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Abstract. This paper is concerned with a herd of wild horses that struggles to survive in the Namib Desert. This

case, we argue, reveals ambivalences and critical paradoxes that go along with putting nature–culture dualisms

into conservation practice. At the same time, we argue that there are aspects of bio-power involved which cannot

be understood properly without taking into account the sphere of the body. We hence analyse in detail the “strug-

gles over nature” that enfold around the questions of whether and with what means humans should intervene in

the predicted extinction of the horses. Thereupon, we elucidate the relationships between sustainable conserva-

tion work and the symbolic as well as material practices of territorialization. Our investigation then puts focus

on the fact that the conflictual border work appears also as an incorporated practice of subjects. Thus, while

elaborating on a phenomenological approach, we explore the field of a contested conservation by employing

the concept of intercorporeality. Such a “more-than-discursive” approach to human–animal relations, we finally

argue, helps to reposition research for conservation as well as conservation practice towards learning about, and

with, the lived bodies of all actors involved.

Prelude

When we arrive at the designated spot, we can see the horses.

Some stand in the distance, and others start to move towards

us and the cars. We wait, enveloped in a cloud of sand and

dust stirred up from the dirt road, until the biologist arrives

in the third car with the trailer. Now the horses come closer.

They look friendly, curiously sniffing and nuzzling us but

also nudging each other in a peaceful way. Their shape fits

our expectations based on what we have read in the local

newspaper and what we have seen in hundreds of images

from the internet: slender, weak, hungry. Or is it because we

expected them to look like this that they do? It is hard to sepa-

rate our preconceived notions from the actual horses we now

encounter. While we stand and ponder, the biologist starts to

offload the hay bales from the trailer using a big pitchfork.

The feeding begins. She works efficiently in contrast to us,

who, with laboured effort, try to lend a hand. Along the way,

she manages to answer the myriad of questions we ask. How-

ever, though she talks a lot about the Namibian wild horse,

she seems to avoid talking to the animals under her care.

Her words are reflexive, her language carefully selected. Her

movements and glances are affectionate. Her attitude am-

biguously mirrors both joy and restraint. After a while, the

horses gradually begin to scatter. We leave them. Bundles of

hay tumble gently through a landscape that looks in many

ways completely hostile to life.

1 Introduction and positioning

Our story is located in the Namib-Naukluft National Park

in south-western Namibia. For the past 100 years, a herd

of 150 to 300 wild horses has lived here. Ever since their

settlement, these horses have been in danger of extinction

due to recurrent droughts. In recent years, moreover, wildlife

managers observed a successive encroachment of hyenas that

slay foals and mares so that not a single foal survived in the

years 2017 and 2018, and thus the herd decreased signifi-

cantly. While some people, such as the national park man-

ager from the Ministry of Environment and Tourism (MET)

or private game farmer, among others, claim this trajectory to

be “nature’s course”, other actors from local NGOs and the
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tourism industry call for (and engage in) the horses’ rescue

and conservation.

In what follows, we aim to analyse in detail the “struggles

over nature” that enfold around the questions of whether and

with what means humans should intervene in the predicted

extinction of the Namib wild horses. The relational term con-

servation thereby reveals itself at all points to be contested,

be it as a concept on a discursive level, as a political field

of human and non-human practice or, not the least, as an

embodied norm within an individual. The idea of “contested

conservation” helps us to observe its normative or taken-for-

granted use and to enlighten the multitude of power-related

conflicts it comprises, three of which we focus on in this pa-

per.

First, there are conflicts on a discursive level. We will

shed light on negotiations about for what and whom exactly

“sustainability” shall be reached, which aspects of nature are

deemed worthy of protection, and how animals come to rep-

resent the Namib’s local ecosystem. Such discourses also im-

ply the question of whether the wild horses – be it naturally

or legally – belong to this particular ecosystem or not.

Secondly, we will elucidate the relationships between con-

servation work and the symbolic as well as material practices

of bordering. Territorialization in nature conservation often

serves a dualistic concept in which nature is a counterpart

to cultural ordering of any kind. However, dualistic practices

of bordering prove particularly conflictual when considering

how horses and their habitats in practice resist rigid borders.

We elaborate on this approach to the political ecologies of

the horses by employing perspectives of assemblage and hy-

bridity.

Thirdly, our analysis will reveal that conflictual border

work appears also as an incorporated practice of subjects,

whose embodied norms of, for instance, sustainability or

“wildlife”, lead to emotional conflicts while working with

horses. This holds particularly true in situations where hu-

man actors need to make decisions concerning the life and

death of individual horses under their care. In this final step

of our inquiry, we thus explore the struggles in the field of

nature conservation by employing the concept of intercorpo-

reality. While discarding a general human–non-human divide

and anthropocentric concepts of the body we aim to make

visible reciprocal, sometimes contradictory, bodily involve-

ments.

The concluding section discusses the potential of our

“more-than-discursive” approach to human–animal relations

based on our findings1.

1Our findings draw from qualitative fieldwork and a multi-

method analysis of its results. It comprises interviews with of-

ficials of the Ministry of Environment and Tourism (MET), in

particular with a national park manager; on-site interviews with

wildlife activists from NGOs such as the Namib Wild Horse Foun-

dation (NWHF), in particular with a wildlife biologist; and in-depth

interviews with tourism entrepreneurs, in particular with managers

We locate our work in the emerging and gradually evolv-

ing fields of environmental humanities and animal geogra-

phies. However, by drawing on various theoretical strands

and negotiating respective perspectives, our inquiry frame-

work evolves throughout the paper. Due to our background

in the tradition of poststructuralist human geography, our

first view employs text-centred approaches and recognizes

nature as a social construction (Demeritt, 2002), performed

in terms of speech acts (Searle, 1995) or discourses in the

Foucauldian tradition (Foucault, 1970). Though we do not

propose an ontological divide of nature and culture, we high-

light the importance of continuous practices of dividing, cat-

egorizing and separating as both semiotic and material prac-

tices. Understanding these practices, we assert, however, can-

not go without taking into account the spatial dimension

of human–nature relations in general and the territorial di-

mension of human–animal relations in particular, as What-

more (2002) or Urbanik (2012) pointed out comprehensively.

