


tions of protected areas (PAs), which are dedicated to natural resource
conservation or preservation. Many scholars and managers now ques-
tion the traditional top-down approach of excluding local participation
and ignoring local interests in PA establishment and management
(Kiss, 1990; Rihoy, 1995). More participatory planning is believed to
enhance local support for biodiversity conservation goals of PAs
(MacKinnon et al., 1986; Happold, 1995; Heinen, 1996). It is also be-
lieved that sustainable utilization of certain PA resources and/or PA
outreach programs will contribute to rural development, especially in
underdeveloped countries, and decrease conflicts between local people
and park authorities. However, efforts in different parts of the world to
integrate objectives of biodiversity conservation and rural develop-
ment have had mixed results (Alpert, 1996; Brandon et al., 1998;
Newmark & Hough, 2000; Hughes & Flintan, 2001; Barrett et al.,
2005). These evaluative studies have shown that synergies between the
two do not always occur, they are not a panacea, and must more fully
incorporate local conditions and expectations in their design and im-
plementation if they ever hope to succeed (Anthony et al., 2011).

In our research, involvement of local stakeholders in the man-
agement of KNP may be seen as an evolving social democratic pro-
cess by which citizens are acquiring increasing rights and power to in-
fluence government decisions that directly affect their livelihoods. Re-
lated to this, participatory management in conservation refers to situa-
tions that substantially involve all or some of the stakeholders in a PA
in management activities, especially when access to natural resources
are essential to local livelihoods and cultural survival (Borrini-
Feyerabend, 1996). Because participatory management implies a part-
nership between the agency with jurisdiction over a PA and other rele-
vant stakeholders, and because decisions are shared between all in-
volved to some extent, the case for participation is further strengthened
by the reality that most situations are complex and would benefit from
multiple interpretations.

Based on Firey (1960), conventional discourse on sustaina-
bility asserts that PA management needs to simultaneously be bio-
logically sound, economically feasible, and socially acceptable.

relations) that together determine the living gained by the individual or
household.”
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Moreover, PAs cannot be divorced from people, either as direct users
of their resources, or as beneficiaries of the goods and services they
provide. Even when a PA’s resources are not directly used, its man-
agement includes that of the relationship between people and the ar-
ea’s resources, as well as human interactions that are produced.
Therefore, the best way for resource planning to proceed is to seek
avenues of balancing the criteria used in optimizing each of the three
categories of knowledge pertinent to natural resource use (ecological,
economic, and ethnological/cultural), i. e. articulating, mediating,
and negotiating trade-offs.

In defining which people are impacted by a PA, the concept
of local community can facilitate focusing on the needs and rights of
resource users who have in the past been marginalized by conserva-
tion efforts. However, this might engender a limited understanding of
the place of people in complex natural resource use systems, because
it suggests a homogeneity that may not exist at all levels, and ignores
those who cannot be identified with a local, geographic community.
The concept of stakeholder, guided by social democratic influences,
has gained prominence in conservation and development circles be-
cause of its usefulness in identifying and defining those who have
influence on, or can be affected by, the management process. The ra-
tionale for stakeholder participation is that it can lead to legitimacy,
and in planning includes a) the quality of management decisions that
integrate the knowledge, needs and aspirations of all parties; b) the
feasibility of management decisions that are accepted and owned by
stakeholders; and ¢) the empowerment and democratization that re-
sult from the involvement of people and their organizations in formu-
lating and implementing policy and management decisions.

Relationships among and between stakeholders and their in-
teraction with natural resources are partly governed by embedded be-
liefs and attitudes (Rokeach, 1976). PA management involves trans-
forming these beliefs and attitudes through integration to meet de-
fined goals. Increasingly, in addition to environmental sustainability
and biodiversity conservation, these also include social and econom-
ic goals, such as the provision of human needs, poverty reduction,
social justice, and equity (Luckham et al., 2000). The process of
transforming must recognize the complexity and coherence of exist-
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ing institutions” and the diversity and interests of the various stake-
holders. It therefore must give stakeholders the opportunity to partic-
ipate in the design of new arrangements, instead of providing exter-
nal and technocratic answers. It should also embrace the range of de-
velopment and natural resource management issues, instead of con-
fining itself to narrow conservation objectives.

Within this framework, the challenge for PA planners and man-
agers, including the KNP, is to design and implement planning process-
es and institutional arrangements that use the tools of participation to
achieve objectives as diverse as environmental sustainability and biodi-
versity conservation, poverty reduction and provision of basic human
needs, and equity and social justice. Moreover, by employing this con-
ceptual framework, it is critical to understand under what conditions so-
cial interventions vis-a-vis community fora are operating, and to evalu-
ate how obstacles can be overcome in ensuring their success.

