. Anthony D'amato, Leighton Professor Of Law 
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enforcement of ivory trade quotas in exporting countries.    
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1990. Seventy-six countries were in favour of the ban while eleven were against the ban. From the 

thirty-seven African countries that were members of CITES at the time, six Southern African 

countries, Botswana, Malawi, Mozambique, South Africa, Zambia and Zimbabwe, opposed the ban 

mainly because they had stockpiles of ivory. These opponents argued that elephants are not 

endangered according to CITES own criteria. Together these six countries hold approximately 40% of 

Africa's elephants. After the ban was implemented, and also because of concomitant hard-hitting anti-

ivory public awareness campaigns, there was a dramatic decrease in the demand for ivory, elephant 

poaching fell steeply in East and Central Africa, on the international market ivory prices plummeted 

and the opportunity to launder poached ivory into the legal international trade was also removed. 

 

However, at the 1997 CITES meeting, a decision was taken to ease the total ban on the international 

ivory trade by allowing it to be reopened from southern Africa to Japan. As a result the elephant 

populations of Botswana, Namibia and Zimbabwe were transferred to Appendix II and CITES allowed 

these countries to sell fifty-nine tons of ivory to Japan. This decision came about because of pressure 

from Southern African states whose stockpiles of ivory were steadily increasing.122 Japan and 

Zimbabwe, particularly, mounted a very successful propaganda campaign to convince the world’s 

media that the ban was essentially an ‘anti-African’ plot from Western elitists who did not understand 

the need for ivory to bring in cash to pay for conservation and social services. There also appeared to 

have been a trade-off between the Norwegians and certain Africa countries in the form of, “we will let 

you kill elephants if you will let us kill whales.”123  

 

The reality was that the call for an ivory ban was supported by the majority of African nations, who 

have seen their elephants depleted, even exterminated, by the rapacious demand for ivory, with the 

bulk of profits accruing to non-Africans. The majority of African countries at the 1997 CITES meeting 

who were opposed to the down-listing, together with a number of animal rights and animal protection 

organisations, predicted that as a result of the down-listing there would be an upsurge in illegal 

poaching, particularly in areas outside of Southern Africa. Xwe argues that this upsurge has indeed 

occurred and the legitimisation of the international ivory trade has encouraged ivory poachers, illegal 

traders, and consumers to increase their activities. Xwe maintains that by downgrading the status of 

elephants to CITES Appendix II in Botswana, Namibia and Zimbabwe the illegal trade and poaching 

has once again threatened the survival of elephants in both Africa and Asia.124  

 

Recent evidence presented by the Humane Society of the United States, also suggests that the 

illegal trade and poaching of elephants is still on the increase, “Between January 2000 and July 2002 

at least 1 063 African and thirty nine Asian elephants were reported to have been poached for their 
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ivory, while 54 828 ivory pieces, 3 099 ivory tusks (equal to 1 550 dead elephants) and 6.2 tons of 

raw ivory (equal to about 794 dead elephants) were seized.”125  In the Kruger National Park, 

according to Ken Maggs, head of the then Anti-Poaching Unit in the Park, in 1999 the illegal trade in 

ivory was worth R5 million per year.126 The CITES meeting held in Kenya in 2000 was forced to take 

cognisance of this upsurge and the Conference of the Parties therefore reversed the 1997 decision to 

allow the Southern African countries to sell their ivory stockpiles. These countries were still allowed to 

continue to trade in elephant hides, meat, tail hairs, toenails and worked ivory. They were also 

allowed to trade in live elephants, where an ‘acceptable destination’ is determined by the Scientific 

Authority of the country at the receiving end. These conditions were also extended to South Africa. 

However, the five Southern African (Zimbabwe, South Africa, Botswana, Namibia and Zambia) 

countries continue to push to sell their ivory stockpiles and at the last CITES meeting in Chile in 

November 2002 they proposed to legalise the international ivory trade on a quota basis and to end 

the twelve-year, international ban on ivory trade. They wanted CITES permission to export the tusks 

of approximately 11 000 dead elephants initially (87 metric tons) and the subsequent export of tusks 

of thousands more elephants each year (13 metric tons per year). Four of the five African countries 

also want permission to export an unlimited amount of ivory tourist souvenirs, such as bracelets and 

earrings made from ivory.   

 

As has been shown, when the international ivory trade was legal, elephants were poached in very 

high numbers, because poachers were able to pass their illegally obtained ivory off as legal ivory.  As 

a result, the number of African elephants plummeted by 53 per cent between 1979 and 1989. Any 

legal trade in elephant ivory provides a cover for the laundering of illegal ivory - this means thousands 

more poached elephants. Kenya and India have experienced heavy poaching and illegal ivory trade 

in recent years. They have proposed to keep the international ivory trade ban in place. A recent 

interview with Dr Paula Kahumbu, CITES co-ordinator in the Kenya Wildlife Service highlighted the 

stark policy differences between SADC countries and other African countries. Kahumbu said:  

 

“One day we will realise that elephants cannot be reduced to the value of their teeth. 

Elephants are and will always be synonymous with the greatness of Africa. The future of 

African elephants will depend on tolerance with people and greater commitment to devoting 

land for elephants. It will require humans to appreciate their special place in nature. We as a 

global community must accept a responsibility for the future of elephants.  Perhaps 

economists and those involved in policy development should re-examine the concept of  
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'value', especially of the intelligent species such as elephants, apes and whales.  As a species 

perhaps we should begin to think about the ethics of trading in elephant teeth to satisfy a 

demand for trinkets in countries far removed from the source.  Ivory is not essential to anyone, 

it does not provide a cure for any disease, nor does it satisfy starving people. For now, I do 

not doubt that the international ban on trade in ivory is essential and critical to the survival of 

elephants not only in Africa, but in Asia too.”127  

 
Prior to the CITES COP meeting in 2002 the Southern African states launched a diplomatic attack to 

gain support from other CITES members and to argue that a resumption in the legal trade would not 

provide a cover for the illegal trade. Furthermore, the Southern African countries claim their elephant 

populations are well managed and must pay their way. Mr Wamithi, the then Regional Director, 

IFAW-East Africa, says, "The impression created by the South is that their wildlife is well managed 

compared to other range states such as Kenya. It all sounds good, but it is very far from reality."128 

 

Minister for Environmental Affairs, Mohammed Valli Moosa, cleverly manipulated issues around the 

North-South divide by arguing that entities and countries in the North should not prescribe to African 

countries and that they should be left to formulate their own ‘solutions’ to the continent’s ‘problems’. 

As a result CITES agreed that South Africa could sell stockpiled ivory to Japan but only if rigorous 

rules were in place and if there was enough information to prove that sales will not lead to the illegal 

killing of elephants. Organisations such as Xwe and IFAW argue that these criteria cannot be met 

and that this would signal the reopening of the ivory trade. Moreover, they are of the opinion that any 

revenue obtained from the sale of ivory will have to be offset against increased costs of anti-poaching 

activity and that the financial benefit of the ivory trade to the national economy is minor, while the 

impact for the dealers is very great indeed.  

 

In addition, according to current newspaper reports, poaching, particularly of elephants, is reported to 

be escalating in KwaZulu-Natal Province raising concerns among conservationists and animal 

protection organisations including the IFAW-SA. In an IFAW press release Director of IFAW-SA, 

Jason Bell-Leask said, "IFAW is extremely concerned about reports that elephant poaching may be 

on the increase in South Africa, particularly in the light of the decisions that were made at the twelfth 

CITES COP held in Santiago, in November 2002. South Africa reported that elephant poaching was 

not an issue in the region - and now this report. We remain opposed to the proposed sale of 60 

tonnes of ivory by the three Southern African countries of South Africa, Namibia and Botswana.“129 
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Live Elephants for Sale  
 
Although elephants were uplisted from CITES Appendix II to Appendix I at the CITES meeting in 

1989, this move precluded importing elephants for commercial purposes by middlemen and circuses, 

which were increasingly considered primarily commercial. As a result, zoos and safari parks in 

Western Europe imported ‘only’ 42 animals between 1990 and 1999, but within the same period, at 

least thirty-nine elephants died at these institutions. In addition, only nineteen African elephants were 

born in captivity within this decade, of which seven were stillborn or died shortly afterwards. Xwe 

believes that these figures may explain the current flood of requests for juvenile elephants from South 

Africa. Given the huge profits involved in the sale of African elephants to overseas destinations, 

growing pressure is being placed on officials administering CITES in South Africa to allow such 

transactions by exploiting loopholes and unclear interpretations of CITES regulations. The most 

recent incident, where 7 South African juvenile elephants have been exported in dubious 

circumstances to zoos in Mexico and the Czech Republic, indicate where the weak points are 

located. 

 

According to the European Elephant Group, there are currently about 800 elephants kept in zoos, 

safari parks and circuses in Europe. About 400 are in circuses and many of these are kept in totally 

unacceptable conditions. Zoos have to continuously import wild-caught elephants thus supporting 

inhumane capture and trade. This is because elephants, due to the appalling circumstances, do not 

breed with any success in captivity. Between 1943 and 1992 a total of eleven African elephants were 

born in European zoos. Of these, one was stillborn, two died shortly after birth, two died before the 

age of ten, three died between the ages of ten and twenty. Only three were still living in 1992.130 

Further evidence that keeping wild-caught elephants in zoos and circuses is untenable is that often, 

as they grow old or become too difficult to handle, they become unwanted and end up being kept in 

“warehouses” and so the cycle of abuse continues and is perpetuated.   

 

There is no clear picture of how many African elephants may have been imported by overseas zoos 

(and circuses) during the past few decades. However, according to Xwe between 1965 and 1999 at 

least 292 animals must have been sent to zoos and circuses in 14 Western European countries. 

Between 1981 and 1999, Germany (up to 1990 only West Germany) alone imported 175 African 

elephants with the majority coming from Zimbabwe (137), South Africa (21) and Namibia (13).131 

Displacement of African elephants to overseas destinations declined significantly after large-scale 

culling operations in Zimbabwe and South Africa ceased in 1995 when the last 8 orphans from the 

Kruger National Park were exported to Germany. The South African government, with strong support 
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from organisations such as Safari Club International,132 seems bent on ensuring that elephants 

remain downlisted to CITES Appendix, II so that ivory and hides can be sold and the trade in wild 

elephants to destinations such as overseas zoos can continue.  

 

With regard to trade in live elephants, particularly to zoos, a recent in-depth study, on the conditions 

African and Asian elephants are subjected to in European zoos, recommended that breeding 

programmes and live imports should be halted until sufficient research has been done on various 

causes for premature mortality and morbidity and conditions have been approved.133  Indeed, most 

animal welfare and animal rights organisations take the view that wild animals should not be sent to 

zoos. Furthermore, they also argue that zoos are not ‘appropriate’ or ‘acceptable’ destinations 

because: there is cruelty and unacceptable levels of dominance and control; breeding success is very 

low; longevity is dramatically cut; elephants are socially and psychologically damaged; elephants 

suffer from physical disorders; and there are real human safety issues. According to Xwe, "despite 

the enormous amount of evidence of the cruelties elephants have to endure in zoos, our national 

government and most of the provinces simply do not care. To them these amazingly intelligent 

animals, which are wild-caught and usually young elephants ruthlessly removed from their families, 

are just merchandise. As a country in the South we could be leading the way in taking an ethical 

stand and not allowing our elephants to be sent to other countries. Our Minister of Environmental 

Affairs and Tourism, Valli Moosa, has the power to do this, but he obviously lacks both the political 

will and the moral interest." 134   

 

Part of the 1997 downlisting concession to Southern African countries was that they could export 

elephants to ‘appropriate and acceptable destinations’. The fact that there is no clear definition as to 

what an ‘appropriate and acceptable destination’ really is, made it possible for animal traders such as 

Riccardo Ghiazza to sell young elephants to overseas destinations for financial gain. In 2000 (CITES 

COP11), the elephant population of South Africa was transferred to Appendix II and Annotation 604 

with regard to the elephant population in South Africa and ivory was applied. In terms of this 

Annotation, which became valid from 13 February 2003, South Africa is allowed to trade in elephants 

under certain conditions. This effectively meant trade in: hunting trophies (which are viewed as non-

commercial and considered to be ‘personal and household effects’), live animals for 'in situ 

conservation programmes', hides, leather goods for non-commercial purposes and 30 000 kg of 

registered raw ivory originating only from the Kruger National Park.  However, on request from the 

Secretariat, the Standing Committee can decide to cause this trade to cease partially or completely in  
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the event of non-compliance by exporting or importing countries, or in the case of proven detrimental 

impacts of the trade on other elephant populations.  

 

As a consequence of regulations governing the down-listed South African elephant population 

elephants included in Appendix II are not allowed to go to other destinations than ‘in situ conservation 

programmes’, however, CITES does not provide any definition of what this is thereby inviting arbitrary 

interpretation. In terms of Article III of the treaty transactions with animals destined for “primarily 

commercial purposes” and for destinations that do not fulfil the requirement that “the recipient is 

suitably equipped to house and care for it” are precluded. However, both of these restrictions are 

poorly clarified and implemented. 

 

Meat on the Menu: The Bushmeat Trade 
 

According to the Bushmeat Crisis Task Force (BCTF), an international coalition of animal protection 

organisations, conservation organisations and American zoos, the illegal and unsustainable 

bushmeat trade for meat and body parts is the most significant immediate threat to the future of 

wildlife populations in Africa today. The trade is not simply for local consumption but is national and 

international in scope, escalating, profit-driven and damaging. According to the World Society for the 

Protection of Animals (WSPA) “governments have been slow to respond to this crisis and action has 

been piecemeal and largely ineffectual [on the demand and supply side]. Unless more is achieved, 

entire populations of wildlife will be eradicated within the next few decades.”135  

 

Species that are victims of the commercial bushmeat trade, extend from rodents to porcupines to 

duikers to lizards to guinea fowls to primates and to elephants. According to Natalie Bailey136 the 

underlying causes of increased pressure on wild animals as bushmeat are: subsistence and 

traditional use; changes in cultural taboos; hunting; hunger; population growth; influence of the 

market economy; logging; Development Aid Agencies and the World Bank; and lack of enforcement 

of international treaties and agreements.  

 

The extent of the bushmeat trade in South Africa has not been quantified and there is a need for 

research into this area, but there is little doubt that the region is facing a serious decline of animals 

outside of so-called protected areas as a direct result of commercial exploitation. However, according 

to animal protection organisations, government is not doing enough to develop or implement policies 

and strategies to deal with this issue.  
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In 2001, the KwaZulu-Natal Nature Conservation Service undertook an assessment of 110 protected 

areas in KwaZulu-Natal. Initial results from the tests highlighted major threats as poaching and 

unsustainable ‘resource use’. While according to Ezemvelo KwaZulu-Natal Wildlife (EKZNWL) 

investigator for endangered species, Sean McGuone, KwaZulu-Natal is one of the worst places in 

South Africa for poaching, “We have a major problem with the poaching of our animals, especially 

endangered species, in this province with a lot of the animals being caught through snaring."137 In 

KwaZulu-Natal, particularly along the Mozambique border, wild animals and birds are increasingly 

being trapped and poached, including vervet and samango monkeys and African fish eagles. The 

older animals are sold off as meat and the younger animals are sold to sympathetic tourists.138 The 

local bushmeat trade sometimes involves corrupt government officials, with one such recent example 

being when a Manguze police inspector was arrested for poaching and killing 21 antelope, using a 

4x4 with spotlights and automatic rifles, from the St Lucia Wetland Park in KwaZulu-Natal.  

 

Trading Away the Oceans 
 

"The Oceans are dying in our time." (Jacques Cousteau to Paul Watson shortly before his death)139 

 

“There are simply too many boats bristling with modern technology, catching too many fish in wasteful ways.”140 

 

Although South Africa has a 3 000 km coastline, no animal protection organisation in South Africa 

campaigns specifically for the oceans. There are only two organisations dealing with sea-related 

issues, the Dolphin Action Group (DAG) and SealAlert, (supported by international NGO, Sea 

Shepherd) which concern themselves specifically with the oceans. Ironically, however, it was as a 

result of public outrage in 1990 at the planned commercial slaughter of approximately 30 000 seals 

by a consortium of Taiwanese businessmen off Port Nolloth on the Cape West Coast that the animal 

rights movement found its momentum in South Africa. At the time the Department of Sea Fisheries 

agreed to ‘sell’ 25 220 pups and 5 768 bulls at a cost of 20 cents per seal, i.e. for a total of R619 

76.141  

 

Interestingly the ideological divide, between those who support sustainable utilisation and those who 

do not, was, even then, clearly discernible. For example, a representative of the Wildlife Society, 

Erina Botha, called the public response “emotional outbursts”, likened it to abattoirs and said, “even in 

nature killing is not a pleasant thing.”142  According to Cape Town based Seal Alert, during the 1970s, 

South Africa’s annual average ‘harvest’ was 75 000 seals.  “After what the previous government did 
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to the majority of its citizens on land, is it so unreasonable to assume that the exact same thought of 

‘Apartheid style management’ was not at play when it comes to our marine environment and its 

citizens. Has the old Sea Fisheries or now the new Marine and Coastal Management really 

transformed or is the same Apartheid-styled management still in place today. Can we still allow the 

evils of Apartheid to flourish and grow, even if they are in this case.[other] animals wanting to co-exist 

with South Africans of all colours?”143  

 

In 1982, the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea came into being. This international 

agreement gave countries jurisdiction over the sea 200 miles out from their coastlines. Heavily debt-

ridden, the temptation by countries in the South  to sign away fishing rights to industrialised nations 

was immense. In 1994, the global consumption of fish was 117.4 million tonnes. This unsustainable 

exploitation poses a tragic and serious threat to the survival of marine life. Globally fishing fleets are 

40 per cent larger than the ocean can sustain, approximately 69 per cent of fish populations are said 

to be under threat of extinction144 and twenty per cent of the world's freshwater fish are extinct, 

threatened or endangered.145  A recent Canadian study by Ransom A Myers and Boris Worm, which 

analysed global industrial fishing practices since the 1950s, has found all of the world’s most popular 

large ocean-going predatory fish that humans value as food, such as tuna, marlin, swordfish and cod, 

have been systematically destroyed and as a result their numbers have fallen by 90 per cent since 

1950. This is because current fishing practices are not only unsustainable, but also permanently 

devastating to ocean ecosystems.146  

 

Sea Shepherd maintains that 50 per cent of the fish taken from the sea are not eaten by people, but 

go into animal feed for pets, chickens, cattle, pigs and farm-raised salmon. According to Paul 

Watson: 

"All over the world, fishing communities are screaming for the heads of seals, dolphins, 

pelicans, and even whales. The reason for this is grossly diminished populations of 

commercial fish. Simply put, most of the world's commercial fisheries have collapsed or are in 

a state of collapse. The reason for the collapse has been a combination of mismanagement 

and corruption within governmental fishery departments, industrial over-fishing, increasing 

demand from steadily rising human populations and just plain greed by fishing corporations. 

Instead of facing up to the real reasons, government bureaucrats, fishermen, and the public 

have chosen to scapegoat other species that rely on fish for their survival [such as 
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seals]…government bureaucrats and politicians do what they are told by the corporations that 

have the money and provide the jobs. Unfortunately this path has only one destination - the 

silent seas, fished out, with whales, seals, birds and turtles removed, a stagnant stinking 

cesspool of lifeless brine - our legacy for the future."147  

 

A 2001 study, ‘Farming Up Marine Food Webs’,148 has also shown that the increasing trend towards 

intensively farming carnivorous fish, such as salmon, means that aquaculture (the fastest growing 

sector in the world food economy) is posing a threat to wild fisheries because oceans are literally 

being drained to feed the farms.149  

 

The waters of developing countries are heavily exploited by fishing vessels from the North and 

despite the above statistics there has been a dramatic increase in the world market for fish and fish 

products, which have fuelled the European Union’s drive to fish in foreign waters. Over the last two 

decades, industrial fishing practices have depleted the marine ecology of African countries. This kind 

of fishing, using large trawl nets and factory ships has been compared to ‘clear-felling’ a forest. As 

one species after the other has become depleted, the European Union fleet has followed the classic 

pattern of ‘fishing down the food chain’. As a result, anything between 80 and 90 per cent is thrown 

back in the water, dead. The European Union argues that it is only taking resources, which are 

commensurate with the needs of sustainability. However a recent report published by the United 

Nations Environment Programme warned that coastal countries that open their waters to foreign 

fishing fleets lose far more than they gain. Although the South Africa government refused the 

European Union the right to fish in South African waters in 2001, they now have a five-year contract 

to remove fish from Mozambique’s waters.  

 

According to Van der Elst, “the only growth in fisheries can be expected from the Indian Ocean, 

mostly undertaken by distant-nation fishing fleets. Hardly a comforting prospect for Africa.”150 Despite 

this South Africa nonetheless: favours unequal access by supporting huge fishing trawlers, which 

denude the oceans; allows overfishing of reef fishes; remains a major conduit for illegal tuna fish 

operators although South African authorities promised to clamp down on the illegal fishing of tuna151; 

allows the destruction of estuaries to continue; and allows ecologically damaging development.  

 

Moreover, poor compliance and enforcement has lead to widespread poaching and an alarming 

declines in sharks, Cape lobster and abalone (perlemoen). As a result of its increasing rarity, abalone 
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is the most expensive marine animal in South Africa and this has ironically meant that poachers have 

even more incentive to deal in them. In the first few months of 2003, the police's organised crime unit 

has seized 80 000 abalone worth R18-million.152 According to maritime researcher, Dr Scoresby 

Shepherd, abalone poaching in the Cape is worse than anywhere else in the world and poaching in 

South Africa appeared to be completely out of control.153  In 2003, Bulelani Ngcuka, National Director 

for Public Prosecutions, revealed that there is a strong link between the Chinese triads, mandrax and 

abalone in South Africa. According to Ngcuka the triads exchange mandrax for abalone and then they 

export it to China and Taiwan.154 

 
Furthermore, surveys conducted in 2000 show that at least 20 ‘key linefish’, such as kabeljou, rock 

cod, slinger and galjoen, steenbras, roman, and musselcracker are dangerously over-exploited. 

Despite this, Marine and Coastal Management continuously looks for ways to grow and expand the 

fishing industry and extend exploitation of other, less-fished species such as octopus, red eye 

herring, monkfish, tuna, lobster and sea urchin for consumption in the North.155 Furthermore, because 

the fishing industry is market-driven, the more scarce a resource becomes the more value is attached 

and the more revenue is attached. The question needs to be asked if, given this context, a 

justification exists for the Mission Statement of South Africa’s Marine and Coastal Management 

authority, which is “to provide for responsible custodianship of South Africa's marine and coastal 

resources and ecosystems for the benefit of current and future generations of South Africans. This is 

achieved by the conservation of such resources and ecosystems through the control of, and the 

orderly, fair, and equitable access to, their optimum sustainable utilisation.”  

 

South Africa also plays a substantial role in the shark-fin trade. There is an enormous, and ever-

escalating, demand for shark fins because in the East they are considered a delicacy and served in 

soup costing R1 000 a bowl. 156Indeed, in terms of the trade in shark products, shark fins have the 

highest commercial value by weight. This means that fishermen worldwide have been alerted to the 

demand and this makes for increased exploitation. The global trade in sharks is hard to quantify, but 

the Shark Protection League (SPL) contends that annually approximately 100 million sharks are 

slaughtered worldwide for the shark fin trade. Hong Kong, on its own, purchases £7 million worth of 

shark fins every year. Shark populations are considered to be fragile, Sharks are slow growing, long-

lived, have long reproductive cycles and produce only limited numbers of young. The human rate of 

consumption of sharks thus far outweighs the shark's ability to reproduce. It is for this reason that  

                                         
152 Cape Times, 23 May 2003 
153 Cape Digest, 13 February 2000  
154 Cape Times, 23 May 2003 
155 BBC News World Edition, 10 September 2002  
156 Sunday Times, 30 June 2002  



 110 

organisations such as the SPL believe that this trade is threatening the world's shark population with 

extinction. Enormous cruelty is involved, because fisherman, "hack the fins off live, fully conscious 

sharks and then dump the bleeding, butchered body of the confused and pain-ridden animal back in 

to the sea. Those not killed by other sharks flounder for hours before suffocating, unable to use their 

gills to breathe without fins to propel them through the water."157  

 

Apart from the Great White, sharks are not protected in South Africa and the shark fin trade remains 

legal. However, there are restrictions on the catching of specific species and shark fisheries are 

closed during certain periods of the year.  Violent Chinese triads monopolise the lucrative shark fin 

trade in South Africa. "Triad gangs from Hong Kong and Chinese gangsters fight to control the trade 

in shark fins, seeking out the ships in Cape Town which have the most fins to sell, often doing deals 

at gun-point and using prostitutes to obtain information."158  Although South Africa is not considered 

to be a major shark-fishing nation, according to available statistics one South African boat is catching 

up to 200 sharks per day. This trade is intensified by the fact that the harbour in Cape Town is the 

base for huge tuna fishing fleets from Japan and Taiwan, which take the shark fins back with them.   

 

The impact that industrial fishing practices have had on marine life is yet another example of failed 

global attempts to manage nature as a ‘resource’ within the sustainable utilisation framework. As 

marine biologist, Barbara Block, points out, “Some of the most magnificent creatures on Earth are 

being eliminated …Do we want a world without white sharks and giant tunas? Do we want a world 

without mako sharks? Industrial large-scale fishing is making that choice for all of humankind.”159     

 

Easy Money: Selling South African Heritage, the Wild Animal Traders  
 

“People in the exotic animal trade are to wildlife education what pornographers are to sex education.”160 

 

"The industry is huge and growing, and we don't want to stifle it," 

(Dr Patricia Hanekom, Head of Conservation, Gauteng Department of Agriculture, Conservation, Environment 

and Land Affairs)161 

 

Trade in so-called ‘game’ species has become one of the country's fastest-growing industries. It 

consists of individual companies, local government (who through zoos sell animals) and national and 

provincial state organs. According to the London Independent, trading in mammals, birds and reptiles 
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from Africa's areas of rich biodiversity has grown dramatically since the early 1990s, and the 

industry's worth is estimated at approximately US$137 million.162 As part of this trade in wild and 

often rare animals, animal trading and dealing in South Africa has become a booming industry. The 

nature of their business is legitimised with permits provided by nature conservation authorities. Xwe 

argues that South Africa, and other African countries, hungry for export dollars are: pushing for 

unsustainable quotas; are not taking into account sustainable wildlife off-takes; and are not 

concerned about the welfare of the animals or the treatment these individuals receive once they 

reach the buyers.163  

 

According to DEAT’s Sonja Meintjes, wildlife traders and dealers are not registered with nature 

conservation authorities, provincially or nationally. “I don't know of any registered wildlife dealers. 

They are certainly not registered with nature conservation. We have been discussing the possibility of 

registering people trading in wildlife but we haven’t taken it further.”164 

  
Sample of Individuals and Companies Involved in Dealing and Training 
 

"Most of the people involved are professional, love wildlife and are into conservation." 

(Dr Patricia Hanekom, Head of Conservation, Gauteng Department of Agriculture, Conservation, Environment 

and Land Affairs)165 

 

• Riccardo Ghiazza. (African Game Services) 
Ghiazza is a convicted criminal in terms of the Animal Protection Act for the cruelty he meted 

out against the young Tuli elephants.166 Through A Mail & Guardian article, the Gauteng 

Department of Environment revealed that in 1999, Ghiazza had dealings with outfitters in 

Portugal and other European countries, exported 5 otters, 40 leopard tortoises, two southern 

white rhinoceross and four pumas and imported 10 lions from Egypt and three lions from 

Senegal.167 In 1998, the United States Fisheries and Wildlife Department records revealed 

that since 1993 Ghiazza had sent 670 animals to the USA. These animals included 418 

reptiles to a California-based smuggling outfit and two elephants to pop star Michael 

Jackson.168   

 

In the first half of 1999, Ghiazza was also being investigated by the ESPU for apparently 

being linked to the illegal trade of wild animals smuggled into South Africa with the help of 
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corrupt officials. A police source told the newspaper that, “when he is shipping animals out, he 

has the run of the airport. No one comes anywhere near his crates.”169  According to a report 

compiled by TRAFFIC in Southern Africa and quoted in the Mail & Guardian,170 Ghiazza 

makes enormous profits from his animal trading deals. For example, he would buy tortoises 

from zoos for R50 each and then export them for R4 000 each.171   

 

In 2000 Ghiazza exported two white rhinoceross from South Africa to the president of Gambia 

and in 2001 the USA Fish and Wildlife Service, Safari Club International (SCI) and the IUCN 

investigated allegations that Ghiazza was involved in illegally exporting and manipulating the 

permit system by “laundering” wild animals, including 11 rare Lord Derby eland (worth R700 

000 each) and 33 Western roan antelope from Central Africa to West Africa in contravention 

of CITES and national legislation. An SCI internal report maintained that Ghiazza “has 

unusual direct links to presidents of the Central African Republic, Togo, Gambia, Senegal and 

Zaire when Mobuto was president…[Ghiazza is] lining up countries where he can export 

game illegally from one country and then obtain legal permits from the intermediary 

country.”172   

 

Ghiazza moved some of these animals, with the sanction of provincial nature conservation 

authorities, to a farm owned by John Hume in Mpumalanga and also to the Johannesburg 

Zoo. At the time Ghiazza’s response to the allegations by SCI was, “They [SCI] kill maybe 200 

to 300 eland in the Central African Republic, but then they complain when I take out 10 or 11 

for zoos.”173 In 2002 is was revealed that two Lord Derby elands which had died at the 

Johannesburg Zoo were ‘given’ to the zoo as a ‘gift’ by Ghiazza. The monetary value of one 

such eland was estimated to be between R250 000 and R1,5 million.174 It is not clear from the 

article why Ghiazza would give the zoo such expensive ‘gifts’ or if he had anything to gain 

from it. In 1999 it was reported by NEWS24 that Togo had asked for South Africa’s approval 

to appoint Ghiazza as South Africa’s consul-general to Togo.   

 

All of Ghiazza’s CITES export permits are issued by the Department of Conservation and 

Environment in the North West province. Most newspaper articles on Ghiazza claim that he 

obtains animals from zoos and according to the Mail and Guardian he had ‘an open zoo 

permit’ (a permanent permit), which entitled him to keep all kind of animals on his property for 

as long as he liked and that in addition North West nature conservation authorities issued 
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approximately 600 export and transport permits to Ghiazza annually.175     According to the 

Mail & Guardian Ghiazza failed to declare to South African Home Affairs authorities that he 

was wanted for a drug conviction in Italy. 

 

 
Predator and prey at African Game Services. Photograph: Xwe 

 

 

• Mafunyane International 
Owned by Manus Pretorius, in early May 2003, Mafunyane exported seven wild-caught 

elephants to the owner of a bull-fighting facility in Mexico. Xwe and ECN went to court to try to 

stop the export. They also alerted the South African CITES authorities that the CITES permit 

issued by North West province did not comply with CITES regulations and they appealed to 

the national government to stop the export and to ban the export of wild-caught elephants to 

captive destinations. Despite this, the elephants were exported to Mexico, only to be 

confiscated by the Mexican authorities.     
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Elephants waiting to be shipped to Mexico, Johannesburg International Airport 

Photograph: Xwe 

 

• Global Wildlife Logistics (GWL) 
GWL is an animal capture and shipping company based in Ladysmith and is owned by Jeff 

Richmond and Howard Crockett. According an article in the Sunday Times in 1999, GWL was 

exporting between 400-600 wild animals per annum and does a lot of business with countries 

such as Saudi Arabia and Dubai.176 In October/November 2000, three rhinoceross and 24 

giraffes from the North West province were at sea for 40 days, en route to zoos and safari 

parks in Spain. They were turned back because of fears of foot-and-mouth disease. Two 

giraffes died, one a pregnant cow. According to the Wildlife Action Group, “Those animals 

went through a foot and mouth area and the release of the animals for export by the port and 

veterinary personnel is highly questionable. These animals had to die because of human 

greed and this is totally unacceptable.”177  

 

• Unlimited Wildlife.  

Owned by Rod Henwood and run from the office of global freight agent Hellmann 

International, Durban. 

  

• Cairncross Ecological Supplies 

Based in Grootvlei, Mpumalanga, Cairncross deals in animals and reptiles from Madagascar, 

North Africa, West Africa, China and Australia. According to their website, “all species of 
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carnivores are normally available. Please inquire if the species you are interested in is 

currently available. Please note that the animals are wild carnivores and must be treated as 

such. Tame animals are occasionally available but tameness can't be guaranteed.”178 Extract 

from a UK reptile supply website “Importer and exporter of African and Madagascan reptiles, 

amphibia, birds and plants. Specialising in finding rare species.”179 

 

• Bester Birds and Animal Zoo Park cc,  

Based in Pretoria as “Importers/Exporters/Breeders of exotic birds and animals”. On their 

website they state they can supply baboons, monkeys, bushbabies, porcupines, squirrels, 

lions, caracals, jackals, otters, civets, genets, badgers, mongoose, Cape fur seals, 

rhinoceross, zebras, warthogs and giraffes.   

 

• Zoological Live Animal Suppliers cc 

Based in Bapsfontein, and offers on the Internet: lion, leopard, buffalo, rhinoceross, hyenas, 

monkeys, hamadryas baboons. 

 

• African Wildlife Supplies cc.  
Also listed as Endofaun Zoo in Bapsfontein. Director: James Magill 

 

• Jim Stockley Trained Animal Consultants 

Trainers and suppliers of wild animals "In association with Natal Lion Park; Natal Zoo Gardens 

and Brian's Circus, we are able to offer you a complete range of trained animals for your 

project including African elephants, lions, tigers, cheetahs, chimpanzees, baboons, monkeys, 

zebras, as well as various reptiles and raptors. All our animals are seasoned performers."180 

 

• Hartebeespoort Snake & Animal Park 

  

• Tygerberg Zoo 
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The State and it Organs 
 
Provincial and national government derive massive sums of money from direct sales of wild animals 

to the 'private sector'. The ECN believes that "the sale of wild animals from the Kruger National Park 

into the private sector is, in almost all instances, financially motivated and that this is an entirely 

inappropriate activity for one of the world's premier wildlife tourist destinations."181 These government 

auctions are geared to maximise profit and cover overheads and they are driven by the need to 

generate income in a climate of falling revenues, dwindling state support and an over-arching policy 

position of sustainable and consumptive use. As a consequence, issues of ultimate destinations, 

ethics, and concern for individual animals, appear to be practically non-existent. Indeed, annually the 

revenue from 'game sales' by provinces and national parks rises enormously. Xwe argues that 

dependency on such large and ever-increasing sums of money must have detrimental ecological 

effects, apart from being unsustainable in the long-term.   

 

Provinces and national entities alike maintain that there has been a decline in government spending 

on conservation and therefore sales in live animals are a vital source of income for the conservation 

services. At the same time, they conveniently maintain that there is an overpopulation of animals in 

South Africa’s parks and that this has ‘forced’ government to trade in animals. A live auction of so-

called ‘surplus stock’ is therefore seen to be a legitimate method. For example, sales from live 

rhinoceros in KwaZulu-Natal generated US$ 1.57 million in 1998 and in 1999, rhinoceros sales 

provided approximately 10 per cent of the KZN conservation services operating budget.182 George 

Hughes, then Acting Chief Executive Officer of the KwaZulu-Natal Nature Conservation Service “We 

don’t live in a Walt Disney World – wild animals are good business.”183 While an Eastern Cape 

Tourism Board Game Auction, held at the Thomas Baines Nature Reserve on 1 June 2002, sold 

animals worth R511 015.184 Xwe and IFAW-SA, with support from ecologists and biologists,185 argue 

that ecological and paleoecological realities bring into question existing management tools such as 

‘carrying capacity’, or the stated need to ‘cull’ and trade. They also assert that the government is 

basing the justification to trade and kill wild animals on flawed and scientifically disputable 

perceptions and assumptions.    

 

Apartheid, the destabilisation of neighbouring countries and the abuse of animals were also 

inseparable. The exploitation of wild animals was used to fund the Apartheid war, the secret 

agencies, Special Forces, and individuals connected to them. It is no secret that the Nationalist 
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government, and its military machinery, was part of a huge illegal trade in ivory. South African-based 

ivory traders in conjunction with the South African Military Intelligence Directorate brought ivory in 

from Angola and Mozambique and then re-exported it to the East.186 Without doubt, the role played 

by the SADF led directly to the decimation of Angola's elephant population. Up to 60 000 elephants 

are said to have been killed there in order to finance the war in Angola.187 Indeed, the Ivory Trade 

Review Group singled out Burundi and South Africa as the two countries most involved in the illegal 

ivory trade. It was also thought that South Africa was co-ordinating a major ivory and rhinoceros horn 

smuggling network and that ivory was ‘laundered’ through legitimate CITES channels.188  

 

Ellis argues that the same trade routes were used for trade in other illegal goods, such as rhinoceros 

horn, drugs, diamonds, currency and weapons.189 When this was exposed in 1988, South Africa was 

referred to as "one of the largest outlaws in the world".190 As a result, in 1989, Major Marius Meiring 

was extradited to the United States of America and convicted of illegally dealing in ivory and 

rhinoceros horn. Evidence given to the 1996 South African Kumleben Commission of Enquiry on 

Ivory Smuggling concurred that the Apartheid State, through the SADF, was actively involved in illicit 

ivory smuggling to fund their clandestine cross-border military operations, particularly during the 

1970s and 1980s.191 Given this historical reality, which involved official complicity at all levels, South 

African animal protection organisations argue that the current government has therefore inherited a 

fertile soil for rampant trade, corruption, lack of an adequate regulatory framework and lack of 

compassion. This they say is cause for concern, particularly given the ANC government's total 

support for the consumptive use of wild animals.192 

 

A decision by the South African National Parks in March 2001 to sell twenty-one white rhinoceross 

from the Kruger National Park to private game farms clearly illustrates its active support for the 

hunting and live sale of animals from Kruger and other national parks.  It also embodies the disregard 

for the welfare of the individual animals concerned and displays lack of ethics because: wild animals 

are sold directly into captivity; there is no concern shown about the destinations the animals go to and 

tender documents do not stipulate that the animals sold may be hunted or exported or mothers and 

calves separated; the sale of wild animals to zoos is supported and sought; and wildlife traders who 
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get two animals at a lower price and then make an enormous profit by splitting them separate calves 

from their mothers. 

 

According to a statement issued by the ECN, in response to this sale, it is opposed to the sale of wild 

animals from the Kruger National Park or any other national park because it believes that "national 

parks are sanctuaries for wildlife and that the removal of wild animals from a national park can only 

be justified after a full study has been completed and the results made public, and which proves 

beyond doubt the 'over-population' of any given species."193 

 

South African animal dealers, both legally and illegally are doing a huge trade with China and are as 

a result making hundreds of millions of rands.194  South African nature conservation departments are 

also allowing endless consignments of wild animals, including rhinoceross, lions, wild dogs, 

crocodiles, buck and reptiles, to be exported to countries such as China, which have no animal 

welfare legislation and few animal protection organisations to monitor abuse. The NSPCA’s Rick 

Allen maintains that South Africa is sending out at least one consignment of wild animals a week to 

China.195 These animals are sent to circuses, zoos, so-called ‘safari parks’ or are eaten as delicacies 

or used in traditional medicine in China. Furthermore, according to the Asian Animal Protection 

Network (AAPN) generally conditions of zoos and ‘safari parks’ in China are “very bad”. Wedderburn 

of the AAPN was quoted in the Mail & Guardian as saying, ”what is happening is like the mass sale of 

Africans to North America in the days of slavery.”196  

 

Examples of some of these consignments include: 

• In October 1999 animal dealer Riccardo Ghiazza, with South African government permission, 

sold over 200 wild South African animals, including two black rhinoceross (which are listed on 

CITES Appendix I) and 10 wild dogs (which are not listed at all under CITES, despite being 

one of the most endangered mammals in Africa), to a Chinese zoo, called the Xiangjiang 

Safari Park. The park uses animals in cruel circus-type shows where they are forced to 

perform 'tricks' such as tigers forced to ride on a horse’s back and bears juggling burning logs.  

Requests by animal protection organisation AAPN to have access to the animals in China was 

denied. 197 Singapore Airlines flew out the animals. 

• In November 1999 Professor Wouter van Hoven, a Mr Cilliers and Sas du Toit made a deal 

worth US$ 75 000 with the Chinese, through a Mrs Fang, to send hundreds of animals, 
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including zebra, wildebeest, giraffes and rhinoceross to China. Seventy per cent of the 

animals died before they were even shipped and some died in the crates at the airport.198  

• In December 1999 six cheetahs from De Wildt Cheetah Research and Breeding Centre were 

sold to the Xili Lake Safari Park in Southern China for US$ 4 500 each. According to the 

AAPN Xili is infamous for cruelty to animals. Examples of this are: elephants are kept mainly 

chained and forced to perform; hippos are beaten with bamboo sticks to make them come out 

of the water so that they can be viewed by visitors; a drugged, de-clawed and de-toothed tiger 

is beaten on the mouth to make it snarl while a photograph of the client with the tiger is taken; 

a terrified deer is held down so that children can sit on it and have pictures taken; and live 

domestic animals are fed to tigers while visitors look on.199 

• In July 2000, one hundred and fifty animals were sold to various Chinese zoos.   

• In July 2000, Hoedspruit Research and Breeding Centre for Endangered Species exported a 

pack of 20 wild dogs to Dalain zoo, where animals are kept in tiny cages and forced to do 

circus tricks.200   

 

The consumptive use position taken by the South African government is swiftly supported by 

international right-wing pro-trade, ‘wise-use’ movement organisations such as the International 

Wildlife Management Consortium (IWMC) World Conservation Trust, which promote 'free trade' of 

wild animals and their 'products' in the name of conservation.201 "The IWMC is headed by Eugene 

Lapointe, a French Canadian who was secretary-general of CITES between 1982 and 1990. Lapointe 

was removed from his post by the United Nations for campaigning against a ban on ivory trade that 

CITES member nations adopted in 1989, but later received a settlement based on a three-member 

CITES board's concluding his dismissal had been 'arbitrary and capricious'. Today, five of the nine 

officers in his organisation are former CITES employees. Lapointe says his funding today comes from 

Japan, Norway, China, Canada, and 'two small European countries'."202 
 

Low-Risk, High-Profit: Wild Animals as Illegal Smuggled Goods 
 

"South Africa has a massive illegal wildlife trade that is worth millions to the economy." 

(Kgomo Molefe, Gauteng Department of Agriculture, Conservation, Environment and Land Affairs)203 

 
“…the authorities are merely standing by, watching the illegal trade take place on the streets of Johannesburg.” 

(Sunday Times, 17 September 2000) 
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The illegal trade in wild animals or wildlife crime, which is second only to illegal drugs, and larger than 

the trade in arms, is driven mainly by ever-increasing and unsustainable consumer markets in the 

European Union, North America, and the Middle and Far East. The main ‘producing’ countries are in 

Africa, South and Central America and Asia, and thus again the flow of 'resources' from South to 

North is taking place.  

 

The illegal trade is one that thrives on scarcity and exclusiveness. The majority of the consumers for 

illegal wild ‘products’ are in developed countries with the highest demand in the United States of 

America, Western Europe and the Far East. Wildlife crime and the illegal animal trade is multi-faceted 

and it includes different kinds of criminal activity such as poaching, capture/collection from the wild, 

smuggling, possession, and illegal import or export of endangered species and other animals. 

Animals are sold to private collectors, animal dealers, zoos, ‘game farms’ offering ‘canned hunts’, 

biomedical research laboratories, circuses, pet shops, traditional healers and exotic meat dealers.  

 

The growing use of the Internet has allowed for global access to 'exotic' animals and has facilitated 

the illegal trade in animals. In addition the labyrinthine nature of the Internet has not only provided 

dealers with global access to buyers but has also meant that what regulatory frameworks exist are, 

as a result, coming under increasing pressure. In this way wild animals are acquired for hunting 

purposes and private ownership. So-called ‘legitimate’ middlemen regularly offer wild animals to pet 

shops, online retailers and individuals. Conservationists and animal protectionists argue that wild 

animals in Africa are, as a result, more at risk than ever. A direct consequence of the Internet seems 

to be an increase in the number of pet shops selling wild animals, such as mongoose, genets, 

porcupines and meerkats, as pets. According to the Mail & Guardian, unscrupulous South African 

Internet-based animal traders are destroying Madagascar’s unique ecology by purchasing wild 

animals to supply pet shops and private collectors in South Africa and abroad, particularly the 

USA.204   

 

From the perspective of animal protection organisations, this growing illegal trade involves enormous 

cruelty and it also poses a grave danger to biodiversity. Traders see these animals merely as an 

expendable item of trade and therefore the methods used are cruel, indiscriminate and crude. As in 

the drug trade, animal traffickers anticipate and have factored in a certain amount of 'product loss' as 

a cost of doing business. One estimate of the profit on endangered species at the supply end is about 

2 000 percent.205 The Environmental Investigation Agency (EIA) claims that only one in four animals 

caught for illicit smuggling will make it to the final destination because they die during capture and  
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transportation due to overcrowding, stress, diseases and dehydration. 206 Equally horrendous is what 

lies ahead for the survivors. 

 

At the 1998 meeting of G8 and European Union environment ministers, it emerged that the annual 

value of illegal trade in endangered species, ozone depleting substances and hazardous wastes, 

together with illegal fishing, was estimated at US$ 33,2 billion,207 while in 2002 it was estimated that 

the illegal trade in animals and fish was worth over US$ 100 billion per annum.208 In addition, it is now 

emerging that there are close ties between animal and drug traffickers. Despite this, animal trafficking 

does not seem to carry the same stigma as drug trafficking nor is it given the same amount of 

attention by the authorities. According to Professor Zupan “the animal trade also meets the need of 

transnational criminal organisations to launder their profits from other illicit activities. Animals and 

their parts are now being traded as payment for narcotics, arms, gems, etc. - a new method of money 

laundering that’s cashless and traceless.”209  Furthermore, legal shipments of animals and animal 

parts have recently been used as containers for hiding illicit drugs. In 2002 a United Kingdom 

WWF/TRAFFIC Report found that criminals prosecuted for wildlife crimes have usually also been 

convicted for drugs, violence, theft and firearms offences.210 It is this link that may help convince 

governments and the public to take the threat of the wildlife trade more seriously. It is also an 

indication of what the enforcement agencies are up against."211 

 

In Africa, which is a key ‘supplier’, wildlife crime is enormous and represents a major problem to 

African governments. It is also widely acknowledged that South Africa has a thriving illegal animal 

market and is also a conduit for much of the illegal trade of wild animals from Africa. According to 

Zupan and Warchol, South Africa has large indigenous populations of endangered and exotic animals 

in highest demand by end-users.212 The illegal trafficking in animals in South Africa is also part of an 

ever-increasing international network of organised crime syndicates, particularly in relation to 

rhinoceros horn, ivory and abalone.  

 

The overarching context in which South Africa's illegal trade in wild animals takes place is the 

exponential increase in transnational crime where profits are phenomenal and where it is 

accompanied by increasing demand for illegal goods by new markets. Added to this are the lack of 

stiff penalties, the lack of seriousness attached to wildlife offences by the courts and the lack of 

enforcement, investigation and resources for detection. “Although individuals may all benefit from a 
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given environmental crime, the associated environmental damage implies that society overall is 

harmed; however as society as a whole is often unaware of its victimisation, so regulators may not 

set levels of enforcement effort and restitution properly. There may even be the tacit assumption 

among regulatory institutions that because such problems are not directly quantifiable, they are not 

significant. “213 An example of a penalty not matching the crime is when, in 1999, Gauteng nature 

conservation authorities confiscated 1 108 animals but only imposed fines of R14 250 in total.  

 

Researcher Mark Shaw argues that the South African Police Service (SAPS) does not have the 

resources or technical expertise to deal with organised crime.214 Captain Gert van der Merwe, of the 

now dismantled Endangered Species Protection Unit (ESPU) has argued that environmental crimes 

are not seen as a priority for the police, and that in many African countries government officials are 

corrupt.215  The level of sophistication used by environmental criminals, the lack of capacity, political 

will and financial resources, and the lack of adequate understanding of the nature of the trade in wild 

animals and animal parts all imply that the under-equipped and under-staffed African wildlife law 

enforcement agencies are easily out-manoeuvred by sophisticated transnational crime syndicates. 

Debbie Banks of the EIA maintains that "environmental criminals are better informed and prepared to 

outwit the authorities and any trade controls that are put in place. They know how to exploit loopholes 

in the laws and permit systems. Their knowledge of trade routes and transport systems means they 

can adapt quickly if enforcement authorities do catch up to them." 216 Added to this is the problem that 

governments tend to focus more on drugs, arms and human trafficking.  

 

Uncontrolled trade and suffering continues in spite of the existence of international treaties, rules, 

regulations and enforcement agencies to control the illegal trade, such as CITES, Interpol and the 

Lusaka Agreement of Cooperative Enforcement (LATF), which is an African inter-governmental, 

cross-border task force directed at the illegal trade in fauna and flora. According to Xwe these treaties 

are ineffective and traffickers have little to fear from the law.217 Xwe also maintains that the lack of 

controls and effective counter measures and insufficient penalties undertaken against the illegal 

trade, as well as the lack of adequate measures to monitor regulated sales within the context of 

CITES Conference of the Parties resolutions, only serves to worsen the problem. 218 
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Historically, the direct link between the Apartheid State security forces, particularly the South African 

Defence Force (SADF), with the complicity of other South African officials (such as customs and 

nature conservation), and organised crime has been clearly established through the 1994-1995 

Kumleben Commission, particularly in relation to the large-scale poaching and killing of rhinoceross 

and elephants in the 1970s and 1980s when huge quantities of illicit ivory and rhinoceros horn were 

moving through South Africa from Angola, Zaire, Zambia, Tanzania, Zimbabwe, Botswana and 

Mozambique. It is also evident that corruption, particularly within provincial nature conservation 

departments, continued after 1990 and that it plays an unquantifiable role in the illegal trade.219  

Examples of the extent of the illegal trade are:  

• In 2001, South African trophy hunters were allegedly involved in illegally smuggling ivory from 

illegally hunted elephants from state-owned reserves in Zimbabwe and ‘laundering’ export 

permits for the ivory so that the tusks could be entered into a South African hunting trophy 

competition.220  

• In June 2002 six tons of ivory from Zambia (532 raw tusks and nearly 4 100 roughly-carved 

hankos - the equivalent of 600 elephants) was seized in Singapore en route to Japan having 

been channelled via Zimbabwe into South Africa and shipped from the port of Durban. This 

illegal shipment, on a route that had been used several times previously, was uncovered by 

the LATF, apparently without any involvement of the South African authorities.  

• According to Xwe, who conducted their own investigation into the growing availability of 

'worked' ivory in South Africa from what appears to be illegal sources, South Africa is in 

breach of CITES Resolution Conf. 10.10 recommending that parties involved in ivory trade or 

having an ivory carving market, should establish ‘comprehensive internal legislative, 

regulatory and enforcement measures’. Xwe contends that this has not been done.221  

• The ESPU has since its inception apparently retrieved over R13 million in rhinoceros horn and 

R17 million in ivory and made 1 419 arrests.222 During the first half of 1995 the ESPU 

confiscated 403 rhinoceros horns, 1 045 raw elephant tusks and 34 098 ivory cubes, 

equivalent to 3 410 elephant tusks or 1 705 elephants.223    
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The South African government takes the view that a limited trade in wildlife stockpiles, such as ivory 

and rhinoceros horn, should be allowed so that the profits from the trade can be 'reinvested' into 

'wildlife conservation'. Organisations such as IFAW-SA say that although "it is a nice idea…there are 

too many examples of where it has failed."224 IFAW-SA maintains that any kind of legal sale will 

stimulate the illegal market and lead to the increase of poaching of elephants, continent-wide.   

Private ownership of rhinoceross makes South Africa a prime target for the illegal trade in rhinoceros 

horn for increasing consumption in the Far East, India and Yemen, either for so-called 'medicinal use' 

or as knife and dagger handles in Yemen.  In particular, traditional medicine containing derivatives of 

tigers, rhinoceros, bears and musk deer sustain the illegal trade and threaten the existence of those 

species. Adding to this problem is the fact that the registration of rhinoceros horn held privately is not 

in place nationally. DEAT has no register of the quantity of rhinoceros horn in private hands and how 

this is controlled.  

 
The global use of traditional medicine is at least partly responsible for the most rapid extinction of 

endangered species in history mainly because, according to the World Health Organisation, 80 per 

cent of the world's population still makes use of it and poaching of wild animals for medicinal 

purposes is big business. A single horn from a rhinoceros can be worth US$ 149 000 on the Chinese 

medicine market.225 According to TRAFFIC local traditional medicines in South Africa use wild 

animals parts extensively.226 However, once again the actual volume traded, the species used and 

the impacts are unknown. In South Africa, for example, there is a growing and profitable muti trade in 

vulture heads. Vultures, which have already been decimated in the past twenty years, are being 

poached and poisoned in South Africa to supply superstitious lotto players who believe that having 

the head of a vulture will help them "see" the lottery numbers. Conservationist, Dr Ian Player argues 

that, "vultures are extremely rare. The situation is desperate. What is happening is very sad, and the 

belief that the vulture's head brings fortune seems to be written into African folklore."227 According to 

a Sunday Times article Gauteng nature conservation authorities placed an unofficial moratorium on 

arresting people involved in the illegal trade in wild animals, particularly for the muti trade.228  There is 

also little support for convictions by the Traditional Healers’ Forum, which according to an article in 

the Sunday Times said the government had no right to stop traditional trade. 
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Fighting for Extinction: Animal Protection vs. Zoos and Circuses   
 

No questions asked: Zoos and the Global Trade in Wild Animals 
 

"When the zoo was invented in 1826, the British wanted to show themselves to be the masters of the entire 

world and every animal from every corner of the world was gathered there in the heart of the Empire. I think 

[we] are doing the same kinds of things now. Zoos confirm that we have this cruel, heedless, imperialistic kind 

of attitude.229 

 

Historically modern zoos are firmly located within the business of placing exotic creatures on public 

display and they  "replicate imperial traditions of displaying 'the other', constructing a privileged sense 

of spectatorial positioning - deciding when to come, look, and depart, while the [animal] subject must 

stay."230 Within the current South African context, Sheryl Ozinsky, the CEO of Cape Town Tourism, 

therefore insightfully commented that zoos are "an outdated form of edutainment which doesn't quite 

fit in with the South African ethos anymore."231  

 

Modern zoos were founded in Europe in the eighteenth century and in London in the nineteenth 

century. Steven Best links zoos to colonialism and imperialism and as a consequence, maintains 

Best, they speak strongly to notions of conquest over 'exotic' nature and culture, and become 

symbols of conspicuous consumption.232 While Nichols argues that, "zoological gardens in the 

nineteenth century developed as cultural sites with important implications for our understanding of the 

material aspects of imperialism, the various discourses of domination, and the relations between 

ideas of spectacle and our treatment of other species, as well as our own. The zoo chronicles an 

important history about the way humans seek to dominate their environment, often under the guise of 

gaining knowledge."233 Fiona Cleugh Sinclair makes the point that the exhibition of animals is part of 

ideological formation and that “the spectacle of animal-human disjointment is strategic to maintaining 

divisions in the wider social sphere”.234  

 

In the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, 'exotic' human displays were often combined with 

animal exhibitions. Indeed dealers and trainers of 'exotic' animals, such as hunter, animal collector 

and leading supplier to zoos, Carl Hagenbeck, were not only in the business of acquiring and 
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exhibiting wild animals from South Africa235 but they were also dealing in indigenous peoples for 

lucrative displays in Europe. An example of such a 'display' was that of Sarah Baartman, a South 

African, who in the early 19th century was displayed in a variety of inhumane conditions. According to 

the secretary of the African Association, she was “produced like a wild beast, and ordered to move 

backwards and forwards and come out and go into her cage, more like a bear on a chain than a 

human being.”236 In 1814, Baartman was taken to Paris and sold to “a showman of wild animals” in a 

travelling circus.237  Justice for Animals makes the point that although people easily comprehend the 

moral depravity of exhibiting humans, they often fail to understand the connection between that and 

the injustice of exploiting animals in zoos.238 Best made a similar point around objectification, 

alienation from nature and disrespect for life when he wrote:  

 

"In Kurt Vonnegut’s Slaughterhouse Five, two characters are kidnapped by space aliens and 

put in a zoo where the aliens come to gawk at them, thinking 'these are such pathetic 

creatures, we are so much better than them.' They watch them making love and think that it’s 

weird and funny. The point that we get is that the aliens don’t really understand them; humans 

are not inherently as ridiculous and stupid as the aliens think we are. So you can carry this 

analogy further and say, well, we do the same thing with the animals that we put in zoos. 

There’s a lot of imperialistic braggadocio involved on the part of the people who manage to 

capture another species and put them in a cage. One of the achievements of that novel is to 

take us outside of ourselves. It encourages us to imagine what others would think of us, and 

how it reflects on the whole construct of zoos."239 

 

There are currently between 10 000 and 12 000 zoos worldwide, most of which maintain that their 

function is educational, recreational and preserving species.240 The past director of the Johannesburg 

Zoo stated, “we are in the family recreation business. The zoo is competing with places like the 

Randburg Waterfront and the Bruma Lake Flea Market.”241 To support this position they argue that 

zoos provide the only chance most people will have to see wild animals, that they help to educate the 

public about animals and promote greater respect for them, and that they promote conservation 

efforts through education and breeding and housing of endangered species. This view is supported 
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by conservation organisations such as WESSA and the IUCN more generally, who argue that zoos, 

by 'conserving' endangered species are helping to save biodiversity, are furthering scientific 

knowledge and through their education programmes are increasing public awareness about 

conservation.242 But organisations like Xwe take issue with this: “So-called modern zoos like to claim 

that they do valuable conservation work by breeding endangered species and giving them a fresh 

chance by returning them to the wild. But the evidence shows that these claims are deceptive, and 

that zoos are what they have always been - galleries of captive beasts.”243 For animal protectionists 

zoos and dolphinariums abuse animals’ rights, mainly because of the confinement and exhibition for 

human entertainment and amusement. The number of individuals affected does not determine the 

degree of abuse or infringement, but rather it is the abuse and exploitation of the individual animal 

that is of concern.  

 

From visits to both the National Zoological Gardens and the Johannesburg Zoo and interviewing zoo 

visitors, it is apparent that zoos do not make a serious effort with public education or conservation. 

But it is also clear that there is no need to do so as visitors go to the zoo as a form of recreation, for 

the most part for their children, and therefore they typically seek entertainment, not education.244 In 

addition, it appears that zoos use disinformation and euphemisms in order to legitimise their 

existence, to counter criticisms of the nature of zoos and to distance themselves from their sordid 

legacy. This is often done by manipulating the way language is used. For example, captivity becomes 

‘preservation’ while entertainment becomes ‘education’. This gives substance to Xwe’s view that zoos 

are not real ‘green’ spaces, ‘living classrooms’ or places where children can develop an ecological 

consciousness, and Xwe maintains that the very conditions in which zoos keep animals dooms them 

to failure from the start. With little opportunity for mental stimulation and physical exercise, animals 

become depressed and develop abnormal behaviour such as self-mutilation, pacing, rocking, 

swaying and other forms of zoochosis. More, they argue, can be learned about animal behaviour 

through visual media and television and Internet webcams that provide live images of animals in their 

natural habitats.  

 

Xwe believes that local councils, provinces and national government should question the traditionally 

held view that zoos are institutional spaces and entertainment resources or are prerequisites on a par  

with parks, libraries and other recreational facilities. This view is supported by Craig Redmond of the 

Captive Animals Protection Society in the United Kingdom, who argues that “if zoos really were 

centres for conservation one would expect them to concentrate on threatened species rather than 

cram as many different species onto a small piece of land as possible. Let us not beat about the 
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bush: zoos are a tourist attraction, first and foremost. Any 'conservation' benefit that may occur is 

almost by the luck of nature.”245  

 

Zoos have poor records of conservation and reintroducing or rehabilitating animals to natural 

habitats. Indeed very few zoos have any contact with reintroduction programmes. Furthermore, zoos 

are not actively involved in habitat preservation. Even if captive-breeding programmes were 

successful in producing a viable population capable of being returned to the wild, history shows that 

they will not survive. It is argued that the alternative to species extinction is to conserve animals in in 

situ sanctuaries and natural habitat preservation rather than zoos. Protection of natural habitat and 

anti-hunting measures will save species and is also cheaper. "The 492 000 hectare Garamba 

National Park [in the DRC] operates at an annual cost of US$ 269 500, close to the estimated cost of 

keeping sixteen black rhinoceros in captivity. Yet Garamba National Park protects an entire 

ecosystem that is home to 31 northern white rhinoceros, 4 000 elephant, 30 000 buffalo, the entire 

giraffe population of [the DRC], 14 other ungulate species, 16 carnivore species, 10 primate species, 

and 98 small mammal species.”246 Huge amounts of money that are spent by zoos all over the world 

to secure wild animals for exhibition could be better spent on preserving habitat in the country of 

origin.   

 

Xwe also criticises zoos for breeding in excess, which is an activity that is aggressively encouraged, 

particularly because young cubs and baby animals are more of an attraction. What happens to 

animals once they get too old for exhibit or when so-called ‘surplus animals’ are traded with other 

zoos or sold to animal dealers, hunters, circuses or vivisection laboratories is a cause of deep 

concern for those who oppose zoos. Indeed, animals bred in zoos and sold off as ‘surplus’ to the 

exotic species marketplace via dealers, provide an economic imperative for the zoo. This is how zoo 

animals end up in the pet trade; as victims of canned hunts; or as breeding animals for the trade. In 

some cases, the market is so sodden in a particular species, such as lions and tigers, that they are 

worth more dead than alive. If zoos did not make these animals available then dealers would, to all 

intents and purposes, not be in business. According to Savvas Vrahimis zoos in South Africa are 

selling animals to private landowners and as a result there are “never-ending problems with zoos.”247  

South African zoos have openly been accused of selling animals "either directly to canned hunting 

outfits or to middlemen and dealers who later sell to the hunts."248 Indeed, wildlife traffickers rely on 

countries and zoos that knowingly co-operate with the illegal trade. High rewards and relatively low 

risks make the partnership desirable and in some cases zoos even ‘launder’ illegally caught wildlife. 
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Freshly laundered, the animals then continue on to other zoos in what appears to be legal 

transactions. 

 

Zoos operate according to entrepreneurial rather than environmental principles and rather than for 

breeding and attraction purposes, wild animals are being exploited purely for commercial purposes. 

However, in terms of CITES regulations and permitting processes, despite lack of any legal 

justifications, zoos are generally considered to be ‘non-commercial’ destinations. Consequently, 

although the treaty does not provide for any specific exemption favouring zoos, however, it does 

allow for the importation of specimens of species included in Appendix 1, that are not destined for 

‘primarily commercial purposes’. Deon Swart, head of nature conservation law enforcement in the 

North West province believes that zoos, because of their CITES status, are manipulating the wildlife 

trade, 249 while Xwe contends that this situation is allowed to continue because historically CITES has 

always been very supportive and encouraging of zoos.250  

 

Xwe maintains that the well-resourced exhibition and entertainment industry in the North is 

encouraging poorer African nations to view wild animals merely as a means to a profitable end, rather 

than species that need to be safeguarded and protected. In addition, lack of legislation in South Africa 

with regard to translocation, trade and welfare of animals exported to foreign zoos and safari parks 

adds to the problem. In this regard, Xwe specifically condemn the keeping of elephants in zoos.251 

They argue that: most of the elephants in zoos are wild-caught, for example, 70 per cent of elephants 

currently in European zoos are wild-caught; none of the elephants born in captivity can ever be 

released in the wild; many zoos are still beating and chaining elephants; zoo elephants are 

continuously traded between zoos, sold to circuses, or sent off to warehouses; no zoo can begin to 

duplicate an elephant's natural habitat; there is a high mortality rate of elephants in zoos;252 and 

stressful and unnatural conditions such as boredom, loneliness, malnutrition, lack of exercise and 

persistent health problems such as captivity-induced foot problems, chronic colic and arthritis, mean 

that zoos have been unsuccessful in breeding elephants in captivity.253  

 

Xwe also maintains that the captive breeding of endangered animals in South Africa is out of control. 

It believes that turning captive-bred animals into commodities hurts all conservation efforts because it 

keeps a price on the head of endangered animals, which encourages corruption and illegal trade, and 

it undermines educational efforts to build respect for the animals. For Xwe the crucial questions are: 
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Why do government agencies issue so many [captive-bred] permits; why is there no list or 

registration of captive-bred animals available; why is there no reliable information on the number of 

captive-bred animals, including exotics; should wild species be selectively bred to make docile, cute 

pets?; should miniature animals and other mutations be propagated for human amusement; and  

why, on the one hand, is there an excess of  ‘endangered’ animals in financially rewarding captive-

breeding programmes but on the other they remain under threat in the wild?  

 

Animals that are critically endangered or listed under CITES Appendix I and II should be under strict 

protection, yet there are plenty of them on display in zoos, menageries, circuses and so-called ‘safari 

parks’ around the globe.  "But while they face genocide in the wild, there are endangered species in 

abundance in the menagerie."254 Most zoo and circus animals cannot be reintroduced into the wild 

and a new IUCN draft ‘Guidelines for African Elephant ReIntroduction and Translocation’ prepared by 

The African Elephant Specialist Group and the ReIntroduction Specialist Group of the Species 

Survival Commission seem to support this by stating that ‘in the case of African elephants in captivity, 

the IUCN does not believe that the release of these animals into the wild can contribute meaningfully 

to the conservation of the species overall’. As Mullan and Marvin point out, "denied access to their 

natural habitat these animals become marginalised from their wild nature and begin to lose access to 

the mentalities and behaviours which would have been appropriate there. Such animals have a status 

akin to that of refugees. They are in enforced exile, but a false one at that because realistically there 

is no 'home' to return to."255    

 

This is illustrated by the sad fate of hundreds of lone gorillas, usually males, held in isolation and 

captivity and on display in zoos around the world. According to Jane Dewar of Gorilla Haven, there 

are 817 gorillas in zoos, 452 females and 365 males, most of them (814) Western Lowland 

Gorillas.256 A typical gorilla family usually includes a dominant silverback male, several breeding 

females who stay with the male for life, one immature male and three to six adolescents. The Great 

Ape Project (GAP) objects to keeping great apes (chimpanzees, orang-utans and gorillas) in captivity 

and zoos because their mental capacities and emotional life are so similar to humans. GAP is 

lobbying internationally for great apes to have basic rights, including: the right to life; the protection of  
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individual liberty; and the prohibition of torture. The only country so far to have recognised the rights 

of Great Apes is New Zealand. At the same time as there being an over-supply of gorillas in zoos, 

that can not be reintroduced into their natural habitat, gorillas in the wild are dying, as the demand for 

them remains high. Zoos see gorillas as ‘popular’ attractions for visitors, thereby increasing revenues. 

As a result, almost every zoo has at least one gorilla.  

 

One such gorilla is twenty-six year old Hobbit, who has been in solitary confinement at the National 

Zoological Gardens in Pretoria for at least seven years. Hobbit was born at the Stuttgart Zoo and in 

1984, he was sent to the Gerald Durrell Jersey zoo in exchange for a Jersey born male N’gola. In 

1988, he was sent to South Africa on a ‘breeding loan agreement’. According to Xwe, the Jersey Zoo 

does not want him back as they “do not have room for another mature male.”257 

 

 
Hobbit, at the National Zoo in Pretoria. Photograph: Xwe 

 

Xwe argues that government agencies have also shown little concern for captive-bred animals. 

Government response is that their emphasis has been on protecting wild-caught animals and on 

reducing the numbers being taken from natural habitat. They argue that the burden of closely 
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regulating the captive-bred animal trade would paralyse authorities.258 Whether this last statement is 

true or not is hotly contested. What cannot be in doubt, however, is that neither government officials 

nor conservationists have regarded captive-bred populations as very important in the ‘grand scheme 

of conservation’.  

 

In Africa, zoos are self-regulated by the Pan African Association of Zoos and Botanical Gardens 

(PAAZAB). In 2001, twenty-two South African zoos were listed as Institutional members of PAAZAB 

while, according to the Gauteng Department of Agriculture, Conservation Environment and Land 

Affairs there are twelve zoos in that province alone.259 According to the PAAZAB professional code of 

ethics document (May 1997) recommends that members establish their own in-house "Ethics 

Committee". PAAZAB will maintain a "standing committee on ethics" and a representative from the 

SPCA will be appointed to the committee.  It goes on to state that members agree not to breed, 

supply or sell animals for the purpose of ‘canned' trophy hunting. However, animal protection 

organisations are highly critical, not only of the structure of PAAZAB, but its inherent lack of capacity 

to enforce its self-policed and internally drafted regulations and accreditation process. South African 

PAAZAB members include national zoological gardens, municipal zoos, dolphinariums, animal 

traders, breeders and suppliers of hunting destinations.260 Justice for Animals and Xwe believe that 

zoos are wrongly legitimising themselves and trying to lend credibility to their operations by simply 

becoming members of a weak and ineffectual PAAZAB. Xwe contends that the explosion of the 

private zoo business in South Africa in the last 15 years also concerns it, particularly because it is 

unregulated by government. Mainstream conservation organisations, on the other hand, as a 

consequence of their support of the wildlife trade openly support zoos. Certainly, interviews with the 

IUCN and WESSA have revealed that they believe zoos are essential and perform an educational 

and useful role.261 

 

The crux then of the argument against zoos used by South African animal protection organisations is 

twofold. On the one-hand they take a moral and social stand against the cruelty involved and its 

distasteful locale within the colonial exhibition and South-North resource-flow genre; and on the other 

they argue that in the long-term the fundamental reasons for wild animals becoming endangered 

needs to be addressed in order to truly protect wild animals, their environment and habitat. 
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The Johannesburg Zoo 
 

“Would [you] rather see the zebras…in the wild, an easy prey for lions and victims to the tse tse fly? Would 

[you] like to see the eagles and vultures here pouncing on harmless turtledoves? Even the snakes serve a more 

useful scientific purpose than on the veld…”262 

 

Traditionally, it appears that the Johannesburg Zoo had little regard for where the animals went to or 

where the animals came from. From the outset it was involved with animal dealers and in selling 

animals. An early report from The Star points to this, “…explorers and animal ‘traders’, who can tell 

you some wonderful ‘bring them back alive’ stories, are among the suppliers to the Johannesburg 

zoo.”263 In the early 20th century, particularly up to 1925, the Johannesburg Zoo had been breeding 

lions and exporting them all over the world predominantly to circuses, menageries and as pets to 

private collectors in the USA. An example of how the zoo acquired wild-caught animals was in 1930 

when it obtained a ‘collection’ of 87 wild caught animals from Brazil and Argentina, for the amount 

1200 pounds. The animals included crocodiles, ant-eaters, wild cats, llamas, a puma, a tapir, three 

spider monkeys, flamingos, toucans, king condors and some snakes. Mr Scherer, ‘a well-known 

collector and dealer in wild animals’, captured them from forests.264 Scherer was also described as a 

big game hunter. He was also specially commissioned by the zoo to obtain wild-caught chimpanzees 

from West Africa.  

 

From newspaper reports of the day it is apparent that during the 1930s and 1940s animals at the 

Johannesburg Zoo were taught to perform tricks as entertainment for the visitors. For example: 

• Chimpanzees were given knives and forks to eat with 

• A baboon called ‘Over’ was attached to an iron pole by a chain and had to perform 

somersaults every time someone called ‘over’. During the course of one of these somersaults 

‘Over’ broke his neck and died.    

• Rhinocerosceros and baby elephant rides were on offer 

• ‘Sampson the lion and Delilah the dog exhibition’ in which the lion and the dog were housed 

together 

• A ‘pet’s corner’ where baby animals could be handled. 

 

Hybrids, which are seen by zoos as valuable ‘draw cards, were in evidence at the Johannesburg Zoo 

in the 1930s. For example, the Bloemfontein Zoo, which is known for cross-breeding of animals, bred 
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a donkey-zebra cross called a  “zebdonk”. Johannesburg zoo also had these hybrids, some of which 

were acquired from circus owner Mr Boswell in 1935. 

 

Even as early as the 1930s, there were calls by Johannesburg residents for the Johannesburg Zoo to 

close down. An example of this is an early animal rightist, who in a letter to the Rand Daily Mail wrote, 

“I hope that those who patronise the zoo will give the two new seals a kindly thought. They have just 

been wrenched from their home...for no crime but living their own natural life, they have now been 

sentenced to life imprisonment. Of course, this is quite as it should be to those who believe animals 

were created solely for man’s use. But I am one of that small minority who hold that an animal has its 

own inalienable rights…”265  

 

Since 1994, zoos in South Africa have been losing their subsidies; corporatised; turned into income-

driven companies; and made to generate their own income. With ever-increasing pressure on zoos to 

become self-sufficient, they are increasingly likely to involve themselves in trade for profit. The 

Johannesburg Zoo is no exception. In 1999 the Zoo, was cited by the Johannesburg Council’s 

Transformation Committee as an example of a department showing ‘operational inefficiency’ because 

at the time it only brought in an income of about R3.5 million and was receiving a R31-million subsidy 

every year. As a result, in 2000, the Johannesburg Metropolitan Council corporatised the zoo and 

formed the Johannesburg Zoo Company, with the Council remaining the sole shareholder.  

 

In 2000, the Johannesburg Zoo received a R24 million subsidy. In 2002 its subsidy was reduced to 

R20.8 million. Expenses in the 2001-2002 financial year were about R27 million. The National 

Zoological Gardens in Pretoria receives a 45 per cent state subsidy through the Department of Arts & 

Culture, which in 2002 amounted to approximately R12 million, leaving the Zoo to make up the 

shortfall.266 The Johannes burg Zoo is also expected to make up its deficit.  

 

The target that the Johannesburg City Development Plan has set the Johannesburg Zoo is that it will, 

by 2007, bring in 75% of its required budget.267  When the CEO of the Johannesburg Zoo, Tembi 

Mogai was asked if corporatising and branding would “interfere with experiencing a part of nature” 

she replied, “we can’t maintain those purist ideals in a world where we have to secure funding from 

somewhere.”268 Of interest is that of the total income of R25 553 million for the 2002/03 period,  

R14 025 million is allocated for salaries.269  
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According to Martin Hutter of Xwe,  

 

“It is obvious that in order to bring in more money zoos will have to increase their number of 

visitors substantially. We, on the other hand will be working to ensure that members of the 

community are made aware of the problems and cruelties involved with zoos and we hope 

that this will lead to a decrease in the number of visitors. Clearly this will bring us increasingly 

into conflict with not only zoos but Council structures.”270   

 

The Johannesburg Zoo currently has about 214 000 visitors per annum and sees its competition as 

the national lotto and casinos, the movies, cellphones, unemployment and the numerous small 

animal farms around Gauteng.271 

  

Whether it is as a result of the pressure to generate income or whether it is due to the intrinsic nature 

of zoos and their inevitably close and direct links to the wild animal trading industry, there appears to 

be continual evidence of unethical and questionable dealings, despite their stated values of “respect, 

care and protection of wildlife”. 272For example, the Johannesburg Zoo, ‘loaned out’ to a lion breeder, 

Marius Prinsloo of Camorhi game farm, two male lions with the recessive gene required to father 

white cubs, on the understanding that it would receive half the profits from the sale of the cubs. 

According to the Mail & Guardian, soon after this white lions began to be advertised by Prinsloo on 

South African hunting Internet sites for R1.65 million.273 In 2001, the Zoo took Prinsloo to court to 

have Zeus, one of these lions, and Marah one of his offspring, returned to them.  

 

There are no white lions in the wild and they are being specifically bred in captivity in order to 

perpetuate a cruel trade fuelled by hunters, collectors and the entertainment industry. In 1975 a 

wildlife management masters student, Chris McBride, who was studying lions at Timbavati 

‘discovered’ 3 white lion cubs, Temba, Tombi and Phumba, captured them in an operation known as 

‘Operation White Lion’, and they were sent to the Pretoria Zoo. Phumba apparently ‘disappeared’. In 

1995, at a time when there were only 10 white lions recorded worldwide, the Johannesburg Zoo 

‘supplied’ two while lions, Sarmoti and Sharka, to Siegried & Roy, two Las Vegas magicians whose 

magic act at The Mirage revolves around large cats. The exact nature of the relationship and 

agreements between the Johannesburg Zoo and Siegried and Roy is unknown but the Zoo maintains 

that they have ‘joint ownership rights’ to Marah.274 According to Xwe the claim of ‘ownership’ by the 

Zoo or any other party to these lions or their right to profit from the sale of these animals is “highly 
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questionable and suspicious” because these animals were never sold to the Zoo and they and their 

offspring should be considered ‘res nullius’, that is, they cannot be owned because they are part of 

the national heritage.275      

 

In 2002, the Johannesburg Zoo gave a white lion, Thor, to controversial animal dealer, Ricardo 

Ghiazza, who at the time was facing animal cruelty charges in relation to the Tuli elephants. Thor, 

who was born on 30 January 1986 and grew up at the Johannesburg Zoo, was a second-generation 

offspring of the Timbavati white lions. Thor was apparently ‘sold’ in order to settle debts that the Zoo 

had with Ghiazza for animals he had supplied to them. To further complicate matters it appears that 

the Zoo had entered into a breeding deal involving Thor with Ghiazza and the Lanseria Lion Park. 

According to sources close to the Zoo, they continue to do business with Ghiazza.276 These kinds of 

sales raise questions about the depth and exact nature of the relationship between the Zoo and 

notorious animal dealers such as Ghiazza. It also speaks to issues about the lack of transparency 

and accountability at the Zoo. The Johannesburg zoo has also recently come under fire from some 

members of the city of Johannesburg’s Municipal Enterprises Committee for its involvement in animal 

trading. In response to this allegation the CEO of the zoo, Thembi Mogai, confirmed that the Zoo is 

involved in animal trading and that it was a way of bringing in income into the zoo.277   

 

SAAV publicly exposed that the Johannesburg zoo supplied primates, chimpanzees and vervet 

monkey to vivisection laboratories. Indeed, according to Alan Rolstone of SAAV there was a long-

standing understanding, which became standard zoo practice, to pass on to animal testing facilities 

(such as the National Centre for Occupation Health) vervet monkeys, chickens and rabbits that were 

either handed in by the public or confiscated by nature conservation authorities.278 The Zoo claims 

that since 1992  "this institution's policy on the matter is that it does not knowingly supply animals for 

laboratory purposes such as medical vivisection or pharmaceutical and cosmetic research."279 

However, in the same letter they go on to say, "the SAAV is associated with the animal rights 

movement which is anti-zoos and against the use of all animals to this purpose. Their methods and 

objects are not supported by this institution". The National Zoological Gardens (Pretoria Zoo) policy 

on the provision of animals by the institutions to other research organisations was that it "accepted 

the necessity of experiments on animals to increase knowledge of human and animal diseases. 

Nevertheless, in accordance with its research policy [it] would not supply animals in the event of the 

proposed experiments being painful or harmful to the animals."280   
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Finally, the conditions within the Zoo itself are worthy of further investigation, particularly since some 

staff recently alleged that animals were neglected, some were malnourished and that the 

Johannesburg Zoo has an alarming number of animal deaths and injuries. According to the staff 

report, 258 animals died in 2002.281 Clearly, animal protection organisations have raised legitimate 

concerns about the Johannesburg Zoo, including its direct involvement in unethical, and often, cruel 

trade in animals. These concerns speak to deeper issues about the raison d’etre of the Zoo.  

 

Behind the Glitz and the Glamour: Animal Suffering in Circuses  
 

“The time will come when public opinion will no longer tolerate amusements based on the mistreatment and 

killings of animals. The time will come, but when?”  

(Albert Schweitzer) 

 

Two organisations in South Africa have actively campaigned against the existence of circuses, 

Justice for Animals and Earthlife Africa Animal Group. Both argue that the use of animals in circuses 

is cruel to animals and desensitises people to animal suffering because animals are subjected to 

physical and psychological abuse, stripped of their natural identity, confined, forced to perform 

degrading tricks for the supposed amusement of humans, and every aspect of their existence 

controlled by their ‘keepers. Despite the fact that little is known about what goes on behind the 

scenes in the circus world the investigations that have been done reveal that the living conditions and 

training that animals are subjected to in circuses ensures their suffering.282 Earthlife maintains that 

animals that perform in circuses do so out of fear and that all circus training involves cruelty.283 

Training methods include beatings, food deprivation, drugging, electric prods, verbal abuse and 

surgical removal of teeth. ‘Tools’ to control animals in circuses and make them perform include fists, 

whips, tight collars, muzzles, electric prods, bullhooks, sticks, axe handles, baseball bats and metal 

pipes. 