In the last part of our exploration, however, we argue that

even assemblage or hybridity approaches are not sufficient

in grasping the inter-agencies between bodies and environ-

ments. This puts us close to post-anthropocentric approaches

(Lorimer, 2015; Rutherford, 2011) and to concepts of en-

counter (Barua, 2016, 2017), to recent theoretic impulses

from material ecocriticism (Iovino and Oppermann, 2014;

Alaimo, 2010) or post-dualist eco-feminism (Gaard, 2011;

Alaimo, 2016; Vakoch and Mickey, 2018), and, finally, to

well-known strands of phenomenology that stress the signifi-

cance of intercorporeality (Husserl, [1913] 2009; Merleau-

Ponty, [1945] 1962; Plessner, [1941] 1970). However, we

do not understand our theoretical elaboration as teleology.

Rather, while stressing uncertainty as the central momentum

of post-human approaches (De Lauretis, 2004:368), we aim

to critically bring out concurrent and continuous processes of

materiality and discursivity, of bodies and narrations, without

necessarily proposing a common epistemology. As a conse-

quence, the paper methodologically oscillates between – and

at the same time combines – semantic, discursive and non-

representational approaches.

2 The wild horses of the Namib

2.1 Origins

The ancestry of Namibian wild horses was key to Namib-

ian (colonial) history. Without them, the history of min-

of a private game farm that specialized in horses. However, for rea-

sons of protection of data privacy and due to ongoing delicate ne-

gotiations, we decided not to present information about our inter-

locutors in more detail. We analysed programmatic strategies (offi-

cial strategies for national park management and others) as well as

public print media (articles and letters to the editor in the Namib-

ian press coverage) and web forums in social media (Facebook).

Interviews were conducted in both German and English and were

occasionally translated into English.

Geogr. Helv., 75, 93–106, 2020 https://doi.org/10.5194/gh-75-93-2020
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Figure 1. Historic map (year unknown, probably around 1910) of

the southern part of the Namib. In this region, in particular in the

“diamond area”, the horses were introduced by German colonialists

as workforce for transport and military. Today, the wild horses live

around Garub. The border of the Namib-Naukluft Park crosses their

habitat in the south (along the historic railway) and in the east (east

of Garub; Goldbeck et al., 2011:26).

ing and extraction, of exploitation and suppression as well

as war, would have been different. Until today, their sym-

bolic meaning in the context of national identity has thus

highly been contested. Sources agree that they are descen-

dants from a European horse breed and that they settled at the

end of the 19th century in the region around Garub, which

lies 100 km from Lüderitz at the south-western edge of the

Namib Desert (Goldbeck et al., 2011; Fig. 1). The popula-

tion has different lines of ancestry. Originally, many horses

were imported primarily for their labour value (Fig. 2) as well

as for breeding or horse racing to the colony of Deutsch-

Südwestafrika (1884–1915). A second line of ancestry can

be traced to horses needed by the German “Schutztruppe” in

the build-up to World War I (Fig. 3). Historical documents re-

port shiploads of more than 4000 horses during that time pe-

riod. When German troops fought against the South African

Union, their horses mingled with the so-called “Kap horses”,

a new breed. This is the third line of ancestors of today’s

“Namibs”.

An air strike near the settlement of Aus dispersed thou-

sands of stationed cavalry horses during the war. They mixed

with the breeding horses from a deserted stud farm south of

Aus. Gathered in larger herds and driven by the search for

water, they finally found a well close to Garub. This well, ac-

Figure 2. Working horses on the diamond fields (photograph: Bil-

darchiv der Deutschen Kolonialgesellschaft, Universitätsbibliothek

Frankfurt am Main, 68-2178b-20).

Figure 3. Mounted unit of the German “Schutztruppe” (Photo-

graph: Bildarchiv der Deutschen Kolonialgesellschaft, Universitäts-

bibliothek Frankfurt am Main, 37-0600-39).

tively maintained to supply the troops and later the railway

company with water, is one of the reasons why the horses

could survive until present in this otherwise hostile, arid en-

vironment. Today, the national park management keeps the

well open – solely for supplying water to the horses.

A second reason for the survival of the herd is the long-

time limitation of (human?) access to their territory (Gold-

beck et al., 2011:45). Until the 1970s, access was strictly

prohibited in order to protect the local diamond resources.

In 1986, the former forbidden zone became part of the

Namib-Naukluft Park. In the course of this administra-

tive change, the horses suddenly became a national subject

of conservation. Moreover, their territory was completely

fenced off due to a high risk of poaching. However, though

the fencing protected the horses from human interference, it

also restricted their mobility and their potential pasture.

https://doi.org/10.5194/gh-75-93-2020 Geogr. Helv., 75, 93–106, 2020
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Figure 4. Feeding of the horses with hay (2017, near Garub; pho-

tograph: Robert Pütz).

Finally, the Namib horses of today survive because they

are supplied with extra food in times of drought. Only as re-

cently as the 1990s did people link the recurring droughts

within the past 100 years to the death of many horses. The

growing interest in environmental tourism made the situation

visible to the public, on both a national and an international

level. When a heavy drought towards the end of the 1990s

resulted in visions of haggard and dying horses, public ex-

clamations and emerging private initiatives, in particular the

Namibia Wild Horses Foundation (NWHF), put pressure on

the Ministry of Environment and Tourism. As a result, it be-

came legal to feed the horses with hay in times of drought

(Fig. 4).

2.2 Current conflicts

From 2010 onwards, the system of protection by territorial

isolation, frequent water supply and nutritional supplements

began to face challenges. While in the beginning phases, due

to favourable weather conditions and rich food supply, not

only did the horses thrive but also springboks and oryx ex-

panded into the area. However, a heavy drought beginning

in 2014 put immense pressure on the ecosystem. While the

antelopes and gazelles left the region, the horses could not

because they strongly depended on the waterhole in Garub.

Moreover, the fences of the national park prevented them

from moving to more humid private farmland at a higher al-

titude. Originally erected to protect the animals, the fences

now turned into a trap for the horses. The then weakened

horse population attracted hyenas to settle in the area, attack-

ing horses instead of following antelopes. While the hyenas

did not have any problem crossing the fence, their prey could

not get out.

