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7.4.1 From tea producers to raw material suppliers

The main change that has occurred with the upgrading of the value chain is the
relegation of Coloured, Black, and Indigenous people to a resource supply
segment of the value chain (Figure 7.8). Participants complained about this change
because they felt like it made them labourers, whereas before they were the owners
of the tea production. Their ownership of the tea production was lost as commercial
farmers and/or landowners increasingly denied access to the wild resource that they
historically allowed harvesters to use. A recurring assertion was that the farmers
were not interested in using the tea; for example, a harvest team leader shared that
“at one point we had free access to the mountain. Because the owner was not
interested in honeybush tea. It was like a weed to him” (Harvest team leader 4:

10/10/19).

Figure 7.8 The segment of the value chain where Coloured, Black, and

Indigenous people participate (Source: Sthembile Ndwandwe)

Coloured, Black, and Indigenous peoples face marginalisation within the resource
collection segment of the value chain, where their participation has been relegated.

This marginalisation is strengthened by the increasing difficulty to access both the
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wild and cultivated resource. Figure 7.9 shows the changing wild resource access

pattern between the old and contemporary honeybush trade.
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Figure 7.9 The narrowing involvement of harvesters as harvesting and value
chain patterns change to the disadvantage of the harvesters (Source:

Ndwandwe, 2023)

As shown in Figure 7.9, contemporary harvesting arrangements involve a permit
and harvesting the resource for sale to processing facilities. These changes in
harvesting patterns are a disadvantage for contexts such as those of Haarlem and
other situated communities, who, as shown in Chapter 6, had harvesting and trade
arrangements that allowed for a sense of ownership of the tea production processes
and business. A permit system could be seen as a form of a benefit-sharing
arrangement (Wynberg & Hauck, 2014) to facilitate access for those with no rights
to land and the resource, especially given the colonial conservation patterns and
skewed land distribution in honeybush growing regions (see Chapter 4). However,
in this case permits, were introduced for purposes of controlling harvesters’ access
to private farms as this is the only land that was harvested at the time of data

collection. The permit system was pertinent for landowners as the number of
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harvesters was increasing in response to the market demand (Government key

informant 3: 02/03/20; Researcher key informant: 19/08/19).

Participation of Coloured, Black, and Indigenous people in the commercial
cultivation invited new challenges other than land rights. These included costs of
labour, profitability, access to water, insurance, and wild resource preference in the
market. Moreover, plantations are harvested once a year or once in two years,
depending on the species, and can be profitable depending on the number of
beneficiaries and land size. The typical breakdown of costs and income is outlined

in Table 7.2.

Table 7.2 Estimated financial costs and income from the cultivated resource.

Data derived from various interviews conducted between 2019 and 2021

Costs Income
Items Amount Volume | Rate/kg | Profit
. Typical

?gfﬂie,tﬁhgffie,a R50($2.687) | minimum 11%20 ($Fé)1519> (@151?082)
volume/hectare ) ‘

Lbour R100 ($5.37)/per Lyfx'fnitm 5000 | RI1 R55000

day volume/hectare kgs ($0.59) | ($2951.79)
Bakkie hire R800 ($42.94)

Transport permit
(3-month permit)

Seedlings R4 ($0.21)/head

R1000 ($53.67)

Source: Sthembile Ndwandwe

Cultivating honeybush commercially was reported by SMMEs as a difficult task as
members can seldom afford labour, and thus, have to be labour themselves in the
projects in addition to maintaining a full-time job to make ends meet. The ou-
teemaker who transitioned into growing honeybush explained the issue of having
to work in the plantation and still having to supplement income by working

elsewhere:

27 Exchange rate as on 9 May 2023: 1 USD = 18.6299 ZAR
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Because you've got one hectare of honeybush tea, you cannot survive on that, you
cannot live on that. The guy must now still go and get a permanent job on the farms
or wherever. And then in his spare time he must then grow that honeybush and
see to it that it is a success and then on top of that, he must go over the mountain
to get to the land. So, for a guy who works five days a week and then maybe on a
Saturday he must go over the mountain and see to his plot and go and work there,

it's not easy, you see (Ou-teemakers:30/03/21).

Natural disasters such as fires and floods are a frequent phenomenon in
communities where the honeybush plantations and community projects are based.
Fires and floods have affected the Haarlem SMME over the past 20 years. Members
reported fires and floods as part of the challenges that have set back the honeybush
projects across the region (SMME key informant 3: 11/09/19; SMME 3: 9/10/19).
Having a plantation also requires farm insurance that SMMEs cannot afford to pay
out of the income they make from a nursery or cultivation. An elderly woman who
had been involved in a honeybush plantation from the early 2000s described how
she had gone to seek assistance from government following a fire. She was told by
a white guy in a meeting in George (a town in Western Cape province) that they
should have insured their plantation. In response, she “got up in the meeting [held]
after burning of the project, then | asked the white guy[...] In what way can they say
we should have insured our tea since we did not even have enough money for us?
Where can we insure, you see? Then we asked for help from them, and they offered

us nothing” (SMME key informant 1: 29/03/21).

The market still prefers the wild resource. Therefore, lack of access to the wild tea
despite having access to the cultivated resource is a disadvantage for harvesters
and traditional tea producers. During the rediscovery transition into an export-
oriented market, those with land that grows wild tea were able to supply both the
cultivated and wild material. On the contrary, those who were channelled to
honeybush cultivation projects had to rely on the cultivated resource, even though
the preference was and still is wild tea. Preference of the resource was reported

based on taste, tea quality, and market demand. Preference based on taste and
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quality was articulated by a processor when explaining how they saw the difference

between the cultivated material and the wild tea:

[When it] come down to things like taste profiling and things like that, it is
indisputable that | think mature properly harvested wild tea has a better profile
taste, aroma - everything than cultivated [...]. This thing [wild tea] has survived in a
cliff of a rock, it gets drizzled on or maybe it's a mist every second month maybe, a
fire goes over it, this thing is living because it is as tough as nails. When it is as
tough as nails like that, it has flavour because it's loaded with all the magnopheran,
and the polyphenols and all the other things are built up in there that adds value
to it. (Company 3: 11/09/19)

Commercially grown honeybush, on the other hand, is put on drip lines and are
fertilised. Traders and/or processors do not know what is used in tea production as
they can put “anything just to get biomass because that's how they are paid not for
quality but for a kilogram, you see that's why there is a difference” (Company 4:
02/12/19). Further, the wild resource has less moisture and is easier to process
because “the time that you can harvest your subternata and/or your intermedia the
plant will be like 5 years, 4 years old[...] it doesn't have a lot of moisture so it's easier
to process a wild harvest plant than a cultivated plant” (Company 2: 18/08/19).
Cultivated material in contrast often has a lot of moisture because plants grow faster
after say 6 months of the year, and they start cutting because it is getting a big bush.
The fast growth affects the aroma of the tea as the plant does not flower in the wild
(Company 2: 18/08/19). Another processor did not want certain cultivated species,
such as C. longifolia, because of its very thick sticks (Company 4: 02/12/19), while
others mentioned the lack of resilience in the cultivated material stating that
“because [...]they have nursed it they have watered it, they have put fertilisers, they
have done things to make it grow, they have looked after it, they have spoken nicely
to it” (Company 3: 11/09/19). Cultivated material is thus not preferred, even though
it promises resource security and a quicker regrowth turnover compared to the wild
material. Farmers who engage in commercial farming of other crops are not eager
to grow honeybush because it is not as profitable when compared to crops such as

fruit orchards and domesticated fynbos, such as proteas.
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Preference of a wild resource over cultivated resource is further fuelled by the fact
that wild C. intermedia is the most preferred resource in the market and makes up
85% of the commercialised wild material (McGregor, 2017). Indeed, harvesters
prefer harvesting C. intermedia because of the market demand. A harvest team
leader explained that there is a difference in that “intermedia is top. But the other
tea is not so good, then it's subternata. Then it's longifolia, maculata is about the

same. Plicata is the weakest. Plicata is very frank” (Harvest team leader 5: 29/11/19).

7.4.2 Who sells the tea in the contemporary honeybush sector?

Before the implementation of value chain upgrading initiatives, the processed tea
was sold by those who harvested it, but now the resource is sent to processing
facilities and to private companies. Figure 7.10 shows honeybush procurement over
12 months in one of the processing facilities. This data is important for depicting

both the prime months and typical volumes bought by a facility.
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Figure 7.10 Typical annual wild resource intake for processing. Data derived
from Company 3's annual honeybush supply records (Source: Sthembile

Ndwandwe)
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7.4.2.1 Supplier preference by processors

Processors procure the resource differently, depending on how their operations are
setup. Three facilities adopted a flexible approach, while one prefers fixed
contractual agreement with its suppliers. These arrangements are discussed in the

following subsections.
7.4.2.1.1 Fixed contract suppliers

Company 2 does tea processing and domestic and international sales. They buy
wild honeybush from their standard suppliers, who are reported to be landowners
and companies. The landowners were approached by the facility to enter a contract
for purchase. In this case, the landowner signs a contract with a processing facility
and the landowners ” just use their own harvesters” as the facility “don’t want to cope
with harvesters and producers and honeybush tea [...] only producer [landowner],
only the tea, that's it. If there is complaint about the tea, | know | go direct to the
producer, and he must deal with his own harvesters” (Company 2: 18/08/19). Five
landowners have contracts with Company 2, and these are referred to as inhouse
farms. Several companies also contracted with Company 2, but only for processing.
These companies supply cultivated tea because they plant their own tea and then
take it to the processors. The tea supplied by the companies do not belong to the
processor but is sent back to the companies who then do their own value addition

and sales.
7.4.2.1.2 Flexible suppliers

The Companies 3, 4, and 5 are more fluid in their approach to sourcing material for
processing. These facilities accommodate all types of suppliers. Company 3 has
fluid relational arrangements with a few landowners as a way of securing the
resource, but not through formalised contracts. The facility has its own harvest
teams that harvests tea from landowners with whom they have arrangements.
Company 4 is run by a family who have been involved in and consume the tea that
is processed in a traditional way. Their situatedness is reflected in their choice to

prioritise suppliers who are involved in the traditional processing, and their
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inclusion of the old processing into their new processing systems. They source most
of their tea in Elands Riviere because they have “a good product and they [are a]
clean area” (Company 4: 02/12/19), but they also always accommodate tea from the
Haarlem community. Regarding accommodating the Haarlem community, the
company owner stated: “l always try to accommodate them somewhere in the
process [...] They have been harvesting tea for a long time, but they can’t get raw
material. | think other people in the field don't allow them to harvest there”
(Company 4: 02/12/19). Company 5, on the other hand, processes a variety of
species, not just honeybush, and are more open to working with the different

groups that approach them (Company 5: 13/03/19).

Growers and harvesters prefer this flexible approach, and keeps the back door
open with tactics involving an underlying principle of loyalty. A harvest leader that

supplies tea in both fixed and flexible arrangements prefer the later, stating:

Sometimes some of the factories are also involved with acquiring the permits [...]
So, then you actually have to give the tea to them, | am just a contractor, | am not
harvesting and selling all the time, | am harvesting either by agreement with a
farmer or by agreement with the factory. If a farmer for instance gives me
permission to cut, but he doesn’t have an agreement with one of the factories, then
| can sell it to any factory, which was very nice in the past, you see, because
sometimes you are harvesting and now this factory is full, its capacity. Then you sell
it to the next factory. They can tell you | can't take it, or | can take it, | can just take a
ton | can take two and then there is another factory. So, you can get the product to
the factories off the farm harvested much quicker, but if you bound to one factory
[...] through the agreement with the farmer or through the agreement with the

factory then your hands are tied (Harvest team leader 7: 22/10/19).

The flexible and contractual arrangements represent ways in which buyers and
suppliers are secured by harvesters and processors, respectively. A move to
formalised and somewhat binding contracts privileges those who can guarantee the
resource supply, and this requires a form of resource rights that most harvesters do

not have. This change strengthens the participation of landowners and the few
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harvesters with secured access to the resource, maintained through relations and

agreements with landowners.
7.4.2.2 Price determination and distribution

The price paid by the buyers ranged between R15 ($0.79) and R20 ($1.05), but in
some cases was as low as R13 ($0.68) and as high as R25 ($1.31). The price
fluctuation depends on various factors, including the species, whether a producer
received competing prices for their cultivated tea, and how long a resource could
be kept before a harvester receives a good price. On the species type, it was
reported by one of the processors that “you pay different prices for different species
[...], your subternata or your vleitee it doesnt command the same price as with your
bergtee or intermedia [...] it is market driven. Market demand from the
predominantly European markets is for intermedia first” (Company 3: 11/09/19). A
harvest team leader also noted that prices differ according to the species, stating
that “but for now, the current price is R15 ($0.79) for the mountain [C. intermedia]
and R13 ($0.68) for the vlei [C. subternata]” (Harvest team leader 4: 10/10/19)".
Sometimes the price negotiation depends on the circumstances of sellers and
buyers. For example, buyers may pay a higher rate as part of a deal with landowners.
To this, a company reported that they have been forced to pay as much as R20
($1.05) a kilo (Company 3: 11/09/2019), while those who harvested were sometimes
unable to negotiate a price if they cut a resource before securing a buyer (Harvest

team leader 3: 19/11/19).

7.4.3 Increasing number of industry actors

Industry actors are institutions with formal and informal links to the honeybush value
chain. There has been an increasing number of new entrants (Figure 7.11) who have
overtaken and marginalised the actors who were traditionally involved in the local
market. The industry development and product rediscovery in the 1990s led to the
formation of the first formal industry structure in 1999, which was renamed SAHTA

in 2009. SAHTA serves as a honeybush industry representative and have taken a
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critical role in working with the national government to transform and develop the

honeybush sector (see Chapter 8).

Influx of new entrants puts pressure on SA honeybush
producers

By Glenneis Kriel | 24 September 2020 | 4:05 pm

Dernand for honeybush tea has declined dramatically since the introduction of the COVID-19-related
lockdown regulations, with an Influx of new entrants fo the indusiry adding to price pressure.

South Africa’s honeybush industry is taking strain due to a decline in demand and too many new entrants to the market.

Photo: FW Archive
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Demand for honeybush tea has declined dramatically since the introduction of the COVID-19-related
lockdown regulations, with an influx of new entrants to the industry adding to price pressure.

hitps:/Avww. farmersweekly.co.za/agri-news/south-africa/influx-of-new-entrants-puts-pressure-on-sa-hoeneybush-producers/

Figure 7.11 Farmers Weekly article front page on the increasing new

honeybush entrants (Source: Kriel, 2020)

The contemporary industry is comprised of companies, processors, harvesters, and

commercial growers. The roles of these actors are summarised in the following

subsections.
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7.4.3.1 Companies and processors

Several small to medium companies are involved in the production and sale of
honeybush. Active local companies include Khoisan Gourmet, Melmont Honeybush
Tea, International Foods, Goldberger Trading, Honeybush Natural Products
Limited, Agulhas Honeybush Tea, Cape Honeybush Tea, Heights Tea Enterprise,
Kuurland, Pure Wild Honeybush, and Langkloof Honeybush Company. Some of the
companies are new entrants, such as the Langkloof Honeybush Company, while
others are well established, with Melmont Honeybush tea being the oldest with

history emerging from the 1930s, and the Khoisan Gourmet.

The tea is processed locally by eight processing facilities, five in the Eastern Cape
and three in the Western Cape. Processors play a critical role in local value addition,
particularly in tea products. They also hold a critical role in the permitting system
and state policing of raw material sales. They contribute to the permitting system by
tracing who is supplying the material, the quantities, and the nature of the material,

species type, and not accepting material without a valid permit.
7.4.3.2 Small-scale commercial growers

Honeybush is grown by small-scale commercial producers who cultivate C.
intermedia, C. subternata, C. longifolia, C. sessiliflora, C. genistoides, and C.
maculata. In 2019, the estimated area under cultivation was 37.3 ha in the Eastern
Cape and 293.6 in the Western Cape (Karsen et al., 2022). The number of growers
is still small but has been increasing since the 1990s. The tea is grown by
cooperatives on lands ranging from 1 ha to 22 ha and by private landowners on
lands ranging from 5 ha to 45 ha. In this study, | refer to cooperatives and ARC
SMMEs because under the BEOP, the government has focused more on making
small businesses and thus have transitioned all ARC cooperatives into small
enterprises. However, there are honeybush cooperative structures that are not
operated by ARC and/or a focus of national government. Both cooperatives and
SMMEs are focused on cultivation and some on wild tea, if they have access to the

mountains (Cooperative 3: 11/10/19).
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7.4.3.3 Harvesters

The wild resource is harvested by a broad set of actors. Harvesters involve farm
owners (farmers) and collectors/pickers. These two typologies of harvesters differ
primarily in terms of resource rights and power dynamics and the financial benefits

they derive from honeybush. The gender of the harvesters is predominantly male.

Farmers belong to a broad category of landowners who own land where the
honeybush resource grows. The resource is harvested on private land, which
includes farmland, communal land owned by a CPA, municipal land, and church
land (see Chapter 4 for a description and discussion on land). However, farmland
contains more volumes of the harvested resource, especially since no harvesting
takes place in the protected areas and private nature reserves (McGregor, 2017).
Farmland owners are landowners who in this study were considered as harvesters
in cases where they cut and trade the resource as part of a farm produce and where
harvesting work is done inhouse as part of farm their labour. Because farmers are
landowners, their role as harvesters differs significantly in that they hold resource
rights and therefore are central in controlling resource access in contrast to landless
harvesters. Their role also expands to conducting farm level resource assessment,
ensure sustainability of the resource, and control the harvesting of the resource

growing in their land.

Collectors involve those who participate in flexible community-based structures
including harvest teams, SMMEs, and individual harvesters. The harvest teams are
the main structure that harvests honeybush. Their role in the value chain is to supply
the resource directly to a processing facility or through a company. The team sizes
explored in this study range from a minimum of four to a maximum of 20 members,
depending on the demand, with a standard team comprised of about eight
harvesters. The harvest teams are fluidly joined by collectors aged 14 to 40, with the
younger ones often harvesting during school holidays. A harvest team leader
elucidated on the involvement of school pupils, saying “sometimes there is a few
young guys who also wanna get a bit of pocket money, let me call it that way

because they [are] cutting for two, three weeks and then they are out of the game
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they go into school” (Harvest team leader 7: 22/10/19). The younger collectors
made teams flexible in terms of numbers, stability, and reasons for collecting

honeybush.
7.4.3.4 Harvest team leaders

Each team has a leader whose role does not involve tea-cutting but rather
overseeing the coordination and wellbeing of the team. The harvest team leaders’
role involves overseeing collectors’ recruitment, transport, and safety of the
collectors in the mountains; applying for a permit; and organising logistics for tea
harvesting and sale (Harvest team leader 2: 27/11/19; Harvest team leader 5:
29/11/19). The harvest team leaders are often a male with experience in harvesting,
and those who own transport and have long-term social relations with landowners.
They also have experience setting up appointments with processors and building
relations with companies. They typically have assistants or deputies, “basically a
senior guy” (Harvest team leader 7: 22/10/19), who is part of the collectors but help
oversee harvesting in the mountains or organise logistics in the absence of a harvest

team leader.

7.5 Conclusion

The change that has occurred as a result of value chain upgrading and export-
oriented sector development has privileged the participation of white landowners,
capitalistic production, and elite capture. This chapter has provided a
comprehensive overview of the honeybush sector. Honeybush has been used in its
growing regions and has attracted the state, scientists, and capitalist merchants for
centuries. Its traditional use as medicine and tea are still a blueprint of the
contemporary sector, although there is increasing interests for other innovative
uses. Global market integration through the rediscovery has led to marginalisations
that are reproduced and steeped in historical unequal and capitalistic use of the
land and the exclusion of Coloured, Black, and Indigenous groups in the

mainstream economic activities (see Chapter 6). The next chapter explores the role
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of state and non-state actors in contributing to marginalised groups’ ability to

benefit from contemporary commercialisation efforts.
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CHAPTER 8

FAST-TRACKING THE BIODIVERSITY ECONOMY AND
IMPLICATIONS FOR ENABLING ACCESS TO HONEY BUSH
BY MARGINALISED GROUPS

8.1 Introduction

The previous chapters showed how communities have struggled and used their
agency to navigate access to the honeybush resource for trade and subsistence use
since the late 1800s. The chapters discussed the history of honeybush
commercialisation, the challenges faced by Coloured, Black, and Indigenous
groups that affect their ability to benefit from commercialisation, and the current
setup of the honeybush sector. The chapters also highlighted exclusions in the
sector, including actors who have controlled access, and those who have
maintained access at different points in history. Together these experiences reveal
the subordination of those denied socio-economic freedom and property rights,
and the exclusionary process to make honeybush a plant of commercial value. This
chapter discusses contemporary interventions adopted to facilitate the access by
marginalised groups to honeybush commercialisation. | first provide an overview of
the institutions that have attempted to facilitate access by marginalised groups to
honeybush commercialisation. | then discuss interventions by the state,
implemented through national, provincial, and local governments and parastatals,
those by non-state actors, and finally. interventions by conservation agencies and
forestry institutions. Lastly, | give an analysis of the links between these interventions

and exclusions in the honeybush sector.
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8.2 Overview of institutions and their role in the honeybush sector

development and transformation

Actors with interests and active involvement in honeybush are described in Table
8.1. The description reflects only those they were involved during the duration of
this study, thatis, 2019 to 2021. An understanding of the key actors that are involved
in contemporary honeybush sector development and transformation is essential for
revealing interventions and efforts made to facilitate the ability of marginalised
groups to benefit from honeybush commercialisation. This facilitates an

understanding of the relationship between historic strategies of exclusion and

frameworks designed to transform biodiversity-based economies.

Table 8.1 Institutions and their role in the honeybush sector development

Institution

Role in the honeybush sector development &
transformation

The Department of
Forestry, Fisheries, and
the Environment (DFFE)
The Department of Trade
and Industry

The Department of
Agriculture, Land Reform
and Rural Development

Department of Economic
Development,
Environmental Affairs and
Tourism

Department of
Environmental Affairs and
Development Planning

Western Cape
Department of
Agriculture

Municipalities

National government

Works with the honeybush industry and the NKSC to
implement ABS legislation.

Works with the local municipalities in developing
community-based projects.

Actively involved in land administration for CPAs and
emerging farmers.

Provincial government
Eastern Cape provincial government. oversees the
honeybush sector development in accordance with
provincial policies, and co-chair the HCOP. Administers
and enforces permit systems pertaining to all forms of
honeybush use.
Western Cape provincial government. Oversees the
honeybush sector development in accordance with
provincial policies, and co-chair the HCOP. Actively
involved and supports honeybush community
cooperatives.
Supports community projects and emerging farmers with
funding and agricultural expertise. Actively involved in
honeybush cultivation and coordination of support for
communities and emerging farmers.

Local government

Municipalities, including Koukamma, George, and Bitou,
coordinate and support honeybush economic
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Institution

Role in the honeybush sector development &
transformation

Agricultural Research
Council (ARC)

South African National

Biodiversity Institute
(SANBI)

National Khoi and San
Council (NKSC)

development initiatives in line with their integrated
development plans.
Parastatals

Runs state cultivation projects. They assist cooperatives and
emerging farmers with technical skills related to honeybush
cultivation and access markets.
Produces species botanical knowledge, sustainability of the
species, and led the development of the honeybush
biodiversity management plan. Advises the state in
accordance with the National Environmental Management:
Biodiversity Act, No. 10 of 2004, where biotrade and
bioprospecting sectors are outlined.

Traditional Authorities
A state-recognised structure that acts as a traditional
authority and represents traditional knowledge holders
who identify with Khoi and San. It is a primary structure that
negotiates honeybush ABS agreements with the industry.

NGOs, Not-for-Profit Organisations and development agencies

Living Lands and
Grounded

Eastern Cape
Development
Corporation

The Small Enterprise
Development Agency

Honeybush Community
of Practice (HCOP)

Ward Councillors

Cooperatives and SMMEs

Established business and ecologically sustainable pathways
of sourcing honeybush and facilitated learning and
collaboration between all and often disparate stakeholders
in honeybush growing landscapes.
Provides funding support and coordination for the
honeybush projects. Works with provincial and local
government.
Provides skills development and business training for
cooperatives and community members interested in the
commercial use of honeybush.

