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Above all, development planners and practitioners must abandon
their belief in the invincibility of Northern based technical exper-
tise. This does not require the abandonment of technical assist-
ance, or the rejection of technical transfers. But it does require a
fundamental rethinking of modernisation, and development, and
interrogation of scientific knowledge and its role in development,
and in the case of women, a clear recognition of the patriarchal
nature of much of western knowledge…Emancipatory development
will only occur when development theorists and practitioners adopt
a more inclusive approach to knowledge/expertise, a readiness and
ability to ‘hear’ different voices/experiences, and the humility to
recognise that established discourses and practices of development have
often done more harm than good (Parpart, 2001: 240).

Fields of analysis often develop a convention for introducing their
object. Such tropes come to seem too obvious and straightforward
to question…the visual imagery of an opening paragraph can es-
tablish the entire relationship between the textual analysis and its
object. Such relationships are never simple. Objects of analysis do
not occur as natural phenomena, but are partly constructed by the
discourse that describes them. The more natural the object appears,
the less obvious the discursive construction will be (Mitchell, 1995:
130).

Official discourses – from the New World Order of Global Model-
ling to the ‘technically necessary’ conditionality of structural ad-
justment agreements – appear more and more as an expert cul-
ture, divorced from the practical moral concerns of daily life and
major disputes in particular places. The hierarchy of this discourse
ensures that mastery of technical metaphor paradoxically rules a
debate that increasingly evokes populist images of participation and
democracy for its legitimacy (Porter, 1995: 63).
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Introduction

It is perhaps a banality to mention that as we enter a new century
the mysteries of ‘development’, in both the political and economic
senses of the concept, remain embedded in a complex web of lan-
guage and social practice which seems to become denser by the
day. What development means, how it takes place, who is involved,
the possible angles and permutations to ‘getting it done’ become
more intricate and wordy with each passing day. While the comfort-
able hierarchy of development expertise has led to a prioritisation
of ‘scientific’ interpretations of development problems and crises,
there is a burgeoning critical literature on what is wrong with main-
stream approaches, both in academic and policy terms, and sugges-
tions of alternative, emancipatory ways of thinking about develop-
mental issues. Questions relating to understanding citizenship and
participation are central to these attempts at reframing the develop-
ment discourse, but unravelling the main themes and emphases of
the discourse at the academic and policy level has tended to be a
primary focus, with a nod to the need for much deeper conceptual
and analytical reframing.

There is also an important sense in which critical understandings
of citizenship and participation in developing contexts still have a
great deal of analytical ground to cover, and that is with regard to
the links between local and global dynamics of power and know-
ledge and the ways in which these are only partially covered by
development discourses. Linkages to global security discourses re-
main poorly articulated and this has led to inadequately conceptual-
ised notions of risk and insecurity. Either we have the landscape
portrait, or we have minute scenic detail. Extremely rarely, if ever,
do we have both.

This paper attempts, in a very preliminary way, to begin to dis-
cuss concepts central to the IDS DRC project on citizenship, science
and risk by bringing together the different yet conceptually related
literatures pertaining to security and development in the interna-
tional relations context, with a view to examining discourses on the
environment, especially as these pertain to power relations between
global, national and local levels of governance.

My aim is not to provide an exhaustive overview of the two
literatures on security and development, but to be rather more mod-
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est and focus simply on how the literature on development and the
literature on security (both alternative and mainstream) are framed
with relation to understandings of risk and environmental ‘prob-
lems’ or ‘crises’ in the South, more particularly, in southern Africa.
Put another way, how is ‘risk’ understood in international relations
(IR), particularly with regard to the ways in which development
approaches are assimilated into ‘new’ security literature?

As will be discussed, it is clear that in addition to disciplinary
boundaries, issues of development and environmental risk in the
South take place against a specific policy discourse backdrop, where,
on one hand, participation is emphasised (i.e. the ever present re-
frain for the need for ‘democratic and representative participation in
development discourses’), while, on the other hand, the scientific
and technological knowledge frame within which most of the
development programmes and projects pertaining to the environ-
ment find themselves privilege the role of the ‘expert’. It is this
connection that brings the discourses on security, development and
environmental risk together, albeit in ways that are not at first clear-
cut. The work of Ulrich Beck, which forms part of the foundation
for this project’s focus on citizenship, science and risk, is useful
because it has opened the way for multi-disciplinary debate around
the roles of ‘experts’ and ‘science’ in legitimating environmental risk
at the expense of local participation and knowledge. How this re-
lates to experiences of the South with regard to development and
security (broadly conceptualised) becomes especially interesting
when linked to critiques of Beck’s work, most notably by Brian
Wynne. To what extent does this disjuncture share resonances with
discourses in the South?

Participation, conceptually and practically, has become a vexed is-
sue, and attempts at analysing participation run several risks depending
on which disciplinary frame predominates. In IR literature ‘participa-
tion as panacea’ predominates, although this is rarely if ever connected
to social relations and practices. In development literature there are (to
caricature) two main tendencies, that is, to either overemphasise the
relative benefits of participation, or to go the other way and stress how
partisan and self-interested ‘democratic’ participation usually is. What is
missing is a careful linkage of the multiple social relations which serve
to support certain issues and interests rather than others, as well as a
more globally linked appraisal of the “everyday sites of social resist-
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ance” (Lefebvre, 1991) which occur in both the developed, and to a
less visible extent, the developing world.

Over the short- to medium-term, the relationship between citi-
zenship, science, participation and risk will be contextualised within
the broader frame of southern African security and development
discourses, with a view to examining, in particular, the area of water
security in the region. As will be briefly discussed below, water is
seen as a ‘national security and development problem’ in southern
Africa, in spite of a plethora of regional community based approaches
being promulgated by research and government institutions.