As a result, in 2017 there were only around 110 wild

horses in Garub remaining, of which two-thirds were stal-

lions (in 2020 the numbers changed to 79 total and 46 stal-

lions; see Swilling, 2020). This alarming gender ratio and the

decreasing overall population led the NWHF to publicly an-

nounce the total extinction of the horses within the coming

6 months. The MET reacted to the growing pressure from the

media. However, because hyenas are also subject to environ-

mental protection regulations, it was not deemed permissible

to shoot them but instead to feed hyenas with meat from pri-

vate game farms. Today, after a short respite in horse popu-

lation mortality (as four new foals were born in the summer

of 2018), the stock has again decreased rapidly, and the hye-

nas killed all foals by the end of 2018. In an open letter to the

MET, the NWHF called for immediate action to rescue the

horses and to weaken its non-interference policy regarding

the wildlife in the national park (NWHF 19 November 2018).

3 Whose conservation? What nature?

The story so far reveals how conservation practice is deeply

entangled with diverging ideas of nature and wildlife. There

are various imaginations, norms, values and goals at play.

They often hide behind allegedly consensual, yet highly un-

derdetermined terms or, in Laclau’s words “empty signifiers”

(Laclau, 2002). Sustainability, for instance, promises to rec-

oncile contradictory social practices such as the exploitation

and conservation of nature (Tremmel, 2003:63; Schwartz,

2015). Instead of employing such semiotics uncritically, we

thus are suspicious of different actors using particular terms

for their diverging strategies in a field of unbalanced power

resources and sovereignties of interpretation (Schlottmann et

al., 2010). From a social constructivist or moderate actor–

network perspectives (Demeritt, 2002; Thrift, 2003), imag-

inations of present and future natures are crucial. Ideas of

wildlife, plants and animals, in particular, often correlate

with a sense of territoriality. Free-roaming animals, for in-

stance, are indispensable for the social construction of an

untouched landscape and the rural idyll (Macnaghten and

Urry, 1998; Jones, 2003). For representations of Namibian

wildlife, the big five (elephant, rhino, cheetah, lion and buf-

falo) are iconic as flagship species. Using the example of con-

flicts around the open grazing land of mustangs in the US,

Pütz (2017) shows that even horses can be significant el-

ements in the construction of wildlife. Related discursive

quarrels unfold around the question of whether these horses

are “really” wild horses or “only” feral horses, whether they

are an indigenous part of the local natural environment or

its opponent, and hence whether they are worth protection or

invaders in the local ecosystem and a threat to farmers’ liveli-

hoods. The debate surrounding the Namib horses echoes this

discourse2. According to the Constitution of Namibia, Arti-

cle 95, and official conservation guidelines, wildlife is sub-

ject to particular protection (MET, 2013). However, whether

2Similar struggles about the ecological status of the horses (“na-

tive” or “pest”) can be observed in other national discourses as well.

In Australia, for instance, the status of the “brumby” horse as a part

of nation-building narratives is politically highly contested.

Geogr. Helv., 75, 93–106, 2020 https://doi.org/10.5194/gh-75-93-2020
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the horses as species “belong” to the Namibian indigenous

wildlife is not clear. It remains an open question which

species and individual animals survive the battle for the

highest symbolic relevance and thus become representative

of Namibia’s natural landscape. We here identify rivalling

schemes of nature conservation in how they handle wild or

feral horses, two of which – the most influential – we sketch

out in more detail below3. En route, we introduce some of the

main human protagonists in the field: first, a park manager

who represents the Ministry of Environment and Tourism and

works on the horse issue for many years; second, tourism en-

trepreneurs who build their businesses upon the horses, both

materially with regards to touristic encounter, and symboli-

cally by shaping “horse-like” atmospheres on their farm; and

third, a wildlife biologist, who devoted her life to the study

and, as a consequence, the conservation of the horses.

We refer to a first position, according to Mace’s (2014)

framework of the history of changing views of nature and

conservation, as “nature for itself”. It subscribes to an imag-

ination of a pristine nature, absent of human influence. Ac-

cording to this view, wildlife territories, including both plants

and animals, should be left alone in order to sustainably pre-

serve their intactness and an untouched nature.

As a MET representative puts it,

I think sometimes people make the mistake of get-

ting involved emotionally. . . . I know the hyenas

hunt, they are not only scavengers. But . . . you

may not get involved with the drought. You can-

not change it. It is Act of God. The survival of the

fittest. (national park manager, 2017)

Along with this position follows the notion that horses in-

troduced and kept alive by humans cannot be genuinely con-

sidered wild horses. Moreover, this view asserts that their

conservation endangers ecological sustainability of “real” or

indigenous nature and thereby neglects ecosystems as emer-

gent ecologies (Parreñas, 2018). Most notably, this position

systematically ignores the argument that a managed nature is

always socially constructed. The underlying conceptualiza-

tion of a pristine nature is rather essentialist, and often nature

becomes a synonym for divinity. This concept of “nature for

itself” thus also delineates which species belong to local na-

3Genetic analyses show the isolation and low genetic variation

of the Namibs for more than 100 years, providing reason for claim-

ing them to be “wild” (Cothran et al., 2001). Yet in the sense that

they clearly do have domestic ancestors, they must be labelled as

“feral”. Either way, we here stress the point that either categoriza-

tion is socially constructed and first gathers meaning in language

use and discursive performance. The tourist entrepreneurs, for in-

stance, refer to the attribute “wild” because its semantic space is

most relevant for transporting an adventurous tourist imagination.

The park manager, in contrast, employs a realist approach that helps

with deciding on adequate management instruments. On a meta-

level of observation, the common ground of the constructions would

be the term “free-roaming horses”.

ture by determining who was first and hence has the stronger

claim to stay (and to survive):

And the MET also said, which we understand, that

they are a native species and the horses are not. So,

if one has to stay and one has to go, the hyenas

should stay and the horses should go. Because the

hyenas belong there, it was always their territory,

even if they haven’t been there in big numbers and

even if they haven’t been so ‘resident’ as we call it.

(tourism entrepreneur, 2017)

An opposite position, in Mace’s (2014) framework, called

“nature for people”, understands wild horses as a species that

is characteristic for the region and an important part of the lo-

cal ecosystem. This fact, protagonists argue, requires imme-

diate action for wild horse protection. From this perspective,

sustainability can (today) only be achieved by human inter-

vention that recuperates ecological balance. Thus, if the hye-

nas turn out to be a problem for the horses’ survival, action

needs to be taken:

Since the situation developed as it did over the last

ten years, of the hyenas increasing there and com-

ing here, and now they have established quite a

nice little setup here at Garub. This situation is not

sustainable with the horses. So they’ve killed all

the foals for the last five years. (wildlife biologist,

2017)

The underlying concept of nature is a nostalgic and ar-

cadian one: an imagination of a (lost) world in which hu-

man and animal coexist peacefully. The human, however, is

the shepherd and responsible for the conservation of nature

and for the survival of particular species (e.g. horses). Such a

viewpoint often conceals underlying interests, i.e. economic,

as it argues human interference “in the name of nature”.