Communities of practice
Addresses issues related to governance, legislation, socio-
economic transformation, sustainable use and promotion
of the honeybush industry, knowledge sharing, and
funding or incentives. Has drawn together actors such as
commercial farmers, landowners, provincial government,
communities, the private sector, researchers, and NGOs
that had been loosely engaging with the honeybush trade.

Community institutions
Linked to municipalities, and organised villagers and
township dwellers for the honeybush projects. They are
actively involved in community development projects that
involve honeybush. Ward Councillors are often
experienced harvesters and former farmworkers.
Community-based flexible structures organised by the local
government as entities for involving communities in the
honeybush industry. Cooperatives and SMMEs include
Haarlem, Ericaville, and Harkerville in the Western Cape,
and AmaMfengu, Clarkson, and the primary and secondary
Honeybush Tea Project cooperatives in the Eastern Cape.
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Institution

Role in the honeybush sector development &
transformation

Heights Tea Enterprises

South African National

Parks

Eastern Cape Parks and
Tourism Agency (ECPTA)

Cape Nature

Commercial farms

Emerging farmers

Communal property
associations (CPAs)

Church

Municipalities

Mountain to Ocean
(MTO)

Tsitsikamma
Development Trust

South African Honeybush
Tea Association (SAHTA)

A key community partner for the Honeybush Tea Project in
the Eastern Cape. Works with government to establish
public-private partnership for the implementation of the
Honeybush Tea Project in the Eastern Cape.

State and non-state landowners

Owns the GRNP, a state-owned land where some of the wild
honeybush grows. They collaborate with communities to
facilitate access to the resource through cultivation, yet
have run into conflict with communities due to fortress
national conservation policies that complicate access to
wild honeybush.
A conservation agency operating in the Eastern Cape
province. Manages land and is directly involved in the
protection of coastal areas and mountains where
honeybush grows. They implement a permit system and
enforce laws to protect areas under conservation.
A conservation agency operating in the Eastern Cape
province. Manages land and are directly involved in the
protection of coastal areas and mountains where
honeybush grows. They implement a permit system and
enforce laws to protect areas under conservation.
Individual and family-owned farms. Owns and/or lease the
land with wild honeybush and control access to the
honeybush resource.
Commercial farmers who are beneficiaries of land reform
programmes. Owns and/or lease the land with wild
honeybush and control access to the honeybush resource.
Manage community land. Some of the CPA land grows wild
honeybush, although in smaller quantities.
private landowners who own land that villagers and
township dwellers established under mission stations can
rent for housing, farming, and other purposes.
Owns and lease land to communities for honeybush
harvesting and cultivation.
Has about a 90-year lease to the state commercial forest
land. Collaborates with SANParks and Tsitsikamma areas
for harvesting agreements.
Administer the land that was returned to the AmaMfengu
under the land restitution policy. Parts of the land has wild
honeybush that is harvested by AmaMfengu.

Industry associations
An industry body that coordinates various actors to deliver
on product uniformity, quality, and sustainability of the
honeybush industry. In recent years, it has supported
industry-oriented honeybush research. SAHTA was
preceded by the South African Honeybush Producers
Association, which was launched in 1999. SAHPA changed
its name to SAHTA in 2002 to inspire inclusivity in the

211



Role in the honeybush sector development &
transformation

industry. During this study most of the industry players
were still not affiliated with SAHTA or any structure.

A short-term structure formed in 2021 in response to the
shortcomings of SAHTA and to deliver on transformation,
particularly in terms of racial representation and fast-
Honeybush Joint Action tracking the needs of Black, Coloured, Khoi and San
Group people groups who are unable to participate in the
industry because of lack of access to land for cultivation
and to areas to harvest wild honeybush.

Institution

Source: Sthembile Ndwandwe

The interventions made by the institutions outlined in Table 8.1 are discussed
below. | organised these into three intervention categories: government,
NGOs/not-for-profit organisations, and landowners’ led interventions. Some of the
institutions, such as the funding agencies and traditional authorities, do not have

any direct interventions but support or are partners to the three groups.

8.3 Government-led interventions

The state is involved in the contemporary honeybush sector because they
implement the BEOP at national level. Therefore, the state interventions in the
honeybush sector are largely for the BEOP implementation, which is led by DFFE.
In this section, | discuss government (national to local), and state parastatal
approaches to facilitating Coloured, Black, and Indigenous groups’ access to the
honeybush sector, particularly as the value chain has transitioned from local trade

to export-oriented markets with specialised value chains.

8.3.1 National government-led interventions

The government interventions referred to in this section are those implemented by
the DFFE; the provincial government, including the Department of Environmental
Affairs and Development Planning, and the Department of Economic Development,

of Environmental Affairs and Tourism; and the local municipalities. These
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institutions work individually and collaboratively with marginalised groups. Figure

8.1 shows national government (DFFE) interventions in the honeybush sector.
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Figure 8.1 National government interventions in the honeybush sector

(Source: Sthembile Ndwandwe).

Recent national government interventions in the honeybush sector have taken place
through three channels. The first channel is the use of service providers to
implement community projects; the second is the implementation of industry
transformation and the introduction of ABS; and the third channel is work with
provincial governments to establish the HCOP as a space to assemble disparate
actors and institutions and to channel decision-making regarding BEOP
implementation in the honeybush sector. The following subsections elaborate on

these channels forged for national government interventions.
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8.3.1.1 Community projects

The DFFE support the sector by working through service providers to train
cooperatives, provide infrastructure, develop sector plans, and create jobs. As
shown in Figure 8.5, service providers and consultants are integral to state support
to communities and the sector. One such project is infrastructure development,
funded through the Environmental Protection and Infrastructure Programmes (EPIP)
to support two cooperatives, with a budget of over R5 000 000 ($265 463.40)%. The
EPIP infrastructure support is linked to job creation, including the Expanded Works
Programme. The Expanded Works Programme supports infrastructure related
projects that contribute towards environmental protection, conservation, and
sustainability while creating work opportunities and providing skills development
to beneficiaries. The DFFE, through the EPIP and Expanded Works Programme, is
therefore able to implement projects that address a myriad of environmental
challenges while creating much-needed jobs. However, the use of service providers
and the pressure to create jobs for many beneficiaries brought many challenges to
the cooperatives. A senior government official who was involved in planning and
implementation reported that they were forced to spend the budget in a short time,
and that the pace did not align with the infrastructure construction and other
development plans that were needed by the cooperatives (Government 2:
16/04/19). Spending the budget in a short period was motivated by the need to
deliver on the number of jobs. Expressing displeasure, the government official

remarked:

We suffered great damage because of that approach, so these two projects | had
with EPIP. It was 8.6 million rands spent into two projects. My project plan was for
over three years for that amount. You know initial stage is just construction,
training, development, project development. It was a phased plan, and they forced
us to use that total amount of money, in other words, triple up on the number of

people, so that they get a huge tick mark from the people employed, and then |

28 Exchange rate as of February 2024
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sat in the next year with no funding, and | had to fund most of development myself
from my office, and | didn’t have much, but we pulled through till we came to this

phase when we started harvesting. (Government 2: 16/04/19)

The EPIP support brought in service providers, including an engineering company
that worked with the cooperatives to install infrastructure, and this created
employment for beneficiaries. About 40% of the budget was for job creation, 10%
was for the company, and the rest was for infrastructure. The EPIP funded project
was supposed to run for two years, but instead the service provider implemented

everything within one year.

Another challenge encountered with the DFFE service provider/consultant
approach is that that “they [service providers/consultants] don’t have this deep
knowledge of community” (Government 2: 16/04/19). It was also reported that the
consultants are unwilling to listen to the beneficiaries the DFFE contracted them to
serve. A chairperson of one of the cooperatives referred to the whole processes as

a 'disaster’ because the service providers did not see the project to completion:

It was a disaster because they appointed a company from Cape Town to
implement, and these people just didn't listen to us farmers, they had their ways.
The project stopped when the money was finished. Only two weeks before the
project stopped, the planting material arrived, so there was no sustainability
because of the disaster. They just took money away from here because this funding
was for 4.2 million, and we didn't even get 1 million’s worth of it. The rest went to
consultancy fees and engineer drawings and all the boxes. (Cooperative 1:

13/03/19)

Another concern that was expressed was that people or companies who win the
bids for consultancy are often not connected to the communities or come from
outside the region. For example, for the EPIP project, “they broughtin builders from

Cape Town to come and build, it was a whole waste” (Cooperative 1: 13/03/19).

Another significant challenge is the short-term funding cycles. The parastatal
reported that the government did not want to committo a projectthatis longer than
two years, which frustrated and hindered the sustainability of benefits from their
interventions. This short-term support creates a grey zone for the beneficiaries as
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there is no activity because of budgetary constraints. This situation was also
reported by the provincial government. The two-year project cycles with forced
deliverables in terms of infrastructure and jobs also comes with a lack of
understanding from the national government of the need to build relationships and
trust with the communities and cooperative structures. Parastatal 1 commented as

follows:

So now DST [DSI] is giving me money for two years. If | start in a community first,
they must trust me, and | must trust them, so that's basically a year is gone just for
relationship building, sorting out who you must talk to, then a year is gone. Then
now the money is gone, now it takes me two years again to get money, so for two
years nothing happens. Now | must go back to the community, and [they] say ‘oh,
you are back now. Okay, let's try again’. Then basically, you start from the
beginning again. You can't teach somebody a business skill in just a year or two,

and especially like apples and all the long-term crops. (Parastatal 1:24/04/19)

The national government typically use consultants as their ‘foot soldiers’ across the
country. Many projects were infrastructure development and linked to job creation,
and fewer were concerned with non-technical issues that may hinder the flow of
benefits from biodiversity economy projects such as the EPIP-linked projects (see
also Sections 8.3.2, 8.3.3, and 8.5.3). Another focus has been the appointment of
service providers for conducting feasibility studies for biodiversity economy
implementation, with millions of rands spent on consultants rather than on the
communities they intend to reach (see Appendix 7 for a list of funded feasibility

studies).

8.3.1.2 Sector development interventions: Coordination through the

Honeybush Community of Practice

The HCOP was conceptualised in 2016 by the provincial governments of the Eastern
Cape and Western Cape provinces. In 2017, the national government provided
terms of reference to establish the HCOP as a space for addressing issues, such as
those related to governance, legislation, socio-economic transformation,

sustainable use, the promotion of the honeybush industry, knowledge sharing, and
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funding or incentives. At its inception, the HCOP discussions on inclusion had a
keen focus on the harvesters, quantifying the ecological state of the resource,
industry development, and sustainability. The discussions revolved around the

following:

e The need for a head count of harvesters for better coordination of multi-
stakeholders at the SAHTA level;

e The participatory development of sustainable harvesting guidelines that
were developed with the harvesters and completed in 2017;

e Training harvesters to use the sustainable harvesting guidelines developed
to guide harvesting to ensure species conservation and sustainability of the
industry;

o Discussions and concerns about the inclusion and absence of harvesters in
the HCOP meetings; and

e The drafting of a Biodiversity Management Plan for commercialised
honeybush “to ensure the long-term survival of C. subternata and C.

intermedia populations in the wild, while safeguarding and respecting the

livelihoods of stakeholders” (DFFE, 2021: 67).

The HCOP subsequently evolved into a space where sector issues are raised, and
where new research and development projects that contribute to the BEOP are
introduced, discussed, and monitored in terms of progress and impact. The HCOP
platform has been of critical importance to frame discourse and as a channel for

local communities to discuss commercialisation ideas.

Problematically, these discussions are configured with interested companies,
NGOs, government, researchers, and universities. Those involved in this structural
setup believed they had “to set the table first” to not raise expectations, which
means that marginalised groups are unable to participate in and comment on
research related to product improvement, market trends, new technologies, and

land and resource access ideation concerning ‘their’ indigenous plant.
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8.3.1.3 Sector development interventions: Looking for and creating access

and benefit-sharing beneficiaries

AS explained in Chapter 1, ABS is a framework that governs the three objectives of
the CBD, namely conservation, sustainable use, and the fair and equitable sharing
of benefits arising from the use of genetic resources (CBD, 1992). Its viability and
ease of implementation differ from context to context. For the honeybush case, ABS
implementation started in 2018, although there had been few individual permits
granted prior to sector wide engagements. This followed a study commissioned by
the DFFE in 2014 that identified the Khoi and San as rightful holders of traditional
knowledge related to the use of honeybush (DFFE, 2014). The background to the
identification of traditional knowledge holders, the formation of the NKSC, and links

to the ABS are discussed in Section 4.3.3.

The NKSC began negotiations with SAHTA in 2018, but these deliberations were
disrupted by the COVID-19 pandemic and had been discontinued when |
concluded my data collection. ABS was introduced, or at least entered the sector
with the rhetoric of benefiting communities, and there was a perception that finding
sector beneficiaries meant finding harvesters who had traditional knowledge
related to honeybush and with links to Indigenous Khoi and San communities.
However, many actors in the value chain, including communities, did not know what
ABS was and/or how practitioners were meant to participate in its implementation.
The initial responses and perceptions of ABS by SAHTA and other actors in the

honeybush sector are discussed in the following subsection.
8.3.1.3.1  Enforcing industry compliance with access and benefit sharing

The SAHTA response to ABS has been positive. However, several members have
had concerns related to the complexity and costs of the Bioprospecting, Access,
and Benefit-Sharing permits. Such permits are issued in terms of the Bioprospecting
Access and Benefit Sharing 2008 regulations for different phases of
commercialisation, including the collection of material, biodiscovery,

commercialisation, and export (National Environmental Management: Biodiversity
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Act, No. 10 of 2004). In response, the industry sought legal help with ABS
procedures to assist its members with compliance (SAHTA: 29/11/21; Industry key
informant: 15/03/19). ABS compliance in the honeybush sector was a key concern

of the DFFE. A processor explained:

[Government official] was at the last SAHTA meeting, and you know, she was like if
she had a whip to, would take it out and crack it because she was really upset. She’s
like how many times am | gonna fly down here to tell you as an industry get your
ducks in order? And the guys were, (some of them) were taken aback, like who the
hell are you, you know, to come and tell us to get our stuff, | mean no one knows
what's going on. She says our department is ready to send out people to find out

who you are and where you are and start clamping down. (Company 3: 11/09/19)

The DFFE strongly promoted a biodiversity economy transformation agenda
concurrently with ABS, resulting in blurred lines between economic transformation
and ABS compliance. For example, SAHTA, when asked about their engagement
with ABS, showed frustration with being expected to deliver on transformation, and

one participant stated the following:

To be honest with you, it's difficult in the sense that, you remember when | was still
part of the HCOP, | said to [provincial government official] okay, here's our
feedback on what's happening with honeybush, and all those things. | don't want
to be funny now, but for many of them, the first thing they ask is, “What about
transformation?” Now my question is: What about transformation? | mean, | can't
go to a farm and say, “Hey, give half of your farm now to these people they want to
cultivate honeybush forever”. | mean, it doesn’t work that way. So, everybody wants
to focus on transformation. Where we can, we give, if we can [...] But then
somebody will, in a meeting, will say we don't focus enough on transformation.
And then | don't know what the hell, what more must we do for transformation?

(SAHTA: 29/11/27)

The industry attempted to open SAHTA to marginalised groups by offering free
membership to harvesters who wished to join the formal industry structure.
However, this was not enough and was a contentious task since there was no clear
consideration on how the field was going to be levelled apart from membership.
The efforts were also challenged because the honeybush industry is small and has
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insufficient revenue to make investments beyond the scientific research activities

that it supports (SAHTA: 29/11/21).

South Africa’s National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act, No. 10 of
2004, separates traditional knowledge holders from resource providers, with
different permitting requirements for each, and with insufficient recognition of
linkages between the two. Although the ABS negotiations between industry and the
NKSC are based on the traditional knowledge and not the ownership of the
resource, actors who are involved in the honeybush sector responded with
questions that readily linked the traditional knowledge to the resource. For
example, concerns pointed to the politics of land and resource rights as the people
who have provided the honeybush resource have typically been white landowners,
who are implicated in the history of racial land exclusion that has disproportionately
affected who can be a “provider” of the resource under ABS requirements. The
general concern, often from white industry actors, was that the harvesters or people
who are living with the resource or “our guys” should benefit from ABS agreements
on honeybush, not the people from the Northern Cape province, which is where
negotiating San and Khoi Councils are based. These concerns also point to blurred
links between knowledge and resources in many sectors and communities where

ABS is introduced.

The gap between resource providers and knowledge holders and the resulting
confusion from participants are understandable considering the land context in
South Africa. Unlike other dispossessed groups who were pushed to homelands
with some level of autonomy, the Indigenous Khoi and San were left completely
landless and reduced to labour (see Chapter 4). Now, through cultivation, the gap
between the provider and knowledge holder continues to widen because of
government facilitated arrangements that link cooperatives with companies that will
create a market for their resource. One such arrangement is a pilot project with

Parceval Pharmaceuticals.??

29 https:/ /parceval.co.za/community-cultivation-of-honeybush
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The public-private partnership (PPP) project discussed in Section 8.3.2.1 named
private landowners as resource providers when they applied for a Bioprospecting,
Access, and Benefit-Sharing permit. The permit was approved by the minister with
Heights Tea (Pty) Ltd as an applicant on behalf of the cooperatives involved in the
PPP.

A key informant who was involved in the administration of the PPP project indicated
that at the time of permit application, the honeybush industry had been prioritised
at national level, and the PPP was a priority project (see Section 8.3.2.1) meant to
promote ABS implementation (KOUNED key informant: 11/09/19). They received a
permit because they showed that the project benefited those who gave access to
the resource. The key informant, who was delighted about the hype created around
the PPP, described some of the confusion and ignorance about the industry among

those issuing permits as follows:

[We were required to ...] understand who were the TK [traditional knowledge]
holders in this thing [the Honeybush Tea Project], so that was our local people, but
also the access part, who were the people giving us access to the resource? Who
isthe access part? They are a bunch of white farmers that own the land [...] because
they [government] thought that what we were dealing with is that we were going
to little people that still wore loin clothes and things and had spears and lived in a
cave out in the Kouga, and we were going you know, “dear Chief so-and-so, would
you give us access to the honeybush that's growing on your mountain”. (KOUNED

key informant: 11/09/19)

8.3.1.3.2 “If | am first, then it means the President is second”: Identity politics and

community involvement in ABS discussions

The ABS discussions in the honeybush sector often led to confusion as the lived
experiences of those involved do not match the expectations of policymakers. The
introduction of ABS in the honeybush sector came with beneficiaries and
negotiation channels that were already established by the DFFE. Although study
participants generally welcomed the view that Indigenous Khoi and San would

receive justice, benefits, and recognition, there were concerns related to identity
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politics. For example, a harvest team leader who showed support for ABS remarked
that “what | can say is, fair is fair! You see my knowledge is that, if you see behind
this mountain here, | was still very young, | used to go there, and | was seeing [rock
arts] the Khoi and the bushmen. So, | totally agree with that” (Harvest team leader
3:19/11/19). However, other participants expressed concerns about the possibility
of communities being subsumed by the NKSC rather than being at the forefront of
the conversations and potential benefit streams. Highlighting these initial reactions
to ABS is important because it reveals the subordination of certain identities and
issues of legitimation in contexts where diverse peoples, groups, races, and
ethnicities have histories of resource contestations along identity lines (see Chapter

4, section 4.2).

The ABS engagements are relatively new in the honeybush sector. Additionally, the
sector has seen rapid changes in land reform, the number of actors, and early
reactions to ABS implementation that have been hard to keep up with. However,
towards the completion of my data collection, there a legitimisation process
emerged with communities and harvesters linking to traditional authorities. For
example, some Indigenous groups started linking their plight to their indigeneity
and began to call harvesters “Indigenous harvesters”. Problematically, SAHTA s
beginning to welcome such classifications. The revival of indigeneity is being
brought to the forefront through various projects initiatives including those funded
by the German Development Cooperation South Africa (GIZ) and implemented
through the Biolnnovation Africa initiative,*® which promotes European-African

partnerships for biodiversity conservation and local development.

Others have been working with government on separate projects, placing them
advantageously for new initiatives. For example, a place-based Khoi and Coloured
village called Zoar, which worked with Cape Nature in honeybush projects, has

always had traditional authorities and were assisted by government to establish a

30 See initiatives https://www.abs-biotrade.info/projects/bioinnovation-africa/general-information
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“Biocultural Protocol*™ a few years before ABS emerged as an opportunity. The
village was seemingly adept in government processes and positioning themselves
for opportunities in the honeybush sector. However, key actors in honeybush trade,
such as ou-teemakers in Haarlem and the Langkloof, who had made tea for years,
had no awareness of ABS and were not consulted on either the benefits or rights
that might be due to them. While most welcomed recognition of Indigenous Khoi
and San, a few who regarded honeybush as part of their heritage questioned why
they had not been recognised as traditional knowledge holders. Some questioned
who the Khoi are (not because they did not know, they asked the question in
opposition to the proposal that it is the Khoi and San who are rightful benéeficiaries),
and if Coloured people wanted to be associated with that identity (Ou-teemaker 1,
25/10/19; Ou-teemaker 9: 25/05/21). An ou-teemaker in his late eighties mockingly

expressed his view as follows:

So where will the people of Haarlem fit in between the Khoi and the San? The sun
and the moon? [chuckles] How will they define us then? As Khoi or San or what?
[...] Now the question is, who is the Khoi now? There’s nobody here who wants to
be Khoi. Here’s maybe just one or two who say he’s a Khoi, see. Now my ancestor
is Khoi, the Wildemans are Khoi, but they no longer want to be Khoi, they want to
be white [chuckles]. | would say if the government had money to give to the Khoi,
then they should give it specifically to people who are going to do something with
the money. (Ou-teemaker 7: 16/04/21)

On my last day of data collection in September 2021, one of the leaders linked to
the NKSC through the Khoi Cultural Heritage Development Council visited Haarlem.
While we were both pleased to see each other as we had worked together before,
she was displeased by the fact that | was an outsider doing research on “their” plant.
To me, her visit to Haarlem signalled the continuity of many changes that are yet to
materialise in terms of identities and cultural awareness among the Coloured

population. Traditional authorities and groups who work outside the NKSC also

31 Local community guidelines providing a range of rules, expressions, articulations, and practices crafted by the
communities themselves to outline how they wish to engage in negotiations with external stakeholders in regard to
their traditional knowledge and natural resources (Rakotondrabe & Girad, 2021).
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emerged. These included the House of Dawid Stuurman, which is one of the Khoi
groups with members involved in honeybush use; a group in Louterwater in the
Langkloof; and other Khoi and San groups in the Tsitsikamma area that had begun
linking their work and long fight for honeybush access to their identity. A key
informant who served in the House of David Stuurman indicated that their structure
was not affiliated with the NKSC, and that they had not yet been approached by

DFFE to be part of the negotiations.

While there was traction among groups and structures that had participated in
funded projects and/or initiatives with links to traditional authorities, the harvesters
with no links to formal structures had not been engaged about ABS. Instead, ABS-
related decisions were made by industry, companies, consultants, and the DFFE on
their behalf. The Langkloof and Garden Route areas have a variety of ethnicities,
racial diversities, and migrant workers (inkommers). However, those who have
settled there for longer include Coloured (mixed-race) and black African
generational farmworkers and Indigenous identities including those that belong to
the AmaXhosa nation, and the AmaMfengu, who have resided in the area since the
mid-1800s and grew up using honeybush. Therefore, prioritising harvesters and
participation in the honeybush sector based on indigeneity and/or identity disturbs
and revives histories of belonging. Politics of belonging were particularly invoked
by white farmers and predominantly white practitioners involved in the honeybush
sector in somewhat paternalistic protection of Coloured, Black, and Indigenous
people from the NKSC, with questions about who would ultimately benefit from the
revenue. One farmer ironically expressed this concern while shouting at some of
her workers while we were interviewing her. She intended to punish a worker who
had forgotten to water about five young honeybush seedlings by withholding their
pay, knowing that this would hurt them the most. She shouted in frustration at the
Coloured worker who had damaged her seedlings, and voiced her concern with

ABS as follows:

Who is getting the money? The communities? Is it one guy and he must spread it?
How does it work? At the end of the day, there's always some corruption [...] How

much do they want for doing nothing and who is getting it? Who is behind this?
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I'm always thinking the guys behind this get the most money. The guys pushing for
it are not the guys on this ground, the actual boys. It's one or two guys that see a

gap to make some money and now they're pushing this. (Farmer 2: 1/10/19)

The model that SAHTA (predominantly white landowners) planned to use to
channel benefits from ABS reflected a distrust of the NKSC, invoking questions
about whether harvesters and communities involved in honeybush were going to
benefit. One proposal was that all harvesters should be involved in a trust, and that
those with benefit-sharing agreements could then channel the benefits to the trust,
with money then distributed to harvesters. This was proposed to avoid a situation
where the money did not reach harvesters. A honeybush industry board member
remarked that the Khoi and San “say they own everything. They want all the benefits
going into their council. They dont want the money going to anybody else”
(Industry key informant: 15/03/19). The plan was to collect the names of harvesters
and register them as beneficiaries of the trust, but this was not practical since

harvesters are seldom static, and teams change with new harvesters.