Development, security and the environment

Currently, critical discourses on environmental security tend to em-
phasise the necessity of moving away from the traditional focus on
state level interactions, towards a more nuanced analysis which tries
to take into account relations between the state and other institu-
tions, as well as informal organisational arrangements (Eckersley,
1995; Keeley & Scoones, 1999, 2000; Derman, 2000; Mehta & Leach
et al, 1999: 10, Dalby, 1998; Parpart, 2001). Such an analytical range
challenges disciplinary boundaries very directly and with due ne-
cessity, since the global dimensions of environmental risk remain
poorly articulated within both development and international rela-
tions literature. For example, it has been mentioned with rather
monotonous regularity that the IR ‘discipline’ is still too state cen-
tred and analytically parochial (Thompson, 2000a). From within the
IR discipline the need for greater reflection on research done in
sociological, anthropological, geographical and environmental
spheres has been articulated by critical approaches for more than a
decade (Linklater, 1992; Booth, 1995). Particularly since the end of
the Cold War, attempts have been made to reconcile ‘high’ and ‘low’
politics, due to the tendency most realist or neo-realist IR theorists
have had of concerning themselves overly with military and strate-
gic issues (high politics) when referring to state security, leaving the
arena of ‘low’ politics to economists and development theorists. The
security ‘black box’ is one which has a specific socio-spatial charac-
teristic in traditional (realist) IR analysis: known as the billiard ball
model of interstate political interaction, state to state interaction is
seen to bear the ever present risk of interstate warfare. Relational
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and structural power, distributed variously to states depending on
size and geographical location, can enhance state security, as can
alliances between differentially ‘power endowed’ states. Minimising
the risk of war has been the preserve of the realist ‘strategic studies’
expert, skilled in the art of conflict and conflict avoidance. Risk, in
this frame, is something the state is responsible for minimising, us-
ing the political tools at its disposal, including, somewhat paradoxi-
cally, the legitimate recourse to violence, or at least the threat thereof.

As the Porter quote at the beginning of this paper highlights, the
development discourse as an area of ‘low politics’ is maintained by
a different, yet interwoven web of power: the science of develop-
ment economics as it is popularised by states and their attendant
development ‘experts’. Both ‘high’ and ‘low’ politics tend to rein-
force mainstream policy emphases on the role of rational decision-
making. Here the focus tends to be one the need for further ad-
vancements in science and technology to enhance both security and
development, and a corresponding prioritisation of the role of state
actors and international non-governmental organisations (INGOs),
usually at the expense of emphasising local and regional commu-
nity interests, needs and knowledge. Thus while the need for par-
ticipatory democracy is perhaps the most vaunted policy prescrip-
tion at state and international organisational level, the realm of both
security and ‘development’ remain dominated by the power inter-
ests of dominant social forces at the level of the state and dominant
international organisations (Cox, 1987, 1991). Nonetheless, “enhancing
environmental security through ‘good governance’ and ‘sustainable
development practices’” is a clarion call of most international donors.

It is with regard to the above that the work of Ulrich Beck (1992,
1996) on risk and risk society is of some interest to examining issues
of development, security and the environment in the South. As will
be discussed in detail below, Beck’s analysis of environmental risk
takes the notion of risk back to within the modern industrialised
state, where ‘risks’ taken by the state itself, or under its auspices,
have exceeded ‘insurability’. Importantly, instead of the realist ‘state
as protector’ imagery, the state emerges as a fundamental part of
creating insecurity. Equally importantly, the state in which ‘risk soci-
ety’ emerges is an industrialised state. Thus ‘risk’ emerges as an
intra-state, industrialised phenomenon, yet with definite global
consequences with regard to what are perceived to be tolerable or
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intolerable risks of industrialisation. The continuum between artifi-
cially constructed conceptual dichotomies (such as core/periphery;
developed/underdeveloped – or undeveloped – and stability/threat),
may perhaps, through Beck’s interpretation of risk and environmen-
tal insecurity, be understood more comprehensively, as well the
connection between states and societal insecurity. The long held
claim of feminists, such as Peterson (1992), Tickner (1992) and
Peterson & Runyan (1999) that the state ‘as protector’ is a
masculinised, militarised notion that undermines societal security in
very specifically gendered and racist ways, is also perhaps some-
what strengthened by Beck’s notion of risk society, which becomes
reflexive due to the lack of state ‘protection’.

It is important at this point to re-emphasise that given the distinc-
tion between the realms of the political (and classical notions of
security) and the economic (and notions of development), there is a
parallel conceptual polarisation of understandings of risk, uncer-
tainty, threats and crises. ‘Risk’ in mainstream IR theory, as men-
tioned earlier, would usually refer to political or military issues, and
would be characterised as originating primarily outside state bor-
ders. Socio-economic risk, on the other hand, has tended to touch
on the need for ‘control’ and ‘order’ in the international system,
where the major risks and threats to the global economy were, until
the beginning of the 1990s, the economic policies of communist
states, and at present, of the ‘developing’ states of Africa and South
East Asia (lately the former USSR and parts of Eastern Europe are
also included in this category). Environmental risk is a relative new-
comer to the international relations agenda, and one that, in spite of
the high degree of publicity after the Rio Conference of 1992, is still
considered to be a relatively specialised area of IR research, cer-
tainly one in which the notion of ‘environmental risks’ relative to
the risks of international warfare is seen to be of far less immediate
analytical and policy importance. The environment, and environ-
mental security, currently filter into mainstream discourses on issues
of global warming and ozone depletion, but equally visible is the
plethora of ‘expertise’ on sustainable development and the ‘threats’
posed by the ‘poor’ development strategies of developing states.
Donor funding for development projects thus usually comes with
environmentally ‘sustainable’ caveats, whether or not these are con-
textually feasible (Crush, 1995).
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It would seem clear that understanding global environmental risk
outside of the framework of development and security discourses is
nearly impossible. Yet as the very brief discussion above highlights,
the discourses tend to remain analytically discreet. Even more prob-
lematically, policy-makers in the South tend to mimic the ‘security’
and development concerns of the North, as is discussed below. The
extent to which industrialisation poses environmental threats is con-
sequently transformed into a policy issue area in which other ‘de-
velopmental questions’ can overshadow the degree to which the
state is complicit in over-extending the safety limits of development
processes. The degree to which ‘under-’ or ‘undeveloped’ commu-
nities pose a safety risk to development processes (as well as their
need to be ‘included’) allows democratic-speak to dilute the public
policy arena on the environment. Security and development fre-
quently become catchall concepts (with little explication as to spe-
cific meaning) to justify certain public policy practices and INGO
interventions. Risk, then, both as a perception and a reality, is open
to interpretation and can be used as a form of policy justification.
This is quite clear if one examines the southern African policy dis-
course on water, security, development and the environment, which
is discussed in the latter half of this paper with regard to case stud-
ies being conducted in southern Africa.

Security in International Relations: New
understandings?

Since the 1980s, a vertical inclusion has occurred in IR of issues
such as the environment, household socio-economic security (relat-
ing to sustainable livelihood indicators such as availability and ac-
cess to food, water, health services, as well as income opportuni-
ties) and other previously ‘developmental’ areas. Two streams of
broader security analysis are visible. The first, New Security, still
prioritises the role of the state and examines add-on issue areas
vertically, even while the notion of ‘human emancipation’ is also
included as an ideological epithet. The second, Critical Security, is
more eclectic theoretically, and focuses on bottom up global-local
socio-spatial conceptualisations of human security, including a strong
emphasis on disaggregating ‘insecurity’ in accordance with racial,
class, gender and socio-spatial (urban/rural) patterns of differentia-
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tion (Thompson & Leysens, 2000).
Strategic security purists would still argue that the military/political

security of states is paramount, and that in the provision of protec-
tion from those ‘outside’ the state, the primary role of the state as
security provider is met. Critical approaches from a range of theoretical
perspectives continue to challenge this perspective, although it remains
stubbornly resistant to change at the level of state policy. This tends to
reinforce problems of levels of analysis compartmentalisation when
discussing security in relation to any particular issue area.