 

Earthlife is also adamant that circuses perpetuate the trade in wild animals. Most circuses use an 

assortment of animals in their shows and they usually acquire these animals from breeders, other 

circuses, zoos, safari parks and animal dealers. Earthlife argues that circuses play a central role in 

the international traffic in endangered species and unwanted circus animals are sold to game ranches 

where they are shot on safari or they may even be sent to research laboratories.284 As animal 

                                         
281 Dossier of various leaked reports and minutes of meetings, Johannesburg Zoo, 2003. See also Sunday 
Times Metro, 15 June 2003  
282 Creamer, Jan and Phillips, Tim, The Ugliest Show on Earth: the use of animals in circuses, Animal 
Defenders, 1998. See also reports done by the Captive Animals Protection society, ww.caps.org.uk 
283 Circuses are fun – but not for the animals, Earthlife Animal Action pamphlet, 1990  
284 Earthlife factsheet on Circuses undated 



 138 

rightists both Justice for Animals and Earthlife Africa Animal Action believe that circuses should be 

free of animals and they campaign for the public not to support circuses that have animal acts. In fact, 

they want circuses that use animals to be banned and not merely reformed. The NSPCA is opposed 

to circuses.285 Steve Smit maintains that, “Throughout the world there are fantastic circuses that 

feature only human acts of skill and amusement. We can do the same here in South Africa. We are 

not against the circus… but we are against animal acts.”286 Justice for Animals, therefore, has an 

ongoing series of public protests against the use of animals in the circus. Interestingly it was 

opposition to the Boswell Wilkie Circus and the visit of two Russian circuses in 1991 that was an 

important catalyst in organising and uniting animal rightists. Opposition to the circus in South Africa 

also came from within in the shape of Francesco, South Africa's best-known clown. Francesco, who 

used his performances to highlight the cruelty of Apartheid, not surprisingly abhorred the methods 

used by the animal trainers. As a result, he publicly opposed cruelty to animals for the rest of his life.  

 

Earthlife is of the view that abuse of animals in circuses continues because of weak animal protection 

laws. In South Africa there is no system in place that compels circuses or entities that use ‘performing 

animals’ to keep detailed records, such as acquisition, disposal or deaths of the animals in their 

possession. Additionally the relevant legislation in South Africa, including the Performing Animals Act, 

does not prevent wild-caught animals from being sold to circuses, both locally and internationally. 

Indeed, Xwe claims it has evidence that shows that South Africa is supplying circuses, zoos, 

individual collectors and ‘safari parks’ around the globe with wild-caught animals.287  

 

Although CITES is supposed to prohibit commercial trade of wild-caught animals of Appendix 1 

species, circuses are given special CITES exemption which allows animals in circuses (which are 

considered by CITES to be ‘commercial’) to be moved without permits. This is because Article VII(7) 

of the treaty provides that a Management Authority of any State may waive the requirements of 

Articles III, IV and V, and allow the movement without permits or certificates for pre-Convention or 

captive-bred specimens which form part of a travelling zoo, circus, menageries or other travelling 

animal exhibition. Furthermore, captive-bred CITES-listed species are downgraded to Appendix II 

and exemption certificates are given. This obvious loophole prompted a 1994 TRAFFIC Europe/WWF 

report to state that there is consistent and unregulated circus trade in wild-caught animals including 

apes, bears and elephants.288   

 

The first African elephant to be taken from the wild to be used for human entertainment was ‘Jumbo’. 

He made the journey to the London Zoo in 1865, and was later sold to PT Barnum, the infamous 
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circus magnate. More than a hundred years later, not only are elephants in circuses mainly wild-

caught, but they are still being used and abused in circuses all over the world. During training 

sessions, transport, and often between shows, elephants are chained either by one, or both, of their 

front and hind legs. Inadequate exercise and prolonged standing in wet, unsanitary conditions may 

lead to foot problems such as foot rot, cracked nails, and infected cuticles. According to the European 

Elephant Group, the physical development of elephants in circuses is stunted and they are usually 

killed before they are 25 years old because they become ‘aggressive’.289  

 

According to Sarah Whitman of the Great Ape Project:  

“Chimpanzees used in entertainment endure punishment and trauma. For example, because 

only young chimpanzees are used, they must be forcibly taken away from their mothers while 

still infants. This is harsh for chimpanzees because their familial bonds are intense. Further, 

because chimpanzees are four times stronger than a human and become aggressive at an 

early age, many have their teeth removed or knocked out. The training of chimpanzees is 

brutal. To gain a chimpanzee's attention, trainers often beat him or her with a pipe wrapped 

inside a newspaper. The chimpanzee need only see a rolled up newspaper during filming in 

order to respond to a trainer's commands. These chimpanzees' time in the spotlight lasts only 

a few short years, until they become much too big to handle. Do readers know that the only 

chimpanzees we see in media are babies? An adult chimpanzee can grow to over 100 

pounds. We don't see these chimpanzees in media because they are past the point of being 

controlled by their trainers, and as a result may be sent to laboratories or otherwise 

warehoused in conditions that do not suffice physically or emotionally. Given that 

chimpanzees are literally mankind's next of kin and, in fact, are genetically 98.7 percent 

identical, it's the least we can do.”290  

 

The only remaining circus in South Africa is the Brian Boswell Circus (also known as Brian’s Circus). 

Its shows include acts featuring elephants, chimpanzees, zebras, horses and other animals. Brian’s 

Circus travels with ‘its’ animals as far as Zambia and Zimbabwe. The Boswell Wilkie Circus closed 

down in 2001 and the family claimed that this was because animal rights groups caused attendances 

to drop when they were forced to stop using elephants, lions and zebras in 1998. Jane and Brian 

Boswell established Brian’s Circus in 1983. Brian's Circus is currently owned by Jane Boswell and 

says it has no intention to stop using animals. “Our animals are important to us, they are a big part of 

our lives and the show,”291 while according to Georgina Boswell, animal trainer of Brian’s Circus, “we 
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love our animals as though they are our children and do all the training ourselves.”292 Brian Boswell is 

also the owner of the Natal Zoological Gardens/Lion Park, outside Pietermaritzburg with Jim 

Stockley, an animal dealer, who runs the zoo for the Boswell’s and also trains animals for Brian’s 

Circus. This circus is also in the ‘entertainment’ business and provides animals for films. In March 

2001, Tandy, a Brian’s Circus elephant, killed an elephant handler in Broederstroom in the North 

West Province. The elephant was one of seven elephants used as background animals for the filming 

of three films and a commercial. The elephants had travelled from KwaZulu-Natal for the filming. 

According to an NSPCA spokesperson, "questions which arise from the fatality include: Why do 

elephants travel such long distances for the purposes of filming?"The NSPCA reiterates that there are 

inherent dangers when wild animals, especially elephants, are held in captivity."293  

 

Limpopo provincial nature conservation authorities that said that Sahib, an elephant held at a 

European circus, would not return to Africa and in 2001 prevented humanitarian attempts by Sanwild, 

a wild animal sanctuary, to rescue a male African elephant, and have him returned to South Africa. 

Sahib was captured in Zimbabwe in 1983 after his family had been killed in a ‘cull’ and he has been 

languishing in a German circus ever since, where he has been constantly chained since mid-2000. 

This example speaks to the problems that wildlife sanctuaries face in South Africa. All provinces fully 

sanction captive-breeding and hunting ranches but at the same time, they are generally not 

supportive of wildlife sanctuaries, where animals are neither bred nor hunted. As a result, trade in 

wild animals has become one of South Africa’s fastest-growing industries. Chris Mercer, a wild animal 

rehabilitator, dedicated to obtaining recognition and support for sanctuaries from the South African 

government, argues that this is yet another example of how nature conservation authorities are not 

applying their minds to the issues properly and are displaying a bias against legitimate attempts to 

rehabilitate and provide sanctuaries to wild animals.  In contrast, says Mercer, animal traders and 

dealers are treated with kid gloves and they are protecting the interests of wildlife dealer rather than 

the natural heritage of South Africa and its people.294  

 

Altering Mindsets  
 

“The gulf that separates speciesism from racism is a narrow one indeed” 

(Prince Sadruddin Aga Khan) 

 

Without doubt, there is justification for the deep concern expressed by local animal protection 

organisations about the current situation in South Africa. It is evident that the money-spinning trade in 

wild animals is largely uncontrolled and that authorities who should be regulating and monitoring the 
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trade depend largely on the presumed integrity of the dealers, who are not even licensed. 

Furthermore, government agencies merely supply permits and do not view issues around cruelty or 

ethics as their responsibility. Once these permits are issued it is virtually impossible to have them 

revoked, particularly as this would mean questioning the competency of another province’s 

decision.295 There is also seemingly a lack of national leadership and political will to change the 

situation. Moreover, there is certainly a ‘protective laager’ and ‘code of silence’ mentality that 

pervades the industry and government agencies. This also means that the ‘wildlife’ industry, 

mainstream conservation organisations and government fallaciously argue that 'animal activists' 

threaten ‘pragmatic conservation practices based on utilisation’296 such as trade.  

 

Ultimately, any discussion about the trade in animals illustrates the different ideological and political 

views taken by NGOs and governments. States and their management policies largely reflect the 

sustainable utilisation view that wild animals are a ‘renewable resource’ and as such can be utilised 

or ‘harvested’ by humans for economic gain. Within this view animals are ‘protected’ or attempts 

made to guard them from extinction if it is seen to benefit humans in some way, either at an 

ecosystem or at a trade level. Opposing this view in South Africa are the marginalised voices of 

small, under-resourced and overwhelmed animal protectionist organisations who argue that apart 

from the biodiversity interests that species represent, animals are individuals that have a complex 

social structure and interests of their own, independent of the existence of humans and that issues 

around their right to continued life and freedom from pain, should also be taken into account when 

decisions are made.   

 

To entertain any hope of either altering cruel and unsustainable consumptive mindsets, ensuring the 

survival of animals in the wild and limiting and controlling trade, two vital and interchangeable 

ingredients are needed. On the one hand, tangible commitment from governments to bring in tougher 

laws and enforce harsher penalties and in the South African context particularly, where trade is seen 

as a way of generating wealth and where the government is liberalising the trade regime and actively 

pushing for unrestrictive trade, there appears to be no desire or capacity to evaluate the impact of this 

unsustainable trade on the environment, or to incorporate ethical considerations. On the other hand, 

animal protection organisations and globally organised animal activist groups, who lobby for an 

ethical imperative and against the neo-liberal agenda, need to be actively supported by civil society 

so that they can develop greater capacity so as to shape policy and monitor government. Only when 

this happens will governments, when making policy decisions, begin to take cognisance of other 

issues outside of the interests of those they have traditionally supported, namely, the traders and the 
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wildlife industry. This will represent a radical shift not only in policy development but in the way trade 

takes place. The fate of the millions of wild animals that are, and will, become victims of the trade 

therefore lies in the hands of ordinary people.  
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CHAPTER THREE 
ENTREPRENEURS IN DEATH: KILLING AS SPORT IN SOUTH AFRICA 

 
 
“We had a war once against the animals, which we called hunting, though in fact war and hunting are the same 

thing (Aristotle saw it clearly)”1 
 
 

Vanquishing a Foe 
 

“So far from hunting being a reasoned pursuit, reason can be described more appropriately as the greatest 

threat to the existence of hunting.” 2 

 

“[I] do not want to see the pleasures of hunting brought down by the small people of the world”3 

 

Around the globe, millions of animals are hunted annually for ‘sport’. South African animal rightists 

argue that there is a perverse, repugnant and dark side to the trophy hunting industry. For them 

wildlife is almost exclusively exploited and manipulated to satisfy the insatiable desire of a small 

minority of people, usually to the right of the political spectrum, who like to kill healthy, living beings 

for pleasure. They maintain that the primary tenet of trophy hunting is to kill at will, thereby literally 

controlling life and death. They also argue that trophy hunting in South Africa is deeply rooted in 

notions of social Darwinism and colonialism and is driven by an economic imperative (usually short-

term gain) that takes precedence over any notion of ‘ethics’. For animal rightists, because hunting is a 

lucrative business, particularly with regard to the killing of the so-called ‘big five’, it invites 

overexploitation, abuse, and corruption at all levels.4 In response to the trophy hunters’ contention 

that the money from canned hunting goes back into ‘conservation’ the anti-hunting lobby argues that 

instead the profit goes to the individual hunting operations. They offer as an alternative to hunting 

non-consumptive eco-tourism, which they argue is biologically sustainable.  

 

Proponents of trophy hunting, on the other hand, negate any criticism of their industry by arguing that 

the condemnation is merely driven by emotion. But it is clear that there is much more substance to 

the critique of the industry than that. Trophy hunting in South Africa involves contestations around 

colonialism, class, ethics, societal values, economics, science, genetics and ideological debates 

around conservation discourse.  The trophy hunting industry in South Africa, and worldwide, reflects a 
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wider political paradigm and profile, which is generally right-wing and located within the pro-gun 

lobby. Trophy hunting also epitomises the free enterprise and profit motive position that the South 

African government has adopted as the cornerstone of its ‘wildlife management’ policy, arguably at 

the expense of ethical and ecological considerations.  

 

Trophy hunting in South Africa is therefore multi-faceted and worthy of deeper discussion. Indeed 

trophy hunting is a useful tool to examine: animal protection and conservation discourse; government 

policy and the profiling of hunters; and the corresponding pro-gun lobby, not only because it is part of 

a powerful and paradoxical effort by the hunting lobby in South Africa to justify trophy hunting in terms 

of macro-economic policies and ‘conservation’, but also because it links into debates around moral 

considerations, conservation concerns, economic and political consequences, the problem of control, 

as well as ownership, race, ritual, the culture of guns, dehumanisation and the broader canvas of 

societal violence. In South Africa ‘conservation’, hunting and the wildlife industry are seen as being 

interchangeable and inseparable. This perception needs to be interrogated and unpacked.  

 

This chapter will focus on the hunting of animals for ‘trophies’ and the opposition to this of the animal 

protection organisations. The word ‘trophy’ means a memorial of a victory in war consisting of spoils 

taken from the enemy as a token of victory and power.5 It is within the overall premise of conquest, 

exploitation, social domination and elitism where a war is literally being waged against animals, that 

this chapter will examine the practice of ‘trophy hunting’ in South Africa. Rather than approaching 

trophy hunting from the perspective of it merely being a supplementary form of land use, the larger 

ideological context in which trophy hunting takes place is examined. Notions of ‘ethics’, ecological 

implications, profound and metaphorical links to and roots in colonialism, and trophy hunting’s 

association with the pro-gun lobby and the rightwing will also be explored. Positions taken by the 

various interest groups are looked at, examples of hunting practices are given and finally, an in-depth 

assessment of the phenomenon of so-called ‘canned’ predator industry is undertaken as a means of 

highlighting organisational policies, strategies and tactics. The stance taken by government is also 

reviewed.       

 

Although this chapter will not deal with the issue of ‘subsistence hunting’, it is important to note that it 

too is problematic. Research has shown that just because hunting is for ‘subsistence’ does not mean 

that it is sustainable.6 Nor is it ecologically sound because it targets animals that are easy to locate 
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Force by the Sustainable Development and Conservation Biology Problem Solving Team 1, University of 
Maryland, College Park, December 2002, Primary Researchers and Authors: Anna Ott, Diane Pitassy, Peter 
Uimonen, Amy Villamanga 
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and is not driven by strategies to conserve species.7 Furthermore, in a post-modern society, with its 

weaponry, intensified hunting techniques,8 increased consumption patterns, economic incentives and 

weak government enforcement, becoming ever-more present in traditionally subsistence communities 

in Africa, ‘subsistence hunting’ has become closely tied to and driven by markets and urban 

consumption. These communities, as a result, are being forced into cash economies. This situation is 

aggravated by social and economic conditions in the Southern African region where wages are low, 

unemployment is high and levels of poverty are escalating thus making wild animals targets for food 

as well as a source of income. By increasingly converting wild animals into money, subsistence 

hunting is widely becoming an unsustainable commercial activity. In this way, wild animal 

populations, which are exploited for food, medicinal and cultural use, are being decimated and in 

some cases, driven to extinction, as is the case with apes and the current ‘bushmeat crisis’ in Central 

Africa.  

 

Essentially, humans in both the North and the South identify wild animals as being by definition 

exploitable, and it is this feature that is not only leading to the suffering of individual animals but is 

also decimating species and impacting irrevocably on the relationship between humans and nature.   

 

Hunting as ‘Sustainable Use’   
 

“If you wound it, you pay for it. Regardless of amount or colour of blood or if you find it or not”9 
 

Most of Africa’s trophies overwhelmingly come from South Africa, little wonder that overseas hunters 

describe it as a ‘hunting wonderland’. 10 In fact, South Africa is fast becoming one of the most popular 

trophy hunting destinations in the world.11 For Chris Mercer, the key person in the animal protection 

campaign to ban trophy hunting in South Africa, “South Africa may be a hunter’s paradise, but for the 

animals it is hell on earth.”12 

 

The South African hunting industry remains almost exclusively white controlled and the democratising 

process in South Africa has not in any way initiated transformation nor has it had any negative effect 

on the widely contested practice of trophy hunting. Indeed, just the opposite, not only is hunting-

centred ‘conservation’ continuing to dominate, as it did during the Apartheid era, but if anything it is 

on the increase. The trophy hunting industry in South Africa panders to a well-heeled local and 

                                         
7 See Schaller, GB, Foreword in JG Robinson and EL Bennett, eds., Hunting for Sustainability in Tropical 
Forests, Columbia University Press, 2000  
8 For example, inexpensive cable snares are commonly used and these kill animals cruelly, indiscriminately and 
extensively.   
9 http://www.safaribwana.com/COUNTRIES/South%20Africa/sapages/sahunt.htm    
10 Hunting Report Supplement, Conservation Force, June 2002 
11 van Hoven, Wouter, Managing Wildlife for Sustainable Use, Nyamasan Conference, November 1999 
12 E-mail from Chris Mercer, 2 August 2003 

http://www.safaribwana.com/COUNTRIES/South%20Africa/sapages/sahunt.htm
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international elite, and it is largely hunters from the North who kill many of the animals that are trophy-

hunted. In addition, overseas trophy hunters do not come to South Africa to only kill one animal. SA 

Game & Hunt Magazine estimated that between 1 November 1999 and 31 October 2000, 4 020 

overseas hunters killed 23 378 animals and each overseas hunter stayed an average of eight days, 

killed an average of nine animals and spent an average of R50 000. 13 In 2001, according to 

Conservation Force, 32 346 animals were hunted.14  

 

Nature conservation authorities, the hunting industry, and all the mainstream conservation 

organisations represented in South Africa such as WWF-SA, WESSA, Resource Africa and the EWT, 

as well provincial nature conservation agencies, national government and SA Tourism, justify hunting 

on economic grounds. As a result they fail to adequately address ethical, as well as ecological, 

considerations. In this way an economic value is placed on trophy hunting and it is championed as a 

way to make wild animals and ‘conservation’ ‘pay for itself’. Trophy hunting proponent Professor 

Wouter van Hoven believes that hunting is the “single largest contributor to conservation” in South 

Africa.15  

 

The number of privately owned game farms in South Africa is growing exponentially. In 1999 it was 

estimated that there were 9 000 private game farms in South Africa. Eighty per cent of the income on 

these farms was linked to hunting (consumptive) activities.16 According to Andre Potgieter, Chairman 

of the Confederation of Hunters’ Associations of South Africa (CHASA) the game ranching industry is 

the fastest growing industry in the agricultural sector in South Africa. Potgieter argues that private 

investment in game ranches in 2001 totalled R15.5 billion, that between 1994 and 2001 the game 

industry grew by 6.75% and that the gross income for the industry in 2000 was R823 million of which 

the contribution by the hunters was R450 million,17 while in 1997 the hunting industry generated an 

income of R176 million from day tariffs and trophy fees.18  Using statistics such as these above, the 

hunting industry and its supporters attempt to deflect from its bloody nature, so as to present a 

politically and economically palatable argument that income from hunting benefits communities and 

South Africa generally.  

 

It cannot be disputed that trophy hunting generates significant revenue and is a lucrative business. 

However, the economic justifications for trophy hunting have not been independently corroborated.  

                                         
13  SA Game & Hunt, p 16, May 2001 
14 Hunting Report Supplement, Conservation Force, June 2002 
15 Mail & Guardian, 23 February 2003 
16 du Plessis, Piet, The Economics of Wildlife & Hunting, paper delivered at Nyamasan Conference, 11 
November 1999. 
17 SA Game & Hunt, June 2001 
18 Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism, South Africa and CITES: Sustainable use of biological 
resources, www.environment.gov.za/ProjProg/Cites/SACites.htm  

http://www.environment.gov.za/ProjProg/Cites/SACites.htm
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Furthermore, there appears to be uncertainty about how the so-called economic benefits of trophy 

hunting are being used and little evidence that revenues generated are invested in conservation and 

preservation of wilderness and protecting wild animals. It is also unclear as to who benefits. Indeed, 

coalitions such as DNA have argued that most of the profit goes to individuals, such as the 

professional hunters, safari operators and taxidermists and that very little goes to provincial 

governments or communities.19 Xwe maintains that although the conservation agenda has 

broadened, there is no direct link between sustainable development and poverty alleviation on the 

one hand, and environmental and biodiversity issues, on the other hand.20  

 

The experience of other countries in Africa, such as Tanzania, has shown that the issue of local 

communities benefiting is deeply contested and that the trophy hunting landscape is one of conflict 

that pits local communities and ecotourism operators, on the one hand, against the government and 

the hunting industry on the other.   In addition, according to the Maasai Environmental Resource 

Coalition, a network of grassroots Maasai organizations working to save Maasai culture and to 

protect land and wildlife for future generations, “hunting companies, as well as their hunter-clients, 

are accused [by local communities] of indiscriminate hunting of wildlife, insensitivity to the rights of 

the local people and to the overall well-being of the environment.”21 In addition, hunting farms are 

declining in profitability and possibilities of job creation within the industry are very limited.22 

Interestingly, a representative of the mainstream conservation position, Saliem Fakir, Director of the 

International Union for the Conservation of Nature – World Conservation Union (IUCN-WCU) South 

African office has also pointed to this: “The continued promotion of hunting is being justified by rather 

erroneous cost-benefit analysis.” Fakir adds, “Industry stalwarts have skilfully manipulated the 

political language of the time to paint a righteous face for the industry.”23  

 

Even though they do not fit comfortably together, the hunting industry also attempts to combine 

ecotourism with hunting as a means of increasing profitability. Xwe argues that this is short-sighted 

and disingenuous because sustainable and non-consumptive tourism could also be lost as a result of 

publicly unpalatable hunting practices and therefore an economic risk is being run, at the expense of 

ecotourism. As animals are hunted more and more in areas where eco-tourism also takes place, 

tourists get fewer opportunities to view animals that become skittish or nocturnal for fear of being shot 

                                         
19 Interview with Alan Rolstone 17 December 2002 
20 Hutter, Martin, Utilisation of Wild Animals and Sustainable Development, unedited version, 2001   
21 MERC, Consumptive Tourism: General Impacts and Experiences of Maasai and Other Local Communities. 
Undated 
22 ABSA Economic Research, Game Ranch Profitability in South Africa, 2002 
23 Fakir, Saliem, The hunting industry must embrace ethical practices, Mail & Guardian, October 25 to 31 
October 2002. 
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by humans. In addition, Xwe argues that as more ecotourists realise this, the less likely they are to 

return.24   

 

Animal protection organisations contend that it is ethical and ecologically sensitive non-consumptive 

ecotourism practices, and not hunting, that will ultimately sustain wildlife in the short and long term. 

Jason Bell-Leask, South African Director of IFAW-SA argues that the real question from "biological, 

economic and ethical perspectives is whether consumptive use practices (e.g. trophy hunting) or non-

consumptive use practices (e.g. photographic tourism) involving wildlife are viable in the long-

term?"25 While Merrit Clifton, editor of Animal People argues that:,  

 

“The case for "sustainable use" holds accurately enough that poor nations usually can't or 

won't protect wildlife without both economic means and an economic incentive; notes that 

trophy hunters pay much more for a head than tourists do for a snapshot; and asserts that 

trophy hunters, armed with guns and bribes, will go places and take risks that most tourists 

won't. One might counter that since potential tourists are much more plentiful than trophy 

hunters, and since tourism creates more jobs than trophy hunting, even though tourists spend 

less per capita, a wise conservation strategy would help poor nations to create the political 

stability and economic infrastructure that would attract more tourists, and would oppose 

activity, including both poaching and trophy hunting, that contributes to instability by 

heightening the concentration of wealth and privilege with the well-positioned few instead of 

the desperately needy many.” He adds: “Truth is, those who commit crimes against wildlife 

will exploit any opportunity. "Sustainable use" is a one-way ticket to extinction because 

bloodlust and greed, once accepted as legitimate conduct, cannot be appeased or restrained 

by mere regulation. The political argument against "sustainable use" is equally rooted. 

"Sustainable users" hope to convince poor Africans and Asians that they should not kill wildlife 

to collect the equivalent of several years' wages, while rich Europeans and Americans kill the 

same animals for fun - a new and dangerous idea to people whose own killing is mostly from 

need, especially when coupled with the idea that thrill-killing has a higher rationale.”26  

 

It is clear that in-depth research into this issue, particularly within South Africa, still needs to be 

undertaken. 

                                         
24 Interview with Alan Rolstone, 17 December 2003  
25 Interview with Jason Bell-Leask, 6 December 2002 
26  Clifton, Merrit, Editorial, Animal People, June 1994   
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A Dying Game: The So-Called ‘Ethics’ of Hunting 
 

“Blood shedding for the sheer fun of it is unworthy of any intelligent man or woman, and is indeed, whatever its 
name, exactly on a par with the torturing of a cat or dog by a gang of louts in a back street.”27 

 
 

Brian Luke notes, “The prima facie case against hunting arises from a non-anthropocentric principle 

of respect for animals.”28 Trophy hunters often refer to themselves as “hunter-gatherers who firmly 

believe that the right to bear firearms is an inherent basic human right that stems from the beginning 

of mankind.”29 They use the analogy that it is an innate practice and they compare themselves to 

Paleolithic hunters who hunted solely to subsist. However, as Luke notes “the presumption of an 

inherited hunting instinct is difficult to maintain in the face of the preponderance of non-hunters and 

anti-hunters today…”30 What is more, the anti-hunting lobby disagrees with hunters who argue that 

hunting is an ‘ancient yearning’ or “a cultural asset deeply ingrained into the social pattern of all 

people around the world.”31 For animal rightists trophy hunters are those that: attempt to transcend 

compassion; celebrate the cruel and deliberate killing of wild animals for so-called ‘sport’; and who 

show an extreme lack of respect for life and for the dignity of these animals.32 They also criticise 

trophy hunters for not only callously killing wild animals but for hanging on walls the perceived 

symbols of the hunters’ prowess and control over nature. Furthermore, they censure the whole 

objective of hunting which they maintain is to kill defenceless sentient beings for pleasure.33 

 

Anti-hunting groups also raise issues of cruelty, which they believe are implicit in trophy hunting 

activities. They also believe that the cruel exploitation of wildlife exhibited through trophy hunting was 

inherited from the apartheid regime's notions of 'conservation'. They contend that hunted animals, 

who are often tame targets, suffer because they are terrorised, hounded, their families and social 

groups disrupted, and that often they die painful deaths.34 PETA maintains that for every animal a 

hunter kills, two may be injured and die slowly and may, in fact, never be recovered.35 This is why 

anti-hunting organisations such as Xwe argue that the cruelty involved in trophy hunting is much 

more culpable and more callous, because it is unfair, exploitative and involves gratuitous killing for 

pleasure and merely to provide for the entertainment of the hunter.36 

                                         
27 Pine, Leslie, After Their Blood, p.13 (former managing editor of the British publication Shooting Times)  
28 Luke, Brian, A Critical Analysis of Hunters’ Ethics, Environmental Ethics, Vol. 19, Spring 1997, 307-317 
29Rowland, Ronnie, PHASA spokesperson, in response to proposed firearm bill, Daily Dispatch, 24 August 
2000. 
30 Luke, Brian, A Critical Analysis of Hunters’ Ethics, Environmental Ethics, Vol. 19, Spring 1997, 307-317 
31 Damm, Gerhard R, President SCI Africa Chapter, Uniting 2000 – A Vision and a Mission! 
www.livehunt.co.za/live/PexNTH8AAAEAAEYyhvU/ sciafrican.html 
32 Interview with Alan Rolstone, 17 December 2002 and discussion with Martin Hutter, 14 October 2002 
33 Ibid. 
34 Ibid. 
35 People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals, pamphlet on hunting, undated.  
36 Notes from discussion with Martin Hutter, 14 October 2002 



 150 
 

Hunting is seen as a ‘sport’ in which only the aggressor participates willingly and where the victim has 

no choice in the matter. It is a ‘sport’ in which the stakes are uneven. Hunting critics view so-called 

'ethical hunting' as a contradiction in terms, that is, it can never be ethical. Furthermore, critics point 

out that the argument that hunting supposedly involves ‘fair chase’ is deceitful and spurious. A fair 

sport involves two equally matched individuals who mutually agree to engage in an activity, which is 

usually overseen by independent judges. It is hard to argue that an animal, often lured or baited to a 

location or pursued by a hunter in the back of a 4X4, armed with a high-powered firearm, is anywhere 

near on equal footing. As Jacklyn Cock has pointed out: “Today’s hunter roaming the plains does so 

in designer khaki, equipped with four-wheel drives, high-powered rifles and walkie-talkies. As such he 

is an anachronism signifying a dated notion of manliness; a notion exemplified by the trophy 

photographs that despoil Ernest Hemingway’s house in Key West.”37 

  
“I placed the Sight Master sight with a Timberline Red Fiber Optic Crosshair Scope on a 

invisible spot behind the bull's shoulder, aiming for the far shoulder... SWOOSH-Thump!…The 

Bull took a big jump and crashed wildly through a pile of dead brush and bushes… My 

personal quest for a Red Hartebeest Bull has been on for years, and was one of the few 

animals I had not collected in my 34 years of African bowhunting…We went to where he was 

last seen, but he was gone, a few specks of blood confirmed the hit…. After 150 yards ahead 

in the dim light I saw this huge pile of reddish brown something… He was down on his side, 

and his eyes open. And he was mine! After a few moments to savor it all and let it sink in, I 

remembered Johann was beating the bush, so I let out a loud war whoop and Johann came  

running and pumped my hand…What was super sweet was the old man had called the shot, 

and the team was flabbergasted that a heart shot and lung shot bull had covered 350 yards 

before dropping. The bull showed his mettle, and he covered some ground at breakneck 

speed before going down. The perfect end to a perfect dream hunt. As I sat in what must have 

been the presidential chair, surrounded by friends and fellow bowhunters, knowing the old bull 

was safe, I thought “It doesn't get any better than this!”38 

 

The hunting fraternity, locally and internationally, claims it employs ethical and moral standards. For 

example, the Professional Hunters’ Association of South Africa (PHASA) code of conduct states, “We 

hunters will conduct ourselves professionally in a manner which will reflect honesty, integrity and 

morality.”39 However, anti-hunting groups question both the ‘ethics’ and the notion of ‘standards’. In 

addition, non-hunters equate trophy hunting with slavery, child labour and discrimination on the basis 

of gender and race, and are opposed to it on moral and humanitarian grounds. While hunters see 

                                         
37 Cock, Jacklyn, Animal Rights and Hunting for Sport, undated. 
38 Nathan, Tink, The Saga of Old Tink and the Big Red one: My Dream Bowhunt for the World Record Cape 
Hartebeest by Tink, www.biggamehuntinggear.com/Africa/tinkhart.htm 
39 http://www.professionalhunters.co.za/about.html#conduct 

http://www.biggamehuntinggear.com/Africa/tinkhart.htm
http://www.professionalhunters.co.za/about.html#conduct
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wild animals as objects, those opposed to hunting, in their defence of nature, see them as feeling 

subjects. According to Peter Singer, hunting is the ultimate form of speciesism40, in contrast to 

hunters who claim that it is essential for good conservation.41  It is within this context that worldwide, 

there is a growing opposition to hunting and a concomitant decline in the number of hunters. A good 

indication of this is to examine statistics in the USA, which has a strong hunting lobby. The Animal 

Protection Institute contends that the number of hunters has declined by 22% in the last 15 years. In 

2002 only 4.6 per cent of Americans purchased hunting licences, compared to 5.1 per cent in 1996, 

7.4 per cent in 1991 and 9.9 per cent in 1975. 

 

In many ways, therefore, hunting for sport can be described as deceitful. It claims to be something it 

is not and it uses terms euphemistically. For example, the word ‘kill’ is rarely used in hunting 

literature; instead they usually use words like ‘bag’ ‘harvest’ or ‘cull’ are preferred. They refer to the 

animals they kill as “game” and they portray themselves as ‘sportsmen’. They are also trying to use 

language in other ways to make their industry more palatable. Instead of using the word ‘hunting’ they 

rather talk about ‘wildlife management’.  

  

Hunters, in their self-portrayal as conservationists and proponents of the sustainable utilisation of a 

species, rarely acknowledge that they actually like to kill an animal, although this is the whole modus 

operandi of hunting. Organisations such as SCI are in fact concerned about the phenomenon of 

‘green hunting’ (non-lethal hunting) because they believe that “the taking of a trophy involves the 

killing of an animal, and this a logical part of trophy hunting,42 while PHASA is totally opposed to 

including darted trophies in the SCI record books. Other hunter’s have been more blunt: “please, let’s 

not call it a hunt.”43  The fact is that killing appears to be the primary reason for hunters’ so-called 

support for ‘conservation’. According to the SCI, “wildlife (natural resources) is the primary objective 

to be protected, because without wildlife there can be no hunting.”44 The following quote illustrates 

the obfuscation of what is actually involved in the act of hunting: “...every animal ever taken is a 

trophy. They are all things of beauty and remembering them through photography, taxidermy, or other 

forms of art is reasonable.”45  SCI also officiates over a system of awards and honours as well as 

trophy record books. Members compete against one another to kill more animals and the rarer and 

bigger the animals are the better. Within this genre of competitive accumulation, trophies reduce 

animals to measurable and ‘scientific’ statistics.  According to Wayne Pacelle of the Humane Society 

                                         
40 Singer, Peter, Guns and animals: An animal liberation perspective, pp. 68-72, in J. Crook (Ed). Hunting: A 
critical perspective, Melbourne: Gun Control Australia, Inc., 1995 
41Dizard, J. E. Going wild: Hunting, animal rights and the contested meaning of nature.  Amherst: University of 
Massachusetts, 1994  
42 PHASA, Conclusions and Recommendations of Africa Advisory Board Meeting, 24 & 25 November, 2000  
43 Boroughs, Don, Hunters Shoot but don’t kill, U.S. News and World Report, 15 November 1999 
44 SCI Africa Advisory Board Report, Conclusions and Recommendations, Windhoek, p24 -25 November 2000  
45 Posewitz, Jim.. Beyond Fair Chase: The Ethics and Tradition of Hunting,  p100, Falcon Press 1994.  
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of the United States, SCI has also offered trophies for killing animals that are considered endangered 

or threatened by CITES.        

 

South African animal protection organisations such as Xwe and the Wildlife Action Group argue that 

the public would be incensed if they were exposed to all the aberrations that take place within the 

hunting industry. Indeed, the role that the media, and more increasingly, the Internet play in relation 

to trophy hunting cannot be over-emphasised. Severely under-resourced animal protection groups in 

South Africa who make the public aware of the issues involved with canned hunting, rely on the 

media and Internet campaigns to expose hunting practices and to make the public aware of the 

issues involved with canned hunting. This appears to be particularly pertinent within the framework of 

a government conveniently paralysed by inertia and lack of political will to transform nature 

conservation, both nationally and provincially. On the hunting supply side, the Internet also plays a 

very important role because it allows potential hunters to access hunting outfitters and the animals 

they have on offer. To a large extent an animal of a particularly desired trophy size can be ordered 

on-line. The hunting operator can then acquire the animal from a breeder or auction sale and take it 

to a ‘game farm’ where the overseas hunter will come and shoot it. Internet portals for so-called 

‘conservation’ issues also often service both consumptive and non-consumptive tourism thereby 

further complicating the issue for potential ecotourists. Wildnet is such an example. It acts as an 

important conduit for the hunting industry and the trade in wild animals. However, at the same time 

Wildnet director, Andrew McKenzie, claims that, “the hunting industry in South Africa is ruining the 

image of conservation in South Africa.”46  

 

Lastly, Xwe also maintains that “if hunters, who obviously have a lot of money at their disposal, really 

cared for the environment and the planet, as they claim, they would donate the money they spend on 

recreational killing to truly preserving animals. They would then not need to justify their blood thirst by 

claiming that the money goes into conservation. When it comes to issues of conservation, there can 

be no dispute that what the hunting community is working hard at is conserving itself.”47  

 

The Ecological Implications of ‘Whacking and Stacking ‘Em’  
 

“On private land dedicated to a market economy, management will reflect markets, not ecology”48 
 

It is not only ethics that is of concern to animal protection organisations, when the practice of hunting 

is being interrogated. There is also good reason for skepticism from an ecological point of view as 

                                         
46 McKenzie, Andrew, Interview. October 2002 
47 Interview with Alan Rolstone,  17 December 2002 
48 Geist, V., Great achievements, great expectations. Successes of North American wildlife management. 
Commercialization and wildlife management: Dancing with the devil. Ed. Hawley AWL Malabar, Florida: Krieger 
Publishing, p.48, 1993 
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there is definitely no universal agreement on the environmental and biological implications of trophy 

hunting.  According to PETA, “Hunting is not the conservation effort or the earthy fraternity it is made 

out to be; it is recreational slaughter that breeds insensitivity towards suffering, disturbs animal 

populations and damages the ecosystem.”49 The ecological tenet of the animal protection lobby 

against trophy hunting is that it is ecologically disruptive because the foundation of life and diversity 

are undermined. In addition, anti-hunting organisations such as Xwe argue that there is a lack of 

scientific data to back up the hunters’ shallow position that consumptive wildlife use through trophy 

hunting and ‘hunting as culling’, and the concomitant maximised ‘off-takes’ and ‘harvesting’ rates of 

targeted animal populations, are indeed truly ecologically sustainable, not detrimental and not over-

exploitative.50  

 

Within the context of biodiversity conservation Xwe believes that methods used by hunters are 

harmful. Anti-hunting groups are also calling the methodologies on which surplus animals and quotas 

are determined into question. Xwe, for example, also criticises the fact that quota and hunting policies 

are often merely deduced from previous yields on the assumption that earlier set quotas would be 

sustainable indefinitely.51 It also argues that the ways in which the hunting community interprets 

‘sustainable use’ blatantly neglects any concerns arising from life-history patterns, population 

dynamics and genetic variability, the ability of offspring to disperse and colonise suitable habitats and 

from effects on species connected to the target population in food webs. For these reasons Xwe is, 

instead, calling for the urgent implementation of the ‘precautionary principle’ in order to achieve 

genuine ecological sustainability. 

 

Animal groups also maintain that trophy hunting disrupts processes such as natural selection and 

‘survival of the fittest’, thereby negatively affecting the gene pool. It is for this reason that some 

ecologists refer to hunting as evolution in reverse. In many ways hunting practices, because hunters 

are often looking for the best trophy and implement the notion of, ‘if it has big horns let’s kill it’, 

interfere with the social structures of herds, irrespective of the role that individual is playing within the 

herd.  Hunters also argue that trophies help with keeping records of species, habitat and individual 

animals. Animal protection organisations counter this by saying that one can study and gather this 

information without killing the animal. As lion breeder Gerald Glas observed in relation to the view 

taken by trophy hunters, "To them it's just a trophy, so whether they shoot it in a cage or off the back 

of a truck, it's just a trophy. I think it's a sickness, like a collector. Once you start collecting stamps, 

                                         
49 PETA pamphlet: Hunting. Undated. 
50 Hutter, Martin, Utilisation of Wild Animals and Sustainable Development, unedited version, Xwe African 
WildlifeInvestigation & Research Centre, 2001    
51 Ibid.  
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you know, you get into this sort of frenzy. You just want to collect the stamps, you'll go to any lengths 

to get a special stamp."52  

 

Xwe is also concerned about the increasing phenomenon of hunting in national parks and protected 

areas in South Africa. Park authorities maintain that they are under-funded and therefore they are 

compelled to commercialise alleged ‘surplus’ specimens of highly valued species such as rhinoceros, 

elephant and lion. Such animals, and others, are either sold or auctioned for international trade or to 

the domestic private sector where they are in turn being sold to foreign trophy hunters or they are 

hunted in situ. Although hunting is not allowed in South Africa’s Kruger National Park, Xwe is worried 

that with the passing of the Protected Areas Bill hunting will be legalised in national parks. A number 

of provincial ‘game reserves’ and protected areas in South Africa, such as Mkhuzi game reserve in 

KwaZulu-Natal and Pilanesberg and Madikwe in the North West, regularly fence off concession areas 

for trophy hunting.  

 

Trophy hunters, as fierce proponents of the commercial consumptive use of wildlife have organised 

themselves into national or regional chapters of SCI or in the Conseil Internationale de la Chasse 

(CIC). Local hunting organisations such as PHASA are affiliated to SCI. In this way they sell their 

ideological position to government agencies as well as to the public. On examining several issues of 

the magazine Safari Times (the mouthpiece of SCI) it is clear that for strategic reasons, and to use as 

a leverage to lobby governments in the South, they argue that hunters from the United States of 

America and Europe are helping to save the poor in developing countries and preserving biodiversity. 

However, neither of these arguments can be verified or validated. In addition very little scientific 

research has been done on the possible detrimental impacts placed upon target and non-target 

animal populations by trophy hunting. According to Winter, “the effects of hunting on the structure and 

health of wild animal populations in Africa are insufficiently studied” and “no baseline studies exist of 

the ecology of a hunted area. It is therefore hard to verify changes that sport hunting and poaching 

might cause.”53 Furthermore, he suggests “more information is needed” primarily on basic subjects 

like “whether there is any correlation between trophy size and hunting off-take”, and “whether there 

are other long term genetic effects of hunting males in their prime”.54  

 

Experiences, particularly in Europe, of the commercialisation and privatisation of wildlife have shown 

that trophy hunting has contributed very little to the conservation of natural or semi-natural biological 

communities or ecosystems. Geist has warned against the conversion of public land in North America 

into large game ranches to create trophy ranches where deer, bred for antler production, are sold to 

                                         
52 Glas, Gerald quoted in Carte Blanche programme, 24 March 2002 
53 Winter, PE, Sport hunting in Tanzania: Costs and benefits. Reproduced for the Zoological Society of London. 
30pp. Undated  
54 Ibid, p29 
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trophy hunters. Research in Africa is beginning to show similar trends, “the claims on behalf of 

conservation by trophy ranching, or African-style game ranching and various schemes to farm and 

market dead wildlife, are mostly unfounded”.55  Hunters like to kill selectively and animal protection 

organisations and scientists are questioning the cumulative impact of hunting a particular targeted 

animal or a segment of that target species. Hunters also deliberately kill rare and endangered 

animals and animals with recessive genes. In addition, the fact that animals are bred solely for profit 

also means these animals becoming threatened ecologically. Hunters generally target so-called 

‘trophy animals’, that is, those usually with the largest manes or biggest horns, and this has genetic 

implications. By doing this hunters are killing the strong and healthy animals and this goes completely 

against the balance of nature, which allows the weak, sick and old animals to die. Human hunters 

cannot, therefore, be seen to be replacing natural predators.  

 

For the hunter, 'wildlife management' implies the active interference and artificial maintenance of the 

ecosystem for the benefit of their favourite ‘game-species’. An important aspect of ‘wildlife 

management’ in this century, so-called ‘protection’, is similar to the way livestock is treated.  Hunters 

provide food and shelter for the animals they define as ‘game’, they decimate natural enemies and 

they breed and rear animals so that they can kill them for trophies or biltong. ‘Game management’ 

also goes against natural ecosystem balance because it stimulates animal reproduction in an 

unnatural environment and stimulates over-population, particularly when natural predators are non-

existent or are deliberately eradicated. ‘Game management’, therefore, seems to do little good for 

larger biodiversity, conservation and ecosystem restoration issues.   

 

Essentially trophy hunting is a ‘recreational’, as opposed to a conservation, activity.  As Hope 

explains, “The real immorality of the hunting movement is not its willingness to kill, per se, but its 

unwillingness to respect the biological and aesthetic integrity of the natural world. In its selective, self-

serving attitude toward wildlife, in its eagerness to manipulate the environment for the sole sake of its 

sport, the hunting movement displays an ultimate insensitivity to all lower life forms: it exemplifies the 

belief that the only legitimate function of our planet and its organic community is to satisfy the wishes 

of mankind, no matter what form these wishes may take. This is the same inglorious ethic that guides 

the conscience of a strip miner or real estate speculator."56  
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Nothing to do with Sport: Hunting, Violence and the Gun Lobby 
 

“Anyone who has accustomed himself to regard the life of any living creature as worthless is in danger of 

arriving also at the idea of worthless human live."57 

 
White Hunters on the Dark Continent: ruthlessly subjugating Africa’s wildlife 

 

“When you’ve hunted with all manner of handguns for a wide variety of American, European, and Near Eastern 

game, your thoughts will naturally turn toward Africa. The Dark Continent possesses a mystique and allure all 

its own, and it’s doubtful that any hunter has ever considered its profusion of game without at least some 

yearning”.58 

 

“Ah! A good bull...tusks at least fifty pounds; four shillings and sixpence a pound; bringing me 22,10s. Capital 

days work.”59 

 

   
Findlay family photograph 60 

 

As John Mackenzie has put forward that there were three principal phases in the extension of 

European hunting in Africa: commercial hunting for ivory and skins; to subsidise the advance of 

imperialism and conquest; and trophy hunting (‘The Hunt’) as ritual and as symbol of white 
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dominance and control.61 Trophy hunting like colonialism is about power and it has its roots in 

imperial practices of control and annexation. Harriet Ritvo has pointed out that, “the connection 

between triumphing over a dangerous animal and subduing unwilling natives was direct and obvious, 

and the association of the big game hunter with the march of the empire was literal and metonymic.”62 

In a similar vane Matt Cartmill notes, “the analogy between man’s dominion over the beasts and 

Europe’s supremacy over the ‘savage races’ was reflected in the symbolism of big-game hunting…”63 

Modern day trophy hunting is a figurative extension which is located within the same sentiment of 

domination and humiliation. Trophy hunting thus serves as a vivid representation, a symbolic 

metaphor, not only for colonialism, but also for paternalism, consumption, power and control, and of 

an abused and subjugated landscape. It is therefore necessary to examine trophy hunting as it 

developed during the nineteenth century.   

 

Wild animals were killed on a colossal scale as “new hunting parties, more predatory and profligate 

than the wildest dreams of African chiefs, were penetrating deep into the interior”64. Ritvo argues that 

big game hunters were seen as the harbingers of civilisation and were the symbols of patriotism and 

expansionism. Early photographs housed in historical archives around South Africa depict white men, 

who had come to Africa to kill for ‘sport’, miniaturised by the hundreds of dead bodies, hides and 

horns lying littered around them. These photographs and countless personal accounts testify to the 

triumph of colonial appropriation and what Ritvo refers to as the “celebration of naked force”.65 They 

bear testimony to the frenzied, disrespectful and almost manic slaughter of wildlife that took place.  

 

As Stanley Trapido noted, “the demands of commercialism, which got under way after settlement 

began, rapidly transformed hunting into a war against animals.”66 Trapido also argues that by the end 

of the 1890s, “European rule and merchant capitalism had, by their efforts to subjugate nature, 

brought about the almost complete destruction of wild-life on the sub-continent. As a result, by the  

beginning of the 20th century, hunting had become a …pastime for a very small group of well-to-do  
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Anglophone and Afrikaner settlers…Hunting or ‘sport” was to provide them – so they believe – with 

an exclusive and a newly established common lifestyle which would bar outsiders as much as it 

barred poor blacks and poor whites.”67 Not only did trophy hunting help to finance colonialism, but 

with imperialism, wild animals in Africa came to be seen as the personal property of the hunting elite. 

Thus in many ways the British ‘big game hunting tradition’ linked into issues of class, elitism and the 

military, and gave continuity to cultural notions of masculinity.68 In the colonial era European hunters 

believed that their monopoly on the right to hunt distinguished them in a superior way from other 

“races” and it was their ‘civilisation’ that increased “the beauty, courage and physical power of the 

race.”69 During colonial times hunting for subsistence was viewed as ‘bad’ and uncivilised while 

hunting by foreigners was viewed as ‘good’ and civilised. The same stereotypes, that is, poaching vs. 

trophy hunting, persist today.    

 

These unrestrained, self-indulgent and cowardly killing sprees of the colonial enterprise continue to 

be worshiped, revered and practiced by the modern hunting fraternity who enviously lust and hanker 

after this ‘lost era’ of endless and ruinous killing. Notorious hunters from the colonial era, who 

described their hunting expeditions in minute and bloodthirsty detail, are referred to in messianic 

terms in modern hunting publications, which in turn carry similarly constructed stories of their hunting 

trips by the modern-day killers. Colonial hunters such as Cornwallis Harris, spoke of animals as ‘the 

enemy’. He is said to have single-handedly (no doubt with the aid of his guns) killed thousands upon 

thousands of animals in South Africa, and Roualeyn Gordon Cummings’ collection of animal remains 

weighed thirty tons70 and he is said to have single-handedly killed 73 tigers in India and 105 African 

elephants.71   

 

An account in Baden Powell’s Sport in War of the slaughter of animals that took place in 1860 when a 

hunting expedition was arranged for the son of Queen Victoria, bears further testimony to the concept 

of hunting for sport (a concept he later supplanted in relation to attacks on ‘wild beasts of the human 

kind’ during ‘military operations’ in Mashonaland and Matabeleland):72 

 

“The plain in which we were was of vast extent – I dare say nearly a hundred miles in 

circumference – and the whole of this extent was one moving mass of game. The gaps 
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between the mountains on all sides of the plain were stopped by a living line of men, and we 

were in the middle of this whirling throng firing at great game at not twenty five yard’s distance 

as fast as we could load. The Prince fired as fast as guns could be handed to him, for Currie 

rode on one side and I on the other, and we alternately handed guns to him as he discharged 

his own…Six hundred head of large game were shot in this day …and most of the sportsmen 

looked more like butchers than sportsmen, from being so covered in blood. His Royal 

Highness and Currie were red up to the shoulders from using the spear…” 

  

Today the slaughter continues, albeit in a modernised form, with all its added weaponry, vehicles, 

comfort and sophisticated technology, within the current political framework of ‘development’ and the 

economic context of the flow of resources from South to North. There are hunters from the North, as 

well as hunters from the ‘North in the South’ romanticising violence, lusting for blood, desiring to slay 

‘something’ and believing that they have dominance over the Dark Continent of Africa, stereotypical 

colonial and racist notions of the way people and animals in Africa are viewed. These include 

fictitious notions of: ‘civilisation’ over ‘savagery’ (or indeed ‘giving in to savagery’), taming the wild, 

and confronting danger and dominance over largely male ‘opponents’. In many ways, taxidermists 

who are paid to make the dead animals look more ferocious and dangerous evidence the fact that 

hunters are living a farce. 

 

Of concern, therefore, is that hunting for sport has developed into an industry whose nature and 

modus operandi has not changed since the nineteenth century. Moreover, as Mackenzie points out, it 

is this form of ritualised killing as exclusive and excluding culture and ideology that is emphasised 

and legitimised in conservation policies.73  At its core are practices and features which flag troubling 

societal issues such as; killing for sport; promoting a culture of violence; European and racist 

stereotypes about Africa; the continuation of ‘asset stripping’ from the South to the North; notions of 

exploitation; and the racial make-up of sport hunters who are predominantly white and ideologically 

conservative, if not reactionary and rightwing. 

 

The Contribution of Hunters’ Culture of Violence  
 

“The squirrel that you kill in jest, dies in earnest”74 (Henry David Thoreau) 

 

The position taken by Justice for Animals is that hunters kill for pleasure, profit, the satisfaction and  
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the boost it gives their egos and that in so doing it relegates animals to the status of utility items that 

exist to pleasure humans. Pro-hunting sociologist Alan Wolfe argues that what hunters seek are the 

sensual pleasures of violent sport,75 a claim reinforced in a study of deviance by Jack Katz.76 Matt 

Cartmill, by examining the psychological processes underlying hunting, goes a step further and links 

it to rape and the emotions that display contemptuous affection for the victim and the refusal to think 

of the victim as an individual,77 while Roger King argues that hunters need to objectify animals so as 

to disassociate them from individual suffering.78      

 

Violent acts toward animals have long been recognised as indicators of a psychosis that does not 

confine itself to animals. Studies have shown that violent and aggressive criminals are more likely to 

have abused animals as children than criminals considered non-aggressive.79 It is therefore not 

improbable that sociological factors, such as ingrained social acceptance of institutionalised animal 

abuse, may have an affect on violence toward humans. Hunting, which involves cruelty to animals, 

should be viewed as a social problem that has moral, legal, and environmental implications for 

society and that hunting is one component within the larger landscape of societal violence. However, 

society often does not take cognisance that it is all part of the same continuum. While most people 

view as reprehensible acts of violence exhibited against victims of serial murder by their perpetrators, 

similar violence inflicted upon animals by their human perpetrators goes relatively unheeded or 

critiqued. 

 
The pro-gun lobby, which is strongly supported by hunting groups, has launched aggressive 

recruitment efforts both in South Africa and elsewhere. These concerted attempts are trying to, “use 

children effectively as a force to take [the pro-hunting] message forward.”80 By desensitising children 

to suffering and by promoting killing for enjoyment the promotion of hunting works against efforts to 

decrease violence in South Africa. Hunters claim that children are being taught respect for wildlife 

and gun safety. Opponents to hunting argue that this is not the case and that instead, children are 

being introduced to the culture of guns and how to use them to kill defenceless animals for fun.81 

Animal rightists argue that this problem is exacerbated because many local and overseas hunters 

show little regard for firearm safety.82  
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Responding to the intensive attempts by the gun lobby in the USA to introduce children to the culture 

of guns, Kristen Rand, Director of Federal Policy for the Violence Policy Center said: "Most parents 

would be shocked at the gun lobby's vision of childhood: Sesame Street with semi-automatic 

weapons. Possession and use of guns by young children -including participation in full-automatic 

machine gun shoots—is not only never questioned, but actively promoted."83 It appears that the 

vision in South Africa is no different.  

 

According to the Animal Protection Institute, studies have shown that if a young person has not 

started hunting before the age of eighteen it is unlikely they will ever hunt. ‘Blooding’ at an early age 

is therefore important both culturally and economically. It is for this reason that pro-hunting 

organisations, including PHASA, WWF-SA, and the SCI Africa Chapter in order to attract new 

customers have produced a pro-hunting book for South African school learners. It’s aim, according to 

the President of the SCI Africa Chapter, is to “initiate the urban boy and girl into hunting…since we 

realised that we have a extremely valuable potential at our hands, with which the hunting fraternity of 

Africa could turn the tide of public anti-hunting sentiment!”84  

 

Up in Arms: Hunting and the Politics of the Right 
 

"Many white South African males, I believe, were conditioned during their youth to kill, and therefore do not 

question why they hunt. Perhaps similar conditioning in youth produced unquestioning attitudes in white males 

in this country to, say apartheid or how they view women."85 

 
" I hunt because I love my guns"86 

 

Hunting boosts pro-gun lobby membership and gun sales profit, which internationally is a multi-billion 

Rand industry. Within this genre there is no place for concern or compassion and in this way hunting 

is closely associated with societal violence involving firearms. Globally, hunters, as multiple firearm 

owners, are largely the mainstay of the pro-gun movement. In South Africa a large proportion of the 

South African Gunowners Association (SAGA) corporate and associate membership is drawn from 

the hunting industry.87 The practice of hunting evokes a violent, Ramboesque image, usually of a 

paramilitary-clad man carrying a semi-automatic weapon, and shooting at a defenceless animal.  
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Pro-gun and pro-hunting groups in South Africa come from the same, generally white, constituency. 

They claim the right to bear arms based on the conviction that hunting is a safe, legitimate and a 

socially acceptable sport. But as IUCN Southern Africa Director, Saliem Fakir recently noted, “the 

predominant members of the hunting community are often also associated with the most 

dysfunctional of ideologies in our societies. They often come from communities where gun culture 

and macho cowboy mentalities are rife.”88 In an interview Fakir went on to argue that, “because of 

their linkages with other kinds of sub-cultures it raises problems for me, both as a person who runs 

the IUCN in terms of how I interpret sustainable use, and personally.”89 

 

In 1999 the SCI Africa Chapter actively engaged and lobbied around the Firearms Control Act. They 

referred to it as a “draconian proposal”, saw it as a threat to ‘sustainable use’ and made inexplicable 

conspiratorial statements, which blamed the framing of the Firearms Control Act on the animal rights 

movement. For example, “some people say that the animal rights movement lost the war at CITES, 

so they are attacking from another angle, which catches us completely unprepared to fight – namely 

control of the instruments used to harvest the game.”90 They lobbied around ‘the right to bear arms’ 

and the use of firearms to hunt. SCI Africa Chapter, in a submission to government on the proposed 

Act, argued that a wide variety of firearms are required for hunting the over fifty different species of 

animals in Southern Africa, including: Bolt Action Rifles, Double Rifles, Break Open Rifles, Lever 

Action Rifles, Semi-automatic Rifles, Revolvers, Semi-Automatic Pistols, Single Shot Handguns, 

Shotguns. They went on to argue that the proposed legislation, specifically sections 79(1) and 79(3), 

would alienate international hunters who want to either “shoot a number of species exceeding the 

minimum qualification standard for as many of those species as possible or the hunter in search of a 

specific, top ranking trophy of a specific animal species.”91  

 

To a large extent, the South African hunting industry has modelled itself on practices in the United 

States of America (canned predator hunting being one of them). Furthermore, hunting outfits in South 

Africa make extensive use of the Internet to woo American hunters to come to South Africa. 

Provincial nature conservation representatives are also sent to annual hunting shows that take place 

in the United States of America or in Germany. The links to American hunting and gun culture are 

therefore significant.  Hunting organisations in South Africa are affiliated to the National Rifle 

Association (NRA) in the USA. These include: PHASA, whose main objective is to promote and 

market hunting in South Africa; and SCI, which in the Southern African region consists of several 
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branches such as the African Chapter, the Phalaborwa Chapter, the Bowhunters’ Chapter and the 

Namibian Chapter.  

 

Over the years members of the Board of the NRA have been criticised for their openly racist and 

rightwing positions. This is of relevance as not only does it locate South African hunting organisations 

within the pro-gun lobby but it also identifies their political sentiments. According to USA NGO, The 

Brady Campaign, white men noted for their intolerance lead the NRA, “it is a world in which white 

men are lionized, blacks, Hispanics, gays, and women are denigrated”.92 Jeff Cooper, an NRA Board 

member and vociferous hunting proponent referred to as the ‘Gunners Guru’, produces a newsletter 

entitled Jeff Cooper's Commentaries. Extracts from these commentaries regularly appear in South 

Africa’s pro-gun and pro-hunting magazine Man Magnum. Cooper has suggested calling black South 

Africans from the Gauteng province "Orang-gautengs”93, and wrote, “God only knows what is in store 

for the future of South Africa. The press would have us believe that Mandela is as good as dictator 

already. This may be true, but I am not convinced. I cannot see that there are too few men of goodwill 

in the Republic to allow it to become totally trashed, as have all of the other nations to the north.”94  

 

Commenting on hunting in South Africa, Cooper noted, “it appears that hunting possibilities in Africa 

have not yet been seriously obstructed by the communist element in the ANC. General Denis Earp, 

the IPSC Regional Director for South Africa, tells us that the bad guys in the new government are 

keeping a low profile, waiting to see how much financial help they can get from the non-communist 

West before they tighten the screws on their own people. The possession of personal firearms in 

South Africa has always been favourable to travel there. I have been more comfortable personally in 

South Africa than in any other country, since I much prefer to travel with my own weapons.”95  

 

Rock musician Ted Nugent is also an NRA Board Member and also laments the end of apartheid. In 

1990 he told the Detroit Free Press magazine that "apartheid isn't that cut and dry. All men are not 

created equal. The preponderance of South Africans is a different breed of man. I mean that with no 

disrespect. I say that with great respect. I love them because I'm one of them. They are still people of 

the earth, but they are different. They still put bones in their noses, they still walk around naked, they 

wipe their butts with their hands...These are different people. You give 'em toothpaste, they f---ing eat 

it... I hope they don't become civilized."96  
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Steve Smit of Justice for Animals argues that hunting proponents have told him it is only the law and 

society’s hypocrisy that stops ‘surplus’ humans 97 from being removed in the same way that animals 

are killed. It is not surprising that the killing fields become entangled and the division between 

humans and other species merge into one. One such example is when a group of officers from the 

Apartheid South African Defence force (SADF) stationed in Angola hunted and killed 12 Bushmen 

“when they failed to find game on a hunt near their base in the Caprivi in 1979.”98 No disciplinary 

action was taken against the perpetrators. A more recent example was the killing of Tshepo Matloga 

and the injuring of his friend Alex Motlokwana by members of the Noordelikes Rugby Club in Limpopo 

Province in 2001. Members of the club were out hunting when they came across the trespassing 

teenagers. According to eyewitness Melfort Motlokwana he and his friends were also hunted like wild 

animals by some of the club members.99         

 

Killing people, like hunting other species, fulfils the motives of trophy hunting and fits in with the 

associated notions of power, discrimination, defencelessness and bloodlust. Jacklyn Cock has 

argued that “in times of war and conflict the enemy is often defined as ‘other’, as ‘animal’. Defining 

people as animals is used to strip them of rights, to locate them outside the boundaries of 

human/humane treatment.”100 Mark Twain also made an interesting observation when he said there 

was little difference between hunting people and hunting animals,  

 

“The joy of killing! The joy of seeing killing done – these are traits of the human race at large. 

We white people are merely modified Thugs…who long ago enjoyed the slaughter of the 

Roman arena, and …who now, with the Thugs of Spain and Nimes, flock to enjoy the blood 

and misery of the bull-ring…There are many indications that the Thug often hunted men for 

the sport of it; that the fright and pain of the quarry were no more to him than the fright and 

pain of the rabbit or the stag to us….”101  

 

At the same time these politically conservative hunters and pro-consumptive groupings in South 

Africa seem to have successfully lobbied the ANC government and are using the language of 

development in an attempt to co-opt communities. One such NGO is Resource Africa, which is 

attempting to perpetuate and grow the industry and to utilise communal land to intensify consumptive 

use.102  
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Smear Tactics  
 

“The guy who kills Bambi is not going to come out smelling of flowers”103 

 

In November 1999, a huge firearms show, the Big Shot Show, was held. Prior to 1994 events such as 

this were illegal. Linked to this show was the Nyamasan Conference, which was an attempt to unite 

and galvanise the wildlife industry. At Nyamasan speaker after speaker referred to the danger the 

industry faced in the form of the animal rights movement. It became clear at this conference that any 

opposition to the hunting industry would be demonised and made to resemble the rhetoric of ‘swart 

gevaar’ and ‘rooi gevaar’, which, during the Apartheid era, were used to vilify legitimate resistance.  

 

Julian Sturgeon, then special advisor to Environmental Affairs and Tourism Minister Valli Moosa, and 

member of the African Resources Trust argued that animal rights groups, “are making mincemeat of 

the industry.”104 This view was reinforced by John Ledger, Director of the EWT, who said that “the 

animal rights movement was well organised, wealthy and driven by fanatics and is a serious threat to 

the South Africa wildlife industry”105 and by renowened elephant hunter, Ron Thomson, who noted 

that “animal rights people are a threat to hunting livelihoods” and that “there is a conspiracy by the 

international Animal Rights Movement to end all hunting in South Africa.”106 He went on to argue that 

the bad publicity that the wildlife industry received around the issues of canned hunting and the Tuli 

elephants, “was orchestrated by the animal rights organisations as a result of their war against 

sustainable utilisation. It is a war – a war against the animal rights people.  The wildlife industry has to 

concentrate its efforts on getting people to understand that emotional arguments and animal rights 

are wrong. After discrediting the animal rights ideology the rest will follow.”107  

 

During a panel discussion Ron Thomson stated that “the animal rights movement wine and dine the 

media, they did this at CITES to win votes, they paid for bar bills and ‘ladies of the night.”108 Ian 

Manning, the main mover behind the Wildlife Alliance and chairperson of the SACIP said that, “if not 

countered, the animal rights people will close the hunting industry down” and that “there is a need to 

dovetail hunting strategy within existing government policy.”109   
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Ron Thomson is also given column space in pro-hunting magazines such as Magnum and SA Game 

& Hunt and his intense anti-animal rights views are well documented. In the December 2002 edition 

of Game & Hunt Thomson calls for “ANY kind of anti-hunting propaganda” to be made illegal and 

uses the following peculiar analogy, “many of us grew up with the understanding that homosexuality 

and lesbianism represents aberrant human behaviour. Nevertheless, it is now illegal to utter negative 

statements about gays, or to write about them in a negative fashion, or to confront them negatively in 

public places.”110    

 
In addition, the hunting fraternity often argue that animal protection groups represent interests from 

the North. However, the reverse is often true - the projects, positions and strategies hunters put 

forward are directly influenced by, and conceptualised by interests in the North. A primary example is 

CAMPFIRE in Zimbabwe. Of CAMPFIRE, Merrit Clifton, the Editor of Animal People, has written: 

 

“No nation in Africa has received more outside funding for wildlife conservation during the past 

decade than Zimbabwe, repeatedly appropriated through the influence of members of 

Congress with close ties to Safari Club International (SCI is the largest worldwide organisation 

dedicated to big game trophy hunting)  – like Don Young, chair of the House Resources 

Committee 1993-2000. Since 1989, when the contributions were first authorized by President 

George Bush, who like his son President George W. Bush is a Safari Club life member, 

USAID has given more than $30 million to the Communal Areas Management Program for 

Indigenous Resources, CAMPFIRE for short. The CAMPFIRE ‘sustainable use’ strategy 

revolves around the notion of auctioning the right to shoot elephant and rhinoceross to rich 

trophy hunters.”111  

 

Self-Regulation and Government Complicity  
 

“… every hunter will have his own appreciation of what is Right, Fair, Ethical”112 

 

A recurring theme that runs throughout animal-abuse issues in South Africa is self-regulation. This is 

also true in the hunting industry. As a result hunting activities are not controlled. The hunting 

industry’s claimed self-regulation, through committees and so-called ‘powers of investigation’, is 

therefore largely a smokescreen. Lack of penalties further worsens the situation. Karel Landman, 

former chairman of the Natal Game Rancher’s Association admitted, “We can’t enforce the code, but 

we actively encourage our members to stick to it.”113 Self-regulation is a deliberate attempt to conceal 
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and disguise true hunting practices behind a thin veil of so-called legitimate ‘sportsmanship’. This has 

been a deceptive custom within the hunting fraternity for over one hundred years. For example, 

implicit in the writings of nineteenth century hunters was that: men fought animals on ‘equal terms’; to 

shoot an animal at a waterhole was an aberration; to shoot at night was cowardly; and to kill a 

breeding female was disadvantageous. However, in practice, as Trapido notes, “all of these rules 

were broken all of the time by almost all of those who wrote about hunting.”114  

 

Moreover, existing legislation, such as the Animals Protection Act and various provincial ordinances, 

do not adequately protect animals in the wild. Trophy hunting has been taking place in South Africa 

since the seventeenth century but it was only in 1981 that the four provincial nature conservation 

agencies introduced legislation to ‘control’ the hunting industry in South Africa. This legislation, 

because of its pro-hunting stance, lack of capacity within nature conservation agencies and the 

openly pro-hunting attitude of nature conservation employees, has neither served the interests and 

welfare of the animals hunted nor has it managed to control and regulate the industry successfully. 

Indeed, according to Xwe, in some instances, such as in the Limpopo provincial reserves of 

Manyeleti and Andover, nature conservation authorities have allowed ‘subsistence poaching’ to 

expand into ‘commercial poaching’.115 To add to the problem, hunting often continues in 

contravention of existing legislation (mainly due to a lack of monitoring and/or impartial monitoring) 

and because, as is the case in other animal abuse industries in South Africa, it is largely self-policed 

and constructed to maximise the pleasure of hunting.116   

 

Justice for Animals has called the fact that hunting is a legal practice endorsed by national and 

provincial governments, and for which nature conservation authorities provide permits, scandalous.117 

Hunters admit that in South Africa, “more than anywhere else, the hunter is able to dictate the method 

and manner of the hunt to suit their personal ethics.”118At the same time, rather incongruously, the 

hunting industry also claims that the professional hunting associations are well placed to deal with the 

‘odd unethical operator’. It is therefore not surprising that animal protection organisations dispute this. 

Instead, they say, it is the lure of the quick buck and the need to satisfy the paying client on a tight 

schedule that takes priority.  In this way, they argue, many forms of hunting can be conflated with the 

scandalous canned hunting exposes.119  
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According to Xwe instances of government officials, or individuals associated closely with 

government, becoming closely involved in the hunting industry is on the increase. Xwe cites two 

examples in this regard: the purchasing of computers by SCI for the nature conservation component 

in the Limpopo Province in 2000; and the close association of the Eastern Cape premier’s wife in Ian 

Wilmot Safaris which won a lucrative government contract in the province in 2001.120          

 

Hunters claim that nature conservation officials monitor every hunt and that hunters have to pass a 

competency test monitored by a trained instructor. However, animal rights organisations question the 

effectiveness of this ‘testing’ method and the will and ability of nature conservation agencies to 

monitor and they argued that the licensing of professional hunters is done with little regard to 

competence. Besides, testing procedures for 'professional hunters' and 'outfitters' are also self-

regulated. In 1990 the four provincial nature conservation authorities jointly announced that the 

testing procedures would no longer be undertaken by the nature conservation authorities but by the 

hunters themselves. 

 

Indeed, despite the hunting industry’s attempts to block public scrutiny there appears to be ongoing 

examples of unethical and inhumane practices that are leaked to the media. In 1999 alone, several 

such incidences were covered in the media. For example, senior officials of SCI (which supposedly 

sets ‘ethical standards’ for the industry) and a group of South African hunters, which included 

multimillionaire Kenneth E Behring, SCI’s president, took part in an illegal elephant hunt in northern 

Mozambique.. According to the Mail & Guardian, “the hunters reportedly left a trail of destruction 

behind them: five elephants, three lions, five buffalo and ten antelope were shot dead, and locals 

found a variety of injured animals left to die in a river bed.”121 

  

Rapport ran a front-page expose of a video leaked to the media, which showed unethical hunting 

practices that took place on a private ‘game reserve’, near Hoedspruit in the Limpopo Province. The 

hunt was organised by Kapama Safaris, a hunting outfit attached to Kapama Game Reserve, which 

was previously linked in the Cook Report on unethical ‘canned’ lion hunting practices. Kapama was, 

at the time, owned by Johan Roode, founder of the Endangered Species Protection Unit (ESPU), 

Chairman of GenFoods and Chairman of the South African National Parks Finance Committee. 

According to Rapport, these incidents included:  

 An elephant was shot 21 times and the professional hunter, Keith Boehme, a member of the 

PHASA Ethics Committee, PHASA vice chairman and Kapama’s chief professional hunter, 

and the client, a Spanish hunter, shake hands while the elephant is still alive. Four of the 
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bullets were fired into the elephant while it lay moaning on the ground. A rhinoceros was shot 

7 times while jumping around in circles; 

 A lion was shot six times as he was eating from a baited buck carcass. The lion appeared 

drugged and was shot from a vehicle. A hunter who viewed the video commented to Rapport 

that if the lion was not drugged he was either tame or a circus lion;  

 Shots were fired at a number of other animals, including a baboon.122 

 

When Boehme was interviewed and asked why the client was allowed to shoot the elephant so many 

times he stated, “that it was the client’s elephant, and he could therefore not intervene and put the 

animal out of its misery.”123 Boehme also admitted to Rapport that not all international clients that visit 

South Africa could shoot well. In response to this video, Dr Lucas Potgieter, referred to by Rapport as 

the doyen of South African hunters, said that the general standard of overseas hunters stinks and 

that the government should address this issue. He went on to say that the ‘Kapama’ incident was not 

an unusual event and that he knew of many similar occurrences.124  

 

Another example took place at Tembe reserve. Four wounded bull elephants from Mozambique who 

sought refuge in the Tembe provincial reserve were, rather than treated or humanely killed, put up as 

trophies by the KZN Nature Conservation Services and shot by sport hunters from the USA. 

According to David Barritt, then director of IFAW “South African conservation policy with regard to 

elephants and wildlife in general seems to be collapsing into a general free-for-all. Every single day a 

new atrocity of rape and exploitation of wildlife is brought to my attention. South Africa is going to pay 

a terrible price for this negligence…Tembe was established in 1983 to protect the last remaining 

herds of free-ranging elephants in South Africa. As its website says: 'These elephants once moved 

seasonally between Mozambique and Maputaland. Many of these elephants bear the old wounds and 

scars of attempts by poachers to either trap or shoot them. The opening of the reserve was delayed 

in order to allow these animals to settle down and become used to their newfound freedom." 125 

 

Animal protection organisations and concerned individuals try and draw public attention to these 

issues when they do occur.  "We have been and will continue to use egregious hunter behaviour to 

our fullest advantage. It is human nature to care about animals, and when abusive hunting events are 

exposed, the image of hunting goes down one peg further in the eyes of the viewer. You know we will 

be right there to make sure the situation gets maximum exposure. That is one way hunters play right 
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into our hands, and one way hunters are their own worst enemies. Believe me, the hunters give us 

constant ammunition to use in our campaigns against hunting."126  

 

Xwe contends that South African government policies, rather than articulating real concern for the 

needs of wild life, cater to the desires of hunters. Policies and ordinances emanating from national 

nature conservation departments (such as the Resource Use division in DEAT) and their counterparts 

in the provinces reveal that one of the principal functions and cornerstones of the government’s 

sustainable utilisation position is not to protect individual animals or biological diversity but to actively 

conserve, protect and promote the hunting industry. It is evident that the pro-hunting lobby has the 

ear of government, thereby shutting out other voices, and more specifically those of animal protection 

discourse. In this way, animal protection organisations argue, unacceptable practices are not only 

allowed to take place but are being encouraged and enabled by the very organisations and official 

agencies that should be playing an independent monitoring, and even watchdog role.127   

 

A Case of the Tail Wagging the Dog 
 

“It is an unfortunate fact that those people who are most eloquent in their demand for the conservation of 

animals are often those most eager to violate animal life at the first opportunity”128 

 

Below are some examples of trophy hunting activities that demonstrate the supportive role played by 

provincial and national government. 

 
Bow Hunting 
 
Bow hunting was only legalised in the early 1990s in South Africa. Furthermore animal protection 

organisations, as key stakeholders, were not consulted when policies around bow hunting were being 

reviewed and changed. At the time the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (SPCA), 

which is opposed all forms of bow hunting because they believe that the animals run a high risk of 

being wounded and called on the then Administrator of the Transvaal, Danie Hough, to declare a 

moratorium on the bow hunting of ‘thick-skinned animals’ (such as buffalo, elephants, rhinoceros and 

hippo) but this call was ignored. Steve Smit believes that, “it’s frightening to think that these people – 

bow hunters – move freely in our society. Their recreation depends on violence and the more 

efficiently violent they are, the higher the esteem in which they are held by their killer comrades-in-

arms.”129  Bow hunting causes more injuries to wildlife than any other hunting practice. According to 
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Adrian Benke, scientific studies indicate that for every animal killed and retrieved by a bow hunter, 

another is left to die a slow and painful death as a result of its wounds.130  

 
Predator Killing 
 
During the colonial era as a direct result of the increase in agricultural production, predators were 

viewed as vermin and were deliberately exterminated to ‘advance civilisation’. It is therefore not 

surprising that in terms of the 1900 ‘Convention for the Preservation of Wild Animals, Birds and Fish 

in Africa’, predators were specifically excluded from protection.131  

 

SCI’s magazine is regularly filled with accounts of lion hunts where hunters hang baits from trees in 

order to ambush and kill with ease. Indeed, killing a lion is almost a pre-requisite for SCI membership 

as the killing of a lion is listed on a number of its hunting awards. In most countries where predators 

are hunted they are usually baited, i.e. a carcass or a live animal is tied to a tree, and lured, with the 

hunter lying in safe ambush and then shooting the predator under spotlights and with sophisticated 

weapons. Martin Hutter of Xwe claims that the baiting, luring and theft of predators from national 

protected areas and provincial and private reserves by South African professional hunting safaris and 

outfitters for overseas clients are common practice.132 This position is supported by Keith Boehme, a 

professional hunter and member of the PHASA ethics committee, who maintains that baiting is a 

“common practice” amongst so-called professional hunters and “as far as I know, it is within the 

law…wherever you go, the professional hunter will put out a bait…”133 However, according to 

legislation of the former Transvaal province, which still applies in the Limpopo Province, baiting is not 

allowed. Despite this, according to Man Magnum, Limpopo nature conservation ‘problem animal’ 

officials have used this method themselves. Hunters also often lure predators with the use of 

electronic devices (tape recordings) that emulate either distress calls of young, females in season or 

a male invading an established territory. This allows the hunter to literally lie in wait and then blast 

away at the distressed and confused animal. And this is referred to as ‘fair chase’?  

 

The removal of male lions sought and killed by trophy hunters has a negative effect because they are 

usually in their prime and also protect the rest of the pride from other predators. Killing wild male lions 

promotes infighting and increases tension within the lion pride. When these lions are removed other 

male lions move in to dominate the pride and this usually entails killing the cubs. According to lion 

expert, Gareth Patterson, research in Botswana shows that for every male lion killed another ten can 

die.134  Furthermore, predators such as lions self-limit naturally and they reflect natural ecosystems 
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and ecological carrying capacity, therefore what may appear to be ‘too many’ predators that ‘need to 

be harvested’ is in reality not so. Trophy hunters also kill nomadic male lions but according to 

organisations such as the Born Free Foundation “nomadic lions play a big role in reproduction as 

well, and that under no circumstances can they be considered ‘spare’ lions available for hunting. This 

in combination with the complexities of the female reproductive system convinces us that lions are 

not a species that can be hunted sustainably.”135 Very often the rich trophy hunters do not have the 

expertise or are not fit and therefore the killing of a predator in a so-called canned situation is 

extremely appealing.   

 

SanWild, which has footage of a ‘canned’ lion hunt that took place in Limpopo Province, showed that 

a lion was shot as it was eating food that had been put out for him. The lion was shot from a vehicle 

and was shot several times in the body and not in the head (which would have killed him instantly) 

because the overseas hunter wanted a ‘good-looking trophy’. A South African hunting Internet site 

that states, “due to the mane, head and neck shots are not recommended and to the hunter, the 

ultimate quarry is a large-maned lion even though the SCI Measurement is based upon the size of 

the skull”, supports this position. It goes on to note, "the proliferation in safari hunting has resulted in 

many younger lion being taken. As a rule the number of large-maned lion hunted each year is 

decreasing with hunters having to accept lower trophy standards."136   

 

Predators are also often seen as vermin and are brutally exterminated (poisoned, trapped and shot) 

outside of protected areas, and in some cases even within them or on their borders. Predators are 

also killed on ‘game farms’ were they are usually perceived as a threat to the ungulates that the 

farmers are breeding. Predators are therefore only usually tolerated if they generate income. Hunters 

say they are giving predators a reprieve because they have a commercial value as a trophy. This is 

referred to as ‘management’. But predators are in the process of being lured and baited from 

protected areas in addition to being poisoned and snared. In many ways, therefore, hunters are 

merely adding to the predator’s woes. 

 

Hunters also tend to manipulate nature by keeping populations between 50 and 75 per cent of their 

ecological carrying capacity. This is done so that hunters’ can continuously kill predators (and in 

larger quantities) for pleasure. By encouraging unnatural conditions where food is unlimited the 

animals grow bigger and quicker in order to produce “acceptable trophies” at a younger age. In 

addition, in most countries, hunting with a light at night is illegal but in South Africa, Zimbabwe and 

Namibia permits are granted for this. Predator trophies are usually shot at night despite the SCI Africa 

Chapter Code of Sport Hunting Ethics, which states, “hunt only in accordance with the defined 
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principles of fair chase...Said animal is to be hunted without artificial light source, not from a 

motorised mode of conveyance…”137 

  

Enemies of the State: Officially Labelling Entire Species as ‘Problem Animals’ 
 
Most of the provincial authorities classify wild animals in the following categories: Specially Protected 

Game (such as elephant and rhinocerosceros); Protected Game (such as sable, roan, eland); 

Protected Wild Animals (such as buffalo, leopard, cheetah, lion); Ordinary Game (such as impala, 

kudu, bushbuck, blue wildebeest); Non-Game (such warthogs, meerkats) and Problem Animals.  