Changes in global development thinking represent funda-
mental shifts away from the technology-dominated paradigm devel-
oped in the 1960s toward a less technocratic and more people-
centered approach to sustainable growth (Cernea, 1991; Kottak,
1991; Roe, 1991). Much of this shift arose by reassessing key as-
sumptions regarding the relationship between people and the envi-
ronment. Central discourses rested on defining poverty (Gray &
Moseley, 2005), and the extent to which there is a direct causal rela-
tionship between poverty and environmental degradation. Forsyth et
al. (1998) refer to the orthodox or mainstream view of this linkage
where ‘poverty and environmental damage are inextricably linked,
and are self-reinforcing’ (1998: 2). Underlying this view are specific
assumptions as to the way in which people manage their environment
in the face of poverty or environmental degradation. It is assumed,
for example, that the poor will always degrade their environment in

“ Institutions are humanly developed constraints that shape human
interaction and the way societies evolve through time (North, 1990).
Institutions are made up of formal constraints (rules, laws, constitutions),
informal constraints (norms of behavior, conventions and self-imposed
codes of conduct), and their enforcement characteristics. Institutions, such
as property rights are mechanisms people use to control their use of the
environment and behavior toward each other (Bromley, 1991).
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single negative HF village representative response believed the HF
fails to function well ‘because it is not working with the chief’. Final-
ly, HF institutional representatives claim that although the HF is rec-
ognized, and has raised some money for DCA compensation, it could
improve greatly because ‘there are no decisions at meetings and no
deadlines for their activities’.

In order to understand the current impact of the HF in the
neighboring areas, an open-ended question was also included in
the questionnaires regarding expected consequences if the HF
were to cease to exist. Responses that indicated negative conse-
guences to such an incident centered on concepts of relationships
between communities and the KNP, DCA problems, and benefit
flows from the KNP (Table 3.6). In contrast, some respondents
felt that nothing would change or that the activities of community
Trusts would expand.

To explore perceptions by community members and HF rep-
resentatives as to whether the HF should be changed and if so, how,
was also addressed in the questionnaires. Responses to the question
of whether the HF activities should, in fact, be changed are provided
in Fig. 3.17.

For those who responded in the affirmative, an open-ended
guestion allowed them to offer their views on how the HF should be
changed. These suggestions, ordered in decreasing frequency, are
listed below. The HF should change by:

o better representing communities' interests;
being replaced by another organization;
working harder on the DCA problem;
being more equitable in its benefit-sharing;
being more transparent;
providing transport for members to attend meetings;
keeping their promises;

322



Responses to ‘If HF stopped tomorrow,
what would happen?’

Table 3.6

Forum Forum
Commu- . .
. village inst.
Expected consequence nity
(N = 19) r(ips rePs
(N=15) | (N=4)
Relationships with KNP would deterio- 6 2 0
rate
DCA problems would worsen 1 4 1
Employment & development opportuni- 0 4 1
ties would decrease
People would destroy nature in and out 0 4 0
of KNP
Loss of knowledge of KNP activities 2 0 1
Representation would decrease to ser- 1 0 1
vice providers
Gazan and Nghunghunyani  Trusts 0 1 1
would expand activities
It would be replaced by another forum 1 0 0
Nothing, because it bears no fruit 4 0 0
It would be better 0 1 0
Don't know 2 0 0
12
10
8
O Communities
6 B Forum village reps
] O Forum inst. reps
4 1
2 -+
0 T T
yes no don't know

Fig. 3.17. Responses to ‘Should HF’s activities be changed?’
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involving more people familiar with law;

having more representatives per village;

having representatives selected by the community;
increasing the number of women in its membership.

3.4.7. Discussion

Since its foundation in 1994, HF activities have revolved
around DCA control and compensation, relationship building, devel-
opment and employment opportunities, conservation projects and
environmental education. With minimal capacity and experience in
working with KNP, HF has forged ahead into relatively uncharted
territory in realizing a number of significant achievements in relation
to its stated objectives. However, a number of constraints outside
their control including shifting government policies and questionable
competence of KNP Social Ecology staff have affected HF’s ability
in meeting some objectives. In addition to these constraints, internal
weaknesses including meeting absenteeism and management, repre-
sentation, reporting, and accountability in benefit-sharing has led to
the questioning of the legitimacy of the HF by TA, KNP, and Lim-
popo Province staff.

The relational links between interacting stakeholders is con-
ceptualized in Fig. 3.18. Understanding the circumstances under
which these stakeholders are operating is crucial in making any eval-
uations in intervention success. After dramatic policy changes and
the belief that KNP could not exist in isolation from its neighbors in
1994, the KNP sought to develop links with its neighboring commu-
nities and initiated a number of community fora, including the HF. It
has cultivated its relationship with the HF over the last decade
through monthly meetings and co-operating with the HF in establish-
ing a number of benefit-sharing arrangements in terms of reduced
entry fees, employment, and training. In addition, the HF has played
a critical role in DCA reporting to KNP and Limpopo Province.
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