Development as a concept remains analytically amorphous in
both academic and policy literature on international security. Gen-
erally speaking, development only enters into debates within IR to
the degree that it intersects with dominant understandings of the
relationships between states, as well as the dominant patterns of
norms, rules and decision-making procedures (regimes, which are
approximately commensurate to entrenched patterns of behaviour
that may have formal or informal institutional underpinnings). De-
velopment discourses remain the academic preserve of economists
and development economists, and the socio-spatial terrain in which
development takes place is circumscribed by the boundaries of the
nation-state (Crush, 1995; Mehta & Leach, et al, 1999; Thompson,
1996, 2000a, 2000b).

Thus while academic notions of security are ostensibly chang-
ing, it appears that the dynamics of policy making remain very simi-
lar. The model of ‘international security’ is still one which pivots on
the nation-state and national security, although ‘new security’ con-
cerns are absorbed into military security policies in both the North and
South. For example, with reference to ‘changing notions of security’,
Jackie Selebi, Director-General of South African Foreign Affairs, quotes
the White Paper on South African Participation in Peace Missions:

…regions, governments and communities have begun to chal-
lenge traditional concepts of security and to reconfigure the
strategies required to deal with previously ignored sources of
insecurity and instability. This process has typically involved
the broadening of traditional concepts of security – hitherto
limited largely to military dimensions – to include political,
economic, social, cultural and personal security (Department
of Foreign Affairs, 1999, cited in Selebi, 1999: 11).

Nonetheless, for all the above internationally derived policy po-
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litical correctness, ‘security’ remains filtered through the central prism
of sovereign political stability and national ‘development’ and the
notion of environmental risk remains orientated within this frame-
work. As Selebi makes clear:

Emphasising only the military dimensions of conflicts may
result in the imperative to rush armies into every sub regional
conflict. The political, social, cultural and environmental
considerations of peacekeeping and peacemaking should be
emphasised (Selebi, 1999: 11).

This point will be taken further below, specifically at the level of
policy discourses on security in southern Africa, where the inclu-
sion of environmental security will be shown to be little more than
window dressing in most cases, as the dominant notion of security
as pivoting on military policy remains well established in mainstream
academic security research. Security and development as areas of
research remain poorly integrated, and where the two do intercon-
nect in mainstream discourse it tends to be where ‘environmental
risks’ could lead to ‘crises’ which may cause conflict (i.e. the
militarisation of socio-economic security and natural resources, as
the discussion of the current water and conflict issue in southern
Africa highlights). There is also little sign of more than a superficial
engagement with the work of other research areas when it comes to
understanding how international dynamics link up to local socio-
economic realities.

Notions of ‘risk’ and ‘security’ in southern Africa are, in the above
sense, analytically ‘boundaried’ in terms of the self-same knowledge
and socio-spatial delimitations which constrain IR and development
analysis: that is, the very socio-spatial ‘maps’ by which areas of analy-
sis are circumscribed, as mentioned by Mitchell above. Levels of
analysis schemas become academic straight-jackets and ‘expertise’
or knowledge at one level is held to be sufficient for the denial of
understanding about broader international, or vice versa, more local
grassroots dynamics. Mehta & Leach et al (1999: 16), in their re-
search on environment, risk and uncertainty, refer to the “messy
middle” between formal and informal institutions, “…institutional
arrangements may be highly contested and beset by ambiguity and
open to interpretations”. This messiness and ambiguity can be rep-
licated at different levels, from the local to the global, and indeed,
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trying to understand the ways in which power and interests are
mediated at the different levels is a formidable task in any issue
area. Referring to Cleaver’s term, “institutional bricolage”, Mehta &
Leach et al (1999: 35) continue:

…clearly more research is required to understand the na-
ture of this ‘institutional chaos’ or ‘messiness’ which is…not
really messy or chaotic, but illustrates the complex ways in
which practices, knowledge systems and priorities unfold.

Clearly, the ‘messy middle’ and specific global-local case study
work are required to understand ‘risk’ and the environment in a
more globally comprehensive way. In a sense mirroring the blind
spots that occur in detailed locally based anthropological or socio-
logical analysis (which tends to under-analyse the importance of
global webs of power), IR literature remains poorly linked to local
dynamics and realities. It is for this reason, among others, that ques-
tions of ‘security’ remain narrowly framed.

Risk, risk society, and North vs South

While the mainstream conceptualisation of risk in both develop-
ment and security literature is quite narrow, efforts have been made
in the IR discipline to provide more nuanced understandings. Criti-
cal security approaches, for example, would refer to ‘risk’ in more
localised, gender, culture and racially differentiated socio-economic
terms. Nonetheless, in mainstream international relations academic
discourses, the actual role and relative power which societies mani-
fest with respect to calculations of, or reflexivity towards, perceived
environmental risk, is usually not theorised or analysed much at all.
In a similar vein, mainstream development literature perceives risk
in economic failure terms, and in terms of ‘poverty indicators’, thus
largely removing power relations and community dynamics from
the essential thrust of the development storyline. Alternative ap-
proaches, using a variety of theoretical and analytical methods, would
tend to emphasise local participation, knowledge and interests more,
but the notion of risk remains connected to the question of collec-
tive socio-economic needs and wants, the relative lack thereof in
specific contexts, and the insecurities which ensue (leading to socio-
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economic and environmental risk, which could be nationally or
community based). Even in this frame the ‘messy middle’ is, locally
nationally and globally, still quite poorly analysed, and, depending
on the analytical approach, there is often a rather uncritical accept-
ance of the ‘goodness’ of local participation, regardless of the moti-
vation of policy-makers driving such processes, or indeed of out-
comes. ‘Participation as a panacea’ tends to predominate in IR analyses
where there is often insufficient time or writing space to analyse
local participation dynamics and problems.