These categorisations often contradict CITES species categories and were designed in the main to 

protect the agricultural sector (livestock and crop farmers) and to facilitate “take-offs”. Xwe argues 

that the amount of damage to domestic stock is exaggerated and cannot be substantiated.138  

 

Every year provincial nature conservation authorities issue hunting proclamations, which state how 

many wild animals can be ‘bagged’ within a specific period and for a specific permit cost per head (for 

example in 2001 in Limpopo the tariff for a steenbok was R15, a crocodile R220 and .50c for a rock 

pigeon). Hunting regulations are still based on these questionable and outdated categorisations and 

animals are killed for profit on the basis of these categories. An examination of hunting regulations for 

2001 show that there is automatically unrestricted hunting and killing of so-called ‘problem’ species 

for 365 days a year. 

 

Animals labelled as ‘problem animals’ are deemed to be ‘vermin and as such they are ruthlessly 

exterminated and farmers are given the freedom to do with them what they like, whether that means 

capturing or killing them. In many ways, they are hunted as pests in order to provide a reason to kill 

them for sport. In most cases they are CITES listed animals but remain classified as vermin under 

out-dated, racist (hunt clubs are defined as “any six people who are not black”), apartheid legislation, 

as represented in the various provincial problem animal control ordinances. These ordinances pander 

to farmers and only authorise whites to kill Cape foxes, jackals, caracals, bush pigs, baboons and 

vervet monkeys anywhere and anyhow they please.  

 

Animal rights organisations and rehabilitation sanctuaries, such as Centre for Animal Rehabilitation 

and Education (CARE), the Vervet Monkey Foundation and the Kalahari Raptor Centre, argue that 

this status is not only outdated but unlawful and damaging to the species concerned, particularly 

since population counts have either not been done or are totally unreliable. They therefore question 

whether these targeted species need to be ‘controlled’. Furthermore, they maintain that responses 
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should not be on a species level but should rather be dealt with on a case-by-case basis and humane 

solutions should be found (these could include relocation and rehabilitation to safer habitats), if 

indeed there is a need to take action. They also argue that there is a need for environmental 

education so that attitudes and behaviours that have led to the endangerment of predator species 

can be changed.139  

 

The fact that the Problem Animal ordinances have been in place for over forty years and allow for the 

cruel and unsustainable killing of entire species means that there is a serious and urgent need to 

have these repealed. Some provinces, such as the Western Cape are in the process of amending 

these ordinances. According to Hannes Stadler of Western Cape Nature Conservation, changes to 

their current legislation are needed because it is completely outdated. "Some of the stipulations 

contained in this legislation are also against our Constitution and Bill of Rights," and “certain methods 

being used for the last 40 odd years are outdated and need to be regulated to make it more 

environmentally friendly."140 Despite this, the hunting of black-backed jackal and caracal, for example, 

will be allowed to continue and previous illegal hunting methods have been suspended for these 

species and may now be used. “These include the use of poison, hunting with the aid of artificial 

lights, a cage trap, a point 22-rifle, a bow-and-arrow or by use of a dog. It also includes hunting on a 

public road or by means of a firearm which discharges more than two shots without being manually 

reloaded.”141 In addition, this proposed new legislation will not outlaw the use of cruel poisons and 

inhumane traps but will only attempt to regulate it.  

 

The Free State Problem Animal Control Ordinance, (Ordinance 0.8 of 1969), has mandated the 

Oranjejag (Free State Problem Animal Hunting Club), a registered hunting club, to ‘remove’ ‘potential 

problem’ animals. Farmers who refuse to be part of these hunting clubs or refuse to employ the 

methods, such as poison, hunting with dogs and traps, used by these clubs can be forced to do so by 

the courts.142 As a result literally hundreds of thousands of animals, mostly harmless non-target 

animals, have been slain. Over a period of a few short years, Oranjejag exterminated 87 570 animals 

in the Free State alone. About seventy percent (60 340) were Cape foxes. But, according to figures 

given in the South African Journal of Science,143 research showed that less than 0,1 per cent of total 

lamb deaths were caused by predators and no deaths were attributable to the Cape Fox, which is a 

rodent and insect eater. “The scale of the inhumanity and wasted slaughter caused by hunt clubs 
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such as Oranjejag are a national scandal and deserve a judicial committee of enquiry.”144 Hunt clubs 

are provided for in most of the provincial ordinances and they have the right to be armed and go onto 

private property, including sanctuaries and rehabilitation centres, to kill so-called ‘vermin’.  An 

average jackal hunt in the Western Free State “involves a team of people on a bakkie going out at 

night with a powerful spotlight and rifles. Sometimes a tape of jackal calls is played to lure the 

predators. Often small terriers owned by the farmers are sent into the jackals’ dens to force them out 

and then greyhounds are used to chase them down.”145 Gin traps are also used by the hunting clubs 

to kill jackals and caracals.   

 

Animal activist Beatrice Wiltshire, who went to the Free State office of Vleissentraal (the biggest live 

animal, both farm and wild, auctioneers in South Africa) to deliver a letter on behalf of animal 

protection organisations, related an illustrative account of how entire species are viewed as good for 

nothing and as serving no purpose. According to Wiltshire on the office notice board “they had a 

colour advertisement of a man with a rifle standing in front of the skinned bodies of jackals hanging 

from abattoir-type hooks. He advertised ‘Uitdun van Jakkkalse, Rooikatte ens. Billike Tariewe, Baie 

suksesvolle metode’ (Elimination of jackals, caracals etc. Reasonable rates. Very successful 

methods.) It really upset me and I actually had to go and lie down for a while.”146  

 

In the Northern Cape, the Problem Animal Control Ordinance of 1957 still applies. According to Chris 

Mercer of the Kalahari Raptor Centre, which is involved in a legal dispute with the province for 

providing sanctuary to and rehabilitating three caracal kittens, this ordinance is a “declaration of war 

on, and an extermination programme for, two species of wildlife, the black-backed jackal and the 

caracal. The provisions of the Ordinance are straight out of Mein Kampf and any attempt to harbour 

or care for these ‘enemies of the State’ is strictly verboten. These ordinances are a chilling reminder 

of the days when all laws and policies were framed to protect the narrow commercial interests of a 

tiny minority, the Afrikaans farming community, at the expense of the population at large.”147  

 

In terms of ‘problem animal’ ordinances the Cape wild dog was classified as ‘vermin’ and as a result 

they were hunted, killed and poisoned until they were on the brink of extinction. Baboons, vervets, 

bush pigs, caracals and others have endured that same systematic hostility for years. It is for this 

reason that the animal groups argue that if these obsolete ordinances are not dispensed with it will 

also be the end of the line for them.      
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Hunting with dogs 
 
The practice of using dogs to kill wild animals is becoming more and more popular in South Africa 

and the dogs are bred for their stamina in order to ensure a long chase, which is extremely stressful 

and cruel for the animal being chased. There is no compassion for either dogs or prey and the animal 

pursued, once it is caught, dies a painful, prolonged and terrifying death.  Despite calls by animal 

protection organisations such as IFAW-SA and Justice for Animals, and from animal welfare 

organisation the NSPCA, for the government to urgently investigate and ban this form of commercial 

hunting, to date nothing has been done. Justice for Animals’ perspective on hunting with dogs is that,  

 

“from an animal rights and common sense perspective, one thing is very clear – dog-hunting, 

like all other forms of traditional and recreational hunting, shows a predominantly patriarchal 

and speciesist disregard for the rights and welfare of the target animals. Whilst in no way 

conceding anything in favour of hunting with firearms and bows, dog hunting is visibly and 

undeniably cruel. The act of allowing a pack of dogs to hunt down and mutilate an innocent 

and defenseless or cornered animal is barbaric to say the least. Be they perpetrated by the 

so-called gentry of Europe during traditional fox and stag hunting, by trophy hunters in pursuit 

of leopard in Zimbabwe, by so-called ‘problem-animal-killing’ hunt clubs in the Free State and 

elsewhere in South Africa, or by ‘traditional’ hunters in KwaZulu-Natal, such acts should be 

unconditionally condemned by decent people everywhere.”148  

 

According to the Mail & Guardian South African hunting outfitters, who are adamant that it is a legal 

and sporting way of getting rid of vermin, are offering overseas clients the opportunity of “a thrill of a 

lifetime” by hunting leopards with dogs.149 Indeed, old apartheid vermin ordinances, which 

inexplicably remain in place, permit private landowners to hunt so-called ‘vermin’, such as leopards, 

caracals and jackals, with dogs.  

 

An example of such an outfitter is Nico Lourens Safaris in the Free State, which has a picture of a 

baby leopard cub on this website home page. On their website they also advertise a Special SCI 

package of hunting leopards with hounds, which “due to popular demand, the special on Leopard 

hunting with the hounds, has been extended another year”. The cost is US$ 9 750 (excluding price 

for baits).150 The number of leopards in South Africa, CITES Appendix I listed animals with an annual 

export quota for skins/trophies of 75 animals from South Africa, still remains unknown because no 

accurate figures exist. Hunting outfitters that are increasingly offering these kinds of hunts, are not 

only encouraging and undertaking a cruel activity but this form of hunting may directly lead to the 
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extinction of leopards in the region. According to IFAW-SA’s Jason Bell-Leask, "the emergence of 

hunting with hounds as a way of curbing so-called 'problem animals' is proof that commercial hunters 

are seeking ever more perverse ways of attracting clientele."151 But it is not only leopards that are 

being hunted with dogs. Cheetahs and lions are also being killed in this way. For example, Johan 

Strydom Safaris offers the hunting of lions with dogs. Their website states, “lions vary from US$ 17 

000 to US$ 27 000 for male lions (can be hunted with dogs). Female lions US$ 7 000 (can be hunted 

with dogs).”152  

 

Hunting with dogs may be illegal under the Animal Protection Act, but this has never been put to the 

test. Although in some provinces a licence is needed to run a pack of dogs, this regulation is hardly 

ever applied. In addition, government structures are in the process of considering legalising hunting 

of wild and other animals with packs of dogs, for commercial, sport and subsistence.  In February 

2002, a workshop was held in Kwazulu-Natal after there was public anger about the proposed 

legalising and regulating of ‘traditional’ dog hunting by the Kwazulu-Natal conservation authority, 

Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife in 2001. The Game Rangers’ Association also came out in favour of legalising 

hunts with dogs. NSPCA spokesperson, Christine Kuch’s response to KZN nature conservation 

authorities was, “these are the guys who give the impression that they are protecting our animals. 

People look at them and perceive them as people who are protecting the animals they claim to 

serve.”153 

 

At the workshop Justice for Animals argued that a practice could not be justified purely on the 

grounds of tradition and culture as these practices constantly change and adapt or are abandoned as 

social evolution and concomitant values evolve in parallel. They also pointed out that the cruelty 

aspects of hunting with dogs could only be addressed by ensuring that the practice does not take 

place and that the cruelty remained the same whether the hunt was classified as ’illegal’ or ‘legal’. 

There could, therefore, be no compromise solution.154   

 

In terms of a recently developed national policy on hunting predators the use of dogs in the hunting of 

indigenous predators only has been prohibited and will only be allowed to track injured predators.155     

 

                                         
151 IFAW Press release, 10 July 2001 
152 http://www.africancats-hounds.co.za/pricelist.htm 
153 Quoted in The Citizen, 13 July 2001 
154 Ibid. 
155 Norms and standards for the sustainable use of large predators. Government Gazette 25090, Notice 874 of 
13 June 2003 

http://www.africancats-hounds.co.za/pricelist.htm
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‘Green’ hunting 
 
Some conservation organisations in Africa, such as the EWT in South Africa and Save the Elephants 

in Kenya and South Africa, are promoting and offering dart safaris as an alternative, and in addition 

to, hunting with lethal bullets. But so-called ‘green’ hunting is difficult to control and as a result can be 

abused, dangerous and cruel because in many cases it is driven by the desire for profit. Andrew 

McKenzie, Director of WildNet argues that unprincipled dart safari operators are repeatedly darting a 

single rhinoceros because “it’s a great way to make a dung heap full of money from one animal.”156  

 
 

Instant Gratification: The Canned Hunting Industry In South Africa 
 

“The Gods of Compassion must have been sleeping when canned hunting was invented”157 

 

A Definition of Canned Hunting 
 

“These anti-gun people are still hard at it. They are now pushing a bill to prohibit what has come to be called 

’canned hunting’…this sort of hunting may not be everybody’s cup of tea but it is legal, economically sound and 

can be just as sportsmanlike as one may desire. These bambiists have no business butting into the pastimes of 

other people…As Mencken put it, they are dismayed by the idea that somewhere, somehow, somebody may be 

having a good time. May they go fly a kite!”158 

 

There is an old Afrikaans folksong that goes, “if you ever want to hunt a lion, in the day or in the night, 

throw salt on its tail and wait…” As in the words of the song, canned lion hunting operators in South 

Africa are making it almost that easy to kill a lion and instead of using salt hunters use high powered 

rifles, bows and arrows and usually shoot from the safety and comfort of a vehicle.  But canned 

hunting, which is fundamentally linked to trophy hunting, is much more than this. It is another weapon 

in a long-running war against predators. It is a cruel exploitation showing no concern for the welfare 

and interests of the individual animal. It is the controversial practice of offering a captive, and usually 

tame, animal, which usually has nowhere to run, to a rich trophy hunter (usually from Europe or the 

USA) who wants to mount its head on a wall. The animals raised and killed for canned hunts in South 

Africa include indigenous and exotic cats (such as Bengal tigers, jaguars, etc.)159. They could be 

raised from cubs, stolen, baited or lured. By definition it is therefore unethical, easy and lucrative. 

Moreover, historically, given the policies of nature conservation authorities in South Africa and the 

                                         
156 McKenzie, Andrew, quoted in U.S. News and World Report, 15 November 1999, Hunters Shoot but don’t kill 
by Don Boroughs 
157 United Animal Nations, www.uan.org/issues/cannedhunt.html 
158 Jeff Cooper’s Commentaries, Vol. 4, no 4, March 1996      
159 See Farmer’s Weekly also information given by Hein Ungerer, Carte Blanche documentary makers.  

http://www.uan.org/issues/cannedhunt.html
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concomitant hunting practices and ethos it was not surprising that canned hunting emerged, was 

encouraged and continues to thrive. 

 

Generally, canned hunting can be identified by two traits: the operators charge their clients a fee to 

kill an animal; and the so-called ‘standards’ of the hunting community, which are supposedly based 

on the concept of ‘fair chase’ are blatantly ignored. In some cases, animals may be shot in cages or 

within fenced enclosures, while in others they may be shot over feeding stations. Some of the 

animals are tame and have little fear of humans, while others may be tied to a stake or drugged 

before they are shot. Whatever method is used, the defining characteristic of a canned hunt is that 

the odds have been artificially manipulated against the animal so heavily that the notion of 'fair chase' 

is impossible. Canned hunts are therefore primarily commercial hunts that take place on private land 

under circumstances that virtually assure the hunter of success.  

 

Canned hunting brutalises animals raised in captivity whose trust in humans makes them hapless 

victims of this practice. It provides private breeders, animal dealers, and disreputable zoos with a 

dumping ground for surplus animals and a financial justification for breeding. They exacerbate the 

problem of over-breeding of captive indigenous and exotic animals. As in the commercial farming of 

domestic animals birth rates are maximised at the lowest costs possible. In order to increase 

production, as with farm animals, another oestrus cycle is induced and the cubs are forcibly removed 

from their mothers and hand-reared in small cages. Male lions are sought-after trophies, and as a 

consequence are more profitable. Most of the female cubs are therefore killed.  

 

Hunting lions in South Africa has become a huge business and as a result, many lions are being bred 

in captivity for the sole purpose of becoming a trophy. The canned hunts of lions, leopards and other 

big cats (including Bengal tigers and jaguars) sometimes sourced from zoos, which are baited, 

drugged, caged before being shot to death are advertised as outdoors, African adventures, conjuring 

up stereotypical ideas of wilderness and dangerous animals, thus playing into many hunters’ 

misguided notions of excitement and control over nature. In reality they are conducted in an 

atmosphere of comfort and convenience. The hunter can fly into a hunting farm, eat a gourmet dinner 

and then spend the night in a luxurious hunting lodge. The next day, he will be given a high-powered 

rifle with a brief orientation on how to use it and then he will be driven to the ‘shooting area’. The area 

is usually a fenced enclosure from which there is no escape. "The essentials are always the same 

regardless of the cost of the trip: an animal that is either fenced in, lured to feeding stations, or 

habituated to humans, and odds so heavily in the hunter's favour that there is little risk of leaving 

without a trophy. Most canned hunts have taxidermists on site or on call to mount your trophy, whose 

fate was sealed the moment you made your reservation."160  

                                         
160 The Fund for Animals, Hunts: Unfair at any price, February 2000, www.fund.org 

http://www.fund.org/
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Overseas hunters from the North can pay US$ 20 000 for a male lion trophy. This means that their 

needs are indulged at whatever the cost. It also means that unscrupulous and unethical practices are 

the norm and these are exacerbated by the position taken by provincial governments and their active 

endorsement of the industry and its lack of the necessary political will to ensure monitoring 

mechanisms are in place.  

 

Breeders who provide this cruel and lucrative ‘service’ are in no way helping to alleviate the 

destruction of wild predators because lions bred in captivity cannot be placed back in the wild. In 

addition, the canned lion industry developed because there are no free-roaming lions that can be 

hunted on the scale hunters require. Canned predator operators argue they are saving the lions in the 

wild and that putting their ‘stock’ up for hunts eases pressure on wildlife in protected parks They also 

attack ‘conventional’ hunting by saying that ‘fair chase’ hunting has negative implications for the gene 

pool as hunters kill the biggest male in the troop. They argue that lions should not be hunted in the 

wild. John Ledger, past director of EWT, supports this view.  

 

Animal-activists disagree. The captive breeding of predators, they argue, has a negative impact on 

the genetic biodiversity of the species, as well as potentially serious veterinary effects. The practice of 

breeding and hunting predators is unsustainable and will leave a legacy of thousands of lions that 

cannot be rehabilitated back into the wild. This problem is literally multiplying the longer this 

untenable situation is left unaddressed. Furthermore, “evidence suggests that the loosely regulated 

hunting industry in South Africa actually encourages trapping of wild game from protected areas - a 

wild lion fetches a higher auction price - as well as smuggling of species protected under the United 

Nations Convention on International Trade of Endangered Species.”161 

 

Once blood is drawn, the cash register rings: Breeding and Murdering for Profit 
 

"The lethal use of wildlife in South Africa is a bloodthirsty, money-hungry blot on the national landscape"162 

 

The canned predator operators, and what drives them, are central. It is money, profit and greed that 

propel this sordid and cruel industry, often at the expense of hand-reared animals. It fits comfortably 

within the sustainable and consumptive use genre of attaching an economic value to a living life form. 

The industry is flourishing and on the increase because there is a demand for lion trophies, to supply 

breeding programmes (for future ‘stock’ to be shot later) and for the national and international trade. 

Some individuals breed and supply, others buy and hunt. Rich American, German, Spanish and other 

                                         
161 Boston Globe, Article by Kurt Shillinger, 9 February 2003 
162 Patterson, Gareth, on what he had seen during his investigations into the canned lion hunting industry in 
South Africa, Mail & Guardian, May 2 to 8, 1997   
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European hunters pay anything over R50 000 to shoot a brown lion, R250 000 to kill a black-maned 

lion and over R500 000 to shoot a rare white lion.  

 

     
  Trophy lion at taxidermist. Picture: Chris Mercer 

 
The only people who have an extensive list of where lions are being bred and where lions are being 

hunted are the provincial authorities because they have to issue permits. Animal protection 

organisations say that getting access to this information has been difficult, not only because 

provinces seem unwilling to give out this information but also because not all breeders are registered 

and the issuing of permits seems uncontrolled and difficult to track. Figures on how many breeders 

there are, are thus imprecise. Ian Michler believes that there are between forty-five and fifty lion 

breeders throughout South Africa who hold over 2 500 lions in cages or small enclosures.163 The 

provinces where most of the lion-breeding seems to take place are Limpopo, North West and Free 

State. The Free State, which has no free-roaming lions, harbours more than 20 lion-breeding farms 

and it therefore plays a pivotal role in perpetuating and supporting the canned lion industry.  In a 

television interview, Hannes Blom, an official in Free State Nature Conservation, was asked if the 

lions shot in the Free State were bred in captivity, had human contact and could even have grown up 

in a family home. His reply was "yes".164    

 

For a list of some of the predator breeding facilities and some of the individuals involved in the 

industry see Appendix A.  

                                         
163 Michler, Ian, Dead or Alive, p34, Africa Geographic, June 2002  
164 Carte Blanche, 24 March 2002 
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Very often the canned lion industry doubles as an ecotourism venue for overseas tourists, offering 

lodges, game drives and bush walks. Tourists are deliberately misinformed that the breeding projects 

are helping to conserve predators by reintroducing them back into the wild. What the eco-tourists are 

not told is that the same lions are actually being bred as cannon fodder.  These breeding practices 

raise worrying questions with regard to genetic diversity, inbreeding and high mortality rates.  

 

Strange Bedfellows? 
 

As the establishment of canned hunts increases, they are attracting more public concern about their 

ethical, ecological, and biological implications, and the canned hunting phenomenon appears to have 

created strange bedfellows - animal activists and the proponents of so-called ‘fair chase’.  

 

This is a very tenuous relationship, if a relationship at all, and cannot be called, by any stretch of the 

imagination, a coalition or joint campaign. For example petitions initiated by the animal protection 

lobby against canned hunting, such as the organisational sign-on petition of 2002, were not 

supported by any of the mainstream conservation organisations, such as WWF-SA, WESSA, the 

NSPCA or EWT, all of whom, except the NSPCA, support hunting for sport, let alone the proponents 

of so-called ‘ethical’ hunting. Some of the policy documents of these organisations (such as WESSA) 

may contain strong statements against canned hunting but this has not led to any form of tangible 

action to halt the industry.  A cynical view would also point out that the apparent stand that hunting 

organisations and their supporters take against canned hunting is used to boost the image of trophy 

hunting generally by making it appear more of a ‘moral’ enterprise by comparison. The fact is that 

despite all the talk about cleaning up the image of hunting, it appears to be only the anti-hunting 

organisations that initiate tangible campaigns to put a stop to canned hunting practices.  

 

Pro-hunting organisations, such as the SCI and PHASA, condemn canned hunts arguing that the 

element of ‘fair chase’ does not apply to canned hunts since the animals have no chance of escape. 

Defenders of hunting therefore criticise canned hunts because they say this practice is tarnishing 

their image. However, according to Gareth Patterson, when the Cook Report was initially released, 

the hunting industry, instead of welcoming the probe, accused animal rights groups of deliberately 

tarnishing the image of the hunting fraternity and the image of conservation in South Africa generally. 

They also accused animal rights groups of orchestrating this exposé so as to undermine the South 

African proposal to CITES to resume the trade in ivory.       

 

Hunters also claim that only a minority of hunters practices unethical activities. Xwe contends that if 

this is truly the case then surely it makes sense that the rest of the hunters should be able to end 

them. They go on to argue that even if a fraction of the hunting community put its muscle behind 
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ending some of the worst examples of senseless events using animals, these activities would end 

tomorrow. For Xwe this is not happening because at the same time these powerful hunting lobbying 

organisations such as SCI and its African Chapter continue to fight tooth and nail against measures 

that would restrict any type of hunting, no matter how repugnant. Organisations like Xwe therefore 

maintain that any so-called commitment to the demise of canned hunting by the industry itself needs 

to be probed. Cleveland Amory, an American animal rights activist, has also alluded to this, "Yes, I 

have heard hunters talking about cleaning up their image for decades. When are they going to do it? 

Posthumously?"165  

 
Animals before profits: The position against canned predator hunting  
 

   
DNA Demonstration during WSSD. Picture: Pretoria News, 5 September 200 0 

 

South African animal protection organisations assert that the battle against the canned predator 

industry is one of the most important environmental battles since the end of Apartheid because it 

symbolises attempts to redefine the ‘management’ of wildlife and to wrestle ‘conservation’ from the 

segregationist policies of the old order that favour exploitation of wildlife and exclude ‘other voices’ 

such as those of the animal rights movement.166 These policies continue to prevail within official 

nature conservation departments, despite South Africa’s transition to democracy.       

 

A hard-hitting BBC undercover television documentary, the Cook Report, exposed the unethical fact 

that lions were kept in cages and shot inhumanely by ‘big game hunters’ while caged. The Cook 

Report also alleged that lions were being lured out of the Kruger National Park to be shot by rich 

overseas trophy hunters. On 18 May 1997, Carte Blanche broadcast the Cook Report thereby 

exposing the practice of canned lion hunting in South Africa to South Africans. When the Cook Report 

                                         
165 Amory, Cleveland, quoted in talk by Heidi Prescott, National Director The Fund for Animals, Fourth Annual 
Governor's Symposium on North America's Hunting Heritage, How Hunters Make my Job Easy, August 1995 
166 Interview with Alan Rolstone, 17 December 2002 
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was handed over to the South African authorities, animal protection organisations and concerned 

members of civil society saw it as a pivotal watershed and hoped that, as a result, the South African 

government would be proactive and put an end to this industry. Indeed, in the wake of the Cook 

Report the South African's office of the IFAW-SA collected 55 000 signatures calling on the 

government to ban canned predator breeding and hunting. As a result, in 1997, national and 

provincial government gave assurances and made promises that this hunting practice would be 

stopped. But more than five years after the Cook Report the canned predator industry is thriving, in 

fact, it is booming. It appears that, since 1997, this exploitative and cruel industry has grown as 

existing laws and policies have not even prevented new captive lion breeding undertakings from 

being established.    

 

In 2002 a coalition of animal protection organisations united in a joint, single-issue campaign to try 

and put an end to the practice of canned predator hunting. This coalition included both international 

and national animal rights and welfare organisations, as well as animal sanctuaries and rehabilitation 

centres (Organisations represented included: IFAW, Xwe, Justice for Animals, Sanwild, WAG, CARE, 

Enkosini, CAMASC and the KRC). As the campaign progressed it was brought under the banner of 

DNA. DNA campaigns for national legislation, not to regulate the industry but to ensure that it is 

outlawed. According to DNA predators are ecologically significant; they provide substantial income 

based on non-consumptive ecotourism; have traditional African historical, religious and social 

significance and as a result they need special protection.  

 

DNA claims that political transformation in South Africa has now made it possible to address the 

inhumane policies towards animals that had been a reflection of the culture of colonial conservation. 

Indeed, one of their campaign slogans was "apartheid is dead, now let's put an end to canned 

hunting", implying that South Africa had liberated its people from racism, but South Africa's wildlife 

remains untransformed and fettered to western utilitarian concepts of ‘it stays if it pays’.   

 

Members of DNA also criticise provincial and national nature conservation components for publicly 

claiming that they always consult stakeholders. However, the reality is that these stakeholders never 

include animal rights representatives or the general animal welfare community. DNA maintains that 

the government has only consulted the hunting fraternity in developing its national strategy. For 

example, in 1998 when the National Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism (DEAT) was 

revisiting its predator policy, it only consulted the Inter-Provincial Professional Hunting Committee 

(which represents provincial nature conservation institutions), PHASA, Free State Lion Farmers and 

the Free State Professional Hunters.167    

 

                                         
167 Pretoria News, 12 November 1998 
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The basis of DNA’s argument is that over the past number of years, particularly since 1997, the South 

African public has clearly demonstrated that it is deeply concerned about the ongoing, and 

increasing, practice of canned hunting, including the ethical, ecological and biological implications, 

and they want it outlawed. They point out that tourists and potential tourists to South Africa, are 

becoming more and more aware of and disturbed by this practice, which, unfairly, seems to be their 

defining impression of South Africa. DNA believes that these practices, if allowed to continue, 

constitute a real threat the South African tourism industry.  

 

Part of DNA’s strategy was to initiate an international on-line petition and appeal, which asked people 

to write to Minister Valli Moosa to call for an end to the industry. As a result of this tactic an article 

appeared in the Scottish Sunday People Newspaper, of 7 July 2002. This article elicited a response 

from 12 000 people - which, according to the newspaper itself, was the biggest and most 

overwhelming response to any animal issue they had covered. These protest coupons were sent to 

Minister Valli Moosa.  

 

In addition, over 100 international and national organisations and networks signed a letter calling on 

the Minister to ban canned lion hunting. This was handed over to the DEAT in October 2002. Of 

interest is that apparently mainstream conservation (such as EWT, WESSA and WWF-SA) and 

animal anti-cruelty organisations (such as the NSPCA) were asked to join and/or support the 

campaign but this invitation was apparently met with deafening silence.  

 

In response to the canned predator hunting fraternity's argument that the money from canned hunting 

goes back into conservation, the DNA argues that:: 

• The money goes back into the individual hunting operations; 

• Conservation and tourism gains a lot more from non-consumptive eco-tourism practices than 

from hunting; 

• Non-consumptive practices are biologically sustainable as opposed to unethical consumptive 

practices such as canned hunting.  

 

DNA points to the unethical and cruel nature of the industry, for example: 

• The animals used in a canned hunt are tame targets, generally hand-fed and familiar with 

people; therefore, they do not show the natural tendency to flee from humans; 

• Baiting, drugging and confining them in fenced areas guarantee the hunters a kill; 

• This type of hunting shows an extreme lack of respect for life and compassion for the dignity 

of these animals; 

• It is unacceptable to allow unscrupulous people to breed them as mere targets for uncaring 

overseas trophy hunters; 
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• By allowing these cruel hunting and breeding practices the welfare of the animals is being 

ignored; 

• This cruel exploitation of wildlife is an overhang from the apartheid regime's notions of 

'conservation'; 

• Predators, both indigenous and exotic (lion, tiger, cheetah, jaguar, etc.) are listed as 

Endangered and/or Vulnerable by the World Conservation Union and fall under Appendix I or 

II on the CITES list; 

• Predators are often purchased from unscrupulous animal dealers, zoos, national parks or 

other breeding centres.   

 

DNA also questioned the legality of the canned hunting industry and the captive breeding of 

predators to supply that industry. They argue that regulations being applied by all the provinces 

remain those used by the old Transvaal, Cape, etc. and that they are not only unconstitutional and 

outdated but also impossible to administer. DNA has called on government  (both provincially and 

nationally) to act to ensure that the issue of unethical hunting is immediately addressed by passing 

specific legislation to completely ban the captive breeding of predators for hunting in South Africa, 

and the sale or export of their body parts. They have also called on government to transform the 

provincial nature conservation departments who provide the infrastructure for nurturing the illegitimate 

industry.  

 
At a MinMec meeting168 held end of September 2002 a document entitled ‘National Principles, Norms 

and Standards for the Sustainable Use of Large Predators in South Africa’ was approved by national 

and provincial structures. This policy was subsequently gazetted in June 2003 for ‘general 

information’.169 DNA argued that it contained several worrying grey areas and loopholes, did not go 

far enough, failed to address the problems at hand and contained no plans for its implementation.  

DNA said that again this document reinforced the position that government was rejecting the path of 

ethical ecotourism and animal protection-based environmental management, and that it seemed set 

to legalise the canned lion hunting industry by allowing the captive breeding of predators for hunting 

purposes.  Of concern to DNA was that it also extended the concept of ‘sustainable use’ to other 

large indigenous predators such as wild dogs, cheetah and leopard as well as exotic predators such 

as jaguars and tigers. 

 

                                         
168 Meeting of Member of the Executive Council for environment from all nine provinces    
169 Norms and standards for the sustainable use of large predators. Government Gazette 25090, Notice 874 of 
13 June 2003 
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More specifically, the DNA coalition commented that in terms of this policy:  

 The definition of ‘canned hunting’ has been carefully gerrymandered to allow the hunting of 

captive-bred lions so long as they are not actually in ‘captivity’ at the time they are shot by the 

hunter; 

 The hunting of captive-bred large predators will be permitted if a provincial nature 

conservation official certifies that it has been ‘rehabilitated’ to wild status;  

 Large predators may be kept in captivity "for commercial purposes"(i.e. hunting) but not for 

welfare purposes;   

 Wildlife sanctuaries will continue to be prohibited; 

 There are no restrictions whatsoever on the minimum size of cages or any other aspect of the 

welfare and interests of captive animals; 

 Animals currently in the system were not mentioned at all.170  

 

Chris Mercer, a spokesperson for the DNA anti-canned hunting campaign, said:  

 

"How could the Government be so insensitive to public opinion and the needs of our 

ecotourism industry that it responds to public outrage against the canned lion hunting industry 

and the captive breeding which supports that industry, in the manner proposed?. It is as if the 

reaction of the public means nothing to the government. Government is not only permitting 

that illegitimate industry to continue doing business, but rewards it by permitting breeders to 

extend their cruel activities to include other species of large predators, both indigenous and 

exotic. Given the South African and international outrage with regard to canned hunting and 

the significantly negative impact its continued existence can have on the South African 

tourism industry we are deeply disappointed by the fact that our government appears unwilling 

to close down the canned hunting industry.  The government seems intent on pulling the wool 

over the public's eyes by playing with definitions so that it can pretend to be banning canned 

hunting 'as defined'. We will settle for nothing less from the government than an immediate 

ban on the captive breeding of predators for commercial and or hunting purposes. Is this 

government really trying to provoke an international tourism boycott?"171  

 

In late 2002 and early 2003 several predator auctions took place in the Free State and these included 

hand-raised large cats, such as lions, white lions, Bengal tigers and jaguars including cubs, both 

indigenous and exotic. Some of the animals were cited as being pregnant and two dealers advertised 

eight black-maned lions and 15 young lionesses guaranteed to be pregnant. These predator 

auctions, which once again focused attention on the canned predator industry, were all arranged 

                                         
170 DNA Press Release, September 2002 
171 Interview with Chris Mercer, 15 September 2002 
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through Vleissentraal, whose chairperson, Dr. Daan Opperman, is also the chairperson of the Wildlife 

Relocation Forum. Suppliers included some of the ‘usual suspects’, such as Buks Steenkamp, Piet 

Slabbert, Shorty Durandt (who was instrumental in organising the auction that took place on 29 

November, 2002 in Hoopstad), Marius Prinsloo and Madeleen Kroukamp. The Mail & Guardian, 

referred to these auctions as "the biggest sell-off of endangered and exotic big cats in captivity that 

the world has seen to date."172 Wimpie du Plessis, Director of Vleissentraal in the Free State denied 

that the lions were “canned”. He claimed that all the lions on auction were breeding lions and that it 

was an auction the same as that for birds and pigs. "Who is going to shoot a pregnant female? The 

Bengal tigers are worth R400 000 each. Who is going to shoot a tiger worth R400 000?”173  At an 

auction held in Reitz on the 25 January 2003 Du Plessis stated that inspectors from the NSPCA were 

“satisfied that the lions had been treated humanely”.174  

 

A national government policy document produced in October 2002 has led animal protection 

organisations such as Xwe and IFAW to argue that these auctions pointed to serious flaws within the 

DEAT policy on the 'sustainable use' of predators. They said that the DEAT document, because it did 

not go far enough and did not put mechanisms in place to effectively ban the industry, led to an 

increase in the sale of predators for profit and was directly responsible for enormous cruelty to the 

animals involved.175 “It seems incredulous that existing permit holders continue to be 'rewarded' by 

nature conservation authorities. Furthermore, we have also been told that permits are also being 

issued to new 'breeders' particularly in the Free State. Surely what should be happening is the very 

opposite, i.e. all permits should be revoked and, at the very least, a moratorium should be put in 

place. This small, but extremely sordid industry, run by individuals who all democratically-minded 

South Africans are ashamed of, is holding the entire South African tourism industry to ransom and 

this situation will become even more damaging once the international media's attention is drawn to 

these auctions.”176  

 

Speaking with a Forked Tongue: The Official Position 
 
The national Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism and its Ministry have publicly spoken 

out against ‘canned hunting’ but they are dragging their feet on producing a national policy or 

soliciting provincial support for such a policy. National and provincial government has also been 

criticised by animal protection organisations such as Xwe for not going far enough and banning the 

                                         
172 Mail & Guardian, 15 to 21 November 2002 
173 Volksblad, 22 November 2002 
174 The Star, 27 January 2003 
175 Joint letter from IFAW and Xwe to Pam Yako of DEAT, October 2002 
176  Ibid. 
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practice.177 In addition, Xwe maintains that canned lion breeders and operators are hiding behind 

government indecision and lack of political will to give legitimacy to their industry.178   

 
In 1992, the Chief Directorate of Nature Conservation in the Transvaal developed a discussion policy 

document on the keeping and hunting of ‘canned’ lions.179 Much in this discussion document has 

been retained in the current national policy document.  According to the 1992 document the 

government consulted “with local and overseas stakeholders” but animal protection organisations 

point out that they were not consulted and that it was purely the opinion of the wildlife industry that 

was canvassed. Not surprisingly, the Transvaal Game Union came out in support of the killing of lions 

in small enclosures; both PHASA and CHASA came out against the practice.  

 
Despite the lack of support from the local hunting associations what seems difficult to understand is 

that nature conservation authorities proposed a policy that sanctioned and actively made possible 

canned predator hunting. Responses from animal activists to this document have included: “again it 

begs the question, who is behind all this, behind the bureaucrats that is. I still get a feeling of strings 

being pulled and informal meetings being held behind closed doors to determine policy and so on. Or 

am I being completely paranoid?”180 And, “I get the feeling that some people with an agenda of their 

own are controlling the canned hunting issue. The Boere Mafia perhaps?”181  

 
According to Gareth Patterson in 1997 then Minister of Environmental Affairs and Tourism, Dr Pallo 

Jordan, had actually been given a copy of the Cook Report months before it was publicly screened 

but he failed to take any action.182 In 1997 the Cook Report was tabled for discussion at a MinMec 

meeting and canned hunting was unanimously condemned. Provincial MECs vowed to stamp out 

illegal (which it was not) and inhumane hunting methods (which animal groups argue most hunting 

is). Government pledged to “root out those responsible” and to “stamp out illegal and inhumane 

hunting methods.”183 It appears that those that issued these statements were unfamiliar with existing 

legislation and policy documents. Nowhere was/is canned hunting illegal, there is the technicality that 

predators can only be shot in an area no less than 1 000ha, but all the industry does to deal with this 

issue, with clear sanction from nature conservation authorities, is to remove the lions from the 

‘breeding camps’, and take them to a larger camp where they are shot by the clients. Often these 

lions are still recovering from being tranquillised when they are shot. In this way a purely 

moneymaking exercise is legitimised.  

                                         
177 Notes from discussion with Martin Hutter, 14 October 2002 
178 Ibid. 
179 Memorandum of Discussion: Possible adjustment to policy of the keeping and hunting of lions in enclosed 
areas in the Transvaal, Chief Directorate of Nature Conservation, Transvaal Provincial Administration, 
September 1992 
180 Interview with Alan Rolstone, 17 December 2002 
181 Interview with Chris Mercer, 15 September 2002 
182 Patterson, Gareth, Mail & Guardian, 2 to 8 May 1997  
183 Mail & Guardian, May 30 1997 
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The condemnation of the canned lion hunting industry by government was not adequately translated 

into action. The main reason for this is probably because government’s policies support hunting and 

the industry as a whole and work closely with hunting bodies such as PHASA. They also appear to 

lack the political will. Government attempted to clear themselves of any involvement by arguing that 

these nefarious activities usually take place on private ‘game farms’, which cannot be monitored. As 

government, they promote hunting on private game farms and encourage the proliferation of private 

‘game farms’ but they appear not to have the resources or the inclination to monitor the activities that 

take place there. According to Xwe an informer has told them that it is not only animals that are 

inhumanely killed on private ‘game farms’ but in some instances people such as suspected poachers 

are also killed by private security ‘armies’.184   

 

Furthermore, many wild predators are lured and baited from protected areas for the canned hunting 

business and government has done little to prevent this. Thus although government’s official position 

is that they do not allow these activities to take place in national parks, in point of fact, it is occurring.  

The question animal protection organisations are asking is, why does government simply not ban the 

practice instead of making meaningless statements such as “instituting legislative action to tighten the 

regulation of hunting activities in the areas where illegal hunting activities have been reported.”185  

 

In February 1998, the then Minister of Environmental Affairs and Tourism, Pallo Jordan, proposed 

that the provinces "impose a voluntary moratorium on the establishment of new lion holding and 

breeding facilities, until a national policy is in place. This moratorium will not affect existing lion 

breeding and holding facilities…"186 At the time, IFAW-SA had called for a ‘Lion Commission’ but this 

too was ignored. Not surprisingly, the moratorium served to entrench and protect existing canned 

predator hunting facilities.  Because it is impossible for NGOs to monitor the industry and because 

provincial authorities will not give them access to their permit books it is not known if the moratorium 

has been adhered to in the provinces. In addition, according to provincial nature conservation 

employees, such as Limpopo’s Deon von Wielligh, provinces are unable to fully implement the 

national moratorium because it was “voluntary” and this “made life difficult for the provinces”. He 

added that these problems were worsened by the fact that there was no written directive from the 

Minister thus bringing the legality and actual existence of a moratorium into question.187  

 
Uncertainty and confusion around the moratorium is illustrated by an advertisement for an auction of 

28 lions in the Free State that stated that the moratorium had been lifted in 2002 and that any person 

who complies with the relevant nature conservation conditions can keep lions. Xwe then wrote to 
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DEAT for clarification. The response by DEAT indicated that the national strategy process on canned 

predator hunting had fallen apart and that the provinces could not agree. “The moratorium was 

voluntary and most of the provinces indicated that they would adhere to it until a national strategy 

was in place. The process for the strategy took much longer than anticipated and some of the 

provinces indicated that they will no longer adhere to the moratorium…We thus have a situation 

where some provinces adhere strictly to the moratorium while others allow the keeping, selling and 

breeding of lions.”188               

 

As mentioned, in November 1998 DEAT approved the decision to develop a national strategy on the 

hunting of large carnivores. Four years later, in October 2002, national government finally developed 

a strategy through the MinMec process. This document has been severely criticised by the animal 

protection organisations.  Of concern to animal organisations, such as DNA, is that the provincial 

regulations are not only extremely difficult to administer but that they are still those used by the old 

Transvaal, Cape and so on, and are therefore outdated but unconstitutional. They also contend that 

the issuing of hunting licenses needs to be investigated – there is no common provincial legislation 

and there are therefore different guidelines, regulations and policies. With regard to the question of 

issuing permits - hunting or others - in a High Court action, Sanwild vs. the Limpopo MEC of Finance, 

Economic Affairs and Tourism (2002), it was found that nature conservation officials did not have the 

authority to consider and refuse or grant any permits provided for in the Ordinance.189  

 

DNA argues that the decision-making processes within provincial nature conservation departments 

are not transparent and open, that permits are being issued on an ad hoc basis and that the criteria 

are essentially unknown.  Moreover, they contend that it is possible that permits issued to captive lion 

and predator breeders by provincial nature conservation authorities are null and void because:  

 The officials who granted them may not have the legal authority to do so; 

 The correct democratic and administrative procedures may not have been followed when 

considering the permit applications and / or permit renewals.  

 

Bruce Hamilton, a former employee at Roy Plath's canned lion hunting farm in Mpumalanga claimed 

that he had pleaded with the Mpumalanga Parks Board not to issue a permit to allow the lioness to be 

hunted but they had ignored this. When the Mpumalanga Parks Board initiated an investigation after 

the screening of the Cook Report Hamilton commented, "…we asked ourselves how criminals could 

investigate themselves."190  
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Nature conservation authorities and provincial legislation, the same agencies and mechanisms that 

are supposed to be monitoring and holding hunters accountable, protect canned hunters and other 

hunters by issuing permits. “The ease with which captive breeders move animals throughout South 

Africa indicates a key reason why their industry has been able to thrive: abuse of the permit process. 

The system was conceived during apartheid and reflected the authoritarian norms of that era. Today, 

conservation boards remain under the control of long-entrenched bureaucrats. Most are white, 

Afrikaans-speaking men. They come from the same tight-knit community as many of those involved 

in captive breeding and canned hunting. Many are hunters themselves.”191 

 

The lack of effective legislation also allows this industry to flourish and there are points of concern 

with regard to the issuing of permits, the permits themselves and the consequences that are evoked 

when permits are not complied with. For example, in the Free State when it was discovered that lions 

were sold and transported without a permit, the offender, although prosecuted in the same court for 

the same offence several times was only subjected to extremely low admission of guilt fines of R500 

and R1000, and this despite the fact that in terms of the Free State Nature Conservation Ordinance 

(0.8. of 1969), Articles 40, 41 & 42 (1) (a) (b) allows for a fine of up to R20 000 or imprisonment for a 

period not exceeding 5 years or a fine and imprisonment.192 In addition the animal can be forfeited to 

the Administration, and this could also include vehicle forfeiture. One therefore has to question the 

commitment of the justice system to ending this illegal practice. These virtually inconsequential low 

fines therefore become a cost that is taken into account by the seller, particularly if the lion is being 

sold to an overseas trophy hunter for R100 000. In this way the entire authority and control via a 

permitting system is brought into question.        

 

Many of the predator breeders have had permits for up to twenty years (such as Albert Mostert) but 

the majority of these permits have not been revoked or reviewed by the various provincial authorities. 

Furthermore, from discussions with nature conservation officials it is clear that they have no idea of 

exactly how many lions are being kept at the facilities at any one time and if they are sold where the 

final destinations are what the ultimate fate of that individual will be. Finally, lions are often lured and 

baited from protected areas illegally, that is, no permits are issued or if they are it is as a result of 

irregularities and the support of certain nature conservation officials who often use the excuse that 

these predators are ‘problem animals’.  
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SA Tourism: Running with the Hares and the Hounds  
 

The canned lion industry poses a direct and serious threat to the tourism industry as a whole. Despite 

this, organs of state linked to the promotion of tourism, such as DEAT, nature conservation 

components in provinces and SA Tourism, instead of opposing these practices, tend to endorse and 

encourage them. SATour claimed it was shocked by the Cook Report but, simultaneously, it said that 

hunting was a lucrative facet of the tourism industry. They said they supported practices that 

enhanced the conservation of South Africa's wildlife, but enhancing conservation in South Africa often 

means the endorsement of killing.  

 

In many ways, SA Tourism actually promotes hunting and the canned predator industry. In 1997, their 

Hunting Directory listed canned predator operators and it has a link to PHASA, which also is a link to 

some of these operators. At the time of the Cook Report SATour had an advertisement stating, "Go 

for the ultimate trophy and score in South Africa" and "It is always in season in South Africa, where 

the world's finest hunting is in the bag."     

 
Other Examples of Canned Hunting Activities  
 

Baixinha: Sanctuaries questioning the permit system 
 
Baixinha (which means ‘pretty one’) a twenty-even-year-old tame East African black rhinoceros 

(Diceros bicornis michaeli). Baixinha was born in an Italian zoo and was subsequently sold to a South 

African commercial breeding project based at Glen Afric near Broederstroom in the North West 

Province. Glen Afric, owned by John Brooker, has a number of wild animals on the property as tourist 

attractions and some are used in films. The rhinoceros-breeding project failed because two males 

brought in as studs died in transit. Twelve years after she arrived in South Africa her ‘owner’, John 

Laylin, offered her as a ‘canned trophy’ to a Norwegian hunter for US$ 60 000.00.  

 

With approximately only 490 black rhinoceros left in the wild in Kenya and Tanzania, Baixinha’s rarity 

meant that a good profit could be made by turning her into a trophy. North West nature conservation 

authorities provided a hunting permit on the basis that killing Baixinha would not have a detrimental 

affect on local indigenous rhinocerosceros populations because she was of a different sub-species. 

Rozanne Savoury of the Ethical Conservation Network noted, “this planned ‘hunt’ of a captive animal 

is unethical, even if it is legal. It is clear the most endangered species in the world are not protected 

by CITES and literally have no future if they are in captivity.”193 Laylin was accused by USA animal 
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rights organisation People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals of trying to blackmail animal rights 

organisations into buying Baixinha in order to save her from being hunted.194     

 

Instead of intervening to stop this hunt, which was also criticised by the SCI Africa Chapter, the 

Department of Finance, Environmental Affairs and Tourism was willing to issue a permit for this 

purpose. No country has a CITES hunting quota for black rhinoceros but the DEAT national office of 

Biodiversity Utilisation was willing to provide a permit to hunt Baixinha if the province could prove that 

the hunt would not be detrimental to the survival of the species in the wild and if a CITES import 

permit was received from the hunter’s country of origin. According to the Born Free Foundation this 

condition applies to both rhinoceros and cheetah, and could allow tame and highly endangered 

animals to be hunted under canned conditions.      

 

Although a permit to hunt Baixinha had already been issued by the North West Province, when the 

public was alerted to Baixinha’s plight, there was an international outcry and concerted negotiations 

began to purchase her so that she could retire to a place where she would never be hunted. As a 

result the owner of Baixinha, David Laylin, agreed, in writing, that she could live out the rest of her life 

in a wildlife sanctuary in the Limpopo Province.  

 

However nature conservation authorities in the Limpopo refused to issue travel and holding permits 

for this purpose because they argued that Baixinha was an “alien organism” and therefore she posed 

a threat to indigenous South African rhinoceros populations, despite the fact that the sanctuary 

undertook that no inter-species breeding would take place. In the meantime, Brooker was attempting 

to get Laylin to change his mind and allow the rhinoceros to be trophy hunted. In June 2002, Laylin 

informed the sanctuary, Sanwild, that unless a permit could be obtained he would reconsider his 

position.   

 

In the meantime an international petition with 36 000 signatures, asking Minister Valli Moosa to 

intervene, had been launched. According to the Born Free Foundation, a request to meet with 

Minister Moosa to hand over this petition fell on deaf ears.   

 

Sanwild lodged a successful high court action in July 2002 to force nature conservation authorities to 

provide an import and holding permit. Judge Daniels ruled that: the decision by the Limpopo 

Department of Finance, Environmental Affairs and Tourism not to grant Baixinha a permit to live out 

the rest of her natural life at Sanwild be set aside; and that a permit be issued to allow Baixinha to be 

imported into the Limpopo Province. Despite this ruling the nature conservation authorities in the 
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North West Province now refused to issue export permits.  They did, however, relent after various 

meetings took place between Sanwild legal council and the head of the Department. 

 

Baixinha’s reprieve allowed her to be moved to Sanwild on the 22 July 2002. This stay of execution 

has been the exception to the rule and thousands of other wild animals have not been as fortunate.  

 

Long Tom 
 
In 2000 South Africa’s oldest white rhinoceros, ‘Long Tom’ (so named because he was reputed to 

have the longest horn in Africa), who lived in the Thomas Baines Nature Reserve in the Eastern 

Cape, was put on auction for an estimated R200 000, by the Eastern Cape Department of Finance, 

Economic Affairs, Environment and Tourism in order to raise funds. There was significant public and 

NGO outcry and opposition, both in the Eastern Cape and nationally, particularly because there were 

fears that thirty-five-year-old Long Tom would, as a result of the sale, be hunted as a trophy.  WAG 

chairperson, Clive Ramsbottom, said “wildlife management in the province was a disgrace to even 

countenance such a proposal”, that this planned kind of “sustainable utilisation” was an “exploitation 

of our natural heritage” and he compared the idea to shooting old age pensioners once they had 

outlived their usefulness.195 Spokesperson for the Friends of the Thomas Baines Reserve, Ingrid 

Schubel, questioned how “anyone can morally consider hunting an animal under such circumstances. 

We feel Tom has more value than simply the cost of his head as a trophy.”196  

 

As a result of public protestations Tom was, at the time, given a stay of execution.      

 

Canned Rhinoceros Hunt in Kuruman  
 
The trophy hunter, Dawie Erwee, had been given a permit by the Northern Cape Nature Conservation 

authorities to kill a white rhinoceros female in the Kuruman Municipal Game Park in May 2000. There 

had been two rhinoceros in the Park for fifteen years but the male had been sold on auction and 

removed. This allowed him to hunt the rhinoceros by any means he wished to.  

 

According to the Kalahari Raptor Centre, which had investigated this incident,  

 

“she was approached on foot by the hunter, his son, the chairman of the local hunting 

association and a member of the Municipal staff. There was no vet or representative of the 

Northern Cape Department of Nature Conservation. The precise number of bullets which 

struck her are in dispute. She was hunted all day but the hunters say that she was only hit by 

3 bullets. What really happened was this. Because she was semi-tame she was easily stalked 
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and the first bullet was fired into her at about nine am. Thereafter she was tracked and shot 

again at least one more time. Late in the afternoon, the hunters called in a helicopter because 

she was hiding in some thick bush. The helicopter located her and directed the bakkie to her 

position. At this time she was seen to be bleeding both from her shoulder and from her 

hindquarters. Dawie Erwee, standing on the open back of the vehicle, took aim from fifty to 

sixty metres away with his 458 Winchester rifle – complete with telescopic sight. …he chose 

to avoid a fatal shot to the head which would have spoilt his trophy. He deliberately fired the 

heavy bullet into her body…She set off in a blind panic, crashing through bushes and 

knocking over small trees. When she came to a stop, the process was repeated. The 

helicopter talked the vehicle to where she had sought refuge, and another heavy bullet was 

carefully fired into her body. Again she set off. This process was to be repeated at least 10 or 

12 times over a half hour or so. In plain words, she was purposely wounded more than a 

dozen times to preserve the trophy part of her body. Presumably the hunter was aiming at her 

heart but he kept missing it. Eventually she fell forward on to her knees and the bakkie was 

able to drive right up to her. Even then no one put a bullet into her head. She was allowed to 

die in this position, slowly drowning in her own blood.”197   

 

The prosecutor however argued that there were no grounds to take the matter further.  

 

The Mainstream Conservation Position on ‘Canned Hunting’  
 

Every major mainstream environmental organisation in South Africa is pro-hunting but some of them 

have taken positions against canned predator hunting, although in most cases they have not done 

anything to actively get rid of it. In addition, as the IUCN’s Saliem Fakir has pointed out, “there are 

certain individuals within the [mainstream conservation] organisations who feel that the kind of 

hunting that has been promoted at the present moment is not acceptable. It is not just the IFAW 

people. It is not just people in the animal rights world who are saying these things. There are even 

people within the sustainable use camp who are even questioning the idea of hunting. And it is not 

just hunting. It is a whole association with a particular constituency.”198 However, if what Fakir says is 

true, these rumblings of discontent are not being voiced publicly.   

 
Endangered Wildlife Trust 
 
In an interview with Will Bernhard on SAFM’s EcoWatch, John Ledger, then Director of EWT, not only 

accepted the hunting of rhinoceros and other animals but recommended it as a commercially 
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attractive activity. Ledger used words like “harvesting” and although he made a distinction between 

colonial hunter Cornwallis Harris “slaughtering the wildlife”, he also spoke about killing in vastly 

greater numbers in terms of “integrating wildlife” into rural people’s “food production systems”. Ledger 

made a case for the killing of black rhinoceross as a big income-generating activity and he 

condemned CITES for not permitting this. To a question by Bernhard as to whether hunting 

rhinoceros in a small area in Pilanesberg is “not rather like canned lion hunting” and “as easy as 

falling off a log”, Ledger replied: “Oh yes, but there’s a great demand for that sort of thing and if you 

want to be judgmental about the ethics of doing that you can but following the disclosures about 

canned lion hunting in South Africa my colleagues in the business (my emphasis) told me that they 

were flooded with enquiries.”To a further question by Bernhard as to whether Ledger, if approached 

by a modern-day Cornwallis-Harris, would be prepared to set up a canned hunt, Ledger replied: 

“Yeah, it actually has nothing to do with nature conservation…”199 

 

Professor Gerhard Verdoorn, EWT Trustee and now Director of EWT, takes an opposing view to 

Ledger. "Has the world bred a bunch of egotistical wimps that can only boast about their 

achievements in the safety of a bar or lounge with the mounted head of a murdered specimen on 

their wall?" He continues "…we are generating a very bad name in South Africa with our canned 

hunting."200  

 

Wildlife and Environment Society of Southern Africa 
 
WESSA came out against ‘canned hunting’ as well as baiting and luring saying it was unethical and 

immoral and would harm South Africa’s image. They called for it to be immediately outlawed, 

nationally and provincially. However, they have not taken any concrete steps to implement this policy 

nor did they sign the DNA coalition appeal to government to ban canned predator hunting.  

 

WWF-SA 
 
WWF, which is a pro-hunting organisation, was founded in 1961 by Sir Peter Scott, a trophy hunter, 

together with other hunters such Prince Philip of England, Prince Rainer of Monaco, Prince Bernhardt 

of The Netherlands and whaler Aristotle Onassis. Onassis feared that African independence would 

lead to the rapid loss of target species, as had been the case in Kenya and India who after gaining 

independence had put a stop to recreational hunting.201  According to Animal People, the founders of 

WWF constituted an elite group of people that were bound by their love of killing animals for so-called 

sport.  For example, Prince Philip, the honorary head of the British chapter of WWF was a prolific 

tiger killer, who in a six-week holiday in 1987, together with his sons Charles, Andrew and Edward, 
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killed 10 000 pigeons, 7 000 pheasant, 300 partridge, and several hundred ducks, geese and 

rabbits.202 In the United States, early WWF presidents were C R Gutermuth, who was also the 

president of the NRA, and Francis L. Kellogg, an infamous trophy hunter. Moreover, according to a 

1988 investigation by Private Eye, the members of the 1001 Club, a group of billionaire patrons of the 

WWF, largely owe their fortunes to activities in opposition to preserving wildlife habitat.  

 

It is therefore not surprising that WWF-SA have not spoken out against the naked cruelty of canned 

hunting.   

 

Other Mainstream Voices 
 
Ecologist David Grossman (a consultant to the IUCN and special advisor to the then Minister of 

Agriculture and Land Affairs, Derek Hanekom, on the Tuli Elephant issue) believed that the Cook 

report was more the exception than the rule.203 This dismissive position, which trivialises the 

concerns expressed by the animal protection organisations, is problematic precisely because this 

industry is not properly monitored and because predator hunting takes place behind closed doors 

where it is impossible to get hold of footage. It is a guarded industry in much the same way that 

vivisection is. Nevertheless, testimonies of people who have worked in the industry confirm that 

unacceptable practices are taking place.  

 

Grossman argued that ethics is linked to culture, that is, in African culture baiting is commonplace 

and therefore acceptable. This argument rests on the fallacious premise that cultural practices are 

acceptable, are set in stone and should not be changed. The ’cultural practice’ of slavery was part of 

the American South. Should it have been allowed to continue uncontested? This view also crudely 

stereotypes African culture.  EWT and Grossman both make a case for the regulation of canned 

predator hunting rather than its banning. Again this brings to the fore the analogy of monitoring and 

self-policing through unenforceable guidelines, which is a theme throughout thisd report.    

 

According to Eddie Koch, “There is, among many hunters, a sense of nobility. During their sorties into 

the bush an equal balance of power is essential for there to be courage and grace under pressure, 

the hallmarks of a real hunter. For him the thrill of the chase is everything. A real respect for the 

quarry develops in the process. Shooting is just a minor part at the end of it all.”204 This statement  

appears to perpetuate the false notions of hunting and has very little to do with the actual unethical 

practices involved. Furthermore, Koch tries to obfuscate the real issues at hand by asking misguided 

questions, such as: if lion hunting is banned, where will this leave communities, whose livestock are  
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supposedly ravaged by marauding lions? These questions link rather into issues of policy, monitoring 

mechanisms, political will and bureaucracy. For example, there are problems with fences that are not 

maintained in protected areas and this appears to go hand-in-hand with the active encouragement of 

hunting by government authorities and agencies who, instead of protecting communities, actively 

work with professional hunters to bait and lure lions onto communal land, sometimes taking live 

donkeys as bait without the community’s permission.  

 

Policies around conservancies and privately-held land bordering protected areas need to be 

rigorously interrogated and overhauled. In addition, there needs to be intense investigation covering 

issues of communities and wildlife so that equitable solutions can be found for both people and 

animals. Moreover, one has to question whether killing animals is a sustainable way to improve 

livelihoods for the poor and whether it is ethical or practical to lay poverty alleviation and its 

eradication at the door of wild life. Surely this question can only find a solution in more ethical and 

sustainable national micro and macro economic, political and social policies.  

 
 

Challenging the Notion of ‘The Other’ 
 

At the root of trophy hunting in South Africa is power, exploitation, the suppression and domination of 

‘the other’, and the siphoning off of so-called ‘resources’ from the South to the North. In the ‘new’ 

South Africa, trophy hunting is growing with the full backing of the government, through its 

sustainable use policies. In addition, a small, but vociferous, pro-gun and pro-hunting lobby, largely 

made up of white Afrikaans-speaking males, is bankrolling the trophy hunting industry. Seemingly 

entrenched government bureaucrats who were appointed during the Apartheid era and who too are 

mostly white, Afrikaans-speaking men and who on the whole support hunting, in turn prop them up. 

Simultaneously, the anti-hunting lobby in South Africa is growing and it appears to have wide support. 

This lobby has begun to challenge hunting by publicly targeting the ‘canned’ predator industry, which 

it sees as a metaphor for the unacceptable practice of hunting more generally. It is within this terrain 

that one of the most significant environmental battles in South Africa, since the end of Apartheid, is 

taking place. 
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Appendix A: Predator Suppliers and Breeders 
 

“We spotted the lion ahead of us, he had climbed a tree to escape… I approached the lion, at 

thirty metres I paused, drew back my bow and released the arrow. The arrow found its mark in 

the lower chest angling to the opposite shoulder, the arrow burying itself into the shoulder 

bone…The lion had fallen to the ground, he ripped the arrow out mutilating his lower lungs, 

liver and upper intestines. We moved in…” Personal account of a lion that was ‘bow-hunted’ 

at Mokwalo in Limpopo Province 205 
 

Obtaining a comprehensive list of predator breeders in South Africa from both national and provincial 

authorities has proved impossible. They either claim that they do not have one or they deny access 

citing ‘third party confidentiality’. The list below is therefore not a comprehensive one but only reflects 

some of the individuals and farms involved in the canned lion industry. Information in the compilation 

of this list has largely been gleaned from Xwe and newspaper articles. 

 

Eastern Cape 
 
According to Nature Conservation official Mr Els there are seven captive lion breeding operations in 

the region. These include: 
 

 Addo Croc Ranch  

 

 Cango Wildlife Ranch, Outshoorn. Cheetah, lion, puma, jaguar, White Bengal tigers 

 

 Seaview Game Park breeds white lions 

 

 Mpongo Park. Owned by Frederick Burchell. His son Barry Burchell, owns a hunting farm, 

Burchell Game Reserve, near Alicedale. The family also own Burchell Taxidermy and 

Tannery. In 1989 Burchell was given permission by the Ciskei government to lease the 

Tsolwana, Lennox Sebe and Mpofu game reserves for 40 years to a private operator. In terms 

of a 1998 Proclamation by the President of the Republic of South Africa allegations were 

investigated into the unlawful, unauthorised and/or irregular conclusion of a contract for the 

administration and control of game parks in the former Ciskei between the Government of the 

former Republic of Ciskei and Frederick Burchell, and/or the validity of the contract.  
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Free State  
 
According to the NSPCA’s Wildlife Unit Manager, Rick Allen, there are 22 predator breeders in the 

Free State. Some of these include: 

 

 Pieter Swart is the owner of Boskoppie Game Reserve near Kroonstad. In 1999 he was 

chairperson of the Free State Predator Breeding Society and at the time reportedly had 53 

lions. At the time they advertised that the ‘king ‘of Boskoppie was a 10- year-old Kalahari lion 

called Rooijan. It is possible that Rooijan is now a trophy on some hunter’s wall. Swart 

imported seven lions from Cyprus in 1998 of which nine arrived but two fully-grown males 

stayed only for a 30-day quarantine period before going to Albert Mostert in Limpopo. The 

entire deal was handled through a broker and the so-called purpose was to breed with the 

lions because they had black manes. Of the seven lions that remained at Boskoppies four 

were found to be infertile. Two of the four were females but developed manes and the reason 

was a hormone imbalance. The other two (males) were also infertile one having an extremely 

low sperm count and the other had calcified testes. Swart then ‘exchanged’ these four animals 

for four others from outside the Free State province. Allegedly there is no record for either 

export or import permits for this exchange. Nature conservation in the Free State claimed they 

had no prior knowledge of this exchange.  

 

 Marius Prinsloo, Camorhi Game Ranch near Bethlehem. The Hoedspruit Cheetah Project at 

Kapama Game Reserve sold four cubs to Prinsloo in 1996.  According to the Sunday Times, 

in 1997 the Johannesburg Zoo loaned a rare male lion Zeus, who is only one of 20 lions in 

South Africa that carry a rare gene which allows him to bear white cubs, to Prinsloo for 

breeding purposes. The Zoo made a deal with Prinsloo which would give both of them an 

equal cut of the money in any sale of the offspring. Pure white cubs are worth about R1 million 

each. The Zoo then accused him of advertising the sale of a white lion cub on the Internet in 

1999. Prinsloo denied this and said that Zeus was dead. However, this was proved to be 

incorrect and the Zoo went to court to have Zeus returned to Johannesburg.206 Prinsloo was, 

according to Free State chief nature conservationist, Tom Mostert, supposedly also under 

investigation for having 34 lions and seven cheetah without permits. However, this has not 

stopped nature conservation authorities from allowing predators from Prinsloo to be auctioned 

at sales in 2002 and 2003.  
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 ‘Shorty’ Durand, owner of the farm Groenvlei in the Hoopstad district. Durand imported seven 

black-maned lions from Taman Safari Park in Indonesia.207 In 2001, John Brooker, the owner 

of Glen Afric, according to a media report also sold Dandylion, a male lion used in 

advertisments and films, to Durand.208 In November 2002, Durand put a number of lions and 

two Bengal tigers on sale at an auction organised by Vleissentraal. At the auction he 

physically attacked and beat the NSPCA’s Rick Allan, who was trying to inspect the holding 

facilities. Allegedly, he has close ties with Ed Hern as there are numerous import and export 

permits detailing contact and business dealings between the two people on Shorty Durand’s 

file in Bloemfontein Nature Conservation offices. Durand was also arrested in the 1980s for 

illegally exporting ostriches from Namibia.  

 

 Jan Delport, Reddersburg area. In May 2002, Delport’s hand-reared lions escaped though a 

hole in the fence and attacked and killed eight of his sheep. "We taught them to hunt for 

themselves; first with a little lamb, then with a bigger sheep, then with a little pig, today, they 

hunt their own food."209   

 

 Jannie Otto Safaris. According to their website a carnivore-breeding project at the lodge 

includes lion, Bengal tiger, cheetah, jaguar, leopard and caracal.   

 

 Krys Wessels/Ronnie Webster – Kukuzans Hunting Safaris in Bethlehem. Kukuzans Hunting 

Lodge (across the road from Camorhi) allegedly offered a white lion for trophy hunting. 

Pictures of the lion were circulated to interested parties and according to an anonymous 

source, this lion is one of those born at Camorhi directly linking the Johannesburg Zoo to a 

white lion on offer for a trophy hunt. 

 

                                         
207Africa Geographic, p35, June 2002 
208 Mail & Guardian, 20-26 July 2001 
209 African Eye News Service     
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       White lion apparently offered for a hunt by Kukuzans Safaris in 2002 

 

 Willie Lombard, of Lions of Africa, exhibits cubs at shopping centres. 

 

 Riaan van Wyk of the farm Tara near Ventersburg. Allegedly bred the lion Tokkelos. 

 

 Theuns and Sarel Wessels, near Kroonstad.  

 

 Thys and Antoinette Mostert, farm Lapdoorns, Bothaville. Also linked to research projects at 

the University of the Orange Free State.    

 

Gauteng 
 
The Gauteng Department of Agriculture, Conservation, Environment and Land Affairs, in a letter to 

Xwe , wrote, 

  

“there are no registered "predator breeding operations" in Gauteng. This Department has 

always taken the view that a predator breeding operation will be something such as an 

operation where, for example, lions are bred for purely commercial purposes, and where 

public viewing is not provided for. In a predator breeding operation the main reason for its 

existence would be breeding for commercial purposes only. On the other side of the 

spectrum, a number of registered zoos in Gauteng keep and display large predators. The 

main reason for the existence of a zoo would be the display of animals under acceptable 

conditions for educational and research purposes, all zoos have to be open to the public, and 

the breeding of large predators under zoo conditions would only be a secondary occurrence. 

The zoos normally keep meticulous records relating to the genetics of the animals so as to 

prevent inbreeding and other deleterious effects." 
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The letter also attached a list of the "names of Gauteng zoos which are keeping large predators for 

display to the public":210 

1.  Pretoria Zoo and Emerald Safari Park 

2.  Johannesburg Zoo 

3.  Animal and Reptile Zoo 

4.  The Farm Inn 

5.  Rhinoceros and Lion Park 

6.  Krugersdorp Game Reserve 

7.  Four Ways Lion Park 

8.  Lory Park Zoo 

9.  Aloe Ridge Hotel 

10. Horseback Africa 

 

 Lion Park, Fourways. Apparently enquiries at the front gate about the purchase of lion cubs is 

met with complete openness and quotes ranging from R10 to R15 000 are given.211 The Lion 

Park website sdtates, “there are currently more than 100 lions. This includes almost 30 hand-

reared cubs. Most of the lions are housed in four different lion camps where numbers range to 

about 14 animals, including cubs of different ages. One of the males is a rare white lion.” 

 

 Lambert Hendrik Roux, farm Hakdooringlaagte in Wallmannstal near Pretoria. Roux is co-

owner of Amakulu Game Dealers. In 2000 he was charged with illegally transporting two six-

week old lion cubs from East London to Pretoria without a permit. 

 

 Rhinoceros and Lion Park. Owner is hunter Ed Hern. Breeds and keep cheetahs, lions and 

tigers. Also recently imported the so-called ‘Spaghetti’ lioness that killed a horse on the 

property just after she arrived from an Italian zoo and two Siberian tigers from zoos in Britain. 

Unconfirmed reports say that the male Siberian killed the female and partially ate her. He also 

has a breeding pack of wild dogs with a constant supply of young pups. (See also Durandt, 

Shorty in Free State section). Ken Heuer of Milbank Lion Sanctuary (attached to the 

Rhinoceros and Lion Park) admitted to capturing wild cheetah illegally in Namibia and bringing 

across the border to South Africa.  

 

                                         
210 Letter from Dr PE Hanekom, Head of Dept of Agriculture, Conservation, Environment and Land Affairs to 
Xwe African Wildlife Research and Investigation Centre, 12 January 2003 
211 Interview with Cora Bailey of CLAW, 1 July 2003 
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Limpopo 
 
 Albert Mostert is the owner of Mokwalo, a farm that borders the Kruger National Park. It 

breeds lions, including white lions and is, according to Deon von Wielligh (CITES and Permit 

Management division Limpopo Province) the biggest lion breeder in Limpopo.212 In 1997, the 

commercial trophy price to kill a white lion was rumoured to be R300 000.213 In 2002, trophy 

hunters were willing to pay anywhere between R500 000 to R1 million to shoot a white lion at 

close range. In an article on canned predator hunting in the Africa Geographic, Mokwalo, 

which has over 100 lions and nine white lions, was referred to as "the most notorious of South 

Africa's lion-breeding and hunting operations." Author Michler goes on to note" The operation 

allows for day visitors and, for a small fee, you will be driven around the property to witness an 

example of what has to be the worst face that tourism and wildlife management has to offer. 

Mokwalo is an uninviting place, without morality or soul, a place where even the domestic 

dogs are kept in cages."214  

 

Mokwalo’s ‘white lion research project’ is fenced off and this means that lions would be 

attracted to that area that is in their territory and by females. In this way it acts as a lure for 

other lions. Carcasses of buck are tied to a tree to lure and ambush lions, which are then shot 

or killed with arrows.  

 

 Piet “Leeu” Slabbert, Bandur Safaris, Alldays. Slabbert was supplied with 13 lions by the 

Kruger National Park, which at the time said that these lions and their offspring would never 

be sold for hunting.  

 

 Hans Harri was allegedly implicated in luring lions out of the Kruger Park to have them 

hunted. Audio recordings of lion roars as well as carcasses strung up in trees were used to 

lure the lions. The fence was also apparently lifted so that the lured lions could crawl under. 

 

 Piet Warren, Gravelotte district. In 2002, it was alleged that he had approximately 85 lions. He 

owns Piet Warren Meat in Phalaborwa.  Roelf Meyer is apparently one of the partners in the 

consortium that owns the property in Limpopo.  

 

 Sam and Nicky Liversage, Sandringham. Sandringham, owned by Italian businessman Julio 

Bertrand, was implicated in stealing lions from the adjoining Timbavati Nature Reserve in 

                                         
212 Discussion with Deon von Wielligh, 4 January 2003 
213Mail & Guardian, 2-8 May 1997 
214 Michler, Ian, Dead or Alive, African Geographic, p36, June 2002 
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1999 and 2000.215 The fences between Timbavati and the Kruger National Park were 

removed in 1994 and this means that lions stolen from the Timbavati could also originate from 

the Kruger.    

 

 Ian Sussens – Tsukudu 

 

  Duvenage (Hoedspruit) 

 

Mpumalanga 
 
 Roy Plath. Plath was implicated in the "Cook Report" which showed how a lioness on Plath's 

Marlothi ‘game farm’ was shot by a German trophy hunter, at close range and against an 

electric fence, after she had, an hour earlier, deliberately been separated from her cubs, who 

were on the other side of the fence.  The controversy-plagued Mpumalanga Parks Board 

continues to issue permits for him to keep, export and shoot lions. In 1998, Plath was issued 

with export permits for 17 lions, which were held captive on his farm. Three of these lions had 

gone missing or died (presumably they were killed by hunters) and 14 were sold to Andre 

Booysens and Dirk de Villiers of Pandane farm in Mozambique for a supposed ‘breeding 

project’, despite expressions of concern by animal protection organisations. At the time animal 

rights activist Gareth Patterson said he suspected that the lions were being exported to 

Mozambique for the sole purpose of canned lion hunting.216   

  
North West 
 
 Gerard Glas, Sundown Lion Park, North West Province. According to Glas they breed and sell 

lion cubs but they have no control over what happens to them afterwards.  

 

 Sandhurst Safaris owned by the Fletcher family. Sandhurst bought animals from the Thaba 

Ya Batho Zoo - seven Bengal tigers, two black panthers, five brown bears, four pumas, eight 

lions, four leopards, three jaguars and a chimpanzee. Carte Blanche exposed that a 

taxidermist who services this lodge has trophies of black leopard, jaguar and tigers. Sandhurst 

Safaris also bought one of the two semi-tame rhinoceross from the Kuruman Municipal Game 

Park when these were offered on tender for hunts. They bought the bull in 2000 and it is 

alleged that a Russian hunting party, which included the Prime Minister of Russia, shot him. 

Sandhurst also allegedly ‘stores’ their lions in game reserves near Krugersdorp and Mafikeng. 

The apparent reason for this is that they have an arrangement with two abattoirs close to 

these reserves and the reserves attract visitors with the lions. When animals are needed for a 

                                         
215 Mail & Guardian, 20-27 April 2000  
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canned hunt they are simply fetched. Sandhurst is one of the hunting establishments which is 

prepared to take photographs of lions, allowing prospective hunters to select their trophies 

before even setting foot in South Africa. It should be noted that Sandhurst is also the place 

where at least four of the original thirty Tuli elephants were sent from African Game Services.  

 

 Letsatsi La Africa, Orkney district. Owned by Kobus van der Westhuizen. They do 

photographic exhibitions in shopping centres and are reputed to be one of the biggest 

exhibiters of young lion cubs in shopping centres. They breed and own lions, a Bengal tiger, 

lynxes, servals, civet cats, wild dogs, a brown hyena, jackals and pumas. Van der Westhuizen 

was also at the centre of a controversy with Retha de Winnaar who took him to court to try 

and regain ownership of four adult lions (and their subsequent offspring which at one stage 

numbered 13) that her husband Nico had allegedly sold to Van der Westhuizen. She lost the 

case but is apparently in the process of appealing. Tokkelos the lion that “got lost” was one of 

the four adults. Van der Westhuizen maintains he sold Tokkelos to Buks Steenkamp who 

denies ever having received the animal. Retha de Winnaar and her husband used to work on 

Letsatsi La Africa until they had a fall-out with Van der Westhuizen.  Van der Westhuizen 

attempted in 2002 to sell some of the disputed lions and their offspring at an auction in 

Limpopo Province but was prohibited from doing so until the case had been finalised. Van der 

Westhuizen has also paid at least two admission of guilt fines (for separate incidents) to the 

Viljoenskroon Magistrate’s office for transporting lion without the necessary permits.  The first 

at the end of 2001 was for R500 and the second at the beginning of 2002 was for R1 000. 

With the prices lions are fetching on the market breaking the law and paying such low fines is 

really quite profitable. So even if an applicant’s permit to transport or export a lion from one 

province to another is turned down and the animal is moved in any event, the fine is so low as 

to make it completely ineffective. There are also reports of fundamental human rights 

violations on Letsatsi La Africa which are being dealt with by the Office of the Community Law 

Advisor (OCLA). Allegedly, one of the ways of ‘punishing’ staff is to put them into the lion 

enclosures and leave them there until they ‘confess’. 217 

 

 Buks Steenkamp  – the man Van der Westhuizen says he sold Tokkelos to. There is also a 

regular supply of young lion cubs available for sale from Steenkamp. Prospective buyers are 

                                                                                                                                           
216 The Star, 9 November 1998 
217 The Free State Centre for Citizenship Education & Conflict Resolution, Quarterly Report for the Period of 
March to June 2002 for the Unit for Conflict Resolution and the Unit for Equal Rights & Minority Protection, Unit 
for Conflict Resolution & Mediation 
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welcome to view the animals by appointment. It was also alleged that he sold two lion cubs to 

John Brooker of Glen Afric in Gauteng.  

 

 Shingalana Lion Park in the Ottosdal area and owned by a Mr Kobus Jacobs is purported to 

be the largest lion breeder in South Africa 

 

 Thys and Antoinette Mostert. In 2002, it was alleged that they had over 60 lions on their 

property near Bothaville. 

 

 Ukutula Game Lodge Lion Farm. 

 

 Bennet Joubert. Vryburg District. According to Chris Mercer of the Kalahari Raptor Centre this 

breeder has more than 500 lions on his property. 

 

 Deon van Zyl. Esperance. 

 

 Apie Reyneke. Farm Voorspoed in the Vryburg District. 

 

 Tau Roara Lodge on farm Verdruk, between Lichtenburg and Ottostal.  

 

Western Cape 
 
 Drakenstein Lion Park, has a lion and cheetah breeding project  

 

Other  
 
 QEQESHI LIONS, via the Internet, offers hand-reared lions available for hunting on a “private 

South African farm” and states that a “trophy is guaranteed”.  (Email: qeqeshi@yahoo.com, 

telephone +27 (0)82 512 6379) 

 

 Leo and Nimrod African Safaris 

 

 

mailto:qeqeshi@yahoo.com
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CHAPTER FOUR 
 

CLOSED DOORS, CLOAKS AND DAGGERS: VIVISECTION IN SOUTH 
AFRICA 

 
 

Vivisection - "barbarous, horrible, and most of all superfluous." (C.G. Jung) 

 
 

Paradigms, Rhetoric, Schisms And Quintessence 
 

“’You asked me once.’ Said O’Brien: what was in Room 101.I told you that you knew the answer already. 

Everyone knows it. The thing that is in Room 101 is the worst thing in the world’” (George Orwell, 1984) 

 

Vivisection is the experimentation on living animals, whether human or other animals, supposedly for 

the benefit of beings other than that specific individual. In general it refers to any sort of experimental 

procedure, which is carried out on a ‘nonhuman animal’, whether ‘cutting whilst alive’ is involved, or 

not. Almost no species of animal is excluded, from mice to primates. From the literature it is apparent 

that it is a practice that is traditionally shrouded in secrecy and also one that deeply divides defenders 

and critics, morally, scientifically and epistemologically.  

 

In South Africa the chief civil society-based NGO that is engaging with the vivisection issue is South 

Africans for the Abolition of Vivisection (SAAV). It is for this reason that this chapter will focus largely on 

the activities, policies, tactics and campaigns of SAAV, which is the leading anti-vivisection organisation 

in South Africa and which has consistently represented the case for non-animal testing and research 

to the various proponents and government agencies. In addition, this chapter will give a short 

historical background to the practice of vivisection and the growth and nature of opposition to it and 

then briefly outline the South African context. It will then provide an overview of SAAV policies, and 

strategies and will review key SAAV campaigns, both locally and as part of international initiatives, 

with particular emphasis on the international trade in primates and the use of primates in research; 

the nature of the vivisection industry’s self-regulation practices and codes of ‘ethics’ will be analysed; 

and an examination of the position taken by the South African vivisection industry, with particular 

reference to the Medical Research Council, the University of the Witwatersrand, Apartheid front 

company the Roodeplaat Research Laboratory, and the Centre Africain Primate Experimentale. This 

chapter will also probe how and why veterinarians helped to prop up Apartheid through vivisection 

and how the model of ‘Animal Ethics Committees’ helped them to do this. In doing this it will also 

briefly touch on the role of the Johannesburg Zoo in laundering animals for use in animal 

experiments. The support of the South African government for the industry and its non-engagement 
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strategies in relation to those organisations seeking transparency and public accountability within the 

industry will be interrogated.  

