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Introduction

The Convention Concerning the Protection of World Cultural and Natural Heritage (‘the Convention’), adopted by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) in 1972 was part of a first generation of international instruments to offer legal protection for natural and cultural heritage. In Australia, the Convention assumed major importance as a rallying point for early conservation movements, and continues to define the shape of environmental and biodiversity conservation laws as well as federal/state relationships regarding the environment. Australia now has a relatively well established World Heritage regime with eleven natural sites, two cultural sites and four mixed sites protected under the Convention.
 These include internationally recognised areas such as Kakadu National Park and Uluru-Kata Tjuta National Park. Of the eleven sites in Australia listed for their natural significance, excepting those unpopulated areas in the sub-Antarctic region, all are the subject of varying co-management arrangements with Indigenous Australians. Despite a sometimes turbulent history, Australia’s management of its World Heritage areas is now often regarded as a best practice paradigm, although tensions remain in relation to the implementation of various co-management regimes.
 

In South Africa, by contrast, the experience with World Heritage areas is more recent, with the first World Heritage site declared in South Africa in 1999. Today, there are eight World Heritage sites in South Africa. Of these, three sites are cultural, three natural and two mixed. Though significantly less extensive than the comparative regimes in Australia, the South African program for the management of World Heritage sites has been lauded as highly innovative in many of its policies and laws for protected areas.
 In practice however, joint management of World Heritage sites in South Africa has met with significant criticism, with many pointing to a failure in co-management regimes to achieve the necessary conditions for feasible co-management.    

A key issue in the development of co-management regimes in both jurisdictions has been how to successfully integrate natural and cultural heritage values into World Heritage management practices and processes, and to ensure that Indigenous peoples and local communities are not disengaged from the opportunities accorded by World Heritage designation. This article dissects these issues and attempts to establish what effect this nature/culture dichotomy has on the management of national parks in Australia and South Africa. Alongside this discussion, the necessary conditions for genuine co-management regimes are identified, and their challenges in the context of South Africa and Australia determined. The article draws on the experience of co-management of World Heritage sites in Australia to provide an analysis of the disjunction between natural and cultural heritage, and the ways in which South Africa may draw on this experience to improve its own management of World Heritage sites. Consequently, the thorny question of the integration of World Heritage areas into surrounding communities is addressed, and the issue of community participation and benefit from the management of World Heritage sites tackled. Throughout the article, it is argued that these issues are exacerbated by the manner in which World Heritage areas are defined by conservation priorities that often fail to recognise the continuing and complex interrelationship between environmental and cultural significance.

World Heritage and a Nature/Culture Dichotomy 

Co-management of World Heritage sites in Australia was eventually achieved following considerable protest by Indigenous communities, lobbying and re-adjustment of prevailing national park management paradigms. The first World Heritage sites were listed in 1981, although typically there were separate listings on the basis of cultural and natural heritage. In the 1990s there was a growing cognisance that world heritage concepts marginalised important nature/cultural group interactions. Accordingly, there were moves by the World Heritage Committee of UNESCO to integrate natural and cultural heritage values in the implementation of the Convention.
 Since 1992, significant interactions between people and the natural environment have been recognised as cultural landscapes.
 The changing orientation for the preservation of heritage under the auspices of the Convention recognises the need to conserve both natural areas that have strong cultural associations as well as minimally disturbed natural areas.
  These trends have particular ramifications for a more integrative model of co-management in world heritage areas.
The recognition of native title in 1992 gave great impetus to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples’ claims to be engaged in co-management of world heritage and national park areas. While there had been long standing models which accord significant controls to traditional owners in land rights legislation in the Northern Territory and South Australia , this model was not guaranteed under the Native Title Act 1993 (Cth). Moreover seminal decisions, such as the Ward
 and Yorta-Yorta
 cases limited the potential for interactions between native title and national park management. Moreover, given the enormous time and investment involved in native title litigation, there has been an increasing trend toward agreement-making with Indigenous parties as a more expedient alternative.
  Following the High Court’s decision in Ward, for example, native title over twenty-seven national parks and reserves was simultaneously negotiated and settled out of court, with thirty-one Indigenous Land Use Agreements (ILUAs) established to enable cooperative planning and co-management between the Northern Territory government and local Indigenous communities.
 This collaborative approach has seen national park co-management in Australia often described as advancing toward ecological, economic and social sustainability.
 