As already mentioned, Ulrich Beck’s work broadens the notion
of ‘threat’ away from exterior ‘aggressors’ to interior actors and situ-
ations, which include, to a degree, the domain of civil society in
both aggregated and disaggregated senses. Furthermore, Beck’s work
on the environment focuses on the northern context of industrial-
ised societies that have extended themselves beyond the limits of
‘insurability’ with regard to environmental damage due to the ad-
vances of technology. Thus implicitly, if not explicitly, Beck’s no-
tion of risk challenges notions of risk in IR that see it as something
that goes on beyond the boundaries of the nation-state. In addition,
at the level of ‘low politics’, risks are not necessarily higher in the
South than they are in the North, which is once again also contrary
to mainstream IR thinking. According to Beck, the outcomes of sci-
entific innovations in the North are also unsure, even while politi-
cians reassure their societies that all is safe and well. As Beck (1996:
31) puts it:

The entry into risk society occurs at the moment when the
hazards which are now decided and consequently produced
by society undermine and/or cancel the established safety
systems of the provident state’s risk calculations. In contrast
to early industrial risks, nuclear, chemical, ecological and
genetic engineering risks (a) can be limited in terms of nei-
ther time nor place ( b) are not accountable according to the
established laws of causality, blame and liability, and (c)
cannot be compensated or insured against. Or by reference
to a single example: the injured of Chernobyl are not even all
born yet (emphasis in original).

Beck (1996: 32) adds that, as a result, societies in the North have
become reflexive, that is:
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In the phase of risk society, recognition of the incalcability of
the hazards produced by technical-industrial development
compels self-reflection on the foundations of the social con-
text and a review of prevailing conventions and ‘principles’
of rationality. In the self conception of the risk society, society
becomes reflexive (in the narrow sense of the word) – that is,
becomes an issue and a problem in itself.

This reflexivity, Beck argues, can lead to societies reflecting on
the rationality and instrumentality of ‘scientific’ calculations of im-
measurable technological innovation which may lead to, or lead
back to, reflections on ‘modern’ understandings of “whatever can-
not be calculated, answered for, or easily comprehended”. The un-
questioned faith in the rationality of science is replaced with scepti-
cism, in a similar way to how belief in magic and witchcraft with-
ered initially with the ascendance of, and related belief in, the ‘Truth’
claims of modern science.

It is worth quoting at some length how Beck (1996: 34) envis-
ages this essentially northern centred conceptualisation taking hold
as a more global phenomenon:

It is not the looking, or looking away, which produces and
accelerates the dynamic of world risk society. This ‘mecha-
nism’ has its origin in the momentum of industry, which,
alarmed at the ‘side-effects’ of hazards rescinds its own prin-
ciples (of calculation)…What previously appeared as func-
tional and rational now becomes and appears to be a threat
to life, and therefore produces and legitimates dysfunctionality
and irrationality. If in addition professional alternatives of
self-control and self-legitimation arise and are propagated
in contexts of activity, the institutions themselves open them-
selves to the political right down to their foundations, and
become malleable, dependent on subjects and coalitions…
Reflexive modernisation contains both elements: the reflex-
like threat to industrial society’s own foundations through a
successful further modernisation which is blind to dangers,
and the growth of awareness, the reflection on this situation…
The difference between industrial and risk society is first of
all a difference of knowledge – that is, of self-reflection on the
dangers of developed industrial modernity.

It is important to note that Beck’s society becomes reflexive au-
tomatically – as he puts it, “unreflectingly…on the basis of industrial
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modernity’s ‘blindness to apocalypse’” (1996: 34), referring to Gunther
Anders conceptualisation. While this reflexiveness is then in essence
a knee jerk reaction, it leads to, or can lead to, reflection, which in
turn may lead to new forms of action, political contestation and
eventually, changed political processes and practices. It is plain to
see, however, that the society to which Beck refers is at least a
relatively democratic one, which has institutional channels of com-
munication and the education and information at hand to have such
visible (policy influencing) knee jerk reactions in the first place. In
this sense ‘risk society’ in the sense that the societies in question are
aware of what they are being exposed to environmentally, remains
socio-spatially specific.

In contrast, societal knee jerk reactions in ‘developing’ states,
even where visible, often do not eventually lead to ‘changed politi-
cal processes and practices’ or at least not usually in a positive way
– as environmental protests in South East Asia attest, for example –
and in this sense Beck’s conceptualisation of ‘risk society’ is not
easily transferable to state-society dynamics relating to the introduc-
tion of technologies which may increase societal insecurity due to
environmental impact in ‘developing’ state contexts. However, Beck’s
notion does re-direct insecurity to within the industrialised nation-
state, that is, not as something external to the developed world, nor,
in fact, external to state structures in the North. Very centrally, the
limits of security provision on the part of the Western nation-state
appears to be an integral part of the ‘uninsurable risk’ to which
Beck’s reflexive society is reacting.

Wynne (1996) also criticises the notion of ‘reflexive society’ by
emphasising that industrial society was never that trusting of tech-
nology and the opinions of experts and their calculations of risk in
the previous so-called modern phase. The grassroots or lay public
dimension is excluded. Wynne, using a social constructivist approach,
argues that it is Beck’s use of a realist epistemology which:

…gives an unduly one dimensional understanding of the un-
derlying dynamics of the nature of ‘risk’ in the risk society…
There is never the slightest hint that there could, in the public
realm, be the basis of alternative forms of public knowledge,
and order, from those given in existing forms of instrumental
expertise (Wynne, 1996: 46).
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Beck’s sociological realism, drawing on Giddens, refers to ra-
tional choice and emphasises publics exercising choice between
recognised alternative explanations. Previous ‘simple, modern’ soci-
eties, in this frame, trusted the experts. Reflexive modern societies
do not. Wynne’s critique of the ways in which lay or grassroots
communities have always been sceptical of expert opinion bears
thinking through, because it is clear that the type of society to which
Beck refers as ‘reflexive’ in regard to their knowledge of environ-
mental risk, and their ability to react to bring about change, do not
exist, as a general rule, in the context of many developing states.
Even a state like South Africa, which displays significant ‘modern’
dimensions at the level of political institutionalisation and demo-
cratic procedures, as well as boasting a fairly respectable industrial
base, does not, even at the level of superficial observation, have the
necessary integration of rural communities in modern economic prac-
tices to merit Beck’s categorisation of reflexive (Thompson, 2000a,
2000b, 2001). However, the degree of distrust in ‘development ex-
pertise’ is arguably significant, even among these communities, as
analysts such as Ferguson (1990) and Crush (1995) have pointed
out. This distrust of scientific knowledge has a great deal to do with
the ways in which science as legitimate knowledge undermines the
knowledge, customs and practices of local communities.