 

In conclusion, it is clear that through collusion by animal welfare organisations; deliberate 

disengagement and lack of transparency by the State and the Industry; organisational inadequacies 

within the anti-vivisection movement in South Africa; and the lack of a legal imperative to protect 

animals in laboratories through legislation, anti-vivisection and animal rights voices are marginalised.   

 

Brief Historical Overview 
 

Although animals had been used in experiments from at least Greek and Roman times, it was Rene 

Descartes (1596-1650), an animal experimenter himself, who provided the chief rationalisation for 

vivisection. Descartes proclaimed that animals were machines and therefore incapable of thinking or 

feeling. However, the foundation of the modern biomedical paradigm was laid by French physiologist 

Claude Bernard in the middle of the nineteenth century, with his publication Introduction to the Study of 

Experimental Medicine. As a result animal experiments became the standard for the production of 

medical science, and therefore an everyday practice. Bernard described the physiologist as “someone 

that could not hear the cry of animals, or see the blood flowing…”1 Under unspeakable conditions and 

without the use of anaesthesia, he operated and experimented on restrained dogs and cats. After 

Claude Bernard, the number of animal experiments increased continuously, particularly at universities, 

and probably peaked with Chris Barnard’s heart transplant experiments. It is difficult to conclusively 

designate a date when animal experimentation started in South Africa but it appears quite certain that 

animal experiments began soon after the first University-based medical schools were established in the 

1930s. 

 

Bernard continues to be cited by those who try to give a scientific justification of animal experimentation. 

Those against the use of animal experiments criticise this because they argue that Bernard’s 

understanding of science and his methodology is outdated. They argue that this methodology has 

hindered medical advances by assuming that all significant advances are a result of laboratory 

experiments on non-human animals and because it downplays the importance of clinical and 

epidemiological studies. Bernard’s methodological legacy is that animal experimentation has become a 

tradition and provides the paradigm in which biomedical research takes place. This has meant that 

industries and universities have made massive investments in animal testing research, which in turn has 

had serious consequences for “the current public policy debate over the use of animals in biomedical 

research, both from the standpoint of animal welfare and the distribution of increasingly scarce 

                                         
1 A Brief History of Dissection and Vivisection: From Galen to Claude Bernard p7 
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healthcare resources.” 2 Researchers using animals argue that their work is necessary, is scientific and 

benefits humans and that the vivisection industry is heavily regulated to minimise animal suffering. 

 

Public Reaction to the Practice of Vivisection 
 

Concomitantly, public reaction against vivisection began in the nineteenth century and today the global 

anti-vivisection movement campaigns against the use of animals: in the development of drugs3; 

military research; biotechnology; teaching; medical research; cosmetics4 and household products. 

The criticism of the use of animals in experiments is mainly on scientific and moral grounds. Criticism on 

scientific grounds has recently increased substantially and supported by a growing number of critical 

physicians and scientists. “It is less for animal welfare reasons than for recognition of the fact that a 

largely mechanistic or materialistic orientation of medical research has led the art of healing into a dead 

end.”5 Or as Vernon Coleman has candidly commented, "I cannot think of a single major medical 

breakthrough that was produced as a result of an animal experiment. I wonder how many more 

millions of animals have to be sacrificed before we abandon the useless and barbaric practice of 

animal experimentation."6 Scientific opposition to animal experimentation is based on the argument 

that animal experimentation directly harms humans because: 

• Findings from animal models cannot be reliably extrapolated to humans; and 

• Animal experimentation diverts funds from useful human-related research modalities. 

 

The ethical arguments against vivisection go beyond the scientific concerns and are based on moral 

concerns about the treatment of animals. From this point of view non-consensual animal 

experimentation is seen as morally odious and can never be justified. According to organisations 

such as SAAV animal experiments, like slavery, are a fundamental underpinning of societal injustice 

because they treat animals as mere tools or things. “Ignoring the interests of an animal just because it 

is not human is speciesism, an immorality akin to racism.”7  

 

                                         
2 LaFollette, Hugh and Shanks, Niall, Animal Experimentation: the legacy of Claude Bernard, International 
Studies in the Philosophy of Science, 1994, p195-210   
3 All drug companies test the drugs they manufacture and develop on animals 
4 Currently in the EU, 38 000 animals die needlessly in tests for new cosmetic products. The European 
Parliament passed a law in January 2003, which would ban most testing of cosmetics on animals in the EU by 
2009 and bans the sale in the EU of cosmetics that have been tested on animals anywhere.   
5 Rambeck, Bernhard, The Impact of Animal Experiments on the Development of Modern Medicine, European 
Vegetarian News, Issue 1, 1997 
6 Dr Vernon Coleman, Fellow of the Royal Society of Medicine and author of Why Animal Experiments Must 
Stop 
7 South Africans for the Abolition of Vivisection, submission to government, A Call for Transparency and 
Accountability in the Vivisection Industry ,p.6, 1998 
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The animal rights argument against vivisection is largely based on an ethical position. This emphasis 

on ethics has been used by the vivisection industry to argue that the animal rights position is 

unscientific and against the interests of humans.  

 

On the other hand, animal rights organisation, Justice for Animals argues, 

 

“The entire effort to undermine the anti-vivisection movement is founded in a vested group of 

people who have established beliefs.  Its not a question of insulting them, it is a question of 

exposing the truth for what it is. We are subjected on an ongoing basis to derogatory, 

dismissive, vilifying comments. Implying we don’t know what we’re talking about. Implying that 

we are ‘bunny huggers’. Implying that we don’t have the interests of humanity at heart. We do 

have the interests of humanity at heart. We support totally medical research and any efforts to 

alleviate this planet from those diseases that cause so much harm and suffering. But we 

refuse to accept the path chosen by the proponents of vivisection because it is one that leads 

to suffering and an ongoing violation of the rights of other beings on this planet.”8                   

 

The South African Context 
 

The anti-vivisection movement estimates that there are between 50 and 200 million animals used and 

killed in research around the world every year. However, because of the secrecy in which the industry 

operates, and the lack of regulation and legislation universally, this figure cannot be verified. With regard 

to the situation in South Africa, annual statistics of to the number of animals used, the kinds of animals 

used, the number of experiments conducted and the kinds of experiments using animals is unknown. 

This fact, which is closely linked to access to information, has created an enormous barrier for the anti-

vivisection lobby to act as independent watchdogs.  

 

In 1989 Professor Mitchell, head of the University of the Witwatersrand’s Animal Ethics Committee, 

published an article that cited the number of two million animals used in laboratories in South Africa per 

annum.9 However, no explanation was provided on how this figure was obtained.  In the same year, a 

Medical Research Council national survey claimed that 300 000 animals were used in teaching and 

government facilities. This survey did not provide any break down of which institutions submitted replies, 

how many animals each institution used and what animals were used. These are the most recent figures 

available; however, they need to be viewed critically as they have been solely provided by the industry 

itself and cannot be corroborated.  

 

                                         
8 Smit, Steve, Work session on Primates in South Africa, 1995   
9 Mitchell, Graham, South African Journal of Science, Vol 85, p286, May 1989 
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The lack of statistics and varied statistics probably reflects the context of concealment and mendacity 

that seems to pervade the practice. Furthermore, the position that the vivisection industry takes that 

the information they provide must be accepted despite the fact that it cannot be independently 

validated, is problematic. Finally the argument used by the industry for not giving access is that any 

information that may be supplied by the industry or obtained by anti-vivisection organisations will be 

used against the industry is worrying as it means that information is not given because there may be 

criticism. This is precisely why anti-vivisection organisations argue that such information on the 

industry, which in many cases is state-funded, should be provided without prejudice.  

 

Generally animal experimentation has always been and continues to be conducted under a shroud of 

secrecy. As Dr John Austin of the Medical Research Council stated, “who uses what animals, and for 

what purpose, is private information”.10  South Africa's appalling human rights record, including the 

previous government’s curtailment of access to information exacerbates this. Of all the industries in 

South Africa that utilise animals the vivisection industry is by far and away the most non-transparent, 

unaccountable and secret. Indeed, both globally and in South Africa the industry generates 

substantial public concern. Essentially, South African anti-vivisectionists argue that information 

relating to animal experimentation is deliberately kept among the vested interest groups and behind 

closed doors. They also criticise existing animal ethics committees for being manifestly inequitable 

and autocratic because they:  

• Are structurally deficient 

• Provide inadequate protection for animals 

• Fail to critically review research hypotheses or methodologies 

• Are a self-policing, self-perpetuating, peer review system where accountability is to one's 

close colleagues 

• Are merely being a rubber stamp 

• Deprive the public of any meaningful participation in a process, which is largely funded at 

public expense.    

 

The South African Animal Protection Act (71 of 1962) offers no protection to animals in laboratories nor 

does it prohibit experimental procedures on animals. With regard to animal experimentation there is, 

therefore, a pressing legislative imperative. This means that effective monitoring is difficult because the 

number of animals used and killed in laboratories each year is unknown, and no official information 

exists as to what institutions conduct animal experiments and what experiments are conducted. 

                                         
10 Austin, John at Work session on the Utilisation of Primates, 1995  
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“Let Me In, Let Me In…”: Anti-Vivisection Struggles 
  

   
         Symbolic destruction of a laboratory cage during a SAAV demonstration, 199711 

 

The first organisation to oppose vivisection in South Africa was the South African Association Against 

Painful Experiments on Animals (SAAAPEA), which was established in 1974. However, as this 

organisation only appealed for regulation and not abolition, a new activist organisation was formed which 

called for the abolition of animal experiments on both moral and scientific grounds. People for the 

Abolition of Vivisection (PAV), was founded in 1989 by Sonya Glenny and Beatrice Wiltshire. In 1990 the 

name was changed to South Africans for the Abolition of Vivisection (SAAV) and the original branches, 

namely in Pretoria and Durban, grew to four with the establishment of branches in Johannesburg and 

Cape Town. Currently SAAV, which advocates empty cages not larger cages, has a paid-up 

membership of over 900 but it appears to have broader societal support from members of the public who 

are not members.12  

 

                                         
11 The Star, 25 April 1997 
12 Interview with Alan Rolstone, 17 December 2002 
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According to the Chairperson of SAAV, Alan Rolstone:  

 

“We are a membership-based NGO and in 1990 we realised there was a need to form a 

locally based anti-vivisection organisation, where animal experimentation is widely practised 

and increasingly supported and driven by industry and multinationals. Animal and 

environmental issues have become important in our society, and awareness of the issues 

needed to be created. Essentially SAAV works to prevent the infliction of suffering on other 

animals and to protect animals in laboratories; to educate the public with regards to the 

biomedical research modalities that ease human suffering; to stimulate awareness and to 

promote an understanding of vivisection; to monitor issues and activities that are linked to 

animal experimentation, to lobby government for legislative change, to conduct research and 

investigations and undertake rescue and rehabilitation projects. We also try to work with all 

stakeholders in order to address the current use of animals in experiments in South Africa and to 

develop a time-frame and process to achieve the ultimate goal of a ban on animal 

experiments.”13  

 

Currently SAAV’s main short-term aims are to: 

• Ensure that information about the vivisection industry is placed in the public domain 

• Make the vivisection industry accountable and accessible 

• Use the Promotion of Access to Information Act (PAIA) to try and obtain information 

• Lobby and pressurise government  

• Highlight the plight of indigenous primates 

• Draw attention to the individual suffering of animals in laboratories.  

 

“Obviously there are legitimate ethical/moral and scientific reasons to oppose vivisection, but at 

this stage of the game in South Africa, it is not even about debating their merits or demerits. It is, 

however, about demanding access to information, about transparency and accountability, which 

are cornerstones of democratic practice. All South Africans, whether they agree with animal 

experiments or not, should be in support of this.”14  

 

Rolstone argues that the onus is on the animal researchers to provide clear and demonstrable 

evidence that the value of the institution of animal research exceeds its moral costs. “This they have 

not done”15 says Rolstone. He goes on to argue that financial resources invested annually in animal 

research should be redirected to clinical and epidemiological research, public health programmes 

                                         
13 Ibid.  
14 SAAV Johannesburg e-mail letter to Ingwe Productions, 4 July 2001   
15 Interview with Alan Rolstone, 17 December 2002   
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emphasising prevention and the provision of basic health care for all. “SAAV will continue to lobby for 

this and show the South Africa public that there is a more humane approach to solving human health 

problems.”16 SAAV also argues that resources should be redirected away from animal experiments.  

“Many people are being denied the basic human right to health simply because vast resources are 

being wasted on unscientific animal experiments. These scarce resources should rather be directed 

towards more effective primary healthcare programmes, preventative measures and clinical 

investigation.”17  

 

SAAV takes the position that the use of animals in experiments is a self-perpetuating industry with 

huge vested interests that ensure its continuation and that research scientists have, for generations, 

been schooled in the animal experimentation paradigm/approach, and therefore refuse to or cannot 

objectively examine alternative approaches to medical and scientific investigations.  

 

A fundamental concern for SAAV is the lack of information and transparency within the vivisection 

industry. According to SAAV it is difficult to find another industry that generates such public concern, 

and yet is so manifestly unaccountable. In this context, therefore, they argue that there is a pressing 

need to inform South Africans about this practice. They also argue that information relating to animal 

experimentation needs to be firmly placed in the public domain. 

 

 “The public should be given a full picture of animal experimentation in South Africa. We need to 

know not just what research has been allowed, but why. Sadly it has been shown that every 

time people go undercover in labs abuses are rife - it is a secret industry precisely because it 

knows that people would be outraged if they knew and saw what goes on behind those closed 

doors.  This is 2002 and access to information and the right to know is standard practice in 

any democracy. Obviously there are legitimate ethical, moral and scientific reasons to oppose 

vivisection but at this stage of the game in South Africa it isn't even about debating their merits 

or demerits. It is about demanding access to information, about transparency and 

accountability, which are cornerstones of democratic practice, and all South Africans, whether 

they agree with animal experiments or not, should support this.”18  

 

With regard to legislation, SAAV contends that animal experiments should be prohibited by law, and it 

opposes “any legislation that does not provide animals with any justice; is not enforceable; merely 

regulates the supply and ‘care’ of animals destined for research institutions; and would simply enable the 

                                         
16 Ibid. 
17 SAAV National Executive Committee letter to National Assembly members, 17 July 1998 
18 Interview with Alan Rolstone, 17 December 2002  
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biomedical establishment to assure an otherwise uninformed public that the use of animals in South 

African laboratories is carefully monitored.”19  

 

SAAV has been campaigning for the government to facilitate a consultative process involving all 

stakeholders in order to address issues such as: 

• The lack of transparency and accountability   

• The current undemocratic self-styled, self-monitoring Animal Ethics Committees 

predominantly consisting of people doing animal experiments and the co-option of certain 

animal welfare organisations on these committees to legitimise them 

• The long overdue scrapping or overhauling of the Animal Protection Act. 

 

Through its campaigns SAAV has secured the support of the South African National NGO Coalition 

(SANGOCO), Archbishop Tutu and Ian Player. Most animal welfare organisations, such as the 

NSPCA and mainstream conservation organisations such as WWF and WESSA, take the position 

that experimenting on animals is ‘necessary’. During NGO Week in September 1998 the SANGOCO 

National Assembly passed the following resolutions supporting SAAV’s position:  

National Assembly resolves: 

• To call for transparency and accountability in the vivisection industry 

• To call for open and full access to all research-related facilities and information pertaining to 

animal-based research 

• To call for an independent and reliable primate population count nationally 

• To call for a total ban on the use of primates for research purposes in South Africa 

• To call for a national and total ban on the export of primates for research purposes.20 

 

SAAV provides information on vivisection in the following ways:  

• The production and distribution of educational material, cruelty-free product lists, newsletters, 

flyers, banners, merchandise and reports  

• A website (www.saav.org.za) 

• Articles in newspapers and magazines and interviews on radio and television 

• Submissions, proposals and reports to relevant government structures, individuals and 

opposition parties 

• School visits, lectures and provision of education material such as posters, books and videos 

• Information tables at festivals, shopping centres, etc.  

 

                                         
19 South Africans for the Abolition of Vivisection, submission to government, A call for transparency and 
accountability Executive Summary, 1998 
20 SANGOCO National Assembly Resolution No. 17, 1998 

http://www.saav.org.za/
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In the 'new' South Africa, while there is to a large extent much more space to raise the general public's 

awareness, to challenge the public's perception, and to engage the State on a number of issues, the 

ability of organisations such as SAAV is significantly affected by a number of factors: 

1. SAAV is a small, voluntary and activist organisation; 

2. The vivisection industry and its support base is a very powerful lobby group who: 

a. Refuse to engage in public debate; 

b. Portray anti-vivisectionists as being anti-science/progress; 

c. Resort to smear campaigns to discredit opposition groups; 

d. Have access to the old bureaucratic government structures and civil servants that are 

still in office. 

3. The South African public because of historical injustices are in this period in their history 

primarily focused on people. 

 

According to Rolstone, after 1990 SAAV was hopeful that as South Africa broke with its terrible apartheid 

past and as a culture of accountability and transparency emerged, that South Africa would begin to 

develop policies that would prioritise preventative health care, develop ethically responsible research, 

protect the natural environment and recognise animals' right to life and freedom from exploitation and 

torture. But says Rolstone, their hopes have been dashed.21 

  

Snapshots of SAAV Campaigns 
 

Rescue of Two Baby Chimps  
 
In June 1992 a Mrs Kapinga, a Zairian citizen, illegally brought a consignment of two infant 

chimpanzees into South Africa from the then Zaire illegally. The chimps were to be delivered to a Mr 

Michael Lamb from a company called Genetic World. SAAV was tipped off about this and they 

believed that the chimps were being brought in for research. They mounted a protracted local and 

international campaign to put pressure on the authorities to send the chimps to Chimfunshi, a 

chimpanzee orphanage in Zambia. The campaign was a success and after months of uncertainty 

about their future, on 7th December 1992 Tsabu and Violet headed for Chimfunshi on a private aircraft 

provided by multi-millionaire Douw Steyn.    
 

                                         
21 Interview with Alan Rolstone, 17 December 2002 
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            The cage Violet was kept in. Picture: SAAV 

 

The Launch of the Baboon Buddy Project  
 
The successful 1996 campaign to free primates from the National Centre for Occupational Health 

(NCOH) was an historic victory for the anti-vivisection movement in South Africa because it was the 

first time laboratory animals were negotiated away and released into the care of anti-vivisectionists. A 

personal account of this campaign appears as Appendix A. It was also significant because it 

demonstrated that there was support from non-animal-using scientists based at the NCOH, including 

the then Acting Director, Dr David Rees. SAAV set up a special fund and project, ‘The Baboon Buddy 

Project’, to ensure that the needs of the primates would be taken care of.  In its criticisms against the 

experiments undertaken by Professor Webster at the NCOH, in which over 600 primates had been 

killed, SAAV also criticised the nature of the research. “Epidemiological and clinical studies on people 

proved decades ago that asbestos presents a serious health hazard for most workers handling it. It was 

also proved decades ago that there are no safe levels for occupational exposure to asbestos. In 

countries like the USA and UK regulatory bodies are gearing up for the ultimate phasing out or banning 

of asbestos usage. The bottom line is that there is no safe level of asbestos and it is not safe for 

workers.”22  

 
Emergency Rescue of 30 Baboons from Trapper and Supplier 
 
Erich Venter is the main supplier of baboons and vervet monkeys to laboratories in Johannesburg, 

Pretoria and the infamous CAPE, which at the time was still exporting primates to other African 

countries and France. In July 1999 there were approximately 30 baboons at his holding station in the 

Northern Province that had been trapped and taken from the wild. Venter was apparently going to 

shoot the baboons as he could not find a market for them. According to nature conservation officials 

the primates were in a deplorable state and in an unusual move they decided to confiscate them and 

hand them over to CARE and SAAV for sanctuary, rehabilitation and release back into the wild. 

                                         
22 SAAV press release, October 1996  
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According to SAAV, at the time the laboratories in South Africa had an oversupply of baboons and 

they were trying to apply pressure on the authorities not to provide Venter with permits to trap and 

sell baboons to laboratories.   

 

SAAV put out an emergency appeal to it members and overseas organisations, “A few years ago 

SAAV went undercover and filmed the conditions at Mr Venter's ‘holding station’. We were appalled, 

outraged and deeply saddened by what we saw. The mortality rate was very high and the baboons 

and vervet monkeys were enormously stressed. The fact that these 25 baboons have managed to 

survive their ordeal thus far, means that they have a strong will to live. They deserve the chance we 

can give them, to live out the rest of their lives in peace and in natural surroundings. Help us to help 

them.”23 These baboons were released back into the wild in 2000. 
 

   
Dying vervet monkey at Venter’s ‘Holding Station’. Picture: SAAV 

 
Rescue of Beagles  
 
In 2000 two beagles and a German shepherd dog from the University of the Free State were released 

into SAAV's care. This was the first time dogs had been released from an experimental laboratory in 

South Africa. According to the laboratory, they were no longer experimenting on dogs, in keeping with 

worldwide trends.24 

 
Rescue of Vervet Monkeys from the Medical University of South Africa  
 
Undercover footage taken by SAAV in March 2002, as a result of a tip-off, revealed that baboons, 

monkeys and rabbits were being kept in cruel conditions at the Medical University of South Africa 

(MEDUNSA). According to a SAAV internal report, four baboons and ten vervets were kept in 

                                         
23 SAAV Appeal, 30 October 1998   
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separate cages in a dilapidated building. In another building there were rabbits. Six had been isolated 

for an experiment entailing the introduction of larvae onto the backs of the rabbits, covered with a 

cloth bag. Each rabbit had an Elizabethan collar to prevent them removing the cloth bag or accessing 

that area. They appeared to be less healthy than the others, and in distress. The cages were too 

small to allow movement and the cage bottoms and floor in both rooms were covered with droppings, 

which seemed to have accumulated over several weeks. According to MEDUNSA, once the ticks 

were harvested the rabbits were sold as food. 

 

In an effort to try and secure the release of the animals SAAV, together with the Vervet Monkey 

Foundation, met with Dr de Klerk, head of the MEDUNSA Animal Ethics Committee and the Animal 

Unit and Annette de Freitas, their laboratory animal technician. De Freitas had been working in the 

Animal Unit for 12 years and apparently said ”I love my job, I love working outside and with 

animals.”25 De Klerk, a veterinarian, had worked at MEDUNSA since 1981 and was instrumental in 

the formulation of the South African National Code of Ethics.  

 

The four baboons, three females and a male were part of a hand nerve replacement experiment 

conducted by Prof Ulrich Mennen, head of the MEDUNSA Department of Hand and Microsurgery. 

Apparently, although the nerves had healed, Mennen killed the baboons to remove the nerves for 

histological purposes. According to SAAV Mennen had already successfully done this procedure on 

twenty-one animals. Said Gien Elsas of CARE, “we begged Professor Mennen to spare their lives 

and allow them to go to the CARE baboon rehabilitation centre, but it was to no avail.” The ten vervet 

monkeys had been infected with SIV, presumably in an HIV-related experiment.  

 

The rescue negotiation proved successful for the ten vervet monkeys and MEDUNSA said they would 

be released into the Vervet Monkey Foundation’s care in March 2003. SAAV, because it wanted to 

ensure the release of the monkeys, took the decision not to go public because existing legislation 

makes it difficult to win a cruelty case against a laboratory and according to SAAV in such cases the 

animals are usually killed by the laboratory or by the NSPCA/SPCA. SAAV also agreed to pay for the 

erection of a sanctuary for these monkeys at the Vervet Monkey Foundation. According to a SAAV 

press release at the time “This is not the first time SAAV has uncovered conditions of extreme cruelty 

at a laboratory which was being ‘monitored’ by a so-called ‘Ethics Committee’. This shows that these 

self-policing committees are of no value in looking after the interests of laboratory animals. What is 

urgently needed is a central, monitoring mechanism made up of independent people, and a total 

overhaul of the existing Animal Protection Act.”26  

 

                                                                                                                                           
24 The Snout, Autumn, Issue 6, 2000 
25 SAAV, Notes from a visit to MEDUNSA, 14 May 2002    
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In an interesting twist, because the story was leaked to The Star in December 2002, the NSPCA 

stepped in.27 However, it has been slammed by animal protection activists for doing so primarily as a 

marketing spin. Dr de Klerk had told the SAAV that the SPCA was represented on the MEDUNSA 

Ethics Committee. This was confirmed by Rick Allan, head of the NSPCA Wildlife Unit, who said that 

the NSPCA was represented on the Committee by Neil Fraser (for wild animals) and Morgan James 

(for domestic animals). A press release put out by animal activist, Chris Mercer, stated  “the NSPCA 

are expert at putting a spin on their neglect for animal welfare. For example, on last night’s TV news 

there was footage of the NSPCA saving monkeys from appalling conditions at MEDUNSA.  In fact, 

the appalling conditions were caused by the neglect of the NSPCA itself.  Hearing that SAAV had 

negotiated the release of the animals the NSPCA swept in at the last moment, confiscated the 

animals and moved them themselves to the Vervet Monkey Foundation, along with a posse of 

reporters and TV journalists.”28 In an interview on East Coast Radio in January 2003 a SAAV 

spokesperson said “the NSPCA should be taking themselves to court because they sit on ethics 

committees that oversee cruelty to animals.”  

 

International Trade in Primates and the Use of Primates in Research 
 
“If one bears in mind the emotional similarities of higher primates with humans, then one can easily empathise 

with the experiences of the wild-caught monkeys and baboons who have been vivisected - and be conscious of 

its true horror” 29 

 
21 am Quiet, huddled on perch, reluctant to move. No reaction to external stimuli, vacant appearance. Clear 

nasal discharge. Liquid faeces in cage. 

1 pm Quiet, huddled on perch, reluctant to move. No reaction to external stimuli, vacant appearance. Clear 

nasal discharge. Liquid faeces in cage. Collapsed following administration of parenteral dosing. Some recovery, 

very quiet, sitting holding perch. Little interest in surroundings. 

22 am Quiet and huddled. Reluctant to move. Constant grinding of teeth. Liquid faeces.30 

 

Anti-vivisection organisations worldwide are members of an international campaign to end the trade 

in primates in order to supply research laboratories. Growing global concern about the decline of 

primates in the wild and the possibility of more stringent regulation of the trade has coincided with a 

flurry of primate sales to laboratories. Globally all non-human primates are listed as either Appendix 1 

(threatened with extinction) or Appendix 11 (species could become endangered if the trade is not 

                                                                                                                                           
26 SAAV Press Release, 21 December 2002 
27 The Star, 9 December 2002, article by Melanie Anne Feris 
28 Mercer, Chris, Press Release, 22 December 2002 
29 Uncaged Campaigns: Diaries of Dispair, p.23 
30 Notes taken for the last two days in the life of baboon W205m, who died in a study involving the 
transplantation of transgenic pig hearts into the necks of wild-caught baboons. Huntingdon Life Sciences folder 
ITN6-972924 
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controlled) in terms of CITES. South Africa’s indigenous primates, baboons and vervet monkeys are 

listed as Appendix II. Samango monkeys are listed as Appendix I. 
 

   
  Joint SAAV/CARE realease back into the wild of rescued laboratory baboons, 2010.  

Picture: SAAV 
 
Under CITES there are welfare requirements with regards to the preparation, shipment and transit of 

animals. Article IV (2)c and Article VIII (3) state that during preparation, shipment and transit, animals 

must be packed and cared for so as to ‘minimise the risk of injury, damage to health or cruel 

treatment’. Organisations such as the British Union for the Abolition of Vivisection (BUAV) and SAAV 

believe that ‘preparation’ should encompass the complete process of preparing an animal for export. 

Time spent at holding centres, or any shipment to or from centres, is also part of the process of 

preparation and transport.  The evidence they have (as a result of undercover investigations in 

Kenya, Tanzania and South Africa) has shown that the conditions in which baboons are usually kept 

at holding stations, prior to export, do not meet these requirements. They also maintain that these 

conditions are not met in shipment and transit because air transport is inherently stressful and 

harmful to the health of the primates. Temperatures vary enormously, delays en route are inevitable, 

and food and water may not always be available.   

 

Internationally anti-vivisection organisations draw attention to the use of primates in experiments 

because they argue that the vivisection industry has acted immorally and ecologically irresponsibly by 

decimating tens of thousands of indigenous primates and linking into the legal and illegal trade of 

primates and, within the South African context, by taking advantage of the ‘vermin’ status of both the 

vervet monkey and the baboon. According to Dr Daan Goosen, ex-Roodeplaat Research Laboratory, 

and now deputy chair of the South African Association of Laboratory Animal Scientists (SAALAS), 

“South Africa is in a fortunate position in regard to the supply of primates, which were much sought-
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after internationally for research purposes and in this regard various projects were launched jointly 

with scientists in the USA, France, Austria and Germany.”31 

 

Macaques and baboons make up the largest proportion of the primate trade. Sold for as little as 

US$12 each by the trappers, these primates are then being sold onto the international research 

industry for anything up to US$1 200 per baboon.32 The majority of baboons currently used in 

research are wild-caught. Until mid-2000, a company called Mann & Miller based in Kenya supplied 

most wild-caught baboons to the international research industry. In the USA, baboons from Kenya 

have been imported by primate dealers Charles River and in the UK by Shamrock (GB) Ltd., which 

was closed in 2000, and controversial contract-testing laboratory, Huntingdon Life Sciences. Other 

animal dealers in Ethiopia and Tanzania also sold a small number to laboratories, but these were 

primarily wild animal and bird dealers just cashing in on the trade. During 1999, at least two US 

companies, Buckshire Corporation and Southwest Foundation for Biomedical Research, received 

shipments of baboons from Tanzania. 

 

In South Africa pictures of the chacma baboon are used to promote tourism but in reality these 

animals are facing slow eradication and their survival hangs in the balance. Ironically, South Africa’s 

indigenous primates, baboons and vervet monkeys, are classified as ‘problem animals’ which means 

the law offers them no protection and they are, as a result, indiscriminately poisoned, shot or trapped 

for use in research laboratories with the official sanction of nature conservation authorities. 

 

Baboons are indigenous to Africa and consist of five subspecies: Olive Baboon (Papio anubis), 

Chacma Baboon (Papio ursinus), Hamadryas Baboon (Papio hamadryas), Yellow Baboon (Papio 

cynocephalus) and Guinea Baboon (Papio papio). According to baboon behavioural expert, Rita 

Miljo, baboons are highly social animals and each baboon, like every human, has its own individual 

character. In the nineteenth century baboons lived in troops comprising around 120 members. 

Currently the average size of a troop is between thirty and forty but can be as little as eight 

individuals. Baboons can live up to 45 years but because of the difficult circumstances in which they  

live in the wild, their average lifespan is only 10 to 12 years. The removal of big males, who are highly 

sought-after by research laboratories, results in chaos and disorder within the troops.  

 

As higher primates, a generic feature they share with humans, the high levels of intelligence, 

complexity and sensitivity of baboons is beyond doubt. Humans are therefore able to empathise more 

readily with their suffering in primate vivisection programmes. According to Dr Shirley Strum, 

“individual baboons have a variety of intricate and demanding social relationships with other 

                                         
31 Testimony of Dr Daan Goosen in the State vs Wouter Basson, South African High Court, Transvaal Division,  
    22 May 2000, referred to in report prepared by Marlene Burger.  
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members of their troops. They engage in a multitude of activities, including communication, reciprocal 

grooming, play, and infant care, which is performed by both sexes. Although life in captivity offers 

protection from certain natural and human threats encountered by freely ranging baboons, it also 

provides baboons with far fewer opportunities to exercise their normal mental, social, and physical 

capacities. It is possible that captive baboons experience frustration and other forms of subjective 

deprivation from their relatively sterile environments.”33  

 

At a level of individual cruelty, activists question the use and confinement of primates in laboratories 

for the purpose of research, both scientifically and ethically. Baboons are widely used by the 

international research industry, in particular in the United States of America where the world’s largest 

primate supply companies are based. Experiments in which baboons and vervet monkeys are used 

include: organ transplants, hepatitis, alcohol and tobacco studies, cancer research, heart disease and 

pharmacological, immunological and psychological research.  

 

At present baboons are favoured by the research industry for use in experimental xenotransplantation 

work (transplanting cells and organs between species) and as a result the demand for them is 

increasing. There also appears to be enormous commercial motivation behind the research, which 

adds up to an attempt to dominate a market that is predicted to be worth $11 billion by 2010.34 

Sporadic attempts have been made to transplant animal organs into human beings since the early 

1900s. All of these efforts have failed. During the experiments, the baboons are subjected to major 

transplant surgery and given pig organs, either sewn into or outside the body, including organs from 

transgenic pigs that contain human genes. The use of primates as experimental recipients of xeno-

transplants has caused immense suffering. Published research has shown that baboons have died or 

been killed as a result of fatal blood clots, infection, heart attacks and hyperacute rejection of the 

transplanted organ. 

 

SAAV argues that xenotransplantation research is controversial for the following reasons: 

• Xeno-transplantation, if ever successful, would mean that genetically modified animals as 

sources of organs would be used extensively and this would signify a novel form of suffering, 

exploitation and death deliberately inflicted by human society on other animals. 

• The extensive use of primates in experiments has caused very high levels of suffering. 

• Complex species differences between non-human primates and human beings render results 

gained by experiments on the former unreliable as a guide to the human situation. 

                                                                                                                                           
32 British Union for the Abolitionof Vivisection campaign pamphlet on Tanzania, undated.  
33 Strum, Shirley, Almost Human: a journey into the world of baboons, New York: Random House, 1987  
34 Moore, Stephen D. Moore. Novartis Picks up Pace in Xenotransplant Race. Wall Street Journal (Europe), 10 
October 1997 
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• The problems faced in trying to overcome the rejection of animal organs by the human 

immune system. 

• Serious doubts exist about the physiological and biochemical compatibility of animal organs 

with the human body. 

• The potential of xenotransplantation to introduce novel infectious organisms such as 

retroviruses into the human population, thereby causing new pandemics. 

• The distributive justice of xeno-transplantation: whether it represents the most efficient and 

most equitable use of scarce health resources.  

 

In mid-1995 SAAV wrote a letter to the Minister of Health asking that the government implement a 

moratorium on xeno-transplantation, which they believed was taking place in a number of laboratory 

facilities in South Africa. No response was received. In another letter to the Minister of Health, dated 

1 February 1999, SAAV drew their attention to a 29 January 1999 Council of Europe's Parliamentary 

Assembly call for a moratorium on xeno-transplantation. According to Jean Francois Mattei, who 

presented the report to the European Parliamentarians, "The risks involved in allowing 

xenotransplantation in clinics is currently too high to be acceptable."35  Once again, SAAV urged the 

South African government to place a moratorium on xenotransplantation and to follow the lead of the 

Council of Europe. No response was received to this letter. 

 

On the 21st of September 2000, a British anti-vivisection organisation, Uncaged Campaigns, 

released onto the Internet a report, and a substantial number of internal documents relating to the 

programme of research designed and commissioned by biotechnology company Imutran and 

undertaken at the Huntingdon Life Sciences (HLS) research laboratory in the United Kingdom. The 

report effectively organised and interpreted the extensive cache of leaked and confidential documents 

that afforded a unique insight into one of the most controversial programmes of animal 

experimentation: xenotransplantation research. This exposé appeared to raise questions, both 

ethically and legally, because of the intensive suffering inflicted on primates and pigs, issues around 

human benefit, possible dangers posed to human health and doubts around the assertions of 

‘success’ claimed by Imutran as, according to the Daily Express, the documents showed that Imutran 

had exaggerated the success of its work.   

 

Some of the experiments involved the transplantation of pig hearts onto the necks of baboons. At 

HLS the experiments predominantly involved the transplantation of hearts and kidneys from 

genetically engineered pigs into two species of higher primates, namely baboons and cynomolgus 

monkeys. Through conducting this research, Imutran, the Cambridge-based subsidiary of the 

multinational drug firm Novartis, hoped to develop a package of treatments consisting of transgenic 



 227 
 

pig organs and accompanying immunosuppressive therapies to sell through health care providers to 

patients with malfunctioning organs. In 1996, Imutran was bought by the Swiss pharmaceutical 

corporation Sandoz who, at the time, produced the immunosuppressive drug cycloporine, a drug 

which dominates the transplantation market. Later in 1996, Sandoz merged with another drug 

company, Ciba Geigy, to form Novartis. 

 

According to the BUAV, every wild-caught primate that goes to a laboratory means that between 

eight and ten have died in the process. In addition anti-vivisectionists are concerned about the trauma 

primates are likely to experience as a result of unfamiliar close confinement. In the wild, baboons will 

forage for a wide variety of food and cover at least five to eight kilometres a day. In a letter to 

Environment Minister Valli Moosa SAAV wrote, “The wild-caught trade in primates involves massive 

suffering during capture and transportation. Trappers use baited traps in crates and the baboons may 

be left in these crates without food or water for days on end. Baboons that are old, pregnant or too 

thin are killed at this stage because they do not meet the requirements for research laboratories. The 

remaining animals are held in holding stations where mortality rates are alarming. There can be no 

doubt that any laboratory use of primates is automatically and directly linked with a significant level of 

suffering. Their exploitation, whether they are ‘captive bred’ or wild-caught is cause for concern both 

from a moral and a scientific viewpoint. We hope, that in the spirit of the ANC’s recent Human Rights 

Day message to “build a caring nation”, you will look on this letter favourably.”36 

  

With regard to breeding primates for research as opposed to catching them from the wild, local anti-

vivisection organisations argue that breeding primates for research is controversial and at odds with 

the increasing world-wide recognition that primates are sentient beings that display a high level of 

intelligence, have complex social, emotional and family lives and are capable of suffering. 

Furthermore, they argue that the profound ethical implications arising from experimentation on non-

human primates are beginning to reshape regulations governing animal experimentation in other 

countries but not in South Africa. They therefore are requesting that the vivisection industry supply 

further justifications for research on primates and the acquisition of wild-caught primates.   

 

In 1996 SAAV initiated a local campaign to try to stop the trapping, trade and export of South African 

primates for use in research laboratories. There are no official or independently verifiable figures 

available on the number of indigenous primates in South Africa. This means that their population status, 

the extent of trapping, mortality rates, the number of permits granted to trap, information relating to 

holding facilities, the number of primates used in scientific procedures, and the kinds of experiments 

where primates are used is unknown. 

                                                                                                                                           
35 Council of Europe Press Release, 20 January 1999 
36Letter from SAAV To Minister Mohammed Valli Moosa, 14 April 2000  
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As part of this ‘Break the Chain’ campaign SAAV  focussed on government policy as well as on exposing 

the airlines that transported primates to laboratories. So, because of real concerns over the dwindling 

baboon population in South Africa, SAAV and the Animal Groups Alliance of South Africa (AGA) 

called on the then Minister for Environmental Affairs and Tourism, Dr Pallo Jordan, to institute an 

immediate moratorium on the export of baboons for experimentation purposes. A delegation from 

SAAV subsequently went to Cape Town for an interview with Dr. Jordan. When discussions turned to 

the cruel experiments done on primates and other animals at the South African Defence Force’s 

Roodeplaat Research Laboratory for the purpose of poisoning ANC activists Jordan’s response was 

a rather cold, "rather the baboons than the activists." The SAAV delegation was disappointed and 

saddened by this response, which they argue showed a complete lack of empathy and failure to 

understand that both humans and non-humans were the victims of the same perpetrators of 

violence.37  

 

SAAV is also critical of Jordan’s overall handling of the primate issue in South Africa which, they say, 

was inconsistent and mendacious. In a letter to the AGA dated 11th October 1996 the Minister 

confirmed that there was a moratorium on the export of baboons for experimentation purposes, in 

seven of the nine provinces, the exceptions being the Free State and KwaZulu-Natal.  However, in a 

letter to the Scottish-based organisation Advocates for Animals, Jordan stated that the moratorium 

was applicable to Gauteng province only. Whatever the case, Jordan broke his own moratorium soon 

after he received a visit from a high level French delegation, France being an importer from Centre 

Africain Primate Experimentale (CAPE), based near Hazyview in the Northern Province, of baboons 

for nuclear and military experimentation. SAAV was given this information by a whistleblower who 

provided them with documentary evidence clearly showing that the national Minister had deliberately 

and flagrantly ignored and acted in contravention of the policies of the Northern Province, which had 

placed a moratorium on the transportation and export of baboons to other provinces and overseas. 

Jordan himself had apparently given specific instructions to the Gauteng nature conservation 

authorities to issue travel and export permits.  

 

“There are many unanswered questions here.  We need to know who issued the permits to 

Erich Venter for the capture of the baboons and why the CAPE is still allowed to operate in 

secrecy.  Questions to the authorities have not been truthfully answered and the general 

attitude of the present government is not in keeping with democratic principles.”38  

 

                                         
37 Interview with Beatrice Wiltshire, 22 December 2002  
38SAAV press release, 18 May 2000  
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South African Airways (SAA), as far back as June 1994, had assured the BUAV and SAAV that it had a 

policy of not transporting primates destined for research. “We have adopted a policy of disassociating 

ourselves from a trade which we believe is both unethical and unnecessary.”39 Indeed, SAA asked the 

BUAV to publicise the fact that they had a policy of disassociating themselves from such trade.  

However, in August that same year SAA transported 27 baboons for laboratory research, in ‘standard 

crates’ measuring 83x54x61, from Durban to Texas via Miami. Grindrodd were the appointed shipping 

and clearing agents. The baboons were supplied by the Biomedical Resource Centre at the University of 

Durban-Westville (UDW) to Charles Rivers Primates (the biggest supplier of animals for research in the 

world). This information was given to SAAV by the BUAV, who had obtained a copy of the waybill by 

using USA Freedom of Information legislation. SAA argued that this was a staff ‘oversight’ and would not 

happen again. Despite this ‘oversight’ SAA remained on the list of airlines that 'Do not' transport primates 

destined for research.  

 

However, in 1995 the BUAV received details of yet another shipment of primates carried by SAA, on 

14th July 1995. Thirty eight chacma baboons were transported from UDW to Biomedical Enterprises in 

the USA. The UDW at this stage had a permit from the Natal Parks Board to annually import 250 

chacma baboons and 125 vervet monkeys from ‘the Vaalwater conservation district’ in the Northern 

Province.40 SAA argued that this particular shipment was authorised because, according to the 

consignee, "These baboons are to be used to restock our breeding colony....". In spite of these 'technical' 

transgressions SAA once again reiterated that their company policy has not changed. In November 1997 

SAA again reneged on its stated policy when twelve pairs of marmosets flew out on SAA to Charles 

River BRF. Jim Stockley (animal ‘trainer’ and owner of the Lion Park near Pietermaritzburg) and Bester 

Birds supplied the marmosets.  

 

As a direct consequence of the SAAV campaign the Department of Environmental Affairs in the Northern 

Province stated that it "supports the suspension of all exports of primates to other countries for 

experimental purposes pending the implementation of a national policy on this issue" and "in addition, no 

permits will be issued for the transport of primates to institutions that conduct biomedical research within 

South Africa pending the results of an investigation to be conducted by this Component."41  The Gauteng 

Directorate of Nature Conservation, which is responsible for issuing CITES export permits, had also 

given SAAV written assurances that they too have suspended the export of primates to laboratories until 

agreement is reached on national policy. 

 

                                         
39Letter to BUAV from SAA Cargo, 6 June 1994  
40Natal Parks Board permit, reference no 118/1996, issued on 10 January 1996   
41Letter from Northern Province Director of Environmental Affairs, Greg Knill  
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Although the SAAV campaign has made some inroads it has not managed to end the trade or to 

persuade national government or provincial authorities to either place a national moratorium on the trade 

in indigenous primates or to ban it outright. Provincial nature conservation components are therefore a 

crucial element in the continuation of the trade.  

 
International Campaign to End Animal Experiments (ICEAE)42 
 
In 2000 SAAV initiated talks with a number of overseas anti-vivisection organisations on an 

international campaign to end animal experiments (ICEAE). SAAV argued that useful lessons could 

be learnt from the successes of the International Campaign to Ban Landmines (ICBL). As a result the 

campaign has taken its first tentative steps and it was agreed that the National Anti Vivisection 

Society (NAVS) in the UK, because it has resources, would initially drive the setting-up of the 

campaign process.   

 

What SAAV proposed was that NGOs from many countries be brought together in a new broad-

based global social movement founded on solidarity and collaboration, where individual organisations 

could lobby locally, nationally, regionally and internationally to end animal experiments. SAAV cited 

the following reasons for the ICEAE: 

• A global campaign would strengthen co-operation with like-minded groups globally  

• Information, resources and expertise could be shared globally 

• The credibility of the campaign objectives would be enhanced 

• The multi-dimensional nature of the issue meant that the campaign could be broadened 

• Dialogue between anti-vivisection organisations would facilitate dialogue on the issues 

surrounding animal experiments 

• Information on campaigning, lobbying, and specific issues of concern could be shared and 

addressed  

• It could act as a conduit for facilitating and strengthening new groups/organisations in 

countries where they do not exist or where they are underdeveloped 

• It would facilitate easier access to the ‘corridors of power’ and the media. 

 

Cited tactics used for this international campaign included:   

•  NGOs, representing a wide spectrum of interest groups, (including human rights, 

environmental, religious, etc.) could be brought in to ensure the success of such a campaign 

and in this way a cross-disciplinary, inclusive movement encompassing ‘critical solidarity’, 

would enhance the campaign's credibility - many groups/organisations in many countries 

supporting one goal 
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• A ‘fast track’ approach could be developed (such as that used by the International Campaign 

to Ban Landmines) in order to by-pass cumbersome EU and UN systems 

• The boldness of the demand - the immediate and total ban of animal experiments 

• Different strategies for different targets. 

 

‘Like Having a Code for Rape’: Rubber Stamping Vivisection   
 

“The animal ethics committees in South Africa are a case of the proverbial fox guarding the chicken coop”43 

 

The Animal Protection Act offers no protection to animals in laboratories, nor is any experimental 

procedure prohibited in terms of the Act. With regard to animal experimentation there is, therefore, a 

pressing legislative imperative. In 1987 a proposed ‘National Code for the Handling and Use of 

Animals in Research’ was drawn up by the SAALAS, the main role-players which, at that time, 

consisted of Roodeplaat (RRL) Veterinarians (the RRL was the infamous front company for the South 

African Defence Force's Biological and Chemical Warfare programme.) At the time, when Kraai van 

Niekerk announced that they were drafting a code of ethics anti-vivisectionists wrote, “without 

legislation to enforce ‘the code of ethics’, Kraai’s code is for the birds.”44   

 

SAAV is ethically opposed to the introduction of the proposed Code of Ethics on the grounds that it is 

biased, voluntary and undemocratic, as the vivisectors will essentially be policing themselves. They also 

argue that it is also reductionist in its nature and therefore unacceptable. As a consequence no anti-

vivisection or animal rights groups sit on these committees. Apart from the obvious pitfalls, i.e. the 

vivisection industry was effectively left to monitor itself; the Code had no teeth as it was not 

enforceable by law. Vague terminology and the many loopholes led anti-vivisectionists to refer to it as 

the 'Vivisectors' Charter.' The Code entrenched the lack of transparency and accountability and it 

appeared to do nothing for the animals apart from specifying the minimum size of cages in which they 

were to be held. Indeed, Dr Vernon Coleman, a British anti-vivisection doctor who was brought out to 

South Africa on a lecture tour by SAAV, likened the South African Code of Ethics for Animal 

Experimentation to 'having a code for rape’.45  

 

The above position seems to be supported by the experience of Dr Richard Mace, a University of  

Durban-Westville academic and member of their Faculty Research Committee: 

                                                                                                                                           
42Towards an international campaign to end animal experiments: a call to non governmental organisations 
globally, South Africans for the Abolition of Vivisection, 2000 
43 Interview with Alan Rolstone,17 December 2002  
44 Wiltshire, Beatrice, letter to The Star, 6 May 1987   
45 SAAV audio tape of talk by Dr Vernon Coleman, 1993  
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“A letter came through the committee commenting on a draft document circulated by the 

university, entitled ‘Ethics in Research’. This letter awakened me (once again) to the atrocities 

of vivisection and served to remind me that vivisection is taking place in our very own 

neighbourhoods and in my place of work. There appear to be some serious shortcoming of 

the UDW ethics document in that the drafter have chosen to omit various points that warn 

against procedures known to cause unnecessary pain and suffering in animals…I feel that my 

protestations are not being taken seriously. I am very concerned that our ethics committee is 

stacked with animal experimenters.”46  

 

According to Mace he was told that there were four chacma baboons and two dogs, although he was 

not allowed to see them. The baboons had been there for four years and the dogs ten years. He 

asked for their release.  

 

“The extremely long periods of incarceration that these animals have had to endure, brings to 

mind an interesting ethical question that is not covered in the draft Ethics in Research 

document…that is, is it ethical for the BRC to hold animals indefinitely? The question is made 

even more important when it is to be considered that the animals mentioned above are social 

animals, some of which are primates. Surely there should be some ‘statute of limitation’ 

regarding the period for which an animal may be kept at the BRC?”  In a letter to the UDW 

Ethics Committee after he had visited the BRC, Mace commented: “I received the public 

relations tour. … I was assured of the most humane treatment of all animals, as I expected I 

would. I have very good reason to believe that I was deliberately lied to when I asked for a 

brief animal inventory.”47 

 

As a result of concerted pressure from animal welfare and animal rights groupings, on 12 May 1998 a 

workshop entitled ‘Animal Welfare in a Diverse Society’, was held under the auspices of the 

Department of Agriculture. In a document entitled, A Call For Transparency and Accountability in the 

Vivisection Industry, SAAV tabled its vision in respect of the way forward regarding the issue of 

animal experimentation (SAAV appeared to be the only role-player at the time which had a detailed 

and specific proposal drawn up). In this document, SAAV stated its aim of abolition of vivisection, not 

least because of the scientific invalidity of using the non-human animal as a model for the human 

being. In view of this, SAAV rejected the mere regulation of animal experimentation. However, they 

took the position that pending the achievement of a total ban, SAAV could support the necessary 

steps towards abolition of vivisection, within a definite specified time period. In terms of this 

submission, SAAV put forward four specific proposals: 

                                         
46 Mace, Richard, Dept of Physics UDW, letter to SAAV 9 April 2002   
47 Mace Richard, letter to Prof Jonnalagadda, Chair Faculty Research Committee, UDW, 4 September 2002  
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• Accountability and democratic practice in the vivisection industry 

• The rejection of local ethics committees. “Local ethics committees are seen as a structurally 

deficient, self-policing, self-perpetuating, peer review system and therefore illegitimate. Such 

committees merely become a rubber stamp and deprive the public of any meaningful 

participation in a process which is largely funded at public expense. Experience (both locally 

and abroad) has shown that these ethics committees deprive the public of any meaningful 

participation and sidestep the central issues of the debate - democratic practice, transparency 

and accountability.  This is because they are unrepresentative of all stakeholders and role 

players including organisations critical of animal experimentation, are structurally deficient, are 

generally chaired by an animal user and animal-users constitute the majority of members, 

provide inadequate protection for animals and fail to critically review research hypotheses or 

methodologies. Instead of a vigorous assessment of the use of animals in research, ethics 

committees appear mainly concerned with helping animal experimenters to deflect criticism and 

allay public fears about the decision-making process and use of animals.” 

• The rejection of the proposed National Code of practice. “SAAV is, in principle, against any 

regulatory system, which "governs" the use of animals in laboratories, especially when such 

code was not drawn up in a consultative and transparent way and was not discussed with all 

stakeholders and role-players. Any code which does not deliver justice for animals would 

constitute legalised cruelty.”  

• The establishment of a National Monitoring Mechanism (NMC) to monitor breeding units, 

holding stations, and transportation, and laboratories. Their proposal is that the NMC should 

be a public-interest body that acts as ombudsman and an auditor, and should sit in judgment. 

It should establish a publicly accessible and accountable inspectorate. “This Committee 

should be a publicly-appointed body reflecting the desire of the public to see animal 

experiments replaced with non-animal techniques; it must be independent from the institutions 

that conduct animal research; the Committee should be constituted through a formal, public 

interview and documented (transparent) process and the profiles of the candidates must be 

published. South Africa is experiencing a shift from a culture where secrecy and a lack of 

transparency prevailed to a society founded upon notions of openness, responsiveness and 

accountability. A firm commitment to these values is demonstrated by their inclusion in the 

first section of the South African Constitution.  It is time for the laboratory doors to be unlocked 

and the industry to be exposed to proper public scrutiny. Information relating to animal 

experimentation needs to be firmly placed in the public domain.”  

  

Input from the various stakeholders present at the workshop was noted and the Department of 

Agriculture promised to consult with the various groups in the immediate future, with a view to 

drawing up new Animal Welfare laws. To date nothing has come of this, despite the fact that SAAV 
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went to the Public Protector to try to get the Department to fulfil its promise made at the workshop. 

Currently there is an attempt by the pro-vivisection lobby with the strong support of the NSPCA who take 

the stand that vivisection is ’necessary’, to have the ‘code of ethics’ entrenched in new legislation. SAAV, 

because it takes the view that the Code entrenches the practice of vivisection, takes issue with any 

animal welfare organisation, but specifically with the NSPCA. SAAV argues that if these organisations 

truly had the interests of animals at heart they would not lend their support to animal experimentation. 

“Animal welfare organisations that continue to sit on Animal Ethics Committees are unwittingly 

providing legitimacy to a flagrantly unaccountable vivisection industry.”48 

 

There is also evidence that where individuals from animal welfare organisations sitting on these 

committees oppose certain activities they are removed.  Beryl Scott, Chairperson of Beauty Without 

Cruelty (BWC) was the NSPCA representative on the University of Cape Town animal ethics 

committee: 

 

“About two years ago I received an invitation to attend the science committee meeting and I 

duly told the secretary that I had been removed from the committee, as well as from four other 

committees, and was not the NSPCA representative anymore. Consequently, I was told that I 

could not attend the meeting. Therefore, I was surprised to receive another invitation the other 

day to attend the recent science committee meeting in January. However, this time I didn't tell 

them that I wasn't representing the NSPCA anymore. At the end of the meeting and after 

airing a lot of ‘dirty washing’ about the goings on at UCT, I told them that I was representing 

BWC and not the NSPCA. They nearly had a fit, but I was lucky enough to find out about a 

number of things they would not like to be made public. Things that the NSPCA, if they were 

doing their job properly, would know about and act upon. I have also been asked to look into 

the treatment of the animals at another facility in Cape Town, and this facility has two animal 

welfare representatives, including the NSPCA. So much for ethics committees.“49  

 

In 2002 the NSPCA was the main mover, together with the vivisection industry, to begin a process 

where the South African Bureau of Standards (SABS) would draft a code of ethics. SAAV, together 

with Beauty Without Cruelty, Earthlife Africa and Justice for Animals expressed grave concerns about 

this strategy because for them any meaningful change can only take place if the entire monitoring 

system is totally changed and is in line with a commitment to investigate and implement non-animal 

methods, with a commitment to phasing out animal experiments within a timeline. They argue that 

negotiations with the relevant stakeholders, and more specifically the vivisection industry itself, need 

to be at a completely different level to that being suggested by the NSPCA and the SABS.  

                                         
48 SAAV Press Release, 9 December 2000  
49 E-mail from Beryl Scott to SAAV, February 2003  
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“SAAV totally rejects the suggestion that the SABS be involved in any process around new 

legislation. Firstly, and most importantly, because the SABS has a vested interest in animal 

experiments as it conducts them itself, and secondly, SAAV believes that the existing 

legislation needs to be changed and new legislation adopted - only a government ministry can 

take responsibility for this. We also find it absolutely unacceptable that the NSPCA’s proposed 

code becomes an ‘official standard’. We strongly urge other organisations, including the 

NSPCA, with an interest in the animal experimentation issue, work to ensure that the South 

African government facilitates a democratic process that involves all stakeholders is set up by 

government.”50   

 

More specifically SAAV argued that the NSPCA document which put forward the SABS Code 

proposal was flawed in several ways. They criticised the language used in the document, such as 

‘regulation’, ‘improvement’, ‘refined’, which SAAV argued illustrated that the NSPCA was in favour of 

animal experimentation, and did not want it to be phased out but merely monitored and regulated by 

refining the existing system. SAAV also cautioned against the supplantation in South Africa of codes 

that existed in other countries.  

 

“The NSPCA makes use of the term “developed nations” however it is precisely in many of 

these so-called developed countries that huge numbers of animals in laboratories suffer, for 

example, the USA is the biggest user of lab animals in the world. Furthermore, every single 

undercover investigation in labs in the UK, Europe and the USA has revealed enormous 

suffering and negligence. In addition, anti-vivisection organisations in these ‘developed 

countries’ are extremely critical of the monitoring systems in place in their own countries. It is 

for this reason that SAAV, after extensively examining the situations in other countries, and 

liaising with the NAVS in the United Kingdom, has put forward the recommendations as found 

in our Submission to government.”51  

 

Finally SAAV also questioned why the NSPCA, instead of calling for a “new more effective Code of 

Practice for experimental animals”, was not supporting the SAAV set of recommendations and  

                                         
50 SAAV press release, March 2001   
51 SAAV document “Response to NSPCA Proposal for improvement of the current situation re animal 
experimentation in South Africa’, July 2002 
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submission, particularly since SAAV is the only organisation in South Africa that deals solely with the 

issue of animal experimentation.  

 

However, it appears that SAAV and its allies have been marginalised on this issue and the SABS 

option has been initiated.  

  
According to Keith Ramsay, registrar of livestock improvement at the Department of Agriculture and 

Land Affairs, who has also been given the ‘responsibility’ of animal experimentation and animal 

welfare issues more generally said that, “while the Department acknowledged a need to move 

towards proper legislation in the form of an animal welfare Act, I believe the national code of ethics 

used by vivisectors had worked well and self-regulation by ethical vivisectors had been very good.”52  

 

The South African Veterinary Council (SAVC) says it supports vivisection but that the national code of 

ethics drafted by role players in animal research is flawed, as only voluntary compliance exists. Hanri 

Kruger, the registrar of the SAVC, argues that the SAVC supports the principle of legislation to 

regulate animal experimentation. According to Kruger, SAVC “requested the government in 1995 to 

set up an independent governing body to control animal experimentation that should report to a 

minister of Cabinet. Such a body has not been created despite our regular follow-up requests.”53  

 

In this SAVC has the backing of Daan Goosen, the first Managing Director of Roodeplaat Research 

Laboratory.54 Goosen is currently the vice-president of SAALAS and has been a consultant to 

Onderstepoort, MEDUNSA and the NSPCA.  Goosen, quoted in the Mail & Guardian believes that, 

“there is a lot of negligence and these days even unskilled, lay people working in laboratories are 

allowed to perform tests.”55 He argues that the lack of regulation has led to inaccurate results and 

unnecessary duplication of experiments. The declining membership numbers of SAALAS are, for 
Goosen, an indicator of the growing disintegration of adherence to the national code of ethics. 

Goosen also maintains that he is often approached by scientists from abroad that want unscrupulous 

testing performed in South Africa because the same testing is outlawed in their own countries.56  

 

 

                                         
52The Snout, Spring, 2002  
53 Kruger, Hanri, quoted in Mail & Guardian, 20-25 April 2001 
54 A front company for the South African Defense Force ’s Biological and Chemical Warfare programme. 
55 Goosen, Daan, quoted in Mail & Guardian, 20-25 April 2001 
56The Snout, Winter 2002 



 237 
 

“Not by the Hair of my Chiny, Chin, Chin”: the Vivisection Laboratories   
 

"We're experienced in caring for these animals” Dr John Austin, Head of MRC Animal Unit,  

(Cape Argus 29 February 2000) 

 

There are vested interests connected with animal research. Breeders supply animals for research 

and dissection; researchers receive generous grants; and companies manufacture restraining 

devices and vivisection laboratory equipment. Chemical and pharmaceutical companies, universities, 

technikons, government agencies, the military, and manufacturers of cosmetic and household 

products are the main users of animals for research. According to SAAV experimentation is carried out 

at all the medical schools, i.e., at the Universities of Cape Town, Stellenbosch, Port Elizabeth, Durban, 

Durban-Westville, Witwatersrand, Pretoria, Medunsa, Potchefstroom and Free State. Other animal 

experimentation facilities include the Medical Research Council, the South African Bureau of Standards 

(SABS), the South African Institute for Medical Research, South African Institute of Virology, 

Onderstepoort Veterinary Institute and BIOCON.  

 

Pharmaceutical companies such as Bayer also do animal experiments, (SAAV information sheet) as do 

private contract laboratories such as BIOCON, Marcopharm, and Clinevet International. “Primates 

(baboons) are freely available for research purposes, as are other laboratory and farm animals. Most of 

the work that we have undertaken involves toxicology, teratology, pharmacokinetics and 

pharmacodynamics of new compounds, as well as physiological, surgical and histological studies.  It 

makes good sense to have R & D done in South Africa: costs are very much less than in Europe and 

America, secrecy is assured, and we do not have problems with animal rights groups.”57  

 

A 2001 NSPCA study, undertaken by animal experimenter Daan Goosen, which looked at seventeen 

institutions that do animal experimentation in South Africa, maintained that the standards of laboratory 

research were bad, the experiments were inaccurate and the findings flawed. According to the study: 

• Many of the facilities were poorly run and were in a state of disrepair 

• ‘Non-standardised animals’ were being used  

• More animals were bred than actually used and this resulted in the ‘wastage’ of laboratory 

animals  

• There were ‘unacceptably high’ mortality rates 

• Incompetent researchers caused animals to suffer  

• Staff and technicians were not trained.  

 

                                         
57 Marlcopharm standard letter to potential clients, 29 September 1992, signed by Dr Neale du Plooy, Director   
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Despite the above study, it is clear, however, that no accurate or official list of institutions, contract 

laboratories, government agencies or pharmaceutical companies that conduct animal experiments in 

South Africa exists. Nor has an independent study of conditions in these laboratories been undertaken. 

In 2002 SAAV put in a freedom of information request to the Department of Agriculture in terms of the 

Promotion of Access to Information Act (PAIA) again requesting information on what laboratories used 

animals, what kinds of animals, the types of animals and what kinds of experiments. The Department, 

which is the official organ of State with the responsibility for animal experimentation, replied that they did 

not have this kind of information and referred SAAV to the SAALAS.58   

 

“A Unique Opportunity”: Baboon Breeding at the MRC and UCT  
 

In the past the University of Cape Town (UCT) has transplanted the head of one dog onto another, 

induced heart attacks in primates by narrowing arteries and burnt pigs in burn experiments. But 

recently it has been their controversial link to drug giant Novartis, which will apparently involve 

experiments aimed at placing human genes into days-old piglets and then transplanting their hearts 

into baboons and monkeys, that has been of concern to the anti-vivisectionists.    

 

A 1998 document entitled,  ‘Cape Town possibilities for expanding Imutran XenoTx’, apparently 

produced by V. Quesniaux, outlined a plan to establish both a transgenic pig-breeding facility and 

also baboon supply, quarantine and housing units at the Medical Research Centre (MRC) animal unit 

in Delft. It was proposed that existing cardiac surgery facilities would be refurbished and a new 

‘Imutran/Novartis Transplantation Research Centre’ at the University of Cape Town Medical Faculty 

be built.59 This plan is now in the implementation stage for occupation in January 2004.60 According 

to Alan Rolstone the planned facility is an expensive undertaking, “the estimated cost to get the 

facility started is R2.5 million – money that can be better spent on preventative health care 

programmes in South Africa.”61 The rationale behind the South African project was that the “usage 

and availability of baboons is being increasingly restricted world-wide: South Africa still represents a 

unique opportunity.” In a critique of the plan published in March 2000, SAAV noted: “Using and 

breeding primates for research is at the very least controversial and at odds with the increasing 

world-wide recognition that primates are sentient beings that display high levels of intelligence, have 

complex social, emotional and family lives and are capable of suffering.” 

 

In 1999, Dr John Austin, Director of the Animal Unit of the Medical Research Council (MRC), together 

with primate broker Savage developed a proposal to set up a baboon breeding facility colony at 

                                         
58 Response from Department of Agriculture to SAAV PAIA enquiry, 2002  
59 Imutran Files WCB19-1 & WCB19-2, quoted in Uncaged, Diaries of Despair, 2000   
60 UCT construction tender, January 2002  
61 Interview with Alan Rolstone, 17 December 2002   
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MRC’s animal unit at Delft in Cape Town to supply Imutran and other laboratories.  A detailed fax 

dated 31 May 1999 from John Austin to Peter Savage, which was presumably forwarded to Imutran, 

describes progress with the so-called ‘Delft Baboon Breeding Project’. Austin begins by explaining 

the MRC is undergoing reforms, in the wake of the appointment of its first black President, in order to 

make it a more representative institution. Austin advises: “Six weeks ago I received memoranda from 

Org Groenewald on our proposed project and amongst the points made was a clear warning to me 

that the new MRC will not engage in this venture if there is a risk of adverse publicity or a run-in with 

the animal rights groups.”62 

 

The proposed primate breeding project clearly demonstrates the role animal welfare ideology plays in 

support of the animal utilisation sector and in driving a wedge between itself and the industry on the 

one hand and animal rights and anti-vivisection organisations on the other. For example, the NSPCA 

had since 1995 publicly endorsed the notion of using captive-bred primates for research.63  The 

animal organisations that have been involved with the MRC on this project are being used by them to 

endorse and legitimise the building of this cruel facility. For the reasons outlined above we are also 

calling on the animal organisations to rethink their position and to distance themselves from this 

outrageous, unnecessary and cruel endeavour.”64  

 

The NSPCA refused to engage with SAAV on this issue, despite a request from SAAV to meet.  

 

“SAAV formally request a copy of the NSPCA Report on the MRC Proposal. Mr Fraser was 

also made aware some time ago that there were other organisations, both nationally and 

internationally, who had been studying the concept of, and implications of, baboon breeding 

farms in general and the proposed facility at Delft in particular. Why were none of these 

animal organisations in South Africa, who together with groups from Kenya, the UK and the 

USA had also been investigating and working on this issue, not asked for information or their 

opinions? Specifically, why was SAAV not contacted, given our experience in these matters?  

Surely this would have assisted the NSPCA in formulating its decision?”65  

 

Understanding this ideological division, Austin portrayed the breeding centre as an animal welfare 

endeavour because he claimed that capturing baboons from the wild and then setting up a captive 

breeding colony represented progress compared to continuous direct use of wild-caught baboons. 

But according to anti-vivisection organisations such as Uncaged Campaigns, “The presentation of a 

captive-breeding centre to produce baboons as an animal welfare ‘advance’ would be a perversion of 

                                         
62 Fax from Austin, 1999, reproduced in Diaries of Despair, Uncaged, 2000    
63 Work session on the Utilisation of Primates in South Africa, 1995  
64 SAAV Press Release 5 October 2000 
65 SAAV letter to NSPCA, 8 June 2000  
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the truth. Confinement of such animals, whether originally wild-caught or not, is an inherently abusive 

and traumatic experience for these ‘cousins’ of human beings. Ultimately, the establishment of such 

centres would subvert the increasing international recognition of the moral duty to treat such animals 

with respect as free individuals with basic needs that can never be expressed in captivity. If anything, 

captive-breeding centres entrench the prejudice that baboons are merely instruments of technology 

to be used and abused as their more powerful relatives – humans - see fit. Furthermore, by 

facilitating the supply of the animals to vivisection laboratories, it would perpetuate the suffering and 

death of baboons in experiments in the face of a gradual enlightenment of attitudes towards them.”66 

  

In order to gain support for this project from the MRC, Austin tells Savage: “I will need help from you 

and your contacts in the scientific community in the UK [e.g. Imutran] Europe and elsewhere and if 

possible from the British MRC. What we need are letters to the President (from key persons and 

organisations in the International Scientific / Laboratory Animal Science community) stating that they 

had became aware of the SA MRC’s interest in producing captive-bred baboons and wish to 

emphasise that there is an international need for a project of this nature and that it would contribute 

greatly to international co-operation etc.etc.” 67 

 

SAAV also complained that they had been deliberately ignored and side-lined, that there had been no 

proper consultative process and that their requests for information from the MRC, such as the 

Baboon Breeding Project Proposal, had fallen on deaf ears. The NSPCA had been given a copy of 

this proposal but they too refused to allow SAAV sight of it. According to Dr Kas Hamman from the 

Western Cape Nature Conservation Board, the MRC had “in a proper manner, held discussions and 

/or been in communication with various authorities, including animal welfare organisations.”68 In 

response SAAV wrote to Austin: “the MRC has NOT consulted animal welfare organisations and 

stakeholders in the ‘proper manner’. The NSPCA is solely mandated to represent SPCAs and is in no 

shape or form ‘representative of a broad cross-section of animal welfare organisations’ as you state 

in your letter, or any other ‘animal’ organisations. We have been in contact with the WESSA national 

office and they have informed us that they merely received a letter from the MRC in which it was 

stated that the baboons that would be used to supply the proposed baboon breeding centre at the 

MRC would be captive-bred. Further, they said they did not reply to your letter, as it did not fall within 

their ambit. Surely, this kind of interaction with the WESSA cannot be used as an example of 

consultation?”69  

 

                                         
66 Diaries of Despair, p39-40, Uncaged Campaigns, 2000  
67 Diaries of Despair, p36, Uncaged Campaigns, 2000   
68 Hamman, Kas, letter to SAAV, 31 August 2000  
69 Letter from SAAV to John Austin, 6 November 2000  



 241 
 

In January 2001 SAAV again wrote to the Western Cape Nature Conservation Board, as the public 

body that had endorsed the MRC’s planned primate breeding centre, and requested a meeting. In 

this letter SAAV also wrote: ”the MRC sent copies of their proposal with regard to the breeding facility 

to both the NSPCA and the WESSA but did not, however, consult with us. We believe that the MRC 

have improperly withheld information by ignoring our requests for access to this proposal.  This, 

despite the fact, that unlike the NSPCA or WESSA, SAAV deals specifically with animal 

experimentation issues and is an expert in this particular field. SAAV is also recognised by national 

government as a key stakeholder.”70 No meeting between SAAV and the Board took place.   

 

As SAAV rightly pointed out:  

 

“Clearly, from Austin's perspective, [an animal welfare organisation] is one that would not 

disagree with his proposal, and as a result, key organisations, including anti-vivisection 

organisations have not been contacted. As a result the MRC has not reached agreement with 

the relevant animal protection groups. The process is therefore flawed, undemocratic and 

non-consultative, lacking in transparency and ignoring the principles of the SA constitution.”71  

 

From the leaked Imutran documentation it was clear that the MRC was planning, at great expense, to 

import wild-caught African olive baboons (from Kenya and Tanzania) for breeding purposes and then 

to sell them to international commercial contract research laboratories in the North. In this way South 

Africa would become directly part of the much-criticised trade in primates. By assisting with the 

development of the MRC primate breeding plans, laboratories in Europe, the United Kingdom and the 

USA possibly hoped to use South Africa in order to circumvent increasing ethically and scientifically 

based restrictions worldwide on the use of primates, including baboons, in research. It was also 

evident that if importing olive baboons into South Africa proved difficult, a South African indigenous 

baboon, the chacma, would suffice. “In the meantime I have started acquiring [chacma] baboons and  

have 25 excellent breeding females. I expect to be able to acquire another 75 easily this year if I can 

get the show on the road. A few of the 25 are already pregnant and four infants have been born and 

are 4 months old and doing well.”72 The MRC supposedly also acts as a ‘procuring agency’ for use by 

the medical research departments at the universities of Cape Town and Stellenbosch. Currently they 

use wild baboons trapped in the Eastern and Western Cape. 73 

 

In a letter to then MRC President, Dr Malegapuru Makgoba, SAAV wrote: “The baboon breeding 

project is clearly an attempt to circumvent increasing, ethically and scientifically based, restrictions 

                                         
70 SAAV letter to Western Cape Nature Conservation Board, 30 January 2001  
71 SAAV press release, 5 October 2000  
72 Fax, Austin, John to Savage, Peter, 31 May 1999  
73 Cape Argus, 29 Feb 2000  
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worldwide on the use of baboons in research. We find it worrying that as the world closes down on 

such initiatives - supplying primates for research - South Africa, in the form of the MRC, still 

represents what is referred to as a ‘unique opportunity’. The question is: does the MRC and South 

Africa want to take this unpopular “opportunity” to become the pariah of the world?”74  In a letter to the 

Minister of Environmental Affairs & Tourism, SAAV wrote: “Baboons exported from South Africa await 

horrible fates in captivity.  In addition to being exported to research laboratories, there is evidence 

that baboons (adults and their babies) have been sent to circuses, animal "entertainment" acts and/or 

to private individuals. We implore you to do what is right and ban all exports of baboons from South 

Africa immediately.  It is time for South Africa to set a positive example for all African nations by 

championing wildlife protection.”75   

 

A successful international campaign was launched, initiated by the BUAV, UnCaged Campaigns and 

SAAV, to apply pressure on Kenya not to issue the necessary export permits for Kenyan baboons 

and baboons coming from Tanzania but shipped through Kenya. This joint campaign also urged the 

South African government not to endorse and sustain the international trade in primates.  The British 

newspaper, Mail on Sunday (March 2000) revealed that trapper and wildlife dealer Richard Mann was 

holding wild baboons in appalling and cruel conditions. British tourists are the mainstream of Kenyan 

tourism and the Kenyan government cannot run the risk of a tourist boycott As a result, Mann, 

suspected of being one of the possible suppliers to South Africa’s MRC, was forced to close down 

and the baboons at his facility released back into the wild.  

  

Of interest is that there is dissent with regard to the usefulness of animal experimentation within the 

MRC itself. For example, Dr Jimmy Volmink, Director of the MRC’s Cochrane Centre for Evidence-

Based Research has acknowledged that there are problems with animal-based research.  “Using an 

animal and infecting it with a disease and then trying to cure it, can tell us nothing about how 

treatments will work in human populations. There is simply no guarantee that a treatment that works 

in animals will also work in humans.”76  

 

All the letters sent by SAAV in 2000 and 2001 in connection with the primate breeding project went 

unanswered by national government, provincial government and the MRC governing structures. This 

despite statements by John Austin: "What is being considered is simply replacing wild baboons with 

bred baboons ... to establish a well-managed and well-directed programme that is totally transparent 

to public scrutiny.77  

 

                                         
74 SAAV letter to Medical Research Centre, 2 November 2000   
75 SAAV letter to Minister of Environmental Affairs, 26 May 2000    
76 SAAV Archives 
77 Cape Argus, 29 February, 2000   
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The MRC has an additional facility in Parow Valley, which breeds animals for biomedical research, 

the so-called Primate Unit, which provides monkeys and other laboratory animals for research and 

supposedly breed 100 vervets a year.78 “It is a unique facility internationally known for its successful 

breeding colony of vervet monkeys. It is largely user-driven with a significant increase, recently, in its 

use by researchers in and outside the MRC and by international commercial companies for contract 

research.” One of the aims of the Experimental Biology Programme (EBP) at the Primate Unit is to: 

promote the captive breeding of non-human primates for medical research; facilitate the use of 

accredited source country facilities by European scientists; and encourage and support research in 

medical primatology and the definition and development of non-human primate models in Africa.  

 

Guarded Gatekeepers: The University of the Witwatersrand 
 

“…. it is the sheer normality of animal experiments that make them invisible”79 

 

“There is virtually no animal suffering at this university”  

(University of the Witwatesrand document, ‘Are Animals Suffering at Wits’) 

 

It is clear that the University of the Witwatersrand has extensively used animals in experiments for at 

least sixty years. Although publicly accessible information is not available on the exact extent of their 

use and abuse of animals, it is clear from the limited data that has been made available via SAAV 

that their exploitation of animals has been extensive.80  In fact, by the mid-1980s they had four animal 

units on campus (Central Animal Unit, Milner Park Animal Unit, Frankenwald Animal Unit, 

Baragwanath Animal Unit) and had established a primate capture station.81 To this end they had 

support from nature conservation authorities that on an ongoing basis supplied them with an open 

permit to hold wild primates.   

 

                                         
78 Ibid. 
79 Mitchell, Graham, South African Journal of Science, Vol. 85, May 1989, p286 
80 SAAV has over the years received information and documentary evidence from anonymous sources   
81 Report on the Central Animal Service, 1 January – 30 September 1987   
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       SAAV Protestor outside the University of the Witwatersrand 82 

 

The conservative and cautious position the University took with regard to attempts by organisations 

such as SAAV and Earthlife Africa who were campaigning for accountability and transparency is 

reflected in their own reports and memoranda, “An important matter….is the growth of anti-vivisection 

movements. This growth is attributable to well-constructed disinformation campaigns, an uncritical 

press and to parasitisation of organisations whose aims enjoy general public support and sympathy. 

In South Africa one example of parasitisation is the developing relationship (at least on the Wits 

campus) between SAAV and Earthlife. The danger, of course, lies in the provision of a respectable 

home for radical elements.”83 In 1990 Professor Mitchell in an address to a Wildlife Society meeting 

made the following statements:  biological research is seriously under threat by the public exposure, 

the Wildlife Society is therefore also under threat, that the Wildlife Society can help by supporting 

animal experimentation in their newsletter, etc., that anti-vivisection propaganda promotes violence,  

                                         
82 The Star, 25 April 1993,Gary Bernard photographer 
83 Annual Report of the Animal Ethics Screening Committee, Jan – December 1991, p1-2    
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that animals benefit from animal experimentation, that 70 per cent of anti-vivisectionists are women, 

that feminism and anti-vivisectionism have enjoyed parallel rises and that anti-vivisectionists are anti-

human.”84 In a similar vein and in relation to the composition of the Animal Ethics Committee the 

University’s lawyer, D R Hoffe of Bell, Dewar & Hall recommended that members from the faculties of 

Law and/or Arts of the University should, “display no manifest sympathy for the Anti-Vivisection 

Movement “85The University also seemed to view the creation of a ‘national code of ethics’ as a way 

of deflecting and of trying to keep at bay the legitimate demands of real accountability being made by 

organisations such as SAAV. For them the code was a way of guarding their frontier (what Professor 

Mitchell defensively referred to as the “middle ground") and a “way of limiting damage”.86 

   

It was 1943, and the University urgently requested a rifle with 200 rounds of ammunition in order to 

undertake an ‘expedition’ into the Karoo to “collect material from baboons for research purposes.”87 In 

1948 a male adult baboon escaped twice from a laboratory at the University, where it “forced the bars 

of the cage and escaped. It swung itself to the rooftops…a skylight covered with wire netting brought 

it to a halt …when its chain, which was trailing from a collar around its neck, caught on the wire 

netting.”88 Perhaps this baboon was part of a study by Dr Joseph Gilman, from the Department of 

Anatomy who was researching ‘Diet and Disease in the Bantu’ in which 3 000 rats, 1 000 guinea pigs 

and 50 baboons were killed.  At the time the University was paying seven and sixpence per monkey, 

one pound for a baboon and 0.05 pence for a rat.  

 

In the early and mid-1970s a hunter, Mr Niewoudt, supplied the University with primates. At the time 

the university demanded between 20 and 30 primates a week.  However, he was only able to supply 

333 baboons at R13 each between June 1974 and May 1975. Out of the 333, 101 died.89 In 1973 it 

was estimated that between “’Wits’, Polio Research and Medical Research about 2 000 baboons are 

required per year.”90   

 

In 1973 Dr John Austin, then a consultant veterinarian to the University, wrote a letter to the 

Transvaal Nature Conservation Division in which he raised serious concerns about the way in which 

baboons and monkeys were being “acquired, housed and cared for by the University” and that his 

“efforts to achieve more acceptable standards have been received with little interest and my motives 

for concerning myself with the deteriorating situation have been misinterpreted as attempts to hinder 

                                         
84 Notes taken by Aileen Taylor at Wildlife Society Meeting, 4 September 1990  
85 Hoffe letter to Professor Steele, JT, 10 November 1988 
86 University of the Witwatersrand, Animal Ethics and Screening Committee Annual Report 1991, p3  
87 Letter from Principal of Wits, Raikes to the Director General of Technical Services, Pretoria requesting a rifle, 
22 November 1943    
88 Sunday Times, 27 June 1948   
89 Letter from Roberts, DW Central Animal Service, to University Registrar, 23 April 1975   
90 Letter from McDonald, N, Transvaal Provincial Administration to the University Registrar, 18 September 1973  
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research activities.”91 Austin went on to note that one-third of the primates received by the university 

died or were killed because of diseases resulting from the stress of capturing, holding and 

transporting. “How many more die prior to our acquiring them is unknown, but I suspect that the figure 

must be high if my assessment of the individuals who sell baboons to the University is correct….all 

that seems to be of concern [to the catchers of baboons] is the R12.00 per head they receive and the 

humane aspects of their operation seem to be completely ignored. To the users of baboons at the 

University all that seems to be of concern is that their needs are met, and all thoughts of the 

attendant factors concerned with acquiring and housing their animals are ignored.”92  

 

In the same communiqué Austin also described some of the conditions baboons were subjected to, 

“baboons have arrived in a pathetic state, malnourished, confined in modified vegetable crates, 

covered in lacerations…soiled with excrement, with live baboons standing on dead adults and 

abandoned infants crushed on the floors of the cages.” Little wonder that in October 1974 the 

University received ‘adverse publicity in the press’ about their use and handling of animals in their 

experimental laboratories.93 

 
Sukses for Whom? 
 
