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Abstract
The widespread rise of a modem conservation ethic has seen national parks, archaeological
reserves and a host of other forms of protected area spread to almost every comer of the globe.
As a body of thought and practice that was developed initially in Western industrialised societies,
the spread of modem, state initiated conservation has been a spectacular success as far as
increasing the total area of protected land and waters is concerned, but it has not always been a
straightforward process as far as the on-ground work of managing landscapes for conservation is
concerned. In particular, the ideal of state run protected areas (PAs) preserving pristine natural
areas and ancient cultural heritage has proven difficult to reconcile with on-the-ground realities
in developing countries and on Indigenous lands, where sometimes tens of thousands of people
will live in and depend on protected landscapes for economic and cultural reasons. During the
1980s a movement emerged promoting awareness of the impacts protected areas have on local
communities,

and promoting participatory approaches in conservation planning and

management. Through these collaborations local communities have articulated their own views
on conservation, with the result that a major theme in conservation debates today identifies an
opposition between Western and non-Westem views of nature, culture, history, heritage and
conservation.

Viewing protected areas as moments of social and cultural transformation, in this thesis I argue
that interactions between conservationists and local, culturally distinct communities have now
been sustained to the extent that in a number of instances protected areas are not only the subject
of intercultural dialogue, but have become the products of intercultural engagement. Protected
areas in some cases have moved beyond a standoff between Western and non-Westem views of
nature, culture and heritage, and are now in some important ways bi-cultural entities. This invites
the conclusion that modem conservation is an aspect of Western culture that is becoming
localised and assimilated into non-Westem societies in many and varied ways, blending the
legacies of both, and invites attention to past histories of transformation occurring within and
between those societies who are now collaborating through the establishment of particular
protected areas.
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TRACING THE KALEIDOSCOPE

When rotated, the coloured beads and pebbles inside a kaleidoscope spread out into a carefully
arranged set of mirrors. Viewed from one end, the light that enters the other is refracted through
these coloured objects, and reflected by these multiple mirrors. The result is a complex and
fascinating array of colour, a pattern that arises from the apparently arbitrary arrangement of the
beads. The spread of ideas and practices across the world’s regions, countries and cultures might
be said to offer a similar effect, as each refracts and reflects their view of a travelling idea in a
different way, contributing again to the overall picture. In the world though, this kaleidoscope is
in a constant state of movement and the spread of ideas, the interaction and realignment of
cultures is a possibly endless dialogue that can at times be remarkable as much for its lack of
clarity and consensus as its sense of unity. In the world, the constant shifting of the cylinder
realigns the contents continuously.

One purpose of this thesis is to sketch a picture of some of the kaleidoscopic variation in human
societies. If particular cultures, and indeed societies in general, are in a constant and complex
process of dialogue, interaction, exchange, adaptation and evolution, then any configuration is
contingent, any account partial, any image fleeting. Yet at any given time, this process
nonetheless encompasses the continuity inherent in the idea of tradition, as well as the change
implicit in history (Sahlins 1985). What parts have shifted, what has held? How? Why? These
are questions for thinking about cultures through the ages, as much as those of today.

This thesis is also about conservation, in five different places across South Asia, Southeast Asia
and Australia — an exploration of its diverse forms, controversies and reconciliations, to borrow
Andrew Beatty’s phrase.1 The sites lie within the territories of India, Indonesia, Timor-Leste and
Australia. All are protected areas (PAs) of one form or another — tropical and subtropical
rainforests, dry woodlands, sub-alpine shola, ancient temples, rock art and coral reefs lie within
their borders. In all cases local people who either live in or around these areas are asserting rights
of ownership, or rights to involvement in their management, based on local cultural associations
to place. It is the controversies and reconciliations surrounding their involvement in these PAs
1See Beatty (1999) The Varieties o f Javanese Religion p.l
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and the cultural claims they make that I explore, and broad questions surrounding the value and
mechanics of community-based conservation that I hope to shed light on. This book may well be
an exploration of diversity, and contribute to thinking on the more abstract notions of cultural
interaction and difference. It is also an argument intended to support the growth of communitybased conservation — an attempt to understand it better in order to do it better.

It is characteristic of recent attempts to protect the natural world and prominent cultural sites that
attention to what is potentially being lost has been a strong focus of research and advocacy. As a
result, science in particular has been and remains a key driver of conservation law, policy and
practice. Yet it is perhaps one of the weaknesses of the modem conservation movement that it
has had this focus not so much without an awareness of social and political life, but not
necessarily one that attempts to account for its geographical and historical diversity until quite
recently. Broadly speaking this narrative holds that conservation ultimately concerns us all, and
that the fulfilment of society’s immediate needs should be checked in favour of those of nature
and the preservation of the past, regardless of where one sits on the globe.