It could also be added that in one important sense, risk-awareness
is shared between developed and developing states, that is, at the
level of the impact of industrialisation, where this takes place in the
South. The phenomenon of urbanisation as result of industrial de-
velopment does usually lead to the reproduction of social forces
where those who urbanise to find skilled or semi-skilled labour will
be exposed to similar risks (if perhaps with a time-lag effect) to their
industrialised counterparts. Similarly, health issues related to the twin
processes of urbanisation and industrialisation (pollution and water
security, for example) may lead to similarities of risk exposure with
perhaps initial signs of similar public policies to reduce such risks.
Whether these policies are donor or societally motivated would re-
quire specific attention from issue area to issue area.

The degree to which community based distrust in ‘scientific-
developmental expertise’ is inspired by modern notions of rational
choice of course bears interrogation, but it would seem that in gen-
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eral a shared issue in both developed and developing contexts is
the degree to which lay and expert knowledge speak past each
other, both in terms of different frames of reference (such as the
scientific versus the practice-derived and contextual), and the for-
mal, guideline and rule-orientated perspective vs the flexible and
informal, and so on. As Wynne (1996: 61) puts it:

The predominant perspectives on the risk society and the trans-
formations of modernity… implicitly treat the non-expert
world as epistemically vacuous.

And further:

…a crucial feature of the flexible and informal farming
knowledge is that it cannot be codified (1996: 71).

Wynne takes pains to emphasise that lay knowledge should not
be overly romanticised and seen as a binary opposite to expert know-
ledge. The point is, however, that non-expert customs and practices
tend to disappear from sight in the analysis of modernisation and de-
velopment practices, leading to, in Wynne’s view, the equally vacuous,
but nonetheless dominant, scientific rationality of Beck’s risk society.

In relation to the above, it could perhaps be generalised that it
appears as if lay knowledge regardless of socio-spatial context is
undermined by the discipline of science and that this in turn leads
to a distrust of ‘blueprint scientific solutions’ which do not take into
account the local contexts and knowledges, where scientific and
policy discourses on the environment meet with particular socio-
economic dynamics. What remains interesting, in terms of contextu-
ally specific notions of risk, is that Beck’s analysis underlines the
potential risk related to expert science, as well as the ways in which
this manifests itself within the context of the western state system.
This establishes a clearer link between the developed state and criti-
cal analysis on the environment in the North, and the development
critique of scientific expertise as it translates into sustainable devel-
opment projects and programmes in the South.

However, arguably the absorption of lay knowledge in the South
is even more unlikely, precisely because of the dominance of exter-
nal expertise and their particular problematisation of poor (espe-
cially rural) communities and their negative impact on development
(not to mention the environment).
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In relation to the above, the role of the ‘expert’ in development
remains the focus of debate and critique, as the quote by Parpart at
the beginning of this paper also highlights. It would seem that, in
Beck’s analysis, the expert, together with the state, forms part of the
risk to which society responds. However, as Ferguson, Crush, Watts,
Porter and others have discussed, notions of development are socio-
spatially constructed on notions of crisis and imminent disaster, where
rural communities are often seen as part of the developmental ‘prob-
lem’. As Crush et al point out (1995), in the scientific developmental
frame, lay or grassroots knowledge can only figure in a primarily
negative way, as part of the cause of the crisis, if not the cause.
Cultural patterns and customs are similarly reified into a frame that
requires expert knowledge to fix.

For example as Williams (1995: 164) mentions with relation to
World Bank ‘solutions’ for Africa:

Successive World Bank reports...reduce African agricultural
practices to two forms – slash and burn and nomadic live-
stock raising. Once they were appropriate but, with rapid
population growth, no more. The solution is with new
technologies…There is no need to draw on the local knowl-
edge and experience of farmers; enlightenment comes from
above. Development also now has to be ‘sustainable’. The
World Bank…argues that subsidies for farm inputs needed
in introducing intensive sustainable agricultural techniques
may be necessary.

Williams (1995: 173) continues in the same vein:

Central to the World Bank’s account of the ‘crisis’ in African
agriculture is the diagnosis that a rising ratio of population
to land brings about environmental degradation, a decline
in per capita food production and a rising dependence on
food imports. Statistical projections represent African coun-
tries as needing US and EEC (EU) grains to feed their people.

These negative patterns, and the ‘solutions’ and concomitant strate-
gies as devised by development economist experts, are located within
the nation-state context, which does not integrate internal and interna-
tional factors in any coherent way. As Mitchell (1995: 147) puts it:

Portrayed as a free standing entity, rather than a particular
position within a larger arrangement of transnational eco-
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nomic and political forces, an individual nation-state ap-
pears to be a functional unit – something akin to a car, say,
or a television set – that can be compared with and used as a
model for improving other such units. This supposed compa-
rability is emphasised by the annual volumes of statistics pro-
duced by the World Bank and other international develop-
ment agencies. Economic features of one state appear to be
neatly transferable to other states, ignoring their different
position in larger economic and historical frameworks.

The socio-spatial modelling and mapping helps to reinforce
subject-object, developed-developing dichotomies. As Watts (1995:
61) also emphasises:

…development as one face of modernity has always contained
within it what Marshall Berman calls ‘the tragedy of
underdevelopment’…The modern (and developed) require the
non-modern (and undeveloped).

Of course within the bounded entity of the state, traditional cus-
toms and practices, overlain with the ‘consequences’ of under-
development (such as overpopulation), enhance the passive and
inherently negative interpretation of lay or grassroots knowledge,
interests and practices (see also Cocks, 1989).

In contrast to the above, in Beck’s conceptualisation of a reflex-
ive, modern (or post-modern?) society, individual and community
understandings of risk extend to societal understandings of their
role in perpetuating the cycle of increasingly uninsurable environ-
mental overstretch due to the hollow assurances of ‘experts’ and
policy-makers, whose denial of dangers is confounded by environ-
mental crises. This characterisation provides a potentially more posi-
tive and dynamic role to lay and grassroots publics and their inter-
pretative skills and knowledge.

This contrasts conceptually with the contested, yet still policy
predominant notion of rural communities as essentially recipients,
dependents, vulnerable groups, and so on, whose role is to receive
and absorb expertise rather than to be reflexive (or reflective). Soci-
ety, in the mainstream development discourse context, is therefore
also both part of the problem and solution, but in classically mod-
ern, binary and pejorative ways.

However, in Beck’s risk society:
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The political arises out of the growing awareness of the haz-
ards dependent on decision-making, because at first prop-
erty relations, social inequalities and the principles of the
functioning of industrial society as a whole remain untouched
by it. In this sense the theory of risk society is a political theory
of knowledge of modernity becoming self-critical (1996: 34,
emphasis in original).