The tourism entrepreneur, for instance, suggested moving the

horses onto private farmland in order to “rescue them” from

the hyenas, who may be shot on private land:

And we think it would be good if it’s as close as

possible to the area where they are now because

that is kind of the same environment and habitat

and it still remains as a tourism attraction in the

area. Because it is really important for all of us. If

you were to remove the horses completely, for Aus

tourism it would really be a big, big blow. (tourism

entrepreneur, 2017)

From this position, not only species but also their (sustain-

able) exploitation becomes a subject of negotiation. It is not

a simple matter of biodiversity or conservation of species for

themselves. Hence, the genetic survival of the horses is not

only understood as a sustainable solution but also as central

to the survival of the local tourism economy.

For the horses concerned, however, the question of which

concept of nature prevails and whether they are labelled as
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pristine wild horses or feral invaders becomes a question of

life and death. From one perspective, horses do not count

as a “genuine” component of the wildlife park and hence

probably must die therein. In the second view presented,

they appear to deserve protection, whether for a sustainable

ecosystem or a sustainable economy. Consequently, in the

latter case, either the feeding programme of both horses and

hyenas must continue or the hyenas must die. Since killing

the hyenas in the park is illegal, the Namibian Wild Horses

Foundation proposed shifting the horses onto private farm-

land. Thereby, the foundation forms an alliance with local

tourism entrepreneurs. Such action, however, will continu-

ally engender questions such as whether protected or even

privatized wildlife is still considered wildlife, whether one

particular part of wildlife (e.g. the horses) is more valuable

than another (e.g. the hyenas), and, not the least, whether sus-

tainability of ecosystems is desirable for the ecosystems or

rather for people and their economy.

4 Conservation as territorialization

While both positions seem at first glance to be opposing,

they overlap concerning a fundamental nature–culture du-

alism (Steiner, 2014). This separation of nature and culture

goes hand in hand with the practice of territorialization, as

it occurs in conservation practice (Peluso and Lund, 2011).

The dualism materializes territorially, which is in particular

observable in the fencing of the park. The erected fence is

intended to protect nature against human intervention, inva-

sive species and other threats. At the same time, the enclosure

helps put into place (and discipline) a lively and resistant na-

ture to make it “manageable”. Such territorialization, in its

literal spatial sense, thus serves the overall aim of a temporal

fixation that seems necessary for sustainability, understood as

the conservation of a particular (ecological) condition. Fenc-

ing therefore has become a preferred means of biosecurity

and nature conservation, despite of all the transactions and

transformations that are taking place in biosphere (Hinchliffe

et al., 2013). It follows viewpoints that understand nature and

culture as distinct and serves to keep out those deemed for-

eign or invasive. It hence separates “pristine wildlife” from

invaders, be it poachers, diseases or invasive species (Brock-

ington, 2002). At the same time, fences regulate entry and

the contact of humans such as tourists with the non-human

wildlife within the park (Evans and Adams, 2016:216). To

sum up, borders, be they material, administrative, juridical or

semantic, have both a restrictive and an enabling side. They

enable a fixation of the social relations of nature; in partic-

ular, they define belonging and property rights. They even

define not only if (and where) an animal has a right to be pro-

tected but also to whom particular animals belong and who

owns the right to exploit them (for tourism, for instance) or

to kill them. On the other hand, borderlines restrict the mo-

bility of both humans and animals, and while they define the

spaces animals experience and live within, they are a funda-

mental part of the biopolitical ecology of wildlife conserva-

tion (Bluwstein, 2018).

In our case, practices of territorialization are highly con-

tested as much as related ideas of sustainability. The rationale

of the MET, for instance, focusses primarily on the borders of

the national park. According to the MET, the wild horses do

not belong to the pristine local nature of the park, though they

live inside its borders. Thus, at the same time, the horses both

do not deserve protection and do deserve it. Hence, paradoxi-

cally, though the MET does not have the horses on the list for

conservation, it cannot agree to their relocation onto private

farmland, as suggested by the NWHF:

They are part of our park. I cannot simply take

them out and shift them onto a farm. (national park

manager, 2017)

In contrast, the aim of the wildlife biologist is sustainable

conservation of the horses’ “natural living conditions” and

their survival as a species. Her demand for territorial integrity

fundamentally recognizes the horses and their spatial prac-

tice. She therefore generally objects to any borders that com-

promise the horses’ mobility, and she combines arguments of

social sustainability (horses as cultural and colonial heritage)

with those of biological sustainability (conservation of local

biodiversity in accordance with her view that the wild horses

genetically became a “race of its own”4). Territoriality in the

sense of the whereabouts of living and dying becomes crucial

in this respect:

And the thing is also, it is not so easy to just take

the horses [far] away. Because then, first of all you

lose the heritage. And you lose the genetic pecu-

liarities. Plus, they also don’t do so well in other

areas. . . . Then they [might] rather be hyena food

then – that’s better for them. (wildlife biologist,

2017)

Against this background, we can see the border of the na-

tional park as a border of biopower in a Foucauldian sense

(see Chrulew and Wadiwel, 2017). The border becomes rele-

vant even for the hyenas, which may be shot on private farm-

land but not within the territory of the national park. The am-

bivalence of the fence around the Namib-Naukluft conserva-

tion area reflects the ambivalence of nature as both something

worth protecting and a threatening force. Thus, regarding lo-

cal native ecosystems and their biodiversity, the question re-

mains whether the horses count as inhabitants or invaders.

They are in virtual limbo. However, for the horses, hyenas

inside the protected zone pose a severe threat, and the fence

4The MET, in contrast, argues that the horses were never really

isolated from domestic horses, since local farmers eventually used

them for their purposes and in turn marooned their sick or otherwise

useless horses in the area. Consequently, for the MET there is no

genetically distinct Namib wild horse existent.
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prevents them from fleeing into the secure outside. While for

environmental managers the fence helps in locating, fixing

and “sustainably” conserving a particular nature, it impedes

the horses’ spatial mobility. In this respect, the fence hinders

the conservation of the horse species that various actors of

civil society have so vocally advocated for.

5 Crossing ontological borders

Our case reveals the complexity of problems that accompany

efforts to spatially institutionalize nature–culture boundaries.