Such dynamics and related identity politics in the honeybush sector are still new and
are becoming more pronounced as government attempts to assemble the
emerging honeybush industry in a transformative way. What places the honeybush
sector at an advantage is that actors are continually learning from exclusions and
mistakes from the rooibos agreement, which has a similar context to honeybush.
However, we are yet to see whether flexible community structures such as
harvesters, cooperatives, and other Indigenous groups will be excluded in the
engagements or if there will be an unequal distribution of benefits as is the case
with the rooibos agreement (Wynberg et al., 2023). What is clear for now is that
those who were historically excluded from honeybush use are reverting to identity
as a mechanism to gain access to honeybush commercialisation and associated

benefits.
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8.3.2 Provincial and local government-led interventions

The provincial and local government departments in Western Cape and Eastern
Cape provinces have more direct contact with honeybush communities than the
national government. The provincial departments facilitate projects individually
with their respective local governments in the Eastern Cape and Western Cape and
work together to coordinate the honeybush sector through the HCOP platform
(Figure 8.2). Two government-led initiatives included the Honeybush Tea
Development Project (HTDP) implemented as a PPP project, and land devolution
plans with the conservation agency ECPTA between 2011 and 2012. This section
explains the approaches of provincial and local government to facilitate community

involvement in the honeybush sector.
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Figure 8.2 Provincial and local government approaches to facilitate

honeybush commercialisation (Source: Sthembile Ndwandwe).

8.3.2.1 The Honeybush Tea Development Project and the public-private
partnership

The HTDP aimed at uplifting communities. It was led by the Koukamma Local
Municipality in partnership with the Department of Economic Development, and the
Environmental Affairs, and the Tourism and the Coega Development Corporation,
which is a development agency located in Ggeberha in the Eastern Cape province.
The role of these actors is discussed in Section 8.2 of this chapter. Prior to this
collaboration, honeybush had been included in the municipal Integrated
Development Plans and was listed under mega projects of the district municipality
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(Cooperative 2: 12/08/19). As explained by the municipality official, local and
provincial government established a HTDP and opted for cultivation as a key
investment area to secure honeybush access for communities. The official explained

it as follows:

Honeybush tea grows more in the wild and mostly in the private lands. In the HDI
[Human Development Index®’] communities, they won't really have access to the
wild growing honeybush tea. That is why we opted for cultivating the resource, and
some studies were done to check whether it will be viable, and fortunately, the

results were positive. (Government 1: 02/12/19)

The first implementation of the HTDP came after the failure of the first initiative,
called the Koukamma New Entreprise Development (KOUNED). KOUNED
comprised 13 cooperatives that were moved to the HTDP. Participants cited
corruption and unclear expenditure that led to a rejection of funding renewal as the
reason for the failure of KOUNED to deliver benefits to the community. The failure
of KOUNED led to the founding of the PPP in 2013 to drive the project from a
business angle. The provincial government also took active steps towards opening
up several protected areas, and the municipality built a processing facility for
community cooperatives and other building structures. The municipality also
coordinated the integration of disparate cooperatives from the previous initiative
into a primary cooperative (Figure 8.3). The primary cooperative comprised 13
cooperatives and were spread across the Langkloof and Tsitsikamma communities
in the Eastern Cape province. Most cooperatives, except two, were made up of five

members, totalling 65 beneficiaries.

32 The participant said HDI means Human Development Index, and at the time of the interview, it seemed like they
were using the phrase to refer to communities where the municipality efforts are concentrated in terms of improving
the human wellbeing.
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Figure 8.3 Local municipality involvement and interventions in the honeybush

sector (Source: Sthembile Ndwandwe).

In 2013, when the PPP was established, honeybush had been earmarked in local
economic development project plans to be financed under the Service Delivery and
Budget Liquidation Plan. The PPP comprised the DFFE, Koukamma Municipality,
Sarah Bartman District Municipality, and the Heights Tea Estate. The cooperatives
never benefited, even though investments into the PPP were to support access to
the resource and value chain. The project collapsed before they could harvest and

process the resource.

The reasons for the collapse included corruption and wildfires. The municipality and
KOUNED blamed a hired independent project manager and the Heights Tea Estate,
who worked with cooperatives to get the project off the ground (Government 1:
02/12/19; KOUNED key informant: 11/09/19). The wildfires affected the plantation,
and because the cooperatives had no access to wild honeybush, they had nowhere
to harvest the material and no use for a processing facility (Fieldnotes 2019;

Cooperative 2: 12/08/19). Wildfires were also not considered as a risk in the
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business plan, even though the plantation was in a fire prone landscape, and the
independent project manager admitted that this was a mistake (KOUNED key
informant: 11/09/19).

8.3.2.2 Facilitating access to the wild resource

The provincial and local government of the Eastern Cape began working with
ECPTA in 2011 to assess land where organised access to honeybush could be
facilitated for primary cooperatives. The ECPTA indicated their willingness to allow
access for harvesters to protected areas as per their policies. However, they
demanded a scientific report on resource assessment from the communities to
show how harvesting could be done sustainably before allowing access to the land
(Government 3: 02/03/20). A series of meetings were subsequently held with
primary cooperatives to establish a system for harvesting on ECPTA land where
groups were subsequently matched to protected areas adjacent to their settlement.
Some of these sites are outlined in Table 8.2, although at the time of the research,

these sites remained closed to harvester communities.

Table 8.2 Planned pilot sites for harvesting in the Formosa Reserve, Eastern Cape

Estimated
Harvesters' settlement Land under ECPTA | Estimated land  honeybush
area jurisdiction size (hectares) | volumes

(tonnes)
Ka.re‘edouw & Dam se Kloof area 182 30
Tsitsikamma
Joubertina to Misgund Upper Kromme 125 22,9
Joubertina to Misgund Niekerksberg 332 91

Source: Sthembile Ndwandwe (data derived from the HTDP reports: Hobson, 2011; Smith &
Wortel, 2011)

Access to wild honeybush was the first plan of action for HTDP beneficiaries, and it
was only when this plan did not work, that investments were allocated to a cultivated
resource. Both the local municipality and provincial government pointed to ECPTA
for their failure to open land to harvesters and cooperatives. They blamed ECPTA
because of the time lapse resulting from the delay caused by the scientific report

the conservation agency required before allowing access. The provincial
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government subsequently hired a consultant to produce a scientific report on
behalf of the harvester communities (Government 3: 02/03/20). The municipality
reported that ECPTA “actually indicated that they can give access to their areas but
there should be a management plan in place. Now [as] the municipality, we don't
have capacity to draw up a management plan. That delayed processes between us”
(Government 1: 02/12/19). The provincial government stated that ECPTA had
pulled-out of the arrangement because they rejected the scientific report that the
government submitted because it did not follow the research procedures of the
conservation agency as no research permit had been secured (Government 3:
02/03/20). Cooperatives were left with a new processing facility, a burnt honeybush
field, and no wild resource because of the ECPTA rejection of the report they had

requested.

8.3.3 State parastatal led interventions

The ARC leads all honeybush cultivation and innovations related to its
domestication and value chain upgrading. Although the honeybush industry is still
dependent on about 80% of wild material, it aims to change this to greater
dependence on the cultivated resource. Honeybush growers are organised into two
types of small-scale growers, namely private landowners and community-based
cooperatives or SMMEs. Community enterprises have been supported to enter the
value chain through various projects for purposes of empowerment, poverty
alleviation, and job creation. Another significant reason reported for channelling
communities to honeybush cultivation is that they do not have access to wild
resources (Government 1: 02/12/19; Haarlem Farmers Association: 08/09/21). A
cultivated resource therefore facilitates their secured participation in the value
chain, but since its domestication, the honeybush cultivated crop had been less
profitable in the market compared to the wild resource. More importantly,
provincial and local government officials have reported that if the motivation for
establishing honeybush SMMEs is community upliftment, then there are more
profitable wild plants and agricultural commodities that can better support

economic upliftment, especially given that the study area produces export
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commodities (Government 3: 02/03/20). ARC-led community cooperatives are

described in Table 8.3.

Table 8.3 Profile of ARC-led community cooperatives

Number of p
; beneficiaries Status Number o
. Partnerships/ | Year Type of . beneficiaries
Projects . . at the start in o .
Collaborations formed business active in
of the 2020
. 2020
project
Sonskyn Seedlings
Heuningbos for sale 11 ,
(Pty) Ltd ARC 2001 and own | individuals Active | 2
plantation
Farms
seed
Kuyasa orchards
Amamfengu ARC 2012 forseed | 8individuals | Active @ 3
(Pty) Ltd sales,
own
plantation
Clarkson
Heuningbos = ARC 2014 Plantation | 8 individuals | Active 8
(Pty) Ltd

Source: Sthembile Ndwandwe

The ARC approach to cultivation is a business model aimed at fostering industry

sustainability. Cultivation is implemented to reduce pressure on the wild resource

and to secure the quality and the standardisation of honeybush (Parastatal 1:

24/04/19). The ARC works with communities through SMMEs, and the initiatives are

aligned with a partnership with the Department of Science and Innovation called

the Department of Science and Innovation/ARC Honeybush Project. The model that

the ARC follows is illustrated in Figure 8.4.
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Figure 8.4 ARC approach to commercial cultivation (Source: Sthembile

Ndwandwe).

The SMMEs are supported through the ARC honeybush plant breeding project,
which has been at the forefront of seed orchards and seedling production. All three
ARC SMMEs are in what | categorised as place-based communities, which are
situated settlements that have been in the landscape since the 1800s. This gave
them an advantage in terms of community organisation and land access compared
to other SMMEs that are led by the local government and a non-profit company in
predominantly new settlements established from the 1980s to early 2000s evictions
of farm dwellers from commercial farms. The Kuyasa AmaMfengu (Pty) Ltd, for
example, harvested wild honeybush and planted seed orchards on land that the
community has owned since the 1800s and were planning to establish a honeybush
plantation without land challenges and the need for external interventions to help
organise beneficiaries (SMME 2: 15/09/21). In 2020, the SMMEs linked to the ARC

had been producing honeybush at commercial scale for between 4 and 20 years.
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The ARC implements biodiversity economy projects in five SMMEs in partnership
with the Department of Science and Innovation. The focus has been mainly on
developing nurseries and seed orchards to supply community plantations and
selling to commercial honeybush growers. Nurseries produce seedlings, and while
those involved in seed orchards produce use seeds using “seeds produced from
selected, genetically superior plants developed through the ARC breeding
programme. Obtaining seed from plants that have been selected ensures good

quality plants and improved yields".33

When asked how they started with the community nurseries and seed orchards
project, the ARC mentioned that they go and harvest the plant material and the
seeds from the wild. The participant who is a plant breeder working directly with the

SMMEs explained it as follows:

“I said if | can supply you [referring to the SMMEs] with seed and | know itis a good
seed, we have tested with tea quality everything, the yields are good everything
because if you harvest in the wild, we dont know how the tea quality is because
the plants are dual. - | don't know if this is a two-year plant or a five-year plant.
Where in the plantations, | know the age and | know where the tea comes from and
| know the quality because | have tested the chemical, whatever, and | have tested
the yield, and | say you can expect five tonne per hectare or whatever. While in the
wild, you don't know because your genetic material will have good genetic
material and poor [genetic material], some with high yields and some will have

poor yields” (Parastatal 1: 14/04/19).

The ARC also trained the SMMEs on seedlings and seed production. While there is
training and SMMEs had booklets, some were unsure what types of seeds they were
producing and referred me to the ARC, mentioning that they do what ARC

demonstrates and follow their lead. Thus, the ARC extends its epistemic resources

3 Department of Science and Innovation DSI/ARC Honeybush Project-community partnership webpage:
https:/ /www.atc.agric.za/arc-infruitec nietvoorbij/honeybush/Pages/Community%20Partners.aspx
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to their community projects for economic inclusion and has not yet considered

collaboration in terms of knowledge and redressing epistemic exclusion.

While the ARC has a direct contact and involvement in their community projects, all
three SMMEs commenced because harvesters or community members had heard
of the ARC and its honeybush cultivation activities, which at the time were focused
on commercial farmland owners. Thus, although the ARC has an industry
development commitment to include the ‘poor’ and create jobs, their mode of entry
into the communities had been indirect and occurred through social capital
relations. The Clarkson Heuningbos (Pty) Ltd, for example, started through referrals
emanating from informal conversations between community members and
municipal officials (SMME 1: 26/10/21; Haarlem Farmers Association: 8/09/21),
while the Sonskyn Heuningbos (Pty) Ltd started preparing for cultivation when they
heard about the ARC honeybush projects from relatives (SMME 1: 26/10/21).
Members of the SMMEs who were interviewed remarked that while the ARC SMMEs
are active, members are either not benefiting and/or only a few are benefiting and
participating in producing a cultivated resource. This was because none of them
were productive, and members had to seek employment elsewhere at times,
leaving only few members with the SMME responsibilities (SMME 3: 29/10/19;
SMME member 1: 29/03/21; SMME 2: 15/09/22).

8.4 NGO and NGO-honeybush led interventions

Since the rediscovery phase, several NGOs and not-for-profit organisations have
facilitated the involvement of communities in the honeybush sector, but most of
them are no longer operating. There was one active organisation, NGO-honeybush,
that works with harvesters and commercial farmers who cultivate and grow
honeybush. Their models follow a landscape approach and socio-ecological model
for the commercial cultivation of honeybush. Figure 8.5 illustrates the NGO/non-

profit company model for commercial cultivation of honeybush.
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Through a honeybush company, NGO-honeybush worked with a harvest team in
the Misgund area and a nursery established by two individuals in the Tweeriviere
area, both in the Langkloof. The harvest team was approached by the company that
was already working with NGO-honeybush, and the nursery approached NGO-
honeybush when they heard about them through a referral. NGO-honeybush and
the company approached honeybush commercial cultivation with hopes that it
would contribute to a framework they described as “four returns” to guide their
socio-ecological restoration, and at the time, that underpinned their conservation

work in the landscape (see Box 8.1). Their partnerships with the harvest team and
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4 returns

Return of
inspiration

Return of
social capital

Return of
natural capital

Return of
financial capital

Different entities

Values measured

> Meaningfulness, spiritual/ holistic » % of stakeholder group/ yr/ ha: # local
awareness, Gross National Happiness, cultural, social, religion events
re-sacralise nature ¥ # ‘defining moments' of people involved

I» Local culture wisdom & outreach > % of stakeholder group/ yr/ ha

I+ Landscape leaders, commitment to » % of stakeholder group/ yr/ ha
local ownership, less corruption committed; % -/- corruption benchmark

I+ Understanding meaning of long-term » % responding to long term commitment
commitment for companies, investors = = # volunteers # inspirational sessions

I Time for inner reflection, worship % of free time to rest and think

= Jobs » # of new jobs / project / municipality

I~ Security / ha

I Local social cohesion I # various savings / yr / project

I» Education & social services ¥+ # social ventures / yr / project

I+ Healthcare I+ # schools, trainings, services / project

» # medical posts, doctors

I~ Biodiversity » # of native species / yr / ha

I+ Invasive species % decrease/ yr / ha

I» Vegetation cover ¥+ % coverage / yr / ha; % cloud formation

I+ Top sail » mm layer / yr/ ha; % microbes; % C / ha

I Water ¥ % humidity; # stream flow (m3 / yr / ha)

YYVYYY |

Agriculture, carbon, timber
Leisure, hunting, bush harvesting
Real estate & other incomes
Water

Decrease erosion, increase topsoil

YYVYYY |

Yield / yr / ha

Yield / yr / ha

Value /yr / ha

Production m3 / ha/ yr

Decrease costs input chemicals / ha / yr

Box 8.1 The four returns framework followed by NGO-honeybush (Source:

Ferwerda, 2016)

8.4.1 Nursery collaboration

Two nursery owners have entered a two-year off-take agreement with the company.

The company worked with growers, harvesters, and processors who were

registered harvesting and trade permit holders. The company then bought the wild
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or cultivated resource from those with whom they partnered. NGO-honeybush
agreed to help, recognising that the nursery owners have the knowledge to grow
seedlings. They put up a two-year contract stipulating that the owners were
responsible for running the nursery, and that the company would invest to assist
with infrastructure and related costs. The agreement was that “they give us the
funds; we're doing the plants here and we give the plants back to them, that means
we pay off the capital” (SMME 3: 9/10/19). That is, the nursery would only supply
plants to the company until the investments made were paid off. The company
would then sell the seedlings to different farmers in the Kouga, and in the valley
they would sell it to everyone who wants to establish honeybush plantations. The
owners of the nursery would be able to run the seedlings sales independently when
their debt is paid off and they welcomed the agreement. When they finish paying
off their debt, they would go ahead with this business. The nursery owners will then
have a separate business without NGO-honeybush and the company. The company
actively worked with the nursery while NGO-honeybush played an oversight role.
These roles were maintained in their partnership with the harvest team they

partnered with and NGO-honeybush retained the oversight role.

8.4.2 Harvester-landowner collaboration

Harvester-landowner collaborations have allowed harvesters without land to secure
honeybush by partnering with landowners to conduct land restoration using veld
management activities led by NGO-honeybush. This has allowed harvesters to do

paid work on landscape restoration beyond harvesting honeybush.

The team harvested on a commercial farm where their leader had a decades-long
relationship with the landowners. His father had worked with the parents of the
current landowners for years, and he had the same working relationship with the
children of the original owner. The company entered into an agreement with the
landowners using this existing relationship and the fact that the leader already had
a permit for wild harvesting. The plantation was trialled as an alternative to the

conventional plantations. The difference to conventional plantations was that the
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seeds were collected from the farm where the honeybush was planted, and the
team afforested areas at the foot of the mountain where the veld had been severely
burnt by wildfires. They planted C. subternata, which struggles to grow after fire.
The idea of having an augmented plantation was to explore ways to secure more

honeybush resources for the team in the next harvesting cycle.

The team also conducted other farm activities, including constructing firebreaks,
monitoring “illegal” harvesters on behalf of the landowner, and clearing invasive
species as part of the veld management duties inscribed in the partnership. The
NGO brokered access to the wild resource by using their relationships with
commercial farms. The arrangement centred around the veld management plans
used by the NGO to assist farmers with resource assessments, invasive plant
clearing, and honeybush harvesting. Harvesters in this arrangement were hired or
partnered with the NGO to do all the work related to the veld management plans.
Those same harvesters gained access or became a team that harvested wild
honeybush for a farm that had work agreements with the NGO. Harvesters in this
arrangement were paid a salary for veld management work and retained the income
they received from wild honeybush. The harvest team that partnered with the NGO
was already doing veld management work and other technical farm work like fixing
fences where they harvest, and therefore, in this arrangement harvesters already
had entry and a long relationship with the landowner. However, the team gained
expertise from this partnership in veld management, honeybush resource
assessment, wild seed collection for nurseries, and invasives clearing. This was
advantageous because wild honeybush is only harvested in three-four-year cycles,
and therefore, harvesters’ involvement in the management of the land they harvest
meant they continued to have access to work in the mountains. The alternative
would typically involve conventional farmwork in the fruit plantations, which is

usually the only option harvesters have in off-seasons.

The landowner benefited from the partnership because they integrated two costly
processes, clearing invasives and compiling a honeybush management plan.
Honeybush management plans are required for the provincial government

permitting system and are the responsibility of the landowner. Obtaining a
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honeybush management plan usually entails hiring a consultant or ecologist to
conduct a costly botanical assessment for which farmers have no time, since
honeybush is rarely a priority in a predominantly large-scale commercial fruit

farming landscape.

The harvest-landowner collaboration was supposed to give harvesters better pay
compared to other harvesters who are not in the collaboration. However, these
harvesters were the least paid in all arrangements. | categorised the arrangements
into the three harvesting typologies that were identified in this study: (1)
Landowners sell their own honeybush resources, (2) landowner permit harvesters
to pick and sell honeybush, and (3) a company purchase honeybush from a
landowner. The NGO approach use the third typology. Income distribution from
harvesting honeybush is illustrated in Figure 8.6.
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Figure 8.6 Payment distribution at resource extraction level (Source:

Sthembile Ndwandwe)

The payment was unequally distributed among those selling the raw resource, and
the harvesters who did the picking were never the most paid in any typology. When
a harvest team leader received R1/kg, it meant R1/kg from each picker in their team.
Therefore, depending on the number of pickers in a team, which is often a minimum
of four, the harvest team leader received either a higher share or an equal share.
Even though there is a higher income share in the NGO-honeybush typology
(typology 3) compared to others, there were some disadvantages. Harvesters
complained about being limited to one landowner, this sentiment was in

comparison to the old way of harvesting or making tea where Coloured, Black, and

241



Indigenous people engaged with landowners and various other actors in the value
chain. However, after the intervention of NGO-honeybush, their role became more
restricted. The NGO took over key negotiations and reduced harvesters'
participation to merely cutting the resource and performing farm labour. This shift
minimised the meaningful relationships harvesters had with processing facilities,
other harvest teams, and landowners, curtailing their broader engagement in the

sector.

8.5 State and non-state landowners’ approach

Landowners include conservation agencies, the state, a forestry company, and
private farmland owners, including those leased under land reform programmes
outlined in Chapter 4. All land under conservation by the state and conservation
agencies was completely closed to communities at the time of data collection, and
they had been closed for years. For example, South African National Parks
(SANParks) have been closed since the 1960s and others since the 1970s (see
Chapter 7). This means that the permit system that was administered by the colonial
government was discontinued. In the following subsections, | discuss interventions
made by Cape Nature, a conservation agency; MTO, a forestry company; SANParks;

and land reforms schemes.

8.5.1 Cape Nature

Cape Nature's intervention has been to facilitate formal arrangements for
communities and harvesters to access honeybush growing on commercial farms. At
the time of data collection, the land under Cape Nature was completely closed to
honeybush harvesting. However, they had one arrangement where they facilitated
a lease agreement between the Zoar Khoi community and an absentee landowner.
This was a private nature reserve managed by Cape Nature under the protected
area expansion strategy and is reported to have ‘good honeybush’. The community
had had a user agreement with the landowner before, but that relationship ended

because the community reportedly did not follow the rules (Conservation 1:
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23/09/21). This type of arrangement illustrates how the conservation agency works
with communities and landowners, meaning that communities can approach Cape
Nature to broker access agreements in stewardship farms that are under their
governance. Although communities have no rights by law to the land under
stewardship, it was unclear whether they were aware of the possibility of options
and informal rights that allow them to access honeybush through agreements

brokered by Cape Nature.

8.5.2 Commercial forest land partnership with harvesters in Tsitsikamma

MTO (see Table 8.1 for their role and Section 4.3.2 in Chapter 4 for their history) got
involved in honeybush activities in 2011 as a landowner. They withdrew their
involvement from the HTDP and conducted their own management plans, and in
2017, they partnered with Rhodes University to conduct honeybush resource
assessments on their land. They also established a Honeybush Tea Association in
Tsitsikamma that acted as a structure to engage with communities. There are four
plantations under the management of MTO in the Garden Route area, namely the
Witless and Lottering plantations in Tsitsikamma and Kruisfontein (Knysna) and
Garcia in Riversdale. These comprise about 26 000 ha (Forestry official: 28/11/22).
According to MTO, communities are allowed to harvest honeybush on their

property, and their official explained this arrangement as follows:

MTO has a licence from EC DEDEAT [Eastern Cape, Department of Economic
Development Environment and Tourism] and Cape Nature in the Western Cape.
Local communities may obtain free permits to collect non-timber forest products
for personal use/consumptive use. Vlei tea (C. subternata) occurs in MTO
plantations, and the Berg tea (C. intermedia) occurs more commonly in the

mountain areas towards Kareedouw, but not on land under our management.