The point which Beck underlines above is that through increased
reflexivity societies may become more self-critical and thus open
the way for transformation towards “a conflictual and self-critical
risk society” (Beck, 1996: 35). Still, it would seem, at least at this
historical juncture, that the type of societal dynamic to which Beck
refers as reflexive is not really applicable to developing societies,
not because communities necessarily lack alternative forms of knowl-
edge, nor even that they are unaware of the risks which govern-
ments may be exposing them to through technological innovation,
or more usually through accepting the detritus of unintended mate-
rial consequences of ‘modernisation’ in the North by way of toxic
waste that is unacceptable to northern societies. The reason the
concept of risk society appears at least initially to have little ex-
planatory reach is because the relative power, and therefore agency,
of societies in developing contexts is usually much weaker due to a
lack of institutional and informal mechanisms through which to ex-
ercise reflexivity (Cox, 1987, Strange, 1987, 1991, Thompson, 1996,
2000a, 2000b). Moreover, the power of the international develop-
ment expert, in conjunction with the national government-based
policy-maker, detracts very visibly from the ability of grassroots move-
ments to be conflictual and self-critical in dynamic and visible ways.

Nonetheless, as Beck’s analysis also highlights, it is clear that the
risks that industrialised states pose to their societies do not stop at
state borders. Global environmental risk, which connects the devel-
oped to the developing in the global state system, begins to break
down previously held analytical dichotomies. It is in this sense that
Beck’s work is, to my mind, thought provoking. In relation to this
last point, Mehta & Leach et al (1999: 9) state that:

Risk society…becomes relevant for rural livelihoods given that
local-level uncertainties and perceptions of risk are increas-
ingly interlocked with uncertainty on a global scale, driven
by rapid environmental and technological change. Former
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institutional frameworks for environmental management,
and their assumed relationships between the state, scientific
expertise and publics, are, it is implied, inadequate to com-
prehend or govern these interlocked processes. Thus major
shifts in thinking about forms of governance are required.

Mehta & Leach et al (1999: 9) go on to point out that in develop-
ment literature, environmental resource management is currently
characterised by two contradictory processes: globalisation on one
hand, and the call for more community based natural resource man-
agement (CBNRM), on the other. The ‘push-pull’ between the politi-
cally correct language of community inclusion, and the ‘need’ for
‘globally sophisticated expertise’, thus remains a central tension in
current development policy debates. Furthermore, as Parpart (2001)
points out, there is a strong tendency among the implementers of
community based development policies to reify notions of commu-
nity in such a way that community involvement is often little more
than an endorsement strategy for predetermined policies.

It should be added that the above points tend to downplay the
complexity of actor networks, coalitions and the agency that local
communities in the South do exercise in relation to different envi-
ronmental and other issues, as Mehta & Leach et al (1999), Holmes
& Scoones (2000), and Keeley & Scoones (1999, 2000) point out.
Nonetheless, it would appear that the agency of local communities,
in southern Africa at least, is severely limited by ineffective local
governments, poor integration and articulation of national and more
local development strategies, and the ever-present conditionalities
of international aid and donor agencies (Parpart, 2001). To try to
probe the relation between risk, security, development and the en-
vironment a bit further, I wish to develop notions of risk framed in
the South in relation to a specific environmental issue area – water
resource management – to try to illustrate what risks are perceived
as dominant, and by whom, as well as who reacts to perceived risks
and in what ways. For this purpose I will examine the question by
analysing the policy and academic frames of reference in the con-
text of mainstream and alternative discourses on water, security and
development, and try to link this up with more Northern based
conceptions of risk and uncertainty, located within the conceptual
framework outlined above.
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Risk, uncertainty and water resource
management

As the case of shared water resource management in the southern
African region seems to attest – at least in terms of preliminary stud-
ies – the degree to which there is ‘institutional take-up’ of local
concerns and interests is quite limited, and mostly partial and frag-
mented with regard to policy implementation, especially on the more
‘scientific’ aspects of water management, such as dam building and
water offtake schemes.

For example, the Pungwe river basin offtake scheme, undertaken
on behalf of the Zimbabwean government between 1996 and 2000,
to supply water to the Zimbabwean city of Mutare, was planned in
conjunction with Mozambique (and sponsored and subcontracted
by SIDA) and has been executed with due ecological consideration.
The final result is a quite spectacularly ecologically integrated instal-
lation that does not in any way detract from the pristine surround-
ings. However, the scheme may yet have unforeseeable consequences
for users both upstream and downstream in terms of total amount of
water available to small- and large-scale farmers, as well as to the
city of Beira, and also in terms of salt intrusion at the river mouth in
Beira. Factors like a new free export processing zone near Beira,
and more intensive agricultural farming to be undertaken on the
Mozambican side of the border, may not be adequately accounted
for in the feasibility reports (interviews, ARA Centro, Beira, Septem-
ber 2000). Furthermore, while all the right ‘moves’ were made in
terms of environmental impact and feasibility studies, it is clear that
consulting with local communities was not seen as essential to the
feasibility of the scheme. ‘Participation’ has been ensured in a post-
hoc fashion through the establishment of the Pungwe sub-catchment
council (which only became functional in January 2001). On the
Mozambican side, participation is purportedly ensured by ARA-
Centro, a regional body that forms part of the Mozambican water
department (Van der Zaag, 2000; interviews, Mutare and Beira, 2000).

The way in which local ‘participation’ has evolved may well be
as a result of discrepancies between rights discourses, on one hand
(water as a right, the right to participate in water management), and
neo-liberal economic discourses, on the other (water as an eco-
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nomic good, necessary for economic growth) (Tapela 2001: 4). How-
ever, the evolution of these social relations shows the extent to
which participation in environmental management issues does not
necessarily occur as a result of the efforts of the local inhabitants
themselves, but rather of either government or INGOs. Where local
interests are represented, i.e. in the Pungwe sub-catchment council,
or the Mutare ratepayers association (with regard to urban water
supply and use), it is also clear that participation as a form of legiti-
mation for policy processes is a fraught with power allegiances and
alliances which overlap and intertwine the public realm to that of
the local citizenry (Mukheli et al, 2001; Tapela, 2001; Dube & Swatuk,
2001). These allegiances and alliances have everything to do with
water as an economic good, even while framed simultaneously within
the discourse of water as a right. The necessity of water for develop-
ment thus counterpoises the rights discourse in ways that allow for
compromising the latter.

Furthermore, issues central to the offtake scheme, such as the
need for extra water for the city of Mutare in the first place, seem to
be argued on the basis of rather normative scientific ‘facts’. Officials
interviewed conveyed that the scheme was the “most efficient avail-
able” and that the all the necessary “scientific homework” had been
done. However, a senior member of the local department of civil
engineering in Mutare also indicated that the city now had “water to
sell”. In addition, he divulged that leaky pipes through the city al-
lowed for annual water loss of up to 50%. The pipes have not been
fixed even though they are quite obviously directly related to water
shortages in the city. This example reinforces the critical security
conclusion that the ends towards which ‘scientific rationality of devel-
opment’ is put also thus seems more than casually related to norma-
tive national (state) and international policy interests.