So while the establishment of PAs is an explicitly political affair, the subject of campaigns,
lobbying, electoral deals and efforts to secure development and aid funding, once in place there
has been less attention given to building and maintaining their legitimacy in local settings.
Legislation and enforcement, it was thought, should be enough, and state support an adequate
show of public faith in conservation. This has not always proven to be the case however, and a
lack of support for PAs at a local level has become a significant dilemma for many authorities
charged with maintaining the effectiveness of PAs as conservation mechanisms over the longer
term. This is most acutely so in developing countries, where impoverished rural populations
continue to draw on the resources contained in protected landscapes to support their livelihoods.
Yet it has also been prominent where there are Indigenous societies, many of which maintain
active and well-defined cultural relationships with protected landscapes that run counter to the
Western ideal of heritage preservation. While by no means a uniform reality, PAs have
nonetheless for some time now been in crisis in many parts of the world.
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In view of this, it is worth pointing out that the question of culture in conservation is crucial not
only because the many local communities embroiled in PAs feel it to be so, and assert rights as a
consequence of cultural attachments to landscapes. In a more practical sense for conservationists,
if particular societies, with particular cultures, are the cause of the ills that environmentalists and
heritage preservation advocates point to, then it stands to reason that those societies must also
form the focus of attention and reflection when considering the prospects for rehabilitation. If it
is to be successful in the longer term, conservation must be understood as a substantial process of
cultural transformation, not simply as a legislative, economic or technical one. In any given place
then we must ask, under what social and political conditions can or does this occur? By what
mechanisms? With what values, images and meanings shaping the process? With what effect?

Over the course of this book, I will attempt to build up a picture of the current dynamics of
conservation across the four countries in which these PAs lie, giving particular attention to these
broad questions of culture and politics. Having moved beyond my own home of Australia, the
site of my work prior to taking on this project, this process has been akin to what I imagine an
attempt at tracing an ever shifting kaleidoscope image might be like, while looking from the
outside in. Not a straightforward task, nor one that might ever yield a perfect image. Nonetheless
a partial image may yet take us forward in a useful way. A view of conservation that foregrounds
issues surrounding cultural interaction, social and political change, and the persistence of
traditions retains considerable value as a contribution to the betterment of conservation practice
worldwide. Indeed, through offering a dynamic account of how conservation has developed
recently in different societies, I aim to show that supporting diversity and an array of forms will
be a crucial aspect of developing an effective global system of PAs into the future.

CONSERVATION TODAY

Since the 1960s a worldwide boom in the establishment of PAs has seen national parks, nature
reserves, archaeological parks and scenic reserves declared in almost every comer of the globe,
and on an unprecedented scale. The scope of this development in geographical terms can be seen
in some raw figures. In 1946 there were fewer than 10,000 PAs worldwide, the majority of which
were in the industrialised North. With a steady increase after the Second World War, ‘the
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establishment rate jumped to a new level in 1970 and peaked between 1985 and 1995. In the past
ten years we have seen global activity on a par with levels in the 1970s’ (West et al. 2006 p.252).
In 2008 the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) registered PAs of all
varieties covered approximately 10% of the earth's surface, or an area roughly the size of South
America (Dudley 2008 p.2) and by 2011 the IUCN recognised almost 160,000 PAs of all
varieties (see figure 1), existing in almost every nation. When we consider that these figures only
include PAs that contribute to the conservation of nature, without including the many PAs on the
World Heritage List and in national PA systems that protect cultural heritage, or informal
reserves and PAs without legal recognition under either international or national programs, then
this figure could be seen as a conservative estimate of the contemporary conservation estate.

Figure 0.1 Current protected areas as of October 2014. Source WDPA
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Figure 0.2 Growth in number of nationally and internationally designated protected areas (1911-2011)
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Figure 0.3 Growth in nationally designated protected areas (1911 - 2011)
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As a body of thought and practice that has developed and grown in Western industrialised
societies, the spread of a modernist conservation ethic into the developing world and its
interactions with Indigenous societies in the West have arguably led to a something of a
kaleidoscope effect. The array of approaches to conservation in practice today is diverse to say
the least, and it is characteristic of the ‘internationalisation of conservation values’ (Jepson 2001)
that those values have shifted and changed as they have been taken on in different societies, as an
aspect of different cultures. Today conservation is arguably as diverse as the many communities
within which it is embedded.