Contemporaneously, Australian Indigenous communities have been more successful in negotiating co-management regimes than those in comparable nations.  Langton et al assert that co-management regimes in Australia represent a fundamental recognition of Indigenous self-governance and an opportunity to foster traditional environmental knowledge as ‘embodied and practiced rather than simply shared and context-free.’
 The process of voluntary negotiation and agreement-making operates as a means of redefining future relationships,
 which may pave the way for a broader settlement of issues between Indigenous and non-Indigenous parties.

An important development has been the adoption of Indigenous Protected Areas (IPAs).  IPAs constitute one of the major initiatives in co-management. The concept of IPAs was introduced in the 1990s with twenty-five sites presently in the scheme. To date, IPAs cover over 20 million hectares. Additional funding for the scheme occurred in 2007, when the Indigenous Land Corporation contributed $7 million to further develop new sites.
 The program, which is a part of the ‘Caring for our Country initiative,’ supports Indigenous organisations in developing cooperative management arrangements over National Parks or other protected areas with State or Territory government conservation agencies. Short-term support is available to allow Indigenous groups to identify management issues and to negotiate a decision-making framework for co-management arrangements.
 Despite significant initiatives of this type in Australia, tensions remain over how Indigenous peoples are to participate in decision-making under co-management regimes. In part, these tensions derive from the very construct of a ‘protected area’ as a ‘natural’ area that is to be separated and protected.   
Nature/Culture Divisions

Two issues remain highly contentious in the development of co-management regimes on World Heritage sites. The first relates to the nature of the World Heritage regime itself. Borne of an Enlightenment distinction between nature and culture, the notion of ‘heritage’ was at first predominately seen as being expressed in relation to material objects and ‘natural’ locations.
  Under this approach, heritage values are derived on the basis of conformity with the standards adopted within a Western scientific paradigm. Heritage is ‘cultural’ or ‘natural,’ where ‘natural’ is the logical antithesis of ‘cultural’– that is, ‘empty of culture’ or ‘totally wild.’ This approach was evident in the adoption of ecological balance and integrity principles to define outstanding universal natural heritage values under the World Heritage Convention. These early wilderness models gave priority to the independent functioning of the natural world – that is, a world supposedly apart from human culture.
 Together with World Heritage constructs, these policies were highly influential in setting the direction for early international and Australian efforts to protect natural areas. Indeed, the way in which such significance is defined has been described as ‘ecological imperialism,’
 which privileges Eurocentric, colonising premises about the natural world over that of the local or Indigenous communities.

The attendant erasure of Indigenous relationships to land has been described as a process of ‘deep colonising,’
 Categorisation and management of the world is understood to be a form of continued colonisation, where: ‘the left hand [of conquest] creates the tabula rasa which the right hand will then transform into growth and civilisation.’
 In this way, European scientific classification renders the environment extrinsic to the colonial cultural endeavour.
 Such categorisation has not only removed agency from the environment itself, but also from those Indigenous peoples who have historically inhabited and cultivated the land.
 
More generally, the inception and growth of the global conservation movement in its early phases and the consequent creation of national parks as pristine spaces relied upon the denial of Indigenous and local community occupation;
 and implicitly, the denial of an anthropocentric division of nature and culture.  By contrast, according to Gurindji Elder Daly Pukara, Indigenous notions of ‘wilderness’ describe a landscape in neglect, ‘a man-made cattle wilderness where nothing grows, where life is absent, where all the care, intelligence and respect that generations of Aboriginal people have put into the country have been eradicated.’
 The inadequacy of a nature-culture divide and its erasure of Indigenous reality in the context of both co-management and the World Heritage regime is now widely acknowledged.
 Formille, for example, eschews the nature/culture division in favour of ‘the holistic world view of Indigenous societies,’ engaged in an intimate relationship of ‘eco-kinship with the elements of the world.’
 Indeed, many Australian Indigenous communities do consider themselves to be a part of ‘nature’ and ‘all the things on Earth…as part human.’
 A potential risk of these formulations however, is a romanticisation of the ‘noble savage’ – the notion of an Indigenous community or individual existing in perfect harmony with and as a literal part of the natural world.
 Moreover, some suggest that such romanticism may actually commodify Indigenous peoples and culture.