This example also illustrates how local decision-making is fil-
tered through a web of power dynamics, which include outside
natural science experts whose knowledge may be used to ends they
might otherwise not have condoned, for it is clear that the feasibility
reports took into account the question of the amount of water offtake
as central to their calculations. Since this is quite negligible, it would
seem, in the absence of other political and future socio-economic
development information, that the scheme should in principle not
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be harmful, although it does not appear as if information about
further development schemes and other ‘water development’ infor-
mation, such as upgrading of the appalling water supply to Beira
city, was figured into the report (see Magara & Tapfuma, 2000).

It appears that national policy-makers (supported by international
donors) may use feasibility studies to justify decisions, whether or
not there are additional aspects or issues that may impact on the
‘facts’ (see also Keeley & Scoones 1999, 2000b). Furthermore na-
tional issues may be prioritised over local, and indeed local govern-
ment issues may also be prioritised over those of local communities.
A further problem is the issue of community involvement where
communities straddle national boundaries. Because institutional take-
up tends to occur (if at all) within states, the dangers of transboundary
communal issues not being addressed are high. The Pungwe may
well offer important insights into this, as the effect of the offtake
scheme are felt in drier years and communities upstream and down-
stream are affected. How these concerns are put forward and/or
addressed remains to be seen, particularly in terms of currently con-
structed ‘participatory’ institutional mechanisms.

Lastly, and perhaps most importantly, the water offtake scheme
has not improved the water security of the majority of Mutare’s resi-
dents: the residents of Sakubva. Initially an area set aside for skilled
black male labour during the apartheid years, Sakubva has grown
phenomenally in size over the past two decades. Recent fieldwork
has shown that the Pungwe scheme has made no difference to offi-
cial water provision policies to this area. Most residents continue to
live under appalling conditions of sanitation and access, despite the
fortune spent on ‘providing more water for the city of Mutare’. In
this case the scientifically proven merit of the scheme for Mutare has
to be seen against the backdrop of who benefits the most from the
scheme and who does not, as well as whose security is enhanced.
At this stage it seems obvious that the urban poor in both Beira and
Mutare have little to gain in terms of their human security (meas-
ured in terms of basic sanitation, access to water etc.) over the
medium-term. It has been shown in recent case study work in
Sakubva that the scheme has made virtually no difference whatso-
ever to the quality of water supply services to the area, and wastage
of water continues as previously. For example, taps run 24 hours a
day, and leaks are seldom if ever attended to unless strikingly obvi-
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ous. Disease as a result of poor sanitation continues (Mukheli et al,
2001; Tapela 2001; Dube & Swatuk, 2001). The risks faced by the
residents of Sakubva, as in Beira, are intimately connected to public
service delivery. The risks the scheme poses are thus most likely to
be felt by poorer urban and rural producers up- and downstream
and will presumably be mediated through ‘participatory mechanisms’
where the view of water as an economic good vies for precedence
over water as a right.

Risk, the environment and conflict

The Pungwe catchment area and the water resources sharing scheme
is interesting from another point of view, that is, in the light of the
water wars hypothesis currently in vogue academically, which pos-
its the danger of disputes over water rising due to increasing water
scarcity in the southern African region (Turton et al, 2000a). This
concept of the ‘environment as the source of interstate risk’ is sim-
ply a case of finding new wine for old bottles in the field of IR and
strategic studies. The end of the Cold War having brought about a
relative dearth of inter-state risks has, it seems, spanned an inordi-
nate amount of interest in whether natural resources, particularly
water, could be the cause of war. The concept of water wars has
been brought into the IR discipline by Thomas Homer-Dixon. While
Homer-Dixon’s analysis encompasses other developing regions, his
book Ecoviolence (co-edited with Jessica Blitt) focuses on five case
studies: Chiapas, Gaza, South Africa, Pakistan and Rwanda. The chap-
ter on South Africa shows a very strong leaning towards the ‘popu-
lation growth = scarce resources = conflict’ hypothetical continuum,
as the authors Homer-Dixon & Percival (1998: 139) make very clear
in their conclusion:

If a successful transition (in South Africa) is to occur, na-
tional and local institutions must understand and break the
links between environmental scarcity and conflict: they must
redress the chronic and brutal structural scarcities impover-
ishing the black community; they must promote rapid, but
sustainable, economic growth to absorb huge numbers of
unemployed blacks in a still growing population; and they
must preserve political channels for the peaceful expression
of grievances.
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As Swatuk & Vale (2000: 2) describe Homer-Dixon’s successful
‘marketing’ of the environmental scarcity-conflict linkage:

Facilitating [the] rush towards resource capture is the work of
Thomas Homer-Dixon and his small crew of acolytes operat-
ing out of their bunker at the Centre for Conflict Studies at
the University of Toronto. ‘Tad the doomsayer’ as one Cana-
dian magazine labelled him, has spent much of the last dec-
ade searching for the elusive link between environment and
what he labels ‘acute conflict’ probability…Now Homer-Dixon
has compiled his various research findings into a neat little
book entitled Ecoviolence. Appropriately enough, there is a
photograph of a waterfall set against a black background,
the book’s title dripping blood red beneath the white spar-
kling waters…To be fair, Tad says that the link is a tenuous
one; that there may be more important factors – like debt and
global economic downturn – in determining why states go to
war…Unfortunately, no-one is listening to Tad’s carefully
worded caveats. In particular, intelligence communities,
militaries and state ministries have latched onto the evoca-
tive image of the consequences of resource scarcity: a flood of
ecological migrants heading your way.

The water scarcity and the imminent risk of conflict discourse is
one that has been eagerly appropriated by certain researchers in
southern Africa, and has led to a concomitant rise of interest in
water resource management. For example the head of AWIRU – one
of the new centres dedicated to more social science analysis of wa-
ter and its potential role in raising the risks of regional ‘conflict’ –
states that:

While water wars are unlikely to occur, social decay and po-
litical instability can well be expected to rise as water scarcity
reaches debilitating proportions…‘Water Poverty’ is a highly
debilitating condition, where the absence of social capital will
mean that the effects of water scarcity cannot be overcome.
This condition will, in all probability, result in social insta-
bility, internal unrest and coups d’etat (Turton, 2000a: 59).