(Forestry official: 28/11/22)

Even though communities had rights to access honeybush on their land, they stated
that there was a challenge monitoring harvesting as it requires the organisation to

employ more forest guards to police the harvesters. In this arrangement, rights did
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not lead to access as MTO continued to clash with communities that border the

Tsitsikamma mountains (Local key informant é: 14/07/21).

8.5.3 SANParks cultivation and wild honeybush access partnerships with

MTO and communities

The land under SANParks was completely closed to honeybush harvesting. They
therefore worked with MTO to facilitate communities’ access to wild honeybush
through forest plantations. SANParks facilitated this access through the Honeybush
Tea Association that already worked with MTO. In this arrangement SANParks and
MTO used to allow communities to harvest at the edge of their plantations and in
the river stream areas that are in between the plantations, but these contractual
agreements with communities stopped. According to SANParks, the following

happened:

What actually happened then over the time they [MTO] found it difficult to actually
manage those contracts, and also, we had some conflict because some of those
contractors used the tea they access through the MTO forest [land they were not
permitted to harvest] to then add to their harvest on the other side of the fence.

So, unfortunately that was misused. (Conservation 2: 26/10/21)

SANParks reported that they are not planning on allowing wild harvesting on their
land, and therefore, instead adopted cultivation as an alternative. This involves a
Total Petroleum funded honeybush propagation project for the Covie community
in the Western Cape in the Tsitsikamma area. The project is inside the park and
started in 2018. They did not use the land under conservation but allocated yards
from unused housing lots for SANParks staff. This land was converted into a
honeybush propagation and nursery field. Community members were trained by
SANParks using ARC breeding methods. However, the project has struggled to take
off, and SANParks has accused the community of not looking after it. For example,
the community did not effectively weed the plantation, resulting in SANParks having
to hire a contractor to do the weeding. The contractor then mowed everything,
including honeybush seedlings, thinking the honeybush was part of the weeds. All
original plants were lost, and at the time of the research, SANParks was engaging

244



community members to see how they could salvage the project (Conservation 2:

26/10/21).

At the time of the research, none of the interventions for access to protected areas
had been successful, despite efforts dating from 2011. Those brokering access to
wild honeybush on private farms are showing success, but other cases illuminate
issues with the temporality of arrangements. NGO initiatives to integrate honeybush
into landscape restoration and creating more secure access to the wild resource are
yielding success. However, this model, despite including social return as part of
restoration, fails to recognise the exclusions that are embedded in the landscape
they are restoring. This contributed to a subordination that made harvesters feel like
labour. A participant referred to this as “"now when there is the tea and the money
now, they captured it[...] now they want to become the boss and you are the boy,3*
you see” (Harvest team leader 10: 21/10/21). The restoration approach was
therefore a type of environmentalism that reinforced racial hierarchies and was

disinterested in political forms of structural violence.

8.5.4 Land arrangements and state land reform schemes

Various land tenure arrangements and state land reform programmes discussed in
Chapter 4 were in place in the study areas. These included various schemes under
the Broad-Based Black Economic Empowerment (BBBEE,®> here forth, BEE), LRAD
farms, Proactive Land Acquisition System farms, the CPAs and agreements with
various landowners including municipal land. These arrangements come with
varying degrees of rights to the resource and land. However, in some cases, formal

property rights and resource rights have not guaranteed access to honeybush. In

3 The word ‘boy’ was used to indicate a racial hierarchy in production relations. In British colonies “every African
male, regardless of age was called a ‘boy’-houseboy ... mine-boy” (Mamdani, 1996: 4).

35 The BBBEE “means the viable economic empowerment of all black people [including], in particular women,
workers, youth, people with disabilities and people living in rural areas, through diverse but integrated socio-economic
strategies” (Broad-Based Black Economic Empowerment Amendment Act No. 46 of 2013, 2013).

245



Table 8.4, the disconnect observed between formal rights and access to resources

is demonstrated.

Table 8.4 Showing resource access in formal land arrangements and among

land reform beneficiaries

Mission Station

members,
municipality

Honeybush
. Resource
Tenure resource Competing/other | Access Resource .
arrangements | growingon | land uses control rights ac<.:ess (a.t time
of interview)
the land
Emerging Wild and Commercial fruit Farm Farmworkers | External wild
Farmer 4 cultivated farming managers/ | inheriting harvesting team
(LRAD) resource committee | the farm contracted by a
processing
facility
Emerging Wild Commercial fruit Farm Farmworkers | Not harvesting
Farmer 2 resource farming managers/ | inheriting & not allowing
(LRAD) committee | the farm harvesting
because of
conflicts among
harvester teams
Emerging None Commercial sheep | Individual Individual N/A
Farmer 1 & fruit farming farmer Farmer
(PLAS)
CPA1 None Livestock grazing Cooperative | Community | N/A
(Municipal members in
commonage the CPA
schemes)
CPA2 (PLAS) wild Livestock grazing Cooperative | Cooperative | One member of
resource and small-scale the cooperative
vegetable farming
CPA3 None Commercial fruit Farm Community | N/A
(community farming managers/ | membersin
owned land) committee the CPA
CPA4 (Land Wild & Communal Association | Community | Community
Restitution) cultivated (village) land with managers in | members in members in the
various consultation | the CPA honeybush
commercial & with the SMME structure
residential uses community
Labour Cultivated None Landowner | Workers None/struggled
tenancy and workers since
arrangement establishment in
(Labour early 2000s
tenants)
Haarlem Cultivated Livestock grazing Cooperative | Cooperative | None
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Honeybush
. Resource
Tenure resource Competing/other | Access Resource .
. . access (at time
arrangements | growingon | land uses control rights . R
of interview)
the land
(Community ,
land) Cooperative
's
Chairperson
Clarkson Cultivated None Landowner | Cooperative | None
Mission Station (community
(Private land) member)

Source: Sthembile Ndwandwe

There were many factors that undermined the ability of land beneficiaries to benefit
from honeybush commercialisation. First, beneficiaries had to keep the farm they
inherited profitable. For example, CPA3 shared that they were not planning to farm
honeybush unless they were sure it would be profitable, and that their priority was
to create jobs for the community (CPA3: 27/04/21). Emerging farmers shared
similar sentiments with regards to job creation and the need to be productive.
Some, however, because of their tea production heritage and passion for
honeybush, planned on using a few hectares of land for honeybush cultivation
(Emerging farmer 4: 24/10/19; Emerging farmer 1: 23/04/21). Another pertinent
issue was that although some beneficiaries had formal rights to the land with a 30-
year lease, government failed to timeously approve business plans. For instance, in
2021, one emerging farmer had waited 12 years with no success. A business plan
is a requirement for a government loan application. Therefore, the delay in approval
affected his ability to benefit from the land, while his mentor, a white commercial
farmer, earned about R15 000 ($969)%¢ per month from government for providing

mentorship (Emerging farmer 1: 23/04/21).

Other factors that undermined the ability of Coloured, Black and Indigenous people
to benefit from honeybush commercialisation included a lack of access to water and
to off-farm household income, unclear rights in communal land ownership, conflicts

between management structures and beneficiaries, and racial tensions. The off-

36 Exchange rate as of January 2022
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farm household income was reported as a necessity for land beneficiaries to feed
their households. For example, CPA2 was comprised of six members who obtained
the state land with wild honeybush, but only one member was harvesting, and five
members had to seek employment elsewhere to sustain themselves and their
households (CPA 2: 21/10/21). Racial tensions were largely communicated through
stories of lack of access to water, which was perceived to be linked predominantly
to white farmers obstruction of water flows to farms under land reform. An emerging

farmer who inherited a farm without water shared the following:

This farm hasn’t got any water. At this moment in time, we have to go and fetch
water in Haarlem. Or everywhere where I'm going, | put a container on my bakkie
[small truck/van], and | ask for water wherever | come. Because at this moment in
time, the situation on this farm is as such that we haven't got drinking water. We've
got just few water for the sheep and the cattle. So that's also due to the drought,
due to government officials that don't want to listen to you, that's also a factor there.
Because this farm for instance, you've got water that you can survive on, which has
been stolen by my opposite neighbour|[...] Because he went and built a dam where
he’s not supposed to build a dam, and he cut off the water that belongs to this
farm. And we are in possession of the necessary documents [as proof]. There's a
certain ruling on the carton transport that says that he cannot build a dam there,
he cannot put up a pump or in any way interfere with the flow of the water, but he
did exactly that. And he did that after the government bought the farm from the
previous white owner. Because when the previous owner was here on the farm, he
couldn’t do that. But now here'’s a black farmer on here, you see. So, they did all
this stuff [...] | asked for legal assistance, they can't even give me legal assistance

to fight this issue. (Emerging Farmer 1: 23/04/21)

8.6 Conclusion: Are the interventions making commercialisation

accessible?

Overall, the interventions discussed in this chapter demonstrate that support to
marginalised groups by state and non-state actors has been in the form of project-
based arrangements that have tackled economic exclusion. However, averting
economic exclusion has either failed due to project failure and the short-term nature
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of benefits, such as job creation by national government, or because interventions
have relied on using ahistorical approaches to access (that is, the ability to benefit
from the honeybush sector). The ahistorical approach is evidenced by wild resource
access interventions facilitated by NGOs. NGO interventions have benefited both
landowners and harvesters, but over time, have reinforced racial hierarchies in

terms of labour and how different races inhabit the landscape.

Although the interventions are being made during the BEOP phase of honeybush
commercialisation, which seeks transformation and has social justice tools and
policies such as ABS, all interventions have failed to address the exclusion of
marginalised harvester communities from land under conservation and commercial
forestry. Ambient and other land related exclusions thus continue to affect resource
access. Failure to address land and resource rights issues may be due to socio-
economic transformation being a key priority of the contemporary South African
state and non-state actors. As such, interventions, such as a transition to cultivation
as a form of access instead of allowing wild harvesting, is legitimised. Another
legitimation that is being established is the legitimising of access to the honeybush
resource and commercialisation based on belonging and identity, making identity
a key mechanism of access and a new way of maintaining benefits from natural

resources for those who have been excluded from benefits.

This chapter discussed interventions adopted to facilitate community access to
honeybush use. It discussed interventions by NGOs, conservation agencies,
parastatals, government, and companies to facilitate community access to both the
cultivated and wild-harvested honeybush value chains. The chapter also explained
how the industry, communities, and the honeybush sector perceive and support
ABS as a new mechanism in their natural resource use relations. The interventions
by state and non-state actors to enable marginalised groups to benefit from
commercialisation have attended to normative barriers to entry in NTFP value
chains but have neglected to consider the power dynamics that keep reinforcing
exclusions in the access and use of natural resources in the Garden Route and

Langkloof landscapes. Patterns of environmental conflicts that have defined the
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landscapes have been neglected. In the next chapter, | discuss the key findings from

this thesis and relate them to the theoretical frameworks introduced in Chapter 2.
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CHAPTER 9

DISCUSSION: STRATEGIES OF EXCLUSION AND
RECONCEPTUALISATION OF MARGINALITY IN NTFP
COMMERCIALISATION

9.1 Introduction

In this chapter, | analyse and interrogate findings in the context of the literature
presented in Chapter 2. The empirical findings presented in Chapters 4, 5, 6, 7, and
8 showed four broad strategies of exclusion in the honeybush sector namely the
land, discourse, social, and institutional dimensions of exclusion, which have
produced marginalising factors embedded both in the landscapes that grow
honeybush and in the culture of the natural products sector. The chapters pointed
to the evidence of structural violence and constrained agency in the Coloured,
Black, and Indigenous people’s lived experiences of honeybush trade, importantly
centring marginalised groups’ standpoints and voices to interpret what has
happened to them and their landscapes. The chapters pointed to the core issue of
hermeneutical marginalisation, which brings into view a typology of actors who are

privileged and those who are not in making NTFPs economically valuable.

The chapter has four sections. | first discuss key threads that provide the texture and
contextualise the embeddedness of exclusion in the landscape. In the second
section | discuss hierarchies of control and maintenance in honeybush use. In the
third section, | analyse key strategies of exclusion that affect marginalised groups’
ability to benefit from NTFP commercialisation. In the fourth section, | conclude by
synthesising exclusion in the context of NTFP value chains to (re)conceptualise
marginality in NTFP commercialisation and the ways in which NTFPs are used to
integrate transformative justice and emancipating transformation in biodiversity

economies.
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9.2 Hierarchies of control and maintenance

The point of departure for the access control and maintenance theoretical frame is
that “some people and institutions control resource access while others must
maintain their access through those who have control” (Ribot & Peluso, 2003: 154).
Control “refers to checking and directing action, the function or power of directing
and regulating free action” (Rangan, 1997: 72). Maintaining means gaining access
through someone who controls access, which differs from direct access that refers
to a condition “where one enjoys the benefits from things without immediate
mediation” (Peluso & Ribot, 2020: 301). Those who control resources and/or have
direct access to these resources maintain their control through relations with
authority at higher levels or by excluding others (Milgroom & Ribot, 2020).
Maintaining access control differs in that the maintenance is done for purposes of
maintaining power to control others and protect direct access, whereas those
without control do not have direct access and maintain access from a subordinated
position to those with control. By applying a historical lens, it was clear that those
who rely on structural and relational mechanisms of access without any claims to
rights-based mechanisms to land and resources struggle to maintain benefits from
honeybush trade because access is controlled primarily by those with land. For over
a century, the tea producers who lost their local tea production and trade as the
value chain transitioned into export-oriented markets, such as the case in Haarlem,
had maintained resource access through those with control over land and the
honeybush resource. Those who controlled resource access included the state and
white farmers. Having property (the right to benefit) does not equate to having
access (the ability to benefit) as correctly asserted by Ribot (1998) and Ribot and
Peluso (2003). However, this study found that in contexts where there is
distributional injustice, the neglect of property rights becomes a pre-existing
condition that creates and reinforces structural violence when resources are
lucrative beyond local markets. Structural violence is a hidden or subtle form of
violence that is made visible by conditions such as hunger and death, and “shows
up as unequal power and consequently as unequal life chances” (Galtung, 1969:

171; Lee, 2019). The structural violence literature draws attention to the violence
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that takes shape because of unequal power over resource distribution, leading to
unjust differences in privilege and power (Galtung, 1969; Farmer, 2004). Structural
violence was reinforced by the state and non-state agents approaches for ensuring
Coloured, Black, and Indigenous groups’ participation in the new globally
integrated honeybush market. The approaches for market access together with the
BEOP initiatives reinstated subordinating landscape relations and created new
forms of authority in the access hierarchy. Sikor and Lund’s (2009) analysis of access
control reveals how those controlling access to a resource gain or accumulate
authority every time they mediate the access of others. Thus, mediating others’
access is closely linked to the production of authority. The approach adopted by the
NGO-honeybush is one example that depicts the production of authority by an
actor, which they unintendedly achieved by mediating resource and market access
between wild honeybush harvesters and farmers and creating secured market
channels for those who harvest through the NGO. As demonstrated by Milgroom
and Ribot (2020) in their study of resettlement in Mozambique, those who can only
maintain access through others are subordinated in various ways, including a loss
of authority. The loss of authority is a taken for granted in the way in which
marginalised groups are violated. West (2016) points to non-material (invisible)
forms of dispossession that are often ignored and uses sovereignty as an object of
analysis to demonstrate how people are dispossessed of non-material aspects of
their relationship with their environments. Focusing on conservation in Papua New
Guinea, she problematises how environmental and conservation knowledge
production by researchers could dispossess Guineas of discourse sovereignty over
their territories. In this way, she begins to thicken the ways in which inequalities are
produced and maintained in somewhat taken for granted factors that marginalises

people from their territories, natural resource exploitation, and economies.

The findings also revealed how the state continues to service social elites and
neglects less powerful actors. This indicates hegemony in the distribution of
benefits from natural resources. Hegemony is a Gramscian concept that explains
the “coercive power of the state in its service to the economic elite and the ability of

the elite to achieve the spontaneous consent of the non-elite populace through the
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control of culture, opinion, and ideology” (Robbins, 2012: 62). The findings of this
research demonstrated some hegemonic relations at different points in history
relating to exploitative relationships, coercion, and western science control of
culture, opinion, and ideology related to honeybush commercialisation. Essentially,
throughout history the economic and ruling elite in the study area have been white
farmers, the state, scientists, and companies, while the non-elite populace has been
Coloured, Black, Indigenous people, and/or labour. While literature suggests that
hegemony is often met by everyday resistance from less powerful actors (Scott,
1985; Moore, 2005; Ekers et al.,, 2009), and the results show a prevalence of

constrained agency more than resistance.

Constrained agency is a term used in structural violence literature to refer to the
constraint in agency suffered by those who live in conditions where life choices are
structured by exclusionary devices such as poverty, racism, political violence, and
sexism (Farmer, 1996, 2004; Coe & Jordhus-Lier, 2011) that affect their human
rights and individual life choices (Ho, 2007). Constrained agency in this study is
shown in the persistence of economic marginalisation in the honeybush sector
despite the involvement of marginalised groups in tea production throughout
history. Constrained agency does not equate to an absence of agency from non-
elites and oppressed groups. By way of example, some harvesters used theft and
forged friendships with landowners to maintain access, especially prior to the
introduction of formalised trade and harvest permit systems. Theft and illegal access
are forms of a rights-based mechanism of access (Ribot & Peluso, 2003). Also, as
observed in community meetings and informal conversations, there is
embeddedness of honeybush issues in ongoing conversations about political
struggles for land, jobs, and wages. Issues of land and wages were a norm
considering that the study area landscape is designed for commercial extraction
and plantations, which are coercive by design (Tsing, 2012). Li and Semedi (2021:
1) define a plantation as “a machine for assembling land, labour, and capital under
centralised management for the purpose of making a profit; it is also a political
technology that orders territories and populations, produces new subjects, and

makes new worlds”. The embeddedness of honeybush issues in the Coloured,

254



Black, and Indigenous people’s struggle for land, jobs, and wages further indicates
that long-term conflicts over benefits from natural resources between those
subordinated and those privileged were ecologised. Conflicts become ecologised
when they begin to shape responses to new developments (Robbins, 2012). Long-
term conflicts over land and resources were used to lobby for better participation
in the value chain. For example, the use of the phrase “the honeybush industry is
bleeding” by the Honeybush Joint Action Group had more to do with the long
histories of environmental conflict, exclusion, and violent biopolitics than with the
new honeybush industry that did not create the politics in which it was entangled.
Therefore, it was further apparent that rather than everyday acts of resistance to
hegemonic relations in honeybush use, those who have had to maintain access
through others used histories of environmental conflicts to challenge distributional

injustices.

The final key theme pertaining hierarchies of control and maintenance is power
relations. Ribot and Peluso (2003) also instructs that attention must be paid to
underlying power relations behind benefits derived from things. In agreement with
Ribot and Peluso (2003) powers and histories behind existing ways in which benefits
are derived are critical and should not be taken for granted as they may be
concealing injustices and violence. For example, minimum wage jobs as part of
benefits for marginalised groups do not sit well with those who have been coerced
into labour for centuries. In the case of honeybush, where most of economic
benefits are derived from natural resources and agriculture, a ‘job’ becomes a form
of structural violence born out of centuries of land inequalities that entrap the
marginalised. The ABS agreement between the Khoi and the San, and the rooibos
industry also promised jobs and other monetary and non-monetary benefits
including “the creation of employment opportunities, bursaries, development
schemes, mentoring and facilitation of livelihood creation” while ignoring more

complex grievances (Wynberg et al., 2023: 599).

To discuss power relations, | draw on Lukes’ (1974) and Gaventa’s (2006) forms
power and the powercube. | outline these in Table 9.1 to show power relations in

the honeybush sector between those who control access and those who maintain

255



access through those with control. The first column uses Lukes' (1974) actor-
oriented power framework to locate actors and institutions in the forms of power
they operate in. These forms of power include visible, hidden, and invisible power.
Visible power is observable in public participation platforms and helps illuminate
who participates and dominates in decision-making (Gaventa, 2006, 2019).
Whereas hidden power is exercised by powerful people and institutions to set the
political agenda (Gaventa, 2006). Invisible forms of power, on the other hand,
influence how individuals think about their place in the world through processes of
socialisation, ideology, and culture that “perpetuate exclusion and inequality by
defining what is normal, acceptable and safe” (Gaventa, 2006: 29). The powercube,
a framework from which these forms of power are conceptualised, originally framed
visible, hidden, and invisible power for an analysis of participation in decision-
making arenas (Gaventa, 2006, 2019); however, others have extended the analysis

to other political contexts where power is exercised (Crawford & Andreassen, 2015;

Gaventa, 2019).

Table 9.1 A summary of the interface between the forms of power and
exclusions influencing the access control and access maintenance dynamics

among actors and institutions in the honeybush sector

Institutions Exclusions
exercising How power is used by those ' Actors/institutions
Form of power and exerted with access maintaining
power | access control (historically & control to access through
in the value current) maintain their | those with control
chain position
o Introducing a

Provincial . permit system to Harvester teams

overnmen :
g o control harvesting. g Cooperatives

rivate Mediating how an

Landowners
landowners harvesters and Discourse p
NGOs/NPCs others gain access rocessors
Visible | Companies to the resources Traders
and value chain
th Afri ) ) .

aou b nc;]an Epistemic authority Producers
Toney us in advancing Discourse Cooperatives

ea

o h h ituti

Association oneybu; I Institutional NGOs/NPCs
(SAHTA) commercial use. Researchers
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Institutions

Exclusions

exercising How power is used by those ' Actors/institutions
Form of power and exerted with access maintaining
power | access control (historically & control to access through
in the value current) maintain their | those with control
chain position
South African | Selective
Biodiversity membership
Institute (producer
(SANBI) association)
Agricultural
Research
Council (ARC)
Mountain to
Ocean (MTO)
South African
National Parks
SANPark
EE ; arCs) Contro”ing access Land Harvester teams
P:fkiranndape to the resource Institutional Cooperatives
Tourism
Agency
(ECPTA)
Cape Nature
Controlling
National Khoi | discourse and .
. . Private
and San decision-making sector/companies
Council related to ABS Institutional _ P
(NKSC) introduction Ind|geno.u.s
SAHTA Presence of communities
legislation
Legitimation of the
Khoi and San as
traditional
National knowledge holders | Discourse NKSC
government and rightful Institutional Private sector
beneficiaries from
honeybush
. commercialisation
Invisible :
Coercion of
communities to
State and non- iobs and Excluded
tat t . i
state actors entrepreneurial I communities
running . . . ¢ Institutional
development |denjc|ty (creatlpn o Harvesters
orojects r\eollberal subjects Cooperatives

n

commercialisation)
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Institutions

Exclusions

exercising How power is used by those ' Actors/institutions
Form of power and exerted with access maintaining
power | access control (historically & control to access through
in the value current) maintain their | those with control
chain position
Private titled land
grants them a state Harvester teams
:Drlvate of permanency and Land Cooperatives
andowners powers to exclude
others from arable Processors/Traders
and forest land
Strengthened
Hidden SAHTA's power to
consolidate itself as
industry
SANBI representative. Discourse SAHTA
ARC Innovations to Institutional Cooperatives
advance value
chains and
conservation of
species

Source: Sthembile Ndwandwe

The second and third columns outline institutions and how they apply their visible,

invisible, and hidden power. The fourth and fifth columns specify the exclusions that

those who control access to the resource, the value chain, and the sector at large

use to mediate access of others and to also keep their control position. The table

draws attention to the exclusion relations that structure access control and

maintenance and hierarchies they produce. In all forms of power, the harvesters

who are predominantly Coloured, Black, and Indigenous are in a maintenance end

of access and therefore are subordinated. Much of the subordination is a result of

historical strategies of exclusion that are provided in Chapter 4.