Within the context of such contested perceptions, the emergence of co-management regimes is patently problematic.
 Although assessments of heritage generally purport to relate to the history of an object or place, this process is contingent and negotiable. Thorley describes significance assessment as a ‘social process’, whereby value is emergent rather than intrinsic and where heritage has political function as a way of manipulating the past for present purposes.
 In the midst of such a fraught process, the idea of co-management between governments and Indigenous communities has not always been well received.  Moreover, the imposition of co-management models upon already dispossessed and marginalised Indigenous societies has been regarded as programmatic.
 Further, the notion of ‘capacity building’ familiar to development discourse has been imported into co- management constructs. How ever this association has been criticised as an assimilationist exercise, building the capacity of Indigenous communities to successfully operate within Eurocentric environmental management regimes.
 
The challenge for co-management, particularly in the case of World Heritage, where sites are often considered to be of heritage importance due to both cultural and natural characteristics, is to reconceptualise conservation and heritage as inclusive regimes which do not seek to artificially impose order but which are open to that which Langton describes as Indigenous ‘life-ways.’
 In this way, co-management of Indigenous land may begin to approach a form of ‘viable interdependence,’
 whereby biodiversity is managed and maintained in self-determined communities as an expression of Indigenous cultural identity.

Co-Management  in Australia and South Africa – An Overview

Australia

In Australia, federal environmental protection and Indigenous participation in land and biodiversity management are principally governed by the interaction between the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (Cth) (‘the EPBC Act’) and the Native Title Act 1993 (Cth) (‘ the NTA’), particularly those provisions relating to Indigenous Land Use Agreements (ILUAs).  Indigenous Land Use Agreements are not confined to co-management and conservation but may cover a wide range of land-uses. Nonetheless, many ILUAs do involve co-management regimes and in this way intersect with the broader conservation objectives of the federal environmental protection legislation. The objects of the EPBC Act include:

promotion of a cooperative approach to the protection and management of the environment involving governments, the community, land holders and Indigenous peoples, including assistance in implementing Australia’s international environmental responsibilities.
 

Section 15B stipulates that Indigenous heritage values are now a trigger within the general categories of matters of national environmental significance, whereby an approval is required for activities with a significant impact on a National Heritage place, which extends to Indigenous heritage values.  Section 528 defines ‘Indigenous heritage value’ as the value of a place that is of significance to Indigenous persons in accordance with their practices, observances, customs, traditions, beliefs or history.
 ‘Traditional owners of Indigenous people’s land’ is defined in section 368(4) to include a local descent group of Indigenous persons who have a primary spiritual responsibility for that land, and are entitled by Indigenous tradition to forage as of right over the land.

The EPBC Act also stipulates management principles applicable to Indigenous Protected Areas and Commonwealth reserves.  In respect of the latter, the Act stipulates majority Indigenous representation on boards to manage reserves.
  Traditional usage rights such as non-commercial hunting or cultural activities are allowed on reserves, subject to regulations made for particular reserves in respect of biodiversity conservation.  The Act also provides that Indigenous interests must be addressed in drafting bilateral agreements, management plans, recovery plans, wildlife conservation plans or threat abatement plans.
 In addition, the EPBC Regulations provide that, subject to certain conditions and the agreement of the Director of National Parks and any applicable land council, Indigenous people may engage in activities which would otherwise be offences, such as the taking of native species or entry into restricted areas.

Prior to the EPBC Act, joint or co-management regimes were a well established means of involving Indigenous communities in land management in Australia, beginning in the Northern Territory with the Aboriginal Land Rights Act (Northern Territory) 1976 (Cth).  Other states have enacted similar, albeit less effective, legislation. The first co-management agreement in Australia was made in 1981 over Garig Gunak Barlu National Park
 in the Northern Territory. Since that time, several models of co-management have emerged.  These range from government ownership and an Aboriginal majority on the board of management with a lease granted to traditional owners, to absolute Aboriginal ownership with no lease-back arrangement to the government. There are presently several other types of co-management regimes involving Indigenous communities which are operative in Australia.  These are:
· Indigenous Land Use Agreements (ILUAs) under the NTA;
· co-operative management agreements outside of the native title process, including those relating to management of natural resources and cultural heritage; and,
· Indigenous Protected Areas (IPAs).