Nieuwoudt’s failure to meet the university’s demand, plus their increased usage of primates, mainly 

due to Professor Myburgh’s insatiable need, saw an attempt by the university to secure a constant 

supply of baboons. A letter from the Transvaal Provincial Administration, which suggested that they, 

“hire their own hunter and start a primate holding centre”, also reinforced this decision.94 Based on 

this encouragement, in January 1975, the University actively went into business with Erich Venter, a 

rightwing hunter who had a permit to trap indigenous primates from the provincial nature conservation 

authorities. As part of this business deal Wits set up a “holding centre at Sukses in the Vaalwater 

district on a large farm owned by Mr Venter”.95 The understanding with Venter was that the University 

would, on an on-going basis, provide food and holding cages. The cages would remain the property 

of the University. 1975 was also the year that the university began breeding beagles at their premises 

at Frankenwald. The cost of a wild-caught baboon in 1976 was R15 and R37 in 1982, by which time 

the University had an arrangement with Venter that they would pay him R720 a month.  

 

The available evidence clearly shows a pattern of poor conditions, animal cruelty and abuse during 

trapping and at the holding facility at Vaalwater. What is also clear is that the University was aware of 

                                         
91 Letter from Dr John Austin to L Oates, Transvaal Nature Conservation Division, 16th July 1973  
92 Ibid.  
93 Letter from Vice-Chancellor & Principal, Bozzoli, GR, to Professor du Plessis, DJ, Head Department of 
Surgery, 18 March 1975  
94 Letter from McDonald, N, Transvaal Provincial Administration to the University Registrar, 18 September 1973  
95 Letter from TGL Lawson, TGL, for University Registrar, to the Office of the Senior Research Officer, SA Lombard 
Nature Reserve, Bloemhof, 27 March 1975   
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this over the years but despite this, to date their supplier of primates remains Venter. The following 

account by a University employee bears this out.  

 

“The holding station “contained in excess of 70 baboons with 35 baboons in single cages and 

some 35 baboons packed together in three groups in the outdoor communal pens.  Four dead 

baboons originating from the group enclosures lay alongside the unit and Mr Venter reported 

that an additional 35 fatalities had occurred over the last 3-4 weeks. There were signs of 

diarrhoea and septic bite wounds in the group enclosures and several baboons were in a 

moribund state with little chance of surviving more than a few days.”96  

 

Apart from supplying the University Venter also supplied other laboratories such as Roodeplaat 

Research Laboratory, MEDUNSA, the University of the North, University of the Durban-Westville and the 

HA Grove Animal Research Centre at Pretoria University. In 1988 the University attempted to get 

Venter to enter into an agreement with them but he refused. The terms the university proposed were 

that:97 

• Venter could not supply any other party 

• The university would purchase a minimum of 200 baboons and monkeys per year 

• Baboons would not weigh less than 8 kilograms and the monkeys not less than 3 kilograms 

• The price per primate would be fixed for a period of 2 years 

• The university would not pay for any primate that died or exhibited illness within 7 days of 

delivery  

• Conditions at the facility were to be to the satisfaction of the university   

 

According to a 1989 internal university memorandum, it was clear that primates were still being kept 

in cruel and overcrowded conditions at Venter’s holding station.  

 

“On a trailer parked outside the holding area there were 8 baboons individually caged and four 

vervet monkeys in two cages…There were approximately fifteen baboons in each of the 

outside gang-pens. Most of these 45 baboons were sub-adult. Inside the main holding area 

there were 30 baboons…and all 60 crush-cages contained baboons. One of these crush-

cages contained a dead baboon, and another contained a mother with a dead baby. Another 

baby was hanging dead from the wire…I also told him that the facility was over-crowded and 

he replied that he wanted to show us how many baboons it was necessary to capture in order 

to obtain large males. It was agreed that once I had taken 27 animals these cages would be 

                                         
96 Letter from Austin, John, Director of Central Animal Service, Colonel Smith, SC, Registrar of Research, 16 
July 1982  
97 Proposed Memorandum of Agreement between the University of the Witwatersrand and Erich Venter, 1988  
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then filled with the surplus, and the balance destroyed. I was given an invoice for 13 large 

males @ R90.75 and 14 others (11 females and 3 small males) @R72.60 which made a total 

of R2 196.15.”98  

 

The official response from the university to Venter reflects their lack of concern with the cruelty or 

ethical aspects. “From our point of view this could lead to us purchasing animals that have been 

unnecessarily stressed and in poor health.”99  

 

Despite the obviously cruel and stressful conditions that prevailed at the Vaalwater holding station, 

the Annual Report of the Animal Ethics Screening Committee for 1991, which was written by the 

Chairman, Professor Graham Mitchell, stated that Vaalwater “continued to provide good quality 

primates to the University.”100  

 

A SAAV undercover investigation in the early 1990s also bears testimony to a situation of persistent 

cruelty, which systematically remained, and still remains, unaddressed by the University. In June 1993 

SAAV went undercover at Venter’s ‘Vaalwater Primate Capture Station’ and they filmed the holding 

conditions. According to SAAV’s Caryn Waldeck, during their preliminary exploration, Venter, in a 

telephone conversation with her said, “no blacks allowed”. Describing what they saw, SAAV reported, “In 

a communal cage there were approximately 30 baboons and vervet monkeys. They were clearly terrified 

of human beings and most of them clamoured on top of one another in a dark corner in the cage. One 

baboon did not move but sat in one spot rocking backwards and forwards. No food was in the cage and 

the water was acrid. The stench was overwhelming. Near the water bowl there was a dead vervet 

monkey and near his body lay another dying vervet. In another corner there was a dead baboon. 

Alongside the gang cage was a shed, which contained baboons and vervet monkeys in single 1m x 1m 

laboratory cages. There was no food or water in any of the cages. Most of these primates moved around 

wildly in their cramped cages and were clearly highly stressed. Others, their spirits broken, rocked 

forwards and backwards perpetually.”101  At the time Professor Friedel Sellschop, Head of Research at 

the University of the Witwatersrand was quoted as saying “when a university team had visited Venter’s 

farm last month, “everything was in a spick and span condition”.102  

 

It also appears that the University’s main concerns about the ‘poor’ conditions at Vaalwater and the 

resulting stress were not about the obvious ethical or cruelty issues involved but rather the resultant 
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problems these would cause for the university, namely that the primates were diseased, stressed and 

debilitated and this impacted on the university’s research ‘requirements’. In none of the university’s 

correspondence or memoranda (apart from the one letter from Austin) is mention ever made of the 

obviously unacceptable cruelty involved nor the deeply adverse effects on the social structures of 

troops in the wild. In the last sixty years, the university must have used and killed at least 12 000 

baboons. Many of these were large males, who play a pivotal and irreplaceable role in the cohesion 

of baboon troops. According to research undertaken by the BUAV, on average, for every one wild-

caught primate that makes it to a laboratory 7-10 others have died in the process. Conservatively, this 

would mean that to date the University of the Witwatersrand, on its own, has possibly been 

responsible for the death of 87 000 baboons and the destruction of over 8 000 troops.      

 

There is also evidence that in 1990 the Blydenberg Nature Reserve near Pilgrim’s Rest, which was 

apparently partially owned by Professor Graham Mitchell’s brother, offered to supply the University 

with up to 100 baboons a year and as many monkeys as required. The cost mooted was R90 per 

baboon and R40 for a monkey. From the available documentation it is not clear whether this 

arrangement was implemented or not. SAAV’s campaign against the trade in primates had meant 

that by the late 1990s the Northern Province had begun to introduce criteria under which primates 

would be supplied to researchers. This meant that it was becoming slightly more difficult and 

circuitous to obtain wild-caught primates from that province so this also meant that they began to look 

for additional sources from other provinces such as the Eastern Cape.103   It is clear, however, that 

Venter remains the University’s supplier of wild-caught primates. 

 

Transplanting Science   
 
The ethical concern and cruel treatment of baboons appears to have extended into the university’s 

laboratories. Eyewitness accounts provide evidence of this, specifically within the Department of 

Surgery headed up by Emeritus Professor Johannes Albertus Myburgh who had “used thousands [of 

baboons] in his organ-transplant research.”104 The Medical Research Council funded Myburgh’s 

transplantation research. Myburgh has been awarded Honorary Fellowships from the American, 

English, Edinburgh, South African and Australasian Colleges of Surgeons and from the American 

Surgical Association; was elected to the Board of Governors of the American College of Surgeons; is 

a Fellow of the Royal Society of South Africa; Hon MD (UOFS) and Hon. DSc (Med) (Wits); and is a 

past President of the College of Medicine of South Africa, the Surgical Research Society, the 

Association of Surgeons and the Transplantation Society of South Africa.  
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Cathy Kay, now the Conservation Director for the WESSA, worked as a medical technologist for ten 

years. Kay also worked in Myburgh’s Kidney and Liver Transplant Unit between 1975 and 1979. 

During that time Kay maintains that “they killed off 2 000 baboons”.105  Kay resigned from the Unit 

because “I couldn’t take it anymore. When I went to work at Wits I was disgusted at the appalling, 

appalling conditions that the baboons were kept under and how they were actually persecuted in 

those cages. I just couldn’t stand it. After the years of working with Prof Myburgh, It is the most 

disgusting, cruel demeaning…any kind of vivisection I hate, but a primate. They are our closest 

relatives. How can you…the cruelty. You’ll pay. I always said to Prof Myburgh if you ever make it up 

to the pearly gates there are going to be thousands of little paws pointing at you for what you did. He 

never cared for them. There was no compassion.”106  

 

Describing the transplant procedures and the way the baboons were treated, Kay recalls,  

 

“Our lot… We’d operate. Myburgh would either operate or Alfie would do it – because he 

trained Alfie and Jakes to do liver transplants - which is shocking because they had no 

education, maybe a standard 5. They were the cleaners in the Central Animal Unit. In fact, 

Jakes did better liver transplants than Prof. Myburgh. Serious. All his animals lived longer than 

Prof Myburgh’s. If the ethics committee had to know that the labourers were doing all the ops. 

But the fact is they were. An animal would have an op at 10:00 and then he’d just get slung 

back upstairs. Cut from here to here. The next morning I’d go and they would be poking the 

animal in the cage and washing it down with a fire hose. No wonder they never bloody 

survived and they would wonder why these animals, that had already gone as yellow as that 

folder, weren’t surviving. The stress was phenomenal. Putting primates in laboratory cages is 

the most traumatic thing. They were mainly male baboons and they were huge. And all they 

could do was stand up and sit down. They couldn’t even stretch. That was their life, day in and 

day out so no wonder they would play with themselves. Myburgh and Koos Smit used to pack 

up laughing every time they saw this. And I just thought it was the cruellest thing. They were 

even going to Botswana to trap baboons and they were taking out that whole middle class of 

males, mainly young males and the Alpha males. So in other words they were messing up the 

ecology of the baboon population horribly because you only left old males or very tiny young 

ones.”107  

                                         
105 Interview with Kathy Kay, 8 February 2003 
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Cover-ups and Collusion: BC3 
 

   
                      BC3 Demonstration, outside Wits Medical School1994. Picture: SAAV 

 

In 1987 a laboratory animal technologist, Mary Els, at the University had asked the University’s 

Animal Ethics Committee to investigate her concerns of cruelty, which were taking place at the 

Central Animal Service. Apparently no investigation took place. In October the technician 

anonymously phoned the Johannesburg SPCA as a whistleblower. As a result of this the SPCA 

confiscated a tabby cat, BC3, from the University’s Central Animal Service (CAS) and instituted 

animal cruelty proceedings against the University, Professor Mitchell (at the time, Acting Director of 

CAS) and Dr Dillipkhumar Parekh. BC3 had undergone surgery by Dr Parekh designed to make him 

develop ulcers. The cat had also had part of his stomach cut away. During the operation he received 

50 per cent burns to his body but experimentation was continued on him on Professor Graham 

Mitchell’s instructions. Mitchell was quoted in the Sunday Star about BC3 as saying, “ the tomcat is 

our stud and the happiest cat in Johannesburg.”108 BC3, according to the SPCA’s veterinarian, Dr 

Lunn, died of his injuries compounded by kennel stress due to confinement and is buried in Lunn’s 

garden. 

 

At the time they were about 4 000 animals in the Wits Animal Unit and experiments were being done 

on sheep, pigs (skin lightening creams), baboons (dental research, organ transplantation), vervet 

monkeys, rats (hypertension, alcohol, tails dipped in hot water to test their pain threshold) and dogs. 

According to the Sunday Star at the time, Mitchell described baboons as ‘vermin’ and he also said 

that all the animals would be killed “because homes cannot be found for them.”109 
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In November 1987 the SPCA instituted legal action against the University. During the court case it 

was also revealed that 24 beagles had been operated on by Dr Parekh and of those 14 died in stress 

and pain. The SPCA also reported that they saw another cat, BC1, that was still alive after its right 

front paw turned gangrenous and dropped off without it receiving any treatment. In an interim 

Supreme Court judgement the court ruled that Dr Parekh be prohibited from operating further on 

animals and found that some animals at the University were “subjected post-operatively to cruel 

treatment and neglect.”  According to SAAV this situation was particularly worrying given that earlier 

that same year the university had assured the media and the anti-vivisection community that 

“everything in the Animal Services garden was rosy.”110  

 

Animal researchers at Wits viewed the BC3 incident and the subsequent litigation as part of a larger 

conspiracy against them. Referring to anti-vivisection organisations Mitchell wrote, “the damage such 

movements can do is well-known but worth emphasising. Their prime aim is to reduce expenditure on 

animal-based research and this aim is achieved in several ways. First they litigate. Wits has first-hand 

knowledge of this, and of the enormous financial costs, associated with it.”111  

 
In August 1988 a dog sustained an injury similar to that of BC3. Although the dog would have 

recovered the decision was made by Professor Mitchell (himself a veterinarian and chairman of the 

Animal Ethics and Control Committee) to kill the dog in order to prevent the story from getting out to 

either the press or the SPCA, “despite the fact that the dog would make a complete recovery…I felt 

that we had to take into account the possibility that the injury would be passed on to the press and 

the SPCA by Mrs Els on her return from leave…...I pointed out to Dr Maeder and Sr Willenberg that 

the University and the CAS could not afford a headline like ‘Wits experimenters do it again’ or 

‘Another animal burnt at Wits’….In our discussion we agreed that euthanasia of the animal was 

inappropriate and probably indefensible from a veterinary point of view and that the South African 

Veterinary Council would take a dim view of a decision to destroy an animal for reasons of 

expediency. We also agreed that the discussion itself was inappropriate and was precipitated 

because of the presence of Mrs Els in the CAS, and the very high risk that the case would be leaked. 

On weighing up these pros and cons we destroyed the dog.”112  

 

In reaction to the legal proceedings and the public outcry the University appointed Professor C F B 

Hofmeyr as a one man commission to ‘enquire into the use and care of animals for the purpose of 

teaching and research within the University and to make recommendations in this regard’. Not 
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surprisingly Hofmeyr recommended that the University apply to the Veterinary Council to register their 

‘Animal Unit’ as a veterinary hospital.113 

 

In February 1989 the University and the SPCA signed an out of court settlement agreement and the 

following outcomes were included: 

• The SPCA dropped its Interdict 

• That the University would adopt the Commission’s recommendations 

• That the Animal Ethics and Control Committee (AECC) would be reconstituted and the 

existing Committee dissolved  

• That the SPCA would keep the proceedings of the AECC strictly confidential and if this 

confidentiality was breached the membership of the SPCA representative on the 

Committee would be terminated  

• Any subsequent dispute that may arise between the SPCA and the University would 

be confidential. 

 

Smoke and Mirrors 
 
Throughout the 1990s SAAV had been trying to set up meetings with the Wits policy makers. 

Certainly since 1996, emboldened by the passing of the new South African constitution, SAAV has 

has attempted to engage more formally with the University administration. They had not only 

requested to meet with them but also requested to be given access to information pertaining to the 

University's use of animals which includes the minutes and reports of the Central Ethics and Control 

Committee, the Central Animal Service and the Animal Ethics Screening Committee, and all other 

documentation or records which relate to the use of animals in the university.  SAAV also requested 

access to all the university's animal laboratories, facilities and experimentation sites. To date this has 

not been granted. In all their correspondence with the university the point is strongly made that the 

main issue for SAAV is about transparency within universities, secrecy, and the public's right to know 

and not about the debate about the non-validity or validity of the use of animals for research into 

human-based diseases.    

 

In response to a letter from SAAV, Professor Robert Charlton, then Vice-Chancellor of Wits, wrote, “I 

am not prepared to grant you access to the university's laboratories."114 Requests for documentation, 

he said, had been referred to the university's Animal Ethics Control Committee. That has been the 

status quo for the past six years, during which time SAAV has written several more letters and 

requests and to date has not been given any of the information they requested.  

 

                                         
113 See Section on Roodeplaat Research Laboratory, particularly p43  
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“Our requests to meet and to access this information have continually and systematically been 

either ignored or denied. We are dismayed at the total lack of transparency and 

transformation of the University of Witwatersrand's animal experimentation programme and its 

continual denial of our fundamental Constitutional rights to access university laboratories, or 

to provide SAAV with information concerning the use of animals in the University. It is plainly 

obvious that Wits, in its dealings with SAAV, and in relation to the issue of animal 

experimentation at Wits, is neither committed to transformation and an open and transparent 

administration nor willing to provide access to information that it holds.”115  

 

In August 1999 SAAV's Wits experience was reinforced when a journalist from The Star, asking for 

access to the information for research purposes, was also refused access to documents at the Wits 

Archive. Writing about her experience to obtain information from Wits she wrote, “Scientists inevitably 

claim that their research is the bedrock of human advancement; so one wonders why they are so 

loathe to publicise their "great strides for mankind". Why would they go to such lengths to hide their 

successes? Could it be that, when these experiments are held up to the light, they might be revealed 

for what animal rightists have always claimed they are: cruel, unnecessary, duplicative and, 

ultimately, unscientific? We the taxpayers are co-opted partners in these cruel experiments, as our 

Rands pay for them. And then, to add insult to injury, we are denied access to the research we 

sponsored.”116  

 

In December 1999 SAAV put out a press release castigating the university for its lack of transparency 

and accusing it of not applying is own mission statement of meeting the challenges of South Africa’s 

transforming society to its own programme of animal experimentation. “The University of the 

Witwatersrand recently released a Mission Statement, which demonstrates that it wishes to meet the 

challenges of South Africa’s transforming society. In this document, the University commits itself to 

the following: the Constitution of the country; democracy and freedom from racism and sexism; 

honesty; justice; equality; autonomy; accountability; tolerance of difference of coherent opinion, and 

transparency. Of particular importance is the University’s commitment to the Constitution and the 

values of accountability, honesty and transparency.“117  

 

Finally, the SAAV press release accused the University of inertia because it appeared unwilling to 

modernise its teaching and research methodologies by fully utilising the great variety of non-animal 

research techniques and teaching aids and stated that it was of concern “that the University of the  

                                                                                                                                           
114 Letter from Professor Charlton to SAAV, May 1999   
115 SAAV Campaigner, ‘What is the University Hiding’, December 1999  
116 Vivien van der Sandt column, The Star, 25 August 1999 
117 SAAV press release, 6 December 1999 
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Witwatersrand, whose raison d'etre is the fostering of enquiry and the pursuit of knowledge, does not 

apply this maxim to the workings of its own institution.”118 

 

According to SAAV leadership they believe that the university is deliberately using ‘smear’ tactics to 

discredit them.  

 

“The vivisectors at the university seem to want present a picture to the rest of the university that 

SAAV is synonymous with the Animal Liberation Front (ALF) and that our real agenda is to bomb 

laboratories and to harm individual vivisectors. It would be laughable if it was not so tragic. These 

are scare tactics, which are in the same vein as those of ‘swart gevaar’ used by the proponents 

of Apartheid. Within any democratic society our campaigns, objectives and policies should be 

considered reasonable. They are hiding behind their fabrications to ensure the status quo. And 

this is dangerous.” 119 

 

This view seems to be supported by the minutes of several Animal Ethics and Control Committee 

meetings, “It would not be wise to invite SAAV delegates to a meeting of this Committee as it was 

important that the identity of researchers and committee members remained anonymous”120 and 

“Professor Oettle had written to the Vice-Chancellor suggesting, inter alia, that SAAV was not interested 

in transparency but was requesting the abolition of the use of animals for teaching and research at 

Wits…suggesting that the University should refuse SAAV access to the CAS unless they publicly stated 

that they are not affiliated to the ALF….that he believed that Wits has been singled out for attack.”121  

 

At the end of 1999 SAAV anonymously obtained an internal universitys document produced by the 

Research Office, which was entitled “Summary of SAAV document”. This was apparently a response to 

the SAAV Submission Towards Abolition: a Call for Transparency and Accountability in the Vivisection 

Industry, which was issued in May 1998 and sent to the university in June of the same year. SAAV 

has never received a response from the university to the submission, nor have they officially been given 

a copy of the university’s memorandum or received a response to a letter it wrote to Vice Chancellor 

Bundy in response to the university’s “Summary” document.  

 

A reading of the document prepared by the university shows that it does not deal with the main thrust of 

the SAAV submission, which is a call for transparency and accountability, but rather chooses to deal with 

the submission appendices. SAAV argued that the university’s ‘summary document’: was not a true 

reflection of their submission and ignored the fundamental call the submission was making, namely 

                                         
118 Ibid. 
119 Interview, with Alan Rolstone 17 December 2002   
120 Animal Ethics and Control Committee, Report of Meeting, 28 March 2000, p2   
121 Animal Ethics and Control Committee, Report on Meeting, 14 June 2000, p2   
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specific recommendations and mechanisms to ensure freedom of information in the vivisection 

industry and the development of a culture of accountability. They wrote, 

 

” the University is part and parcel of the vivisection industry. It is also part and parcel of 

society's quest for a more just world and in particular, South Africa's quest for a pervasive 

democratic ethos. As such the call for transparency and accountability, while certainly 

applicable to Wits, is a call for all institutions to get their own house in order and to participate 

in the total transformation of the industry as a whole. Our submission is simply, and above all, 

a call for transparency and for the total transformation of the vivisection industry. It was not 

intended as a document to stimulate a "paper" debate on the merits or demerits of animal 

experimentation. The issue presently at hand is not about the non-validity or validity of the use 

of animals for research into human-based diseases but is rather an issue around 

transparency within the University, secrecy, and the public's right to know. The submission 

thus proposes very concrete ways of addressing the current and future use of animals in 

experiments both in the short and long-term.”122 

 

SAAV also took issue with the university’s position that information relating to vivisection is readily 

available to the public,  

 

“The ‘summary’ claims that the University satisfies the requirements that information regarding 

vivisection be ‘complete, coherent and readily available’ to the public. This is NOT true - 

SAAV, as an NGO whose constituency are taxpayers and concerned members of the 

community, on several occasions and over a number of years (particularly since 1996), has 

attempted to meet and dialogue with the University of the Witwatersrand, and has formally 

requested (in writing) access to information held by the University regarding animal 

experimentation. These requests have all been denied and/or ignored. SAAV cannot enter 

into debate with a particular institution or the industry as a whole if it has little or no access to 

information or to the experimental sites etc nor can it carry out its mandate.” In relation to the 

issue of access, SAAV argued that the university's contention that to provide any information 

would put experimenters at risk was a ‘red herring’ and that the university was using the 

notion of privacy illegitimately to perpetuate secrecy. “SAAV has not specifically asked for this 

information - the names of researchers is unnecessary. Indeed, this is at odds with the 

University's assertion that animal experimenters publish their work therefore interested parties 

can obtain background information if they wish.”123   

 

                                         
122 SAAV response to Wits Summary Document, July 2000  
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The University memorandum had also stated that that "no baboons or vervets have died between 

capture and arrival at the CAS in the last 15 years", but SAAV said this was not true and pointed out 

that SAAV has visited Mr Erich Venter's holding station and has video recordings of dead and dying 

animals. The University’s own internal reports refute this. SAAV went on to argue that it was 

particularly disturbed that the University continues to "do business" with Mr Venter who “by his own 

admission is racist and right-wing.”124 

 

The university document also claimed that it did not conduct xenotransplantation but SAAV correctly 

pointed out the Department of Surgery at the university had conducted experiments where baboon 

organs were transplanted into vervet monkeys. In 1996 SAAV had raised the issue of the university  

conducting cross-species organ research.  

 

“There is a justifiable moratorium on human organ transplants in Gauteng. Yet, Wits still carries 

on with expensive, inhumane and wasteful organ transplantation research on baboons and 

vervet monkeys. It is shameful, particularly given the urgent need to transform the university, that 

public money continues to be squandered on funding this kind of research. South African needs 

to create a true health care system. For this new system to work, two things must happen: 

prevention and clinical observation must be its centre-pieces and animal experimentation must 

forever be abolished. Institutions such as Wits need to be made accountable to the communities 

they serve. But it seems there is too much money at stake for the medical establishment to give 

a balanced assessment of the horrifying new practice of using other sentient beings as spare 

parts.”125  

 

Enemies of the State: For ‘Volk en Vaderland’, Lab Wars and RRL  
 
“Care with the Right Approach; Care with the Right People; Care with the Right Procedures; Care with the Right 

Environment; Care with the Right Results; Care with the Right After-Care” (RRL brochure, 1992) 

 
Why South Africa? “Ideally, biological research should be conducted in a setting where there is a well-

developed infrastructure, efficient and stable administration, available labour and expertise at a realistic cost, 

where public opinion is predominantly rational rather than emotive, and where essential animals, including 

primates, are readily available and relatively cheap. South Africa is a natural choice” Schalk van Rensburg 

(Pretoria News, 24 September 1986) 

                                         
124 Ibid. 
125 SAAV Campaigner, Oct 1996  
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In May 1981, the Surgeon General and head of South African Medical Services (SAMS), Maj. Gen. 

Nieuwoudt, established Project Coast, a chemical and biological warfare (CBW) programme. The 

Minister of Defence, Magnus Malan, and the Minister of Finance, Barend du Plessis, approved the 

programme. Nieuwoudt made Dr. Wouter Basson the Project Coast director, as well as specialist 

adviser to the Surgeon General. As an important part of developing the CBW programme in 1983 

Basson established Roodeplaat Research Laboratory (RRL), which has been called the ‘devil’s kitchen’ 

by the Mail & Guardian’s ‘Krisjan Lemmer’,126 a clandestine kitchen where brutal racist and speciesist 

crimes were planned and conducted by the South African Defence Force. 

 

   
           SAAV Demonstration outside RRL, 1992. Picture: SAAV 

 
A SAAV article entitled ‘Modest Basson Declines Coveted Award’ describes how the mastermind of 

South Africa’s CBW programme, when he made his first appearance at the Pretoria High Court on a 

long list of charges, managed to side-step the press and SAAV who were waiting for him to pass 

through the main entrance. “Instead, he made his way to the court room through a back alley. So 

SAAV had no alternative but to present him, in open court, with the SAAV 1999 ‘Vivisector of the 

Year’ Award certificate. His immediate reaction was to protest in weak voice: ‘This is not for me’ 

whilst trying to hand it back, but changed his mind at the insistence of the activist in question.”127  

 

RRL was ‘privatised’ in 1992 thereafter liquidated and sold in 1994. Right up until that stage (1994) 

animals were still being used in experiments at RRL. Even when it closed its doors the reasons given 

were untruthful, Dr Peet Delport, then RRL Marketing Director, told The Star, “there had been a 

                                         
126 Mail & Guardian 22 June 1998 
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worldwide decrease in the demand for new pharmaceuticals, with generic medicines becoming 

increasingly popular, and there was not enough work in developing new drugs.”128  

 

What is important to remember is the context in which laboratories such as RRL could develop, 

namely the cruel, and by definition, secret and legal, global, and continuing exploitation of animals by 

the military. In the USA, for example, over decades animals have been shot in the head and eyes at 

point blank range, burned and blinded with lasers in Star Wars research, blasted, wounded, dosed 

with chemical and germ warfare agents, electrocuted and irradiated.129  According to PETA at a cost 

to taxpayers in excess of US$100 million annually, at least 320 000 primates, dogs, pigs, goats, 

sheep, rabbits, cats and other animals are injured and killed by the US Department of Defense 

alone.130 The position taken in August 1997 by the ANC’s then Minister of Defence in answer to 

parliamentary questions posed by the Democratic Party’s E K Moorcroft about RRL demonstrate the 

South African National Defence Force’s support for the military’s use of animals as well as the 

methods used at RRL. The reply also shows the existence of a so-called ‘ethics committee’ and its 

veneer of process and procedure is used to justify and sanitise the unethical experiments. 

 

“I have been informed that RRL at all times adhered strictly to both national and international 

ethical norms regarding the treatment of research animals. The National Code for Animals used 

in Research, Education, Diagnosis and Testing of Drugs and Related Substances in SA, as 

issued by the Minister of Agriculture, was adhered to. All research on animals at RRL had to be 

approved by an ethics committee before such research could start. Furthermore, the SPCA had 

the right to inspect the facilities at RRL at any time, and did in fact conduct inspections there.”131  

 

What is also significant is that RRL had active support from the veterinary fraternity as well as other 

institutions that conducted research on animals. The University of the Witwatersrand, for example, used 

to supply RRL with some animals.132  

 

RRL, initially called Interlab (Interlaboratoriums), was set up as an animal research and testing facility, 

modelled on the British Huntingdon Life Sciences, for substances produced by Delta G Scientific, but 

soon began to develop, research and test its own chemical and biological warfare agents. Its primary 

‘client’ was the SADF. The start-up costs for RRL were R6.5 million but an additional R30 million was 
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spent in upgrades.133 According to a RRL document “the modern animal facility will be one of the most 

advanced to be found anywhere. Facilities for housing rats, mice, dogs and primates…will be 

extensive.”134  

 

As early as 1986 anti-vivisectionist Beatrice Wiltshire uncovered the fact that horrific experiments were 

taking place on live baboons at RRL. When Wiltshire tried to find out more she came into conflict with 

scientists who were at the forefront of one of South Africa’s most clandestine operations. Attempts by 

anti-vivisectionists, who then began holding demonstrations outside RRL, to obtain answers from the 

government obviously went unanswered. So it was the anti-vivisection lobby that first brought RRL and 

the outlandish experiments conducted there to the public’s attention. Fascinatingly, when the Weekly 

Mail first ran a story on RRL in 1994 and they tried to get comment from them about what was going on 

behind their fences, the only comment Dr Schalk van Rensburg made was that “the extraordinary 

security was designed to protect the plant from industrial espionage and ‘irrational animal rights 

groups’”.135  The State strategy against SAAV was to vilify it “we were portrayed as unscientific, 

emotional and irrational activists.”136  

 
Secret suffering: Killing Animals and People  
 
“These animals were sacrificed in the tests. As I’ve said the level of sophistication of this work was really high. 

We believed that if you are involved in using biologicals for weapons then you need to do it properly, and to do 

it [with] below standard facilities and below standard scientists, is in fact, very unethical and could lead to 

misuse of the products.”  

(Plague Wars interview with Daan Goosen)137 

 
“Animal experiments sometimes have to be conducted (at Roodeplaat) in order to improve the quality of human 

life." Wynand Swanepoel, RRL Managing Director 

 
We are engaged in contract research which is aimed, ultimately, at the improvement of human and animal life 

and the protection of the environment.”  

(Letter to SAAV member, J Dott, from Dr JG Gaenssler, Managing Director of RRl, 14 December 1992) 

 

It is estimated by anti-vivisectionists that it was behind the double row of electrified fences, patrolled by 

guards with dogs, and in the hidden underground basements of the building that thousands of animals, 

including primates (chimpanzees, vervet monkeys and baboons) dogs, horses, pigs, sheep, guinea pigs, 
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goats and rats were kept and then mercilessly experimented on until they died horrible and lingering 

deaths. The total number of animals that were cruelly killed at RRL remains unknown because the 

‘scientists’ deliberately destroyed most of the records. However the 203 RRL research reports found in 

trunks in the garage of one of Basson’s ‘acquaintances’ provide an insight into the unscrupulous nature 

of the experiments and the suffering the animals endured. A huge crematorium, which still remains in the 

basement of the RRL building, bears testimony to the large number of bodies that were secretly 

incinerated and disposed of.   

 

These experiments were part of the development of lethal biological and chemical agents aimed at killing 

and assassinating perceived ‘enemies’ of the Apartheid State (mainly South Africa’s own population) in a 

way that could not be traced. In this way both human and non-human animals became targets of 

ideology, power and science gone mad. According to The Star van Rensburg said they were testing 

insecticide, antibiotics and anti-cancer drugs.138 However, it became patently clear during the TRC 

hearings and the Basson trial that scientists at RRL were testing much more than this. Some of the toxic 

substances forced on animals in LD50 (the lethal dose required to kill 50% of the targeted victims) and 

other experiments until they died painful deaths included: 

o Organophosphates and pesticides such as Paraoxon and Aldicarb 

o Bodifacoum (prevents blood clotting and causes profuse bleeding)  

o Antibiotic overdoses (Monensin) 

o Phenylsilitrane which causes suffocation and death 

o Nerve agents such as Sarin, Tabun, VX and Botulinum 

o Methaqualone 

o Anthrax 

o Sodium azide crystals  

o Cantharadine (a biological poison which burns the mouth, throat and internal organs) 

o Colchicine (an anti-inflammatory agent) 

o Mercuric oxycyanide 

o Methanol (wood alcohol) 

o Paraquat (herbicide) 

o Phencyclidine (psychedelic agent) 

o Salmonella (micro-organism) 

o Sodium cyanide 

o Thallium salts (found in insecticides and rodenticide) 

o Cholera 

o Vitamin D 

o Ketamine (anaesthetic) 
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o Phosphine (fumigant) 

o BZ (an incapacitating agent) 

o Cocaine 

o CR teargas 

o Botulinum 

o Various strains of dangerous bacteria. 

 

Baboons were restrained in specially designed chairs and placed in gas chambers into which biological 

or chemical agents would be piped. The chair had a mechanical arm so that blood could be extracted 

from a distance. Bioengineer Jan Lourens was the person who designed the gas chamber and the 

restraining device. He also designed a primate semen extractor, which was used in ‘virility tests’. 

Lourens also claimed that in 1985 he became “aware of experimentation on animals such as 

chimpanzees and baboons on a farm near the Roodeplaat Dam.” The following excerpt is from Lourens’ 

testimony (who now describes himself as a 'businessman') at the TRC Chemical and Biological 

Warfare Hearing: 

 

"MR VALLY: Did you provide equipment for routine animal experimentation… 

DR LOURENS: Yes, I supplied them [RRL] with a number of what is termed, a restraint chair. 

MR VALLY: Can you just describe it for us, please? 

DR LOURENS: Basically a restraint chair is a chair in which an adult baboon would be 

strapped into so that experimentation can be done on the baboon. The baboon would sit in it 

and his arms and legs would be tied down. It's a see-through perspex chair so that the 

baboon can be monitored as the baboon is experimented on…I supplied them with a gas 

chamber, and what the gas chamber basically was, was a chamber that - it's a box if you 

want, again constructed from a see-through material, as far as I can recall it was 

polycarbonate, and it was of sufficient size that you could in actual fact move the restraint 

chair into this box and the box allowed you to introduce substances into the box by whatever 

means, and if I can define this a little bit more clearly, is that it had a septum, so you could 

inject through the septum, or you could spray a substance through the septum and it was self-

contained, it had an air filtration system so that there would be minimal exposure to the 

outside, but you can expose the animal on the inside to whatever substance you wanted."139    

 

During his trial Wouter Basson told the Pretoria High Court of his experiment on baboons, "Baboons 

were placed inside a plastic hut in cages. A number of dangerous new-generation tear-gas grenades 

were placed inside the hut. We watched from outside to see how the baboons reacted. At one stage 
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the smoke became too thick so that we could not see. I suited up, put on a gas mask and went inside. 

The first baboon sat there eating quite calmly. The second one gave my gas mask one look, did a 

double somersault and defecated all over his cage. The third one also sat eating. I was very angry. I 

thought there was something wrong with the grenade. In a fit of temper, I pulled off my gas mask and 

threw it onto the ground. I fell down with the gas mask. Luckily Mijburgh was outside and could drag 

me out. I spent three days in hospital. The baboons did not react at all to the irritating effect (of the 

teargas) on the lungs and eyes". 140 

 

RRL also tested weapons such as ‘dum dum’ bullets, designed to inflict maximum injuries rather than kill 

their victims, on animals and also used animals in the development of ‘heat resistant military clothing’. 

This involved shaving the hair of the legs of baboons, covering the exposed skin with the material and 

burning it with a blowtorch. The baboons died as a result of the wounds.141    

 

In their book Secrets and Lies, Marlene Burger and Chandre Gould provide a chilling picture of the kinds 

of atrocities that were committed at RRL, “death sometimes came swiftly, within minutes, but it could 

take hours, even days. Records of clinical tests with cholecalciferol – or vitamin D3 – show that dogs 

given three consecutive overdoses of the substances took four to seven days to die. Vervet monkeys fed 

a low dosage over a 30-day period died of heart failure 65 days after ingesting the substance, suffering 

nausea, vomiting, diarrhoea, headache, itching, disorientation and peripheral nerve damage in the 

interim. Sodium azide, used industrially in the manufacture of explosives and preservatives, produced 

symptoms in baboons within three to eight minutes of oral ingestion. Soon after being fed the poison the 

baboons would have extreme difficulty breathing, their blood pressure would drop and they would lapse 

into a coma before dying within 30 to 120 minutes. This substance was also tested on pigs and dogs – 

which, according to the research report, ‘continued to wag their tails, even while in a coma, until they 

died’. Tests with Brodifacoum, used commercially in rat poison, caused a monkey to bleed to death from 

the femoral artery, while organophosphates attacked the central nervous systems of baboons within 

eight hours of being applied to a small patch of naked skin. The baboons were subjected to protracted 

torture, being injected with an antidote, atropine, at the first sign of poisoning, only to have the toxin 

reapplied at 24-hour intervals over a period of up to seven days before succumbing to the inevitable.”142 

 

Samples of some of the other experiments conducted on animals at RRL are: 

• 9 beagles orally dosed with PO and nicotine (1986) Project leaders Davies and Immelman143  
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• 10 vervet monkeys in Nitroxynil toxicity tests. 1986 Recommended that this experiment be 

repeated on baboons144Toxicity tests of Salitrane on rats 

• Dr S Wandrag (July 1991) to produce acute and chronic toxicity and hepatoxicity with narasin, 

monesin and maduramcin in dogs number of dogs not given145 

• Bicyclic Phosphates rats and primates. Dr S Wandrag146  

• Mice and 10 vervet monkeys poisoned with Aconitin intravenously and intramuscularly. “the initial 

symptoms occurred when the animal started rubbing its tongue against its teeth… respiration is 

deep and the breathing rhythm becomes uneven, eventually respiration is forced. Vomiting 

occurs at this stage. Shortly before it dies the animal shows signs of excitation.147 

• Oral administration of Paraoxon in baboons.148 

• Paraoxon applied to the shaved skin between the scapulae of baboons.  “Within 12 hours after 

the first application three of the animals showed symptoms of myosis, opisthotonos, ataxia and 

weakness…After the second application all the animals showed symptoms within the first 2 

hours…Death occurred 12 hours after the second application. Some animals died after 36 hours, 

48 hours as well as after 168 hours…the activities in and around the cages cause stress and this 

aggravates their symptoms.“149   

• According to the evidence of ‘Mr Q at the trial of Wouter Basson, “he had received word late one 

afternoon that Basson, wanted to test a [dart-injecting] umbrella on a baboon. The umbrella was 

not yet finished but Basson had insisted…on arrival [at RRL] he found that he had forgotten the 

cocking mechanism for the umbrella, which greatly upset Basson. Basson was nevertheless able 

to test the liquid on a baboon, which was held in a cage at RRL.”150  

 

Many of the baboons that ill-fatedly landed up at RRL were trapped in the Kruger National Park and 

“shipped by the crate load to RRL” but according to a confidential interview done by Tom Mangold and 

Jeff Goldberg in November 1998 “some of the incapacitant tests were done on the baboons en plein air 

in the park. The researchers used poison darts, which took several hours to incapacitate or sometimes 

kill the primates. This led to complaints from the tourists and the swift termination of the visible aspect of 

the programme.”151 While according to the Chief Warden of Kruger Park, the SADF used Kruger and 

other parks for military tests. “However, Kruger Park officials were not told what was being tested, 
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only what areas would be restricted and for how long. His impression is that more sensitive tests 

occurred on private reserves or Cape testing areas."152 

 
Perpetrators and Pimps: The Self-Serving Veterinarians who propped up Apartheid  

 
“These were the little men who worked in the basement of the South Africa’s biological warfare programme. Their 

evidence is mere confirmation of the banality of evil.”153 

 
“The South African Veterinary Council is confident that it interprets its rules on ethical behaviour in the interests 

of animals.”154 

 

Through the testimonies given at the TRC hearings into the CBW programme and during Basson’s trial it 

emerged that the CBW programme was developed and supported by a number of veterinarians who 

played key roles at RRL. The ethics of the profession was therefore brought under the spotlight, 

particularly because they knew the research they were undertaking was designed to cause, not alleviate 

harm, suffering and disease. Furthermore, they joined willingly and were not coerced.  The TRC’s 

investigative chief, Advocate Dumisa Ntsebeza, who chaired the hearings into the chemical and 

biological warfare programme, condemned the use of animals at RRL and said,  

 

“the use of animals for the furtherance of scientific knowledge is a controversial issue…when 

animals are being used by scientists for experiments to manufacture chemical and biological 

weapons, then society should condemn such experimentation in the strongest terms….Even 

more alarming is the fact that the people who were using their research skills and knowledge to 

manufacture murder weapons, were people in white coats with stethoscopes hanging out of their 

pockets. These people are normally associated with preservation of life. That is the most 

repulsive feature of the evidence that has come before us.”155  

 

Onderstepoort Veterinary School at Pretoria University was the alma mater of many of the veterinary 

surgeons implicated in the CBW programme. In a submission to the TRC by the Netherlands Institute 

for Southern Africa (NIZA) and according to Dieter Gerhardt, who spied on South Africa, a biological 

weapon capability was established at the Institute of Virology in Johannesburg and at Onderstepoort. 

This was prior to the establishment of RRL, of which the directors were for the most part drawn from 

Onderstepoort. “One has to wonder at that special class of being from which most South African 
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vivisectors are drawn, the home-grown veterinary surgeon. And one can but wonder at the nature of 

indoctrination, which takes place at the Onderstepoort Veterinary School, which spawns those who 

believe that animals are there for the use and abuse of humankind.”156 

 

According to Goosen, an ex-director of the RRL, who was at Onderstepoort at the time, the SADF 

had their operations at Onderstepoort until 1982 and moved to RRL when the State feared they 

would be found out. It was clear from Goosen’s testimony at the TRC that it was deemed acceptable for 

institutions, in particular the University of Pretoria, through Onderstepoort and H A Grove Animal 

Research Centre, to be part of military projects.157 H A Grove also did trauma research on baboons to 

mimic human trauma suffered by road accident victims and landmine victims.”158”The trauma 

research conducted at the Centre had shown that if Clostridium Perfringens was injected into a 

healthy primate, it would suffer identical symptoms to those of post-traumatic shock, specifically with 

regard to lung function. Within 24 to 36 hours the primate would develop violent pneumonia which 

could lead to death.”159  

 

Issue No. 25 of the investigative magazine Noseweek, did an expose on the former Dean of 

Onderstepoort, Professor C F B (Beyers) Hofmeyr who, while at Onderstepoort, was also an officer in 

the SADF, working on ‘secret projects’. In 1991 Hofmeyr was presented with the Pretoria University 

Laureate Award ‘the highest award presented to alumni of Tukkies’. According to Noseweek, 

Hofmeyr remains very much part of the Old South Africa and was the longest serving board member 

of the Afrikaanse Akademie vir Wetenskap en Kuns, “generally accepted to be the intellectual arm of 

the Broederbond.”160 When Hofmeyr retired from Onderstepoort in 1981, he moved into a full-time job 

in the Surgeon General's office, in fact, into an office right next to that of the then Surgeon General, 

Neil Knobel. Hofmeyr stayed there for the next ten years and finally left the army just at a time when 

Basson's secret projects were closed down. It is obvious that Hofmeyr had special ‘security clearance’ 

from the military and from correspondence between Hofmeyr and Basson, used in evidence in the 

Basson trial, it is also clear that Hofmeyr reported directly to Basson.  

 

Secret laboratories such as RRL saw the anti-vivisection demands for transparency and their call to 

‘unlock the labs’ as a direct threat to their existence. This is borne out by the fact that Hofmeyr was 

told by Basson to accept the appointment as a one-man commission appointed by the University of 

the Witwatersrand as a result of the BC3 incident. His brief was to ensure that the centre be run as an 
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animal hospital. In this way it was used “effectively to stave off free access to lay persons 

organisations. My real motivation is therefore to ensure that it will be impossible for enemies with 

secret motives to gain entry to secret experiments.” The fact that this contrived and predetermined 

recommendation put forward by Hofmeyr had the full support of the University of the Witwatersrand’s 

Council is worrying.161   

 

Other veterinarians that had special ‘security clearance’ from the military included Prof R J Coughbrough 

(Dean, Onderstepoort), Prof N. Owen, (Medunsa Veterinary Faculty), Dr D W Verwoerd (Director 

Veterinary Research Institute, Onderstepoort), Dr J M Erasmus (Director, Veterinary Services Division, 

Dept of Agriculture), Dr C Cameron, Prof P Gehrtsen (Roodeplaat Breeding Laboratories), Prof G V S 

Turner (Veterinary Faculty Onderstepoort), Prof C M Veary, (Veterinary Faculty Onderstepoort) and Prof 

J H du Preez (Veterinary Faculty Onderstepoort).162  

 

In September 1999 Onderstepoort has been implicated in a 'dog food scandal' when it was 

uncovered that companion animals, dogs, cats and horses, on being ‘euthanased’ there, or corpses 

supplied by the local SPCA (meant for students to practice surgery on), were turned into dog food, 

instead of being incinerated, as a cost-saving exercise. This came as a shock to unsuspecting pet 

owners who had naturally assumed that the fees they had paid Onderstepoort to have the remains of 

their pets disposed of included their cremation. However, the owners had no legal recourse because 

the 'small print’ on the indemnity forms pet owners sign upon admitting their furry friends to the world 

renowned faculty do not stipulate disposal methods. This issue only came to light when the Bethal-

based company they were giving the carcasses to closed down and the faculty suddenly had to find 

another way to get rid of animal bodies. According to Onderstepoort this practice has now been 

discontinued. Apart from the ethics of the matter, according to the Department of Agriculture it was 

illegal to turn dog carcasses into dog food. Indeed, there was a rule that nothing that was not fit for 

human consumption should be put into animal feed. The Head of the Faculty of Veterinary Science, 

Prof. Brough Coughbrough (who had special security clearance from the SADF), was at the time 

Chair of the SAVC. Professor Nick Kriek, who reported to him at Onderstepoort, is currently still a 

committee member of the Council. Both have served on the veterinary faculty's ethics committee. The 

Council did not take action against any of their members involved in the scandal.163 
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Adriaan Goosen 

 
In 1983 Dr Adriaan (Daan) Goosen, a veterinarian who had lectured at Onderstepoort was hand-picked 

by Basson to establish RRL and to recruit scientists for the biological and chemical testing facility. At the 

time Goosen was the first Director of the H A Grove Animal Research Centre of the Pretoria University 

where he had been part of a research committee that undertook research for the military. In testimony in 

the trial against Wouter Basson, Goosen claimed that he was involved in clandestine and illegal activities 

as early as 1983. According to Goosen he supplied venom and a black mamba to Basson so that it 

could be used to assassinate Roland Hunter, an ANC operative who had infiltrated the SADF Military 

Intelligence, and his death could then be blamed on a snakebite. Before supplying the venom Goosen 

and James Davies tested their lethal dosage by injecting it into a baboon. The baboon died.164 In 1986, 

accompanied by accusations of mismanagement and corruption, Wynand Swanepoel, a Special 

Forces dentist, replaced Goosen as Managing Director of RRL.  

 

Goosen then became head of Roodeplaat Breeding Enterprises, a sub-section of RRL, which 

supposedly bred dogs for the SADF, SAP and other paramilitary agencies as well as some of the 

animals for use at RRL. Here he apparently crossbred wolves with German Shepherds to produce 

guard dogs. “The wolf-dogs also had soft pads under their paws which made them unsuitable for anti-

insurgency campaigns conducted against SWAPO guerrillas operating in semi-desert conditions of 

northern Namibia…The army solved this by equipping tracker wolf-dogs with special ‘booties’ 

designed to protect their tender paws.”165  Goosen was fired from RRL in 1989.  

 

Goosen now owns a private laboratory based at the Pretoria Technikon and is the current vice-president 

of the SAALAS. He recently attempted to sell lethal bio-pathogens to the Federal Bureau of Investigation 

in the USA for US$ 5 million and immigration permits for himself and up to nineteen associates and 

family members.166 Goosen was also President of SAALAS while he was the Director of RRL and in a 

RRL document Goosen was portrayed as “a leading figure in the organisation and upliftment of 

laboratory animal science in South Africa.”167 SAAV, although not surprised that the leadership of 

SAALAS remains with tainted individuals such as Goosen, in a letter to the Director-General of the 

Department of Agriculture, in reaction to Goosen SAAV wrote: “some of the people from the 

vivisection industry are the same people who have violated both animal and human rights in the most 

despicable and unethical manner, as highlighted through the TRC. In this regard, the fact that Dr 
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Goosen was at the workshop representing the vivisection industry is of considerable concern and 

unacceptable to civil society.”168  

 

While at RRL Goosen was a member of the American Society for Primatologists, the International 

Primatalogical Society, a committee member of the National Laboratory Animals Committee, the 

Evaluation Committee of the Glaxo Institute for Pharmacology and on various committees to “establish 

animal facilities for other medical faculties and organisations such as ESKOM.”169 

 

Andre Immelman 

 
Immelman, a member of the Veterinary Faculty at Onderstepoort, where he was Professor in 

Pharmacology and Toxicology, was recruited by Goosen in 1983 and remained at RRL until its 

closure. He became Head of Research and Development but he also initiated projects and therefore 

“dealt with the development and distribution of murder weapons of biological and chemical origin.”170 

Immelman was also a member of the SAVC where he was chair of their Medicines Committee and on 

the editorial board of the SAVC journal. He was also a member of the Medicines Control Council.   

  

In 1996, following press reports that the RRL had tested organophosphates on primates for the 

purpose of eliminating enemies of the State, the Animal Groups Alliance of South Africa (AGA) wrote 

to the SAVC requesting that Immelman, who had authorised the experiments, be removed from the 

SAVC, the ostensible watchdog over veterinarians' ethics.  In response the SAVC forwarded an 

affidavit from Immelman, countersigned by General Neil Knobel, to the effect that:  

a) the RRL had not been a front for the SADF; 

b) they admitted that organoposphate poisons had been tested on baboons in cruel experiments 

but that this had been in line with international standards;  

c) the research had been of a defensive nature only;  

d) that no poisons had been developed for use on humans; 

e) that Immelman, contrary to press reports, had not enriched himself in the process and was 

considering legal action against anybody who might suggest otherwise.  

 

The SAVC subsequently put out a statement that Immelman had been 'cleared of unethical conduct' 

as his experiments had 'been in line with international standards.' This was widely publicised in the 

Sunday Times under the heading; 'Vet cleared of unethical conduct.'  In 1997 SAAV presented him 

with their annual ‘Vivisector of the Year Award’. The SAVC never censured Immelman, or any of the 
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RRL veterinarians for that matter. Indeed, Immelman denied that he had contravened the Veterinary 

Act and claimed that, “animal experimentation took place in accordance with acceptable national and 

international ethical standards.”171 However, that same year, during the TRC hearings, the AGA was 

informed by the SAVC that Immelman "did not make himself available for re-election to Council."172  

 

The TRC's final report stated that, in addition to the obvious issues of professional culpability, 

negligence and criminal intent that apply to the other Roodeplaat scientists as well, it has to be said 

specifically of Immelman that he allegedly had full knowledge of the activities at the laboratories that 

were under his control.  Despite this the SAVC never took action against Immelman. SAAV has 

written off the SAVC as ‘farcical’ when it comes to maintaining and ensuring ethical standards for 

veterinarians in South Africa. "The SAVC still very much represents the mindset that pertained during 

the past and it is high time that there be a clean sweep and overhaul of this Council. Perhaps then 

the general public will start to regain some respect for the veterinary profession, the credibility of 

which lies in tatters."173  

 

Immelman now owns a game farm in Limpopo.  He is still allowed to practice as a veterinary surgeon. 

 

James Davies 

 
Davies trained as a veterinarian and then joined the SADF Special Forces. He spent part of his 

national service at Pretoria University’s H A Grove Animal Services. At RRL he was head of 

Toxicology and later became head of animal experiments under Dr Schalk van Rensburg.  “It was 

James Davies, Special Forces trained veterinarian, who did much of the practical work at RRL. By his 

own admission a handy man with a toolbox, Davies used a dentist’s drill to make tiny holes in cans 

and bottles through which Immelman could inject paraoxon, anthrax, Brodifacoum or any other toxin 

of choice before Davies soldered the holes shut.”174 In 1992 Davies also visited the Centre Africain 

Primate Experimentale (CAPE) primate facility in the then Gazankulu along with members of the 

French military.  

 

Davies became a Director of BIOCON when RRL closed down.  
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Stiaan Wandrag 

 

Wandrag, a veterinarian, joined RRL in July 1988 on completion of his military service. He worked in 

the Compression Laboratory, which was in the basement of RRL. Work on toxic agents took place 

here. Access was restricted and only Wandrag and André Immelman had keys to this area. Among  

the substances he worked with were Sarin, Tabun, VX, Vitamin D3 (Cholicalciferol), Sodium Azide, 

Aloxam (antibiotic) and mustard gas.  All Wandrag's products were tested on animals. He also 

provided Immelman with a baboon foetus. "Wandrag performed a Caesarian section on a pregnant 

baboon and removed two foetuses, one of which he gave to Immelman in a plastic bag, packed in ice 

in a polystyrene container. About three weeks later, Wandrag read in a newspaper about the 

"monkey" foetus suspended from a tree in Archbishop Desmond Tutu's garden at Bishopscourt and 

asked himself if this might not be the foetus he supplied.175 

 

Wandrag later became a Director of BIOCON. 

 

Schalk van Rensburg 

 

Van Rensburg, a veterinarian who had worked at the National Veterinary Research Institute, studied 

at Cambridge and California universities and the Medical Research Council’s National Institute of 

Nutritional Diseases. Van Resnburg joined RRL in 1984 and started the cholera research 

programme. He also ran the animal unit. "Ideally, biological research should be done in a setting 

where.public opinion is predominantly rational rather than emotive and where essential animals 

including primates are cheap and readily available".176  

 

Other staff in the RRL Animal Unit 

 
 Mike Odendaal, a veterinarian who joined RRL in 1985 and worked in microbiology and with 

cholera and anthrax. Odendaal worked at RRL for eight and a half years and then went to 
Onderstepoort.  

 Professor Woody Meltzer 

 Dr Riana Bornman. Bornman, now in the Department of Urology and Andrology at Pretoria 

University, was head of reproductive physiology at RRL. She was apparently “working on 

ways of affecting the virility and fertility of animals.”177 The project to develop an infertility 

vaccine that could be administered orally without the knowledge of the recipients was overseen 
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by Van Rensburg with the help of Goosen and Goosen worked with Bornman on this infamous 

fertility programme. “There was no doubt that the ultimate aim of Dr Bornman’s work with 

baboons in this area (which thoughtfully and delicately included the use of an electronic 

masturbator to produce their semen) was to ‘manipulate the fertility of people in South Africa 

on an ethnic basis’.”178 "This research would have saved many starving black children."179 

 

The Ethics of Ethics Committees? 
 

"The general anti-cruelty laws in RSA have proved to be more effective in curbing laboratory abuses than the 

complex legislation in other countries." (Wynand Swanepoel, RRL MD)180 

 

The Committee ensures that animals used are treated as humanely as possible."  

(Prof. Johan Grosskopf, Chairman of the RRL Animal Ethics Committee) 

 

“My personal achievements over the last two decades in limiting the scope of animal experiments that is 

permitted in South African institutions speaks for itself and exceeds that of all the lunatics [referring to 

antivivisectionists] put together.” (Schalk van Rensburg)181 

 

From testimony given by Basson and scientists at the TRC it is clear that they worked in a culture of 

pervasive secrecy. There were no checks and balances as scientists at RRL continued with their 

work without having to report directly and that they seldom knew, or had access to, what their 

colleagues in the next room were doing.182 Projects were given to researchers by Basson via Andre 

Immelman and a proposal would be written which would be accepted or modified by Immelman and if 

research required the use of animals it would be passed through the Animal Ethics Committee and 

would then begin.183 Schalk van Rensburg, a veterinarian was Head of Laboratory Services, Head of 

the Laboratory Animal Unit and was also, not surprisingly, Head of the Animal Ethics Committee. “Dr 

Schalk van Rensburg, with twenty years of experience in scientific research, was willing to approve 

the ethical standards of experiments on animals ….he was not permitted to witness and which any 

sense of compassion or concern should have led him to forbid.”184  

 

The very idea, therefore, of an ethics committee at such a secret facility where the prevailing context 

of ‘only on a need-to-know basis’ dominated, succinctly demonstrates the inherent problems and 
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weaknesses associated with self-appointed, self-policing ethics committees where identified research 

was a fait accompli. Finally, by the very nature of the research done by RRL no experiment could be 

ethical. In many ways the manner in which the RRL Animal Ethics Committee operated is not all that 

different from the way most of these committees conduct themselves and therefore it symbolically 

epitomises their intrinsic flaws. Little wonder that organisations such as SAAV view the following 

statement by Dr Wynand Swanepoel with deep suspicion. "It is important that researchers stay within 

the rules because transgression of these rules reflects upon not only their own credibility but also the 

credibility of other researchers."185  

 

SAAV asked why the veterinarians, most of whom were directors of RRL, were allowed to continue to 

practice in their field. “‘Scientists’, mainly veterinary surgeons, using taxpayer money, tested poisons 

intended for use on anti-apartheid activists as part of the South African Defence Force's chemical 

weapons programme. SAAV wrote to the South African Veterinary Council to tell them that we find it 

shameful and unacceptable that vets should be implicated in such excessive and blatant acts of cruelty 

towards animals. SAAV requested that those responsible for these nefarious deeds be struck off the 

register and disciplined.”186 Attempts by SAAV to put pressure on the South African Veterinary Council to 

disbar any of the RRL veterinarians have proved fruitless. 

 
The Johannesburg Zoo: Laundering Animals for RRL 
 
It emerged out of the TRC hearings into chemical and biological warfare experiments that the 

Johannesburg Zoo had supplied RRL with chimpanzees in the 1980s. As far as the movement and 

trade in animals is concerned it appears that zoos can offer a perfect cover because with zoos the 

trade restrictions are more relaxed. It is therefore comparatively easy to transfer these animals from 

one country to another particularly if they are going 'zoo-to-zoo'. Once the inter-zoo transfer has 

taken place there appears to be no control over what happens to that particular animal. 

 
In 1984 the Johannesburg zoo colluded with RRL (then known as Interlab) to use the 'zoo-to-zoo’ 

method to import three young chimps from a British zoo, Ravensdown. In this way the RRL did not 

have to declare the immoral intent of their fertility research for which the chimpanzees were to be 

used. The chimps were housed at the Johannesburg Zoo and later, in 1988, were ‘donated’ to the 

zoo. At the time the Director of the Johannesburg Zoo was Willie Labuschagne who left in 1985, and 

now heads the National Zoological Gardens of South Africa in Pretoria. He is also the president of the 

World Zoo Organisation (WZO). In 1992 SAAV asked Dr. Condy, the current Director of the 
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Johannesburg Zoo whether they had ever supplied animals to research laboratories but they 

emphatically denied this (although they did refuse to supply SAAV with this denial in writing).187 

 

On 19th June 1998, as a result of an article that appeared in the Sunday Independent, which broke 

the story of the three chimps and their connection to RRL, a SAAV representative met with Dr. P.R. 

Condy and his staff. At the meeting Dr. Condy stated that the zoo wanted to be 'entirely honest' with 

SAAV vis-á-vis its relationship with RRL and assured SAAV that the three chimps mentioned in the 

media were the only animals that went from the zoo to research laboratories. At this meeting SAAV 

promptly produced copies of nature conservation permits showing that, in the 1980s, the zoo had 

supplied vervet monkeys, rabbits and chickens to the National Centre for Occupational Health.  

 

   
                          Jackie and his trainer, 1961188 

 

It is clear that the Johannesburg Zoo in the past supplied research laboratories with animals. 

According to Labusagne, there was a long-standing arrangement that the Johannesburg Zoo 

supplied animals, particularly vervets, to research laboratories. “When SAAV asked him whether the 

people who brought in monkeys and other animals to the zoo for safe caring, knew that this was the 

zoo's intention, his reply was that such people had to sign a form which stated that the zoo was under 

no obligation and that it would do what it thought was ‘best for the animal’.”189 
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However, after the meeting with the Zoo in June the SAAV Cape Town branch received an 

anonymous tip-off on their answering machine saying “have you asked the Johannesburg Zoo what 

happened to Jackie the chimp?”. This prompted them to continue their investigations and what they 

uncovered was that, in October 1966, Boswell Wilkie Circus gave Jackie, a young, male chimpanzee, 

to the Johannesburg Zoo. At the time Jackie was a well-known attraction at the Boswell Wilkie Circus. 

His ‘trainer’ had left the circus and Jackie had become ‘unmanageable’. SAAV obtained, from an 

informant, copies of internal Zoo reports of Jackie's veterinary history at the Zoo over a period of ten 

years.  It is clear from these reports that he was kept on drugs and tranquillisers for most of the time 

that he was at the Zoo. Some of the drugs Jackie was given were citradex, aterax, mellanil, vellargan, 

trichloryl, largactil, tofranil and leponex. “Not only is this deeply disturbing and saddening but it 

highlights the cruelty, trauma and stress of zoo environments. It also raises disturbing questions 

about what zoos do to animals in their "care" in order to make them viewable objects to the public. 

How many other animals at the zoo are kept on drugs? It is evident from the report that Jackie was 

extremely traumatised and tormented - there are consistent references to self-mutilation, frequent 

masturbation, agitation, prolonged screaming, the constant circling of his cage and that he became 

upset by crowds of people.”190  

 

Labuschagne maintains that in 1984 the Zoo was approached by a delegation from RRL. This 

delegation included Prof Woody Meltzer, who is now in the Faculty of Veterinary Science at 

Onderstepoort, and Dr Daan Goosen. RRL said they required holding facilities for three chimps that 

had come from a medical research company based in France. (This was untrue as the Johannesburg 

Zoo bought the three chimps for RRL from Ravensdown Zoo in the UK). They also wanted Jackie on 

a ‘temporary swop’. Labuschagne argues that the Zoo saw this deal as a blessing in disguise, and 

got three small chimps (which presumably would be more of a draw card) in exchange for one old, 

stressed male. When SAAV asked him if they ever visited Roodeplaat to check where Jackie was 

going and what experiments he was going to be used for he said they never did. According to 

Labuschagne the Zoo undertook the deal "on trust" and that they were satisfied that conditions would 

be good.191  

 

On the 27 September 1984 Jackie was taken from the Zoo and sent to RRL. “At the time Jackie had 

been in the Zoo's care for 18 years but they showed no commitment to him. On the contrary, they 

seemed happy to get rid of him. It is ironic that his agitated behaviour was a direct result of his 

unnatural conditions yet the Zoo saw him as a liability for these very reasons. The fact that the Zoo 
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never admitted to this transaction when SAAV met with them in June this year is serious cause for 

concern.” 192 

 

SAAV was told by Professor Meltzer that Jackie died of pneumonia in about 1990 and that his body 

may still be in a freezer at BIOCON, a private contract laboratory that is run by some of the old RRL 

staff.   "What experiment was performed on Jackie at RRL that warrant his body to be kept? Why was 

his body sent to BIOCON and not incinerated, along with all the other animals that were cruelly killed 

at RRL, in the huge crematoriums built for that purpose in the basements of RRL?  In theory, Jackie 

still belongs to the Zoo. Why has the Zoo not bothered to find out what happened to him? Jackie's 

tortured life is a symbol for the millions of animals whose silent screams never reach beyond the high 

walls and basements of the vivisection laboratories.”193   

 

After SAAV had gone public with their exposé on Jackie, they received information that he had 

suddenly been transferred, deboned, to the Transvaal Museum in Pretoria. . According to SAAV,  

 

“when we telephoned Duncan MacFadden , Collections Manager of the mammals department 

at the museum, he remembered Jackie quite well and referred us to their department of 

archeo-zoology where the lady in question, in a most pleasant and helpful manner, said she 

would look up Jackie's file and ring us back. Which she did ten minutes later, only this time the 

formerly open and pleasantly helpful lady murmured through zipped mouth that she was 

unable to give us any information. You see, Jackie's card had been 'flagged'. Any queries in 

this matter had to be addressed to Dr. Daan Goosen, former Roodeplaat director and the 

person who first negotiated Jackie's transfer from the Johannesburg Zoo. A subsequent 

phone call to Duncan McFadden a few days later also reflected a total change of attitude. He 

now found it difficult to recall Jackie and referred us to Dr. Ina Plug of their department of 

archeo-zoology. We duly set up an appointment with her. Dr. Plug was helpful indeed and we 

could not but feel that she did not know much about Jackie's background. All she knew was 

that they had received from BIOCON a deboned skeleton, purporting to be that of Jackie. It 

appeared to us that her interest was only in dating and cataloguing the bones, which were 

described in the file as that of an ageing female chimp. Jackie had been an ageing male and 

when we queried this discrepancy we were informed that that had been a ‘typing error’.  The 

sadness set in when we asked to see Jackie and were presented with a box of bones into 

which the skeleton had been dissected - all that remained of the tortured life of this voiceless 

primate, genetically so close to humans. And the questions remain. Was this indeed the 

skeleton of Jackie? If so, why had he been deboned before being transferred to the museum? 
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After all, the latter had the capability of performing this task. Why had he been preserved in a 

freezer all those years until SAAV's exposé? Most of all, why did queries have to be referred 

to an ex-Roodeplaat director? We believe that Dr. Ina Plug was being honest with us. But the 

questions remain. Jackie's story has been individualised, but there are millions of other 

voiceless animals - primates, dogs, cats, rats and mice who have suffered equally, who were 

born in vain, tortured and died in vain without any questions being asked about their fate.”194 

 

In a letter to SAAV dated 29 June 1998 Dr Condy stated that since 1992 the Zoo took an internal 

policy decision not to supply animals for experimentation purposes that do not usefully further or 

advance conservation efforts. At the time of this exposé SAAV wrote “the Johannesburg Zoo is 

funded with public money and therefore the public has a right to demand that they act in an 

accountable and transparent manner and open themselves up to public scrutiny so that these 

horrendous acts cannot be repeated. The Johannesburg Zoo belongs to the PAAZAB. PAAZAB is a 

voluntary association and like the vivisection industry has an in-house ‘code of ethics’, which is 

implemented by a self-policing, ‘ethics committee’.” SAAV asked their members to write to the 

Johannesburg Executive Officer of Metro Parks & Cemeteries, questioning why Jackie's body was at 

BIOCON. 

 

Bio Con? 
 
As soon as RRL was unmasked as a top-secret dirty-tricks front company for the South African Defence 

Force's covert biological and chemical warfare programme, it was hastily closed down. Virtually 

simultaneously another ‘private’" research laboratory, BIOCON, run by at least three of the same people 

who worked at RRL (Stiaan Wandrag, James Davies and Jacobus Nieuwenhuis) opened up 

approximately two kilometres away. The United Nations Commission on chemical and biological 

warfare twice paid BIOCON a visit in 1999. BIOCON made headlines in February 1996 when an 

elderly lady discovered that the cat she could no longer keep and which she had advertised in the 

Junk Mail had ended up at BIOCON instead of at the loving home she had been assured it would go 

to. Shortly thereafter, workers at the Agricultural Research Council were puzzled by the sudden 

appearance on their property of baboons and cats that had had their fur shaved off. They suspected 

the animals came from BIOCON because it was the only place close to them that did animal 

research. On 3rd August 2000 the laboratory was supposedly placed under liquidation and auctioned 

off. However, despite this, it appears that BIOCON is still in existence. Apart from raising questions 

about what research is being conducted there it also makes one wonder to what extent the Chemical 

and Biological Warfare programmes are still ongoing in South Africa. 
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According to SAAV representatives who went to the auction, “what immediately struck us was the 

similarity to the old RRL building - also built on various levels. And the same atmosphere pervaded 

the building - the smell of death and animal suffering. It was all there - the operating theatres, the 

toxicology labs and the animal cages. Some of them, the baboon cages, were stacked to one side, 

now empty of their cargo of suffering. Only the dog and cat cages were still occupied by cats and 

about twenty beagles. There was one large black dog, which appeared to be a cross between a 

German shepherd and a rottweiler. But these animals were not part of the auction - they were 

apparently the property of Stiaan Wandrag. There was the mandatory incinerator for those animals 

whose tortured lives had come to an end. And not too far away, on the patio, which was no doubt for 

the entertainment of the staff, was a state-of-the-art barbecue facility. Reminiscent this was of the 

'Vlakplaas' television video, which described how the Apartheid executioners enjoyed a barbecue 

while incinerating the bodies of their human victims. Few of the bargain hunters who were present 

during the BIOCON liquidation auction ventured outside of the designated areas. Had they done so, 

they would have come across mementos of the RRL which were stored in a little side room, 

downstairs, the display boards proudly proclaiming the RRL's heyday as well as the metal restraining 

devices which had immobilised unfortunate primates during experiments, conducted without the 

benefit of anaesthetics. Did Jackie's shrieks go unheard while he was immobilised here?”195 

 

More Questions than Answers: Centre Africain Primatologie Experimentale  
 
Centre Africain Primatologie Experimentale (CAPE), was a controversial animal experimentation 

centre, which hit the headlines several times since the early 1990s. CAPE was established in 1984 as 

a company having a share capital. The director was a Michel Bailly-Maistre. In the 1986 certificate of 

incorporation other directors are listed as Fabrice Serge, Gustine Beuvin and Arthur Alberto Couto 

Lureiro. CAPE was a highly sophisticated and modern centre and was situated behind a 2 metre high 

security fence on government land in deep bush near Hazyview in the then Gazankulu (now Limpopo 

Province). CAPE was apparently set up to undertake toxicology experiments on non-human primates.    

 

In 1990 CAPE was at the centre of a storm when inspectors from the SPCA, after a tip-off from a 

local resident, discovered over 120 primates (baboons), which had been abandoned on the premises 

for over five months. They were starving and in a bad physical condition and the SPCA shot them. 

This secret laboratory had remained undetected until the SPCA literally stumbled on it in 1990. It was 

clear that no permits had been granted to the people running the facility and it was therefore 

operating illegally. They were found guilty and fined R200. CAPE reopened in 1992. 
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In 1990 the SPCA veterinarian, Dr Stuart Downes, was told by then Major Lategan (now Colonel in 

the Endangered Species Protection Unit “not to mess” with the people from CAPE as they would 

“take him out.”196  

 

SAAV believes that CAPE was not only linked to the RRL but could also have been an SADF front 

Company. They found it suspicious that CAPE was abandoned in late 1989 and early 1990 at the 

same time when a number of SADF front Companies were closed down or liquidated.197 Also, they 

said it was difficult to see how CAPE could be a financially viable business because it only exported 

between 60 and 70 baboons a year. Daan Goosen, who apparently helped to set up CAPE in the 

early 1980s told the Mail & Guardian that he left CAPE in 1983 after he “got the impression it was a 

front operation, perhaps for laundering money.”198  

 

   
Inside CAPE, 2000. Picture: SAAV 

 

Since 1990 SAAV had been trying to ascertain how CAPE came into existence and how it continued 

to exist after the apartheid era. Based on the principle of the “public’s right to know” SAAV asked the 

national and provincial governments to conduct an in-depth investigation into CAPE’s activities, 

during the apartheid days in the 1980s and post-1990.  Furthermore, the land that CAPE was on 

belonged to the provincial government but, according to Dr Greg Knill, Director of Nature 

Conservation Northern Province at the time, his legal team was unable to find any documentation, 

correspondence, agreements and the like relating to CAPE. 
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Many of the questions SAAV posed still remain unanswered, including:  

• How did CAPE come into being – why was it really established and by whom?  

• Under what circumstances did it come to occupy government owned-land, and why did this 

arrangement continue until as late as 2001?  

• According to figures of primate exports from CAPE in the late 1990s and early 2000 

approximately 60-100 primates were exported annually. How did a laboratory in which 

apparently millions had been invested make a profit from this and, from a financial point of 

view, justify its existence? 

• What was the exact nature of the links between RRL and CAPE? 

• What was the purpose of a visit to CAPE by RRL personnel, as late as 1992?   

 

SAAV also linked CAPE to RRL via a report written to Professor Coubrough from Onderstepoort by 

the veterinary surgeon at CAPE, Dr Pappin in 1992, which stated that CAPE was visited by Dr 

George Gaenssler and Dr James Davies from RRL as well as General Milhaud and Colonel Mestreis 

from France.  This report also referred to “ongoing liaison” between CAPE and RRL.199 

 

In 1996 SAAV received documentary proof that CAPE was supplying the French military with 

baboons for warfare and nuclear testing. Baboons were sent to CRSSA and Sanofi Research 

Laboratories in France. This was done with special intervention by and specific instructions from Pallo 

Jordan (then Minister of Environmental Affairs and Tourism) who blatantly disregarded the provincial 

authorities who had placed a moratorium on the transportation and export of primates. Furthermore, 

between 1 January and 4 June 1998 a further 140 baboons were exported to France.200 According to 

the Ministry of Defence in France they were working in collaboration with the University of California 

(Los Angeles) to devise international standards for ‘civilian nuclear activities’.201 

 

In 2000 a row erupted between SAAV and the NSPCA when CAPE was raided by the NSPCA and 

police officials. Twenty-one baboons and nine vervet monkeys were found in the centre. Seven 

baboons were immediately “put down”. These baboons were part of a ‘consignment supplied by 

Limpopo baboon trapper Erich Venter. When approached by SAPA for comment Venter declined but 

said only, “I am tired of bitches and bastards phoning me to comment on this. You people must f**k 

off.”202  
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Thereafter the NSPCA took a decision to kill the remaining 14 primates at CAPE. This met with 

strong opposition from SAAV and CARE.  “We find it outrageous that the NSPCA has chosen to kill 

these primates despite the fact that a viable alternative to save their lives, rehabilitate them and 

possibly return them to the wild, is available. SAAV finds it inconsistent that the NSPCA, while 

refusing to allow these remaining baboons to be relocated to CARE (as an organisation dedicated to 

the welfare and protection of baboons), at the same time appears to endorse conditions in 

experimental laboratories where baboons are forced to endure psychological and physical trauma 

and are forced to exist in small cages, often only 1m x 1m. It is totally unacceptable that the NSPCA 

is prepared to allow these baboons to remain at CAPE whose facilities are, by their own admission, 

‘unsatisfactory’ or, even worse, to kill them rather than to send them to CARE.”203 SAAV also tried to 

set up a meeting with the NSPCA to discuss this issue but they failed to respond.  

 

The final outcome was that, in order to prevent the NSPCA from killing the baboons CARE had to 

obtain a court order to remove the 14 baboons and they were taken for rehabilitation at CARE. These 

baboons have subsequently been released back into the wild. 

 

Strangely, probably as a result of a bureaucratic oversight, although Northern Province nature 

conservation authorities had technically confiscated all the primates from CAPE, a week later their 

department issued a CITES export permit for seven vervet monkeys from CAPE to be sent to the 

Centre for Primatology in Nigeria.204  

 

In the wake of the events in 2000, and following on from a meeting between the Northern Province 

MEC for the Environment with CARE and SAAV, which took place in January 2001, CAPE has been 

closed down. At the meeting MEC Motsoaledi stated that he saw no benefit to the Province to allow 

the facility to operate as an animal research laboratory, that he was not satisfied with the operation 

and that no permit to operate or to keep wild animals, specifically primates, would be issued in future 

to CAPE.205 

  

Nods and Non-Engagement: The Government Position  
 

SAAV accuses the national departments of Environmental Affairs (DEAT), Agriculture and Land 

Affairs- under which animal welfare falls (DALA), the Department of Health, provincial MECs and 

provincial nature conservation components of being obfuscatory in its dealings with SAAV and of 
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stonewalling queries and investigations. SAAV argues that it has been “shunted from pillar to post 

and government is shrugging off responsibility for the issue of animal experimentation.”206  

  

Department of Environmental Affairs & Tourism (DEAT) 
 
Points of concern raised by SAAV with regard to DEAT specifically around the issue of public 

participation, are that there is a lack of a genuine consultative process by the department, that it 

rarely takes cognisance of NGO input and it seems to be driven by trade imperatives rather than 

really listening to groups and communities who bring moral, ecological and environmental concerns 

to the table. 207“SAAV has been repeatedly told by DEAT officials that it is reviewing its policies and that 

it does not have an official policy on vivisection. Yet in a letter to SAAV in June this year the DEAT wrote: 

"In view of the Government's position on sustainable utilisation of natural resources as set out in the 

Constitution of the Republic of South Africa Bill, 1996 Section 24 (b) (iii), this Department accepts the 

necessity to use animals in a humane way for biomedical research to improve the health and well-being 

of the South African people where no other suitable alternatives exist. We will nevertheless encourage 

the use of alternative techniques."208  

 

In June 1995 DEAT held a Work session for the Determination of a Policy for the Utilisation and 

Status of Primates in South Africa.  This was supposed to be the first step towards a national policy 

on primates and other meetings were supposed to take place before a final policy was drawn up. 

However, there has been no follow-up or translation of the outcomes of the workshop into policy. 

SAAV and other animal rights organisations also complained about the DEAT Report on the 

Workshop, which they said was “partisan and one-sided”.209 SAAV also complained that the DEAT 

report was biased, inaccurate and misrepresentative and that the voices of the anti-vivisection lobby 

were silenced. Furthermore, according to SAAV “it was unfair and unethical to allow John Austin, a 

representative of the pro-vivisection lobby, to read a prepared address. As the anti-vivisection lobby 

was not afforded the same courtesy, we consider this pre-arranged strategy to be prejudiced and 

unbalanced. The style of the report reflects the same partiality.”210 SAAV also objected to much of the 

terminology used in the report, for example, ‘those for and against research’. SAAV argued that anti-

vivisectionists are not against research. 

 

The anti-vivisection lobby argues that DEAT must take up the issue of vivisection because, “their 

responsibility includes wildlife and the implementation of the Convention on International Trade in 

Endangered Species regulations, and because many wild animals are used in experimentation they 
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definitely have a responsibility in regulating the vivisection trade.”211 However, according to DEAT 

spokesperson J J Tabane, DEAT “will not be drawn into an issue that is essentially the responsibility 

of the Department of Agriculture.”212   

 

Department of Health 
 
In April 2001 anti-vivisectionists and animal rightists in South Africa, Britain and the USA slammed a 

recommendation by AIDS dissident members of the South African Presidential Aids Advisory Panel 

(PAAP), that an experiment on 20 chimpanzees be conducted. 213This experiment would doom the 

chimpanzees to a drug-induced death in order to try and prove their point that drug toxicity, not HIV, 

causes deaths in AIDS patients. At the time the director of Chimfunshi, a chimpanzee orphanage 

based in Northern Zambia, received calls from individuals claiming to be scientists saying that they 

would ‘capture’ chimpanzees from Chimfunshi.214  

 

“Leaving aside for the moment the fact that chimpanzees are a protected species of which 

there are very few left in the world, experiments on them having been outlawed in some 

countries, we can only comment that if the dissidents are indeed serious, then this would 

constitute scientific nonsense.  Even though chimpanzees may be infected with HIV, they do 

not develop the human form of AIDS. Their immune systems differ from that of humans and 

they develop a disease which is similar but not the same. Furthermore, the toxicity of a drug 

cannot be extrapolated with accuracy from animals to humans. Indeed, according to one of 

the world’s best known toxicologists, Prof Gerhard Zbinden, from the Zurich Institute of 

Toxicology, ‘Most adverse reactions that occur in man cannot be demonstrated, anticipated or 

avoided by the routine toxicity experiment.’ He has shown that only three of the 45 most 

common drug side-effects might be predicted using animals.”215  

 

This viewpoint also had the support of ACTUP, an international HIV/AIDS awareness and lobbying 

organisation that believes that the use of animal models to find a cure for human AIDS is retarding 

scientific progress in the matter.  