The power and exclusions that relate to NTFP commercialisation are discussed in

Section 9.3 and in Section 9.4 to (re)conceptualise marginality in NTFPs global

market integration.
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9.3 Strategies of exclusion in NTFP commercialisation

In Chapter 2, approaches to exclusion were introduced. One approach sees
exclusion as a necessary condition for actors to benefit from things, and the other
approach sees exclusion as a social problem characterised by unequal access to
resources, capabilities, and rights. While leaning more towards exclusion as a social
problem due to the theoretical frame of control and maintenance and the objectives
of this study, a more open perspective on exclusion as an inevitable phenomenon
is also considered as it may point to complexities in the ways that actors are
prevented from deriving benefits from NTFP commercialisation. A framework for
analysing strategies of exclusion was introduced in Chapter 2 and comprise several
types of exclusions and dimensions of exclusion. Identified exclusions related to
NTFPs were spread across dimensions, some more evident than the others. Those
that were evident in the empirical chapters included land, discourse, social, and

institutional dimensions of exclusion.

9.3.1 Land dimension of exclusion
9.3.1.1 Ambient exclusion

Ambient exclusion refers to exclusions that are legitimised by environmental
concerns. Land zoning by the state for conservation, for example, is often an
indicator of ambient exclusion (Hall et al., 2011). The zoning of land for conservation
purposes introduces environmentalism, and therefore, a new language of
understanding and engaging with land and natural resources that people living
adjacent to the newly demarcated area must adopt (Bryant, 2002; Hall et al., 2011).
Ambient exclusions in the honeybush case were instituted by the colonial
government and was also adopted by the democratic government. As Chapter 4
reveals, exclusions based on environmental concerns have disproportionately
affected those without land. Chapter 6 describes the gradual dispossession of
Haarlem tea makers from state land and how their access to the resource changed
over time based on changing state land demarcations. The state land that they

previously harvested with a permitin the early to mid-1900s is now either the GRNP,
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a provincial nature reserve, or private farms; and predominantly, the state land they
used to harvest is now under conservation and completely closed to harvesting,
leaving landless Coloured, Black, and Indigenous actors in the value chain without

a resource.

Considering the racial histories in the study area, the GRNP and provincial nature
reserves can be seen as a symbol of prohibition of Blackness from land. Borrowing
from Foucault's systems of exclusion that he identified in the orders of discourse
(Foucault, 1970) and in the punitive society (Foucault, 2015), two more exclusions
are born through ambient exclusions: prohibition and assimilation. Prohibition is a
system of exclusion that disciplines freedom of expression (Foucault, 1970), and in
this context of land zoning for conservation, the freedom of expression may concern
movement and various ways of seeing and using a forest. The term ‘use’ in this thesis
refers to “enjoyment of some kind of benefit or benefit stream” (Ribot & Peluso,
2003). Assimilation is how society gets rid of the socially unwanted by neutralising
what is considered dangerous or that which is not wanted (Foucault, 2015). In the
conservation context, this exclusion by assimilation is evident in how people
internalise state rules and environmentalism as normal (Bryant, 2002). For example,
the permit system allows people to benefit from resources; however, as discussed
in Chapters 6 and 7, in some contexts a permit revealed the presence of structural
violence that was normalised by state and non-state actors operating in
conservation. As Chapter 6 elaborates, what makes a permit (paper) and its system
violent among communities who live with honeybush is that it has been a symbol
that reminds the Coloured, Black, and Indigenous people of their place in the
landscape. A permit indicates that such people can only access nature through an
authority, be it the forestry official, head of the community, or a white farmer. Bruno
(2023: 1547) in writing about Black ecological memory, cites Campt (2021) in
proposing that we apply a Black gaze in the reading of ecological and
environmental records and history. The gaze, they propose, “allows one to
empathise, to be implicated, and to witness” and “allows one to understand the
biophysical environment as a witness”. | used and followed a shapeshifting permit

system from the 1800s to 2020 to show that although this system has become
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naturalised and accepted as a just intervention for access to lands that grow
honeybush, it is foremost a tool for aiding processes of exclusion rather than a
technical solution to access. Therefore, recognising the colonial genesis of the
permit system in context may open pathways to repair that contribute to
emancipatory transformation. Mushonga and Matose (2020), report on how
structural violence emerged using a permit system to control firewood collection by
rural households in Sikumi Forest in Zimbabwe. In this case, structural violence
occurred in three ways: Firstly, it was embodied in the regulated permit system and
in the way it controlled and disciplined the behaviour of firewood dependent
people; secondly, it constrained the ability of households to meet fuel needs; and
thirdly, it was scripted in colonial structures of spatial authority (Mushonga &
Matose, 2020). Such findings concur with those | describe for the honeybush

permitting system.

CBNRM approaches and related participation programmes that are proposed by
civil society and the state to manage how communities gain access to natural
resources can also be a form of ambient exclusion. As Hall et al. (2011) observe, the
CBNRM and other devolution approaches recruit beneficiaries to participate to the
exclusion of others that do not make the legitimate list. Such exclusions are
demonstrated in Thanh and Sikor (2006) in forest devolution and community
participation in the Central Highlands of Vietnam, where forest recipients who were
granted legal rights gained power to exclude migrants and other villagers.
However, in practice, the exclusion and control of ‘outsiders’ (those who do not
make a list of beneficiaries) is often not enforceable in forest devolution
programmes (Shackleton et al., 2001; Thanh & Sikor, 2006). A study conducted by
Howson (2018) on various forms of violences of the Reducing Emissions from
Deforestation and Forest Degradation programme (REDD+) projects in Central
Kalimantan, pointed to violence steeped in the rhetorical limits of the conceptual
framing of community participation programmes, such as ‘sustainable alternative
livelihoods and arrangements for access to forests for NTFPs collection. Howson
(2018) asserts that the REDD+ programmes promoted ‘sustainable alternative

livelihoods’ to divert efforts from forest access politics into the training of
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cooperatives. Further, the rhetorical constraints on what constitute NTFPs allowed
REDD+ to limit community use of forest to wild plants but not to the lucrative
commercial resources available in the same forest, such as gold. Gold mining was
excluded from the definition of a forest product (Howson, 2018). To tackle issues of
ambient exclusion and hegemony in environmentalism, political ecologists have
suggested a shift in discourse, starting by questioning how our accounts of
environmental change and political ecological research are used as instruments for

controlling local populations (Robbins, 2012).
9.3.1.2 Licenced exclusion

Licenced exclusions are characterised by land titling with a tittle seen as a natural
end point to land rights formalisation (Hall et al., 2011). Licenced land exclusions
impact equity in resource access. The findings show that those who are
marginalised in the honeybush sector are also those who were historically excluded
from titled land. As discussed in Chapter 4, titled land was a dominant form of land
allocation in the former Cape province, with land granted to white settlers in three
titles of possession, namely quitrent property, freehold property, and loan places.
These guaranteed rights of land and natural resources to whites facilitated their
temporal or permanent access to land while allowing licenced exclusions of Black,
Coloured, and Indigenous populations. The implication of racial hierarchy in
licenced exclusions for honeybush is that for about two centuries, access has been
controlled by white landowners and colonial mission stations. In contrast, those
without titled land had to maintain access through relationships with those with land
and control over resources. Therefore, the ability of the landless to benefit from
natural resources depended, as one of the community members said, on the mercy

of the private landowner.

Racial hierarchies in land and resource access have become naturalised in
contemporary biodiversity economy initiatives. For example, honeybush project
interventions have not sought to disturb private landownership, with communities
grouped into cooperatives and harvest teams for controlled access by conservation

authorities such as ECPTA, Cape Nature, and SANParks. The literature on structural
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violence credits such patterns of inequality to the desocialisation of history through
the erasure of memory, rendering unjust structural conditions to be ‘normal’
(Farmer, 2004). The violence in land titling lies in its establishment of a state of
permanency as to who controls and who should maintain access to resources. As
Chapters 6 and 8 revealed, marginalised groups, most of whom are landless and
generational farmworkers, have maintained access to honeybush on commercial
farms through means such as labour, NGO support, small companies, honeybush
development projects, and other social relations, including friendships with private
landowners. Although such mechanisms of access have been forged, land titling
has created a playing field where there is permanent constrained agency affecting
those without land rights. Therefore, those who must permanently access
honeybush through others do so from the bottom of the racial hierarchy. Those who
resisted opportunities to enter honeybush export markets through the normalised
racialised structure of the commercial agricultural landscapes were, as shown in the
case of the Haarlem Honeybush Project, cast as failures and perceived to lack
commitment to the entrepreneurial opportunities afforded to them. Hernandez and
Galletta (2015) used a structural violence lens to conduct a historical analysis of the
accumulation of economic and social exclusion over time in Southern Sacramento
in the United States. The dismissal of the Haarlem Honeybush Project members as
lacking commitment concurs with Hernandez and Galletta’s (2015) analysis of their
case study that reveals how justice or equity-prone policies may replicate relations
of privilege and exclusion and shift the analysis of injustice from structural

conditions to a lack of individual agency.
9.3.1.3 Intimate exclusion

Intimate exclusion refers to everyday mundane exclusions. It does not involve the
state but is rather facilitated by fragmented actors who may use state language to
exclude kin (Smith, 2017). Land features critically in NTFP use in postcolonial
contexts where tenure reforms and rights to land are being returned to the original
inhabitants (Shackleton & Pandey, 2014). This was also the case in the Langkloof

and Garden Route regions where there was ongoing implementation of land reform
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programmes (see Chapter 4). Intimate exclusions were observed in cases where
land reform beneficiaries were excluded from accessing honeybush by the land
beneficiaries’ management committee and the parastatal ARC, which gave support
to small enterprises. Land reform is part of a spectrum of licenced exclusions (Hall
etal., 2011), however, in a case of honeybush the exclusions reported and observed
were intimate in that it was land beneficiaries who were excluded. Chairpersons
who had a closer relationship with the parastatal would often rally ARC support to
remove members who were deemed ‘lazy’. Casting members of the cooperative
who were less active as lazy or not wanting to work was also a common strategy that
culminated into intimate exclusions among honeybush cooperatives who cultivated
and harvested wild honeybush. Lastly, intimate exclusions were also reported
among white and Black farmers; for example, some white farmers excluded
emerging Black farmers from farmers associations. Cockburn (2018) made the same
finding in the same study area, and emerging farmers reported that they were
intentionally blocked by white farmers from accessing water, which affected their
land productivity. These everyday processes of accumulation by dispossession are

used by landowners/rights holders with more authority to exclude other rights

holders (Hall et al., 2011).

9.3.2 Discourse dimension of exclusion: Epistemic exclusions

The main forms of epistemic exclusion that cut across the history of honeybush
‘mainstream’ use are what Fricker (2015) refers to as structural prejudices (or
asymmetrical abilities) and suppressed intellectual traditions. Structural prejudices
occur because of hermeneutical marginalisation, which occurs when one “enjoys
less than some reasonable level of participation in the generation of shared social
meanings (concepts, interpretive tropes, and so on)” (Fricker, 2015: 10, brackets
original). This results in unequal participation in practices that influence social
experiences and the production of shared meanings (Fricker, 2007). Suppressed
intellectual traditions occur because of sustained hermeneutical marginalisation
that produces contributory injustice. Contributory injustice raises questions about

the failure of privileged knowers (or the existing epistemological system) to
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recognise knowledge tools that exist among marginalised knowers (Dotson, 2011).
Understanding and revealing these types of hermeneutical marginalisation are
important for equity in the commercialisation of indigenous plants as it reveals

harmful and harmless exclusions that evolve into epistemic oppression over time.

Hermeneutical marginalisation was evident in the honeybush archive in various
letters where there is an absence of ‘communities’ in the state search for honeybush-
related knowledge to support the industry. It is also notable in community petitions
that were filed in a re-written format to evade the active voice. Thus, the farmers who
were landowners became the source of information for colonial merchants and
government. This can be interpreted as structural prejudice, and it has continued in
the contemporary honeybush rediscovery and the BEOP phases in the democratic
regime where farmers and industry are engaged, and marginalised groups are the
agenda on the table for ‘inclusion’ but are not there to represent themselves and
contribute actively to the sector development at a discourse level. Those involved
in product development become part of the evolving history of honeybush use, and
therefore, the neglect of marginalised groups at a discourse level also means that
their active voice continues to be compromised and erased from the contemporary
honeybush history. The neglect of marginalised groups at discourse level in NTFP
commercialisation is also revealed in Wynberg et al. (2023), where three small-scale
rooibos cooperatives were excluded from ABS negotiations despite attempts they
made to raise their concerns with the NKSC and the state. These cooperatives were
also excluded despite being part of knowers who are victims of the contributory
injustice that the ABS negotiations are addressing in the rooibos industry. Their
case, coupled with the experiences in the honeybush sector where none of the ou-
teemakers had an idea of what ABS was while national government was already
engaging the industry, illuminates a continuing subordination of communities at
discourse level on the basis of credibility deficit, and on the other hand, a continuing
accumulation of epistemic power and authority by industry and state legitimated

elites.

Chapter 5 drew attention to the exclusions that occurred from initial knowledge

enclosure in the colonial period. Several botanists, missionaries, scientists, and
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colonial merchants sought to classify the species and find its commercial value in
relation to the market demand of the time, which was caffeinated drinks. These and
other colonial knowledge expeditions had an impact on subordinating knowledges
of the South and were an index of the role of science in advancing colonialism (Leff,
2015a; Bollig, 2020). Such enclosures also created a condition where science and
commercial value became the dominant knowledge and values in shared epistemic
resources. Dotson (2014) refers to this exclusion of knowers in shared (mainstream
or dominant epistemological framework) knowledges as a compromise in epistemic
agency, signalled by the presence of suppressed intellectual traditions. Suppressed
intellectual traditions in the commercialisation of NTFPs are recognised by the
democratic state that supports the promotion of traditional knowledge and rewards
its holders through the ABS agreements. However, the suppressed intellectual
traditions remain. As shown in Table 9.1 in Section 9.2, institutions such as ARC,
SANBI, SAHTA, and national government hold visible, hidden, and invisible powers
that maintain commercial science-based epistemic authority. The ARC and SANBI
use both the visible and hidden power where their epistemic authority grants them
exclusive power to advance honeybush commercial use, and support for industry
structures in a manner that gives them access control in commercialisation. The
national government participated in discourse dimension of exclusion by using
invisible power to legitimise the Khoi and the San as knowledge holders robbed of
contributory justice by scientists, researchers, merchants and colonial state in the

history of honeybush use (see Chapter 5).

This epistemic exclusion literature is useful for dealing with stubborn hierarchies of
knowledge in biodiversity commercialisation processes. These include patenting
mechanisms where western-style epistemic structures become the standard, even
though they may not exist in other knowledge systems (Shiva, 1987, 2007). The
resulting intellectual enclosures are inappropriate because they create
asymmetrical abilities in commercialisation and may lead to hermeneutical
injustices with, as Fricker (2007) emphasises, harmful effects. As Chapter 5 showed,
such intellectual enclosures are visible in multiple honeybush patents. For all

patents described there is an absence of collaborations with communities or
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traditional knowledge holders in the exploration of honeybush use in cosmetics,

health, food, and alcohol industries.

A contemporary task in NTFP use, research, and commercialisation is in enabling
equity and sustainability. Although such goals are a preoccupation of many global
environmental governance forums, there are, in practice and within these forums,
hierarchies of knowledge. That is, “science” is considered to hold more value, and
other knowledges and knowers compete for legitimacy with and within so-called
"western” science systems (Zurba & Papadopoulos, 2023). As Léfmarck and Lidskog
(2016) report, global platforms such as the IPBES face difficulties dealing with
contrasting rationalities and knowledge forms, collaborations grounded on the
demands set by a scientific format, and the unresolved role of traditional knowledge
holders in science. Applying the epistemic exclusion framework makes it
comprehendible to see harm and identify whether the intervention is appropriate
or to what extent the shift is being made towards equity rather than toward less
targeted equity and social justice, which is a problem in NTFP social justice literature
that has long been identified, since Neumann and Hirsch’s (2000) landmark study

on the review of NTFP commercialisation.

9.3.3 Social dimension of exclusion

Social exclusion is the actual and symbolic exclusion of certain segments of the
population from material and social resources. It is an exclusion that happens when
a society exhibits a degree of integration from which certain groups of people may
be systematically excluded (Room, 2000; Vranken, 2001). As the results of this study
shows, structural inequalities resulting from history and the lived experiences of
racial and economic exclusions have had considerable impact on marginalised
groups’ participation in the honeybush value chain and industry development
activities in both the colonial and democratic regimes. There are many forms of
social exclusion, but two were important for this study, namely territorial and
economic exclusion. Territorial exclusion entails “spaces with limited opportunity

for social involvement, lack of geographical mobility or control over one's
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environment”, and economic exclusion means “lack of access to income or material
resources required to meet basic needs” (Greiner & Guberman, 2009: 118).
Territorial and economic exclusion are interlinked in their impact on marginalising
Coloured, Black, and Indigenous people in the study area and affecting their
participation in the value chain. Territorial and economic exclusion are linked to the
land exclusions discussed above, drawing attention to the relationship between the
landlessness and placelessness of marginalised groups in formalised markets
and/or capital accumulation opportunities in the region that derives income from

timber logging, NTFPs, and commercial agriculture.

Despite social exclusion and structural inequalities, harvesters, traders, and
producers were able to navigate various barriers of entry to the value chain. The
barriers of entry into NTFP value chains include lack of market access, land rights,
and security of tenure, infrastructure, information, and access to credit and markets
(Schreckenberg et al.,, 2006; Cunningham, 2011). However, acquiring these
structural/relational and rights-based mechanisms of access from a subordinated
position may take time or may not materialise, leading to livelihoods and income
being compromised during early stages of market integration. Such impacts were
observed and reported by harvesters who were affected by the increasing
integration of honeybush into export markets. Similar findings emerged from
Cleaver (2005), who conclude in her ethnographic study in Tanzania that
interlocking disadvantages made it unlikely for communities to productively draw
from social capital with intervening local institutions. The relations with intervening
local institutions reinforced exclusion. Similar impacts of NTFPs market integration
have been observed elsewhere; for instance, with argan oil in Morocco where
poorer traders and producers were excluded from the market because they could
not afford the processing technology (Lybbert & Elabed, 2013). The literature on
NTFPs has often questioned the policy propositions that export markets are for the
benefit of the poor by arguing that when local value chains are replaced by global
markets, the poor fail to participate because of a lack of specialised resources and

elite capture (Wynberg et al., 2003, 2015; Shackleton et al., 2007).
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9.3.4 Institutionalised dimension of exclusion

According to Oleinik (2012: 154), institutional exclusion “means the alienation of
ordinary people from government and their inability to rely on the law and official
procedures when being engaged in everyday activities”. The government laws
instead favour politicians, businessmen and bureaucrats in contrast ordinary people
are excluded from favour. Two forms of institutional exclusion emerged, market

exclusion, and regulatory exclusion.
9.3.4.1 Market exclusion

Market exclusion encompasses a range of mechanisms that deny certain individuals
access to market opportunities and fair treatment within the market (Saatcioglu &
Ozanne, 2013). It can also be a result of social exclusion and poor connectivity,
which creates a distance between an individual and the given market (Zohir, 2014).
In this study, | observed various forms of market exclusion, but they mainly were in
the form of displacement of the traditional local market by gradual processes of
value chain upgrading for international market integration. The displacement is
consistent with the literature on NTFPs that points out that the introduction of
export-oriented markets and commercialisation displaces local trade systems and
livelihoods for poorer households (Shackleton & Shackleton, 2004; Shackleton et
al., 2007; Shackleton et al., 2011), with small enterprises lacking the specialised
innovations and product quality standards for global value chains (Cunningham,
2011; Nakanyete et al., 2023). The literature suggests a few factors that underly this
displacement, including elite capture (Cavendish, 2000; Paumgarten & Shackleton,
2009) and a shift to cultivation requiring new skills and resources (Van Niekerk &
Wynberg, 2012; Wynberg & van Niekerk, 2013). Others have linked displacement
by NTFP commercialisation to coloniality, suggesting that communities have been
long overlooked in the commercial benefits from natural resources because of loss
of control over their territories, collection, and trade of forest produce. The loss of
control has led to a takeover by the governing elite and private entrepreneurs as
actors who direct and receive commercial benefits (Michon & de Foresta, 1996). In

addition to elite capture and other factors, the loss of control over honeybush trade
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because of the market upgrading processes displaced a wide group of people. Like
the perspective taken by Michon and de Foresta (1996), the history of the
honeybush growing regions suggest that the profitable use of natural resources has
seldom benefited local communities, and honeybush is no exception. During the
time of data collection, such impact was still crisp to Coloured, Black, and
Indigenous people, and this study articulates this impact as a form of market

resettlement by assimilation into state-inclusive export-oriented value chains.
9.3.4.2 Regulatory exclusion: Laws, concessions, and policies

Regulations play an important role in institutional exclusion in the context of natural
resource use. Institutional exclusion is observed as a form of assimilative inclusions
that legalise an illegality in institutions of conservation, landownership, and NTFP
commercialisation that historically marginalised Coloured, Black, and Indigenous
people. This included the legalisation of ambient exclusions by devolution and
CBNRM access mechanisms. Another example is in the facilitation of epistemic
justice by legalising ‘traditional’ knowledge exclusion from ‘modernised’ property
rights systems, and by legitimising beneficiaries based on indigeneity or custom. As
observed by West (2012: 22), while ABS is an internationally recognised tool for
integrating local communities and Indigenous knowledge holders into property
rights systems and benefits from the commercialised genetic material, it can also be
a structure for “institutionalising the absence of property rights for traditional
knowledge holders”. Mamdani (1996) speaks of institutional segregation as one of
the tools of colonialism to keep “uncivilised natives” from modern economic
benefits. Talking in the context of the repressive South African regime and debates
about the Indigenous majority versus the white minority, he postulates that “the way
to stabilise racial domination (territorial segregation) is to ground it in a politically
enforced system of ethnic pluralism (institutional segregation) so that everyone,
victims no less than beneficiaries [of the modern economy], may appear as
minorities”, which is a system that Jan Smuts advised worked better if beneficiaries
of the system “prevent as much as possible the detachment of the native from his

tribal connexion, and to enforce from the very start the system of segregation with
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its conservation of separate native institutions” (Mamdani, 1996: 6). This line of
thinking persists in well-meaning solutions to questions related to the protection of
customary rights, livelihoods, and cultures against capitalism, and its exploitative
western systems such as Intellectual Property Rights and global NTFP value chains.
West (2012) begins to complicate these well-meaning arguments by approaching

them with an institutional exclusion lens.

This section discussed four dimensions of exclusion that inform strategies that
actors use to control and maintain access to their benefit and the disadvantage of
others. These strategies of exclusion are ambient, prohibition, assimilation,
licenced, intimate, epistemic, spatial, economic, market, and regulatory exclusions.
These strategies do not work in a vacuum but have specific powers and are
contested and consented under certain power relations that actors exploit to secure

control and benefit from resources and development opportunities.

9.4 Conclusion: Re-conceptualising marginalisation in NTFP

commercialisation for transformative biodiversity economies

By using varied conceptualisations of exclusion, the study aimed to improve
understandings of how disadvantage is experienced in the honeybush sector and
to suggest approaches that may lead to more transformative biodiversity-based

economies.

On the ground (local levels), access struggles are embedded in environmental
conflict and exclusion. Marginalisation therefore predominantly occurs because of
unequal distribution of property rights and various forms of structural inequalities,
but predominantly in economic and spatial forms. This component is where access
struggles are often framed, with social and land-based dimensions of exclusion
being at the root causes of unequal control and maintenance relations between

actors.

Accounting for strategies of exclusion beyond the local level is significant for

highlighting non-material forms of subordination and dispossession in
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commercialisation. Exclusions at the knowledge production, innovations, and
product upgrading schema of the commercialisation process affect marginalised
actors and create new marginalities during market integration but in an invisible
way that resembles cultural violence in the NTFP commercialisation processes.
Cultural violence is linked to structural violence because both form part of Galtung’s
(1990) three-legged conceptualisation of violence and peace. Cultural violence is
any aspect of culture that legitimises violence. It is “the symbolic sphere of our
existence, exemplified by religion and ideology, language and art, empirical
science and formal science (logic, mathematics), that can be used to justify or
legitimise direct or structural violence” (Galtung, 1990: 291). The cultural violence
legitimises access hierarchies that perpetually exclude those who are at the margins
of the natural products sector. The legitimised access hierarchies are sustained in
commercialisation through institutional power (i.e., markets and resource use laws),

epistemic power, and epistemic exclusion.
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CHAPTER 10
CONCLUSION

In this chapter, | present the main contributions and recommendations of this thesis.
| used the honeybush shrub (Cyclopia spp.), a NTFP endemic to South Africa, as a
lens to examine how, if at all, marginalised groups benefit from honeybush
commercialisation, and the extent to which historical strategies of exclusion
configure access mechanisms for participation in the value chain. This was done by
exploring strategies of exclusion in commercialisation to critique interventions that
are implemented to integrate marginalised actors in biodiversity-based economies.
| then analysed the extent to which the interventions addressed the exclusions. |
used the access control and access maintenance analytical framework of the theory
of access to study exclusion, and in doing so, | grounded the study in the
environmental conflicts and exclusion thesis of political ecology. The case study of
honeybush was used as a lens, and the data collection was conducted in the Garden
Route and Langkloof regions of South Africa. In the following sections, | discuss the

conclusions in relation to the research objectives outlined in Chapter 1, section 1.3.