Native title legislation (NTA) has allowed for the establishment of ILUAs, which frequently incorporate co-management elements. However, the NTA arguably does not achieve co-management proactively. Nonetheless, Australia now uses this agreement-making approach to develop management regimes for World Heritage sites.
 These include the Australian Wet Tropics World Heritage Area, over part of which the Kuku-Yalanji people resolved a native title claim with the establishment of the Eastern Kuku-Yalanji ILUA. The subject of the agreement is some 30,000 hectares of land, which is divided into state owned national park land, Aboriginal owned land managed for conservation under binding agreements and small areas of Aboriginal owned land for community development.
 Despite the apparent success of this negotiation, difficulties associated with financial resources and legislative recognition of Indigenous conservation approaches have arisen.
 Shark Bay in Western Australia is another World Heritage area over which an ILUA has been negotiated and implemented. In 1999, the Western Australian Department of Conservation and Land Management, the local Shark Bay Yadgalah Aboriginal Corporation, UNESCO World Heritage, Edith Cowan University in Perth and James Cook University in Queensland established techniques to advance understanding of the dugong, a marine mammal, through the use of tracking tags.
 Despite progress in reaching agreement in relation to the co-management of World Heritage sites, often there remains a significant disjunction between the ways in which the management plans for many World Heritage sites conceptualise the role of Indigenous peoples and Indigenous traditional knowledge practices. This misconception, it is argued, can be traced to the historic construction of a division between the values of environmental and cultural heritage. 
Outside the native title process other models of co-management include the establishment of Indigenous Protected Areas and Indigenous participation in natural resource management. Agreements relating to co-management of national parks should be distinguished from other types of co-management, since the former are premised on the condition that the area involved remain a national park.  This imposition has caused such agreements to be described as arrangements ‘of convenience or coercion, rather than a partnership freely entered into,’ which should be contrasted with IPAs.
 Furthermore, the continued overall responsibility for management of national parks by the state has been described as a constitutional limitation on the practical effect of co-management agreements, where Indigenous parties, though owners, lack ultimate responsibility for management.
 This issue remains to be specifically addressed.

One of the most well known but arguably still contentious co-management regime is that governing the Uluru-Kata Tjuta National Park. The co-management agreement between the Commonwealth and the Anangu is held to founded upon Indigenous law – Tjukurpa, the Pitjantjatjara word for law, which governs history, knowledge, religion and morality in Anangu society.
 The Kakadu National Park is another frequently cited example of similar integration of Indigenous traditional knowledge and western conservation practices, although it remains problematic in some aspects. Thus, the range of co-management initiatives across World Heritage areas in Australia is extensive and the involvement of Indigenous peoples has increased significantly since World Heritage sites were first nominated in Australia. Nonetheless, in situations where there is to be a devolution of power sharing in the decision-making processes for co-management, the process often remains fraught. Ongoing negotiations need to be maintained to ensure that Indigenous knowledge is effectively incorporated into co-management regimes. More widely, if conflicts arise, the question as to whether Indigenous management practices or western scientific paradigms prevail for heritage protection are yet to be resolved.  

South Africa

In South Africa, the interaction between local communities and the management of national parks began only with the introduction of a comprehensive restitution of land regime in the post-apartheid era. Although co-management existed before this time, it was generally limited to contractual arrangements between government and wealthy white land owners for the joint management of areas bordering nature reserves. The Restitution of Land Rights Act 1994 introduced a regime which provided for the restitution of land to people or communities who were dispossessed as ‘a result of past racially discriminatory laws or practices.’
 Consequently, there arose a need to reconcile land restitution with the ongoing management of protected areas as well as cultural heritage preservation. 

Perhaps the most significant rationale for the development of structural co-management programs in South Africa was the Reconstruction and Development (RAD) Programme, developed in 1994 at the beginning of post-apartheid democracy. This macro-economic strategy emphasised interaction between government and local community.  The RAD Programme followed strong national debate instigated by a paper written by Derek Hanekom and Louis Liebenberg of the African National Congress, who focused attention on ‘park-neighbour issues’ by suggesting that livestock grazing in national parks may provide benefits to local communities who had previously lost ancestral land and livelihoods by the designation of areas as national parks.
 This debate led to the conclusion that the transformative effects of the new South African democracy must also extend to environmental conservation, recognising that environmental conservation itself could operate in a racially discriminatory fashion - a conclusion which was given impetus by the land restitution initiatives following the apartheid era.
 