 

It is unclear whether this proposed experiment went ahead or not but in September 2002 the issue re-

emerged when a Dr Victor Toma, born in Yugoslavia and based at Kimberley Hospital, announced to 

the media that he planned to capture wild chimpanzees in Northern Zambia and the Democratic 

Republic of the Congo for the purpose of AIDS experiments. Chimpanzees do not occur naturally in 
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the wild in Zambia. Chimfunshi reported that she had been assured by the Zambian Wildlife Authority 

that no import permits would be issued to Dr Toma and that no permission would be given to him for 

his experiments on chimpanzees in Zambia. Also, according to an article in Zambia's Sunday paper 

in September the Zambian authorities said they would arrest Toma if he attempted to implement his 

plan in Zambia. The South African Health Department reprimanded Dr Toma because he did not 

have permission to conduct such experiments.216  

 

Department of Agriculture and Land Affairs (DALA)  
 
In response to calls over a number of years by various animal protection agencies that had been 

voicing concerns about animal welfare and legislation issues, DALA finally convened a workshop of 

stakeholders on 12 May 1998. Indeed, in order to further its objectives, SAAV had initiated contact 

with the Department of Agriculture and Land Affairs in 1996, seeking to work with the Department 

towards amending Animal Protection Legislation. In its written submission to the Workshop SAAV 

emphasised, “pragmatic and scientific issues which would not only ensure transparency and 

accountability in the vivisection industry, but should also encourage scientists and the government to 

utilise scarce resources more productively.” The submission also made specific recommendations on 

local ethics committees and the proposed National Code for the handling and use of animals in 

research; the need for freedom of information in the vivisection industry; the establishment of a national 

monitoring mechanism; and the banning of specific experiments and tests. Appendixes to the 

submission provided information on: non-animal biomedical research methods; an analysis of why 

vivisection persists; the history of medical progress and the role that animal models have played in 

medical discoveries; critiques of xenotransplantation, AIDS-related animal experimentation, the Lethal 

Dose 50 test (LD50), and the Draize Eye-Irritancy test. 

 

At the workshop all stakeholders present agreed that separate meetings would be held to set up sub-

committees to deal with the various thematic animal welfare issues (such as transport, hunting, 

animals for food, vivisection and so on) identified at the workshop.  The outcome of these stakeholder 

meetings would result in and contribute to a revision of the existing Animal Protection Act. It was 

agreed at the workshop that a meeting would be held to set up sub-committees that would deal with 

these issues. As an outcome DALA was mandated to organise these meetings and ensure that they 

took place. After the workshop, SAAV made numerous telephone calls and enquiries to the 

department regarding the meeting, which would be held with the stakeholders vis-à-vis animal 

experimentation.  
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Six months later DALA had failed to organise the meeting. SAAV then sent a letter to the Minister, 

Derek Hanekom, on 5 November 1998 detailing the urgency of the matter and requesting Ministerial 

intervention. . “The use of animals in laboratories in South Africa requires urgent attention. Our view 

is that for too long the issue of animal experimentation has been sidestepped by government. The 

result of this is that the vivisection industry continues to conduct its business behind closed doors 

without any semblance of transparency and accountability.” 217A response was received on 6 

November 1998 apologising for the delay and explaining that a working group would be appointed to 

review existing codes and guidelines regarding the welfare of animals used in research. On 

completion, these guidelines would be considered for incorporation as regulations supporting the 

Animal Protection. The Minister promised that SAAV would be included in the working group. 

 

A further letter was received from the Ministry of Agriculture and Land Affairs on 15 December 1998, 

which said that the Minister had referred SAAV’s correspondence to the Director-General of the 

Department of Agriculture as the matter required investigation. SAAV heard nothing further until 10 

March 1999 when the Director-General of Agriculture gave her assurance that the consultative 

process regarding animal experimentation would commence shortly. Once again, the Director-

General gave her assurance that SAAV would be part of the working group, which would be 

appointed to decide on this issue. But eighteen months later, SAAV had still heard nothing further 

from the department concerning this meeting. Consequently they brought the matter to the attention 

of the Public Protector as they felt the delay of almost 18 months was unacceptable. “While the 

government delays, animals continue to suffer at the hands of unscrupulous vivisectors and the 

vivisection industry continues to be unaccountable.”218  

 

In a letter to DALA Minister Thoko Didiza, SAAV again expressed its concern with process and 

consultation issues, particularly because they argued that the government had reneged on its 

promise and, in relation to vivisection, the agreed upon consultative process had been replaced with 

a flawed SABS course of action. SAAV argued that the SABS process was illegitimate because it was 

non-consultative and non-representative and that the outcome would be one-sided and a fait 

accompli. The SABS had apparently ‘mislaid’ a list of interested and affected parties to be contacted 

sent in by SAAV. Despite the clear lack of adequate and required representation, the SABS 

undemocratically set up a sub-committee, to make key and fundamental decisions, which SAAV and 

other animal organisations believe it has no mandate to undertake. The SAAV letter again reiterated 

that the NSPCA does not represent or speak on behalf of the animal welfare and protection 

community in South Africa.219 

 

                                         
217 SAAV Letter to Derek Hanekom, 5 November 1998 
218 SAAV letter to Public Protector 17 February 2000 



 286 
 

Essentially the position taken by the Department of Agriculture is that the self-regulatory code of 

ethics is working well and therefore there is no real imperative to improve the status quo.220 

  

Conspiracies, Complicity and Consent 
 

Cowardice asks is it safe? Expedience asks is it political? Vanity asks is it popular? But the conscience asks is 

it right.221 

 

Vivisection epitomises society’s alienation from nature and animals, a phenomenon that has been 

made worse by western religion and culture and the resulting speciesism, injustice, rampant global 

technocapitalism and commodification. It is sustained and guided by socio-economic factors and 

powerful institutional pressures, particularly within academia. Given that it is a multi-billion dollar 

global industry and because there is so much at stake economically it is difficult to question it or hold 

it accountable, let alone dismantle it. A small glimpse into this highly secret industry has been 

obtained circuitously, mainly via undercover activities, whistleblowers or informers. What information 

has been revealed is definitely cause for concern and tends to support the allegations made by the 

animal lobby.    

 

Anti-vivisection organisations in South Africa who are trying to focus their energies on policy issues, 

litigation, legislation and education, find themselves in a particularly difficult position because they are 

forced to take up the cudgels on two fronts. On the one hand there is the political, legal and ethical 

front with regard to governance issues, access to information, transparency and accountability and on 

the other there is the level of the experiments themselves and their scientific and moral validity. This 

task is effectively impossible, nor can it be adequately sustained, because, in the face of a well-

resourced and non-disclosing industry, which has total government backing, there are basic internal 

inadequacies in organisations such as SAAV, Beauty Without Cruelty and Justice for Animals, which 

are volunteer-based, lack capacity and lack resources.  

 

Furthermore, despite the RRL experience and the lobbying attempts by the anti-vivisection movement 

in South Africa, particularly over the last decade, for inclusion, consultation and openness little 

cognisance has been taken of it. More importantly government and civil society NGOs have not been 

able to understand one of the fundamental thrusts that underlies the animal rights campaigns and 

positions, namely that people who are deliberately cruel to animals have no compunction about being 

cruel to people and it is this lack of compassion and empathy for the ‘other’ that needs to be 

addressed at a societal level. This point is effectively in evidence by the way animals are treated, 
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abused and used at the hands of the military. It is therefore troubling that a civil society workshop 

organised around South Africa’s Chemical and Biological Warfare Programme by the Centre for 

Conflict Resolution in October 2000 showed little understanding of these linkages or the implications 

it has for society. It therefore seems difficult to understand how such an anti-militarisation grouping 

would achieve one of their stated desires, i.e., the creation of a world without weapons. This position 

is reflected in a statement made at the workshop by Dr Milton Lietenberg, a Senior Fellow at the 

Center for International and Security Studies at the University of Maryland, who said, “A few scorched 

baboons is neither here nor there.”222  During discussions with SAAV representatives about the use 

of South African primates in warfare experiments and at RRL, a similar view was expressed by then 

Minister of Environmental Affairs and Tourism, Pallo Jordan, “Rather the baboons than the 

activists.”223     

 

The marginalisation of anti-vivisection and animal rights voices is deepened by animal welfare 

organisations that generally take a conservative position. Attempts by anti-vivisectionists in South 

Africa to ensure transparency, accountability and ethical practice have been severely thwarted in 

particular by the NSPCA and local SPCAs, whose Executive Director, Marcelle French makes it plain 

that, "we do not report to other organisations".224 Institutions that use animals in experiments exploit 

the position taken by the NSPCA, not only to try to legitimise their position, but also to actively 

marginalise the voices of critics. According to Professor Peter Thuynsma, then Advisor to Professor 

Colin Bundy, Vice-Chancellor of the University of the Witwatersrand, the animal researchers merely 

use the NSPCA to lend credibility to their position.225  

 

This view is reinforced by the fact that the SPCA was allowed to inspect the RRL and according to 

RRL directors the SPCA inspected Roodeplaat and “found nothing untoward even though every 

locked door was opened for them."226 Van Rensburg also stated that the only ‘outside members’ 

allowed into RRL were the SPCA, the police and the ‘Medical Research Board’.227 Furthermore, when 

the NSPCA/SPCA is represented on an ethics committee it has been shown that they are virtually 

rendered toothless. A concrete example of this is that at the University of the Witwatersrand the 

NSPCA has not been allowed to sit on the Animal Ethics and Screening Committee (AESC)  Indeed, 

only in 2000 were they even allowed to see a list of all approved applications to the AESC. The 

experimentation that takes places is therefore a fait accompli and the NSPCA is not in the position to 
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stop or question any of the experiments.228 A court order from a magistrate to conduct an 

unannounced visit must also still be obtained by the NSPCA even if they are members of the ‘ethics’ 

committees. The fact that the 2001 NSPCA-commissioned study on animal experimentation in South 

Africa was undertaken by ex-RRL Daan Goosen is also cause for concern.      

  

Indeed the practice of vivisection clearly highlights the philosophical and ideological differences 

between animal welfare and other forms of animal protection. But not only does it reflect the 

differences but it also reveals the active hand that the NSPCA has in perpetuating a practice that is 

clearly not in the interests of the animals involved and goes against its own policies with regard to 

preventing cruelty to animals. The NSPCA ‘Statement of Policy’ (April 1993) itself sends a mixed 

message on the issue of the use of animals in experiments. On the one hand it says the Council is 

opposed to all harmful experiments and procedures but on the other it says it is opposed to 

‘unnecessary ‘ experiments and to the use of animals in testing of ‘non-essential substances’, such 

as cosmetics. To add to the confusion, in the same policy document but in another section (9.2) on 

dissection it states “the Council is opposed to any form of animal experimentation”.229   

 

The most significant lesson that can be learned from the handling of the vivisection question in South 

Africa is the lack of any legislation to protect animals in laboratories. The anti-cruelty law loopholes 

and the establishment of the ‘ethics’ committees themselves have had significant and disquieting 

implications. These include:   

• International companies trying to escape existing legislation in their countries of origin which 

place constraints on research using animals set up business in South Africa or send business 

to laboratories in South Africa. The RRL is a strong warning to not only who runs the 

vivisection industry in South Africa but what the implications are if there is no effective 

regulation, supervision or debate around the use of animals in biomedical research, teaching 

and testing. This has serious ethical implications particularly in light of the fact that 

laboratories in South Africa are successfully bidding to do animal testing projects that 

multinationals would have sent to contract research laboratories in Europe, which are 

becoming increasing targets of organised animal rights campaigns, such as Huntingdon Life 

Sciences. When companies who use animals extensively become entrenched in Africa, which 

may have already happened, “opening them to scrutiny and regulation may prove exceedingly 

difficult.”230 Goosen himself recently acknowledged that he is often approached by scientists 

from abroad who want to have “‘unscrupulous testing” done in South Africa because the work 

would be “illegal in their own countries”.231  

                                         
228 University of the Witwatersrand AESC Report of a Meeting, 13 September 2000   
229 National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, Policy Document, 1993.  
230 Animal People, Editorial, September 2001       
231 Goosen quoted in Ufrieda Ho’s article, Mail & Guardian, 20 April 2001   
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• A ‘front’ company such as RRL, which legitimately (it had an Ethics Committee) conducted 

horrendous animal experiments so that it could kill apartheid opponents operated with support 

from the veterinary community, a profession whose raison d’etre is to prevent harm. If there 

was proper legislation it would have made it difficult for them to operate and perhaps they 

would not have been able to do what they did to the extent that they did.  Schalk van 

Rensburg told the Pretoria News in 1986, “the lack of laws governing experiments on animals 

in South Africa made the establishment of the laboratory possible.”232 

• The disturbing substitution of legislation with a so-called ‘ethical code of practice’. Given the 

history of vivisection in South Africa it can be strongly argued that these proposed codes were 

put in place precisely to protect not only laboratories such as RRL, but also all other animal 

experimentation laboratories from public scrutiny. The code was devised and proposed in the 

late 1980s by people involved in unethical research to prevent access. This view is supported 

by the fact that soon after Wiltshire began to make enquiries about RRL in 1986 the 

vivisection industry, run by veterinarians linked to RRL, conveniently proposed their self-

regulatory code of practice. It was probably no accident that at the time Daan Goosen was the 

president of SAALAS. His motives therefore have to be questioned when he told the Pretoria 

News that “an ad hoc committee was formed by the association to set up laws because of 

cases of unnecessary cruelty to experimental animals which took place in the past and the 

potential for cruelty to get out of control.”233 

 

Despite all the overwhelming obstacles in its way the anti-vivisection lobby in South Africa seems 

determined to continue to oppose the practice of animal experimentation. This view is encapsulated 

in a statement made by Steve Smit of Justice for Animals, which although it was made in the context 

of the use of primates in experiments, epitomes the anti-vivisectionists’ general position.  

 

“The issue we are looking at here is in no way going to be resolved today because we have 

been involved in battle with these people since the anti-vivisection movement started. You 

should be aware that there is a valid, a vociferous, a highly informed and a totally unbending 

movement against animal experimentation in South Africa. And whatever decision is taken 

ultimately by the Department of Environmental Affairs or the Department of Agriculture to 

provide primates for research, it will be opposed every step of the way by the anti-vivisection 

lobby. And we will ensure that we do not give up. The people who are currently the 

proponents of animal experimentation must remember that humans do not live forever and 

there are new generations of humans emerging all the time, each one more enlightened than 

                                         
232 Pretoria News, 24 September 1986   
233 Pretoria News, 25 September 1986  
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the previous one, and as a result animal experimentation will be relegated to the dungeon, 

where it belongs.”234 

 

                                         
234 Steve Smit at Work session on the Utilisation of Primates, 1995  
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Appendix A: Operation Rescue: A Personal Account 235 
 

On the night of Thursday 28th November 1996, after seven months of anxiety, frustration, heartache 

and planning, seven baboons, the truck driver and two anti-vivisectionists finally set off from the 

National Centre for Occupational Health in Braamfontein Johannesburg on a nine hour journey to a 

better life. I wish I could use the words ‘to freedom' but the unhappy reality is that the impact of 

laboratory existence is so pervasive, so intense, so deeply disturbing and so monstrous that total and 

unscarred recovery would be a miracle.  

 

Their lives had been taken away from them in that place.  

 

The day I first met the baboons, the "Control Group", (as they were detachedly referred to by the 

laboratory) I cried. I cried because they were clearly sad. I cried because it hit me in the face that it was 

so totally unnatural, so totally immoral, to restrict these normally dextrous, magnificent, wild primates to 

tiny 1 metre x 1 metre cages. I cried because the people in the lab did not see their individual suffering 

but only saw them as tools. I cried because it seemed incomprehensible that society could allow this to 

go on.  

 

I never stopped crying and I never will. 

 

They had huge numbers tattooed across their chests and I assumed that the vet who was meant to 

care for them was responsible for this heartless deed. It strikes me as incongruous that the veterinary 

profession, which exists to supposedly soothe away pain, is actually an accomplice and administers 

torture. We immediately gave them names - not only because we wanted to acknowledge their 

individuality, but also because we wanted the people in the lab to feel uncomfortable with that fact.  

 

Six hundred and twenty four had died in these asbestos inhalation experiments at this lab in the 

eight-and-a-half years these eight had been there. And this has affected each one of them. Guinny, 

Sybil and Rhona were in one room. Rhona's cage was at the door and she perpetually looked down 

the passage awaiting her inevitable doom. Sybil had lost all her hair and went around and around in 

her cage in continuous circular motions. In the next room were Gerald and Nathan, two huge, 

frustrated males. Gerald often violently shook his cage and barked. Nathan was the observer and 

                                         
235 This account was written, in December 1996, by a member (Michele Pickcover) of SAAV after it had 

negotiated the termination of a long-running asbestos fibre dusting experiment using baboons at the National 

Centre for Occupational Health in Braamfontein, Johannesburg. Seven baboons were released into the care of 

the anti-vivisectionists for rehabilitation and sanctuary 
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came to Gerald's defence whenever he could. Next door were Winston, Toby and Dibs. Winston was 

sad. So sad that he often sat in a "corner" and never moved from there. But, occasionally there was a 

spark and he would communicate with the others by letting out a loud "waaooh". Toby was very shy 

and in pain. He could barely eat because his teeth had been badly affected by the unnatural food he 

received in the lab. . We pointed this out to the lab vet who, not surprisingly, had never noticed it. 

Dibs was afraid and distracted and spent hours clinging to the top of his cage where he could peer 

out of the window of the room. 

 

They had also been deprived of their basic and essential social need to touch one another. They 

were all stressed and afraid. Afraid of humans. Humans who prodded them with metal sticks, 

squeezed them in crush cages and hurt and injured them. Humans who had no regard for them. For 

almost a decade, this was their life in that noisy, terrorising lab. 

 

It must have been far worse when these rooms were filled to capacity with baboons. The screaming, the 

fear, the stress. We had been alerted to their plight by a caring person who worked across the busy 

street from the lab. She told us she dreaded going to work as each day she knew she would have to 

listen to their agonising screams. 

 

Three weeks before the move the lab allowed me, as the SAAV representative, to come in from 

07h00 - 08h00 each day to give them fresh fruit and vegetables. The two porridge balls (PVM – 

protein, mineral and vitamins) a day may have been convenient and easy for the lab, but we were 

worried about the physical condition of the baboons and we hoped that a more natural diet would 

help. The males were hopelessly overweight and obviously unfit. They were not getting any exercise 

and could barely move around in their cages. The vet had told me that she had been giving all of 

them (males included) depo-provera (a controversial progesterone-based contraceptive). She said it 

calmed them. She was conducting her own research about the effects of depo-provera on baboons 

and I wondered if it had been sanctioned by the NCOH and whether "scientifically" a control group 

could be experimented on anyway. The depo-provera had probably played a role in their weight gain. 

Who knows what other negative side effects it has had on their organs?    

 

The eating of the fresh fruit and vegetables became the highlight of their day. They relished the new 

tastes and each had their personal favourites. Toby looked forward to the pawpaw as it was soft and 

seemed not to hurt his mouth. Slowly they began to trust me and I could put my hand down the funnel 

in their cages and they would gently take the offering from me. Rhona and Guinny would occasionally 

allow me to groom them and this was a great honour. When I was alone with them I would talk or sing 

to them all the time and tell them as each day passed, “x many days before you get out of here, 

please hang in there, please don’t give up.” Although I got a strong sense that they knew that I was 
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not there to harm them, there was always an element of mistrust and nervousness. They were all 

desperate individuals who, understandably, could not allow their guard to come down. Hope was not 

something that thrived in that place.      

 

One day, as I came in to feed them, I heard a huge commotion coming from the room where the girls, 

Guinny, Sybil and Rhona, were housed. The next moment I heard glass breaking and then the two 

handlers came running out of the room with nets and disappeared out the door and down the stairs. I 

raced into the room and to my horror I discovered that Sybil's cage was open and that she had run 

right through the glass window. The lab is on the second floor and in the middle of a densely 

populated area. I looked down into the street expecting to see Sybil's body but she was nowhere to 

be seen. There was blood all over the broken glass and I knew she must have been injured. 

Apparently she had managed to undo the wire on her cage (something they did often, I was told later) 

and had hidden in the dilapidated ceiling in the room. The handlers chased her with a hosepipe and 

nets and she was so terrified that she went through the glass. Seven hours later she was eventually 

found, petrified and hurt, in an empty ward in a nearby hospital. She was darted and stitched and 

brought back to the lab. We had always been very worried about Sybil because it was very obvious 

that life in the laboratory had severely affected her. But she had managed to weather this terrible 

ordeal and I realised that she had an enormous will to survive. 

 

We were in a quandary about what to do about Toby's teeth. We were concerned about the effects of 

anaesthetic but we also knew that his teeth had to be attended to before the move so we got 

permission from the lab for an anaesthetist and a dentist to take a look. The day Toby was to be 

operated on I arrived at the lab to discover that they had "prepared" Nathan instead of Toby. When I 

said "but this is Nathan" I was told "we go according to number here" and I replied, "well we go 

according to name, and this is Nathan!"  

 

Toby's mouth was in a pitiful state. He had many abscesses and the dentist had to remove eight 

teeth. He would never be able to masticate properly and would need major reconstructive surgery. 

But, sadly, Toby never recovered from the 4-hour operation and he died the next day of what the vets 

described as "multiple organ failure". The day of their rescue was so close yet we would never be 

able to help Toby feel the grass beneath his feet.  

 

And so, there were seven.   

 

We planned to move the baboons at night by truck when it would be cooler and less stressful for 

them. Since they had been trapped they had been kept apart and in individual cages and this meant 

that the only way we could move them was in their individual lab cages.  
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During our various discussions with the NCOH it had been made very clear to us that for as long as 

the baboons were in the NCOH building they "owned" them and that we could only take custody of 

them once they had left the building. Practically, this meant that while the baboons were in the lab we 

had no say about the way it went about doing things and this included the uncaring manner in which 

they treated the baboons.     

 

The day of the long-awaited move arrived. The lab insisted on moving them out of their animal unit as 

soon as possible and into their basement, where their responsibility would be almost ended and 

where the baboons could easily be carried to the truck. The basement was where medical waste was 

stored and where the lungs of thousands of miners hung in strongly smelling bags of formaldehyde.  

 

When I reached the lab in the early morning they had already began to "prepare" the baboons for 

their move into the basement. What I was faced with was an intimate view of what goes on in a 

vivisection laboratory. It was horrifying. The baboons were extremely stressed. The handlers were 

talking at the tops of their voices and noisily moving the designated travelling cages into the various 

rooms where the baboons were housed. Wire grids were noisily hammered into their cages and one 

by one the baboons were callously prodded with metal rods and forced into the section of the cage 

where they were helplessly crushed and mildly sedated. The baboons knew what was coming. 

Obviously, judging from their behaviour, this had happened many times before. Very often it had 

meant death to their fellow inmates. They screamed in fear and terror, each desperately trying to 

avoid the inevitable.  

 

By midday they had all been moved to the bad-smelling basement. The handlers were gone, never to 

return. Our truck was only set to arrive at 18h00. We immediately moved their cages as close 

together as we could. For the first time they could all see one another. At once there was much 

smacking of lips (baboons do this as a form of affection and communication), general interest and 

curiosity in each other. Nathan and Rhona tried to touch through the small holes in their cages. Sybil 

was very stressed and I put a blanket over the top of her cage to try and make her feel more secure 

and she would occasionally hop down onto the floor of her cage to furtively observe the others. 

 

As more volunteers arrived to assist with the move the atmosphere became charged with a mixture of 

excitement and relief. I believe the baboons sensed it too. Perhaps they could now begin to allow 

themselves to believe that they were in the process of being rescued. They were very calm when, 

one by one, we gently hoisted them aboard the awaiting truck. Once they were loaded we covered 

them with blankets and securely strapped their cages to the inside of the truck.  
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That night, when Guinny, Rhona, Sybil, Gerald, Nathan, Winston, Dibs, Alan from SAAV, Klaas the 

driver and myself, pulled away from the NCOH none of us looked back. We did not want to.  

 

Alan and I were worried about our fellow travellers and made at least half a dozen stops on the way to 

check on them. Mostly they slept, but occasionally they would eat some fruit or talk to one other. We 

were amazed at how well they were handling the long trip. Finally, at 04h30, the next morning, we turned 

onto the bumpy dirt road that leads to CARE, the baboon rehabilitation centre that was to be their new 

home. .   

 

The sides of the truck could open completely so once we stopped at CARE we opened all the doors. 

CARE is on the Oliphants River and is situated in the bush. While we were making last minute 

arrangements the baboon gazed out in noticeable awe at the trees, the grass and the birds.  

 

The size of the relocation truck prevented it from going all the way to the enclosures so we had to 

move two baboons at a time onto a smaller vehicle, which could drive right up to the sanctuary. We 

did not know how they were going to react to their new homes so we had made a decision to place 

the lab cages in the enclosures in case they felt the need to retreat back into them. Nathan and 

Gerald were carried in first, followed by Rhona, Sybil, Dibs, Guinny and Winston.  

 

As we opened their lab door cages they all bolted out. Winston, Gerald, Nathan and Guinny went to 

their large drinking troughs and jumped in. In the lab the only access they had to water was a small 

trickle via a narrow tube, which the baboons had to push hard using their mouths. A large body of 

water was obviously irresistible! Once they were out of their lab cages we truly saw how life in a 

laboratory had physically affected them. Their movements were very slow and their back leg muscles 

wasted. Their breathing also became hard and heavy with any small amount of activity.   

 

Almost a month has passed since they were relocated to CARE and already there are noticeable 

changes, both in their behaviour and physically. Although Sybil often withdraws back into her lab 

cage, her hair that she lost in the lab as a result of stress has started to grow back again. In the lab 

they were anxious, depressed, angry and lethargic but at CARE they are stimulated and are showing 

an interest in life. They notice every movement in the bush around them; the trees and the sky, the 

insects; and they are once again a part of nature. A troop of wild baboons visits CARE almost daily 

and the ex-research baboons spend hours interacting and communicating with them. In this way they 

are re-learning lost behavioural skills and patterns. Intuitively they have started digging for roots and 

insects and they communicate and groom one another on a regular basis.               
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I know that they are not yet in the ideal situation but I feel optimistic that with time, with support for this 

project from the public and with the compassionate attention they receive from Rita, the director of 

CARE, that at least they have a bright future ahead of them. The inhumane vivisection industry may 

desperately want to fool themselves, and others, that the thousands of baboons that they cruelly 

force into lab cages are merely unfeeling tools of their unnecessary science, but these seven 

baboons are living proof that this is not so. They are unique individuals who have been made to suffer 

enormously, and who, despite this, are still wild baboons whose desire to live out their lives as such 

remains powerful and intact. 

 

 I will, forever, hold their individual strength, endurance and will to survive in awe.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CASE STUDY 

 
THE DIVIDING LINE IS DRAWN: THE TULI ELEPHANT DEBACLE 

 
 

Preface 
 

“The baby elephants in Tuli were kidnapped before they were even weaned, beaten, chained, starved, 

dehydrated, and left in dark warehouses terrified and desperate for their mothers. Why? To line the pockets of a 

cruel animal dealer who wanted to sell them to zoos and circuses around the world.”1 

 

In 1998, thirty wild baby elephants were brutally and cruelly tortured and their spirits broken on the 

South African property of infamous animal dealer, Riccardo Ghiazza. Five years later Ghiazza has 

been found guilty of cruelty to animals, yet he continues to function as a wild animal trader and has 

recently sold wild-caught elephants to a zoo in the Czech Republic. Five years later and it appears to 

be business as usual, not only for Ghiazza but also for all wild animal dealers in South Africa.  

 

Although IFAW-SA’s Jason Bell-Leask argues that Ghiazza’s conviction sends a clear message, “that 

the cruel and inhumane treatment of wild animals in South Africa will not be tolerated”,2 and the 

NSPCA believes that “justice has been served”3 other animal protection organisations, such as Xwe, 

are not as positive. Xwe maintains that the legal wrangle around the Tuli elephants and Ghiazza’s 

subsequent conviction illustrates that South African animal protection legislation is weak and 

ineffective. If anything, they argue, it sends a message to wildlife dealers that abuse of animals still 

pays off in South Africa. To support this statement they argue that: the State had dragged its feet on 

the case; the punishment did not fit the crime; the sentences were light; a fine was seen to be 

sufficient rather than imprisonment; that seven of the Tuli elephants are now languishing in zoos, 

while the fate of four others is unknown; and Ghiazza was not barred from owning, handling or selling 

elephants.4  

 

The Animal Protection Act does not outlaw the suffering of animals nor does it outlaw the beating of 

animals. Indeed, in terms of the Act animals can suffer if the end justifies the means. Xwe’s concerns 

are supported by Magistrate in the Ghiazza cruelty case, Adriaan Bekker, who, when passing down 

                                         
 
1 E-mail from PETA’s Anna West to Michele Pickover, 31 October 2002  
2 Environmental News Service, 10 April 2003 
3 NSPCA Media Statement, 29 July 2003  
4 Discussion with Martin Hutter, 1 August 2003 
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sentence said that the Act was confusing and he urged a redrafting of the Animal Protection Act, to 

bring it in line with international legislation relating to the welfare and rights of animals.5 

 

 
A broken little Tuli elephant at African Game Services. Photograph: WAG 

 
On April 7 2003, almost five years of legal wrangling in which the NSPCA laid cruelty charges under 

section 2.1 (a) and (b) of the Animal Protection Act No 71 of 1962, Ghiazza, his company, African 

Game Services (AGS) and his employee, Wayne Stockigt, were found guilty on animal cruelty 

charges by allowing the ‘unlawful suffering’ of the elephants to continue over an ‘unreasonable’ 

period of time. The charges relate to neglect (also depriving the elephants of food and water), beating 

and tethering of elephants.  The other charges were dropped – those included a charge laid under 

the Performing Animals Protection Act plus charges under Section 2.1 (f) and (m) of the Animals 

Protection Act. On 29 July 2003, Ghiazza was fined R15 000 and a six-month prison sentence 

suspended for 5 years for contravening Section 2(1)(a) of the Animal Protection Act and a fine of R10 

000 and a six-month prison sentence suspended for 5 years for contravening Section (2) (1)(b). AGS 

was also fined a total of R25 000 for contravening the same sections of the Act. Stockigt was fined 

R10 000.  For details on sequentially, how the case proceeded, see Appendix A: 

STRAIGHFORWARD ABUSE BECOMES BUREAUCRATIC MINEFIELD.   

                                         
5 The Citizen, 30 July 2003 
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Emotional Beings 
 
“…we have learnt too much about elephants, about their social behaviour, about their intelligence, to treat them 

in that manner.”6 

 

“We have to kill these babies. They are living a life of hell. How are we going to put them out of their 

misery?“7 Ordinarily these words would evoke a strong response of revulsion - “killing babies, surely 

this could never be justified?” On the contrary, this statement represents great feelings of compassion 

and caring. The babies referred to are elephants. Internationally recognised elephant behavioural 

experts such as Daphne Sheldrick and Joyce Poole, who have studied elephants for decades, argue 

that elephants are highly intelligent, caring and emotional sentient beings that have an advanced 

social structure. They share a parallel lifespan with humans and like us have life-long loyalties and 

friendships, a strong sense of family, and a sense of death. They care for their young, who display all 

the traits of human children, and they care about their dead. Like humans, they grieve and will mourn 

the loss or death of an individual, often returning to the body and touching it.  

 

Elephants are also capable of compassion that extends beyond their own species. Science writer 

Ivan Sanderson claims that elephants have been known to, “cry from sheer frustration; to commit 

'mercy killing' on an incurably ill member of their herd; to help - by lifting and support - a wounded or 

ill member of the herd; to rescue captured members of the herd; and to rescue humans from other 

elephants if from natural or man-made disaster."8 It is therefore understandable when Sheldrick, the 

person who helped to expose the cruelty the Tuli elephants were subjected to, observed, “How 

[elephants] are treated is of concern to all caring people, it is not merely the prerogative of a few 

wildlife managers.”9  

 

The narrative of the Tuli elephants, which played itself out between 1998 and 2003, provides heart-

rending evidence of the emotional lives of elephants and the coupled lack of respect humans have for 

these special animals, or their individual suffering. The way that humans view animals, either with 

respect or merely as a resource, lies at the heart of a series of events that unfolded in Botswana and 

South Africa. It involved the trade and cruel techniques involved in ‘taming’ thirty wild-caught baby 

elephants for captive exhibition and display, that came to be known as the Tuli Elephant Debacle.  

 

                                         
6 Poole, Joyce, in response to cruelty that the Tuli elephants were subject to, interviewed on Carte Blanche, 4 
July 1999  
7 Anonymous animal rights activist talking about the Tuli elephants sent to European zoos 
8 Sanderson, Ivan, The Dynasty of Abu, Alfred A Knopf, New York, 1960 
9 Sheldrick, Daphne, quoted in Mail & Guardian, May 12 1995   
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Larger Social and Environmental Issues 
 
The Tuli elephant tragedy has been chosen as a case study because it acts as a metaphor for the 

way society views animals as ‘the other’ and as unfeeling tools. It ihz also been chosen because the 

events that unfolded around the Tuli elephants led to a watershed in animal protection discourse in 

South Africa. The public outcry around the Tuli elephant issue also highlighted the ideological 

differences between ‘rights’, ‘welfare’ and ‘conservationist’ perspectives. Importantly, it navigated its 

way through those in South Africa who support the concept of sustainable utilisation and those who 

do not. What's more, the Tuli issue interprets and contextualises these global ideological and 

philosophical debates which have shaped the division between ‘deep ecology’, where humans are 

seen as part of nature and economic factors are secondary to ecological considerations and ‘shallow 

ecology’, where humans and nature are seen as separate and the environment protected only if it is 

deemed useful.10  

 

In addition, the Tuli elephant debate acted as a vehicle for, and honed in on, these larger 

environmental issues, by: illustrating how animals are caught up in the human social machine; 

offering a useful insight into the context of the broader African wildlife question; examining how the 

ideological and organisational-based conflict will affect the future of wild animals in South Africa and 

globally; and the possible direction animal protection will take in South Africa; and by involving the 

public in general environmental discourse.  

 

The Tuli elephant issue, if nothing else, has brought to the attention of the South African public what 

goes on behind the scenes in the name of ‘sustainable utilisation’ in South Africa, highlighting the 

greed and corruption that drives this approach, and consequently the ‘wildlife industry’. As a result of 

the high-profile reports in the media around the Tuli elephants the ‘wildlife industry’, which is a 

vociferous proponent and mainstay of sustainable utilisation, lost much public support. It is clear from 

literature produced by this industry at the time that the resultant gains made by the anti-‘sustainable 

use’ lobby was seen as a dangerous threat to the industry and a blow to the broader ideological 

notion of sustainable utilisation. This is central to the debate around sustainable utilisation and the 

support for it by mainstream conservation organisations in South Africa, as well as the close ties 

these organisations have with the “wildlife industry’.   

 

In addition, the role of NGOs as an important social force was highlighted; those that serve as 

watchdogs; those that offer policy proposals; and those which can be seduced by the establishment  

                                         
10 Petulla, J. American Environmentalism: Values, Tactics, Priorities, College Station: Texas A & M University 
Press, 1980 
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or are, in fact, representatives of the establishment. The Tuli elephant narrative, therefore, serves as 

an example of the fragmentation, joint action, collaboration, division and dissent within South African 

NGOs. Individuals and organisations that are strongly in favour of the recreational killing of wild 

animals have historically dominated issues around wildlife in South Africa. Importantly, the Tuli 

elephants made it possible for other voices around the issue of wildlife to be heard.  

 

Within the Tuli elephant debate, animal rights groups argued that commercial and ‘consumptive use’ 

is not an effective tool for saving wild animals and that conservationist NGOs saw ‘consumptive use’ 

as a means of ensuring their existence without having to change. They argued that there are other 

alternatives to sustainable utilisation and that these should also be given fair consideration. 

Furthermore, they pointed out that African elephants already ‘pay their way’ through non-hunting 

tourism - more so than any other wild animal.  The animal rights groups also attacked the mainstream 

conservationist ‘management’ practices, which they argued were driven by economics rather than 

scientific evidence. The conservationists had argued that the removal of young calves was a good 

solution to elephant over-population in that area. But no tested scientific data existed to support the 

forced removal of the elephant calves. Also, the removal of young elephants as a means of 

population control is ineffective, as this has no significant impact on consumption of vegetation, 

population size, and growth. There was no clear policy on elephant population size and habitat 

conservation in the Tuli Block apart from an often stated belief that there are simply ‘too many’.  

 

This chapter will provide an insight into the global context that allowed this cruelty to take place and 

an analysis of the events as they unfolded including issues around: the wildlife trade; translocation of 

elephants; ecology vs. profit; brutal training methods; the ethics of sending wild-caught animals to 

captive and contentious destinations; the nature of the case; vested interests; and ideological divides. 

 

The Animal Trader: More Questions than Answers  
 

“I don’t know what the fuss is about – in the past I’ve bought hundreds of animals from the Kruger National 

Park”11 (Riccardo Ghiazza) 

 

Animal trader Riccardo Ghiazza, and his company AGS, by importing 30 baby elephants from the Tuli 

Block in Botswana and using viciously cruel ‘mahout-style training’ methods on them at his premises 

at Brits in the North West Province, was at the heart of the Tuli elephant issue. AGS is one of South 

Africa's biggest animal traders and exporters (by ship and air), and supplies wild-caught animals to 

                                         
11 Riccardo Ghiazza quoted in The Star, 30 September 1998 
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zoos and safari parks around the globe. The AGS website12 claimed, “the company is close to many 

game reserves, as well as to Johannesburg International Airport, The airport is used extensively by 

African Game Services for exporting animals all over the world…thousands of animals from rodents 

to elephants and from lions to giraffe have been exported by African Game Services”. Ghiazza 

obtained permanent residence in SA from the Apartheid State in February 1990. He has been 

convicted in Italy of drug dealing and was under investigation by the ESPU, for his alleged links with 

some of the kingpins of Southern Africa's illegal wildlife trade.13 In January 2000, Ghiazza was 

arrested on fraud charges and for falsely obtaining South African citizenship. 

 

It is unknown how many animal dealers exist in South Africa because government has no mechanism 

of either registering them or properly monitoring their activities. It is also unknown how many permits 

for animals are, and were, issued to Ghiazza by the Department of Conservation and Environmental 

Affairs in the North West Province. However, Xwe believes Ghiazza, on his own, may be buying, 

selling and moving thousands of animals every year.14 At the time of the Tuli debacle Ghiazza was 

also a member of PAAZAB, another way of facilitating and making trade easier. As journalist Vivien 

van der Sandt pointed out in her weekly column in The Star, “there was not a single law, not a single 

international convention, not a single organisation among those collecting public funds to ‘save our 

endangered wildlife’ that stood in Ghiazza’s way.”15  

 

At the time of the capture of the Tuli elephants AGS housed many other wild animals in small wire 

cages – including 12 wild dogs,  2 black bears, a pygmy hippo, 2 black rhinoceross, a Bengal tiger, 

cheetahs, lions, white rhinoceross, hyaenas, pumas, giraffes and nyalas.16 Daphne Sheldrick 

described AGS as, “a huge fenced and heavily guarded complex containing unfortunate captives of 

most of the indigenous hoofed and clawed South African fauna, as well as exotics such as brown 

bears, tigers and, apparently, even an orangutan that sits in a tiny cage by his bed, rumoured to be a 

gift from a powerful politician. Obviously he is an Animal Trader of repute and well connected, too, in 

a country where it appears that anything goes insofar as the live animal trade is concerned, the 

overriding concern being simply financial.”17  

 

                                         
12 The AGS website was hosted by Wildnet, a company which was set up by Andrew McKenzie, at the time the 
Director of the Rhinoceros and Elephant Foundation, at the time the most voluble mainstream conservation 
organisation that supported Ghiazza. The site is no longer accessible.  
13 Mail & Guardian, 9 - 15 July 1999 
14 Interview with Martin Hutter, 17 March 2003 
15 The Star, 28 October 1999 
16 www.wag.co.za 
17 Sheldrick Wildlife Trust Newsletter, 1998. Xwe Tuli Archives 

http://www.wag.co.za/
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As an illustration of how lucrative, the trade in animals is for Ghiazza, a TRAFFIC report showed that 

he would buy tortoises from zoos for R50 and then export them for R4 000 each.18 Between 1993 and  

1999 Ghiazza exported at least six hundred and seventy animals to the United States of America. He 

also exported live wild animals to China and Europe.19  In July 1999, in the midst of the Tuli 

controversy, AGS sent a shipment, via Singapore Airlines, of approximately 400 animals to a safari 

theme park in Badalin, China,20 which was denounced by animal protection organisations for its cruel 

performances, such as feeding live calves to lions while bloodthirsty spectators watch. Of additional 

concern is that China has no laws against cruelty to animals. This consignment would have included 

some of the Tuli elephants if their treatment had not been challenged. 

 

According to Mail & Guardian journalist Fiona Mcleod, who covered the Tuli elephants issue 

extensively, Ghiazza was a regular donor to the ESPU to the tune of R10 000 a year.21 Suppliers of 

animals to Ghiazza include, De Wildt (for cheetah and wild dogs), KwaZulu-Natal Conservation 

Services and the Kruger National Park.22 

 

Forced Removal: The Inhumane and Deceptive Capture of the Tuli 
Elephants 
 
"Ghiazza's problem is he knew he could go into Tuli and get as many elephants as he wanted, bring in foreign 

mahouts to beat the hell out of them and then send them to zoos and safari parks. It was a military operation, a 

quick production line 23 

 
A consortium of wealthy South African businessmen jointly owns the Tuli Block in Botswana. In 1998, 

these businessmen arbitrarily decided that the area suffered from an overpopulation of elephants, 

and that they could ‘solve’ the problem in a manner financially advantageous to themselves. On May 

12th 1998 the Chairperson of the Northern Tuli Game Reserve in Botswana (a private reserve of 

nineteen landowners and lodges), Mr E Steyn, wrote to the Reserve committee members saying: “We 

have had an offer from an organisation to buy from us forty sub-adult elephants (15 years old) to be  

                                         
18 Quoted in Mail & Guardian article, Ghiazza in smuggling probe, 9 – 15 July 1999  
19 Ibid. 
20 Pretoria News, 4 October 1999 
21 Interview with Fiona McLeod, 29 September 2002 
22 For example, Ghiazza sold two elephants obtained from the KNP to pop star Michael Jackson in 1993. Of 
interest is that in 1998 Ghiazza attempted to obtain a young elephant from the Kruger National Park but the 
request was rejected.   
23 Keith Meiklejohn, wildlife consultant and former head of game capture for the then Natal Parks Board quoted 
in Jill Gowans column, Sunday Tribune, 18 July 1999, http://onafrica.net/jill/1999/19990718_captivity.html 

http://onafrica.net/jill/1999/19990718_captivity.html
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trained at a site near Pretoria for bush clearing work and related tasks similar to those carried out (by 

elephants) in Asia.”24 The letter also stated that the credentials of the people concerned, the holding 

facilities and the training methods would be checked and monitored and that there “would be no 

question of separating cows from calves or vice versa.”25 

  

Zoos Prefer Young Elephants 
    
The Botswana Department of Wildlife and National Parks approved the sale. In a report from the 

Northern Tuli Game Reserve to the Botswana Department of Wildlife and National Parks, the 

Reserve said the captured elephants would have to be five years plus in age and that “in the event 

that it proved difficult to separate a mother from a young animal, irrespective of whether it fitted the 

estimated age/size criterion, it would be considered too dependent and would be avoided”.26  

 

Greatly adding to the contentious nature of the Tuli controversy was the fact that the actual ages of 

the elephants captured in Tuli were only between two and five years old. Elephant experts view it as 

unethical and cruel to forcibly remove young elephants of this age from their mothers. In addition, 

most of these individuals would still have been receiving some nourishment from their mothers at the 

time of their capture. From the available evidence it is blatantly apparent that once approval for the 

operation had been received from the Botswana government Ghiazza deliberately captured 

elephants that would prove more profitable and whose ages would be more ‘suitable’ for sale to zoos 

and safari parks, that is baby elephants. Moreover, Ghiazza’s claim that he was planning to use 

mahout training methods of large numbers of older, and therefore, incredibly strong and wild animals, 

is, according to elephant expert Sheldrick, almost an impossible task.27 Furthermore, Sheldrick 

argued that this kind of training would sooner or later result in the death of elephant keepers as 

statistics in European zoos bear testimony to. There was therefore blatant deception, right from the 

outset, not least of which was because the age and sex ratios were clearly contrary to the buyer’s 

original offer. 

  
The Capture 
 
Between the 29th and the 31st July 1998, thirty young elephants, 24 females and 6 males, were 

captured in the Northern Tuli Game Reserve by Chris Mostert. The ‘supervising veterinarian was Dr 

Kobus du Toit, a close acquaintance of Ghiazza’s and, at the time a Trustee of the REF. James  

                                         
24 Quoted in European Elephant Group Statement 2, 18 December 1998. Xwe Tuli Archives 
25  Ibid. 
26 Report from Northern Tuli Game Reserve to Botswana Department of Wildlife and National Parks, August 
1998. Xwe Tuli Archives 
27 Memoranda in Xwe Tuli Archives 
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Balog, an American wildlife photographer who happened to be in the Tuli Game Reserve at the time 

of the captures took place was prevented from filming the trapping operations, despite his request to 

do so. However, members of the trapping team related events to him. One such account was that of 

a young elephant that was darted with a tranquilliser from a helicopter, “the ground crew then tried to 

move in but was chased off by the mother, who was standing over her comatose infant. The 

helicopter crew then had to tranquillise the mother as well. When she awoke her child was gone.”28 

Although he was prevented from witnessing the capture, Balog heard the distressed screaming and 

bellowing of the enraged and terrified elephants from the top of a nearby hill.  The next day he saw 

them again, and their distress was clearly evident in their steaming temporal glands.   

 

Joyce Poole, in her affidavit for the case against Ghiazza, wrote, “Every elephant calf is biologically 

extremely important to its mother because she must invest so much time, energy and effort in 

producing and rearing a calf to adulthood: twenty-two months of gestation, four years of lactation, at 

least twelve years of rearing and protection. Elephants have, therefore, evolved extraordinarily 

developed behaviours of caring and bonding with their calves. If a calf is to survive to adulthood it too 

must form intense close bonds with its mother and other family members.”29 The affidavit of Dr Iain 

Douglas-Hamilton supported this view, ”Calves are highly tactile and it is rare to see them out of 

touching distance of their mother or another family relation. They seem to gain constant comfort and 

reassurance from this tactile communication. Depriving young elephants of their mothers and 

relations is traumatic and causes immeasurable and unnecessary suffering to them.”30 Even Kruger 

National Park scientists acknowledged that, “...it is now believed that the translocation of juvenile 

animals is inhumane and therefore undesirable.”31 

 

Initially the young elephants were translocated to Chris Mostert’s property near Hoedspruit in the 

Limpopo Province because the warehouse facilities at AGS, near Brits were still under construction. 

In August 1998, the elephants were moved in three different groups to AGS. Dr Joyce Poole 

maintains she was informed that during their transportation and later at the holding station, the little 

elephants trembled and screamed loudly, frequently with an intense distress call and that this is direct 

evidence that they were suffering and were extremely traumatised.32 

  

                                         
28 Affidavit of James Balog: ‘My eyewitness experience of the Tuli Block elephants’, 23 October 1998, Xwe Tuli 
Archives  
29 Dr Joyce Poole, affidavit, 2 October 1998. Xwe Tuli Archives 
30 Dr Iain Douglas-Hamilton, affidavit, 22 October 1998. Xwe Tuli Archives 
31 Whyte, I. Biggs, H., Gaylard, A. and Braack, L. A proposed new policy for the management of the elephant 
population in the Kruger National Park, 31 October 1998 
32 Dr Joyce Poole, affidavit, 1 October 1998. Xwe Tuli Archives 
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Making Excuses: Ecological Risk vs the Profit Motive 
 
“I just find it incomprehensible that this can be happening in a civilised country”33  

 

The thirty young Tuli elephants were sold for R12 000 each to African Game Services. According to 

the Sunday Times Riccardo Ghiazza expected to “fetch R160 000 a head.”34 At the time Ghiazza also 

claimed he had orders for 50 elephants.35 Interestingly, it was only after the cruelty to the elephants 

was publicly exposed that the supporters of the capture, that is the people and organisations that 

benefited financially from the trade in the Tuli elephants, such as: Tuli block landowners; Riccardo 

Ghiazza; and the consumptive use supporters such as EWT, WESSA and the REF; began to argue 

that the removal of the thirty young elephants from the Tuli Block was ‘ecologically necessary’ 

because elephants were perceived to be destroying the landscape and because there was an over-

population of elephants. Indeed, the WWF-SA, WESSA and the EWT issued a joint press statement: 

“The above three organisations are in agreement that the owners of the private game reserves in 

Botswana from which these animals have been removed have not acted irresponsibly in this matter. 

Indeed they have acted wisely, by the only means currently available to them in this country, to 

reduce the number of elephants in the area.”36 The fact that they came out with a joint statement 

speaks volumes and it shows that they acted together and spoke with one loud voice in an attempt to: 

silence opposition; create the perception that they were in control and dealing with the issue 

effectively; and to lull the public into thinking that ‘all was well’.   

 

Despite the joint statement by the mainstream conservation organisations, there is strong and 

convincing evidence that this view is false and that the removal of thirty young elephants would not 

have a noticeable effect on population numbers, either in the short or long term. Furthermore, 

juveniles have the least impact on vegetation. A report by the European Elephant Group backs this 

up, “If there is an overpopulation of approximately 700 elephants in the Northern Tuli Reserve (1 000 

instead of 300 animals) the capture of 30 to 40 young animals is an amateurish attempt at solving the 

problem. Proponents of the attempt, such as the WWF, are deceiving the public instead of committing 

themselves to really necessary measures".37 What is more, several affidavits bore witness to the fact 

that there was no ecological raison d’etre to remove these elephants from the Tuli Block. As James 

Balog’s affidavit pointed out, ”I can state categorically that all the elephant calves appeared to be in 

excellent condition. They were definitely not emaciated…Their behaviour was the normal, playful 

                                         
33 Daphne Sheldrick, interviewed on Carte Blanche, 4 July 1999 
34 Sunday Times, 23 August 1998 
35  Ibid. 
36 WWF-SA, WESSA and EWT press statement, 6 October 1998 
37 European Elephant Group Report, An Elephant Debacle, 18 December 1998 
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behaviour of all infant elephants and, in text-book young elephant fashion, they stayed very close to 

their mothers, rarely straying more than a few dozen yards.”38  

 

Ecologist Keith Lindsey, who had worked in the Tuli region for a number of years, concurred, “As far 

as I am aware, there is no clear policy on elephant population size and habitat conservation in the 

Tuli Block, apart from an oft-stated belief that there are simply ‘too many’, sometimes with numbers 

attached, such as “four times too many” or “ten times too many”… To date, such estimates that exist 

of the “right number are based on seat-of-the-pants guesses, or extrapolation from other areas.”39 

Lindsey also pointed out that the elephant population in Tuli was a migrating one and therefore of a 

temporary nature. Another ecologist, Bruce Page, who had spent twenty-one years studying the 

impact of elephants on vegetation in the Tuli Game Reserve, argued that in 1978 the Tuli area was 

inhabited by approximately 750 elephants and that since then the population had remained stable 

with no culling taking place. This reinforces the view that elephants practice self-limitation. He also 

noted that, “elephant feeding has only a marginal effect on the mortality rate of most of these trees. 

Most tree species utilised by elephants, not surprisingly, have a high degree of tolerance to 

defoliation and debarking. Several have a coppicing response. The total uprooting of trees is low in 

most species...in all tree species, the major mortality factor at present is lack of moisture – this is 

easily confirmed as the effects are seen over a very wide area in South Africa, Zimbabwe and 

Botswana on sites with and without elephants. The number of calves removed will make very little 

difference to the size of the source population and removal of calves from family groups is certainly 

not a humane or efficient way to control elephant numbers.”40  

 

An additional twist was that the South African government, via the Minister of Agriculture and Land 

Affairs, Derek Hanekom, totally defended the capture of the Tuli elephants. Indeed, they maintained 

that the capture of the young ‘Tulis’ was a pilot project that was not only an alternative to culling 

practices but also a model for future eco-tourism and income-generating ventures. The fact was that 

the ‘culling’ of elephants in Botswana was not allowed so the South African government position was 

deliberate misinformation.41 

  

                                         
38 Affidavit of James Balog: ‘My eyewitness experience of the Tuli Block elephants’, 23 October 1998, Xwe Tuli 
Archives 
39 Keith Lindsey, affidavit, 29 October 1998. Xwe Tuli Archives 
40 Bruce Page, Affidavit. Undated, Xwe Tuli Archives 
41 Five years later this was confirmed as being the ‘official’ position, by Keith Ramsay, who is tasked with animal 
welfare issues in the Department of Agriculture. Interview, 1 August 2003  
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Showing that Man is Master: Breaking the Spirits of the Young Tulis 
 

“Don’t forget what we have taught you – if you do we will feed you to the crows” (Mahout song) 

 

“The Tuli elephants were so scared of their handlers they lost control of their bowels while being beaten”42 

 

In 1922, Charles Mayer, an Animal Trader, recounted in his book, Trapping Wild Animals in Malay 

Jungles how, at the turn of the century, wild Asian elephants were captured and ‘trained’: 

 

“The work of breaking wild elephants must be carried on with painstaking exactness…The first 

task is the building of the stocks where the elephants are to be held while they become 

accustomed to men; then comes the work of driving into the ground about four feet apart, two 

rows of heavy stakes, leading from the trap to the stocks. Also, next to the trap, a small 

enclosure, four or five feet wide by fifteen long, is built at the passageway formed by the 

stakes…Since the elephants were given practically no food during the time they were kept in 

the trap, they were half starved when the breaking commenced…As soon as the tuskers were 

taken from the trap, they were killed for their ivory. The tusks were worth almost as much as I 

could get for the live animals, and tusks are far easier to handle than animals that have to be 

broken and fed…. I did the killing with my express rifle...Another way of killing an elephant is 

to strangle him by running tow ropes around his neck and having elephants pull him in 

opposite directions…As soon as the elephant enters the small enclosure, the bars behind him 

are slipped. He eats the food so eagerly that he does not realize quite what is happening and 

the men put the knee-and foot-hobbles on him…Rattan ropes are fastened to his feet and 

drawn out through the bars; his trunk is secured [with trunk ropes]…the bars leading to the 

enclosure are removed. The foot-ropes have been fastened to the stakes and are loosened as 

the elephant walks out. The men holding the ropes attached to the fore-feet wind them around 

the two stakes ahead, and those holding the ropes attached to the hind feet wind them about 

the first stakes. In this way the animal is drawn forward, step by step, towards the stocks, 

while natives prod him from behind with poles. If he tries to bolt he simply falls over…The 

stocks are built…so that each elephant is separate from the others. Two large uprights are 

driven into the ground in the shape of a V; the elephant’s head is drawn between them, and 

they are pulled together at the top so that he is held securely behind the ears. At the corners 

are uprights, with poles to fence him in…these poles, located a trifle below his belly, support 

two cross-bars, one just behind his fore-legs, and the other in front of his back legs. In this 

position it is impossible for the elephant to lie down or to move…The elephants remain in the 

stocks for about two weeks...During these two weeks he is fed very lightly because he must 

                                         
42 NSPCA monitor, Ann Cheater, evidence to Pretoria regional court, www.wag.co.za 
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be kept in a weakened condition…[when he is led out of the stocks] he wears only the knee 

hobbles…Eight or ten men hold each of the ropes; his keeper sits on his head with a prod; 

another crew hold the rope attached to his trunk; and six or eight men follow with rattan whips. 

The men with the whips beat him continually…he finds the pain unbearable...His spirit is 

broken and he acknowledges that man is his master.”43  

 

Despite increased public awareness and our better understanding of the emotional lives of these 

intelligent creatures, called elephants, little has changed in our treatment of them. The blatant cruelty, 

based on fear and deprivation that the young Tuli elephants were subjected to over an eleven-month 

period bears this out. Daphne Sheldrick described the ‘training’ she witnessed at Ghiazza’s 

warehouse: 

 

“In his Warehouse, the terrified elephant babies were at the mercy of so-called "mahouts", 

Indonesians whose training techniques are known to be amongst the most brutal and cruel. 

Tightly hobbled and chained, the calves were unable to lie down easily and were kept short of 

food and water, as well as beaten repeatedly and mercilessly with rubber whips, poked and 

jabbed with ankuses and a pole from which protruded the sharp end of a screw. During 

training sessions, they were dragged around in circles anchored to a hapless adult Indian 

Elephant that bore evidence of a lifetime of abuse on its head, and ridden by a mahout. 

During such sessions, buckets of water were repeatedly hurled at the calf's face, and to 

enforce further compliance a nylon rope with a hook attached was looped around one ear, so 

that when tugged, the hook dug into the soft flesh behind the ear. Soon the calves became 

even more severely stressed and took on the skeletal look of emaciation, their cheeks 

sunken, their eyes wide and staring from hollowed sockets, their bodies covered in festering 

abscesses resulting from all the prods and pokes, their hind legs encircled by raw chain 

wounds and their heads sporting lumps and bumps caused by heavy blows from a blunt 

instrument.”44  

 

                                         
43 Mayer, Charles, Trapping Wild Animals in Malay Jungles, p84-89, T Fisher Unwin, 1922 
44 Sheldrick Wildlife Trust Newsletter, 1998. Xwe Tuli Archives   
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Baby Tuli with mahouts and Indian elephant at AGS. Photograph: WAG 

 

Although the capture operation incensed concerned experts, NGOs and individuals, it was the 

“training” the elephants were subjected to that led to their absolute outrage. But, even when the 

abuse became public, the training continued. Ghiazza had organised that six Indonesian mahout 

‘elephant trainers’ would, over a period of six weeks, for a pitiful salary of R500 per month each, carry 

out the unconditional subjugation and enslavement of the spirits of these very young, wild elephants.  
Mahout-style training is known to be brutal, cruel and unethical, causing suffering, distress and injury. 
It also involves cruel and injurious physical and emotional treatment and pain including sleep 

deprivation, withholding of food and water, chaining and tethering and the intense restriction of 

movement, and beatings with sharp and heavy objects such as the ankus (a long stick with a drill bit 

at the end), sharp hooks, whips and beating rods.  

 

Sheldrick maintains that, ”training involves dominating the animal by breaking its spirit, to ensure 

obedience – spending the rest of its life doing something that it would not naturally choose to do, for 

the benefit of the entertainment industry. Elephants that have been trained are never truly tame and 

there are many documented cases of Zoo and Circus elephants turning psychotic, and ending up 

extremely dangerous and having to be destroyed...[every year between 1 and 4 elephant 

trainers/handlers are injured or killed in zoos]. It is true that in Asia, there is an ancient culture of 
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training and domesticating elephants, a practice which has been well-documented and is known to 

involve a great deal of cruelty.”45 

 

Cynthia J. Moss, Director of the Amboseli Elephant Research Project in Kenya, argued that,”We’ve 

come a long way …in our awareness of elephant cognition and social and behavioural complexity. It’s 

no longer acceptable to say that elephants have been tamed and trained in harsh ways for centuries 

and therefore it is justifiable to continue to do so. It is similar to someone saying in the mid-1800s that 

slavery existed for thousands of years and therefore there is no reason to abolish it. There comes a 

time when we have to start saying no to cruelty and injustice for intelligent animals. We fail in our 

humanity when we treat animals so unkindly.”46 While Theresa Hodgkinson, a student who worked for 

Ghiazza, wept as she described her experiences at African Game Services to journalist Inge Kuhne. 

Hodgkinson said that when the elephants were beaten they cried like babies. She also said that the 

elephant she was closest to, Tarzan, had been dragged around on a rope tied to one of the Asian 

elephants until he was unconscious.47 

 

Veterinarian Sybille Quandt, who had access to Animal Game Services, wrote that the elephants 

were either hobbled on the front legs and chained with the hind leg to the fence or chained on front 

and back leg. The chains and foot shackles were attached in such a restricting way that the elephants 

could not lie down and were therefore deliberately deprived of sleep. Contact with one another was 

also limited and they were kept in the warehouse for most of the day. Quandt’s description of their 

physical state on 29 August was as follows:48 

• Multiple swellings on the head (probably from transportation); 

• One elephant had a haematoma in the right eye; 

• Another elephant had an opaque cornea.  

 

On Quandt’s second visit (one month later), she noted that their condition had dramatically 

deteriorated, for example:49 

• Their faces, trunks and backs were covered with multiple abscesses (swollen and oozing pus) 

as a result of the ‘training’ which involved using sharp hooks (ankuses) and nail rods; 

• Many had pressure sores on elbows and temples from sleeping on bare concrete; 

• Several elephants had deep cutting wounds as a result of the leg chains; 

 

 

                                         
45 Sheldrick, Daphne, Response to the statement of WWF-SA, WESSA and the EWT on the Tuli Baby 
elephants, 12 October 1998. Xwe Tuli Archives   
46 Moss, Cynthia J, Affidavit, 5 October 1998. Xwe Tuli Archives 
47 Quoted in YOU Magazine, 22 July 1999 
48 Facts and Fiction of the Tuli Elephants.  Report by Dr Sybille Quandt, undated. Xwe Tuli Archives  
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                            Training in the warehouse at AGS. Photograph: WAG 

 

• Two elephants had large subcutaneous abscesses underneath the upper part of their 

foreheads;  

• Due to stress, maltreatment and inadequate food provision they were underweight and had 

lost condition to such an extent that their faces became hollow-cheeked and their eyes 

sunken. 

 

Quandt also stated in her Report that, “when these youngsters were approached by the mahouts I 

could clearly observe the display of aggression and the intention to kill.”  

 

In his evaluation, Professor Odendaal wrote, “In my opinion the welfare and well-being of the 

elephants suffer a lack of social behaviour, impaired development, limited movement (with chain 

injuries) and possible harsh training methods.”  Another veterinarian, Dr William Jordan, (16 October 

1998) stated: “I can only conclude that the object is to break the animals [using] an archaic method of 

training only used by the few who…are in a hurry...I can only conclude that the methods used are 

adopted to get speedy results.“50 While the NSPCA’s Rick Allen, said, “I’ve seen circus animals 

tethered to the ground, but it was not half as brutal as what was going on there.”51  

 

                                                                                                                                           
49 Ibid. 
50 Statement by Professor Odendaal, 4 November 1998. Xwe Tuli Archives 
51AP Worldstream September 18, 1998 
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Joyce Poole, in her affidavit, commented on the treatment and behaviour of the elephants that she 

observed on the video she was shown. "The video begins with a training session outside the 

converted warehouse. It consists of three mahouts, an Asian training elephant, and a calf under four 

years old. One mahout rides the Asian elephant, while the baby, roped tightly to her side, hobbles 

besides her, three legs chained. The calf lunges repeatedly at a second mahout who threatens it with 

a long stick. A third mahout tosses bucket after bucket of water on the calf's head. The repeated 

pouring of water is one of many tactics used during the course of the video to try to break the 

elephants' spirits. Among humans this type of treatment is called torture."  Further on she comments: 

"It appears that one of the tactics used to "break" the elephants and force them to accept their 

captors is the withholding of food and possibly water. Again, this treatment is unnecessary and 

cruel."52    

     
    Zapiro cartoon in SUNDAY TIMES, 11 JULY 1999 

                                      

Comments by Sheldrick to Derek Watts from Carte Blanche, while watching footage taken by NSPCA 

monitors, almost eleven months later, shows that the cruelty involved in ‘training’ these young 

elephants was relentless:53   

 

Daphne: "He’s beating the elephant on the side of the trunk like that and it’s quite appalling. The                

mouth is open - a sign of fear and terror. It’s cornered there - it does not know what to do, then 

thrashed with all his strength on the side, the side of the trunk... fear, mouth open."  

Derek: Is the trunk sensitive? 

Daphne: "The trunk and skin of an elephant is highly sensitive, and all that sort of mottling on the 

back of the body... I think that must be bruising. I don’t know what else it could be. Now the elephant               

would like to settle the score with him - it would actually like to kill him; its extremely angry and  

                                         
52 Dr Joyce Poole, affidavit, 1 October 1998. Xwe Tuli Archives 
53 Carte Blanche, 4 July 1999 
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aggressive, fearful, but the hatred and the aggression is coming through the fear. But the fear is there 

with the open mouth and the tail up. There is the stick ... he has broken the stick on the elephant. It 

shows how viciously he was beating the elephant."  

Derek: "Would you say there’s an aim to what he’s doing?" 

Daphne: "The only training its getting is wanting to kill a person - teaching that elephant to hate 

human beings so much that it would like to kill them." 

Derek:   "You are saying that they still feel a lot of pain, even through that thick skin?"  

Daphne: "They feel everything. You can touch an elephant with a feather and they can feel it. The 

skin is highly sensitive." 

Derek: "Describe what an ear rope does?" 

Daphne: "It’s around the ear and in the rope is a hook... Now you see how tight that ear is pulled? 

Now there’s a hook at the back of that rope that is digging into the elephant’s ear; the ear is highly               

sensitive. There’s the ear rope again. You can see how tight it is... The tail is up, which shows pain 

and terror. It is totally confused, that animal, it is giving the submissive gesture but its not getting any 

response from that man. He’s even threatening that other elephant for no reason at all. Every single 

piece of it they will remember! Now this animal is totally confused; its running away, it obviously 

wants to do the right thing because it does not want to be brutalised again. The man is approaching 

from the back - it can’t get in, its desperate, its cornered, it knows its going to be beaten – it’s flinching 

its back legs and it’s waiting for it. Now he sets about it – beating it with all his might - for what reason 

I have no idea. The animal can’t go anywhere! It can’t escape, it can’t go into its shed; what is he 

wanting it to do? To my mind, that is nothing short of torture. The animal tries to escape – he won’t let 

it escape! It’s absolutely fearful, it’s peeing itself..." 

 
 
Inappropriate' and Contentious Destinations: Protest vs Profit  
 
“The ethical issue is whether it is appropriate, necessary or just for humans to subject such animals to extremes 

of abusive experience for financial gain”54 

 

The Role CITES Played 
 

One of the key questions raised by the anti-‘wise-use’ lobby during the Tuli elephant affair was the 

effectiveness of the CITES provisions. Although CITES recognises that animals have economic value 

it was argued that the export of the calves to overseas destinations was not in accordance with the 

conditions laid down by CITES regulations and therefore unlawful and illegal. The fact that CITES  

                                         
54 PC Lee, Dept of Biological Anthropology, Cambridge University, 21 September 1998 
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export permits were issued links into the 1997 CITES decision to down-list elephants to Appendix II. 

The down-listing stipulations contained an annotation to allow the export of live elephants to 

‘appropriate and acceptable destinations’, which would not have been allowed before 1997. The 

debate around the Tuli elephants thus centred on whether the trader’s holding facility and the 

elephants ultimate final destinations, circuses, zoos and safari parks, were ‘appropriate’ or 

‘acceptable’. 

 

Destinations 
 

The main reason these young elephants were captured and so cruelly trained was because their 

ultimate destinations were zoos and safari parks in Germany, Switzerland, China and Japan. Three of 

the Tulis were originally destined for a safari park in Japan but Japan apparently cancelled the order. 

At these overseas destinations, the elephants would be exhibits for public display and entertainment 

where in the main they would be kept in small concrete enclosures in countries whose cold climates 

the elephants would not be used to. The nature of these destinations not only answers the question 

of why this debacle took place in the first place, but they also point to larger issues of whether wild 

animals should be held in captivity and whether harsh ‘training’ methods should be used to try and 

break elephants, emotionally and physically.   

 

Ultimately, despite the fact that Ghiazza and several others were charged with cruelty to animals, on 

13 January 1999, seven of the Tuli elephants were crammed into crates and flown from hot 

conditions in South Africa to freezing conditions in European zoos. Four went to Germany, two to 

Dresden Zoo and two to Erfurt Zoo. Three were sent to Basel Zoo in Switzerland. At the time, The 

Star reported that Ghiazza, “was ecstatic…when the elephants left” and that the zoos had paid “US$ 

250 000 for each elephant and US$ 130 000 to charter the aircraft.55 The South African veterinarians 

who acted for the mainstream conservation organisations rejected a report, compiled by Dr Suzanne 

Boardman and commissioned by IFAW, slating the conditions under which the elephants were kept in 

the European zoos.56  Sheldrick commented on the destinations as follows,  

 

"I understand it has been suggested they go to reputable zoos. There are 800 ex-zoo and 

circus elephants too psychotic to be put anywhere near humans.  Even in Erfurt and Dresden 

zoos in Germany where some of the unfortunate Tuli calves ended up, I understand elephants 

imported in 1992 are now in boxes at the back, too dangerous to be on show. Zoo life is no 

quality of life for an elephant, just as jail is no quality of life for a human."57   

 

                                         
55 The Star, 14 January 1999 
56 Wildlife Action Group Report, http://www.wag.co.za/wag_news_rel/sept990930.html  
57 Jill Gowans Column, Sunday Tribune, 18 July 1999, http://onafrica.net/jill/1999/19990718_captivity.html) 
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Commercial carriers, including KLM, Lufthansa, Air France and Swissair, refused to fly the seven 

elephants to Germany and Switzerland. But this did not prove to be a stumbling block and Ghiazza 

gloated, “We have arranged a chartered aircraft sponsored by a donor to transport the elephants.”58 

As a result, a Ukrainian company, Khors Air, flew the young elephants. At the time the REF, which 

supported the shipment of the elephants to the European zoos, said the fact that the elephants were 

not exported on a scheduled airline, but instead at enormous expense (US$ 130 000, almost doubling 

the cost) on a chartered aircraft, was as a direct result of the actions of people opposed to these 

elephants going to Europe, "Airlines were threatened and fed with false information, leading to 

cancelled shipments and eventually making it impossible to export the elephants by any other 

means."59 

 
Germany 
 
There are approximately eighty elephants in seventy-two locations in Germany, one hundred and fifty 

in thirty-one zoos and one hundred and thirty in forty-one circuses.60 The German zoos had disposed 

of some of the older animals and therefore they had ‘vacancies’ for young elephants. In 1998 Erfurt 

Zoo had sold off an elephant female, Mondula, to a Scottish ‘game park’ after she reportedly became 

‘dangerous’, while after she had attacked her ‘keeper’ Dresden Zoo kept Gustl in isolation for 5 

months and then sold her to a Spanish ‘game park’. The then German Environment Minister Juergen 

Tritten and German animal rights activists both protested the shipment after the South African 

magistrate ruled that the young elephants had been mistreated at the African Game Services facility. 

Tritten ultimately refused to import them and retracted the CITES import permit. But the Dresden Zoo, 

whose director, Hubert Luecker, was quoted as saying “There was no abuse and there is no abuse”61 

took this decision to court. In December 1998 the Cologne Administrative Court ruled that the Ministry 

did not provide sufficient reasons why they should not be imported. Luecker asked schoolchildren to 

write letters urging the German Minister of Environment to allow the elephants into Germany. The 

German Animal Protection Society slammed the ’clandestine operation’ it said zoo directors 

organised and its president, Wolfgang Apel, said that the seven young elephants were now 

condemned to "a prison existence that tramples notions of animal protection."62     

 

The young elephants spent the first three months at the Dresden Zoo indoors because it did not have 

suitable outside facilities. To add to the zoo’s shame, zoo staff representatives who had been sent to 

AGS between 23 – 26 October said they found “no indication of animal abuse…Training is done very 

                                         
58 Dispatch Online, Friday 25 December 1998 
59 Environment News Service: http://ens.lycos.com/ens/jan99/1999L-01-15-01.html  
60 Information supplied by Xwe African WildlifeInvestigation & Research Centre 
61 Environment News Service: http://ens.lycos.com/ens/dec98/1998L-12-11-04.html 
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quietly and with great sensitivity by the well-established Mahout team.”63 Realistically, although at the 

same time the opinions of other observers and experts were in direct opposition, a more 

compassionate and fair response from a zoo cannot be expected. 

 

 
 Tuli, Mowgli ,at Dresden Zoo. Photograph: Xwe  

 
Switzerland 
 

In January 1999 fifteen demonstrators from PETA symbolically dripping red paint, protested the 

arrival of three baby elephants from South Africa at the Basel Zoo. The PETA protesters painted 

slogans on Basel Zoo buildings and left handprints in red paint around the Zoo.  The Swiss Animal 

Protection organisation said that the purchase of the baby elephants for Basel was inexplicable, 

because facilities to house elephants at the Basel Zoo were out of date. Apparently, the giant retailer 

Migros paid for the baby elephants as a ‘gift’ to the zoo, which was already under scrutiny by animal 

protectionists after two of its African elephants had died in 1997. According to PETA, one of the 

elephants died of complications stemming from a leg injury that resulted from an unexplained 

‘accident’ at the zoo.64 In 2000, the Captive Animals’ Protection Society investigated the conditions 

under which three of the Tuli elephants were being kept at the zoo in Basel. They were with three 

adult elephants that performed circus-type tricks and apparently the Tuli elephants were being trained 

to do so too. “Two keepers with whips (which were cracked a lot to ‘control’ the elephants) made 

them perform tricks such as carrying logs, picking up buckets and waving pieces of material, lifting 

trunks, lying down etc.”65 

 

                                         
63 Dresden Zoo, press release, 26 October 1998 
64 Environment News Service: http://ens.lycos.com/ens/jan99/1999L-01-15-01.html 
65 Captive Animals’ Protection Society Swiss Report, June 2000 
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Sandhurst Safaris 
 

On the 6th April 1999, after the NSPCA had signed an agreement that allowed six of the elephants 

were taken to the Fletcher’s Sandhurst Safaris, near Tosca in the North West Province, a hunting 

destination. In June 1999 another three Tulis were translocated to Sandhurst.  

 

Gareth Patterson, in his book Dying to be Free claims that lions, leopards, lynx, elephants, giraffes, 

rhinoceross, Cape buffalo, Indian buffalo are hunted at Sandhurst and lions are bred for ‘canned 

hunting’ purposes. The Sunday Times revealed that Sandhurst also has a licence to shoot 

elephants.66 Animal rights organisations were extremely concerned about the safety of the elephants 

that went to Sandhurst because they feared they would be hunted and killed in the future. Posing as 

a tourist Clive Ramsbottom, from WAG, telephoned Sandhurst and spoke to the daughter. He asked 

if they had any animals to hunt and she replied that they had two rhinoceross to hunt immediately and 

that they also had elephants but they were too young to hunt. NSPCA inspectors were denied access 

to Sandhurst to monitor the Tuli elephants that were sent there.67  

 

It seems unclear whether Ghiazza still owned the elephants that went to Sandhurst. According to 

Constance Hoogkamer, a nature conservation official in the North West Province, Sandhurst had paid 

Ghiazza for lions which he had not delivered and that, unofficially, Sandhurst took the elephants as 

part payment.68 It is unknown what has become of these elephants although a report in the Sunday 

Times claimed that four of the Tuli elephants were sold to Sandhurst in 2001.69 The remaining five 

elephants were sold to Craig Saunders. Xwe and ECN are currently investigating whether some of 

the elephants that were exported to the Czech Republic in 2003 were in fact some of the Tulis.     
 

 

Who was who in the Contentious Tuli Zoo: Ideological Divides and Vested 
Interests   
 
The fallout from the treatment of these young elephants was really all about the lucrative trade in wild 

animals, that is, who controls it, who makes the money and who supports and opposes it. What was 

really at stake and what ideological positions were taken and by whom, were further muddied by the 

way some of the media chose to cover the issues. This made it very difficult for the uninitiated public 

to navigate its way through the Tuli quagmire. In some cases the media called conservation 
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organisations animal welfarists, referred to animal welfarists as animal rightists and called animal 

rightists ‘bunny huggers’, conservationists, animal welfarists or nothing at all.       

 

"The Tuli Elephants Don't Know How Lucky they Are": Using the Tuli Issue To Attack 
Animal Rights  
 

Two well-respected South African human rights organisations, People Opposing Woman Abuse 

(POWA) and the Black Sash made use of the Tuli issue to gain public support for themselves and to 

castigate the animal rights position. POWA ran a television advertisement, which claimed that 

unfortunately, most people care more for abused animals than for abused women. In a similar vein, 

the Black Sash ran a newspaper advertisement, which had as its slogan, "The Tuli Elephants Don't 

Know How Lucky they Are".70  

 

Animal rights discourse is not solely about seeking justice for animals and neither is it an either/or 

situation. Animal rights fights for the rights of animals within the context of an overall programme of 

social justice and takes cognisance of the inter-connectedness of all things. Child abuse, the abuse of 

women, poverty, racism and speciesism are all seen as part of the same continuum and the need for 

a more caring and just society.  According to animal rights’ philosophy, animal exploitation involves 

species bias (speciesism), and is as morally unacceptable as other irrelevant criteria such as race, 

sexual orientation, or class, in determining membership in the moral universe.71 In attempting to take 

advantage of a legitimate campaign, both POWA and the Black Sash fell victim to the strong 

propaganda of the mainstream conservation groups which accused animal rights ‘bunny-huggers’ of 

caring more for animals than for people. In doing so, they aligned themselves with the hunting 

industry, the international trade in animals (illegal and legal) and the pro-gun lobby.  

 
 
The Pro Sustainable Utilisation Lobby: Trying to put a lid on it  
 

“Wildlife professionals remain firmly embedded in the historic paradigm of conservation while 

the public increasingly is converted to the expanding paradigm of environmentalism…Faced 

with this knowledge, wildlife professionals, when they notice, argue the public is wrong and 

attempt to reconvert them”72 

 

Instead of condemning AGS, mainstream conservation organisations showed their support for the 

cruel (but lucrative) trade in animals and helped Ghiazza to negotiate and navigate his way through 

the controversy. This included assisting in the development of ‘standards’ for elephant training rather 
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than joining the call by animal protection organisation for the ban on sending African elephants to 

zoos, circuses and safari parks. By doing this, they supported cruel and unethical methods.  But as 

Sheldrick pointed out, “evidence of brutality and trauma were glaringly obvious - in the eyes of the 

elephants, in the abscesses and wounds, in their vocalisations and their behaviour. Yet, each and 

every South African expert witness seemed blind to all this, and were adamant that the elephants 

were not being cruelly treated! The East African contingent was stunned, as were the many 

international Animal Welfare observers, who, in the eyes of the Rhinoceros and Elephant Foundation 

were all radical Animal Rightists with a sinister "ulterior motive." Even the South African NSPCA was 

accused of being in the same camp, manipulated by the dreaded Animal Rightists!”73  

 

From the outset, the three largest South African mainstream conservation organisations, WWF-SA, 

WESSA and the EWT, together with the Rhinoceros and Elephant Foundation (REF), led by its 

controversial and outspoken director Andrew McKenzie, closed ranks and were quick to publicly 

support Ghiazza. All these organisations actively promote and support ‘sustainable utilisation’ (where 

wild animals are seen as a ‘renewable resource’), the trade in wild animals, the ‘game’ industry and 

hunters. As a consequence they distanced themselves from the ethical issues that were raised. 

  

This grouping made maximum use of the print and visual media and ran a well-oiled media machine, 

issuing joint press releases and making use of scientific and technical arguments in order to win over 

public support. In addition, they used misinformation in order to score political points by deriding 

animal rights as a dangerous and radical philosophy and attacking so-called 'wealthy animal rights 

organisations. They accused animal rights groups of manipulating the public through the media and 

cleverly painted the NSPCA as an animal rights organisation thereby trying to persuade the public not 

to support the NSPCA over the Tuli elephant issue. 

 

Illustrative of how threatened they felt is the letter signed by WESSA, EWT, WWF, REF and the 

South African Game Organisation and sent to the Department of Environment and Tourism 

requesting it to appoint a commission of enquiry into the activities of animal rights organisations in 

South Africa.74  

 

In keeping with the sustainable/consumptive use position that they took the WWF-SA, WESSA and 

the EWT released a joint press release (6 October 1998) in support of the capture and training of the 

young Tulis. Essentially, this press statement: failed to criticise Ghiazza/AGS or training methods 

involved; berated the NSPCA; failed to take a position against the cruelty involved; and called on the 

NSPCA to ‘co-operate’ with Ghiazza. At the time, commentators were amazed at their response but 
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an in-depth understanding of the genre of sustainable use reveals that this response was totally in 

keeping with their ideological framework.   