Geopolitics of sustainability, we here illustrate, continu-

ally reproduce this dualism and thereby create inconsisten-

cies. Discourse analysis helps elucidate the conflicts in na-

ture conservation that accompany diverging imaginations

of nature, and they reveal how dualistic thinking is hege-

monic. At the same time, one could argue that an analy-

sis that focuses on discourses only comes up short inso-

far as aspects of materiality and agency of nature get lost

in what Wolch (2002:730) has called the “writing out” of

nature. By drawing on non-representational, post-humanist

or network-oriented approaches (Whatmore, 2002; Haraway,

2003), Lorimer (2015:5) therefore proposes a “new ontol-

ogy”, which shall help to guide practices of conservation by

disconnecting them from the idea of a biologically defined

non-human nature worth protecting. Instead, he suggests a

“multinatural ontology of wildlife” as a fundamentally non-

dualistic concept (Lorimer, 2015:32). This concept accepts

the world as hybrid, as constituted in assemblages and as

multiple in character in regards to spatio-temporal dynam-

ics. In a sense of Deleuze and Guattari (1987), we see as-

semblages here as constellations of material and immaterial,

corporeal, and incorporeal human and non-human elements.

In what follows, we employ these concepts for our case

and consider their utility for a better comprehension of what

is occurring with Namib wild horse conservation. In a sec-

ond part, however, we suggest that these perspectives can be

strengthened by post-human approaches following a new ma-

terialism and, as we emphasize here, even by much “older”

phenomenological approaches that shed light on the corpo-

real dimension of human–wildlife relations and conflicts.

5.1 Assemblage and hybridity

Following Whatmore and Thorne (1998, 2000), wildlife is

an assemblage of food, predators, humans, institutions, data,

algorithms, discourses and materialities of different kind, in

their words a “network of human–animal relations” (What-

more and Thorne, 1998:436 pp.). From this perspective, the

wild horses of the Namib as well as all related non-human en-

tities in this interplay are attributed a degree of agency. They

are able to resist human practices and to provoke agency of

others. They interact with non-human organisms such as hye-

nas, other horses or hay; with human organisms such as the

tourists they are fed by and who they occasionally might bite;

and with caring conservationists or rangers. Their life and

death constitute a network of NGOs, public authorities and

other actors who are concerned with their case.

Moreover, the approach recognizes that the agency of the

wild horses is embedded in contested discourses of conserva-

tion and respective interpretations of nature, wildlife or sus-

tainability as well as powerful imaginations of wild horses

in media representation. In the case of Namibia, the horses

are also subject to postcolonial discourses, in which their

colonial provenance is seen as a symbol either for freedom5

(even independence from the German colonists) or for guilt

(for what the colonists have done)6. Here it becomes obvious

how questions of the Namibs belonging to “native” ecosys-

tems closely correspond with questions of how they feature

in nation-building narratives as part of animal nationalisms

(Gillespie and Narayanan, 2020).

Besides this cultural dimension of the conflict, calculative

practices are a substantial part of the human–horse assem-

blage. The animals are counted, observed and controlled in

their mobility. Algorithms of carrying capacity based on hy-

drological test series and tillering rates help managers make

decisions concerning the animals’ fate:

We calculate the carrying capacity for each park.

We know we have rangers who go in and say

‘large stock unit . . . small stock unit’. (national

park manager, 2017)

Material artefacts mediate the interactions of the wild

horses with their surroundings. Besides fences, there are

drinking troughs and feeding facilities, which affect the

horses’ spatial practices as well as their ability to be observed

by tourists. These artefacts contribute to the economic value

of the landscape through “mediation of nature–society rela-

tions” (Barua, 2017:284), resonant of Barua’s “spectacular

accumulation” (Barua, 2017:284; Fig. 5).

From an assemblage perspective, wild horses cannot be

classified as belonging to a rigidly defined category of “na-

ture”. Assemblages are dynamic and continually changing.

In theory, this assemblage concept antagonizes a nature-

centred understanding of sustainability. The dualism of na-

ture and culture presented in other theorizations does not

serve any ontological differentiation in assemblage thinking.

Yet empirically, by following how, when and why dualistic

nature–culture thinking is employed, we can elucidate how

certain (bio)politics are sustained (or challenged).

Many of our findings emphasize the suitability of the con-

cept of assemblage and, in particular, that of hybridity, which

sees animals as being constituted of biologically and so-

5“They have captured our imaginations and our hearts, and have

come to represent fierce survival, the strong and rugged spirit of

Namibia, and – freedom” (Gondwana collection, 2016).
6“There were one or two black-speaking Namibians, black peo-

ple who thought like this: The horses were employed by German

soldiers to kill my ancestors” (wildlife activist, 2017).
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Figure 5. Observation point. Co-constitution of wildlife in the

“natural–cultural contact zone” (Haraway ,2008): drinking troughs

guide the horses towards tourist viewpoints and help designate how

and where horses trod upon, and thus shape, the landscape (2017,

Garub; photograph: Robert Pütz).

cially formed relations. The horses themselves, if we ac-

cept their agency, elude clear-cut classification. In their re-

lation to humans, a border between nature and culture is

elusive, depending on the (human) interests at hand. At the

same time, following Lorimer (2007), horses bear a specific

aesthtetic, ecological and corporeal charisma in the form

of “biopower”. This charisma oscillates between what hu-

mans categorize as nature or culture because it involves the

biopower that emerges through interactions between humans

and non-humans. Moreover, perhaps more than any other

species, horses symbolize the human longing for a fusion

with nature, as expressed for thousands of years in the sym-

bol of the centaur. Their deeply hybrid character, the horse
thing (see quote below), as emerging from or as arising

through hundreds of years of living with humans, resists clas-

sification, both in discursive and material practice:

Because they do separate. Very few people I think

can see them as wild animals. . . . If an oryx stands

there with a broken leg they would say: ‘Oh the

oryx, what a shame’. But they would actually, at

the end of the day, drive past. If it’s a horse, very

often it’s a bit different. It’s the horse thing that

comes in. (wildlife biologist, 2017)

While the hybrid character concerning the ambiguity of

the horses’ status as invaders or natives causes ecological

uncertainties, the hybridity of human–animal of the horses

leads to ontological inconsistencies in their relation to hu-

mans. Their “encounter value” (Haraway, 2008) derives sig-

nificantly from people experiencing the horses in situations

of corporeal communication (Pütz, 2020) and their perfor-

mance as “wild”. This includes that on-site encounters, and

in particular their visuality, should match culturally fostered

imaginations such as galloping dust-raising herds, or rear-

ing stallions, even if they are meager. In this view, respective

photographs made by tourists not only commodify and gov-

ern the object of nature (see Rutherford, 2011:121 pp.). They

also make the affects evoked by visual encounter replicable.