From the RAD Programme, the Growth, Employment and Redistribution (GEAR) strategy was formulated in 1996.  The strategy has shifted the focus away from community initiatives and management, toward growth and entrepreneurship.
 This ‘neo-liberalisation of GEAR’ has been described as an increasing engagement with privatisation and globalisation at the expense of community involvement.
 Further, Isaacs and Mohamed now describe the omnipresent tension between the short-term priorities of the private sector, namely profitability, and the long term priorities of local communities focused on equitable and sustainable use of natural resources.
 These trends are further compounded by a lack of capacity in local communities, in terms of financial resources, education and social cohesion.  In this context, although co-management regimes are widely initiated, participation is more frequently governed by external, top-down management.  Critics suggest that openness to community involvement is often disingenuous, adopted only when alternative methods fail.
 

At present, co-management regimes in South Africa have been criticised as exercises in mere political rhetoric, rather than substantive engagement with local communities.  Although the rationale and imperative for co-management regimes have been well supported, implementation in real terms has faltered.  The Richtersveld National Park for example, which is under co-management, has been called a ‘paper park,’ principally controlled by South African National Parks (SANParks) rather than under genuine co-management with the local community.
 Further, community-based management of natural resources has been limited and even when attempted; it has been found difficult for conservation managers and community groups.
 

Today, local community participation in the management of protected areas is governed primarily by the National Environmental Management: Protected Areas Act 2003. The objectives of the Act include:
· to provide, within the framework of national legislation, for the declaration and management of protected areas;

· to provide for co-operative governance in the declaration and management of protected areas;

· to effect a national system of protected areas in South Africa as part of a strategy to manage and conserve its biodiversity;

· to provide for a representative network of protected areas on state land, private land and communal land;

· to promote sustainable utilisation of protected areas in a manner that would preserve the ecological character of such areas; and,
· to promote participation of local communities in the management of protected areas where appropriate.

Section 38 of the Act provides for the establishment of management authorities to manage declared protected areas under the Act. This role is currently played by SANParks, which manages national parks in South Africa, including World Heritage sites. Section 39 outlines the requirements placed on the management authority to develop a management plan, and specifically requires management authorities to consult with local communities in the development of such a plan. 
Section 42 deals explicitly with co-management of protected areas, stating that the management authority may enter into an agreement with another organ of state, a local community, an individual or other party for the co-management of the area by the parties; or, the regulation of human activities that affect the environment in the area. The parameters of the agreements are set out in the legislation.
 These provisions have established what is referred to as the contractual national parks regime, whereby government and landowners enter into negotiated agreements for management of a property as a national park.
 This structure has formed the basis upon which co-management regimes are instigated. This includes lands reclaimed by formerly dispossessed peoples, such as the Makuleke, Kalahari and Nama speaking people, who claimed and received full title to traditional lands.  These groups then entered into agreements as landowners with government to establish contractual national parks under the National Parks Act 1976.
 Significantly, the agreements are to provide for the harmonisation and integration of the management of cultural heritage resources in the protected area by the management authority. Whether such integration of cultural heritage aspects is being achieved is problematic.
In other contexts as well, the contract national park model has been criticised as a type of ‘ecological apartheid,’ whereby private landowners are privileged over local communal owners.
 Individual property ownership is often afforded greater respect, in terms of tenure and commercial opportunity, than is communal ownership.
 Furthermore, parties to co-management agreements frequently approach management with differing objectives; a similar experience occurs in Australia.  Büscher and Dietz remark that in Africa co-management has been dominated by western notions of conservation that privilege the intrinsic value of species and ecosystems, as opposed to economic perspectives which value the utilitarian aspects of conservation.
 Where objectives have appeared to differ, it has been suggested that the assumed precedence of biodiversity conservation frequently abrogates local community needs and values.  Magome and Murombedzi maintain that development via different uses of land consistently receives low priority.
 

These differing approaches and objectives, specifically with respect to biodiversity conservation and development, create ‘management puzzles’ which defy idealised expectations of co-management.
 These differences are further compounded by the false view that local communities are homogenous or cohesive, functioning with ‘common interests and purpose.’
 Rather than focusing on points of difference, other commentators have emphasised the need for local communities to embrace the economic opportunities offered by the co-management model in order to be full participants in future development planning. This is problematic, however, where communities lack the capacity for full and coordinated engagement.
 Positive engagement with local communities where it is emerging can be illustrated by examples where there is an underpinning land claim basis. Similar to experience in Australia, land claims provide a particular impetus for co-management. 
Land Claims and Co-Management