 

It was only after the Carte Blanche expose and the concomitant public outcry that the sustainable 

utilisation lobby began to shift their position. They began to back-pedal as soon as it became evident 

that their notion of conservation and what it represents, i.e. sustainable utilisation, was under threat. It 

was also becoming clear that they were losing money and membership.  Both EWT and WESSA, as 

a direct result of their position in relation to the Tuli elephants, lost members.  As Dr McKenzie later 

admitted, “Their support of the concept of sustainable utilisation is costing these organisations dearly, 

and they would be wise to re-examine this support.”75  

 

To try and regain credibility the mainstream conservation organisations began to use and incorporate 

welfarist language and made public statements deploring the ‘cruelty’ at African Game Services. 

Indeed, in order to do damage control, in late October 1998, they put out a second media release 

admitting that they had not fully recognised the scale of the mistreatment and endorsing the pro-

sustainable use Committee on Elephant Training and Welfare, which had been working with Ghiazza.  

But this was not followed up by any tangible campaigns or long-term outcomes. Today, it is still very 

much a case of ‘business as usual’. 

 

Mainstream Conservation Organisations    
 

The World Wide Fund-South Africa 

 
As soon as the Tuli debacle broke, WWF-SA chose to take an unconscionable position with the 

Chairman, Ian McDonald saying, "Mr Ghiazza runs a bona fide operation."76 Following the huge 

public outcry after the Carte Blanche programme on 4 July 1999, it became blatantly obvious that the 

Tuli issue was not going to simply go away. In fact, the lid had been blown right off and, from the big 

conservation organisations’ perspective, there was a real need for urgent damage control. In an 

amazing turnaround, the WWF-SA released a public statement decrying the cruelty that was shown 

on Carte Blanche. It asked the public to support a fund to remove the remaining fourteen elephants to 

an alternative facility so as "to preclude any possibility of a further recurrence of such cruelty". An 

interesting feature of this press release was that they now shifted the blame of cruelty on to the 

NSPCA by asking why the NSPCA had allowed this to occur while the elephants were in the 

NSPCA's custody.  

                                         
75 McKenzie, Andrew. Comment. Wild Game & Hunt, September 1999 
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PETA, an international animal rights organisation, said that the WWF had taken far too long to act on 

behalf of the elephants and urged it to "accept its responsibility for prolonging the agony of these 

magnificent wild animals. If it had stepped up and objected immediately to the capture of wild 

elephants for commercial gain, the most recently videotaped beatings might never have happened."77  

PETA appealed to WWF-SA to act swiftly and decisively so that the remaining babies either be 

released into a reserve; or euthanased. PETA also appealed to WWF-SA to, "Please stop looking at 

them as "specimens" and do what is right for each individual animal."78 On the same day that WWF-

SA received the letter from PETA, they announced the details of the Tuli Elephants “rescue 

operation". Part of this plan was to buy nine of the fourteen elephants for R500 000. This decsion was 

reached after a meeting between the Minister of Environmental Affairs and Tourism, Mohammed Valli 

Moosa, the Deputy Minister of Agriculture and Land Affairs, WWF-SA and the NSPCA. Ghiazza 

supposedly donated the money back to WWF-SA to purchase land for conservation in the proposed 

Dongola Transfrontier Park to extend elephant habitat. 

 

The Wildlife and Environment Society of Southern Africa (WESSA) 

 
WESSA’s policy document on Wildlife and specifically in relation to the Tuli elephants claimed that 

the “welfare of all animals is of great importance to the WESSA. This principle underpins our 

policies”, but at the same time they state that they support the sustainable utilisation of elephants and 

that the consumptive use of wild animals is “guided” by sustainable utilisation and “preserving 

biodiversity”.79 This policy is rather confusing as welfare and ethical issues will be subservient to 

notions of sustainable utilisation. Therefore, how is it possible for the welfare of animals to underpin 

their policies? 
 

The Endangered Wildlife Trust (EWT) 

 
“We have been in business for over 25 years, and we intend to continue to champion the cause of scientifically 

based, sustainable utilisation of wildlife resources”80 

 

Clive Walker, James Clarke and Neville Anderson founded the EWT in 1973. Membership and 

corporate bodies fund it. It has a close working relationship with SA Wild Game & Hunt magazine, 

which has called on its readers to join EWT as a way to counter the animal rights movement. EWT 
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takes the position that it is more concerned with "conserving biodiversity" and not "primarily 

concerned with animal welfare issues", that is, species vs. individuals, and that trade in animals is the 

only way to save them.81 Although, rather confusingly, they argue that although they are for 

sustainable use, cruel and inhumane treatment of wild animals is unacceptable. 

 

EWT was opposed to the removal of the elephants from AGS and the then Director of EWT, John 

Ledger (who seemed to be the main voice and policy decision-maker in the organisation), was 

particularly malicious in his response to issues raised by events around the Tuli elephants. In an 

article in Endangered Wildlife Ledger spelt out EWT's role and position, and he used the analogy of 

the children’s story Babar the Elephant (the author Jean De Brunhoff was not an animal rightist but 

her story did encourage kindness, compassion and respect for animals) to do this.82  The main tenet 

of his rather bizarre theory is that only people in the North have the wrong idea that elephants have 

human qualities, i.e. friendly, intelligent, have strong family bonds, look after their babies, mourn their 

dead, and are in all respects "thoroughly nice people...er…Pachyderms". Ledger belittles the notion 

of being sensitised to suffering and strongly implies that this is a misinformed Northern response as a 

result of Babar the Elephant type-propaganda.  

 

He goes on to argue, rather patronisingly, that it is not surprising that in Africa there is no resonance 

of Babar the Elephant and this is because Africans get “stomped on by elephants” and that Africans 

know that elephants are very big, wild, life-threatening, destroy crops, huts and water and when their 

numbers grow they wreak havoc on their habitat until it resembles a desert. This theory incorrectly 

assumes that Africans, by definition, cannot be animal rights people, i.e. that Africans, apart from not 

being able to look at scientific evidence to the contrary, by definition have no emotions and do not 

care about animals in distress. In many ways this argument feeds into the old colonial, narrowly 

defined position of ‘simple’ Africans by creating a linear, monolithic view of Africans. It also fails to 

take into account African mythology with regard to elephants or notions of respect towards elephants 

embedded within African culture.   

 

Ledger also vehemently attacked the animal rights movement, referring to them as animal rights 

“zealots from the ‘First World’ who are destructive, unwelcome and interventionist.” Ledger argues 

that "the sustainable use movement (largely represented through the IUCN) is deeply distrustful of 

the animal rights movement, and IFAW has twice been refused membership of the IUCN at its 

triennial general assemblies"83 His basic premise is that the IUCN ideology is based on scientific 

principles implying, rather disingenuously, that the opposing view (that of animal rights and welfare) is 

not based on scientific principles. 
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EWT claimed that the capturing of the young elephants was "no more cruel than many game 

relocations" - this does not say much as it is well-known that there is massive cruelty in the wild 

animal relocation industry. The fact is that there was enormous cruelty and suffering involved in their 

capture. Ledger admitted that none of the conservation organisations (EWT, WESSA, WWF-SA) had 

“actually seen the elephants or their holding facilities, but we assumed the Indonesian mahouts knew 

all about training elephants because they and their forefathers had been involved for centuries."84 So, 

although they admitted that they had made a mistake with regard to the cruelty issue they make 

reference to the mahouts, who could not cope with the “strong, defiant juveniles”.    

 

Ledger’s response to the footage that appeared on Carte Blanche in July 1999 was dismissive and 

verging on conspiratorial.  He wrote that, "people poured out their anger at the abuse of Babar the 

Elephant” and that the “video was cleverly edited to include overseas file material showing other 

incidents of brutality to elephants.” He also argued that because of all the criminality in SA and the 

seemingly endless flood of abuse of women and children the public projected their outrage towards 

those they perceived to be abusing the “baby” elephants. This implies that it is not a legitimate 

concern but merely a projected one. He also deliberately misled his readers by saying that the protest 

at AGS was attended by “hundreds of white people”. There were at least 7 000 people at the protest 

and one can only wonder what he is trying to imply with regard to “whites”? How many black 

members does EWT have? According to Ledger all the public anger from “ a vociferous but tiny white 

minority of white South Africans, abetted by the powerful animal rightists movement of the First World 

that had its own agenda for getting involved, and has lots of money in the bank as a result.” Again 

Ledger espouses a conspiracy theory.  

 

Ledger also attacked journalists who were critical of the sustainable use NGOs, saying that they had 

animal rightist “leanings” and implying that this was subversive and that they were not entitled to hold 

such views.    

 

EWT draws the analogy that the same people who oppose culling said that they would rather see the 

Tulis killed than be taken into bondage. To an uninformed reader it may imply that these people (i.e. 

animal rightists) have ‘turned’ and are now making a case for culling. Clearly Ledger missed the 

point, some animal rightists would argue that if these animals could not be saved or returned to the 

wild they would be better off dead than to suffer as they were. This in no way means support for 

culling. Animal rightists take this position in relation to animals in laboratories, that is, if they cannot 
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be given a better life they are better off dead. It is all a result of an unnatural and cruel situation 

contrived by human beings usually driven by profit, greed and science gone mad.  

 

There is obvious pressure on government from ‘wise-use’ NGOs, such as EWT, to “prevent any more 

debacles like this one”. To “put the house in order” and that the government “has the emphatic 

support and encouragement of the EWT in doing so”. The question is: how? Through marginalisation 

of opposing voices? Secrecy? Cover-ups? Collusion? Or lobbying government to get behind the 

sustainable use line? 

 

Rhino and Elephant Foundation (REF) 

 
Clive Walker, Anthony Hall-Martin and Peter Hitchins founded REF in 1987. Andrew McKenzie, a 

veterinarian, was appointed Director two months into the Tuli saga as a direct result of the need for 

REF to play a more proactive role in conservation activities. He was also the Managing Director of the 

website Wildnet Africa and the chairperson of the Wildlife Translocation Association of South Africa. 

McKenzie had a lengthy history with the Tuli, having worked there as a vet and as general manager 

of Mashatu game reserve He also has a close relationship with the Tuli Block Association as he is the 

son-in-law of the chairperson (Ted Steyn), which was the body responsible for selling the 30 

elephants to Ghiazza. 

 

During the Tuli elephant saga REF was the most outspoken of the mainstream conservation NGOs.  

It took a raucously anti-animal rights position and had the support of the established local mainstream 

conservation NGOs.  REF’s stance reflected the position taken by the other three conservation 

NGOs, but they were merely more unobtrusive. The REF waged a massive public media campaign, 

making use of the Internet (its website having as its slogan 'Help Save the Elephants of Tuli') and 

issuing frequent press releases. REF also called for the removal of the NSPCA Wildlife Unit, for the 

case against AGS to be dropped, for the NSPCA to be charged with cruelty and for the NSPCA to 

publicly apologise to the Minister of Agriculture and Land Affairs.85    

 

McKenzie was also at the forefront of putting forward conspiracy theories and of using smear tactics 

and misinformation to denigrate the animal rights and animal welfare organisations. In a 

memorandum ‘A Call for Resignation in the National Interest’ REF accused the NSPCA of “fomenting 

international conflict and openly collaborating with animal rights groups that organise riots and 

demonstrations….”86 In an interview in 2002, McKenzie said that animal rights organisations had 
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made US$ 70 million from the Tuli issue. When asked if he could verify this, he responded, “Sorry, 

no. I heard it from a reliable source at the time but it would not be verifiable and is obviously kept top 

secret.”87 

 

REF was linked to Ghiazza through his vet, Kobus du Toit. Du Toit was a former REF trustee and the 

director of a Section 21 company set up by Ghiazza to clinch the Tuli elephant deal. REF worked with 

African Game Services to prevent the NSPCA from removing the elephants and even tried to 

persuade reserves that offered to take the elephants not to do so.  

 

McKenzie resigned from the REF 14 July 1999 on live TV during a debate with the NSPCA He said: 

“The whole Tuli elephant saga is about accountability and I am accountable for disappointing the 

public and tarnishing the name of the foundation in pursuit of a complex and intricate battle against 

the international animal rights movement."88 McKenzie’s resignation points to a victory by the anti-

sustainable use lobby. However, it also shows that the other mainstream conservation organisations 

were willing to sacrifice him in order to ultimately come out on top with regard to the Tuli elephant 

issue. While they may have lost public support, through clever political lobbying they managed to 

contain the situation. After his resignation, McKenzie wrote in SA Game & Hunt, that the Tuli elephant 

issue brought about “the most pivotal period in the history of conservation in Southern Africa.”89  

 

In December 1999 the REF requested then Minister of Agriculture and Land Affairs, Derek Hanekom, 

to: remove the NSPCA Wildlife Unit and other NSPCA personnel from AGS because the NSPCA 

were responsible for fomenting international conflict and openly collaborating with animal rights 

groups that organise riots and demonstrations from within South Africa; and further to drop the case 

against African Game Services - not because welfare should not be paramount, but because of the 

damage they believed the case had done, and continues to do, to South Africa as a whole and to the 

country's international relations.90  

 

Elephant Management and Owners Association (EMOA) 

 
EMOA promotes elephant management, “conservation and welfare”. It is a "network of owners, 

scientists, specialists and conservation bodies."91 EMOA lobbies around policies with regard to 

elephant “conservation and welfare”. Their mission statement is “to promote and monitor the 

conservation, protection and welfare of the African elephant.” The Rhinoceros and Elephant 
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89 SA Game & Hunt, p13, September 1999 
90 REF press release 17 December 1999  
91 www.emoa.org.za 

http://allafrica.com/stories/199907150112.html
http://www.emoa.org.za/
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Foundation is a member of EMOA.  It produces hunting guidelines and is pro-trade and pro-

sustainable utilisation. 

 
Government Response to the Tuli Elephant Issue 
 
The South African government's response to the Tuli elephant reflects the lack of a consistent 

national policy with regard to animal issues and confusion around whether the Ministry of Agriculture 

and Land Affairs or the Ministry of Environmental Affairs and Tourism was responsible for animal-

related issues. This fact exacerbated the situation of the already frustrated role-players involved in 

the Tuli elephant issue.  

 

In reality, the Department of Agriculture had from the very beginning played an active role,sanctioned 

Ghiazza’s scheme and had, by its own admission, monitored the capture, transport, housing, care 

and ‘training’ of the Tulis.92 Furthermore, the government position is one of trade in animals and 

revenue generation through using animals. They would, as a result, not only vehemently defend 

animal traders but also, when presented with allegations of animal cruelty they would, as a matter of 

course, have to take a defensive position that maltreatment was not taking place in South Africa. 

Indeed, government, as sustainable use proponents, cannot readily admit to cruelty or include ethical 

considerations because it could ultimately lead to a reduction in trade and this does not fit within the 

sustainable use and development model. This would explain why the Department of Foreign Affairs 

immediately rejected the claims of cruel training of the Tuli elephants.93      

 

From the outset of the Tuli elephant issue the South African government, who should be the 

guardians of wild animals, was called on to intervene. In particular it was called on by the animal 

protection groups not to issue re-export permits which they argued would be in violation of Article IV 

of the CITES Convention, to which South Africa is a signatory. International and national animal 

NGOs appealed to the government not to do so because these wild elephants that were captured, 

transported and held under injurious and cruel conditions, were to be exported to ‘inappropriate’ and 

“unacceptable” destinations such as zoos and safari parks. In addition, in terms of CITES, the basic 

legal dispute taken up by the animal protection NGOs centred on whether the initial exportation of 

these elephants from Botswana to South Africa was in line with annotation 604. At the time, 

annotation 604 only allowed the initial export under Appendix I, that is, from Botswana to South 

Africa, while any re-export would have to take place according to Article III of CITES, that is, as an 

Appendix I export.   

 

                                         
92 Media Release by Mr Derek Hanekom, Minister for Agriculture and Land Affairs, 29 October 1998 
93 Pretoria News, 13 November 1999  
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Indeed, despite the controversy the South African government showed no compassion and allowed, 

and indeed actually facilitated, the export of these elephants by providing CITES import and re-export 

permits. In addition, the animal protection NGOs (including, amongst others, a number of 

international organisations such as: Care for the Wild (International); Born Free Foundation (UK); 

Greenpeace International; The Humane Society International; The RSPCA (UK); Save the Elephant 

(Kenya); The David Shepherd Conservation Foundation (UK); The Environmental Investigation 

Agency (UK); Tusk Force (UK); Zoocheck; Wildlife Protection Society of India; Deutsches 

Tierhilfswerk (Germany); and the International Wildlife Coalition pointed out that export under these 

circumstances raised questions about whether and when an animal may be treated under CITES as 

an ‘export’ as opposed to a ‘re-export’.94  

 

Lack of a consistent national policy was reflected when, on the 30 October 1998, the Minister of 

Agriculture and Land Affairs, Derek Hanekom issued a statement supporting the training of the Tuli 

elephants at AGS, arguing that it was a pilot project to determine whether it could be an alternative to 

culling. Derek Hanekom, illustrating the government’s clear lack of compassion and lack of 

understanding of the situation, also said: “training elephants would give them a better quality of life in 

zoos, safari parks …as they would be accustomed to human contact.” However, on the 10 December 

the same Minister issued another press release “deeply regretting the mistakes made in the 

treatment of the Tuli elephants.”95 

 

The overarching role played by provincial nature conservation authorities in facilitating the capture, 

holding, training, trade and export of the Tulis was significant. They provided open dealer/trader/zoo 

permits, issued transportation permits and issued export permits, including CITES permits. Original 

CITES permits were not issued for training but for resale only. Gauteng nature conservation 

department, at that time the CITES permits issuing office, allowed Ghiazza to import ten lions from 

Egypt and three from Senegal even though according to CITES regulations permits should not be 

issued for species which occur naturally in a country. Ghiazza was also given CITES permits to 

import 50 African elephants from Botswana in July 1998. Nature conservation authorities in the North 

West Province did not seem to have a problem issuing endless permits to hold and move animals, 

such as the young Tulis, but at the same time they refused to issue permits allowing the Tulis to leave 

once the NSPCA had obtained such permission from the Court. They also issued Saunders with 

permits to keep them and issued permits for the Tulis to go to Sandhurst. Constantinus Hoogkamer, 

Assistant Director of the Department of Tourism, Environment & Conservation in the North West 

                                         
94 CITES is not specific about the period of time that can elapse before a “re-export” becomes an “export.” 
95 Press release issued by DALA, 15 December 1998 
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Province, commented that their MEC, Khasu was “furious with Minister Valli Moosa for going around 

him and making a statement regarding the elephants.”96  

 

The massive public outcry and international threats of tourism boycotts were beginning to damage 

South Africa's image as a tourist destination. The newly-appointed Minister of Environmental Affairs 

and Tourism, Valli Moosa was then forced to intervene, thereby sidelining the Minister of Agriculture 

and Land Affairs. A press release issued on 8 July 1999 by the Minister of Environmental Affairs and 

Tourism condemned the cruel treatment of the fourteen remaining elephants at AGS but it reaffirmed 

its commitment to, ‘the sustainable use of our natural resources’.  On 9 July 1999 a meeting between 

Minister Moosa, the Deputy Minister of Agriculture and Land Affairs, the NSPCA, and the WWF, 

agreed that: 

 

1. The elephants would be moved as soon as possible for their welfare to suitable facilities. 

2. WWF-SA would buy the remaining elephants. 

 
It is worth noting that that when government stepped in to do damage control, fourteen possible 

release sites for relocation were easily found. Furthermore, “the alternative options of semi-captive 

facilities or euthanasia were rejected on the assumption that release into the wild was a viable 

option.”97 Ultimately, the Tuli elephant issue did not effect changes to official government policy with 

regard to sustainable utilisation. As a result of the Tuli Elephant Debacle, Government had not only 

re-committed itself to trade, but it had deliberately left the door wide open for individuals to continue 

to make a quick buck off the suffering of wild animals. In so doing, it also ensured that compassion 

continued to be seen as a threat to the profitable trade in wild animals. 

 

Animal Protection Groups: A Global Approach 
 

The Tuli elephant issue provided a platform for a united campaign between overseas and local 

animal protection (animal rights and animal welfare) groups who were opposed to trade in elephants 

and their sale to other countries, supported by internationally acclaimed researchers and experts. 

This alliance consisted of, amongst others, the following local groups: NSPCA; Sekai Trust; AGA; 

WAG; International IFAW-SA; and the following international organisations: Humane Society 

International; PETA and Care for the Wild.  

 

This campaign saw these groups pitted against mainstream conservationists.  The reason these 

various groups could work together, despite the ideological differences between animal rights and 

                                         
96 Minutes of a Meeting held in Rustenburg on 30 July 1999 between Janet Schofield of Local Authority 
Watchdog and Mr Constantinus Hoogkamer 
97 WWF-SA Media Release, 16 July 1999 
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animal welfare discourse, was because they fought for a common outcome.98 The campaign centred 

on the single issue of releasing calves back into a natural habitat, ideally their home ranges. It was 

thus a single-issue campaign. The Animal Rights/Animal Protection Organisations wanted the 

conservation organisations to join them in asking the South African government to end the trade in 

wild-caught elephants. PETA's president, Ingrid Newkirk, in a letter to WWF-SA wrote,  

 

“Conservationists will be loathed by those who now support it if organizations like yours 

support the disgusting treatment of the Tuli elephants. WWF-SA needs to condemn such 

abuse, work for the elephants' release from Ghiazza's, and make sure Ghiazza ends his 

operations in South Africa. I believe your donors and the international humane community 

agree on this."99 

 

Given the South African context of support and promotion of resourcism with regard to wild animals; 

the vested interests at work; and the powerful alliance between mainstream conservation 

organisations and the wildlife industry, it soon became evident that the battle-lines were drawn 

ideologically, between those who supported sustainable utilisation discourse and those that did not.   

 

As a result of the Tuli elephant debate, the mainstream conservationist NGOs accused animal rights 

groups from outside of Africa of being responsible for the challenge to sustainable utilisation inside 

South Africa. This was an attempt by the conservationists to manipulate North-South development 

discourse (a case of the industrialised North acting against the interests of the South) in order to 

discredit the anti-sustainable use argument. Mainstream conservation NGOs had used this argument 

before during the 1997 CITES down-listing of elephants debate. It is worth looking at in more detail.   

 

The basis of their argument was that the West has no right to tell Africa how to manage its resources. 

This position raises a number of problems: 

• The value system in which mainstream conservation NGOs is grounded, namely anthropocentric 

resourcism, is itself a western concept; 

• It could be argued that mainstream conservation organisations are exploiting the fact that African 

countries tend to protect short-term economic interests above long-term environmental concerns 

because they are very often preoccupied with matters of physical survival and therefore are open 

to short-term solutions to meet the need for immediate access to financial resources. This 

effectively means that African governments could easily be influenced by the positions taken by 

powerful anti-environmental, pro-trade and consumptive-use organisations; 

                                         
98 Francione, Gary. Rain Without Thunder: The Ideology of the Animal Rights Movement,  
Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1996 
99 Letter from PETA’s Ingrid Newkirk to WWF-SA, 4 November 1998 
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• By arguing that Africans will only ensure that a species will survive if they can profit from it they 

are employing traditionally conservative, white-based, colonial conservation theory; 

• There is also the implication that Africans are not capable of being concerned for other life forms, 

that is, the notion of the ‘savage African’. 

 

The truth of the matter was that headmen and chiefs in the Tuli Block had informed a South African 

environmental group, Sekai, (established by Gareth Patterson) about the capture and sale of the 

thirty elephants.  It was also apparent that the community had not been consulted and that they were 

annoyed by the capture of the elephants. Based on this information Sekai alerted the NSPCA and 

international animal protection groups. At the same time, the NSPCA Wildlife Unit undertook an 

investigation as a result of an advertisement in a local magazine that had been placed by African 

Game Services (under the name of the Elephant Training Centre) advertising a project to “train 

African elephants for gainful ‘employment’.”    

 

The basis of the animal protection alliance’s arguments was ethical issues, that is, animals are 

sentient beings (not merely a collection of marketable resources) that have an inherent right to live 

out their lives naturally and free from human interference and cruelty. They followed the 

‘precautionary principle’, which gives the benefit to a species if there is any doubt. The alliance 

argued that the profit motive rather than the interests of individual animals drives conservationists 

because of their promotion and support of the concept of sustainable utilisation. They argued that 

commercial and consumptive use is not an effective tool for saving wild animals and that 

conservationist NGOs saw consumptive use as a means of ensuring their existence without having to 

change. The animal rights groups within the alliance argued that there are other alternatives to 

sustainable utilisation and that these should also be given fair consideration. Furthermore, they 

pointed out that African elephants already pay their way through non-hunting tourism - more so than 

any other wild animal.  

 

By collaborating and incorporating respected and world-renowned elephant behaviour experts, such 

as Sheldrick and Poole, the alliance argued that the elephant calves were being subjected to cruelty, 

torture and stress. They criticised conditions at AGS on the following grounds: 

1. The warehouse environment was inappropriate, stressful and noisy;  

2. The elephants were cruelly treated because they were hobbled by the front legs and chained by 

the back legs. Their back legs were chained together and stretched backwards by chains fixed to 

the concrete so that they could not stand in a natural and relaxed manner; 

3.  The calves were separated from one another so that they could not touch or comfort each other; 

4.  The calves were unable to lie down (which is the natural position for baby elephants to sleep in) 

and they were deliberately deprived of sleep and therefore exhausted; 
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5. The calves were kept short of food and water in order to try and force them into submissive 

obedience – there was physical evidence of dehydration and starvation; 

6. Their eyes, which were unnaturally wide and staring, indicated immense trauma, exhaustion and 

fear;  

7. Evidence of the brutality of mahout-style training was clearly visible from lesions around their 

heads, suppurating wounds on their heads, trunks, upper front legs, chain burns and wounds and 

swelling back legs;  

8. Buckets of water were constantly and repeatedly thrown in their faces;  

9. The removal of dependent elephant calves from their family groups was unethical, humanely 

unacceptable and cruel. The alliance quoted the new policy document for the Management of 

Elephants in the Kruger National Park that stated that, “the translocation of juvenile animals is 

inhumane and therefore undesirable. This option will no longer be practiced..…” 

 

The alliance attacked the mainstream conservationist ‘management’ practices, which it argued was 

driven by economics rather than scientific evidence. The conservationists had argued that the 

removal of young calves was a good solution to elephant over-population in that area. The alliance 

argued that there was no ‘scientific’ data to support the forced removal of the elephant calves and 

pointed out that the removal of young elephants as a means of population control is ineffective as this 

has no significant impact on consumption of vegetation, population size, and growth. They argued 

that there was no clear policy on elephant population size and habitat conservation in the Tuli Block 

apart from an often-stated belief that there are simply ‘too many’. Furthermore, the findings from a 

recently conducted population count, which highlighted the huge range of fluctuation in the Tuli 

elephant population, was blatantly ignored. Reference to a ‘starving’ and ‘over-populated’ elephant 

population in the Tuli Block seemed merely to be a means of propaganda so as mislead and gain 

support from the public.       

 

The mainstream conservationists criticised the animal rights organisations for using the Tulis to 

increase the size of their bank accounts. This criticism has some foundation, particularly in relation to 

the international NGOs and to some degree to the NSPCA. For example, the NSPCA did not open a 

separate Tuli bank account, thereby making financial transparency difficult. Furthermore, several 

international NGOs ran advertisements in their newsletters asking their members to “help the Tuli 

elephants’ – it is difficult to quantify how much money was received by them and if so where this 

money went.    

 

Also worth mentioning is the role that the international NGOs played. It is true that they were able to 

do so because there was obviously a lack of capacity in South Africa but, more positively, it was also 

an indication of the unique nature of the animal rights movement that mainly uses technology, 
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through the internet, to network globally, to take on joint campaigns and to act in solidarity in order to 

act together – often, and systematically, on one-issue campaigns against a gross universal injustice.       

 

The NSPCA: Caught in the Middle? 
 

It is worth singling out the ideological attacks by the sustainable use lobby on the NSPCA as a result 

of the role it played in the Tuli elephant issue. The NSPCA has traditionally always supported 

sustainable utilisation.  It therefore had no reason to expect the negative reaction it received from the 

conservation organisations when they tried to put an end to animal abuse. The SA Game & Hunt 

Magazine maintained that, “The SPCA was never opposed to the utilisation of animals for human 

requirements. They accepted that millions of animals were annually slaughtered or hunted for human 

consumption in South Africa – as long as these animals were treated humanely … and never 

obstructed the concept of the “sustainable utilisation of wildlife."100 However, a close working 

relationship (financial, advisory, and moral support) developed between the NSPCA and the more 

vocal animal protection and animal rights groups. The NSPCA was therefore criticised by the REF for 

its “activist stance”. Whether the sustainable use lobby actually believed that the NSPCA had made 

an ideological and policy shift with regard to sustainable utilisation and animal rights, or whether they 

merely postulated this as a smear tactic and/or as a lever to bring the NSPCA 'back into line', is an 

issue that needs to be researched further.  

 

Given the welfare paradigm within which the NSPCA works it is highly unlikely that they have made a 

paradigm shift toward animal rights. One can argue that it was probably more a case of ideological 

naivety and the lack of ability to foresee the consequences on the part of the Executive Director of the 

NSPCA, Marcelle French (now Meredith) rather than the case of it becoming an animal rights 

organisation. Their position is succinctly encapsulated in the following French quote, “Sustainable 

utilisation and cruelty cannot be compared. Least of all cruelty cannot be found to be an acceptable 

form of sustainable utilisation.”101  Indeed, French has, on a number of occasions, reiterated that the 

primary concern of the NSPCA is ‘cruelty to animals’ and the ‘prevention of further cruelty’ in terms of 

the Animal Protection Act, and that the characterisation of their efforts during the Tuli elephant issue 

as an animal rights campaign was an attempt to move from cruelty to animals to a divisive 

philosophical debate. 

 

Interrogating Policies 
 
The plight of the little Tulis called into question South Africa’s policies with regard to wildlife 

management, the translocation of animals, the ethics of ‘training’ wild animals, the lack of 

                                         
100 SA Hunt & Game, October 1999 
101 From NSPCA press release, 8 October 1998 
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incorporating concern for individuals into mainstream conservation thinking, particularly in relation to 

a species that has a complex social structure similar to humans. Despite the rhetoric and promises, 

ultimately these issues have still not been addressed nor have animal welfare issues been 

incorporated into mainstream conservation polices or government thinking. Legislation that takes 

ethical issues into consideration has not been initiated, contrary to what mainstream conservationists 

feared would happen.102 The current decision taken by the Kruger National Park that it is going to kill 

3 000 elephants reflects that there has been no change in policy. More worrying, despite indisputable 

evidence that elephants as a species, and as individuals, are emotionally on a par with humans, is 

that ‘resource managers’ continue to commit genocide with very little outcry from South Africans. One 

wonders what the response would be if government decided there were 3 000 people too many in a 

particular area and they had to be culled?      

 

Other areas of concern and outcomes are: 

• Although Ghiazza has been found guilty of cruelty, he continues his animal trading business 

as before. Indeed, according to Xwe, he has not only exported wild-caught elephant to the 

Czech Republic but he currently has a two-year-old baby elephant on his property that he 

wants to send to Saudi Arabia. Pressure applied by animal protection groups on the North 

West provincial nature conservation authorities have to date stopped them from issuing 

Ghiazza with a permit to export this little elephant.  

• There is no proper monitoring of the Tuli elephants and this has led to a number of 

unanswered questions about their whereabouts and well-being.  

•  Animal rights and animal welfare groups remain fractured and reactive instead of using what 

they had learned from the Tuli issue to encourage sustainable and local support.  

• Although at the outset the NSPCA claimed that they were pressurising the South African 

government to stop the importation of more elephants into South Africa, this has been 

decidedly unsuccessful.  In fact there the capturing, importation and training of young wild-

caught elephants is on the increase, for example the importation in 2002 from Zimbabwe of 

twelve orphaned elephants, whose mothers had been killed as a result of a ‘cull’ by Kapama, 

a private game farm for ‘elephant-backed safaris’. 

• Even though, as a result of the Tuli elephants, mainstream conservation organisations 

learned to take on the language of animal welfare, the fact is that they have not suddenly 

been imbued with an ecological conscience. Sustainable utilisation discourse is a 

cornerstone of their policies, a raison d’etre for their existence, a source of revenue, and the 

basis for their alliances with hunting organisations and the ‘wildlife industry’ 

 

                                         
102 See Nel, in African Wildlife, vol 53 no 2, March/April 1999, WESSA 
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The Tuli elephant debacle was not merely a case of ‘misunderstandings and mishandlings’, nor was it 

an issue that caused division ‘where there really should not be any’, as Karen Trendler, Director of 

Wildcare, tried to make a case for. The issue goes much deeper than that. It reflects the differences 

in how people view their relationship with nature, either as a ‘sustainable resource’ or as part of an 

intricate web of interconnectedness. As a result of extensive national and international media 

coverage, the Tuli elephant saga achieved what few environmental organisations could. It made 

South African environmental discourse a public issue - internationally, nationally and locally; it 

brought the concept and practice of sustainable utilisation under international scrutiny and criticism; 

and it provided the means for ordinary South Africans to question the traditional approaches towards 

the environment and to re-think their relationship with nature. 

 

Individuals and organisations that are strongly in favour of the recreational killing of wild animals 

previously dominated issues around wildlife in South Africa. The Tuli elephants have made it possible 

for other voices around the issue of wildlife to be heard. As Mittelman points out, “...submerged 

responses to environmental use (or abuse) may in turn be transformed into organised political 

resistance.”103  

 

The most important lesson, however, is that despite the furore, despite the protest, despite legal 

processes most of these elephants have been sentenced to a life of hell. And this, more than 

anything is the lesson we, as human beings and South Africans should be taking away with us – 

never again, never again.  

                                         
103 Mittleman, James. Globalisation and Environmental Resistance Politics. Third World Quarterly Vol. 19, No. 
5, (p850) pp. 847 - 872, 1998 
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Appendix A: Straighforward Abuse Becomes Bureaucratic Minefield 
 

The accused 
 
 Riccardo Ghiazza – owner of African Game Services (AGS) 

 Henry Wayne Stockigt – ‘project manager’ and an employee of AGS. He was also an ex-

ranger with the Protrack Anti-poaching unit in Hoedspruit. NSPCA monitor, Andries Venter, 

filmed Stockigt savagely and repeatedly beating a female elephant called Sarah with a broken 

broomstick and his fists. When Stockigt was asked why he had beaten the elephant, he 

replied, "That's the way I was trained."104   

 Craig Saunders, who bought five of the elephants for a supposed R750 000 and was allegedly 

party to the cruelty, was acquitted in May 2002 in terms of Section 174 of the Animal 

Protection Act, that is, that there was no evidence to prove that he was the owner or in 

possession of the elephants at the time  

 Two Indonesian mahouts, Orustinus Parwanto (23) and Yanto Sugiyanto (25), who conducted 

the training were also charged under the Animal Protection Act but they were never 

prosecuted as they disappeared, despite the fact that their passports had been confiscated.       

 

The case as it unfolded 
 
On 14 August 1998, the NSPCA Wildlife Unit inspected the premises of AGS. They said they saw 

young elephants tethered and chained and unable to touch each other that were “wide-eyed and 

making high pitched sounds”.   

 

On 2 September 1998, the NSPCA returned with a search warrant and took video footage of the 

treatment meted out to fourteen elephants kept in a warehouse at AGS. These were the first of a 

group of 30 elephants that were sent to AGS (the remainder arrived in 1999). The footage showed:105 

 

 Injuries on some of the calves’ legs, faces and bodies;  

 The young elephants hobbled and chained by both back and front legs - making it virtually 

impossible for the animals to lie down; 

 Trainers (mahouts) constantly goading and threatening calves; 

 Terrified young elephants being dragged around by older Asian elephant cows; 

 Several of the young calves reacting aggressively towards their handlers; 

 Calves being denied drinking water - splashed with it, but not allowed to drink until they had 

pleased their masters, at which point they were hand-watered; 

                                         
104 Sunday Times, 11 July 1999 
105 From Carte Blanche website http://www.mnet.co.za/CarteBlanche/Display/Display.asp?Id=1692 

http://www.mnet.co.za/CarteBlanche/Display/Display.asp?Id=1692
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 The implements used by the mahouts to train the young calves - all designed to inflict pain 

and injury; one implement is a wooden rod with a broken drill-bit embedded in the front. 

 

Ghiazza instituted a high court action preventing the video footage from being shown publicly. 

Effectively this meant that it was difficult to keep the issue alive in the public domain. As a result, the 

media interest in the young elephants waned.  This footage106 was submitted by the NSPCA to 

internationally renowned elephant experts, Daphne Sheldrick, Dr Joyce Poole, Dr Iain Douglas-

Hamilton and Randall Moore, for scientific evaluation. The video was also shown to Anna Woodd, an 

elephant researcher at the Addo Elephant National Park. In a letter written after she had seen the 

video Woodd wrote,  

 

“...nothing could have prepared me for what I have just seen. I am shocked and appalled…”107  

 

Sheldrick wrote after she had seen the video, 

 

 ”I was appalled at the unacceptable cruelty this tape exposed. This cannot and should not be 

condoned by any civilised society. It contravenes the code of acceptable conduct in dealing 

with animals and reveals torture, torment and blatant cruelty.” 108  

 

 On 14 October 1998, the NSPCA was granted an ‘order to seize’ to protect the animals from further 

abuse pending the outcome of the criminal case. Ghiazza immediately applied for a revocation of this 

order.  

 

Late in October, the Botswana government suspended the capture permits for another 20 elephants 

destined for AGS, until it was clear that it could be deemed an ‘appropriate and acceptable 

destination’ in terms of CITES annotation 604. These permits have never been reinstated    

 

On 2 December 1998, the NSPCA was again given the right to seize the elephants and move them to 

a place of safety. Provincial authorities did not grant the permits ‘timeously’ thereby giving Ghiazza 

time to file a Supreme Court Application to review the magistrate’s decision.  

 

On 8 December 1998, the German Minister of Environment, Juergen Trittin, induced the CITES 

Management Authority to cancel the import permits already issued – a decision that was over-ruled 

by a court order one week later. 

 

                                         
106 NSPCA footage, 2 September 1998 
107 Anna Woodd letter, dated 5th October 1998, Xwe Tuli Archives  
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On 9 December 1998, the Supreme Court ruled that the NSPCA could only have ‘custody on site’, 

that is, at AGS, until a Judge had reviewed the magistrate’s ruling.  

 

On 13th January 1999, seven elephants were transported to European zoos. 

 

In February and June 1999, nine elephants were sent to Sandhurst Safaris, although they continued 

to be owned by Ghiazza. 

 

Under NSPCA ‘protection’, the remaining fourteen elephants continued to be subjected to cruel 

treatment. This was substantiated by video footage taken in May and June 1999 by NSPCA monitors, 

which showed: elephants being brutally beaten by Ghiazza’s employees and mahouts. Again, the 

NSPCA was legally prevented from making this footage public. However, when the NSPCA sent the 

video footage to elephant expert Dahne Sheldrick for her input she decided to release the footage to 

South African television programme Carte Blanche. When asked what made her contact the 

programme she said, “I was down there [South Africa] and saw a lot of the earlier footage and what 

was taking place at Ghiazza’s compound. I was then sent another tape showing those terrible 

beatings…that it should be happening eleven months after these calves were captured…still going 

on…incensed me to such a degree that I think it’s time that something is done about it.”109 The 

footage appeared on Carte Blanche on 4 July 1999.  The screening elicited an unprecedented 

response from the South African public and 7 000 protesters descended on AGS (which was 

approximately forty kilometres outside of Johannesburg) on 11 July 1999.  

 

On 23 July 1999 nine of the remaining 14 calves are sold to WWF-SA for R500 000 with a proviso 

that Ghiazza would have to donate the money for ‘elephant management’. 

 

30 July 1999 the nine elephants are moved to the Marakele National Park in Waterberg. 

 

On 22 December 1999, the last five elephants at Ghiazza’s premises were also moved to the 

Marakele National Park. 

 

On 21 February 2000, Justice De Villiers dismissed a Supreme Court application by Ghiazza to 

overturn the Magistrate court ruling fot the NSPCA to seize the 30 elephants. In his judgement, De 

Villiers stated that the training methods employed by the mahouts were cruel and that the elephants 

suffered as a result. 

                                                                                                                                           
108 Xwe Archives 
109 Interview with Daphne Sheldrick, Carte Blanche, 4 July 1999 
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CHAPTER SIX: CASE STUDY 
 

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

 
 

Why Kruger? 
 

The Kruger National Park (KNP), situated in the north-eastern region of South Africa, is seen as a 

flagship, both internationally and nationally. It comprises two million hectares and is one of the most 

biodiverse parks in the world.1 South Africa is therefore not only charged with the guardianship of the 

park, on behalf of South Africans, but also on behalf of the global public. There is an enormous 

responsibility to protect it, particularly because most of the world’s ‘wild’ spots have disappeared due 

to humanity’s urge to subdue, profit, dominate and control. The role the KNP plays with regard to 

biodiversity cannot be under-estimated. In fact, the KNP is lauded by some as one of the best 

examples in the world of management of a protected park as well as a leader in conservation policy. 

An examination of its management style and policies, particularly in relation to animals, is therefore 

crucial.  

 

The KNP falls under the South African National Parks (SANParks), the appointed custodians of the 

National Parks of South Africa, on behalf of the people of South Africa. The SANParks are also a 

Statutory Body and are bound by several pieces of environmental legislation including: the 

Environment Conservation Act (ECA)(No 73 0f 1989); the Animal Protection Act; the EIA 

(Environmental Impact Assessment); Regulations and Guidelines pertaining to the ECA (R1182/1183 

of 5th Sept 1997); the National Water Act (NWA) (No 36 of 1998); the National Environmental 

Management Act (NEMA)(No 107 of 1998); and the National Parks Act (NPA)(No 52 of 1976). The 

SANParks are also bound by the principles and procedures of IEM (Integrated Environmental 

Management), which is also covered under NEMA. 

 
The public’s general perception is that places such as the KNP allow people to savour ‘wild nature’ 

first-hand. Protected areas and wilderness are also often seen as aesthetically and spiritually 

renewing places where primordial and important spiritual reconnections with nature are made.2 

However, in South Africa, they were also exclusionary playgrounds, reflecting our historical past 

where whites were self-appointed custodians and blacks were portrayed as trespassers. In relation to 

people and animals, these are spaces that are fraught with contestation, manipulation and control of 

what is perceived to be ‘the other’. More specifically, these are spaces where nature (and the 

                                         
1 South Africa is also the third most biodiverse country on earth, after Brazil and Indonesia. 
2 Interview with Dr Ian Player, 23 July 2003 
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individual animals that are part of it) has often been perverted, gnarled, subjected to cruelty, used and 

managed, by people. Negative social, cultural and political forces have, therefore, often shaped so-

called ‘protected areas’.  

 
 

   
             Rubbish dump near Skukuza in the Kruger National Park. Picture: Michele Pickover  
     

Undeniably, national parks were not set up to provide sanctuary to or preserve wild animals. Instead, 

they were established, largely on agriculturally ‘worthless’ land, to preserve biodiversity, to rebuild 

certain animal populations for future hunting, and to work for science and tourism. National parks in 

South Africa were, as a consequence, created to serve humans in the form of economic, social, 

scientific or cultural use and segregation, as well as political hegemonic control and to foster 

nationalism. As Jane Carruthers notes, “the essence of protectionism, whether conservation or 

preservationist, is resource allocation and exploitation, and in these respects it is intrinsically no more 

‘worthy’ an enterprise than for instance, agriculture or fishing.”3 Indeed, the establishment of the KNP 

in South Africa had more to do with ensuring there were enough wild animals to hunt and kill than 

with actually protecting animals from human exploitation.  

 

This chapter is specifically exploring the KNP and its relationship to animals. As a result it will 

examine: protected areas and biodiversity preservation within the global agenda of ‘sustainable use’; 

policy and legislative frameworks and management strategies within the utilisation framework; the 

killing of animals in the KNP; and the trading of wild animals.      
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‘Sustainable Use’ vs Protected Areas 
 
“The protectionist mentality is irrelevant today…Wildlife must be used to reduce poverty; otherwise we will lose 

our parks.” Hector Magome, SANParks4 

 

There is a strong imperative to protect and preserve rapidly disappearing wild lands and wild life. This 

is mainly because they are viewed as cornerstones of biodiversity and of conserving ecosystems, 

habitats and species in situ.  Protected areas, which Dr Kenton Miller, vice-president for conservation 

of the World Resources Institute calls “the last strongholds of nature”,5 are an essential part of 

biological sustainability. In Africa, however, protected areas cover less than ten per cent of the land, 

leaving ninety per cent of land open to unrestrained exploitation.6 In the SADC region six per cent of 

the total land area falls into protected areas,7 while in South Africa national parks occupy 3.4 per cent 

of the land and only 0.1 per cent of the total area is strictly nature reserves or wilderness.8 Moreover, 

although South African conservationists extol their management policies in relation to protected areas 

and biodiversity, the available statistics paint a very different picture. South Africa has the highest 

extinction estimates for any area in the world, with thirty seven per cent of its mammal species 

threatened.9 Xwe maintains that the current policies of ‘resource use’ are an important component of 

the loss of biodiversity and threatened species because they lead to altered ecosystem functioning, 

thus not permitting ecological sustainability.10 They also contend that the economic growth model of 

development, by definition, destroys biodiversity. Infrastructure, water-use and access to markets 

change consumption and production trends. They also change the way land is used, while areas that 

are utilised and developed, because of the interconnectedness of ecosystems, affect those that are 

not.   

 

With the emergence of ‘sustainable development’, policies of sustainable and consumptive use took 

hold in the conservation arena. Proponents of ‘sustainable use’ are under the impression that 

conservation can best be achieved through the exploitative use of resources. These proponents also 

                                                                                                                                           
3 Carruthers, Jane, The Kruger National Park: A Social and Political History, p390, University of Natal, 
Pietermaritzburg, 1995 
4 Quoted in Satchell, Michael, ‘Save the Elephants: start shooting them’, US News & World Report, Vol. 121, 
Issue 21, p51, 25 November 1996 
5 Environment News Service, ‘Global Forces Threaten World’s Parks’, 19 August 2003  
6 Sustainable Use of Wildlife: The Search for Common Ground, p9, Report Prepared for The Bushmeat Crisis 
Task Force by The Sustainable Development and Conservation Biology Problem Solving Team 1, University of 
Maryland, College Park, December 2002. Primary Researchers and Authors: Anna Ott, Diane Pitassy, Peter 
Uimonen, Amy Villamanga 
7 United Nations Environment Programme, Inventory, Evaluation and Monitoring of Botanical Diversity in 
Southern Africa: A Regional Capacity and Institution Building Network, December 2000  
8 World Resources Institute, Earthtrends for 1999, Source: World Conservation Monitoring Centre Protected 
Areas Database, http://earthtrends.wri.org   
9 Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism, State of the Environment in South Africa Report,  
http://www.environment.gov.za/soer/reports/nsoer/eng_state.pdf  
10 Interview with Martin Hutter, 17 March 2003 

http://earthtrends.wri.org/
http://www.environment.gov.za/soer/reports/nsoer/eng_state.pdf


 342 
 

maintain that there should not even be protected areas at all and that all areas should be open to 

some form of use.11 Linked to this view are vague catch-phrases, such as ‘win-win’, ‘community-

based natural resource management’, and ‘conservation for development’. Xwe contends that neither 

communities nor nature benefit from ‘sustainable use’. If truth be told, the issue of ‘sustainable use’ 

raises more questions than answers. What resources are used? Who uses them? Who has access to 

resources? What is done with the resources? What is more, the answers to these questions are all 

politically determined.  

 

Satchell has described the debate around ‘sustainable use’, in relation to protected areas, as, "the 

most volatile and divisive conservation issue of the decade". 12 The main tenet of current 

conservation theory is that wildlife can best be protected through the promotion of human economic 

development. Xwe argues that the concept of ‘sustainable use’ in relation to protected areas 

particularly, must be probed. In-depth studies, which have unpacked current mainstream notions of 

linking wildlife protection to human development projects, such as that undertaken by John F. Oates 

in West Africa, have convincingly shown that this practice is not working, either for the wild animals or 

the communities.13 Oates refers to this as the ‘myth’ of sustainable development because he 

maintains that linking conservation to economic development has had disastrous consequences for 

many wildlife populations. African rural communities are facing what the World Resources Institute 

has called “a profound economic and environmental crisis”14 and they are being forced to operate 

within the very narrow limitations of their socio-economic environment. Rural livelihoods are therefore 

being forced into economic alternatives that, ultimately, are not compatible with wildlife 

conservation.15  

 

Government presents the view that indigenous South Africa communities have a tradition of using 

wildlife sustainably16 and that therefore, to right the wrongs of the past, communities now living 

adjacent to parks should have access to the parks ‘resources’ because, state thinking goes, these 

‘resources’ will continue to be used ‘sustainably’. However, the ‘sustainable use’ of ‘resources’, as 

practised by indigenous societies in the past, cannot be transposed onto poverty-stricken rural 

communities and societies that are now living near protected areas. The entire social and economic 

structure of society has changed. It would be naïve to believe that these communities could operate 

independently of markets and the homogenised model of development in which they find themselves. 

                                         
11 For example see, ‘t Sas-Rolfes, Michael, The Kruger National Park: A Heritage for all South Africans? Africa 
Resources Trust, 1996 
12 Satchell, Michael, Save The Elephants: Start Shooting Them, U.S. News & World Report 121, 1996  
13 Oates, John F. Myth and Reality in the Rain Forest: How Conservation Strategies Are Failing in West Africa, 
University of California Press, October 1999 
14 World Resources Institute, World Resources, 1996-1997, p88, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1996 
15 Mortimer, M and M Tiffen, ‘Population and environment in time perspective: the Machakos story’, 69-89, 
People and Environment in Africa. Ed. T Binn, Wiley, New York, 1995   
16 Interview with Minister of Environmental Affairs and Tourism, Mohammed Valli Moosa, in Earthyear 1999 
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Traditional social organisation has been transformed and economies are defining our relationship 

with the environment and wild animals, particularly in relation to parks. Indigenous societies usually 

maintained relatively stable relationships with their natural environments, but this was because of low 

population numbers, limited technology (that is, no guns, snares, traps, industrial poisons, and the 

like) and no access to profit-driven markets. It is larger political, economic and social forces that need 

to be tackled in order to alleviate poverty for people living adjacent to parks, and not a continual 

assault on the animals and ecosystems that find themselves confined in these small pockets of 

biodiversity largely as a result of the same causes that have alienated and destroyed indigenous 

societies. These communities must be involved in decisions, revenue-sharing and sustainable 

livelihood schemes, but these should not be based on the exploitation of other species or on 

consumptive use practices.          

 

Moreover, since there is no definition, particularly on the ground, of what qualifies as sustainable use 

and what does not; it is therefore difficult to access and assess the ecological footprint. As Brandon 

has noted, “there has been almost no attempt to examine systematically the notion of use for a given 

ecosystem” and that, “we will only continue to make uninformed guesses about the future of 

biodiversity under a ‘use’ scenario.”17  Xwe believes that the concept of ‘sustainable use‘, particularly 

in relation to development, is based on misleading notions of ecology and untested assumptions that 

are not based on a comprehensive study of economic, ecological and socio-political relationships.  

They therefore argue that conservationists and policy makers in South Africa must take these issues 

into account and should, as a result, take a hard look at the way they are currently practicing 

conservation.18  

 

Global issues, macro-economic trends and financial policies have a profound impact on how 

protected areas, nature and biodiversity are used and viewed.  So-called scientific management and 

conservation in parks operates within the larger political landscape. Absence of government 

commitment to real biodiversity preservation and park protection, as a consequence of ‘sustainable 

use’ policy frameworks, has serious implications and consequences. National government policies, 

the lack of political will to work for preservation and maintain biodiversity, and the subordination to the 

global economic context of commercialisation and growth, are at the heart of threats to protected 

areas. Effectively this means that, in the long-term, species will be depleted and local livelihoods will 

still be in crisis. 

                                         
17 Brandon, K, ‘Policy and Practical Considerations in Land-Use Strategies for Biodiversity Conservation’, p 90-
114, Last Stand: Protected areas and the Defense of Tropical Biodiversity, Eds. Kramer, R, Van Schaik, C, and 
Johnson, J, Oxford University Press, 90-114, 1997  
18 Interview with Martin Hutter, 17 March 2003. See also paper written by Hutter entitled: Utilisation of Wild 
Living Animals, Conservation and Sustainable Development: Contradiction in Terms or a Promising Approach? 
2001. Xwe Archives, which interrogates the relationship between biodiversity conservation, particularly in 
relation to wild animals, and poverty alleviation within the sustainable development context. 
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Policy and Legislative Framework: Commercialisation and Resource Use 
 

Political transformation of the SANParks was essential, particularly because they were embarrassing 

examples of Apartheid practice at its worst. A study of the KNP as a microcosm of Apartheid brutality 

and disregard for black communities could provide an insight into the general social milieu, with a 

lack of compassion, racism, violence, destruction and guns. With these abhorrent practices came 

equally odious conservation practices. Speciesism in that context was not only the norm but nature 

and animals were also negatively affected by the Apartheid conservation policies, which were driven 

by domination, notions of exclusive use, bad management practices, corruption and illegal trade. The 

conservation paradigm within parks, therefore, also needed to be transformed. But this did not take 

place.  

 

When it came to issues of nature and the way animals are viewed there appears to have been almost 

a seamless and uncontested transition from the old Apartheid view of wildlife, which was very 

utilitarian and pro-consumptive use, to those adopted by the new South African government. A 1993 

ANC policy document, which called for direct access to resources inside the KNP including hunting, is 

an important indicator of how future policies were to be shaped.19  Just as before, wild animals 

continued to be viewed as a resource, a tool, and an object. In many ways, it seems as if there has 

been a political changing of the guard only. As a result, there has, in effect, been no true 

transformation in the wildlife sector and no real attempt to meaningfully transform nature conservation 

components and their policy frameworks. Xwe argues that government seems to be more concerned 

with commercialisation of protected areas and increasing  ‘resource use’ practices than complying 

with their legal mandate to ‘conserve nature’.20  

 

Since 1997, the commercial and conservation functions within the SANParks (SANP) have been split 

and therefore there is lack of articulation and a move away from a holistic approach. Geasphere (a 

South African pro-wilderness group that grew out of the South African Wilderness Support Group - 

SAWS), argues that since then, commercialisation has taken precedence over environmental and 

conservation issues and has led to rampant and accelerated development and privatisation, while 

issues of cumulative environmental impact have not been adequately addressed. Also of concern is 

that members of the SANParks Board, appointed in 1999, are largely from the corporate sector, 

including Engen. 

 

                                         
19 Hanekom, Derek and Louis Liebenberg, Utilisation of National Parks with special reference to the costs and 
benefits to communities, 1993  
20 Interview with Martin Hutter, 17 March 2003 
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Xwe and Geasphere argue that South Africans should be kept safe for future generations. They say 

they are concerned because there has been a fundamental policy shift initiated by the South African 

government, which is significantly altering the character of South Africa’s national parks and 

negatively impacting on the environment. Moreover, they say this policy shift is as a result of national 

government macro-economic position, which has as a consequence the withdrawal of its subsidy and 

the push for national parks to become self-sustaining and ‘financially viable’. In this scenario parks 

can stay, but, only if they pay their own way. This position reflects the broader socio-economic 

environment that African countries find themselves in as a result of economic Structural Adjustment 

Programmes, where, as Crowe et al point out, “increasing pressure is being placed on the utilisation 

of Africa’s natural resources, especially for their potential as sources of foreign exchange.“21   

 

The 1998 Kumleben Commission into Nature Conservation Report, showed that SANParks receives 

only a small portion of the funds needed from the State Revenue Fund allocated to the DEAT, “Their 

general budget for the 1998/99 financial year was R325 000 000 of which R50 000 000 was derived 

from State funds.22 According to the report of the Auditor General for the financial year ended 31 

March 2001, the SANParks had a decrease in cash resources from a net asset of R14.3 million in 

2000 to a net liability of R5.6 million. In 2001, the State’s contribution to the SANParks annual budget 

was less than 20 per cent and according to Chief Executive Officer, Mavuso Msimang, this proportion 

will be “progressively diminished in the future.”23  In an interview on Carte Blanche, Minister 

Mohammed Valli Moosa said, “Parks can pay for themselves…I think all our parks can pay for 

themselves…I mean these are gems and there is no reason why we shouldn’t be able to make an 

income out of these.”24 Rachel Wynberg has referred to the current attitude as the “Government’s 

readiness to absolve itself of financial responsibility for the management of our natural heritage.”25 If 

cultural heritage, for example, was corporatised and made to pay for itself in the way DEAT is 

handling the natural heritage it has custody of on behalf on the nation, it would mean that national 

heritage agencies would be selling off items such as the records of the TRC, the Taung skull or Sol 

Plaatje’s Diary to rich American universities or collectors. In principle, there is no difference.        

 

Xwe maintains that the new commercialisation policies and conservation philosophy reflect the 

government’s ideological positioning within the ‘wise use’ framework. They argue that this will ensure 

that ‘consumptive use’ and so-called ‘resource harvesting' occurs on a major scale and that parks are 

managed intrusively. Indeed, recommendations made in a 1997 KNP policy proposal document 

                                         
21 Crowe TM., Smith B. S., Little R. M., Hugh High S. ‘Sustainable utilisation of game at Rooipoort Estate, 

Northern Cape Province, South Africa’, 359-392, Harvesting Wild Species: Implications for Biodiversity 
Conservation. Ed. Freese C. H. Baltimore, The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997 

22 Kumleben Board of Investigation into Nature Conservation Report, p30, 1998 
23 Draft letter from Mavuso Msimang to JJ Moller, NSPCA Wildlife Co-ordinator, 22 March 2001. KNP Archives    
24 Carte Blanche, 27 November 2000 
25 African Wildlife, Volume 57, No 2, Autumn 2003, p46   
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stated that, they, “represent radical departures from historic policies.”26  The essence of the 

SANParks Commercialisation Strategy, which has irreversible impacts and ignores the precautionary 

principle, is that no area in the KNP is so sensitive that it cannot deal with some form of human 

impact and that biodiversity is not being affected by human use.27 The concept of ‘intrinsic rights’ and 

‘intrinsic value’ is therefore ignored, and biodiversity and nature is only being ‘protected’ if it has a 

value to people. This is also a withdrawal from the goal to maintain biological diversity as laid down in 

the 1991 IUCN/UNEP/WWF document, Caring for the Earth.28  Conservation of national parks, and 

biodiversity in general, in South Africa, is therefore, fundamentally driven by people and tourism. 

 

Geasphere argues that the commercialisation of the KNP, which is not only outsourcing the 

management of camps but also exclusively leases out land, is driven by the need to increase 

revenue. They argue that it is taking place without proper public consultation and without taking into 

proper account the detrimental and cumulative environmental impacts of granting concessions and of 

privatising wilderness areas.29 Furthermore, they say that the SANParks is increasing the role played 

in conservation by the private sector, whose main aim is to maximise profits. Ron Emery, a member 

of Geasphere, recently wrote, “Under colonial rule, the Kruger National Park was proclaimed as a 

nature reserve for the benefit of all people. SANParks have seen fit to emulate colonialism by 

granting rights within the park to select groups for their exclusive use and benefit. The authoritarian 

and cavalier manner in which this was achieved is an example of the arrogance of those set in 

authority over us. The SAWS Group has assembled volumes of corroborating evidence on this point. 

One might be forgiven for referring to SANParks as the new colonials.”30 

 

Commercialisation and development link into what appears to be DEAT’s emphasis on tourism at any 

cost rather than on environmental or conservation concerns. Xwe and Geasphere question these 

policies, which they say may promote short-term tourism but will kill the very base on which tourism 

rests. A study commissioned by the SANP concluded that the social carrying capacity in the Skukuza 

area (southern portion of the KNP) has been reached and recommends that tourist perceptions of 

crowding should be assessed.31 In addition, tourism also leads to deception. There is an attempt to 

create a false Eden and a place that is predominantly aesthetically pleasing. Thus, for example: 

culling and the ‘game processing plant’ are kept hidden from tourists; elephants may be killed 

                                         
26 A Revision of Parts of the Management Plan for the Kruger National Park, Volume VIII, Executive Summary. 
Recreational Opportunity Zoning Plan.  
27 Ibid. 
28 IUCN, UNEP, WWF, Caring for the Earth: A Strategy for sustainable living, IUCN, Gland, Switzerland, 1991  
29 Interview with Wayne Lotter, 6 February 2003 
30 Emery, Ron, The new colonists, notes, August 2003   
31 Ferreira, Sanette and A.C. Harmse ‘The Social Carrying Capacity of the Kruger National Park, South Africa: 
Policy and Practice’, Tourism Graphics 1(3), 1999, 325-342 
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because the bush may look unattractive to visitors; and primates are ambushed and killed in picnic 

spots once the tourists have left.32 

 

Geasphere has called for a moratorium to be imposed on the concession process until: a 

comprehensive SEA (Strategic Environmental Assessment)33 has been conducted in which all the 

cumulative and off-site impacts of individual concessions have been identified and addressed, a 

thorough investigation has been conducted to consider all alternatives, the scope has been defined 

and definite limits set for developments; the ‘Precautionary Principle’ is recognised and accepted as 

an appropriate approach; an Environmental Management System (EMS) has been developed and 

implemented; and there has been proper Public Participation.  

 

Managing Nature     
 

During the Apartheid era, the KNP was managed in an aggressive, intensive and interventionist 

manner and this had serious consequences for ecosystems, habitats, species and individual animals. 

Although there have been changes in management policies, these policies, particularly in relation to 

the utilisation of animals has come under fire from animal protection groups. Xwe argues that 

currently the biggest threat to the KNP’s preservation of biodiversity is not elephants but their wildlife 

management and commercialisation programmes.34  

 

The current management policy is effectively consumptive utilisation of ‘resources’ which has 

ushered in an extensive increase in trading in animals and what Willem Gertenbach, ex-general 

manager of nature conservation in the KNP called a shift to “farming wild animals”, in line with the 

South African National Parks new policy on sustainable utilisation of natural resources.35 Xwe 

believes that KNP's management polices are damaging to biodiversity, animals and nature. Xwe and 

Geasphere believe that current management policies in the KNP have also: affected biodiversity by 

changing land use as a result of privatisation, concessions and contract parks, including the leasing 

out of land and how that land is used; decreased rare antelope species in KNP; led to the dismantling 

of the Animal Use and Care Committee which was supposedly responsible for ethical standards of 

animal treatment in all national parks36; increased the trade in so-called ‘surplus’ animals and the 

selling of so-called 'problem animals' to hunting safaris and unethical dealers for the gun. Xwe 

                                         
32 Interview with Wayne Lotter, 6 February 2003 
33 A SEA provides guidelines to ensure that development is within sustainable limits; improves the way in which 
cumulative effects are dealt with in environmental assessments, for example, through the use of thresholds and 
limits of acceptable change; and focuses on the maintenance of a chosen level of environmental quality, rather 
than by minimising individual impacts. 
34 Interview with Martin Hutter, 17 March 2003 
35 Mail & Guardian, 15 to 21 June 2000 
36 Committee members were: Karen Trendler (Chairperson), Niek Kriek, Gerry Swan, John Ledger and Albert 
van Jaarsveld.  
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criticises the view taken by KNP management, which over decades has labelled certain species in 

the park as ‘problem animals’. These include: baboons, vervet monkeys, lions, leopards, elephants, 

buffalo, hippo, zebra and wildebeest.37    

 

Xwe also questions how decisions are made. KNP management policies, plans and strategies keep 

changing as they discover that their existing plans have negative consequences. Since the park's 

inception, animals have been subjected to interventionist and changing management policies. The 

history of the KNP shows that all the major conservation management practices (namely water 

provision, fire management and culling practices) have consistently changed dramatically over 

relatively few years. Despite this, the SANParks has been adamant that their current policies are the 

best. For example, the list of species that they have insisted must be ‘culled’ in the KNP has changed 

from, firstly shooting all predators (small and large mammalian, and raptors), to culling wildebeest, 

then lion and hyena, then hippo, buffalo and finally, only elephant, which they currently argue is the 

only population that must be regulated. Before 1946, and between 1974 and 1979, thousands of lions 

and hyenas were killed, supposedly to stop the decline in the number of wildebeest and zebra. 

However, it was later discovered that habitat change as a result of mismanagement and excessive 

rainfall, and not predation, had led to the decline in numbers.38   

 

In 1967, the KNP took a controversial decision to ‘cull’ seven species because it was believed that 

there was ‘over-protection’. The targeted species were: elephant, buffalo hippo, giraffe, wildebeest, 

zebra and impala. At that time, the population of elephants was estimated to be 6 58639 and it was 

thought that there were ‘too many’ elephants in the park and that it could only accommodate 6 000 

elephants.40 It has been subsequently demonstrated that the carrying capacity of the KNP is way in 

excess of that figure. Recent documentation produced by the park management itself admits that 

elephants in the KNP were being managed in isolation and not properly regarded as only one 

component of a broader system.41 Simultaneously they argue that elephants do not respond to short-

term climatic cycles. This same view was held in relation to buffalo until 1992. Xwe argues that KNP 

management seems to reflect a monolithic viewpoint and that they only refer to research and 

scientific studies that support their point of view, deliberately ignoring studies that present an 

opposing view.42 

                                         
37 In 1979, for example, elephants, buffalo, wildebeest and zebra were seen as problem species. Why the 
Culling of Wild Animal Populations is an Essential Management Practice in National Parks, Compiled by 
Information Section, Skukuza, 1979  
38 de Rover, Emile Sprenger, Predator/Prey relationship study, 24 May 2001, quoting U de V Pienaar 1969. 
39 Whyte, Ian, Harry Biggs, Angela Gaylard and Leo Braack, A proposed new policy for the management of the 
elephant population of the Kruger National Park, Table 1, 1997 
40 van Wyk and Fairall (1969) quoted in Whyte, Ian, Harry Biggs, Angela Gaylard and Leo Braack, A proposed 
new policy for the management of the elephant population of the Kruger National Park 
41 A Revision of Parts of the Management Plan for the Kruger National Park, Volume VIII, Executive Summary 
42 Interview with Martin Hutter, 17 March 2003  
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Geasphere believes that the ‘kill’ culture of the SANP is also reflected to a degree in the way that 

walking trails are conducted.  KNP rangers, says Geasphere, have a much higher kill rate on day 

walks and trails than do other comparable agencies in South Africa. The Hluhluwe-Umfolozi Park 

(HUP), which started trails about 15 years earlier than the KNP, is an interesting case in point. In 

spite of having thicker bush and a significantly higher game density (buffalo = 7x higher, white 

rhinoceros = 20x higher) than the KNP, there have only ever been a handful of incidents compared 

with the KNP where several rangers have individually shot more than one animal on trail. Species 

shot on KNP walks and trails include: elephant, rhinoceros, buffalo, hippo and lion – some were 

wounded and ran off to die kilometres away and a few were never found. A number of the animals 

shot were deliberately approached which implies an error of judgement and/or poor trail ethic, some 

were shot fair distances away from the group and a few were even shot from the side which indicates 

they may well have not directly endangered anyone. It is argued that the SANP have been too 

tolerant of such incidents over the years and that preventive management in this regard has been 

inadequate. The huge difference should be properly explained by KNP, which has an obviously 

different trails ethic to the KwaZulu-Natal Conservation Service, and the issue requires close and 

specialist management attention before walking activities are dramatically increased as they have 

been in the KNP over the past few years.43  

 
Killing Kruger Animals: Culling, Poaching, Luring, Hunting, Corruption 
and Commercialisation 
 
Poaching is increasing on the boundaries of KNP, particularly along the Southwest and Southeast 

border. Poaching syndicates supplying the international trade and 'bushmeat butcheries'. While 

snaring, poisoning, luring of animals and hunting, including hunting with dogs, particularly in Limpopo 

Province and along the western boundary is also intensifying. Animals are also experiencing 

problems in the Limpopo Transfrontier Park where there are hunting concessions and ‘wildlife 

utilisation areas’. Effectively this means that animals are under threat on both borders of the KNP. 

Mavuso Msimang, the Chief Executive Officer of SANParks, concurs with this when he admitted on 

radio that the SANParks is, “experiencing: an intensification of movement of animals in and outside of 

the parks; increased poaching of lions and elephants; luring of lions and that this problem is made 

worse by the lucrative trophy hunting trade particularly that targeting overseas hunters; poaching 

along the Mozambique border with the KNP; persistent problems because there are hunting 

concessions on the borders with Kruger; and a big problem with the state of the fences.”44  

 

                                         
43 Interview with Wayne Lotter, 6 February 2003 
44 SAFM, 12 June 2002 
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Luring and Baiting on Kruger’s Boundaries  
 
The luring and baiting of lions and other predators from protected areas are practices which are 

erroneously viewed as being within the law by many hunters in South Africa. South African hunting 

operators, often to service overseas clients, are taking advantage of un-maintained fences and are 

deactivating electric fences in order to lure predators with tape recordings and scent trials to trees 

baited with carcasses or live animals such as donkeys. 45 Wild animals that have been labelled as 

‘problem animals’, including, elephants, lions, hippos and buffalo, are being killed on the boundaries 

of national and provincial parks by nature conservation officials and hunters. Xwe argues that the 

practice of allowing so-called ‘problem animals’ from the KNP to be put out on tender by provincial 

authorities for hunting by a 'professional hunter' leads to unscrupulous baiting and the luring of 

animals from parks. In many cases, says Xwe, it is more a problem of ‘problem authorities’ and 

‘problem policies’ and a lack of commitment to the animals they are entrusted to care for rather than 

‘problem animals’. Xwe also maintains that there is often a lack of consultation with communities on 

whose land these killings take place.46   

 

Hunting Kruger Animals   
 

The SANParks and KNP management practice is one of smoke and mirrors. On the one hand, they 

say it goes totally against their mandate and legislative regulations (hunting is in contravention of the 

soon-to- be defunct National Parks Act) to allow hunting in the national parks, but on the other hand, 

they appear to be spearheading, promoting and facilitating policies that encourage commercial and 

trophy hunting and the killing of the animals that are in their custody. Indeed, trophy hunting has 

always been a major factor in management policies. Moreover, the park’s standard contracts of sale 

do not stipulate that the animals they sell may not be hunted. For example, minutes of a Joint 

Management Meeting for Manyeleti and Andover reveal that if trophy hunting were to take place in 

Manyeleti the KNP, “will make some of the surplus elephants available for trophy hunting in the buffer 

zones, if they (the KNP) benefit financially as well.”47  The main users of animals are the people 

managing and working in parks and the pro-use constituencies they serve – the scientific community, 

the hunting fraternity and animal dealers. Trophy hunting in parks, such as Mkhuzi, Pilanesberg and 

Madikwe, is becoming an increasing modus operandi, as it “helps to pay the park’s bill.”48 However, 

up until now parks such as the KNP have been constrained in this by legislation. Currently the 

SANParks and the KNP are attempting to get round their legal mandate with regard to sport and 

                                         
45 For example, in 2001 Gaza Safaris, a hunting concession in the Gaza Province of Mozambique, was fined 
R50 000 for luring lions illegally from the KNP. The Citizen, 12 July 2001 
46 Interview with Martin Hutter, 17 March 2003 
47 Gertenbach, Willem quoted in Minute of Joint Management Meeting for Manyeleti and Andover, 24 October 
1996. KNP Archives  
48 McGregor, L. ‘Big game, bigger bucks: Return of the hunters and the poachers’, The Observer, 22 
September 1996  
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trophy hunting in national parks by: allowing hunting in Contract Parks; allowing animals to be hunted 

in adjoining reserves where the fences between the KNP and the reserves have been removed; and 

zoning areas for ‘resource use’ in the Limpopo-Transfrontier Park. 

 
Contract Parks 
 
The SANParks has clearly not taken into account the ‘tragedy of the commons’ perspective, which 

makes the argument that access to 'wildlife resources' by rural communities is a short-term, quick, but 

largely unsustainable fix to generate income for communities. It is argued that this leads to 

uncontrolled pillaging and long-term livelihood crises. To get around the National Parks Act, which 

outlaws ‘resource use’ in national parks, Contract Parks are being established and communities are 

being co-opted to suit the ‘wise use’ agenda. In this way, areas within national parks are 

deproclaimed and proclaimed as a Contractual Park. Fences are not erected and animals move 

between the two areas as before, that is, they are differentiated as separate entities on paper only. 

Such a contractual park was established between the Makuleke community and the SANParks/KNP. 

In this way, the KNP is allowing the killing of elephants, lions, buffalos, rhinoceross and other animals 

by overseas trophy hunters. The KNP and the SANParks appear to be quick to take the consumptive 

use position and encourage hunting rather than investigate non-lethal activities as a main income 

base for the Makuleke community Despite SANParks spokesperson Thys Steyn stating, “there is no 

way commercial hunting will be allowed in Kruger or any other national park because it is prohibited 

by law”,49 it is taking place through the establishment of Contract Parks. Contractual parks are 

therefore the prime means used by the SANParks to promote so-called 'sustainable resource use', 

including hunting, mining, grazing, and harvesting.50   

 

The Contract Park model is also one that, in line with the neo-liberal model, outsources the hunting 

component to the private sector, that is, to professional hunters. In 1999, for example, Wayne 

Wagner Safaris was awarded the hunting tender.  A Strategic Environmental Assessment was not 

done when this contract park was established. In addition, the Pafuri area (where the Makuleke 

Contract Park occurs) is classified a Schedule One ecological zone of KNP and is therefore 

considered a very valuable section of the park by conservation agencies. The Makuleke Contract 

Park also borders Mozambique and Zimbabwe and this creates further negative implications for 

animals, as there is extensive poaching in these areas.  

 
Associated Private Nature Reserves 
 
Hunting on a large scale also takes place in private reserves (such as Sabi Sands, Mala Mala, 

Timbavati, Klaserie and so on) and conservancies that border the KNP. During 1993 and 1994, the 

                                         
49 The Star, 14 December 1999 
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fences between Klaserie, Timbavati and Umbabat (part of the Associated Private Nature Reserves - 

APNR) and the Kruger National Park were removed, and animals therefore transmigrate between the 

Kruger National Park and the APNR. At the time it was agreed that the KNP would share in the profits 

(take 50 per cent) from commercial hunting of animals that have been shot and wounded in adjacent 

private reserves and then either die or are killed in the KNP.51 The APNR relies on hunting. In effect, 

this means that Kruger animals are knowingly being hunted and profits are accruing to the private 

sector and wealthy individuals who are using money from trophy hunting to pay for their properties. 

Xwe argues that the KNP remains responsible for the fate of these animals because they are national 

heritage and are designated as ‘res nullius’. 

 

Transfrontier Parks  
 
The Limpopo-Transfrontier agreement allows for 'wildlife utilisation' such as trophy hunting, live 

capture and 'harvesting'. Areas within Transfronteir Parks are being zoned for so-called consumptive 

resource utilisation In order to facilitate exclusive consumptive use within the Limpopo-Transfrontier 

Park, Mozambique had to make changes to its national legislation with regard to private ownership 

and consumptive use of wildlife. A letter from Dr Anthony Hall-Martin of SANParks to Abdul Adamo of 

the National Directorate of Forestry and Wildlife, Mozambique, in 1995, refers to Adamo’s “problem 

with the desire of the World Bank people and various international NGOs to push Mozambique into 

agreeing on transfrontier national parks and wildlife utilisation areas…”52 Animal populations in the 

Mozambique side of the park have drastically declined. A 1999 document listed, amongst others, the 

number of animals in the Coutada 16 Gaza Province as:53  

Elephant   only a few bulls 

White rhinoceros nil 

Black rhinoceros nil 

Hippo   few 

Giraffe   less than 50 

Zebra   less than 100 

Roan antelope  one 

Wildebeest  About 30  

 

In addition, there are over 30 000 people living in the Mozambique side of the Transfrontier park and 

there is widespread poaching on the Zimbabwe side in the Gonarezhou National Park, as a result of 

                                         
51 Letter from Dr SCJ Joubert, KNP. To Dr GA Robinson, National Parks Board, 14 April 1994. KNP Archives  
52 26 September 1995. KNP Archives 
53 The DNFFB concept for the development and management of Coutada 16 in Gaza Province, Mozambique, 
Republic of Mozambique, Ministry of Agriculture & Fisheries, 1999(?) KNP Archives 
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land invasions and resettlements. In 2002, according to the Zimbabwe Conservation Task Force, at 

least 1 000 animals were found dead in snares in the park.54   

 

Xwe argues that the Limpopo Transfronteir Park, in its present form, is not safe for animals and is 

largely a ‘paper park’. They maintain that it was for the most part pushed through as a political public 

relations exercise in order to: promote regional co-operation and development; provide an opportunity 

for the freer movement of goods, services and money; and to access funding from USAID and World 

Bank. 55 

 
Future plans for hunting in the KNP? 
 

“My argument against hunting inside parks is on a matter of principle. I go back to the original concept of 

national parks and game reserves. The word ‘game reserve’ is self-explanatory – it is a reserve for animals. To 

allow the general public into national parks to hunt I think is a travesty of the original concept of parks.”  

(Ian Player)56 

 

Environmental protection is only as good as the law on which it is based. Xwe has also predicted that 

with the passing of the new Protected Areas legislation, which is in the process of replacing the 

present National Parks Act, national parks will become regular destinations for sport and trophy 

hunters. Xwe argues that government, in order to speed up commercialisation and ‘resource use’, 

including possible hunting zones within national parks, has had to scrap the National Parks Act. This, 

they argue, would alter the status, and therefore the very nature and modus operandi, of protected 

areas.57  

 

Xwe is concerned about what the new proposed Protected Areas Bill does not say and what it opens 

itself up to. From Xwe’s perspective, restrictions should be properly spelt out and should deal 

specifically with issues such as poaching, hunting, breeding/farming, trade/sale of animals, 

destinations, culling, and limits on commercialisation. They argue that any protected areas legislation 

should clearly stipulate that hunting should not be permitted. Although the Bill does not specify that 

hunting will be permitted, the problem is that it does not specify that hunting is NOT permitted in 

national parks and protected areas. Xwe therefore argue that the proposed Bill opens up national 

parks to sport hunting.58  

 

                                         
54 Mail & Guardian, 16 to 22 December 2002 
55 Interview with Martin Hutter, 17 March 2003 
56 Interview with Dr Ian Player, 23 July 2003 
57 Ibid. 
58 Xwe memorandum on Protected Areas Bill, June 2003  
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In 2002, Xwe leaked to the press a document written by Nigel Darnley Beck. The Beck document 

made a strong case for hunting in the KNP.59 Beck proposed that the need to generate additional 

income could be met by allowing hunting in the KNP, and also proposed that zones could be 

designated for hunting. For Beck, “Ultimately this is an untapped economic resource and in an age of 

sustainable utilisation.”60 According to Beck, the KNP could gross up to R174 579 510 annually from 

trophy fees from hunting predators, elephants, ungulates and birds and removing 4 per cent of all 

‘huntable species’.61 Beck also maintained that additional income could be derived from “non-trophy 

or venison’ hunting. This idea was not a new one, as the African Resources Trust had made a similar 

proposal in 1996 in their document, The Kruger National Park: A Heritage for all South Africans? 

However, what Beck also proposed was that legislation be changed to make this possible. Beck 

specifically postulated hunting elephants rather than culling them, which he maintains is an expensive 

and controversial option. The KNP, according to Beck, “provides a unique opportunity to offer a 

product that is no longer available to sports hunters [in South Africa] – the classic ‘Big Five’ hunt.”62       

 

Xwe argues that they put the Beck document into the public domain because: 

(a) They had information which led them to believe that the current National Parks Act, which 

considers ‘resource harvesting’ to be illegal thereby specifically precluding hunting in national 

parks, was going to be replaced by legislation, which, inter alia, would not rule out hunting; 

(b)  They wanted to see whether the SANParks and the KNP were going to deny knowledge of 

the document and/or also deny any possibility of hunting in national parks;  

(c) A reliable informant had told them that the SANParks was in possession of the Beck 

document. 

 

The KNP responded immediately with its own press release entitled, ‘No Trophy Hunting in Kruger’ in 

which they stated, “hunting in Kruger is not an option yesterday, today or in the future. The nation, 

which is the sole shareholder of the park, will never allow it, come hell or high water. ”63 They 

dismissed the Xwe press release as alarmist and were quick to point out that hunting could not take 

place in terms of the National Parks Act. However, they failed to disclose that the Act was in the 

process of being replaced with legislation that, in its current form, could allow hunting in national 

parks.   