On the other hand, emotional ties that arise in situations of

sensory perception and that have been mediated for centuries

through films, books or artwork contradict the horses’ clas-

sification as something natural, pristine, untamed or, in other

words, non-human. For the tourists and thus for the animals’

economization, however, horses must in fact be both wild and

tamed:

There is a couple paradox between ‘wanting them

wild’ – and they must run around and they must

show. And beautiful scenery and so. And the stal-

lions must kick and scream and all that. But on

the other hand, the people find it really nice, when

the horses come up and eat out of the hand. Same

person! And . . . who wouldn’t really cry out loud

when the horses look like they look now: skinny

and scruffy. (wildlife biologist, 2017)

This paradox derives from an anthropocentric perspective

regarding the economic value of nature in tourism. Moreover,

it elucidates protagonists’ inner debate around wanting to

conserve something wild while acknowledging that through

the very act of conservation, wildness vanishes (or at least

diminishes).

5.2 Intercorporeality: the feeding situation

As we pointed out, discourse analysis helps us track the man-

ifestations of a nature–culture dualism in the contested mul-

tilevel field of nature conservation. Assemblage perspectives

are fruitful in order to account for the bodily or material di-

mensions of conservation practices. They accept hybridity

and elucidate consequences of non-human agency. However,

we argue that both strands fail to fully grasp the multiple

body-related aspects of situated practices, resulting in a sig-

nificant blind spot. It masks not only the fact that the cor-

poreality of actors makes a difference, even on the discursive

level, but also the fact that human actors adopt discourses and

norms of concepts such as sustainability or biodiversity and

thereby condition their bodily sentience, which in turn directs

the way they treat (certain) animals. Furthermore, when hu-

man actors meet animals, they might be moved to care about

their well-being, or become concerned about their starvation.

In this sense, the human body in what has been labelled the

“non-human turn” (Grusin, 2015) becomes apparent as an

open system, with the material environment being an intrin-

sic yet decisive part of it. However, while sharing this idea

of transcorporeality (Alaimo, 2010), we insist that besides

material non-human actors the inner tensions resulting from

contradictions of embodied norms, on the one hand, and af-

fects arising through co-presence, on the other hand, must be

thoroughly considered. These tensions derive from the em-

bodied drive to maintain a nature–culture binary even as in-
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terspecies encounters of mutual embodiment simultaneously

dissolve this boundary. The latter phenomena of interspecies

embodiment, in Merleau-Ponty’s words, are experiences of

“intercorporeality” (Merleau-Ponty, [1945] 1962)7.

The actors involved in the conflict around wild horses ago-

nize over the question of what is (still) natural and what is an

unnatural interference. Moreover, they experience contradic-

tions that accompany their challenging the natural–unnatural

frontier. This becomes obvious in their verbal reflections on

the act of feeding:

And now we have a situation where we maybe

became a bit weak and allowed to feed even the

hyenas. Bow we feed the hyenas and we feed the

horses. And that’s of course not an ideal condition.

(NWHF activist, 2017)

Feeding in the natural–cultural “contact zone” (Haraway,

2008:4) is a moment of intense interaction between humans

and horses and a mutual experience of corporality (Dutton,

2012). The wild horses know when and where the feeding

will take place. They flock around the expected feeding lo-

cation and eagerly devour the hay thrown off the truck. The

feeding furthermore triggers intense interactions amongst the

horses. They constantly nudge and shove one another while

eating. At the same time, they interact with material artefacts

such as the hay, the truck and the troughs (see Fig. 4: the

vastness of the place stands in sharp contrast to the abun-

dant, yet not depicted multitude of natural–cultural entangle-

ments). This “dance of encounters” (Haraway, 2008:4) in-

cludes the wildlife biologist and us as participant researchers.

It involves the way our bodies relate to the horses as much

as it involves the expressions of hunger the horses show or

the gentle body contact of the most communicative horses. It

is a prime example of crossing borders, which is clearly re-

flected in the biologist’s actions. Thus, following a “thinking

through the body” (Whatmore, 2002:3) approach, we can see

her feeding practice as an embodied boundary work, a con-

tinuous attempt to keep the non-human “natural order” stable

despite the human act of feeding and to meet the norm of pro-

tecting the horses in their wildness as an essential part of the

local ecosystem. However, there are situations in which the

motif of the human as the shepherd of nature takes over:

If it breaks the leg I’m going to put it down. If the

injuries are fatal. If there is no chance the horse is

7Intercorporeality “contains a perception–action loop between

the self and the other. The self’s perception of the other’s action

prompts the same action in the self or the same action possibility.

Conversely, the self’s action prompts the same action, or its possi-

bility, in the other’s body.” (Tanaka, 2017:339). By drawing atten-

tion to the body’s ability to simultaneously sense and be sensed,

Merleau-Ponty transcends the object–subject divide and conceptu-

alizes the body as being constituted by its corporeal relations and

interaction with other animate bodies (Meyer et al., 2017:XVIIII).

In his later work, Merleau-Ponty described a horizontal kinship be-

tween humans and other animals (Westling, 2013).

going to survive. . . . I don’t leave a horse with a

[broken leg]. I’m sorry. . . . That I think is cruel:

To see an animal suffering and don’t put it down.

(wildlife biologist, 2017)

Otherwise, the biologist tries hard to reduce her interfer-

ence to a minimum of “scientific” practices of measurement

or observation in order to respect nature’s boundaries:

When I started, it was to me: I’m not going to touch

them. I’m not going to try to touch them. If they

come to me I’m not going to chase them away. So

I keep a line. So I don’t make an effort to make

friends with them. And I’ve always just kept that.

So I – I mean, I love them as much as I love my

domestic horses. But I understand life and death.

(wildlife biologist, 2017)

Incorporated boundary work thus always means working

with one’s own emotions. As an activist of the NWHF puts

it,

They still all have a name. Some just strike you a

bit more. Yeah, obviously – there are certain in-

dividuals that I particularly like. And I really get

crossed if the hyenas catch those ones. But, it’s life.