At the end of 2007, it is believed that there are at least twenty-six verified land claims brought under the Restitution of Land Rights Act 1994 in South Africa’s twenty-one national parks. Four of these are now settled, two of which cover areas which include World Heritage sites. Perhaps the most well known is the Richtersveld Cultural and Botanical Landscape that covers 160,000 hectares of mountainous landscape in northwest South Africa. In December 1998, the community of Richtersveld lodged a claim with the Land Claims Court claiming restitution of land on the basis that they had been dispossessed of their land as a result of past racially discriminatory laws or practices, namely the granting of title by the government to Alexsor Ltd, a diamond mining enterprise. Following appeals to the Constitutional Court of South Africa, which referred some matters back to the Land Claims Court, final agreement was reached between the parties conferring communal ownership to the claimant group over the Richtersveld Area. The area is confined by the Orange River and the Nababiep mountains to the east, and the Vandersterrberg Mountains to the north. It is buffered by the Richtersveld National Park, Nababiep Provincial Nature Reserve and designated grazing areas owned by the Sida !Hub Community Property Association. The Nama people, goat and cattle pastoralists, mainly live in three villages which were established as mission settlements. Those Nama people who have not entered work as migrant labourers in other parts of the country tend to be elderly and few in number – no more than 300. Many of the villages however still practice traditional forms of environmental management.
The International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) found that the Richtersveld Cultural and Botanical Landscape demonstrates outstanding universal value in terms of integrated natural and cultural heritage values.
 Prominent among the outstanding universal values were the extensive communal grazed lands under a system of transhumance, which has maintained highly diverse succulent-type Karoo vegetation. As a cultural landscape it has particular pertinence in providing the context for the long-established traditions of the Nama-Khoi, the Indigenous community.
 There is a participative Management Plan in place to manage the identified World Heritage Area.
 Notably, one of the key goals is to support the traditional management system rather than to displace it. 
The Richtersveld conservancy is owned by the local community through a Community Property Association.
 EcoAfrica, an environmental consultancy firm, is contributing to the skills transfer. Conservation International has funded the Community Based Natural Resources Management Programme. The site manager is a Nama person. The management plan outlines a strategic approach instead of setting out how its objectives might be achieved. It was developed over two years and includes management structure, infrastructure development, awareness raising, tourism development, and monitoring and evaluation. The local community was involved in its development, and it has successfully managed to have the Richtersveld Community Conservancy included in a Local Government Integrated Development Plan. 

Another recent example of co-management in South Africa is the !Ae Kalahari Contract Park in the Kgalagadi Transfrontier Park (KTFP). Formerly dispossessed, the ‡Khomani San and Mier communities now share ownership of the KTFP. Proclamation of the Park as a contract national park took place in August 2002. The park was to be co-managed by a joint management board comprising three SANParks officials and three to five representatives of the San and Mier communities respectively, in accordance with the Master Plan for the Management and Development of the Kgalagadi Contract National Park.  Decisions are to be by consensus, but some conflicts have arisen.
 This situation is complicated by fundamental differences between the San and Mier communities. The Mier community is considered to be ‘more cohesive, institutionally functional (a Local Council is in place),’ with greater capacity, experience and empowerment, and fewer expectations and reliance,
 whereas the San community has been described as having ‘great tensions.’
 Furthermore, reticence by SANParks to take a lead in implementation of co-management, combined with a lack of resources from Land Affairs and corruption within the management committee have hindered success.  Funding and support for the community from NGOs also has not been achieved. The relevant NGOs that might typically be involved include the Southern African San Institute, focused on cultural and linguistic issues; and Farm Africa, focused on land care projects and livestock on farms owned by the San.
 

The appointment of a San Liaison Officer based in the park, which may have assisted matters, was hindered when the parameters of the role were confused between SANParks and the San community.  Such discordance was also evident in the lack of consultation with the San and Mier during negotiations with Botswana for the formation of the KTFP.
 Further, it has been reported that the elements of the KTFP Management Plan
 relating to communities and education for wildlife management have not been implemented.
 Despite the apparent feasibility of this co-management model, it has been suggested that its implementation, along with other similar co-management regimes in South Africa, is complex and long-term. Implementation will not be effected without a ‘concerted effort at capacity building and the empowering of all parties as well as the will to work constructively and cooperatively in the spirit of the agreement.’