10.1 Objective 1: To identify key actors involved in the honeybush

sector in the colonial, apartheid, and democratic regimes

This objective was addressed within the theoretical frame of access control and
access maintenance. The state, colonial botanists and merchants, and scientists
were deeply involved in making honeybush a plant of value in South Africa’s
repressive regime, with white private landowners considered "locals” with
knowledge of the resource. The state-controlled access to use and trade of
honeybush beyond the local markets. Coloured, Black, and Indigenous people had
a strong involvement in the honeybush sector during the repressive regime as they
had control over the local market; however, they had to maintain their access to the
resource through the state and private landowners and were excluded from making

honeybush a plant of economic value.
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In the democratic regime, the state, the private sector, and scientists have had a
strong institutionalised involvement in honeybush commercialisation at both local
and global levels and have intentionally included Coloured, Black, and Indigenous
people in the honeybush sector as a form of redress. Importantly, the involvement
of Coloured, Black, and Indigenous people has weakened in the democratic
regime, and they have no control over trade, and almost no rights to the resource.
Therefore, Coloured, Black, and Indigenous people's position in access

maintenance has been strengthened.

10.2 Objective 2: To identify exclusions and determine
exclusionary factors in honeybush use from the vantage point

of marginalised actors

The main exclusions in the history of honeybush commercialisation have linked to
land, discourse, social, economic, and institutionalised dimensions of exclusion.
These exclusions collude in structuring access control and maintenance hierarchies
in NTFP commercialisation. Problematically, since the inception of the CBD in 1992
and related global treaties, there has been a focus on the inclusion of marginalised
actors in the commercial exploitation of NTFPs without attending to the visible,
invisible, and hidden forms of power that are embedded in the colonial economic
system that they seek to rectify. This inclusion has instead assimilated marginalised
actors into what is designed to dispossess, exclude, and appropriate without
recompense, leading to equity and justice-seeking solutions that exclude by
incorporation. This assimilation into colonial commercialisation has, ironically,
empowered the systems and actors that were central to historical marginalisations
in biodiversity-based economies, and has disempowered marginalised actors that
are being incorporated. As Foucault (2015) suggests, assimilation is exclusion
because assimilating entails neutralising unwanted characteristics of that which is
being included. As demonstrated in this thesis, neo-exclusion inclusions in
biodiversity-based economies have been assimilative and have therefore become

a form of exclusion. For the CBD and related treaties to deal with such exclusions,
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attention must be paid to the compromised ability of marginalised actors to benefit

from equity and justice interventions.

10.3 Objective 3: To contribute to biodiversity policies by
exploring the relationship between historic strategies of
exclusion and frameworks designed to transform

biodiversity-based economies

The frameworks and/or approaches implemented by the state under the BEOP aim
to address the skewed racial representation in the historically white-dominated
biodiversity-based natural products sector. However, these approaches ignore
other forms of dispossession that are contingent on histories of conservation, land
distribution, and science hegemony. In this way, biodiversity-based economies are
being transformed through a process of making economies of dispossession (Byrd
et al., 2018) accessible to marginalised groups rather than transforming them in
ways that can deliver redress and emancipation in the commercial use of
biodiversity. The honeybush case presents a microcosm of the profound
inequalities that are experienced in South Africa at large. Through the honeybush
case study, | show that the radical and transformative intervention by the state to
fast-track the inclusion of marginalised groups in the economic exploitation of
NTFPs has been an incremental, technical, and ineffectual ‘fix’ to address
inequalities that are a symptom of economies of dispossession that remain
unchanged. Therefore, while addressing racial inequality and attending to the
epidemic of joblessness in and through biodiversity enterprises, the continuing but
shapeshifting role of colonialism and racial capitalism responsible for marginality

continue to be ignored in policy and NTFP rural development projects.
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10.4 Objective 4: To analyse access control and maintenance
hierarchies to reveal ways in which marginalised actors

maintain access to honeybush benefits

The findings of this study suggest that those who administer access to the
honeybush value chain from resource to market and epistemic levels will always
have the power to exclude others, and thus, maintain their benefits from
commercialisation. The same exclusions that grant power to exclude keep
marginalised actors in a subordinate state. Unless these power imbalances are
addressed, some actors will always accumulate power from the exclusion of others
by virtue of controlling and directing their ability to benefit. Where there are
entrenched exclusions, marginalised actors are forced to rely more on precarious

relational and structural mechanisms to maintain access to things.

10.5 Objective 5 and Main contributions

By taking a longitudinal view of exclusion and access through incorporating a wide
historical perspective on honeybush commercialisation, | provided a situated
explanation of how access, power relations, and exclusions have changed over
time. The longitudinal view led me to use a political economy approach in the
analysis of the data pertaining to benefits and their distribution among actors. The
study contributes to the theory of access by adding a perspective on the precarity
of structural and relational mechanisms of access in contexts where legal rights are
denied over long periods. The study also contributes by adding epistemic power

as a mechanism of access.

The fifth objective was to contribute knowledge to the access control and access
maintenance analytical framework of Peluso and Ribot's theory of access (Ribot &
Peluso, 2003; Peluso & Ribot, 2020) by incorporating exclusion and extending the
role of exclusion as one of the powers actors use to control access to the benefits of
NTFP commercialisation. This provided an analytic frame to identify and understand

value chain relations that create subordinating hierarchies of benefits.
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The study revealed how property and rights-based mechanisms of access are
privileged over the structural and relational mechanisms if benefits are to be
sustained over long periods. Property plays a significant role in determining who
controls other actors’ access to benefits and who maintains access through those
with property rights, including land and traded resources. Relying on structural and
relational access mechanisms over a longer period creates access hierarchies that
are based on subordination. These hierarchies also generate authority for those
who give access in contexts where those with property and those without remain
the same over periods of time. The cases in this thesis revealed that actors can
maintain access without property for centuries, proving that actors can benefit from
things without having rights to them. On the other hand, without property, actors
can lose access at any point with significant consequences to livelihoods. This
finding contributes to access debates on ‘rights’ to benefit from things (legal/rights-

based access) and the ‘ability’ or power to benefit from things (structural/relational).

Exclusion has an intrinsic relationship with power, which shapes the diverse ways
people can be prevented from benefiting from NTFPs. Therefore, | identify
epistemic power as one of the mechanisms of access that allows actors to control
the discourse, and therefore, ‘discipline’ the behaviour that is acceptable for the
value chain. Lastly, | conducted this research at an opportune time when the state
was assembling different actors and corporate support to develop an emerging
honeybush industry. Upon noticing and learning of the shortage of socially and
politically oriented research amid studies that respond directly to the needs of the
sector, | conducted research that captured the standpoint of the communities.
Through this process, this study contributes a social history of honeybush and
provides perspectives that are timely and imperative for the national biodiversity

economy initiatives being implemented in the context of the redressive state of

South Africa.

The study concludes that marginalised actors in postcolonial and infant
democracies engage in NTFP trade and access natural resources within structurally
violent conditions. | therefore conclude that socio-economic transformation of

biodiversity-based economies must be preceded by emancipatory transformation.
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Such an approach would both enable and burden the state and non-state actors to
simultaneously address structural and systemic exclusions, thus facilitating change.
| suggest the adoption of a complementary pathways framework that takes diverse
knowledges, politics, and plural pathways seriously. Building on a layered concept
of exclusion, the study showed how the unresolved colonial enclosures of land,
natural resources, epistemologies, and economies in postcolonial and new
democracies like South Africa prevent many biodiversity custodians from benefiting
from the commercial use of NTFPs. Therefore, | argue for a discourse shift away from
Eurocentric critical perspectives on inequalities that focus on class struggles and
social welfare interventions as benefits for the ‘poverty stricken Global South'.
Typically, such processes evade non-welfare issues such as ethno-cultural-racial
struggles. Going beyond a class and poverty narrative in the critique of resource
and benefit distribution in NTFP value chains could open the field conceptually. The
findings underscore the importance of a historical lens to unravel dynamics in
access mechanisms. They also reveal the importance of land and epistemic justice

if equity is to be achieved in the global trade of plants of value.

Benefit models that support the dual existence of profitable global markets while
retaining a ‘pro-poor and green’ or less extractive stance risk being tone deaf and
ahistorical to the tactics of economic subordination. Mamdani (1996) is concerned
about how, in defending local systems and marginalised groups and looking for
alternatives to capitalistic production, the focus may be on how native institutions
were destroyed. In the process, it is forgotten that this was not a simple replacement
because itinvolved a systemic subordination in property rights, economic freedom,
and agency. Alternatives to capitalistic production in NTFP value chains may thus
need to be interrogated against the risk of maintaining systemic subordination in
property rights, economic freedom, and agency that replicate the development of

the apartheid system.
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10.6 Future Research

The theory of access is seldom, if at all, used in literature to study exclusion, yet its
concept of access retains an empirical focus on ‘who does’ and ‘who does not’ get
to benefit from things, with a focus on the former. Peluso and Ribot (2020) in their
response to links between access and exclusion state that the power to exclude is
one of the means that actors use to mediate access. With some exceptions (e.g. Hall
etal., 2011), Meyers and Hansen (2020), in a systematic review of the application of
access theory, note that few studies make explicit links between access theory and
exclusion. Exclusion must be applied as an integral part of the analytical framework
of the theory of access since the theory is essentially also a theory of exclusion. This
can also benefit research and policy on exclusion beyond natural resources and

conservation.

Empirical research on the socio-political aspects of NTFPs continues to be
uncommon, particularly in Africa, with most research centring poverty,
contemporary livelihoods, conservation and economic vulnerabilities. This gap has
long been recognised as a gap in NTFP literature (Neuman & Hirsch, 2000; Peluso,
2009); however, there are some exceptions predominantly from Asia and Brazil that
focus on longitudinal and socio-political aspects (Dove, 1993, 1995, 2011; Scoones,
1993; Peluso, 2009; Tsing, 2015; Ives, 2017). More studies are needed that are
longitudinal, ethnographic, and historically grounded to enable context-specific

NTFP commercialisation policies.

Approaching NTFP research with a postcolonial and intersectional theoretical lens
may be beneficial in the analysis of benefit distribution and associated

marginalisation.

The literature and policy on biodiversity-based economies may benefit from
empirical case studies that analyse ways in which different pillars of justice such as
recognition, distributive, retributive and procedural justice are recognised. This is
critical for moving benefit sharing discourse beyond distributive fairness

deliberations.

279



REFERENCES

Abrams, D. & Christian, J. 2007. A relational analysis of social exclusion. In

Multidisciplinary handbook of social exclusion research. John Wiley & Sons. 211-

232.

Act for Regulating the Manner in which Crown Lands of the Cape of Good Hope
shall be disposed of. 1860. Act No.2 of 1860. Cape Town: Cape of Good Hope
(South Africa). Available:
https://repository.up.ac.za’/handle/2263/22071?show=full [2024, September 20].

Agricultural Immigrants Land Act. 1877. Act No. 10 of 1877. Cape of Good Hope
(South Africa). Available:
https://repository.up.ac.za’handle/2263/22071?show=full [2024, September 20].

Agricultural Immigrants Land Extension Act. 1879. Act No. 33 of 1879. South Africa:
Cape of Good Hope. Available: Available:
https://repository.up.ac.za’/handle/2263/22071?show=full [2024, September 20].

Agricultural Immigrants Relief Act. 1880. Act No. 2 of 1880. South Africa: Cape of
Good Hope. Available: Available:
https://repository.up.ac.za’/handle/2263/22071?show=full [2024, September 20].

Agricultural Lands Act. 1870. Act No. 4 of 1870. Cape of Good Hope (South Africa).
Available: https://repository.up.ac.za’/handle/2263/22071?show=full [2024,
September 20].

Agricultural Lands Act. 1882. Act No. 37 of 1882. South Africa: Cape of Good Hope.
Available: Available: https://repository.up.ac.za’handle/2263/22071?show=full
[2024, September 20].

Agricultural Research Act, No. 86 of 1990. 1990. Cape Town. Available:
https://www.gov.za/sites/default/files/gcis_document/201503/act-86-1990.pdf
[2020, February 25].

280



Agyei, F.K., Hansen, C.P. & Acheampong, E. 2020. Access along Ghana's charcoal
commodity chain. Society and Natural Resources. 33(2): 224-243. DOI:
10.1080/08941920.2019.1623358.

Alchian, A.A. & Demsetz, H. 1973. The property right paradigm. The Journal of
Economic History. 33(1):16-27. Available: http://www.jstor.org/stable/2117138
[2024, March 10].

Aliber, M. & Cousins, B. 2013. Livelihoods after land reform in South Africa. Journal
of Agrarian Change. 13(1):140-165. DOI: 10.1111/JOAC.12012.

Arnold, J.E.M. & Ruiz Pérez, M. 2001. Can non-timber forest products match tropical
forest conservation and development objectives? Ecological Economics. 39:437-

447. Available: www.elsevier.com/locate/ecolecon [2023, May 14].

Atkinson, P., Coffey, A., Delamont, S., Lofland, J. & Lofland, L. 2007. Handbook of
ethnography. 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, California: SAGE Publications Inc.

Baard, C. 2023. Implementing conservation in the Cederberg mountains: The role
of the buchu (Agathosma Betulina) sector. Masters dissertation. University of Cape

Town.

Barnes, R.J.D. 2021. On our own terms: building on Leith Mullings’s transformative
black feminist ethnography. Transforming Anthropology. 29(2):143-164. DOI:
10.1111/TRAA.12224.

Basketter, D., McFaddan, J. & White, |. 2010. Patent No. WO210/146142A9.

International: World Intellectual Property Organization.

Bekker, S.B., Humpbhries, Richard. & Meterlerkamp, D. 1982. Langkloof farmers’
practices and attitudes regarding coloured and black farmworkers. Institute of Social

and Economic Research, Rhodes University.

Belcher, B. M., Ruiz-Pérez, M, and Achdiawan, R. 2005. Global patterns and trends
in the use and management of commercial NTFPs: implications for livelihoods and

conservation’. World Development. 9(14):35-52.

281



Belcher, B. & Schreckenberg, K. 2007. Commercialisation of non-timber forest
products: A reality check. Development Policy Review. 25(3):355-377. DOI:
10.1111/j.1467-7679.2007.00374 x.

Bennett, N.J., Blythe, J., Cisneros-Montemayor, A.M., Singh, G.G. & Sumaila, U.R.
2019. Just transformations to sustainability. Sustainability (Switzerland). 11(14). DOI:
10.3390/su11143881.

Bernard, H. 2006. Research methods in anthropology. Lanham, MD: Altamira Press.

Bernt, M. & Colini, L. 2013. Exclusion, marginalization and peripheralization. Leibniz
Institute for Regional Development and Structural Planning Working Paper No. 49.
Erkner. Available: www.irs-net.de/download/wp-exclusion-marginalization-

peripheralization.pdf.

Berry, S. 1989. Social Institutions and Access to Resources. Africa: Journal of the

International African Institute. 59(1), 41-55. https://www.jstor.org/stable/1160762

Berry, S. 1994. Resource access and management as historical processes:
conceptual and methodological issues. Access, control and management of natural
resources: Occasional Paper No. 13/1994. Available:

https://ojs.ruc.dk/index.php/ocpa/article/view/4155 [2024, March 10].

Bester, C., Joubert, M.E. & Joubert, E. 2016. A breeding strategy for South African
indigenous  herbal teas. In Acta Horticulturae. V. 1127. DOI:
10.17660/ActaHortic.2016.1127.3.

Bitou Municipality. 2013. Unlocking business value through sustainable innovation:
Harkerville and Kranshoek Community Initiatives Business Expansion Report. Cape

Town. Available: www.toma-now.com.
Blaikie, P. & Brookfield, H. 1987. Land degradation and society. New York: Methuen.

Bolam, J. 1907a. Enclosed Documents: Testimonials on medicinal qualities of bush
tea (1907) In R Marloth report Chemical Analysis of the Cyclopia Tea (1906-1907).
(AGR (611)/T83). Cape Town, South Africa: National Archives of South Africa: Cape

Town Archives Repository.

282



Bolam, J. 1907b. Letter to Messrs Jackson and Co Piccadilly. AGR (611)/T83). Cape
Town, South Africa: South African National Archives: Cape Town Archives

Repository.

Bollig, M. 2020. Shaping the African Savannah: From capitalist frontier to arid Eden
in Namibia. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Boult Alfred Julius. 1907. Patent No. 190707267D. United Kingdom: Patent

application.

Bourgois, P. 1991. Confronting the ethics of ethnography: lessons learned from
fieldwork in Central America. In Decolonizing anthropology: moving further towards
anthropology for liberation. F. Harrison, Ed. Washington DC: American
Anthropological Association. 110-126.

Bowie, J. 1830. Sketches of the botany of South Africa. The South African Quarterly
Journal. 1(1830): 27-39.

Broad-Based Black Economic Empowerment Amendment Act No. 46 of 2013.
2013. Government gazette 583(37271). Cape Town: The Presidency. Available:
https://www.gov.za/documents/broad-based-black-economic-empowerment-

amendment-act [2020, April 23].

Brown, K. 2001. The conservation and utilisation of the natural world: Silviculture in

the Cape Colony, c. 1902-19101. Environment and History. 7(4):427-474.

Brown, K. 2003a. Trees, forests and communities: some historiographical
approaches to environmental history on Africa. Royal Geographical Society.

35(4):343-356.

Brown, K. 2003b. Agriculture in the natural world: progressivism, conservation and
the state. The case of the Cape Colony in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.
Kronos Southern African Histories. 29(2003):109-138. Available:
https://about.jstor.org/terms [2022, July 28].

283



Brown, J.C. & Purcell, M. 2005. There is nothing inherent about scale: political
ecology, the local trap, and the politics of development in the Brazilian Amazon.

Geoforum. 607-624. DOI: 10.1016/j.geoforum.2004.09.001.

Brunner, C. 2021. Conceptualizing epistemic violence: an interdisciplinary
assemblage for IR. International Politics Reviews. 9(2021):193-212. DOI:
10.1057/s41312-021-00086-1.

Bruno, T. 2023. Ecological memory in the biophysical afterlife of slavery. Annals of
the  American  Association of Geographers. 113(7):1543-1553. DOI:
10.1080/24694452.2022.2107985.

Bryant, R.L. 1992. Political ecology: An emerging research agenda in third-world
studies. Political Geography. 11(1):12-36.

Bryant, R.L. 1998. Power, knowledge and political ecology in the third world: a
review. Progress in Physical Geography: Earth and Environment. 22(1):79-94. DOI:
10.1177/030913339802200104.

Bryant, R.L. 2002. Non-governmental organizations and governmentality:
“Consuming” biodiversity and indigenous people in the Philippines. Political

Studies. 50(2):268-292. DOI: 10.1111/1467-9248.00370/FORMAT/EPUB.

Bucerius, S.M. & Urbanik, M. 2019. When crime is a “young man’s game”, and the
ethnographer is a woman: Gendered researcher experiences in two different
contexts. Journal of Contemporary Ethnography. 48(4):451-481. DOI:
10.1177/0891241618785225.

Blscher, B. & Dressler, W. 2012. Commodity conservation: The restructuring of
community conservation in South Africa and the Philippines. Geoforum. 43(3):367-

376.DOI: 10.1016/j.geoforum.2010.06.010.

Blscher, B., Sullivan, S., Neves, K., Igoe, J. & Brockington, D. 2012. Towards a
synthesized critique of neoliberal biodiversity conservation. Capitalism Nature

Socialism. 23(2):4-30. DOI: 10.1080/10455752.2012.674149.

284



Business Enterprises. 2013. Evaluation of the recapitalization and development
programme: Submitted to the department of performance monitoring and

evaluation. Pretoria. South Africa.

Butler, J., Rotberg, R.I. & Adams, J. 1978. The Black Homelands of South Africa: the
political and economic development of Bophuthatswana and Kwa-Zulu.

California: University of California Press.

Byrd, J.A., Goldstein, A., Melamed, J. & Reddy, C. 2018. Predatory value: Economics
of dispossession and disturbed relationalities. Social Text. 36(2):1-18. DOI:
10.1215/01642472-4362325.

Callmander, M.W., Durbin, O.D., Lack, H.W., Bungener, P., Martin, P. & Gautier, L.
2017. Etienne-Pierre Ventenat (1757-1808) and the gardens of Cels and Empress
Joséphine. Candollea. 72(1):87-132. DOI: 10.15553/c2017v721a8.

Campt, T. 2021. A Black gaze: Artists changing how we see. Cambridge, MA: MIT

Press.

Caspareuthus, T. 1907. Cyclopia Tea - Caspareuthus letter to government.
(621/T121). Cape Town, South Africa: National Archives of South Africa: Cape Town

Archives Repository.

Cavendish, W. 2000. Empirical regularities in the poverty-environment relationship
of rural households: Evidence from Zimbabwe. World Development. 28(11):1979-

2003. Available: www.elsevier.com/locate/worlddev.

Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). 1992. Convention on Biological Diversity

United Nations 1992. United Nations: Rome.

Chae, S., Choi, H.-J., Song, J.-H., Choi, G. & Lee, M.Y. 2016. Patent No.
US9439849B2. United States: United State Patent.

Chambers, R. & Conway, G. 1992. Sustainable rural livelihoods: Practical concepts

for the 21st Century. Sussex: Institute of Development Studies.

Cheney, R.H. & Scholtz, E. 1963. Rooibos tea, a South African contribution to world

beverages. Economic Botany. 17(3):186-194.

285



Civil Commissioner Uniondale. (1903). Letter from the Civil Commissioner. In AGR:

Vol. 1/873 (Volume 1/873, Ref L16115; Issue L16115). AGR.

Clark, M. & Luwaya, N. 2017. Communal land tenure 1994-2017: Commissioned
report for high level panel on the assessment of key legislation and the acceleration

of fundamental change, an initiative of the Parliament of South Africa. Pretoria.

Cleaver, F. 2005. The inequality of social capital and the reproduction of chronic
poverty. World Development. 33(6):893-906. DOI:
10.1016/j.worlddev.2004.09.015.

Clifford, N., Cope, M., Gillespie, T.W. & French, S. 2016. Key methods in geography.
3rd ed. Los Angeles.

Clifford, Nicholas; French, Shaun; Valentine, G. 2010. Key methods in geography.
Carlifonia: SAGE Publications Inc.

Cockburn, J.J. 2018. Stewardship and collaboration in multifunctional landscapes:

A transdisciplinary enquiry. Ph.D. Thesis. Rhodes University.

Cockburn, J., Cundill, G., Shackleton, S. & Rouget, M. 2019. The meaning and
practice of stewardship in South Africa. Research Article. 115(6):1-10. DOI:
10.17159/sajs.2019/5339.

Cockburn, J., Cundill, G., Shackleton, S., Rouget, M., Zwinkels, M., Cornelius, S.A,,
Metcalfe, L. & van den Broeck, D. 2019. Collaborative stewardship in multifunctional

landscapes: Toward relational, pluralistic approaches. Ecology and Society.

24(4):32. DOI: 10.5751/ES-11085-240432.

Coe, N.M. & Jordhus-Lier, D.C. 2011. Constrained agency? Re-evaluating the
geographies of labour. Progress in Human Geography. 35(2):211-233. DOI:
10.1177/0309132510366746.

Collins, P.H. 2019. Intersectionality as critical social theory. 1st ed. P.H. Collins, Ed.
Durham: Duke University Press. DOI: 10.1215/9781478007098.

286



Colonial Secretary. 1906. Letters Patent 3808: Application of Theodor
Caspareuthus. (Vol 1662, Ref S8/299) AGR. Cape Town. National Archives of South

Africa: Cape Town Archives Repository.