 

Xwe puts forward that the vagueness of the proposed Bill implies erosion of our understanding of 

what is meant by 'protection' and therefore jeopardises the status of South Africa's national 
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61 Ibid., p16 
62 Ibid. p15 
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parks. According to Xwe, South Africa's national parks should be places where wilderness areas are 

preserved from exploitation by the forestry and mining industries and where wildlife is kept safe from 

bullets, arrows, traps, snares, or fishing hooks and line. This Bill, they contend, is proposing the 

opposite. They also argue that the Bill is ‘heavy' on the rights to commercialise and develop protected 

areas but is very ‘light’ on "checks and balances’ relating to such activities. Finally, they criticise the 

Bill for giving extensive power to dispose of rights on or lease national assets to the private sector. 

 

Corruption 
 

It has been alleged that there is extensive killing of animals by officials in provincial parks adjoining 

the KNP. For example, in Manyeleti and Andover in the Limpopo Province, rangers have been 

implicated in large-scale commercial poaching, including animals that have come from the Kruger into 

Manyeleti being shot and snared.64 In the KNP, according to Wayne Lotter of Geasphere, there has 

been a reasonably consistent stream of staff members implicated in poaching incidents over the last 

number of years - the most notable being the arrest of a Senior Ranger, L Wagener, in 1989, for the 

poaching of twenty-seven white rhinoceros and four elephant over a period of nine years, many of 

which were killed very close to the headquarters of the KNP at Skukuza.65  

 

In April 1999, the Kruger Park entered into an R8.4 million agreement with a well-known poacher. Dr 

Douw Grobler, head of the game-capturing unit in the KNP, made a lucrative deal with Jacobus 

Bekker to breed disease-free buffalo. Bekker, a notorious owner of a ‘big game’ hunting-farm was a 

regular buyer of buffalo from the KNP. Bekker, who was also given a number of contracts to build 

steel bomas for the Park’s game capturing unit, was previously convicted on two occasions of 

poaching animals from Kruger. Indeed, some of the bull buffalos from the KNP, meant for the 

breeding project, may have ended up as trophies. Fanie Buys, another professional hunter who took 

both local and foreign clients to Bekker`s farm, gave evidence that on at least one occasion a marked 

KNP bull (KB57), was shot. As a result Koos Bekker made a sizeable profit at the expense of the 

Park.66 Any Kruger Park project in excess of R50 000 must go through a tendering process, and 

when this was publicly exposed in the media, Grobler was fired.  

 
Culling 
 

According to Bothma and Teer, “culling is the managed alteration of a game population’s numbers or 

composition when at odds with its resources, health and welfare, or man’s interest.”67 Animal 
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protection organisations say they are opposed to the culling of wild animals because it is inhumane 

and unethical. They also argue that it is a harmful practice that is scientifically disputable because it is 

non-selective in terms of age, sex and genetic fitness, disrupts social organisation and behaviour 

patterns, and can lead to the extinction of species. According to the NSPCA, there are no protocols in 

national parks on culling methods and this has led to animal suffering.68     

 

IFAW’s Bell-Leask believes that culling is an easy way out, is usually merely an excuse to ‘harvest’ 

wild animals and resembles the methodologies employed on farm animals. Bell-Leask believes that a 

review of this management practice, which is so entrenched in South Africa, is needed. He argues 

that the conservation authorities in South Africa have not taken potential alternatives seriously 

enough and that if it is indeed scientifically determined that there are ‘too many’ animals, alternatives 

to culling should be investigated. “South African conservation authorities are quite lazy. There is no 

creativity in trying to find alternative sources of income or solutions. It is always about what is the 

quickest, easiest way to do this. Conservation has always operated in this way and animal welfare 

concerns have never been an issue.”69 Culling is also about revenue, particularly the ‘culling’ of 

elephants, which, because of their ivory, is seen as providing a significant source of revenue. t’Sas-

Rolfes70 argues that up until 1989 the KNP made R5 million per annum from ‘elephant products.71  

  

Between 1967 and 1990, elephants were darted with scoline (Succinylcholine chloride) from 

helicopters. Scoline induces paralysis but the brain remains unaffected and effectively the animal, 

while fully conscious, suffocates to death. The use of scoline was chosen, according to the KNP, 

because, "the advantage of this method is that the animals are paralysed, guaranteeing the safety of 

the personnel on the ground."72 Clearly, the humane treatment of elephants was not a concern. After 

nearly twenty-five years of scoline use, KNP managers were finally persuaded that this was an 

inhumane way of killing elephants. The park then opted for darting the elephant with scoline and then 

shooting the animal in the brain before the animal succumbed to suffocation. KNP scientists have 

admitted that this method is also not humane,  

 

"In practice, however, this could not always be ensured and some animals could not be shot 

before suffocation commenced".73 The latest method entails shooting elephants in the brain 
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from a helicopter. However, the scientists acknowledge, "…the possibility of wounding of the 

animals remains a concern…."74  

 

The culling of elephants has also led international animal welfare organisations to engage the South 

African government. These NGOs have been criticised for trying to dictate policies and for having a 

lack of understanding of how things work in South Africa. Bell-Leask agrees with these criticisms, 

“Government has a point in being weary. These organisations often display a lack of respect for 

practical realities in South Africa. Certain NGOs have come into South Africa, not having a presence 

here, and have tried to negotiate deals with government, like the Humane Society of the United 

States (HSUS) trying to strike a deal over the ivory stockpile issue and then not being able to live up 

to promises made. Obviously this puts a bad taste in the mouths of government. But what is even 

worse is that IFAW gets lumped in the same category although we have been working constructively 

with government to find a solution and we have a presence here. We are a registered not-for-profit 

organisation, we have spent a lot of money here. International NGOS need to be far more cautious 

and respecting in the way they approach issues in South Africa, both with regard to government and 

local NGOs. In the past IFAW has also been naïve by trying to put conditional agreements between 

ourselves and government.”75 

 

Also worth noting is that a HSUS-funded elephant contraceptive project in South African parks, aimed 

at eliminating the ‘culling’ of elephants, has been criticised by organisations such as ART who argue 

that controlling population growth of elephants will preclude their use as a ‘renewable resource’ by 

local communities.   

 

It was also over the culling issue, that local animal rights organisation, Justice for Animals (then 

called FALCON) and IFAW-SA, had significant victories. Although mainstream conservation 

organisations tend to argue that the anti-culling stance was driven by NGOs in the North, such as 

IFAW and HSUS, and only supported by a small minority of South Africans, this is mere conjecture, 

as general public sentiment was not gauged. Animal protectionists argue that their campaigning, 

which reflected public opposition to the culling of elephants, and their constructive engagement with 

conservation authorities in the mid-1990s, directly led to a moratorium on the culling of elephants and 

other animals in the KNP. It also impacted on the revision of the elephant management plan in the 

KNP. These campaigns also raised awareness on the issue of culling, both locally and internationally.  
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Road Kills  
 

One of the most serious potential impacts associated with the commercialisation process, particularly 

with the concessions programmes, is that of ‘road kills’. Xwe and Geasphere argue that concessions 

are leading to a substantial increase in night traffic in the parks.76 A review of various KNP annual 

reports77 in the late 1980s and early 1990s confirms that vehicles in the park kill hundreds of 

mammals, birds and reptiles every year. The list of animals killed includes: birds, nocturnal birds 

(night jars, dikkops and oOwls), reptiles (chameleons, snakes, lizards, tortoises), hares, squirrels, 

impala, kudu, warthog, steenbok, slender mongoose, banded mongoose, hyena, black-backed jackal, 

baboon, wildebeest, duiker, bushbuck, side-striped jackal, white-tailed mongoose, zebra, lion, genet, 

civet, serval, hippo, reedbuck, nyala, porcupine, honey badger, sable, waterbuck, Mellers mongoose 

and crocodile. It is worth noting that a number of these species are typically nocturnal and that during 

the period covered by the aforementioned reports there was substantially less night traffic in the park 

than at present and in the near future because of the concessions. According to Wayne Lotter of 

Geasphere, these annual reports are a gross under-representation of the true statistics, firstly 

because many rangers simply do not report these incidents (in spite of the fact that they are meant 

to), secondly, because some animals are able to run / fly off after any collision and will die later off the 

road and in the bush and thirdly, because predators will often remove them from the road before they 

are recorded.78  

 

Unethical and Inhumane Management Practices 
 

Employee Allegations 

 
In 1999, various animal organisations were sent an anonymous letter from a group of ‘concerned 

people’ in the KNP. The letter made the following allegations:79  

 

• Animal mortality is high during capture operations, for example, during the capture of seventy 

zebras, thirty-two died in the process and their bodies were dumped on a fire-break road near 

Skukuza; 

• Animals kept in captivity are maltreated and neglected, for example sunis were kept in a boma 

for three weeks without food and they died of starvation; 

• Rangers were forced to inhumanely kill at least two elephants each year a part of their 

‘training’. Elephants are selected and then chased with helicopters towards the gun of the 

                                         
76 Although SANP stated that the concession developments would be peripheral, some concessions are far (up 
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77 1988/9, 1989/90, 1991/2 and 1993/4 
78 Interview with Wayne Lotter, 6 February 2003 
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ranger. Most elephants are not killed with the first or second shot but many shots are needed 

to ‘bring the elephant down.’ It is also alleged that wounded elephants were chased for 

kilometres by the helicopters before they were finally killed. This practice is confirmed in an 

internal memo to the Manager: Nature conservation from H A Schreiber, Ranger in the 

Northern district; 80 

• The shooting of baboons and vervets. An internal KNP memorandum, entitled, Principles and 

Guidelines for the Handling of the Larger Problem Animals in the Kruger National Park verified 

that KNP employees have deliberately killed thousands of baboons in the last decade.81   

 

Cutting off the Feet of Live Elephants  

 

There has also been evidence of a senior manager and hunter in the KNP, Bruce Bryden, cutting off 

the feet of elephants while they were still alive, so that the feet could be sold as curios. Bryden 

allegedly also lay in wait for a troop of baboons at a campsite and then killed them.82  

 

A Private Hunting Ground for Staff? 

 
In 2002, Willem Gertenbach, who was at the time head of Conservation Services in the KNP, was 

implicated in cruelly shooting, wounding and killing giraffes, warthogs, kudus and zebras, from a 

helicopter. A giraffe had both eyes shot out and was apparently shot ten times. Karen Trendler, in 

reference to this incident, and speaking on behalf of the Animal Use and Care Committee said, “the 

National Parks are not a private hunting ground for officials working there.”83 Soon after the ethics 

committee went public on this story they all resigned en masse and the committee has not been 

reconstituted.       

 

The ‘ Game’  Processing Plant 

 

The animal slaughterhouse, known as the Sand River By-Products Plant, located several kilometres 

from Skukuza, and deliberately "out of sight of tourists"84, was built at a cost of about R2 million. It 

consists of separate abattoirs for elephant and buffalo, a carcass meal plant, cold rooms, deboning 
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rooms, a canning plant, drying rooms for making biltong, and hide, skin and ivory processing 

facilitates.85 In the 1970s, it was expanded to incorporate a canning facility. This is where, for twenty-

six years (1968 – 1995), elephants were turned into biltong, steak, stew, pet food, tinned meat that 

was distributed to the black staff as rations, soap and souvenirs. According to Carlos Bastos, who 

worked in the abattoir, elephant bodies were loaded onto trucks and covered with tarpaulins. They 

were only moved at night, mainly to avoid tourists. The bodies would arrive in the middle of the night. 

Up to 800 elephants could be processed each season, three males every day or a herd of twelve to 

fifteen elephants.86 Killing animals was carried out as a mechanical operation, with no compassion, 

as the following quote with regard to hippos highlights, "It usually takes adult hippo from 20 to 70 

minutes to rise to the surface of the water if they have been killed instantaneously. Animals wounded 

initially take somewhat longer to rise. Pre-weaned infants which lack a fermenting stomach take up to 

twenty four hours to come to the surface, while some never appear and are presumably eaten by 

crocodiles."87 

 

The Live Animal Business: Selling Off ‘Surplus’ and ‘Problem’ Animals   
 

“…it is true that white rhinoceross are not so abundant that they are causing habitat damage in the Kruger 

National Park. They are nevertheless sufficiently numerous to make them available for sale.”88 

 

SANParks has a long history of supplying animals to private landowners. The KNP has taken a policy 

decision to involve itself in unrestricted and large-scale capturing, selling and translocation of 

animals, including rhinoceros, elephants and lions. More often than not, these animals are sold to 

hunting operators, including ‘canned’ predator outfits. SANParks takes the position that it, “respects 

the right of game owners to engage in hunting or to trade in live animals in accordance with the 

law.”89  In addition, the KNP is selling wild-caught animals directly into captivity, such as zoos, a 

practice that is viewed as unethical by many.90 South African National Parks take the position that 

they are selling ‘surplus’ and ‘problem’ animals in order to support conservation. Xwe argues, 

however, that the sale of animals is driven by an economic imperative and that the ‘harvesting’ of so-

called ‘surplus resources’ is a management decision and not a scientific one. They maintain that 

animals are being sold under the pretext that they are either ‘problem animals’ or ‘surplus animals’ 

but that the real reason is financially motivated, that is, to boost the operating budget of the 
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SANParks. For Xwe, economic incentives result in more animals being removed than populations can 

withstand.91 

 

Trade is lucrative and the SANParks are becoming increasingly dependent on it as an income 

generating method and it appears that the KNP has been exploited as a resource for the purposes of 

fundraising. There is pressure on the KNP to be profitable and it contributes seventy-five to eighty 

percent of the annual income of the SANParks. This would explain why there are massive utilisation 

levels in the KNP. Profits from sales of animals have increased dramatically within the last few years. 

‘Game, by products and plant sales’ were: R11 847 404 in 2000; R 8 858 441 in 1999; R3 812 033 in 

1998; R3 137 741 in 1997 and R1 068 717 in 1996.92  

 

There have been several examples of the KNP knowingly selling lions and other animals to either 

known ‘canned lion’ hunting farms or other known hunting destinations. In one year alone, according 

to a Mail & Guardian article at least six lions were sold to ‘canned’ predator hunting outfitters and 

breeders, including Albert Mostert and Sandhurst Safaris.93 KNP has also sold animals to wildlife 

trader Riccardo Ghiazza. For example, two elephants that Ghiazza sold to singer Michael Jackson in 

1993 for his private zoo in Neverland, California, were babies orphaned as a result of culling in the 

KNP.94 In 2000, a pride of thirteen lions made up of three females, two males and eight cubs were 

sold to self-confessed canned hunter and breeder, Piet Slabbert, who owns Boskoppies, a hunting 

farm in the Free State. In 2001, the KNP sold twenty-one wild white rhinoceross into captivity for 

breeding and hunting purposes.95 According to the Mail & Guardian, "Stories abound of elephants 

and rhinoceross being shot within days of relocation. Two elephant bulls sold to a Northern Province 

hunting outfit last year were mowed down in a hail of bullets after they escaped from their new 

home…A rhinoceros shot by a hunter within days of being relocated was wounded and left to rot in 

the veld."96  

 

Martin Hutter argues that Parks authorities are not concerned what the fates of the animals are once 

they are sold. He also contends that provincial and national parks have not put adequate checks and 

balances in place to monitor and ensure that the animals that they have sold are not cruelly treated.97 

Karen Trendler, a member of the defunct Animal Use and Care Committee appointed by the South 

African National Parks, argues that, “many members of the public feel the Kruger Park is a place of 

sanctuary for wildlife where this kind of thing should not happen and that the management has a 

                                         
91 Interview with Martin Hutter, 17 March 2003 
92 South African National Parks Annual Reprots 
93 Mail & Guardian, 15 to 22 June 2000 
94 Mail & Guardian, 13 to 19 November 1998 
95 Mail & Guardian, 23 to 29 March 2001 and 6 to 12 April 2001 
96 Mail & Guardian, 15 to 22 June 2000 
97 Interview with Martin Hutter, 17 March 2003 
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responsibility to its animals from the cradle to the grave.”98 This view was reinforced by an ECN press 

release, 

 

“…the Ethical Conservation Network opposes the sale of wild animals from the Kruger 

National Park or any other national park in South Africa. It believes that national parks are 

sanctuaries for wildlife, and that the removal of wild animals from a national park can only be 

justified after a full study has been completed and the results made public, and which proves 

beyond doubt that there is ‘over population’ of any given species. In such instances, inter-Park 

transfers should always be the first option.”99 

 

Conservation Equals Exploitation?  
 

Most animal protection organisations and groups in South Africa share the perception that 

conservation in South Africa equals exploitation. For them the supposed protectors are in many 

cases the perpetrators, and the KNP is no exception. Some members of the animal welfare 

community, such as Chris Mercer, believe that there should be a Truth Commission into nature 

conservation policies and personnel in South Africa.  

 

Within this exploitative milieu, animal protection groups are trying to apply pressure for national parks 

to adopt more holistic and compassionate approaches to wild animals. However, this battle is just 

beginning because the SANParks is in the process of embarking on a rapid programme of raw 

commercialism and privatisation, which is leading to the loss of habitat, species and diversity and is 

causing individual animals to suffer. At the heart of current debates around national parks is, who 

should pay? There is increasing evidence that government strategies of trying to link conservation of 

wild species to rural development are conceptually flawed, unsustainable and inappropriate and fail to 

meet either conservation or development objectives.100   

 

Within the current global economic locale, countries in the South, which hold the bulk of species, 

cannot afford the enormous economic and social costs required for adequate protection and the 

expansion of existing protected areas, without substantial financial and technical support from the 

industrialised North. Animal protection organisations, therefore, tend to support Richard Leakey’s 

argument that national parks are sites of global biodiversity and wildlife heritage and, as a result, 

these areas should not be made to ‘pay to stay’ but should be paid for and funded by international 

                                         
98 Karen Trendler, quoted in Mail & Guardian, 23 March 2001 
99 Ethical Conservation Press Release, 2 April 2001 
100 Barrett, CB and P Arcese, ‘Are integrated conservation and development projects sustainable? World 
Development, 23 (7), 1073-1084, 1998 
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sources.101 They also argue that the most effective way to lessen the burden of human activities on 

protected areas would be to improve urban infrastructure elsewhere.102   

 

Xwe has pointed out that the long-term survival of South Africa’s wild animals depends on alternative 

macro-economic policies and other social and ecological solutions. “It certainly appears as if the 

South African government is displaying an intransigent attitude in favour of resource exploitation. 

However, they are merely trustees on behalf of ordinary South Africans and therefore they need to 

take other viewpoints and issues of long-term sustainability and ethical issues into consideration. 

There needs to be vigorous public debate with respect to those areas set aside as parks and 

protected areas.”103  

 

                                         
101 Leakey, Richard and Virginia Morell, Wildlife Wars: My Fight to Save Africa’s Natural Treasures, Macmillan, 
2001 
102 Hutter, Martin, Utilisation of Wild Living Animals, Conservation and Sustainable Development: Contradiction 
in Terms or a Promising Approach? 2001 
103 Interview with Martin Hutter, 17 March 2003 
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CONCLUSION 

 
 

“Oppression of humans causes much of the mistreatment of other animals, and the awful treatment of other 

animals fuels human exploitation.1 

 
Globally and locally, there is an enormous level of exploitation and oppression of other animals. This 

exploitation and naked cruelty is deeply rooted in hierarchical human social arrangements and belief 

systems and, what David Nibert calls, the “entanglement of human and animal oppression”.2 It 

appears that the animal rights position is in all probability the only one that can meaningfully 

counteract both. There is, however, a major caveat; this cannot be achieved without growing and 

broadening out the animal rights and liberation movement; strengthening its ideological base; and 

forging alliances with other progressive civil society movements.  

 

The global animal rights and liberation movement is located within the ecocentric holism paradigm 

and is a crucial component in the wave of new social movements.3 It represents a fundamental 

ideological challenge to the status quo, the institutions of animal exploitation and industrial societies. 

Whereas conservationism and animal welfare reflect and perpetuate the status quo. The animal 

rights movement takes an abolitionist approach and does not want to protect animals simply for 

‘sentimental’ reasons. The animal rights and liberation movement is fighting against institutional 

exploitation; calls for an end to violence against animals and people; rejects the objectification of 

animals and their status as property or ‘things’; recognises the inherent value of animals and their 

equal right to be treated with respect; and wants to put an end to the conceptual boundary between 

humans and other animals.4 The animal rights movement calls for the circle of moral sympathy and 

concern to be widened and it argues that the moral significance of animals necessitates that we reject 

the current reality, which is shaped by the concept of animals as property and the treatment of 

animals as resources. Its call to end animal exploitation raises structural, political and economic 

                                         
 
1 Nibert, David. Animal Rights/Human Rights: Entanglements of Oppression and Liberation, p5, Oxford: 
Rowman & Littlefield, 2002  
2 Ibid.  
3 Ecocentrism recognises that humans are merely part of a more complex system. Thus, from an ethical 
viewpoint, because there are no clear criteria for separating humans from non-humans, anthropocentrism is 
seen as unjust and discriminatory. Ecocentrism includes 'deep ecology', ecofeminism and animal rights.The 
environmental paradigm of ecocentric holism works to end the exploitation of the environment and people and 
can be seen as a direct challenge to traditional power structures, neo-liberalism and mainstream sustainable 
development discourse. 
4 See: Francione, Gary. Rain Without Thunder: The Ideology of the Animal Rights Movement, Philadelphia: 
Temple University Press, 1996; Regan, Tom. The Case for Animal Rights, London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 
1983; Nibert, David. Animal Rights/Human Rights: Entanglements of Oppression and Liberation, Oxford: 
Rowman & Littlefield, 2002   
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questions, as it would mean a reassessment of agribusiness and other animal exploitation industries 

and of power relations more generally. It is thus fighting to transform social relations by rejecting 

dominant cultural, religious and economic structures and challenging sites of power and privilege.   

 

The animal rights movement is part of a growing international movement for social change working to 

construct a new political, social and economic base. It is a branch of the increasing voice against 

corporate capitalism, which is exploiting human and other life, particularly because the oppression of 

animals is primarily motivated, and is intensified, by economic and industrial interests. It thus shares 

the same global and local enemies as other progressive social movements, namely, the neo-liberal 

agenda, commercialisation, privatisation and free-market economic policies of quantitative growth. It 

has been successful in exposing numerous abuses and sensitising people but it has also been 

successful in bringing the issues of animals into the public arena for discussion. As a fairly young 

movement,5 it is still debating its philosophical and theoretical base. It is also apparent that there is a 

need to discuss the shape and future direction of the animal liberation movement. The animal rights 

movement has also been criticised from within for: not paying sufficient attention to: other social 

struggles; the role of capitalism; and the effects of the new global economic order on the oppression 

of other animals (humans).6 There also appears to be confusion on the theory that informs actions 

and too little discussion about how compromises happen (which is leading to division). Finally, it is 

also censured for allowing itself to be side-tracked and compromised by the reformist animal welfare 

position.7   

 

Animal Rights in South Africa  
 

“Whether they realise it or not, activists who promote veganism and animal rights are ipso facto engaging a vast 

complex of problems in the human world”8 

 

There is no ‘animal rights movement’ in South Africa, in the sense that there is no organised and 

mass-based initiative. However, some criteria for qualifying as a social movement are met. In 

addition, animal rights activists in South Africa are representative of a larger global movement. 

Although at this stage it is too early to say what its transformative capacity is, it seems that 

collectively its actions are beginning to transform societal values but not institutions. It may also have 

                                         
5 It is twenty-eight years old and is usually cited as having its roots in the publication of Peter Singer’s book 
Animal Liberation in 1975.  
6 Nibert, David. Animal Rights/Human Rights: Entanglements of Oppression and Liberation, Oxford: Rowman & 
Littlefield, 2002 and Best, Steven, Common Natures, Shared Fates: Towards an Interspecies Alliance Politics, 
January 2003, www.impactpress.com/articles/decjan03/interspecies12103.html  
7 Interview with Professor Gary L. Francione, Actionline, Summer 2002, Friends of Animals. Francione also 
argues that there is no animal rights movement in the USA because they have been compromised by industry 
and reformist positions 
8 Steven Best. Common Natures, Shared Fates: Toward an Interspecies Alliance Politics, January 2003, 
www.impactpress.com/articles/decjan03/interspecies12103.html 
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the potential to evolve into a social movement in the future and to establish a sustained and durable 

presence. They are still characterised by what Jacklyn Cock calls ‘social shallowness’ because, 

locally, they have no connections to mass-based movements9 and they have not yet developed into a 

coherent oppositional force. There are a range of disparate organisations, groupings and activists 

that are tentatively beginning to challenge the hegemonic, hierarchical and speciesist concepts of 

oppression and are, in the final analysis, providing an embryonic foundation for the concept and 

practice of animal rights to grow and develop into a socially cohesive pressure group.  Although these 

fledgling groups link into the global movement of animal rights and network extensively 

transnationally, they still need to be united, resistance strategies and philosophical positioning 

developed and popular support sought.   

 

Along with the international trend in the growth of NGOs, animal protection and liberation groupings in 

South Africa also largely emerged after 1990, mainly because traditional welfare and conservation 

organisations were not addressing the root causes of animal exploitation. One of their main sites of 

struggle is the notion and practice of ‘sustainable utilisation’, which allows animals to be viewed as 

resources for human use. These fractured, fragmented and loose groupings are characterised by 

activism and volunteerism. Some are membership-based while others are not. An examination of 

their members shows that they still largely have a white support base. This is also true for animal 

welfare and mainstream conservation organisations.  

 

These groupings tend to fight reactive, single-issue campaigns and appear not to formally debate 

their philosophical and ideological base. In some cases, their members may feel a sense of injustice 

or empathy for the suffering of animals, but this does not take place within any significant ideological 

framework. As a result, there are some inconsistencies and confusion about the differences between 

animal welfare and animal rights within the membership of some of these groups. The fact that 

activists and groupings have different notions of animal rights is dividing and weakening the 

‘movement’ in South Africa.   

 

It has also, thus far, been unable to seek solidarity and support from other progressive organisations 

and this has further weakened it. A fragmented and diluted opposition serves the interests of the 

mainstream conservation organisations, animal welfare groups, industry and government. In many 

ways, because there is no full-time animal rights organisation in South Africa, no clear organisational 

strategies and tactics have been developed, defined or refined and they remain fairly disorganised. In 

a few instances, these disparate groups and organisations have come together on specific 

campaigns (such as: legal challenge to ‘canned hunting’, the Protected Areas Bill and the WSSD) 

                                         
9 Cock, Jacklyn, Local social movements and Global civil society: some South African cases, SWOP Seminar, 
27 September 2002 
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and, once agreement is reached on strategies and tactics, they have worked together in coalitions to 

strengthen their voice, such as the AGA and DNA.  

 

Despite the fact that it is not an ‘organised movement’, the animal rights position in South Africa is 

establishing a foothold and raising important issues. It has received a fair amount of media attention 

over the past decade and even the use of the term ‘animal rights’ is finding acceptability (in the past 

animal rightists were often referred to as ‘bunny-huggers’ in the press) and as environmental 

journalist Fiona McLeod has pointed out, ‘animal stories’ are immensely popular.10 The animal 

exploitation industry and government also seem to share the perception that there is an animal rights 

movement in South Africa. Ian Player refers to the growth of animal rights in South Africa and its 

potential to gain grassroots support in the following way,  

 

“When the animal rights movement in South Africa started to gain ascendancy, the hunters 

came to me (they still do) and they would get really vociferous. I told them, look, whether you 

like it or not there is now something in human consciousness that makes us look at animals 

differently and nothing you do is ever going to remove it. Nothing that you do. And in fact, if 

you have any brains you better learn how to live with it because far from going out, it is going 

to grow. It was not all that long ago, that women did not have rights – at the time males were 

violently opposed to it. But once the idea was there, nothing was going to stop it. And I think 

the same thing applies to animal rights. There has to be some form of recognition of other 

forms of life.”11   

 

As agents of resistance, animal rights activists in South Africa use what Mittleman refers to as a,  

“submerged form of resistance” and forms of protest that are challenging social perceptions and 

structures of exploitation and oppression.12  The core strategies of resistance and tools of social 

change, which generally make use of non-institutional channels, include: placard demonstrations, 

banner placing; direct action; public stunts; petitions;13 public calls for product and tourism boycotts; 

networking; and the use of the media.  Public education, in relation to the exploitation of animals for 

fur, in factory farming, hunting, the trade in wild animals and vivisection is seen as pivotal. Animal 

rightists argue that people need to learn about atrocities before they can eradicate them.  

 

As a movement, animal rights makes extensive use of networking and the Internet to communicate, 

to develop consensus, to act collectively and to define campaigns, both locally and internationally. In 

                                         
10 Interview with Fiona Mcleod, 8 September 2002 
11 Interview with Dr Ian Player, 23 July 2003 
12 Mittleman, James. Globalisation and Environmental Resistance Politics. Third World Quarterly Vol. 19, No. 5, 
pp. 847 - 872, 1998 
13 For example, in 1999, Beauty Without Cruelty initiated a petition to have the status of animals changed from 
‘things’ to ‘sentient beings’. 
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this way, activists have been able to immediately plug into international campaigns, make a local 

issue an international issue and replicate strategies used elsewhere (Mittleman refers to this as 

‘parallelism’). It is for this reason that Steve Smit of Justice for Animals has referred to it as “a support 

system.”14   In some cases, one of the tactics used is to distance campaigns from the animal rights 

label because they believe if they do not they will immediately be dismissed and marginalised. Some 

activists have seen this as a mistake.15 It seems that a challenge within the animal rights movement 

itself is not to break with its fundamental principles or compromise its position to win ‘hearts and 

minds’, obtain funding or gain ‘legitimacy’.   

  

Animal rights campaigns are an important source of pressure on industry and government policies, 

and they have been instrumental in: the moratorium on ‘culling’ in the Kruger National Park; the ban 

on the ivory trade in the late 1980s and early 1990s; the banning of the use of gill nets in South 

African waters in 1989; the moratorium on commercial ‘seal harvesting in 1991;16 and the saving of 

some of the Tuli elephants. These victories and campaigns can be seen as a direct threat to current 

wildlife management practices. Saliem Fakir believes that in the last five years it has had more of an 

impact than the conservationists. “They have brought the debates to the fore and I think they have 

made lots of people think about some of the issues…that is what a multicultural society is all about.”17 

 

Globally public support is crucial for the animal rights movement as it relies on money obtained from 

its membership to campaign and lobby because it has little access to donor funding. In South Africa, 

animal rightists do not have the capacity to increase their educational programmes and extend their 

membership base. They thus remain under-resourced and reliant on volunteers. This has impacted 

on sustainability and effectiveness and negatively affects strategies and campaigns, which are largely 

reactive, limited in scope and often cannot be sustained. It has also meant that they have neglected 

the lobbying and political imperative and have not been able to build alliances outside of animal-

related organisations and groups. More recently, animal rights groups have attempted to engage with 

the government and industry and there has been a conscious move to identify issues of concern and 

to tactically try to address these concerns in the most strategic way possible. However, they operate 

in an environment where they have no access to power or to people in positions of power and there 

are no mechanisms in place or forums where their voices can be heard. They are therefore effectively 

politically disempowered and marginalised. As a result, when they do engage the market and the 

State, their campaigns are often confrontational. 

                                         
14 Interview with Steve Smit, 6 February 2003 
15 Interview with Alan Rolstone, 17 December 2002 
16 The killing of seals was supported by both WESSA (then called the Wildlife Society) and the Endangered 
Wildlife Trust. 
17 Interview with Saliem Fakir, 12 November 2002 
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Bigger cages: the Animal Welfare Position 
 

“Animal welfare works to get veal calves out of solitary confinement, to give them more space, a little straw, 

maybe some companions, but it keeps the veal escalope”18 

 

It is important to differentiate between animal welfare and animal rights because it has an important 

impact on social arrangements and public policy, particularly as they relate to animals. Animal welfare 

cannot provide any meaningful protection for animals because it reinforces cultural, religious and 

social belief systems, views animals as resources, regards them as property and does not contest the 

capitalist agenda. Animal welfare is anthropocentric and does not ultimately change the way society 

perceives animals. It makes use of terms such as ‘humane’ and ‘unnecessary suffering’ and believes 

that interests of animals may be sacrificed for human interests. The central difference between 

animal welfare and animal rights is that, animal welfare wants more ‘humane’ methods, while animal 

rights wants the total dissolution of commercial ‘animal production systems’ and the exploitative use 

of animals by humans. Animal welfare operates within the system of exploitation while animal rights 

protests on the periphery. It is therefore a case of reform vs. abolition. Justice for Animals maintains 

that, “ animal abusers have a working relationship and understanding with animal welfare bodies, 

which enables the abusers to defend their policies and have them endorsed. Thus exploitation is 

perpetuated.”19 As a result, industry and conservationists support the animal welfare position and do 

not view it as a threat.  

 

Animal rightists in South Africa argue that the reformist animal welfare position, as embodied by the 

NSPCA, is part of the problem and not the solution and is a stumbling block to meaningful change 

because it: perpetuates and entrenches exploitative and oppressive practices and systems; 

advocates the replacement of one form of exploitation with another; does not promote a cruelty-free 

lifestyle; and is compromising the animal rights position.  Steve Smit has criticised animal welfare for 

not wanting to speak out against industry and the dominant hierarchical system of oppression. “Its 

existence largely depends on the support of industry and it fears losing funding and its support base. 

It also provides a soft option for people who do care about animals but who do not want to face up to 

reality or make lifestyle changes. It makes the general public feel better about eating meat or 

exploiting animals. It is easy for them to give their money to the NSPCA and the Animal Anti-Cruelty 

League because they get their calendar once a year, feel vindicated and carry on with their pro-

consumptive and cruelty-filled lives.” 20  

 

                                         
18 Regan, Tom, The Case for Animal Rights, http://animalsvoice.com/PAGES/rights/regan.htm 
19 Interview with Steve Smit, 6 February 2003 
20 Interview with Steve Smit, 6 February 2003 
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There is no collaboration between local animal rights groups and bodies such as the NSPCA. Indeed 

there is enormous tension between animal rights groups and the NSPCA, over issues of killing 

unwanted pets, canned hunting, culling in national parks, vivisection, farmed animals and animal 

welfare’s endorsement and facilitation of self-policing codes of exploitative industrial practices. This 

tension is apparent from a quote by Marcelle French, CEO of the NSPCA, “We are a welfare 

organisation that deals with government departments. We are not going to fall off the end. You have 

to be a reasonable organisation and that is the difference between welfare and rightists. In my 

opinion most rightist organisations offer lip-service. I have a problem with that. They rake in the 

money from the public…and they don’t physically do anything for animals.”21 There is also little 

constructive collaboration between the NSPCA and other animal welfare organisations. Within the 

animal welfare position, and particularly between the NSPCA and IFAW, there are strong differences 

of opinion at the tactical and strategic level and on how goals are reached.  

 

The NSPCA sees the enforcement of legislation, monitoring welfare standards and drafting codes 

and regulations as its primary role. By referring to the NSPCA Act, it has misleadingly given itself a 

government role and elevated itself to official status and falsely asserts that it is a statutory body. 

Indeed, government is of the opinion that the NSPCA Act should be scrapped, “It’s a business 

arrangement. It has nothing to do with animal welfare.”22 Furthermore, the NSPCA only has control 

over SPCAs, and does not speak on behalf of other organisations. Of concern is that it does enforce 

96 per cent of the animal legislation in South Africa.23 The State has ‘allowed’ the NSPCA to do this 

because it is trying to sidestep its legal obligations and does not appear to want to take responsibility 

for issues relating to animals. This has meant that the general public has a skewed perception, 

seeing the NSPCA as the only authoritative organisation in relation to animal abuse issues. By 

dealing exclusively with the NSPCA, government is marginalising other voices that have an equal 

stake in animal issues. Although it is to the advantage of both the NSPCA and government, it has, 

understandably, caused further tension with other groupings.  

 

Conservation Organisations 
 

The word conservation is a patriarchal term linked to ‘use’. Conservation organisations in South 

Africa are largely funded by corporations and reflect the mainstream human view that promotes 

consumptive use and trade in wild animals. Ironically it is this seemingly unbending utilisation position 

and failure to adequately deal with issues of ethics and patent exploitation that is causing a decline in 

                                         
21 50/50 (SABC 2) interview with Marcelle French, The Price of Survival, Screened on 5 March 2000  
22 Interview with Keith Ramsay, 1 August 2003 
23 www.nspca.co.za. According to Keith Ramsay, it appears that only the Police Stock Theft Unit use the Animal 
Protection Act 

http://www.nspca.co.za/
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membership.24 Animal rights and animal welfare organisations can fill this vacuum. More specifically, 

when it comes to ethical issues involving animals, conservation organisations distance themselves 

from ethical causes or activities, particularly if it harms exploitative industries. 

 

Conservation organisations that make use of their IUCN membership in order to give them legitimacy, 

lobby government extensively and, because they have the biggest ‘real estate’, they also have the 

biggest impact on government policies. Advisors and consultants to government also come from the 

conservation genre. ART (Resource Africa) has been the most successful in influencing policy, both 

in South Africa and regionally. It has also lobbied the European Union to support the ‘sustainable use’ 

of natural resources and its offshoot in Brussels is subsidised by the European Union. Julian 

Sturgeon of Resource Africa (then ART), was special advisor to the Minister of Environmental Affairs 

and thereafter National Spatial Development Initiatives Programme Manager in DEAT.  It is likely that 

they use the influence they have with government to marginalise other voices. 

 

Mainstream conservation organisations are almost paranoiac about the animal rights movement and 

view it as the biggest threat to current conservation policies. They also recognise that it is a 

movement with which they cannot strike a comfortable compromise as they do with animal welfare. 

Both animal rights and animal welfare are incorrectly portrayed by conservationists as having concern 

for the preservation of individuals only and no concern for the preservation of species, habitats and 

ecosystems. It is also this emphasis on systems as opposed to individuals that allows mainstream 

conservation organisations and government to depersonalise exploitation and suffering. 

Conservationists also attack animal rights in the following ways: disingenuous animal rights 

organisations are rich and conservationists are poor and that the campaigns they raise funding for 

are not legitimate or worthy causes; that they are raising money on the backs of South African 

animals such as elephants, rhinoceross and lions; animal rights arguments are fundamentally flawed 

and designed to shock; and that any attack on sustainable use is illegitimate and flawed.  

 

The Tuli elephant issue clearly demonstrated that when the sustainable use paradigm is questioned 

they close ranks and adopt a laager mentality. What is clearly needed is for mainstream conservation 

organisations to begin to debate their own policy frameworks.  

 

                                         
24 Since the Tuli Affair both WESSA and EWT have lost members and the Rhinoceros and Elephant Foundation 
has closed down. 
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Policy Frameworks 
 

“The Government seems to regard animal groups as a bunch of lefties on the fringe.”25 

 

“The Constitution will not be amended to include animals.”26 

 

The State is a formidable barrier to those fighting for justice and against oppression of animals. This 

is because its power protects and legitimises the ideological forces of exploitation. For animal groups 

to engage the State, there is a need to understand how government policies and positions are framed 

in relation to animal exploitation issues. Historically, South Africa has always taken a pro-

consumptive use stance in relation to wild animals. In the past it was so that a few people could 

benefit and have private hunting grounds. It is now located within the language of development.  

 

In the transitional period between 1990 and 1994, the ANC did not initiate any debates or discussions 

in relation to animal welfare and exploitation issues and since 1994 there has been no fundamental 

reassessment of policy. This is because the South African perspective in relation to animals reflects 

markets and growth without end. DEAT spokesperson, Sonja Meintjes maintains that ‘wise use’ is the 

cornerstone of government policy.27 Internationally, the ‘Wise Use Movement’, which promotes 

consumptive use, works to protect private property and free markets and limit governments, 

epitomises the green backlash.  

 

Environment Minister, Valli Moosa, asserts that, “there is absolutely no reason why South Africa, both 

in the public and private sectors should not be world leaders in sustainable development.”28  After the 

CITES COP12 decision to allow South Africa a one-off sale of ivory, Valli Moosa reiterated this view, 

“Clearly South Africa emerges as a major player in the determination of the global conservation 

agenda.” 29 It also wants to export their conservation policies to other countries in Africa. “Southern 

Africa is committed to assist its brothers and sisters in the rest of the African continent to have good 

conservation methods.30 This means that ‘consumptive use’ of so-called wildlife resources is 

perceived to be playing an important role in the South African economy and that South Africa is a 

world ‘leader’ in the sustained ‘wise use’ of ‘wild animal resources’ and is advocating endless 

exploitation in a world of finite ‘resources’ and already unspeakable misery. Animal exploitation 

issues starkly demonstrate the government’s neo-liberal policies because it contrasts raw 

commercialism with ethical issues and real suffering. The renaming of some of the divisions within 

                                         
25 Interview with journalist Fiona McLeod, 8 September 2002 
26 Minister Mohammed Valli Moosa, CARE Notes from meeting held with Valli Moosa, and CARE, SAAV, WAG, 
IFAW, Earthlife, BWC and the Vegetarian Society, 25 March 2001  
27 Notes taken at Nyamasan, 11-12 November 1999 
28 www.environment.gov.za/PolLeg/Agreements/2003Apr30/green_leaders_3004 
29 SAPA, 13 November 2002 
30 Minister Mohammed Valli Moosa, SAPA, 13 November 2002 
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DEAT reflects this ‘use’ approach, for example, the Sub-directorate of Biodiversity Utilisation and the 

Division of Resource Use. As a result, the political line has been drawn. 

 

Animal suffering is not central on the government’s agenda and ‘animal welfare’ is an issue that no 

government department seems to want. It thus appears to be shirking its responsibilities in this 

regard. Saliem Fakir of the IUCN has pointed out that if there is no consistent policy there will be a 

fractured articulation of what the government position is.  31  Even though, in 2000, DEAT’s Piet Botha 

said that, “we will assume future responsibility for wildlife welfare issues”,32this has not happened and 

there is no policy signal that South Africa cares about wild animals and as a result, wild animals are 

becoming one of South Africa’s biggest commodities. DEAT, which drives and oversees the 

burgeoning trade in wild animals and growth in hunting, has not taken any legislative responsibility or 

‘ownership’ of the animal exploitation or welfare concerns that correspond to it. Consequently, there 

are also no policy guidelines relating to the rescue, release, or rehabilitation of wildlife, and it appears 

to be easier to hunt an animal than to save it.  

 

The Department of Agriculture, which is responsible for facilitating the exploitation of farmed animals, 

is also tasked with overseeing their welfare. Indeed, the Department of Agriculture is responsible for 

all issues relating to animal welfare, including legislation. Animal welfare legislation is chiefly found in 

the Animal Protection Act, which does little to reduce suffering and is limited because animals are 

viewed as property. The Department of Agriculture has expressed concern about, “being both a 

player and a referee” and it is in the process of, “finding out whether the Department of Justice would 

be interested in taking the legislation back.”33 But, maintains Ramsay, the Department of Justice “is 

very reluctant.” Instead of facilitating representative stakeholder meetings to overhaul outdated 

animal protection legislation, and regardless of opposition from a number of animal organisations, the 

Department of Agriculture is supporting the drafting of ‘codes of practice’ by the NSPCA and industry, 

through the South African Bureau of Standards. However, this is being done without consultation with 

relevant stakeholders and there are no plans for enforcement. In a similar vein, conservation 

authorities are putting forward policy rather than legislation, as can be seen in regard to canned 

hunting. Inexplicably, DEAT claims it is taking this position because “welfare standards are 

continually changing”.34 Moreover, public scrutiny of these policies and codes is not guaranteed.   

 

                                         
31 Interview with Saliem Fakir, 12 November 2002 
32 Quoted in Bürgener, M, N Snyman, & M Hauck, Towards a Sustainable Wildlife Trade: An Analysis of Nature 
Conservation Legislation in South Africa with Particular Reference to the Wildlife Trade, p44, Institute of 
Criminology of the University of Cape Town (UCT) in association with TRAFFIC East/Southern Africa, 2001 
33 Interview with Keith Ramsay, National Department of Agriculture, 1 August 2003 
34 Bürgener, M, N Snyman, & M Hauck, Towards a Sustainable Wildlife Trade: An Analysis of Nature 
Conservation Legislation in South Africa with Particular Reference to the Wildlife Trade, p44, Institute of 
Criminology of the University of Cape Town (UCT) in association with TRAFFIC East/Southern Africa, 2001 
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Both DEAT and the Department of Agriculture are poor on enforcement, developing strategies and 

consulting with all stakeholders to deal with animal issues. They also lack capacity to provide the 

intellectual leadership to think these issues through, as well as lacking adequate resources and 

training.  

 

Minister Valli Moosa has admitted that there is no articulation between the Department of Agriculture 

and DEAT in relation to animal issues.35 This lack of articulation is further demonstrated by the fact 

that Agriculture wants to devolve enforcement of animal welfare issues to the provinces, while DEAT 

would like to centralise enforcement. From DEAT’s perspective, there is: tension between provinces 

and national government; national government has no authority over provinces and there is no chain 

of command; no real alignment of policies with regard to animal welfare in provinces; and in particular 

there is a lack of skill and capacity particularly in relation to the issuing of permits at provincial level.   

 

Government seem to be acting as a conduit to provide polices and legislation (or lack thereof) for 

industries to continue almost unhindered. Indeed, it is because the State is not taking any legislative 

responsibility that it has, to all intents and purposes, outsourced and devolved animal welfare issues 

to an NGO, the NSPCA. Valli Moosa has also acknowledged that it is apparent that there is no 

channel available for ‘animal welfare organisations’ to address their concerns to government at a 

national level and that most government concerns regarding animal issues are directed to the 

NSPCA.36  The provinces are also promoting favouritism and have developed partial relationships 

with pro-sustainable use NGOs. For example, they have signed an exclusive Memorandum of 

Understanding with TRAFFIC and this has effectively meant that other organisations find it difficult to 

gain access to provinces or the information held by them.    

 

It is also clear that the State views animal rights proponents negatively and as “stirring up trouble”.37  

They are either portrayed as acting against human rights (thereby framing concern about animal 

exploitation as ’animals vs. people’) or of destroying biodiversity, ”We respect the views of people but 

animal rights goes against everything we believe in. It is too radical. Our concern with animal rights is 

that it puts animal rights above human rights. Our children are going hungry. You do not need to have 

rights for animals.”38  And,  “animal welfare is an opponent to biodiversity.”39 Valli Moosa has also 

made the point that government sees merit in the sustainable use concept and generally animal 

                                         
35 CARE Notes from meeting held with Valli Moosa, and CARE, SAAV, WAG, IFAW, Earthlife, BWC and the 
Vegetarian Society, 25 March 2001 
36 Ibid. 
37 Ibid. 
38 Interview with Keith Ramsay, 1 August 2003 
39 DEAT Director-General, Dr Olver in conversation with Saliem Wadee of Friends of Tahr 
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welfare and animal rights groups are not taken seriously as a result.40 Jason Bell-Leask observes 

that, “In South Africa it is a historical reality that all groups that oppose any form of consumptive 

utilisation will be categorised as animal rights, and that still exists today. It has a lot to do with the 

legislative frameworks that have been provided in the past and re-adopted by the new constitution, 

promoting concepts like sustainable use. The government asserts that our constitution supports the 

concept of sustainable utilisation, but IFAW really questions the sustainable utilisation paradigm. That 

is why IFAW is dumped into the category of animal rights. I do not think there is any middle ground – 

any organisation that opposes hunting is seen as being on the Left.”41  

 
Regardless of their neo-liberal stance which serves the interests of the North, DEAT and its current 

Minister are also trying to paint opposition to its policies from animal groups as a North vs. South 

issue, that is, it is ‘First World’ animal rights organisations campaigning against them.42 Although it is 

clear that international mainstream conservation organisations, such as Resource Africa, WWF-SA 

and the IUCN, which propel the Northern agenda, do exert substantial influence on domestic 

conservation policies, and are consulted by government, it is animal rights groups, which oppose the 

sustainable and consumptive use policies that are lambasted, by both government and conservation 

organisations, for trying to do this.  

 

There are many contentious issues around animals that need to be discussed, debated and resolved. 

In particular animal groups have raised specific concerns with regard to issues of accountability, 

transparency, consultation, permits and lack of CITES enforcement.43 If no attempt is made to 

address them, conflict will result. The gulf that exists between those who support sustainable use and 

those who do not is, however, becoming ever wider. Thus, although Valli Moosa told animal rights 

organisations that he, “would like to pursue the discussion with animal protection groups because 

government should not be seen to be promoting two separate camps”, 44it seems unlikely that the 

government will pursue more formal contact. More recently, Valli Moosa refused to meet with a 

coalition of organisations to discuss the export of wild-caught elephants to zoos in Europe and 

Mexico. Ultimately, it depends on how receptive the government really is to other positions. As 

Saliem Fakir has noted, “the long-term solution, animal rights people are not going to go away, and 

neither are the conservationists. The best way to deal with this from a political point of view is to have 

                                         
40 CARE Notes from meeting held with Valli Moosa, and CARE, SAAV, WAG, IFAW, Earthlife, BWC and the 
Vegetarian Society, 25 March 2001 
41 Interview ith Jason Bell-Leask, 28 November 2002 
42 Minister Mohammed Valli Moosa, Sunday Times, 26 March 2000 CARE Notes from meeting held with Valli 
Moosa, and CARE, SAAV, WAG, IFAW, Earthlife, BWC and the Vegetarian Society, 25 March 2001 
43 These concerns emerged at a meeting of a number of animal protection orgs in 23 October 1999 – SAAV, 
Beauty Without Cruelty, the Green Party, Vervet Foundation, Centre for Animal Rehabilitation and Education, 
Earthlife Animal Action, the Vegetarian Society and the Animal Groups Alliance   
44 CARE Notes from meeting held with Valli Moosa, and CARE, SAAV, WAG, IFAW, Earthlife, Beauty Without 
Cruelty and the Vegetarian Society, 25 March 2001 
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a dialogue. You have to have a discussion, you have to have an understanding of what the issues 

are.”45  
 

Extending Community 
 
“It is not a question only of showing mercy to animals, but rather of granting them justice, not of minimizing their 

exploitation, but instead ending it”46 

 

For too long the Left and progressive social movements have ignored the exploitation of animals. It is 

a form of oppression no different from the oppression of women, slaves, people with different sexual 

orientations, or other vulnerable groups that have been devalued and marginalised. The bourgeois 

ideology of the middle class further advances the oppression and exploitation of animals because it 

treats animals as property and as production tools. In looking at some of the major institutions of 

animal exploitation in South Africa, such as farming, hunting, trade and vivisection, it is apparent that 

these industries are acting against the interests of civil society and are only serving the interests of a 

powerful profit-driven minority.  

 

Respecting animals therefore does not pit animal interests against human interests. That is, it is not 

an either/or situation. It is also clear that the often-portrayed idea that people that work for animal 

rights are against human rights is fallacious.  For these reasons the notion of community must be 

broadened out to include animals and the concept of social justice must be widened to include justice 

for other species. Archbishop Bishop Tutu has begun to make these links,  

 

“I have seen at first hand how injustice gets overlooked when the victims are powerless or 

vulnerable, when they have no one to speak up for them and no means of representing 

themselves to a higher authority. Animals are in precisely that position. Unless we are mindful 

of their interests, and speak out loudly on their behalf, abuse and cruelty goes 

unchallenged.”47 

 

Animal exploitation cuts across political ideologies and it needs to link up with movements that are at 

the forefront of the assault on the current major cause of oppression and exploitation; global 

capitalism. However, these movements need to ensure that they re-evaluate their hierarchical views  

                                         
45 Interview with Saliem Fakir, 12 November 2002 
46 E-mail from Dr Steven Best, l 9 February 2003 
47 Tutu, Archbishop Desmond, Foreword in The International Animal World Encyclopaedia to be published in 
September 2003    
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of oppression and their cultural and social disconnection from other species. As Best has argued,  

 

“All justice movements have one foe in common – capitalism and the pernicious effects of its 

profit logic and inherent disregard for life…As the animal rights community awakens from its 

political slumbers, it needs to engage in a mutual education dialogue with progressive 

movements. The Left can teach the animal rights community a few things about capitalism 

and social injustice, and the animal rights community can educate the speciesist Left about 

animal rights, the limitations of humanism and the need to adopt a vegan diet.”48 

 

A New Agenda  
 

“Humans are Animals”49 
 

Animal liberation is no longer a fringe idea; it is a growing and increasingly influential movement 

consisting of philosophers, activists, organisations, academics and others. However, it is also an idea 

that is revolutionary because the whole foundation of human life is built on the exploitation and use of 

animals, and the way humans live will have to be changed with fundamental social, cultural and 

economic beliefs and presumptions being reversed. In the nineteenth century John Stuart Mill 

observed that social movements could be characterised in three stages: ridicule, discussion and 

finally adoption. The nature of the animal rights movement in relation to current hierarchical views of 

oppression leads one to think that it is in a transitional phase, somewhere between ridicule and 

discussion.       

 

Animal rights campaigns are essentially altruistic and work for a cause other than human self-interest. 

They develop global empathy for the environment and animals and they reflect that humans are not 

in conflict with the ecological system but belong to it. “It has been said that animal liberation is 

perhaps the most altruistic freedom struggle in history since those engaged in it do what they do 

without any expectation of returns, recognition or reward, people who have taken up the fight for 

living beings that have neither voice, nor choice, in our human-centric world.”50 

 

To end animal exploitation, social arrangements and institutions need to be changed and this dictates 

collectivism, sustained alliances and bridge building, both at the global and at a local level, with 

human rights organisations, other social actors and emerging social movements. Additionally, 

                                         
48 Best, Steven, The Son of Patriot Act and the Revenge of Democracy, p7. Undated 
http://utminers.utep.edu/best/papers/veganvani/sonofpatriotact.htm 
49 Shiva, Vandana, Terrorism As Cannibalism, 23 January 2002  www.nadir.org/nadir/initiativ/agp/free/9-
11/cannibalism.htm  
50 Gandhi, Smt Maneka, Foreword in The International Animal World Encyclopaedia to be published in 
September 2003    
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meaningful and far-reaching policy changes, locally and globally, cannot occur without heightened 

public awareness that is galvanised into action. But globally the animal rights movement first needs 

self-reflection to engage in dialogue with itself (to establish whether differences are merely on a 

tactical level or if there are more serious ideological factors) so as to develop a consensual position 

and to move forward.  

 

In South Africa, the animal rights exponents still needs to refine their strategies, become more active, 

develop co-ordinated and collective campaigns and gain credibility before any serious dialogue can 

take place. There is very little healthy debate or self-criticism and if it is to go beyond individualism 

and disorganisation it would need to: develop a vision and a multi-perspective view; do more 

advocacy and lobbying; go beyond single focus strategies in order to properly engage global realities; 

take cognisance of the larger political context; and link its campaigns and tactics to broader societal 

issues. The only way it can do this is through: better organisation; gaining the support of a critical 

mass of people and building its social base; and joining other social justice movements. Indeed, 

future strategies and tactics employed by the animal rights groups in South Africa can provide 

important lessons for the rest of the animal rights movements and other social movements worldwide.   

 

Reluctance to accept and incorporate the notion of animal rights or environmental concerns by 

human-centred civil society movements will play a part in the fragmentation and factionalisation of 

social movements. The key questions that remain to be answered are: 

 

• Given the severe injustices that South Africans, and other countries in the South, are facing 

as a result of free-market and state policies, and the focus of organisations, groupings and 

activists to right these wrongs, will they be able to make the connections, become more 

inclusive and broaden their struggle so as to forge alliances outside of their traditional 

partnerships that focus on jobs, livelihoods and living standards? 

 

• Will academics and activists begin to question the language of development and take on 

board that the same forces of domination, control and oppression that marginalised and 

alienated rural communities in South Africa equally marginalised and alienated animals?     

 

• Will human-focused civil society groupings be able to deconstruct their long-established 

anthropocentric identities and promote alternative ones? 

 

• Will animal protection and liberation groupings in South Africa be able to develop their policies 

and campaigns so as link the exploitation of animals into other social justice issues, thereby 
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generating broader support and effecting and transforming political and social practices? (This 

would also need to take place at a global level.)  

 

• Can all these groupings be empathetic towards each other, share a common ethical 

understanding, and act holistically and collectively so as to truly reflect emerging global civil 

society?  

 

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

 



 380 
 

 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 
 

ABSA Group Economic Research. Game Ranch Profitability in Southern Africa. (2002)  

Adams, Carol. The Sexual Politics of Meat. (New York: Continuum, 1990)  

Adams, Carol and Josephine Donovan (Eds.) Animals and Women: Feminist Theoretical 

Explorations. (NC: Duke University Press, 1995) 

Adams, Jonathan S. and Thomas O. McShane. The myth of wild Africa : conservation without illusion 

(Elmhurst: Westmont, 1992)  

Anderson, David and Richard Grove (Eds.). Conservation in Africa: people, policies and practice. 

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987)  

Anderson, Terry L. and Peter J. Hill. Wildlife in the Marketplace. (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 

1995) 

Arluke, Arnold and Randall Lockwood. ‘Understanding Cruelty to Animals’, Society & Animals: 

Journal of Human-Animal Studies, Vol. 5 No. 3, 1997 

Baden-Powell, Robert. Sport in War. (London: William Heinemann, 1900) 

Baldwin, William Charles. African Hunting and Adventure. (Bulawayo: Books of Zimbabwe, 1981) 

Barbier, E.B., J.C. Burgess, T. M. Swanson and D. W. Pearce. Elephants, Economics and Ivory. 

(London: Earthscan Publications, 1990) 

Beinart, William and Peter Coates. Environment and History: The Taming of Nature in the USA and 

South Africa. (London: Routledge, 1995) 

Benton, Ted. Natural Relations: Ecology, Animal Rights & Social Justice. (London: Verso, 1993) 

Best, Steven. ‘Common Natures, Shared Fates: Toward an Interspecies Alliance Politics.’ Undated. 

http://utminers.utep.edu/best/papers/vegenvani/commonnatures.htm 

Binn, T. (Ed.) People and Environment in Africa. (New York: Wiley, 1995)   

Bodasing, A, and T. Mulliken. South Africa’s Wildlife Trade at the Crossroads: CITES 

Implementation and the Need for a national Reassessment. (TRAFFIC East/Southern Africa, 1996) 

Bonner, Raymond.  At the Hand of Man: Peril and Hope for Africa's Wildlife. (New York: Vintage 

Books, 1993)  

Burgener, Markus, N Snyman and Maria Hauck. Towards a sustainable wildlife Trade: An Analysis 

of Nature Conservation Legislation in South Africa with particular reference to the wildlife Trade. 

(Institute of Criminology, University of Cape Town and TRAFFIC East/Southern Africa, 2001)  

Burger, Marlene & Chandre Gould. Secrets and Lies: Wouter Basson and South Africa’s Chemical 

and Biological Warfare Programme. (Cape Town: Zebra Press, 2002)  

Callicott, J. Baird, and Michael P. Nelson. (Eds.) The Great New Wilderness Debate.  (Athens: 

University of Georgia Press, 1998) 



 381 
 

Carruthers, Jane. The Kruger National Park: A Social and Political History. (Pietermaritzburg: 

University of Natal Press, 1995) 

Carruthers, Jane. Wildlife and Warfare: The Life of James Stenson-Hamilton. (Pietermaritzburg: 

University of Natal Press, 2001)   
Cartmill, Matt. A View to a Death in the Morning: Hunting and Nature Through History. (Cambridge: 

Harvard University Press, 1993) 

Castells, Manuel, The Power of Identity. (London: Blackwells, 1997) 

Charlton, Anna E, Sue, Coe and Gary L. Francione. ‘The American Left should Support Animal 

Rights: A Manifesto’. Animals’ Agenda, 28, January/February 1993 

Coe, Sue. Dead Meat. (New York: Four Walls Eight Windows, 1996) 

Coetzee, J.M. The Lives of Animals. (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999) 

Cohen, Carl and Tom Regan. The Animal Rights Debate. (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 2001) 

Coleman, Vernon. Why Animal Experiments Must Stop.  (London: Green Print, 1991) 

Cooper, David E. & Palmer, Joy A. (Eds). The Environment in Question. (London: Routledge, 1992) 

Cox, Janice and Sari Varpama. The 'Livestock Revolution' - Development or Destruction? 

(Compassion in World Farming, 2000)   

Crush, Jonathan (Ed). Power of Development. (London: Routledge, 1995) 

D’amato, Anthony and Kirsten Engel. (Eds.) International Environmental Law Anthology. (Anderson 

Publishing Company, 2001) 

Day, David. The Eco Wars. (London: Paladin, 1991) 

Dizard, Jan E. Going Wild: Hunting, Animal Rights, and the Contested Meaning of Nature. (Amherst, 

MA: University of Massachusetts Press, 1994) 

Duffy R. Killing for conservation: wildlife policy in Zimbabwe. (Bloomington: The International African 

Institute in association with Weaver Press, James Currey & Indiana University Press, 2000) 

Eisnitz, Gail. Slaughterhouse: The Shocking Story of Greed, Neglect, & Inhumane Treatment Inside 

the U.S. Meat Industry. (New York: Prometheus Books, 1997) 

Ellis, Stephen. ‘Of Elephants and Men: Politics and Nature Conservation in South Africa.’ Journal of 

Southern African Studies, Vol. 20, No.1, 53-69, 1994 

Fano, Alix. Lethal Laws: Animal Testing, Human Health and Environmental Policy. (London: Zed 

Books, 1998) 

Fouts, Roger, Steven Tukel Mills and Jane Goodall. Next of Kin: My Conversations With 

Chimpanzees. (New York: Bard Books, 1998) 

Fox, Michael W, Inhumane Society: The American Way of Exploiting Animals. (New York: St Martin’s 

Press, 1990) 

Francione, Gary. Rain Without Thunder: The Ideology of the Animal Rights Movement.  

(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1996) 



 382 
 

Freese, C.H. (Ed.) Harvesting Wild Species: Implications for Biodiversity. (Johns Hopkins University 

Press, 1997) 

Garces, Leah.  Detrimental Impacts of Industrial Animal Agriculture: A case for humane and 

sustainable agriculture. (Compassion in World Farming, 2002)  

Garner, Robert. Animals, politics and morality. (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1993) 

Garner, Robert. Animal Rights: The Changing Debate. (London: Macmillan, 1996) 

Gibson, Clark. Politicians and Poachers: The Political Economy of Wildlife Policy in Africa. 

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999) 

Gould, Chandre and Peter Folb. Project Coast: Apartheid’s Chemical and Biological Warfare 

Programme. (Geneva: United Nations, 2002) 

Green, Alan. Animal Underworld. (New York: Public Affairs, 1999) 

Hawley, A.W.L. (Ed.) Commercialization and Wildlife Management: Dancing with the Devil. (Malabar, 

Krieger Publishing, 1993) 

Hoyt, J. A.  Animals in Peril: How “sustainable use” is wiping out the world's wildlife. (New York: 

Avery Publishing Group, 1994) 

Hutter, Martin. Utilisation of Wild Living Animals, Conservation and Sustainable Development: 

Contradiction in Terms or a Promising Approach? (Xwe African Wild Life Investigation & Research 

Centre, 2001) 

IUCN, UNEP, WWF. Caring for the Earth: A strategy for sustainable living. (Gland: IUCN, 1991) 

IUCN, UNEP, WWF. World Conservation Strategy: Living resource conservation for sustainable 

development. (Gland: IUCN, 1980) 

Jasper, James M. and Dorothy Nelkin. The Animal Rights Crusade: The Growth of a Moral Protest. 

(New York: The Free Press, 1992) 

Johnson, William. The Rose-Tinted Menagerie. (London: Heretic Books, 1990) 

Kalechofsky, Roberta. Autobiography of a Revolutionary: Essays on Animal and Human Rights. 

(Marblehead: Micah Publications, 1991)  

Kramer, R., C. Van Schaik and J. Johnson. (Eds.) Last Stand: Protected areas and the Defense of 

Tropical Biodiversity. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1997) 

LaFollette, Hugh and Niall Shanks. Brute Science: Dilemmas of animal experimentation. (London: 

Routledge, 1996)  

Leakey, Richard. The Sixth Extinction: Biodiversity and Its Survival. (London: Phoenix, 1996) 

Luke, Brian. ‘A Critical Analysis of Hunters’ Ethics’, Environmental Ethics, Vol. 19, Spring, 307-317, 

1997 

MacKenzie, John. The Empire of Nature: Hunting, Conservation and British Imperialism. 

(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1988) 

Macnaghten, Phil & Urry, John. ‘Towards a Sociology of Nature.’ Sociology. Vol. 29, 220-236, 1995 

Mangold, Tom and Jeff Goldberg. Plague Wars.  (London: Macmillan, 1999) 



 383 
 

Manning, Ian. With A Gun in Good Country. (Agoura, AZ: Trophy Room Books, 1995)  

Mason, Jim. An Unnatural Order - Uncovering the Roots of Our Domination of Nature and Each 

Other. (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1993)  

Mason, Jim and Peter Singer. Animal Factories. (New York: Harmony Books, 1990)  

McCormick, John. The Global Environmental Movement (London: John Wiley, 1995)  

Mittleman, James. ‘Globalisation and Environmental Resistance Politics.’ Third World Quarterly, No. 

5, Vol. 19, 847 - 872, 1998 

Morse, Stephen and Michael Stocking. People and Environment (London: UCL Press, 1995) 

Mullan, B. and G. Marvin. Zoo Culture. (Champaign, University of Illinois Press, 1999) 

Nibert, David. Animal Rights/Human Rights: Entanglements of Oppression and Liberation (Oxford: 

Rowman & Littlefield, 2002)  

Oates, John F. Myth and Reality in the Rain Forest: How Conservation Strategies Are Failing in West 

Africa. (University of California Press, October 1999) 

Oelschlaeger, Max. The Idea of Wilderness: from Prehistory to the Age of Ecology (Yale University 

Press, 1993) 

Orlans, Barbara F., Tom L. Beauchamp, Rebecca Dresser, David B. Morton and John P Gluck. The 

Human Use of Animals: Case Studies in Ethical Choices. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998)   

Palmer, Joy, A. ‘Towards a Sustainable Future.’ In Cooper, David E. and Joy A. Palmer.(Eds.) The 

Environment in Question (London: Routledge, 1992) 

Patel, Heena. Sustainable Utilization and African Wildlife Policy: The Case of Zimbabwe's Communal 

Areas Management Programme for Indigenous Resources (CAMPFIRE), Rhetoric or Reality? A 

report for the Indigenous Environmental Policy Center (IEPC). Cambridge (MA, USA), March 1998 

Patterson, Charles. Eternal Treblinka: Our Treatment of Animals and the Holocaust. (New York: 

Lantern Books, 2002) 

Patterson, Gareth. Dying to Be Free: The Canned Lion Scandal. (London: Viking, 1998) 

Pearce, David. ‘An Economic Overview of Wildlife and Alternative Land Uses’. In Final Report of 

African Wildlife Policy Consultation. (Civil Service College, Sunningdale Park, Berkshire, United 

Kingdom, 18-19 April, 1996)   

Penman, Danny. The Price of Meat. (London: Victor Gollancz, 1996) 

Peterson, Dale and Karl Ammann, Eating Apes. (London: University of California Press, 2003)  

Petulla, J. American Environmentalism: Values, Tactics, Priorities. (College Station: Texas A & M 

University Press, 1980) 

Potgieter, de Wet. Contraband: South Africa and the International Trade in Ivory and Rhinoceros 

Horn. (Cape Town: Queillerie, 1995) 

Reeve, Rosalind. Policing International Trade in Endangered Species: The CITES Treaty and 

Compliance. (London: Earthscan Publications, 2002)   

Regan, Tom. The Case for Animal Rights (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1983) 



 384 
 

Regan, Tom. Defending Animal Rights. (Champaign:University of Illinois Press, 2001) 

Rifkin, Jeremy. Beyond Beef: The Rise and Fall of the Cattle Culture. (New York: Plume, 1993) 

Ritvo, Harriet. The Animal Estate: The English and Other Creatures in the Victorian Age. (London: 

Penguin Books, 1990) 

Robinson, J.G. and EL Bennet. (Eds.) Hunting for Sustainability in Tropical Forests. (Columbia 

University Press, 2000)  

Rollin, B.E. Farm Animal Welfare. (Iowa State University Press, 1995) 

Rolston, H. ’Challenges in Environmental Ethics.’ In Cooper David E. and Joy A. Palmer. (Eds). The 

Environment in Question. (London: Routledge, 1992) 

Rowell, Andrew. Green Backlash: Global Subversion of the Environment Movement. (London: 

Routledge, 1996)  

Schlosser, Eric. Fast Food Nation: The Dark Side of the All-American Meal. (New York: Houghton 

Mifflin, 2001) 

Sessions, George. (Ed.) Deep Ecology for The 21st Century: Readings On The Philosophy And 

Practice Of the New Environmentalism. (Boston: Shambhala Publications. 1995) 

Shiva, V. ‘Recovering the Real Meaning of Sustainability.’ In Cooper, David E. and Joy A. Palmer. 

(Eds). The Environment in Question (London : Routledge, 1992) 

Singer, Peter. Animal Liberation. (London: Pimlico, 1995) 

Singer, Peter. (Ed.) In Defence of Animals. (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1985) 

Smith, Mark J. Ecologism: Towards Ecological Citizenship (London: Open University Press, 1998) 

Spiegel, Margorie, The Dreaded Comparison: Human and Animal Slavery, (New York: Mirror 

Books/IDEA, 1996)  

Stevenson-Hamilton, James, South African Eden (London: Cassell, 1937) 

Sutherland, James. Elephant Hunter. (Bulawayo: Books of Zimbabwe, 1995) 

Swanson, T.M. and E.B. Barbier. (Eds.) Economics for the Wilds: Wildlife, Wildlands and 

Development. (London: Earthscan Publications, 1992) 

Tester, Keith. Animals & Society: The Humanity of Animal Rights. (London: Routledge, 1991) 

t Sas-Rolfes, Michael. The Kruger National Park: A Heritage for all South Africans? (Africa 

Resources Trust, 1996) 

TRAFFIC. Food for thought: The Utilization and Trade of Wild Meat in Eastern and Southern Africa. 

(Geneva: Traffic Network, 2000) 

Vidal, John. Mclibel: Burger Culture on Trial. (London: Pan Books, 1997)  

Wall, Derek. Green History. (London: Routledge, 1994) 

Whyte, Ian, Harry Biggs, Angela Gaylard and Leo Braack, A proposed new policy for the 

management of the elephant population of the Kruger National Park. (Kruger National Park 

Management Plan, 1997) 



 385 
 

Wise, Steven, M. Rattling the Cage: Towards Legal Rights for Animals. (London: Profile Books, 

2000) 

Wylie, Dan. ‘Elephants and Compassion: Ecological Criticism and Southern African Hunting 

Literature 

English in Africa, Vol. 28, No. 2, 79-100, October 2001 

Yearley, Steven. Sociology, Environmentalism, Globalization (London: Sage Publications, 1996) 

Zimmerman, Michael (Ed.) Environmental Philosophy - From Animal Rights to Radical Ecology. 

(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1993)  

 

 

 

 

 

 


	ABBREVIATIONS
	INTRODUCTION
	CHAPTER ONE
	PURVEYORS, PARTAKERS AND PAWNS: ANIMALS AS FOOD
	Feeding a Cruel Habit
	Industrial Production, Secrecy and Systematic Cruelty
	Meat as Culture
	Sanitising Meat Eating

	Not Quite Revolutionary Enough
	Commitment to the Struggle?: The Left and Animal Rights
	Meat and Social Justice
	Eco-feminism: Making the Links
	Animal Rights as Ideology

	Humane Slaughter?: Animal Welfare, a Contradiction in Terms
	A Minor Crime?: The Government Position
	Classifying Animals as Property
	Supporting Agribusiness
	Growth and Meat Imports
	Deregulation, Trade Liberalisation and Increased Production
	Legislation, Codes and Cruelty

	Organisational Profiles
	Animal Voice/Compassion in World Farming, South Africa (CIWF-SA)
	International Fund for Animal Welfare (SA)59F
	Diversity, Nature & Animals (DNA)

	Telling us what to Eat: Agribusiness = Animal Suffering
	Cattle
	Merciless Milking
	Fast, Finishing Feedlots

	Pigs
	Cheap, Cheap?: Chickens Have Rights Too
	Chicken Farming as Poverty Alleviation
	Growing Chickens as Food
	Oligopolies
	Eggs to Order

	Wild Animals
	Baboons
	Ostriches

	Live Animal Exports

	Waiting to Die: The Disassembly Line
	Cruel Transportation
	If Slaughterhouses had Glass Walls, Everyone would be Vegetarian140F
	“Auschwitz begins wherever someone looks at a slaughterhouse and thinks: they’re only animals“141F

	Factory Farms and Concentration Camps
	Facts and Figures
	Tools of the Trade
	Profits Dictate
	In the Slaughterhouse
	Horses
	Factory Farming Ostriches

	Informal Slaughter and Ritual Slaughter
	Repackaging Dead Bodies as Fast Food
	McDonalds

	'An Injury to One is an Injury to All!’
	Slaughterhouses are Dangerous Places
	Psycho-social Effects on Workers

	Meat as Food?: Global Hunger and the Human Cost
	Linking Global Hunger and ‘Animal Production’
	Neocolonial Agribusiness
	Ecological Costs
	Growing grain to feed farmed animals
	Using scare water resources
	Methane Emissions
	Additional Environmental Effects
	Contamination
	Lifestyle diseases
	Antibiotics

	Animal and Human Liberation - Changing the Way we think about Food

	CHAPTER TWO
	MASTERS, MONEY AND MYOPIA: SOUTH AFRICA’S WILD LIFE TRADE
	Introductory Remarks
	The Global Context
	Demand and Supply: Commodification and Enslavement of Living Beings

	The South African Framework
	Technically Legal: South Africa and the self-policing CITES treaty
	South Africa and Non-compliance with CITES

	The Nature of the Trade in South Africa
	Farming Wild Animals
	Auctions and Sales
	Trade in Elephants
	Killing for Ivory
	Live Elephants for Sale
	Meat on the Menu: The Bushmeat Trade
	Trading Away the Oceans
	Easy Money: Selling South African Heritage, the Wild Animal Traders
	Sample of Individuals and Companies Involved in Dealing and Training


	The State and it Organs
	Low-Risk, High-Profit: Wild Animals as Illegal Smuggled Goods
	Fighting for Extinction: Animal Protection vs. Zoos and Circuses
	No questions asked: Zoos and the Global Trade in Wild Animals
	The Johannesburg Zoo
	Behind the Glitz and the Glamour: Animal Suffering in Circuses

	Altering Mindsets

	CHAPTER THREE
	ENTREPRENEURS IN DEATH: KILLING AS SPORT IN SOUTH AFRICA
	Vanquishing a Foe
	Hunting as ‘Sustainable Use’
	A Dying Game: The So-Called ‘Ethics’ of Hunting
	The Ecological Implications of ‘Whacking and Stacking ‘Em’
	Nothing to do with Sport: Hunting, Violence and the Gun Lobby
	White Hunters on the Dark Continent: ruthlessly subjugating Africa’s wildlife
	The Contribution of Hunters’ Culture of Violence
	Up in Arms: Hunting and the Politics of the Right
	Smear Tactics

	Self-Regulation and Government Complicity
	A Case of the Tail Wagging the Dog
	Bow Hunting
	Predator Killing
	Enemies of the State: Officially Labelling Entire Species as ‘Problem Animals’
	Hunting with dogs
	‘Green’ hunting


	Instant Gratification: The Canned Hunting Industry In South Africa
	A Definition of Canned Hunting
	Once blood is drawn, the cash register rings: Breeding and Murdering for Profit
	Strange Bedfellows?
	Animals before profits: The position against canned predator hunting
	Speaking with a Forked Tongue: The Official Position
	SA Tourism: Running with the Hares and the Hounds
	Other Examples of Canned Hunting Activities
	Baixinha: Sanctuaries questioning the permit system
	Long Tom
	Canned Rhinoceros Hunt in Kuruman

	The Mainstream Conservation Position on ‘Canned Hunting’
	Endangered Wildlife Trust
	Wildlife and Environment Society of Southern Africa
	WWF-SA
	Other Mainstream Voices


	Challenging the Notion of ‘The Other’
	Appendix A: Predator Suppliers and Breeders
	Eastern Cape
	Free State
	Gauteng
	Limpopo
	Mpumalanga
	North West
	Western Cape
	Other


	CHAPTER FOUR
	CLOSED DOORS, CLOAKS AND DAGGERS: VIVISECTION IN SOUTH AFRICA
	Paradigms, Rhetoric, Schisms And Quintessence
	Brief Historical Overview
	Public Reaction to the Practice of Vivisection
	The South African Context

	“Let Me In, Let Me In…”: Anti-Vivisection Struggles
	Snapshots of SAAV Campaigns
	Rescue of Two Baby Chimps
	The Launch of the Baboon Buddy Project
	Emergency Rescue of 30 Baboons from Trapper and Supplier
	Rescue of Beagles
	Rescue of Vervet Monkeys from the Medical University of South Africa
	International Trade in Primates and the Use of Primates in Research
	International Campaign to End Animal Experiments (ICEAE)779F


	‘Like Having a Code for Rape’: Rubber Stamping Vivisection
	“Not by the Hair of my Chiny, Chin, Chin”: the Vivisection Laboratories
	“A Unique Opportunity”: Baboon Breeding at the MRC and UCT
	Guarded Gatekeepers: The University of the Witwatersrand
	Sukses for Whom?
	Transplanting Science
	Cover-ups and Collusion: BC3
	Smoke and Mirrors

	Enemies of the State: For ‘Volk en Vaderland’, Lab Wars and RRL
	Secret suffering: Killing Animals and People
	Perpetrators and Pimps: The Self-Serving Veterinarians who propped up Apartheid
	Adriaan Goosen
	Andre Immelman
	James Davies
	Stiaan Wandrag
	Schalk van Rensburg
	Other staff in the RRL Animal Unit

	The Ethics of Ethics Committees?
	“My personal achievements over the last two decades in limiting the scope of animal experiments that is permitted in South African institutions speaks for itself and exceeds that of all the lunatics [referring to antivivisectionists] put together.” (S...

	The Johannesburg Zoo: Laundering Animals for RRL

	Bio Con?
	More Questions than Answers: Centre Africain Primatologie Experimentale

	Nods and Non-Engagement: The Government Position
	Department of Environmental Affairs & Tourism (DEAT)
	Department of Health
	Department of Agriculture and Land Affairs (DALA)

	Conspiracies, Complicity and Consent
	Appendix A: Operation Rescue: A Personal Account 972F

	CHAPTER FIVE: CASE STUDY
	THE DIVIDING LINE IS DRAWN: THE TULI ELEPHANT DEBACLE
	Preface
	Emotional Beings
	Larger Social and Environmental Issues

	The Animal Trader: More Questions than Answers
	Forced Removal: The Inhumane and Deceptive Capture of the Tuli Elephants
	Zoos Prefer Young Elephants
	The Capture

	Making Excuses: Ecological Risk vs the Profit Motive
	Showing that Man is Master: Breaking the Spirits of the Young Tulis
	Inappropriate' and Contentious Destinations: Protest vs Profit
	The Role CITES Played
	Destinations
	Germany
	Switzerland
	Sandhurst Safaris


	Who was who in the Contentious Tuli Zoo: Ideological Divides and Vested Interests
	"The Tuli Elephants Don't Know How Lucky they Are": Using the Tuli Issue To Attack Animal Rights
	The Pro Sustainable Utilisation Lobby: Trying to put a lid on it
	Mainstream Conservation Organisations
	The World Wide Fund-South Africa
	The Wildlife and Environment Society of Southern Africa (WESSA)
	The Endangered Wildlife Trust (EWT)
	Rhino and Elephant Foundation (REF)
	Elephant Management and Owners Association (EMOA)

	Government Response to the Tuli Elephant Issue

	Animal Protection Groups: A Global Approach
	The NSPCA: Caught in the Middle?


	Interrogating Policies
	Appendix A: Straighforward Abuse Becomes Bureaucratic Minefield
	The accused
	The case as it unfolded


	CHAPTER SIX: CASE STUDY
	THE KILLING OF THE NATIONAL PARK? A CASE STUDY OF THE KRUGER NATIONAL PARK
	Why Kruger?
	‘Sustainable Use’ vs Protected Areas
	Policy and Legislative Framework: Commercialisation and Resource Use
	Managing Nature
	Killing Kruger Animals: Culling, Poaching, Luring, Hunting, Corruption and Commercialisation
	Luring and Baiting on Kruger’s Boundaries
	Hunting Kruger Animals
	Contract Parks
	Associated Private Nature Reserves
	Transfrontier Parks
	Future plans for hunting in the KNP?
	Corruption
	Culling
	Road Kills
	Unethical and Inhumane Management Practices
	Employee Allegations
	Cutting off the Feet of Live Elephants
	A Private Hunting Ground for Staff?
	The ‘Game’ Processing Plant



	The Live Animal Business: Selling Off ‘Surplus’ and ‘Problem’ Animals
	Conservation Equals Exploitation?

	CONCLUSION
	Animal Rights in South Africa
	Bigger cages: the Animal Welfare Position
	Conservation Organisations
	Policy Frameworks
	Extending Community
	A New Agenda

	BIBLIOGRAPHY