It’s the circle of life. (wildlife activist, 2017)

In the case of the biologist, she attempts to dissociate

from an emotional tie, which is well accepted in relation to

a (in particular one’s own) domestic horse but not in rela-

tion to wildlife. Rationally, she claims to restrict emotionally

driven forms of interaction and works against her affective

impulses that come with taking care of the horses. This un-

dertaking results in an ongoing inner contestation along with

a dynamic process of reconstructing and deconstructing the

human–nature divide.

From a phenomenological perspective of intercorporeal-

ity, Merleau-Ponty addresses related situations of mutual em-

bodiment in which our felt body is affected by expressions of

the other and vice versa (Fig. 7). The expression of pain from

an injured or suffering horse, for instance, affects the human

(and evokes the human impulse to take care of another being)

and translates into the corporeality of the wildlife biologist.

She experiences and feels it in her very own body. This cor-

poreality, in turn, influences her behaviour towards the horse

and modifies in a permanent mutuality the corporal condition

of both of them. Essentially, it creates an intercorporeality in

which the human–nature dualism dissolves.

In addition to the concept of intercorporeality, we find the

phenomenological differentiation between Körper and Leib
insightful. According to Husserl ([1913] 2009) as well as

Plessner ([1941] 1970; 1982), Leib denotes the lived body

one “is” through experience8. In contrast, Körper means the

8Etymologically, Leib stems from Old German Lip, as well as

the Old English life, denoting “animated corporeal existence; con-
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Figure 6. “Performing” stallions (2018, near Garub; photograph:

Teagan Cunniffe).

material body, hence the physical body one “has”9. Körper
encompasses the material body as well as the socially con-

structed image of one’s material body. Leib is the body with

which we experience the world and with which we express

ourselves to the world. According to this distinction we can

understand practices of the park management as Körper prac-

tices, be it efforts in population control, the territorial dis-

tribution of animals and their bodies, the establishment of

norms of healthy animal bodies, or the assignment of a par-

ticular role in the local ecosystem. In the sphere of the Leib,

in contrast, we find all aspects of emotion and affect of the

humans and horses involved, such as fascination, curiosity,

empathy or care.

Employing this theoretical framework, our examples elu-

cidate the contradiction when tourists meet the wild horses,

e.g. the noticeable tension between “wanting them wild” and

the desire to feed them. The tourist expectation of and de-

mand for “wild” behaviour and “wild” appearance of the

horses arise from media and popular discourse of wildlife,

and their assumed “typical behaviour” and appearance, in

particular that of stallions. Such discourses form the horses’

material body (Körper) into the body images that tourists ex-

pect to observe. Thus, through the very acts of horse spotting,

the horses are then expected to behave and look accordingly

(Fig. 6). On the other hand, the tourists’ bodies are shaped

by the visual encounter as well. In the way Alaimo (2010)

puts forward, they are intrinsically tied to their environment

in mutually constitutive actions. Moreover, these expecta-

tions along with physical objects create specific more-than-

human contact zones (in the sense of the Haraway, 2008,

multispecies understanding of the Pratt, 1991, contact per-

dition of being a living thing” (https://www.etymonline.com/, last

access: 15 January 2020).
9Etymologically, Körper stems from Latin corpus, similar to

“body” from Old English bodig: referring to the “physical structure

of a human or animal; material frame, material existence of a hu-

man” (https://www.etymonline.com/, last access: 15 January 2020).

Figure 7. “I live in the facial expressions of the other, as I feel

him living in mine.” (Merleau-Ponty, 1964:146): a moment of inter-

corporeality in a feeding situation (2017, near Garub; photograph:

Robert Pütz).

spective), which in our case are designed by park manage-

ment practices. Intercorporeality of human–horse encoun-

ters is mediated through technologies of control (wells, feed-

ing) and containment (fences), which enable encounter value

for different actors, mainly tourists. In Garub, for example,

drinking wells and a viewpoint guide horses and tourists

into a kind of spectator arena (Fig. 5). As on many private

wildlife farms, these “wild” animals in the national parks are

bodily produced in order to meet discursively constructed

and performed expectations while following visual gram-

mars of pristine nature (Rutherford, 2011). This so-called

“encounter value” of animal life has been astutely discussed

by Barua (2016) in the case of elephants and lions in India.

The expressed empathy upon encountering a suffering horse,

in contrast, we understand as an experience of the lived body

(Leib). Like the desire to feed the horses, it is fully compre-

hensible only in situations of immediate and close contact

with the horses in the course of inter-corporeal experience.

The reoccurring contradiction expressed in the quote of the

wildlife biologist emanates from the tension of bodily expe-

riences between the realms of Körper and Leib.

6 Conclusions: neglected corporeality – and how to
make it observable

Based on our case study on the Namib wild horses, we ar-

gued that focusing on the body in a phenomenological way

helps profoundly in better understanding human–animal or

animal–human encounter. In particular, we find promising

approaches, which conceptually distinguish the material and

the lived body (Körper and Leib).

Latour (2004:205) posed that “to have a body is to learn

to be affected, meaning ‘effectuated’, moved, put into mo-

tion by other entities, humans or non-humans”. According
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to Lorimer (2015:7), nature conservation, or, in his words,

“conservation after nature”, should be a dynamic and pre-

liminary undertaking that accepts and activates other forms

of knowledge. Scientists should derive such knowledge from

“learning to be affected” (Lorimer, 2015: 35):

Here, knowledge about the nonhuman world

emerges out of situated, embodied, and technolog-

ical encounters with the nonhumans that are the

subject of research. The bodies of scientists are vi-

tal for this endeavor. It is only through training and

experience that a scientist can learn to be affected

by their target organism, ecology, or process.

However, as our case study illustrates, scientists in par-

ticular might bear inner contradictions of embodied norms

and ethical values on the one hand and affective and emo-

tional responses through situations of encounter on the other

hand. When working with their “target objects”, they are

caught in inner contestations which make these objects an ab-

stract wild species at certain points and then later an intimate

horse with a name. In this respect, we agree with Bruckner

et al. (2018:4), who criticize approaches whose “character-

izations of affect simplify interactions with species, gener-

alizing affective properties to an entire species”. Employing

tools that the affective turn brought to the methodological

spectrum of qualitative research (for an overview, see Knud-

sen and Stage, 2015) therefore seems indispensable to inves-

tigate (and empathize) profoundly the corporeal and emo-

tional imbroglios individuals are entangled in and driven by

in practices of caretaking (see also Parreñas, 2018).