Colonial Veterinary Surgeon. 1895. Memorandum for the Under-Secretary of
Agriculture. (Volume 103, T364). Cape Town. National Archives of South Africa:

Cape Town Archives Repository.

Conservator of Forests. 1896. Midland Conservancy, Knysna: Permission to Collect
Wild Bush Tea at Zuurbraak and Humansdorp. (Volume 706, F2491) AGR. Cape

Town. National Archives of South Africa: Cape Town Archives Repository.

Conservator of Forests. 1904a. Petition Letter: R.P.J. Camper and Others. Cape

Town. National Archives of South Africa: Cape Town Archives Repository.

Conservator of Forests. 1904b. Sale of Timber, Storms River and Wit Els Bosch. Cape

Town. National Archives of South Africa: Cape Town Archives Repository.

Conservator of Forests. 1904c. Petition for bushworkers at Wit Els Bosch for tittle to
forest land cultivated by them. Cape Town. National Archives of South Africa: Cape

Town Archives Repository.

Cook, K.E. 2008. In-depth interview. The SAGE encyclopedia of qualitative research
methods. 1st ed. L.M. Given, Ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Crawford, G. & Andreassen, B.A. 2015. Human rights and development: Putting
power and politics at the center. Human Rights Quarterly. 37(2015):662-690.
Available: https://heinonline.org/HOL/License.

Creswell. J. W. 2007. Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five

approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE publications.

Cunningham, A.B. 2011. Non-timber products and markets: lessons for export-
oriented enterprise development from Africa. In non-timber forest products in the
global context. S. Shackleton, C. Shackleton, & P. Shanley, Eds. London: Springer.
83-106.

287



Czech, B. 2008. Prospects for reconciling the conflict between economic growth
and biodiversity conservation with technological progress. Conservation Biology.

22(6):1389-1398. DOI: 10.1111/}.1523-1739.2008.01089. x.

DAFF. 2015. A profile of the South African honeybush tea value chain: Annual
Review 2014-2015. Pretoria.

DAFF & DRDLR. 2016. Operation Phakisa Agriculture, Land Reform and Rural
Development: Concept document -transforming the agricultural sector towards an

inclusive rural economy. Pretoria.

Daly, M., Silver, H., Daly, M. & Silver, H. 2008. Social exclusion and social capital: A
comparison and critique. Theor Soc. 37(2008):537-566. DOI: 10.1007/s11186-008-
9062-4.

Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism. 1997. White paper on the
conservation and sustainable use of South Africa’s biological diversity: Draft for

discussion. Pretoria.

Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism. 2003. Guidelines for the
implementation of community based natural resource management (CBNRM) in

South Africa. Pretoria.

De Beer, J.H. & McDermott, M.J. 1989. The economic value of non-timber forest
products in Southeast Asia with emphasis on Indonesia, Malaysia and Thailand.

Amsterdam: Netherlands Committee for IUCN.

Denzin, N.K. 1970. The research act: a theoretical introduction to sociological

methods. London: Transaction Publishers.

Denzin, N.K. & Lincoln, Y.S. 2011. The Sage handbook of qualitative research.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Department of Agriculture. 1906. Cape Bush Teas. (Vol 611, Ref T83). Cape Town,
South Africa: AGR.

DeWalt, K.M. & DeWalt, B.R. 2011. Participant observation: a guide for fieldworkers.
2nd ed. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.

288



DFFE. 2014. Traditional knowledge associated with rooibos and honeybush Species

in South Africa. Pretoria. Available: https://www.gov.za/documents/national-

environmental-management-biodiversity-act-0 [2020, February 26].

DFFE. 2016. National Biodiversity Economy Strategy (NBES). Pretoria. Available:
https://www.environment.gov.za/sites/default/files/reports/nationalbiodiversityec

onomystrategy.pdf [2020, February 26].

DFFE. 2021. Draft biodiversity management plan: consultation on the biodiversity
management plans for Aloe ferox and honeybush species (Cyclopia subternata and

Cyclopia intermedia). Pretoria. Available: www.gpwonline.co.za [2024, February

23].

DFFE. 2023. Biodiversity economy phakisa progress: Portfolio committee on
forestry, fisheries and the environment. 14 February 2023. Available:
https://static.pomg.org.za/230221_Biodiversity_Economy_Phakisa.pdf [2024,
February 23].

DLA. 1997. White paper on South African land policy. South Africa: Department of
Land Affairs.

Dooling, W. 2005. The origins and aftermath of the Cape Colony “Hottentot Code”
of 1809. Southern African Histories. 31(2005):50-61. Available: https://www-jstor-
org.ezproxy.uct.ac.za/stable/pdf/41056535.pdf?refreqid=excelsior%3A24b7feb6a7
26ebc6e0579130241fae2e0[2021, June 15].

Dotson, K. 2011. Tracking epistemic violence, tracking practices of silencing.

Source. 26(2): 236-257. https://www.jstor.org/stable/23016544?seq=1&cid=pdf-.

Dotson, K 2012. A cautionary tale: on limiting epistemic oppression. Frontiers: A

Journal of Women Studies. 33(1):24. DOI: 10.5250/fronjwomestud.33.1.0024.

Dotson, K. 2014. Conceptualizing epistemic oppression. Social Epistemology.

28(2):115-138. DOI: 10.1080/02691728.2013.782585.

Dotson, K. 2018. Accumulating epistemic power: A problem with epistemology.

Philosophical Tropics. 46(1):129-154. DOI: 10.2307/26529454.

289


https://www.gov.za/documents/national-environmental-management-biodiversity-act-0
https://www.gov.za/documents/national-environmental-management-biodiversity-act-0
http://www.gpwonline.co.za/
https://www.jstor.org/stable/23016544?seq=1&cid=pdf-

Dove, M.R. 1993. A revisionist view of tropical deforestation and development.

Environmental Conservation. 20(1):17-24.

Dove, M.R. 1995. Political versus techno-economic factors in the development of
non-timber forest products: Lessons from a comparison of natural and cultivated
rubbers in Southeast Asia (and South America). Society and Natural Resources.

8(3):193-208. DOI: 10.1080/08941929509380914.

Dowling, M. 2008. ATLAS.ti (Software). In The SAGE encyclopedia of qualitative
research methods. L.M. Given, Ed. California: SAGE Publications. DOI:
http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781412963909.n20.

Dutfield, G., Wynberg, R., Laird, S. & Ives, S. 2020. Benefit sharing and traditional

knowledge: Unsolved dilemmas for implementation. Cape Town.

Du Toit, P.D. 1907. Bush Tea. Cape Town. National Archives of South Africa: Cape

Town Archives Repository.

Du Toit, J., Joubert, E. & Britz, T.J. 1998. Honeybush tea-a rediscovered indigenous
South African herbal tea. Journal of Sustainable Agriculture. 12(3):67-84. DOI:
10.1300/J064v12n02_06.

Ekers, M., Loftus, A. & Mann, G. 2009. Gramsci Lives! Geoforum. 40(3):287-291.
DOI: 10.1016/J.GEOFORUM.2009.04.007.

Ellis, W.F. 2015. Ons is Boesmans: commentary on the naming of Bushmen in the
southern Kalahari. Anthropology Southern Africa. 38(1-2):120-133. DOI:
10.1080/23323256.2015.1056314.

Engel, U. 2018. The “blue economy” and Operation Phakisa prospects for an
emerging developmental state in South Africa? In extractive industries and
changing state dynamics in Africa. 1st ed. Jon Schubert, Ulf Engel, & Elisio Macamo,
Eds. London: Routledge. 57-73.

Evans, M. 2016. Structural violence, socioeconomic rights, and transformative
justice. Journal of Human Rights. 15(1):1-20. DOI:
10.1080/14754835.2015.1032223.

290


http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781412963909.n20

Everingham, M. & Jannecke, C. 2006. Land restitution and democratic citizenship in
South Africa. Source: Journal of Southern African Studies. 32(3):545-562. DOI:
10.1080/03057070600830508.

Faasen, H. & Watts, S. 2007. Local community reaction to the “no-take” policy on
fishing in the Tsitsikamma National Park, South Africa. Ecological Economics.

64(1):36-46. DOI: 10.1016/J.ECOLECON.2007.06.026.

Farmer, P. 1996. On suffering and structural violence: a view from below. Source.

125(1):261-283.

Farmer, P. 2004. An anthropology of structural violence. Current Anthropology.
45(3):305-325. Available: http://www.journals.uchicago.

Ferwerda, W. 2016. 4 Returns, 3 Zones, 20 Years: A holistic framework for ecological

restoration by people and business for next generations. Rotterdam.

Fetterman, David. M. 1998. Ethnography: Step by step - applied social research
methods series, Volume 17.2nd ed. D.M. Fetterman, Ed. Thousand Oaks, California:
SAGE Publications Ltd.

Fetterman, David. M. 2010. Ethnography: Step-by-step. 3rd ed. David M. Fetterman,
Ed. Thousand Oaks, Carlifonia: Sage Publications.

Findlay, K. 2018. Operation Phakisa and unlocking South Africa’'s Ocean economy.
Journal of the Indian Ocean Region. 14(2):248-254. DOI:
10.1080/19480881.2018.1475857.

Fine, M. 2018. Just research in contentious times: widening the methodological

imagination. New York: Teachers College Press.

Finweek. 2014. The peaks and troughs of Langkloof land reform. (Cape Town) 11
September: 0-3.

Flick, U. 2018. Triangulation in ethnography in: Doing triangulation and mixed
methods. SAGE Publications Ltd. 49-70. DOI: 10.4135/9781529716634.

291



Forest and Herbage Preservation Act. 1859. Act No. 18 of 1859. South Africa: Cape
of Good Hope. Available: Available:
https://repository.up.ac.za’/handle/2263/22071?show=~full [2024, September 20].

Foucault, M. 1970. Orders of discourse: Inaugural lecture delivered at the College

de France. France.

Foucault, M. 2015. The punitive society: Lectures at the College de France, 1972-
1973. A.l. Davidson, Ed. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Forster, J.J., Downsborough, L., Biber-Freudenberger, L., Mensuro, G.K. & Borner,
J. 2021. Exploring criteria for transformative policy capacity in the context of South
Africa’s biodiversity economy. Policy Sciences. 54:209-237. DOI: 10.1007/s11077-
020-09385-0.

Fricker, M. 2007. Epistemic injustice: power and the ethics of knowing. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Fricker, M. 2015. Epistemic contribution as a central human capability. In the equal
society: Essays on equality in theory and practice. G. Hull, Ed. London: Lexington

Books. 73-89.
Friese, S. 2012. Qualitative data analysis with ATLAS.ti. London: Sage Publications.

Galtung, J. 1969. Violence, peace, and peace research. Journal of Peace Research.

6(3): 167-191. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343369200600301.

Galtung, J. 1990. Cultural violence. Journal of Peace Research. 27(3):291-305.

Gaventa, J. 2006. Finding the spaces for change: A power analysis. IDS Bulletin.
37(6):23-33. DOI: 10.1111/j.1759-5436. 2006.tb00320.x.

Gaventa, J. 2019. Applying power analysis: using the “powercube” to explore forms,
levels and spaces. In R. McGee & J. Pettit, Eds. Routledge. Proquest e-book.
Available:
http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/suss/detail.action?doclD=5963845.
[Accessed: 30 October 2023].

292


https://doi.org/10.1177/002234336900600301
http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/suss/detail.action?docID=5963845

Giuliani, E., Pietrobelli, C. & Rabellotti, R. 2005. Upgrading in global value chains:
Lessons from Latin American clusters. World Development. 33(4):549-573. DOI:
10.1016/j.worlddev.2005.01.002.

Given, L.M. 2008. The SAGE encyclopedia of qualitative research methods. L.M.
Given, Ed. California: SAGE Publications, Inc. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412963909.

Glasbergen, P. 1995. Environmental dispute resolution as a management issue:

Network management as an alternative. Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Go6 Mez-Baggethun, E. & Ruiz Pé Rez, M. 2011. Economic valuation and the
commodification of ecosystem services. Progress in Physical Geography. (2011):1-

16. DOI: 10.1177/0309133311421708.

Governor Terao. 1830. Memoir relative to the captaincy of the Rios De Senna, a
Portuguese settlement, on the South-East Coast of Africa. The Quarterly Journal.

1(1):49-71.

Grbich, C. 2013. Qualitative data analysis: An introduction. 2nd ed. C. Grbich, Ed.

London: Sage Publications.

Grenier, A.M. & Guberman, N. 2009. Creating and sustaining disadvantage: The

relevance of a social exclusion framework. Health and Social Care in the Community.

17(2):116-124. DOI: 10.1111/j.1365-2524.2007.00804. x.

Gubrium, J.F. & Holstein, J.A. 2012. SAGE Research Methods Postmodern
Interviewing. Jaber F. Gubrium & James A. Holstein, Eds. SAGE Publications, Inc.
DOI: 10.4135/9781412985437.

Gunn and Codd 1981 collections. DSAB, DCP-IDENT-6263. n.d. Peter MacOwan
(1830-1909). In Cambridge University Library: Darwin Correspondence Project. V.
15,16. Epilson. Available: https://epsilon.ac.uk/view/dcp-
data/nameregs/nameregs_6263 [2024, September 19].

Gururani, S. 2018. "When land becomes gold”: changing political ecology of the

commons in a rural-urban frontier. In Land rights, biodiversity conservation and

293



justice: rethinking parks and people. S. Mollett & T. Kepe, Ed. New York: Routledge.
1-18.

Hall, R. 2009a. Land reform how, and for whom? Land demand, targeting and
acquisition. In Another Countryside: Policy options for land and agrarian reform in
South Africa. R. Hall, Ed. Cape Town: Institute for Poverty, Land and Agrarian
Studies, School of Government, University of the Western Cape,. 63-88.

Hall, R. 2009b. Another countryside?: policy options for land and agrarian reform in
South Africa. PLAAS, School of Government, University of the Western Cape. Cape

Town.

Hall, R. & Cliffe, L. 2009. Introduction. In Another countryside?: policy options for
land and agrarian reform in South Africa. R. Hall, Ed. Cape Town: PLAAS, School of

Government, University of the Western Cape. 264.

Hall, D., Hirsch, P. & Li, T.M. 2011. Powers of exclusion: land dilemmas in Southeast
Asia. Singapore. John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. DOI: 10.1111/APV.12024.

Hamdan, AK. 2009. Reflexivity of discomfort in insider-outsider educational
research. McGill Journal of Education / Revue des sciences de |'éducation de

McGill. 44(3):377-404. DOI: 10.7202/039946ar.

Hansen, C.P., Myers, R. & Chhotray, V. 2020. Access revisited: An introduction to the
special issue. Society and Natural Resources. 33(2):139-145. DOI:
10.1080/08941920.2019.1664683.

Hanson, J.H. 1992. Extractive economies in a historical perspective. Adv Econ Bot.

9(1992):107-114.

Harding, S. 2009. Standpoint theories: productively controversial. Hypatia. 24(4):
192-200. https://www.jstor.org/stable/20618189.

Harris, L.J. 2018. Archival Analysis. In Archival Analysis In: The SAGE Encyclopedia
of Communication Research Methods Title: The SAGE Encyclopedia of
Communication Research Methods. Mike Allen, Ed. SAGE Publications, Inc. 45-46.
DOI: 10.4135/9781483381411.

294



Harvey, W. & Sonder, O. W. 1859. Flora capensis: Being a systematic description of
the plants of the Cape Colony, Caffraria, & Port Natal. 1(1859). Cape Town.

Henson, B. 2020. “Look! A Black ethnographer!”: Fanon, performance, and critical
ethnography. Cultural Studies - Critical Methodologies. 20(4):322-335. DOI:
10.1177/1532708619838582.

Hernandez, J. & Galletta, A. 2015. The continuum of structural violence: sustaining
exclusion through school closures. Community Psychology in Global Perspective.

2(2):21-39.

Heynen, N. & Robbins, P. 2005. The neoliberalization of nature: governance,
privatization, enclosure and valuation. Capitalism Nature Socialism. 16(1):5-8. DOI:

10.1080/1045575052000335339.

Hirsch, P. 2010. The changing political dynamics of dam building on the Mekong.

Water Alternatives. 3(2):312-323. Available: www.water-alternatives.org.

Hirsch, P. & Wyatt, A. 2004. Negotiating local livelihoods: Scales of conflictin the Se
San River basin. Asia Pacific Viewpoint. 45(1):51-68. DOI: 10.1111/j.1467-
8376.2004.00227. x.

Ho, K. 2007. Structural violence as a human rights violation. Essex Human Rights

Review. 4(2): 1-17.

Hofmeyr, J. & Phillips, E.P. 1922. The genus Cylopia, Vent. Bothalia. 1(1922):105-
109.

Holmes, C. A. & Smyth, W. 2011. Carspecken’s critical methodology: A theoretical

assessment. International Journal of Multiple Research Approaches. 5(2):146-154.

Holmes-Watts, T. & Watts, S. 2008. Legal frameworks for and the practice of

participatory natural resources management in South Africa. Forest Policy and
Economics. 10(7-8):435-443. DOI: 10.1016/j.forpol.2008.02.005.Hooks, B. 1984.

Feminist Theory from Margin to Center. Boston: South end press.

295



Hooks, B. 1989. Choosing the margin as a space of radial openness. The Journal of
Cinema and Media. (36):15-23. Available: https://www.jstor.org/stable/44111660
[2022, February 22].

Hopkins, J.P. 1905. Licence to Gather Everlasting Flowers, Bush Tea and Buchu, in
the Division of Swellendam. Cape Town: National Archives of South Africa: Cape

Town Archives Repository.

Horn, A. & Ackhurst, A. 2019. Honeybush tea: Small industry, big potential. Farmer’s
Weekly. (April):36-38. Available:
https://www.westerncape.gov.za/eadp/news/honeybush-tea-small-industry-big-

potential [2020, February 01].

Howson, P. 2018. Slippery violence in the REDD+ forests of Central Kalimantan,
Indonesia. Conservation and Society. 16(2):136-146. DOI: 10.4103/cs.cs_16_150.

IPBES. 2018. The IPBES regional assessment report on biodiversity and ecosystem
services for Africa. E. Archer., L. Dziba., K.J. Mulongoy., M.A. Maoela & M. Walters.

Eds. IPBES Secretariat, Bonn, Germany. Available: www.ipbes.net.

IPBES. 2022. The thematic assessment report on the sustainable use of wild species
of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem
Services (IPBES). J.M. Fromentin., M.R. Emery., J. Donaldson., M.C. Danner., A.
Hallosserie., D. Kieling., G. Balachander., E.S. Barron., R.P. Chaudhary., M. Gasalla.,
M. Halmy., C. Hicks., M.S. Park., B. Parlee., J. Rice., T. Ticktin & D. Tittensor. Eds.
IPBES secretariat, Bonn, Germany. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenod0.6425599.

Isoke, Z. 2021. Traveling in Black female flesh: the poetics of relation in black femme
ethnographies. Palimpsest: A Journal on Women, Gender, and the Black

International. 10:102-117. DOI: 10.1353/pal.2021.0006.

lves, S. 2014. Farming the South African “bush”: ecologies of belonging and
exclusion in rooibos tea. American Ethnologist. 41(4):698-713. DOIl:
10.1111/AMET.12106.

Jackson, J.R. 1873. African tea plants. The Pharmaceutical Journal and Transactions.
4(1873):421.
296


http://www.ipbes.net/

Jackson, L.S. & Pradubraj, P. 2004. Introduction: Environmental conflict in the Asia-
Pacific. Asia Pacific Viewpoint. 45(1):1-11. DOI: 10.1111/j.1467-8376.2004.00224.

X.

Jackson, P. & Russell, P. 2018.The Sage handbook of qualitative geography: Life
history interviewing. SAGE Publications, Inc. DOI: 10.4135/9780857021090.

Jamieson, RW. 2001. The essence of commodification: caffeine dependencies in

the early modern world. Journal of Social History. 35(2):269-294.

Jani, V., Webb, N.L. & de Wit, A.H. 2023. Community-based natural resource
management and social exclusion in Zimbabwe. Development Southern Africa.

DOI: 10.1080/0376835X.2023.2279112.

Jannecke, C. 2006. Constituting community: The contested rural land claim of the
Tsitsikamma “Fingo/Mfengu” and Clarkson Moravian Mission in South Africa.
Source: Kronos. (32):192-215. Available:
https://www.jstor.org/stable/410565647?seq=1&cid=pdf-.

Jansen, L. & Sutherland, R. 2022. The Khoi Khoi community’s biocultural rights
journey with rooibos. In Biocultural rights, Indigenous peoples and local

communities: Protecting culture and the environment. 1st ed. F. Girard, I. Hall, & C.

Frison, Eds. New York: Routledge. 221-240. DOI: 10.4324/9781003172642.

Jorgensen, D.L. 1989. Participant observation: A methodology for human studies.
Sage Publications, Inc. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412985376.

Joubert, E., Joubert, M.E., Bester, C., de Beer, D. & De Lange, J.H. 2011. Honeybush
(Cyclopia spp.): From local cottage industry to global markets - the catalytic and
supporting role of research. South African Journal of Botany. 77(4):887-907. DOI:
10.1016/j.sajb.2011.05.014.

Joubert, E., de Beer, D. & Malherbe, C.J. 2017. Herbal teas: Exploring untapped
potential and strengthening commercialisation. South African Journal of Botany.

110:1-3. DOI: 10.1016/j.sajb.2017.01.204.

297


https://www.jstor.org/stable/41056564?seq=1&cid=pdf-
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.4135/9781412985376

Joubert, E., de Beer, D., Malherbe, C.J., Muller, M., Louw, A. & Gelderblom, W.C.A.
2019. Formal honeybush tea industry reaches 20-year milestone: Progress of

product research targeting phenolic composition, quality and bioactivity. South

African Journal of Botany. 127(2019): 58-79. DOI: 10.1016/J.SAJB.2019.08.027.

Juma, C. 1989. The gene hunters: biotechnology and the scramble for seeds.

Princeton University press. Nairobi, Kenya.

Karsen, P.A., Lotze, E., Valentine, A.J., Hoffman, EW. & Pippa Karsen, C.A. 2022.
Propagation and cultivation practices of honeybush (Cyclopia spp.) for the

sustainable production of an export quality indigenous South African tea. Crop

Science. 62:(5):1-32. DOI: 10.1002/csc2.20752.

Karzek, T. 1994. The Berlin Mission Church in Cape Town 1899-1923. Masters.

University of South Africa.

Keller, J. 2014. Exclusion as a social problem and a methodological issue. Ostrava:

University of Ostrava.

Khunou, S.F. 2009. Traditional leadership and independent Bantustans of South

Africa: some milestones of transformative constitutionalism beyond apartheid. Per.
12(4): 80-125. Available: http://www.scielo.org.za/pdf/pelj/v12n4/a05v12n4.pdf
[2024, March 19].

Kies, P. 1951. Revision of the Genus Cyclopia and notes on some other sources of

bush tea. Bothalia. 6(1):161-176. DOI: 10.4102/abc.v6i1.1685.

Kilma, R. 1972. Theoretical pluralism, methodological dissension and the role of the

sociologist: The West German case. Social Science Information. 11(3-4):69-108.

Kincheloe, J.O.E.L. & Mclaren, P. 2011. 12. Rethinking critical theory and qualitative
research. Qualitative Research. 285-326. DOI: 10.1007/978-94-6091-397-6_23.

Kleinbooi, K. & Lahiff, E. 2007. Covie community land claim. Research report. PLAAS.
Cape Town. Available: www.plaas.org.za [2023, April 10].

298



Kozanayi, W., Wynberg, R. & Hoffman, M.T. 2022. Does tenure influence sustainable
use? The ecological impacts of harvesting baobab (Adansonia digitata). African

Journal of Ecology. 60(4):1246-1256. DOI: 10.1111/aje.13075.

Kraaij, T., Cowling, R.M. & Van Wilgen, B.W. 2011. Past approaches and future
challenges to the management of fire and invasive alien plants in the new Garden
Route National Park. South African Journal of Science. 107(9/10):1-11. DOI:
10.10520/EJC97185.

Kriel, G. 2020. Influx of new entrants puts pressure on SA honeybush producers.
Farmers Weekly. (September, 24):1-2. Available:

https://www.farmersweekly.co.za/agri [2022, May 5].