It is clear that mainstream IR approaches tend to favour the view
that water is a potential ‘security threat’. The risk involved, there-
fore, is not so much related to the environmental consequences of
poor water resource management policy, but to the security risk
involved in not managing water properly. In this sense the analyti-
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cal prioritisation is thus not at the level of community uses of water
but at the level of state and inter-state water management practices.
The ‘risk’ is ‘dangerous’ shortages of water, which may be overcome
by ‘rational government policy’ which ensures ‘Structurally Induced
Relative Water Abundance’ (or SIRWA). This approach is clearly based
on neoliberal economic principles, which places a high degree of
emphasis on the relationship between the state and national and
international capital. Turton (2000a: 45) uses the concept of ingenu-
ity (after Homer-Dixon) to describe how water shortages can be
prevented by state-led policies that combine “financial resources,
natural resources, institutional resources and intellectual resources
all working together in some degree of harmony”.

As I have mentioned elsewhere, the danger of the popularity of
the above approach, besides its over-emphasis on state security rather
than environmental risks, is that it tends to enforce state-centred
analysis rather than regional community-local government-(I)NGO-
national government-international-structure patterns flows of knowl-
edge and power (Thompson, 2000a, 2000b). Because of the pre-
dominant focus on ‘management and modelling’, the technocratic
approach to water as a natural resource tends to be over-emphasised
while simultaneously under-emphasising the complex dynamics that
occur in terms of the interplay of formal and informal institutions at
a number of levels. The latter negative aspect of natural resource
management analysis appears to be held in common by both main-
stream academic and policy discourses. This is not, of course, to try
to make the case that water scarcity is unlikely to lead to conflict,
simply that focusing too narrowly on the conflict dimension tends
to narrow the security focus back down to more conventional
understandings, thus missing, for example, conflict avoidance strat-
egies around water sharing and natural resource collaboration more
generally. As Cleaver (1997), Mehta & Leach et al (1999), Moyo &
Tevera (1999) and others have pointed out, conflict avoidance seems
to be a very marked feature of water sharing in localised contexts.
How to maintain and enhance conflict avoidance strategies might
thus be a more constructive policy analysis point of departure. In-
stead, current dominant IR and development literature focus on pro-
jections and suggestions that anticipate conflict as an inherent fea-
ture of the water policy discourse.
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It would seem that the conflict anticipation principle is one that
is deeply embedded in mainstream security discourses, even while
the concept of security is being ostensibly broadened. This is quite
evident in the New Security academic approach that is unsurprisingly
one that ‘securocrats’ in government find quite appealing. The strength
of the new security approach for government policy is that the more
dimensions of conflict become included, the wider the ambit of
security ‘problems’ and ‘dilemmas’ can be stretched. For example,
to refer once more to the paper written by (or on behalf of) the
Director-General for Foreign Affairs, Jackie Selebi, the following is
stated with regard to the new ‘economic good’ and resource based
source of potential regional conflict:

There are also clear linkages between environmental secu-
rity and the ‘harder’ aspects of state security, as illustrated by
the issue of water scarcity. Following a major world-wide study
on water resources, the UN published a report in 1996 enti-
tled Water and population dynamics. The report predicts that
water is likely to be the source of major conflicts in a number
of water scarce regions of the world, including in Southern
Africa around the Zambezi basin…It is not only the utilisa-
tion of water and fish that create conflict potential and con-
tribute to poverty. All natural resources are potential sources
of conflict (Selebi, 2000: 10).

The above statement makes the point on the linkage between
security policy discourses and the environment very clearly, but is
also illustrative of the ways in which academic and policy discourses
are influenced by external agencies, particularly UN development
agencies. Thus while the link between population densities and
natural resource scarcities remains disputed  – Timothy Mitchell quotes
Susan George, stating “whenever you hear the word overpopulation
you should reach, if not for your revolver, at least for your calcula-
tor’, (George, 1990: 18 in Mitchell, 1995: 131) – it is clear that the
development ‘problem’ of too many people and not enough to go
around is one which is reinforced by international policy experts
and accepted relatively uncritically by policy-makers and the secu-
rity establishment more generally. This tends to detract from the
risks which governments themselves pose or condone by poorly
thought through development strategies that place the broader fab-
ric of regional society and the environment at risk. It also obscures
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the extent to which global environmental risks affect socio-economic
security across national boundaries, regions, continents and North-
South divides in ways not captured by mainstream security and de-
velopment discourses.

Concluding remarks concerning future research

It would seem that research on the dynamics of participation, risk
and the environment in the southern African region should focus
more closely on issues of community involvement, including very
particularly issues of gender, control over natural resources, and the
interrelationship between academic and policy discourses on natu-
ral resource management, to try to establish the power and knowl-
edge dynamics surrounding participation and rights on the environ-
ment more clearly. While it appears that the genre of technocratic
decision-making on ‘natural resources’ tends to establish ‘participa-
tion of stakeholders’ as a form of cooption and rubber stamping,
there are likely to be more nuanced power dynamics at play be-
tween formal and informal institutions and actors at local, national,
regional and international levels, as Cleaver (1997), Mehta & Leach
et al (1999), Keeley & Scoones (2000), Holmes & Scoones (2000)
and Derman (2000) point out. The question of control over environ-
mental issues is also central to understanding the global-local nexus,
as well as how discourses on the environment relate to those of
security and development.

The ways in which science and the knowledge of experts inter-
sects with national policies and international environmental and
development discourses is arguably integral to understanding how
citizenship, participation and environmental issue areas can better
be understood. Threats, risks and uncertainties could thus be under-
stood in the context of different actors priorities and contexts. As
the discussion above already indicates in a very preliminary sort of
way, it would appear that ‘risk’ and ‘control’ as defined by govern-
ments in the region tend to be influenced by current dominant dis-
courses on the environment as the potential source of crisis either in
terms of development (and especially economic growth) or security
(particularly national security). Internal risks to societies, or regional
risks caused by industrial pollutants and effluents, are far less con-
spicuous in regional government policy pronouncements. On the
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other hand, environmental lobbying, and consciousness of environ-
mental risk at the level of civil society more generally appears low
(Moyo & Tevera, 1999). However, with the increasing attention to
environmental issues taking place at both academic and policy lev-
els, and particularly in terms of current critiques of mainstream en-
vironmental policies and discourses, there is perhaps more scope to
try to analyse where future potential lies for altering the dynamics
and discourses on participation, rights and the environment in ways
which enhance human security in the region and elsewhere.
Relatedly, perhaps further investigation of the ways in which no-
tions of environmental ‘risk’ in the North articulate with ‘develop-
ment expertise’ in the South may yield further contextually specific
insights which may help to break down existing analytical dichotomies.
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