The differentiation of Leib and Körper, however, helps to

shed light on involved inner contradictions and the ways they

underlie conservation praxis. Moreover, it helps to capture

the respective stresses at play in situations formed by the mu-

tual agency of animals and humans. The notion of “affect”,

though powerful in highlighting non-verbal or non-rational

essentials of praxis, might still suggest a one-way concept

of someone or somewhat acting in relation to humans, hence

influencing in terms of having an effect on “us”. Instead, we

suggest conceptualizing affect consequently as mutual. Such

a concept then would be the condition for conceptualizing

intercorporeality, which emphasizes the mutuality of bodily

experiences as well as the experience of bodily mutuality.

Instead of evoking the idea of animals or nature affecting hu-

mans with the consequence that scientists should “learn to be

affected” (Lorimer, 2015:35), the concept of intercorporeal-

ity stresses the mutuality of affect in human horse encoun-

ters. A close examination of intensive, lived human–animal

relations of intercorporeality could then reveal, at least tem-

porarily, the dissolution of dualisms, with nature–culture be-

ing one of many substantial dualisms we live by. Learning to

be intercorporeal in this respect could shed light on relations

of guide dogs and their blind human counterparts in the mu-

tual act of seeing or those of horses and riders in their mutual

embodiments in the act of riding (Maurstad et al., 2013; Pütz,

2019).

Beyond the given examples, the concept of intercorporeal-

ity – enriched with the differentiation of Körper and Leib –

helps to explicate the formation of identity in human–animal

encounter. Understood as perpetual performance of identifi-

cation of and with the environment, identity must be con-

sidered as fluid, dynamic and situational. While following

socio-psychological concepts, “identification of” (someone

or something) can be related to living bodies (horses as en-

dangered species, the Namib as wildlife territory with a cer-

tain carrying capacity, etc.), and “identification with” (some-

one or something) can be related to the lived body. How-

ever, from a phenomenological perspective, we can refine

this matrix further with a third form of identity, which might

arise in situations of experiencing the lived body. Schmitz et

al. (2011:249) calls these rare situations “absolute identity”:

“the place of a relative identity of something with something

is filled by an absolute identity of being it yourself”. Regard-

ing the experience of intercorporeality, this absolute identity

might include others’ lived bodies. In the case of human–

animal relations such situations of collective absolute iden-

tity might be able to dissolve, or at least challenge, the very

idea of “relation” and replace it with an intersubjective idea

of bodily existence and a mutual concept of “being affected”.

Furthermore, the concept of experienced intercorporeality

might then help to overcome the idea of affect as a transient

moment. Humans not only “affect” the lived body of ani-

mals; animals also affect humans. An intercorporeal crossing

of the boundaries between humans and animals, as seen from

the animals’ perspective, could lead to demeanour changes

of all actants involved. We do not have the space to further

develop this research here, but we are convinced that future

scholarship in this direction could forge new directions in

post-humanist discussions of non-human ethics and raise, for

instance, further questions of the moral self in animal conser-

vation practice (Brown, 2014). In the case of the wild horses,

however, it would be rewarding to learn more about how the

nature conservation practices serve to rework their temper,

how an injured horse responds to human caretaking prac-

tices, whether horses act accordingly to human expectations

or whether horses feel stressed by experiencing thirst while

simultaneously being observed by tourists at the waterhole

viewpoint. In this regard, there is need to rethink carefully

and negotiate critically the well-meant and allegedly decol-

onizing practice of caretaking and to shed more light on the

mutual, yet hierarchical, vulnerabilities occurring in the re-

lationship of the wildlife biologist and the horses in our case

(see Parreñas, 2018).

These are continuative empirical questions beyond the

scope of anthropocentric thinking. However, despite the

fact that more-than-human knowledge is prolific, nature

conservation scarcely appreciates this kind of intercorpo-

really learned knowledge. In fact, as Plumwood (1993)

from the perspective of feminism already elaborated in the
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early 1990s, in many contexts it is framed as quite the op-

posite of a proper practice of science. The price is that an-

thropocentric concepts such as sustainability or biodiversity

then inevitably produce anthropocentric results, a “nature for

people” (Mace, 2014:1559). Currently, there is much schol-

arly debate on alternatives under the catchword of the “An-

thropocene” accompanied by calls for epistemological and

methodological changes or a new ontology of nature. How-

ever, things are not as easy as they might seem. Though

we propose “learning to be intercorporeal” as a way to-

wards post-anthropocentric or post-dualistic ontologies, we

are very much aware of the limitations of such an undertak-

ing, starting with the fact that we cannot completely divest

ourselves of culturally grown presumptions and humanistic

fundamentals.

What we as human scholars can do is to ask irritat-

ing questions which potentially de- and reposition world

views, science and scholarly interventions. In the field of

human–non-human encounters and their sustainability, Ur-

banik (2012:17) has argued that asking questions aimed at

profiting not only humans could be a good start.

We cannot accomplish post-dualistic ontologies by means

of dualistic thinking. The dualism of nature and culture

is everywhere, yet in more or less institutionalized forms.

It is real, even in a contingent understanding of reality

(Schlottmann et al., 2010). It intersects in manifold ways

with other dualisms such as human–animal or masculine–

feminine (Vakoch and Mickey, 2018). It forms human iden-

tities as well as social ethics. As we showed for the Namib-

Naukluft National Park, it is fundamental for territorial poli-

tics and related materialization, for human practices and non-

human agencies, for the decision of what is native or inva-

sive, for what is worth protecting, and for rules governing life

and death. However, like the national park fence, the dualism

has both a limiting and an enabling side. What we can do

from an epistemological stance is to follow the dualisms in

more-than-human networks in order to learn more about how

they operate, both in productive and harmful ways. There-

fore, in keeping with, among others, Vakoch and Castril-

lón (2014), we need a scholarly praxis that is able to tran-

scend the boundary between rational observation (and its

technology) and phenomenological inquiry.

A phenomenological stance, in our opinion, is an impor-

tant contribution towards what Lorimer (2015) has called

“conservation after nature”. According to our understanding,

however, this should take dualisms at hand seriously. Finally,

when it comes to the concept of the body as being both Kör-
per and Leib, research for conservation as well as conserva-

tion practice should be repositioned towards learning about,

and with, the lived bodies of all actors involved.
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