Kronenburg Garcia, A. & van Dijk, H. 2020. Towards a theory of claim making:
Bridging access and property theory. Society and Natural Resources. 33(2):167-183.
DOI: 10.1080/08941920.2018.1559381.

Kurzer, F. 2006. Arthur Herbert Church FRS and the Palace of Westminster Frescoes.
Source: Notes and Records of the Royal Society of London. 60(2):139-159. Available:
https://www.jstor.org/stable/20462571 [2022, June 09].

Kvale, S. 1996. Interviews: An introduction to qualitative research interviewing. 1st

ed. S. Kvale, Ed. London: Sage Publications.

de Laat, Z. 2017. The Presumed increase of access due to redistribution of property
rights in rural South Africa: An analysis of policies and daily practices on land reform

farms in the Lang Kloof. Wageningen University & Research Center.

Laird, S., Wynberg, R., Rourke, M., Humphries, F., Muller, M.R. & Lawson, C. 2020.
Rethink the expansion of access and benefit sharing. Science. 367(6483):1200-
1202. DOI: 10.1126/science.aba%9609.

Land Audit Report. 2017. Phase II: Private land ownership by race, gender and

nationality November 2017. Pretoria.

de Lange, H. & Botha, P. 1989. Microprop and muthi trade in indigenous medicinal
plants. Veld & Flora. (1989):60-61.

299


https://www.farmersweekly.co.za/agri%20%5b2022

Langton, R. 2007. Feminism in epistemology. In The Cambridge companion to
feminism in  philosophy. Cambridge University Press. 127-145. DOI:
10.1017/ccol0521624517.008.

Larsen, P.M., Fey, S.J., Louw, J. & Joubert, L. 2016. Patent No. 08717610.3.
European Patent Office.

Larson, B.A. & Bromley, D.W. 1990. Locating the tragedy. Journal of Development
Economics. 33(1990):235-262.

Latrobe, C. 1818. Journal of a visit to South Africa in 1815 and 1816: With some
account on the missionary settlements of the United Brethen, Near the Cape of Good

Hope. New York: James Eastburn and Co.

Lavelle, J.J. 2023. An analysis of access in Devil's Claw (Harpagophytum Spp.)
harvesting and trade in Namibia. Society and Natural Resources. 36(11):1398-1417.
DOI: 10.1080/08941920.2023.2228231.

Leach, M. & Fairhead, J. 2000. Fashioned forest pasts, occluded histories?
International environmental analysis in West African locales. Development and

Change. 31(1):35-59. DOI: 10.1111/1467-7660.00146.

Leach, M., Mearns, R. & Scoones, I. 1999. Environmental entitlements: Dynamics

and institutions in community-based natural resource management. World

Development. 27(2):225-247.

Lee, B.X. 2019. Violence: An interdisciplinary approach to causes, consequences,

and cures. First ed. John Wiley & Sons.

Lee Peluso, N. 2012. What's nature got to do with it? a situated historical perspective
on socio-natural commodities. Development and Change. 43(1):79-104. DOI:
10.1111/J.1467-7660.2012.01755.X.

Leff, E. 2015. Political Ecology: A Latin American perspective. Desenvolvimento e

Meio Ambiente. 35. DOI: 10.5380/dma.v35i0.44381.

Le Fleur, C. 2016. National Khoi and San Council (NKSC): Presentation to Portfolio
Committee on
Co-operative Governance and Traditional Affairs.

300



Parliament of South Africa, Cape Town. Parliamentary Monitoring Group, 2 March
2016.

Lewis-Beck, M.S., Bryman, A. & Liao, T.F. 2011. Narrative analysis. In The SAGE

encyclopedia of social science research methods. L.B. Michael S, B. Alan, & L. T.

Futing, Eds. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. DOI: 10.4135/9781412950589.

Li, T.M. & Semedi, P. 2021. Plantation life: corporate occupation in Indonesia’s oil

palm zone. Duke University Press.

Liebenberg, J. 1996. Farmworkers of the Langkloof: Livelihoods and land needs.
Port Elizabeth.

Lofmarck, E. & Lidskog, R. 2016. Bumping against the boundary: IPBES and the
knowledge divide. DOI: 10.1016/j.envsci.2016.12.008.

Lubke, R. & Brink, E. 2004. One hundred years of botany at Rhodes University. South
African Journal of Science. (November): 609-614.

Ludman, B. 1983. From the fields to our teacups [Press release]. Rand Daily Mail
(Johannesburg). 17 March.

Lukes, S. 1974. Power: A radical view. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Lund, C. 1994. Tinkering methodology: some considerations concerning the study
of access to and control over natural resources. Access, control, and management

of resources. Occasion Paper No. 13/1994.

Lybbert, T.J. & Elabed, G. 2013. An elixir for development? Olive oil policies and
poverty alleviation in the Middle East and North Africa. Development Policy Review.
31(4):485-506. DOI: 10.1111/dpr.12016.

Lyotard, J.F. 1979. The postmodern condition: A report on knowledge. Minneapolis:

University of Minnesota Press.

Mack, L. (2010). The philosophical underpinnings of educational research.
Polyglossia. 19(2010): 1-7).

MacOwen, P. (1893). Tea culture. In AGR (Vol. 206, Issue T1534). National Archives
of South Africa: Cape Town Archives Repository.

301



MacOwen, P. (1894). Cape Tea (so-called). In AGR (Vol. 206, Issue T1534). National
Archives of South Africa: Cape Town Archives Repository.

MacPherson, C.B. 1978. Property: Mainstream and critical positions. Toronto:

University of Toronto Press.

Madison, S.D. 2012. Critical ethnographer: method, ethics, and performance. 2nd
ed. S.D. Madison, Ed. Thousand Oaks, Carlifonia: SAGE Publications Inc.

Magistrate Uniondale. 1918. Haarlem village management board: proposed fencing

of commonage. National Archives of South Africa: Cape Town Archives Repository.

Mahomoodally, M.F. 2013. Traditional medicines in Africa: An appraisal of ten
potent African medicinal plants. Evidence-Based Complementary and Alternative

Medicine. 2013:1-14. DOI: 10.1155/2013/617459.

Maka, L. & Aliber, M.A. 2019. The role of mentors in land reform projects supported
through the recapitalisation and development programme: Findings from Buffalo
City Metropolitan Municipality, South Africa. South African Journal of Agricultural
Extension (SAJAE). 47(2): 37-45. DOI: 10.17159/2413-3221/2019/v47n2a501.

Malgas, R.R. 2022. “A social-ecological systems approach to sustainable production

of endemic Rooibos (Aspalathus linearis) and honeybush (Cyclopia spp.) species

"

amongst agrarian communities in the Cape Floristic Region (CFR)". Doctoral.

Stellenbosch University. Available: https://scholar.sun.ac.za [2023, June 6].

Mamdani, M. 1996. Citizen and subject: Contemporary Africa and the legacy of late
colonialism.S.B. Ortner, N.B. Dirks, & G. Eley, Eds. Kampala: Foundation publishers.

Mamdani Mahmood. 2013. Define and rule: Native as political identity.

Johannesburg: Wits University Press.

Mao, L., Mian Akram, A., Chovanec, D. & Underwood, M.L. 2016. Embracing the
spiral: researcher reflexivity in diverse critical methodologies. International Journal

of Qualitative Methods. 15(1):1-8. DOI: 10.1177/1609406916681005.

Marloth, R. 1909. The chemistry of some vegetable products of South Africa:

Presidential address delivered to the Cape Chemical Society at the fourth annual

302


https://scholar.sun.ac.za/

general meeting, Cape Town, 30th April, 1909. Agricultural Journal. (1909):634-
637.

Marshall, M.N. 1996. The key informant technique. Family Practice. 13(1):92-97.
DOI: 10.1093/fampra/13.1.92.

Marshall, A.D. & Newton, A.C. 2003. Non-timber forest products in the community
of El Terrero, Sierra De Manantlan Biosphere Reserve, Mexico: Is their use
sustainable. Economic Botany. 57(2):262-278. https://doi.org/10.1663/0013-
0001(2003)057[0262:NFPITC]2.0.CO;2.

Martinez-Alier, J. 2002. The ecological debt. Kurswechsel. 4(2002):5-16.

Martinez-Alier, J. 2023. Environmental conflicts and the making of world
movements for environmental justice. Economia Politica. 40(3):765-779. DOI:

10.1007/540888-023-00306-x.

May, S.A. 1997. Critical ethnography. In Encyclopedia of Language and Education.
Springer Netherlands. 197-206. DOI: 10.1007/978-94-011-4535-0_19.

Maykut, Pamela; Morehouse, R. 1994. Beginning qualitative research: A philosophic
and practical guide. 1st ed. R. Maykut, P. Morehouse, Ed. Routledge.

Mcconnachie, M.M., Cowling, R.M., Shackleton, C.M. & Knight, A.T. 2013. The
challenges of alleviating poverty through ecological restoration: Insights from South

Africa’s “"working for water” program. Restoration Ecology. 21(5):544-550. DOI:
10.1111/rec.12038.

McGregor, G. 2017a. Guidelines for the sustainable harvesting of wild honeybush.
Cape Town. Available:
https://www.westerncape.gov.za/eadp/files/atoms/files/eadp696 guidelines for t

he sustainable harvesting of wild honeybush june2107.pdf. [2020, June 24].

McGregor, G. 2017b. An overview of the honeybush industry. Cape Town. Available:
https://www.westerncape.gov.za/eadp/files/atoms/files/eadp696 _an overview of

the honeybush industry may2017 0.pdf. [2020, June 24].

303


https://www.westerncape.gov.za/eadp/files/atoms/files/eadp696_guidelines_for_the_sustainable_harvesting_of_wild_honeybush_june2107.pdf
https://www.westerncape.gov.za/eadp/files/atoms/files/eadp696_guidelines_for_the_sustainable_harvesting_of_wild_honeybush_june2107.pdf
https://www.westerncape.gov.za/eadp/files/atoms/files/eadp696_an_overview_of_the_honeybush_industry_may2017_0.pdf
https://www.westerncape.gov.za/eadp/files/atoms/files/eadp696_an_overview_of_the_honeybush_industry_may2017_0.pdf






https://www.gov.za/documents/national-environmental-management-biodiversity-act-0%20%5b2020
https://www.gov.za/documents/national-environmental-management-biodiversity-act-0%20%5b2020
https://www.gov.za/documents/national-environmental-management-biodiversity-act-0%20%5b2020
https://www.gov.za/documents/national-environmental-management-biodiversity-act-0%20%5b2020












https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1549-0831.2003.tb00133.x



https://www.jstor.org/stable/3146375



https://hdl.handle.net/10520/EJC96169












https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412983945.n2



https://doi.org/10.1525/aa.1957.59.4.02a00100
http://www.environmentalhumanities.org/






https://doi.org/10.3200/ENVT.49.10.20-32



































































E1451 2018  The appointment of service providers to conduct Umhlaba Consulting Group 192515217
feasibility studies to determine the optimal economic [Pty) Ltd (R 499 330.00},
benefits that communities can derive from communal Stella Helwick
conservation areas and development of associated Communications cc (R 575
business plans, for the 5 independent sites. £22.17), Landbreeze 647 (R
850 000.00)
Q-128- 2013  The appointment of service providers to conduct laymat Enviro Solutions 395 83000
19-20 assessment on the implementation of signed co-
management agreements and alignment of agreements
with national co-management framework, ascertain
why co-management framework is not being
implemented at accelerated pace, identify gaps,
propose models recommendations, highlight key
enables and further develop a framework to facilitate
partnership between communities with land fprivate
party and state for biodiversity economy programme.
E1529 2012  The appointment of the service provider{s) to conduct Bikclogix Trading Enterprise 23737625
feasibility studies to determine the optimal economic (R 850 550.00), Colgene
benefits that communities can derive from the three (3)  Group Holdings (R BB0
identified biodiversity economy nodes, and the 765.00), Umhlaba Consulting
development of associated business plans. Group (Pty) Ltd (R 642
447.50)
E1388b 2013 The appointment of a service provider to conduct a Prime Africa Consultants 72059000
market intelligence and economic baseline study for
the Bioprospecting f Biotrade economic sector in South
Africa
E1568 2020 Theappointment of the service provider(s) to conduct Letsema Consulting And 1000 000.00
Teasibility studies to determine the optimal economic Advisory (Pty] Ltd
benefits that communities can derive from kruger
national park biodiversity economy node in
mpumalanga and limpopo province and subsequently
develop project-based bankable business plans fora
period of seven months. Branch: biodiversity and
conservation.
E1570 2020  The appointment of the service provider{s) to conduct Sustento Development 1396 295.00

feasibility studies to determine the optimal economic
benefits that communities can derive from Augrabies
biodiversity economy node in Northern Cape province
and subsequently develop project-based bankable
business plans for a period of seven months.

Services CC

* All amounts paid include VAT and disbursement

341




	DECLARATION
	DEDICATION
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	ABSTRACT
	ACRONYMS
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	LIST OF BOXES
	LIST OF FIGURES
	LIST OF TABLES
	CHAPTER 1  INTRODUCTION
	1.1 Introduction
	1.2 Honeybush case study
	1.3 Study aims and objectives
	1.3.1 Research objectives

	1.4 Contribution to knowledge
	1.5 Definition of key terms
	1.6 Methodological approach and study sites
	1.6.1 Study sites

	1.7 Structure of the thesis

	CHAPTER 2  LITERATURE REVIEW: ECOLOGIES OF EXCLUSION IN NTFP COMMERCIALISATION
	2.1 Introduction
	2.2 Discourse on exclusion
	2.2.1 Strategies of exclusion

	2.3 Positioning the study in political ecology frameworks
	2.3.1 Degradation and marginalisation
	2.3.2 Environmental conflict and exclusion
	2.3.3 Conservation and control
	2.3.4 Access and power relations

	2.4 Perspectives on marginalisation in NTFP commercialisation
	2.5 Conceptualising strategies of exclusion in NTFP commercialisation
	2.5.1 Access control and maintenance: a theoretical perspective
	2.5.1.1 Structural violence
	2.5.1.2 Powers of exclusion
	2.5.1.3 Epistemic injustice
	2.5.1.4 Emancipating transformation


	2.6 Conclusion

	CHAPTER 3  METHODOLOGY AND METHODS
	3.1 Introduction
	3.2 Research approach and philosophical underpinnings
	3.2.1 Qualitative research paradigms
	3.2.1.1 Critical inquiry
	3.2.1.2 Alternatives to the critical inquiry

	3.2.2 Standpoint theory
	3.2.3 In-depth case study
	3.2.4 Critical ethnography
	3.2.4.1 Engaged scholarship and ethnographic fieldwork
	3.2.4.2 Positionality and reflexivity
	3.2.4.3 A statement on being a researcher and the researched


	3.3 Study design
	3.3.1 Selection of participants
	3.3.2 Research methods
	3.3.2.1 Participant observations
	3.3.2.2 Archival research
	3.3.2.3 Transect walks
	3.3.2.4 Interviews
	3.3.2.4.1 Key informant interviews
	3.3.2.4.2 In-depth interviews
	3.3.2.4.3 Life history interviews


	3.3.3 Data collection tools
	3.3.4 Data management tools
	3.3.4.1 Tape recorder and field notes
	3.3.4.2 ATLAS.ti software


	3.4 Approach to data analysis
	3.4.1 Triangulation
	3.4.2 Thematic analysis

	3.5 Ethical considerations
	3.5.1 Intrinsic issues of consent in ethnographic research
	3.5.1.1 Taking Photos
	3.5.1.2 Research and identity politics

	3.5.2 Feedback and research sharing with participants

	3.6 Limitations
	3.7 Conclusion

	CHAPTER 4  SETTING THE SCENE: DIFFERENTIAL ACCESS AND EXCLUSIONARY USE OF NATURAL RESOURCES IN THE FORMER CAPE PROVINCE4F  OF SOUTH AFRICA
	4.1 Introduction
	4.2 The repressive regime period: 1800–1993
	4.2.1 The land context of exclusion
	4.2.1.1 Ambient exclusion: Differentiated access to forest land
	4.2.1.2 Licenced exclusions: Racially skewed distribution of titled land
	4.2.1.3 Neo-exclusion inclusions and constrained agency: Colonial communal tenure system

	4.2.2 History of land exclusions in the Garden Route and Langkloof regions
	4.2.2.1 The Midland conservancy: A history of forest land in the Garden Route National Park and Langkloof region
	4.2.2.2 The resistant margins: Inequalities, resistance, and agency through a woodcutter’s lens
	4.2.2.3 Legitimation of profit-generating models and colonial conservation in the management of state land
	4.2.2.4 Racialised and tribalised settlement patterns.
	4.2.2.4.1 Placed-based communities: Tsitsikamma Clarkson-AmaMfengu land, and the Langkloof Haarlem village
	4.2.2.4.2 Farmland owners, labour reserves, and farm dweller resettlement: Langkloof case


	4.2.3 The repressive regime’s exploration of NTFPs for white settler sustenance and commercial exploitation
	4.2.3.1 Disruption of and exclusion from epistemic contribution


	4.3 The democratic regime period: 1994–present day (2020)
	4.3.1 Implementation of land reforms
	4.3.1.1 Redistribution programmes
	4.3.1.2 Restitution claims
	4.3.1.3 Independent land purchases and/or arrangements
	4.3.1.4 Neo-exclusionary inclusions in agricultural land in the democratic regime

	4.3.2 Access to forests and resource rights in the democratic regime
	4.3.3 Policies, laws, and institutions influencing the use of NTFPs
	4.3.4 Access and benefit sharing: A state approach to redress and justice in the commercialisation of natural resources

	4.4 Conclusion

	CHAPTER 5  COMMERCIALISATION: MAKING HONEYBUSH A PLANT OF VALUE
	5.1 Introduction
	5.2 Honeybush as a plant of value
	5.3 “Traditional” honeybush tea-making process
	5.3.1 “Pick it, dip it, and dry it”: Honeybush tea-making recollections by farmers and ou-teemakers
	5.3.1.1 Technology
	5.3.1.2 Camping to make tea


	5.4 Producing honeybush at commercial scale
	5.4.1 Making tea for industry encouragement
	5.4.1.1 Scientific validation
	5.4.1.2 Medical testimonials
	5.4.1.3 A case for uniformity


	5.5 Exclusions in commercialisation
	5.6 Conclusion

	CHAPTER 6  STRUCTURAL VIOLENCE AND AGENCY IN THE COLOURED, BLACK, AND INDIGENOUS PEOPLE LIVED EXPERIENCES OF THE HONEYBUSH TRADE AND COMMERCIALISATION18F
	6.1 Introduction
	6.2 Resource exclusions and access in the repressive regime
	6.2.1 Experiences of resource access: learning from the descendants of Haarlem petitioners
	6.2.1.1 Resource access control by commercial farmers
	6.2.1.2 Resource access control by nature conservation authorities


	6.3 Trading honeybush from the margins
	6.3.1 Characterising the ou-teamakers’ value chain
	6.3.1.1 Making tea as a family
	6.3.1.2   Making tea as friends

	6.3.2 Selling the tea and the informal market
	6.3.2.1 The Jewish traders
	6.3.2.2 Individual buyers
	6.3.2.3 The community post office


	6.4 Global market integration: Elite capture and a Faustian bargain
	6.5 Conclusion

	CHAPTER 7  OVERVIEW OF THE CONTEMPORARY HONEYBUSH SECTOR: GLOBAL MARKET INTEGRATION, CHANGING HARVESTING PATTERNS, CULTIVATION, AND NEW ACTORS24F
	7.1 Introduction
	7.2 Contemporary honeybush use
	7.3 Value chain upgrading
	7.3.1 The honeybush tea value chain
	7.3.2 The wild resource
	7.3.3 The cultivated resource

	7.4 “So, it’s difficult now for us to get tea, it’s very, very difficult”: Impact of global market integration on local communities’ participation in the honeybush sector
	7.4.1 From tea producers to raw material suppliers
	7.4.2 Who sells the tea in the contemporary honeybush sector?
	7.4.2.1 Supplier preference by processors
	7.4.2.1.1 Fixed contract suppliers
	7.4.2.1.2 Flexible suppliers

	7.4.2.2 Price determination and distribution

	7.4.3 Increasing number of industry actors
	7.4.3.1 Companies and processors
	7.4.3.2 Small-scale commercial growers
	7.4.3.3 Harvesters
	7.4.3.4 Harvest team leaders


	7.5 Conclusion

	CHAPTER 8  FAST-TRACKING THE BIODIVERSITY ECONOMY AND IMPLICATIONS FOR ENABLING ACCESS TO HONEY BUSH BY MARGINALISED GROUPS
	8.1 Introduction
	8.2 Overview of institutions and their role in the honeybush sector development and transformation
	8.3 Government-led interventions
	8.3.1 National government-led interventions
	8.3.1.1 Community projects
	8.3.1.2 Sector development interventions: Coordination through the Honeybush Community of Practice
	8.3.1.3 Sector development interventions: Looking for and creating access and benefit-sharing beneficiaries
	8.3.1.3.1 Enforcing industry compliance with access and benefit sharing
	8.3.1.3.2 “If I am first, then it means the President is second”: Identity politics and community involvement in ABS discussions


	8.3.2 Provincial and local government-led interventions
	8.3.2.1 The Honeybush Tea Development Project and the public-private partnership
	8.3.2.2 Facilitating access to the wild resource

	8.3.3 State parastatal led interventions

	8.4 NGO and NGO-honeybush led interventions
	8.4.1 Nursery collaboration
	8.4.2 Harvester-landowner collaboration

	8.5 State and non-state landowners’ approach
	8.5.1 Cape Nature
	8.5.2 Commercial forest land partnership with harvesters in Tsitsikamma
	8.5.3 SANParks cultivation and wild honeybush access partnerships with MTO and communities
	8.5.4 Land arrangements and state land reform schemes

	8.6 Conclusion: Are the interventions making commercialisation accessible?

	CHAPTER 9  DISCUSSION: STRATEGIES OF EXCLUSION AND RECONCEPTUALISATION OF MARGINALITY IN NTFP COMMERCIALISATION
	9.1 Introduction
	9.2 Hierarchies of control and maintenance
	9.3 Strategies of exclusion in NTFP commercialisation
	9.3.1 Land dimension of exclusion
	9.3.1.1 Ambient exclusion
	9.3.1.2 Licenced exclusion
	9.3.1.3 Intimate exclusion

	9.3.2 Discourse dimension of exclusion: Epistemic exclusions
	9.3.3 Social dimension of exclusion
	9.3.4 Institutionalised dimension of exclusion
	9.3.4.1 Market exclusion
	9.3.4.2 Regulatory exclusion: Laws, concessions, and policies


	9.4 Conclusion: Re-conceptualising marginalisation in NTFP commercialisation for transformative biodiversity economies

	CHAPTER 10  CONCLUSION
	10.1 Objective 1: To identify key actors involved in the honeybush sector in the colonial, apartheid, and democratic regimes
	10.2 Objective 2: To identify exclusions and determine exclusionary factors in honeybush use from the vantage point of marginalised actors
	10.3 Objective 3: To contribute to biodiversity policies by exploring the relationship between historic strategies of exclusion and frameworks designed to transform biodiversity-based economies
	10.4 Objective 4: To analyse access control and maintenance hierarchies to reveal ways in which marginalised actors maintain access to honeybush benefits
	10.5 Objective 5 and Main contributions
	10.6 Future Research

	REFERENCES
	APPENDICES LIST
	APPENDIX 1: ETHICAL CLEARANCE: UNIVERSITY OF CAPE TOWN
	APPENDIX 2: LIST OF PARTICIPANTS
	APPENDIX 3 GUIDING INTERVIEW QUESTIONS: APPENDIX 3A–3D
	APPENDIX 4 ATTENDED STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS AND ENGAGED SCHOLARSHIP ENGAGEMENTS.
	APPENDIX 5: MFENGU LETTER (ORIGINAL AND REPRODUCED COPY FOR TEXT VISIBILITY)
	APPENDIX 6 CASPAREUTHUS’S LETTER DATED 4 APRIL 1907
	APPENDIX 7: DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY, FISHERIES AND THE ENVIRONMENT SUPPLIER/CONSULTANTS FOR BIODIVERSITY ECONOMY OPERATION PHAKISA