Comparative Perspectives

Co-management models in South Africa have been compared with those in Australia, where this type of management model is more entrenched.  In Australia, with the benefit of more long-standing experience, a number of successful current management principles have been adopted. These principles include: the powers and responsibilities of joint management boards are established in legislation, management plans are ratified by parliament and the operation of prominent co-managed national parks is subsidised by government.
 For many current managed areas however tensions remain over the extent to which indigenous people take responsibility for management directions.  Further, emerging issues include the extent to which biodiversity protection can be consistent with indigenous community economic sustainability.
Similar debates about conservation and economic development of prominent in South Africa.  However, despite the shortcomings of co-management regimes in South Africa to date, some commentators maintain that abandonment of this approach would be premature.  As part of a broader development project, co-management has been described as unique in its ability to simultaneously address environmental conservation and poverty.
 Where the relocation of groups with a history of occupation in particular areas created ‘ “border communities” living in poverty,’ the return of those lands to such groups and the advent of community-based conservation potentially furthers the goals of both conservation and development.
 Such regimes provide the potential for ‘key principles of management,’ including ‘power sharing, empowerment, organisational capacity building and improved natural resource management.’
 
Accordingly, there appears to be considerable attention devoted to ensuring the viability of co-management regimes in high profile World Heritage sites and associated parks in South Africa, despite acknowledged difficulties of fully effective integration of local communities. Interviews conducted in South Africa in November 2006  with authorities developing the planning for the Maloti TransFrontier Park, a joint South African-Lesotho venture, indicated a keen awareness of the need to develop community participation in a comprehensive and meaningful manner. 
 Innovative strategies adopted by community liaison officers sought to deal with the complexities of the varying aspirations of local communities and to ‘balance’ these against protection of biodiversity values. Nonetheless, community participation, while celebrated, was still largely driven as a ‘top-down’ process. Ultimately, further research is needed to assess the success of these initiatives as they have been progressively implemented.  

By contrast, in less prominent park areas and in the ‘nature reserve’ system, including private game parks, there is a very limited degree of inclusion of local communities in the management of parks and reserves. Typically such involvement may include employment, as rangers and guides, but even then, priority will not necessarily be given to local communities. Interviews conducted with local communities, whose ‘homelands’ were adjacent to game reserves/ national parks indicated negligible involvement, limited employment opportunities and little prospect in the foreseeable future of inclusion within the management/ decision-making structures for these areas.
 Other interviews with parks and wildlife authorities in Kwa-Zulu Natal indicated that while there was a strong acknowledgment of the need for greater engagement with local communities, there was little institutional ‘architecture’ to assist, even though the relevant legislation and policy clearly supported closer integration. 
 These empirical findings support the need to more clearly embed the potential for ‘power sharing, empowerment, organisational capacity building and improved natural resource management.’
 While these ‘capacity building’ approaches might be critiqued as overly instrumental, they can provide a scaffold for the development of more inclusive forms of co-management that do not privilege western ecological or cultural paradigms over the objectives of local communities. 
In order to achieve more inclusive forms of co-management it will be necessary to integrate two opposing models. At present, Isaacs and Mohamed describe opposing trends in co-management in South Africa: co-management based upon local community responsibility and ownership of resources, and co-operation with central state agencies or exercise of delegated responsibilities.
 These models of management exist along what has been described as a continuum of involvement – a ladder of participation.
 The extent of respective government and community involvement in management is specific to different parks, ranging from ‘philanthropy and coerced relationships to organic partnerships.’
 In order to move beyond the former into the category of the latter, the challenge for local communities is to utilise the paradigm shifts created by macro-economic policy change as an opportunity to engage fully and meaningfully in the formulation and implementation of local development objectives – to ‘move beyond coercion and consultation to full participation.’
 Despite the political complexity of biodiversity conservation, the problems of the competing priorities for scarce funding, and the complexities of local community participation, the potential benefits of co-management remain in South Africa, spurring the ‘quest for best practice.’
 

Perhaps, then, rather than abandoning co-management in favour of a return to top-down paternalistic models, critics suggest that the longer experience with co-management in Australia may be a viable model for South Africa. Indeed, Reid et al propose several ways in which South African co-management regimes may learn from Australian examples, including an increased emphasis upon cultural conservation and non-western management; flexibility in relation to habitation and resource use; and, increased empowerment of community groups via joint management board structures, employment strategies and conflict resolution mechanisms.
 In turn, Australia may use the comparative experience of co-management regimes in South Africa to critically interrogate its own co-management practices in terms of the enhanced involvement of community practices for building economic sustainability for local communities, and in facing the coming challenges of widespread structural change as co-management regimes respond to the impacts of climate change and the increasing pressures of global tourism. 
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