Yet while the area of protected lands and waters has expanded remarkably, the goal of managing
these protected landscapes for conservation has proven problematic and an ongoing concern.
The ideal of PAs preserving pristine natural areas or the remnants of ancient cultural heritage in
particular has proven difficult to reconcile with on-the-ground realities in developing countries
and in Indigenous lands, where sometimes tens of thousands of people will live in and depend on
protected landscapes for economic and cultural reasons. In India, for example, as many as 4.5
million people live in and depend directly on the state’s extensive system of nature conservation
PAs (Saberwal et al. 2000 p.191). Another 200 million live below the poverty line while
remaining dependent on India’s forested landscapes for at least part of their livelihoods (Sarin
and Springate-Baginski 2010). Moreover, the landscapes that nature lovers have sought to
protect have frequently been people’s homes, sometimes for thousands of years, and the temples
and gravesites that archaeologists have preserved are part of the cultural life of present-day
communities.

With such situations common throughout the developing world, as well as in the many
Indigenous societies embedded in Western settler colony states, conflict between conservation
authorities and these local communities has become a common occurrence. Sometimes this
conflict has been experienced through physical confrontations and violence, sometimes as an
aspect of social movements and electoral politics, sometimes expressed as differences in
ideology and values between cultural groups, sometimes through local people going about their
lives as though the protected status of the area they live in simply does not exist. Evictions from
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PAs have been and remain a common occurrence, with conservationists citing poaching and
degradation from local land use as major impacts on the integrity of nature conservation PAs,
and looting as a key threat to ancient cultural heritage sites in the developing world. By the same
token, local communities and their advocates have criticised these policies as heavy-handed and
discriminatory, fuelling calls for social justice.

During the 1980s a movement emerged promoting awareness of the impacts PAs can have on
local communities and promoting participatory approaches in conservation planning and
management. This arose from a complex amalgam of social forces. Post-war decolonisation, a
growing international Indigenous rights movement, the establishment of national land rights
legislations in the West and an increasing awareness among conservationists that PAs alone were
unable to achieve conservation aims all contributed to this growing call. Through the resulting
collaborations, local communities have been able to articulate their own views on conservation,
and approaches to conservation, including new forms of PAs, have emerged which explicitly
attempt to develop culturally specific management practices. There is still considerable debate
over the extent to which many of these arrangements satisfy the expectations of local
communities or conservationists. Nonetheless one clear result of this process is that a major
theme in conservation debates today identifies an opposition between Western and non-Western
views of nature, culture, history, heritage and conservation.

It seems worthwhile then, that after 30 years of experimentation with conservation across this
cultural divide, we might reflect on what conservation culture has become through these
interactions. Analysing some recent examples of local communities claiming cultural
associations to areas currently managed as PAs, it is my argument that a complex interplay
between conservationists and local communities is currently at work. With divergent modes of
apprehending the world existing in the physical and imagined spaces PAs create, one result is a
degree of mutual influence that can be considered profound in more than a few instances. Within
the context of PAs local communities are re-articulating their traditions in new circumstances,
and in doing so performing an act of interpretation. By the same token conservationists are
responding to local engagements with conservation, sometimes fostering change towards new,
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context-specific and community-based models of protected area management, sometimes
maintaining an alignment with the dominant traditions of conservation.

In this thesis I build on these core notions to argue that PAs have become a site for, among other
things, the articulation and re-interpretation of ideas surrounding cultural and religious difference
in contemporary global society, and that through this process the laws, practices and customs of
Western oriented conservationists, nation-states and local communities are in significant ways
‘developing and evolving out of each another’ (Weiner and Glaskin 2006 p.5).

I seek to highlight two consequences of this view here. Firstly, that this process of interaction and
evolution has now been sustained for long enough that in a number of instances PAs are not only
the subject of intercultural dialogue, but have now become the products of intercultural
engagement. PAs in some cases have moved beyond a standoff between Western and nonWestem views of nature, culture and heritage, and are now bi-cultural entities. A transformative
and intercultural view of PAs invites the conclusion then that modern conservation is an aspect of
Western culture that is becoming localised and assimilated into non-Westem societies in many
and varied ways, blending the legacies of both.
Secondly, the general stance of transformation also invites attention to past histories of
transformation occurring in societies now subject to conservation interventions. In this thesis
then I also seek to explore the ways in which conservation is only the most recent episode of
intercultural exchange and engagement for the local communities discussed, and to explore the
extent to which these past histories can prove useful for an understanding of how conservation
practice may be localised in ways that support successful conservation outcomes. In some cases,
I discuss how social, political and religious change has become a generative aspect of local
cultural life, with change negotiated in culturally specific ways. These examples support the
conclusion that conservationists can benefit from understanding these local histories of cultural
interaction, adjustment and exchange.

One significant reason these insights are valuable, worth noting at this point, is that they
contribute to a form of conservation that looks beyond the stereotypes of local and Indigenous
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communities that have historically dominated development and conservation discourses, and
cont nue to be enshrined in conservation and Indigenous land rights laws. These stereotypes have
vieved local and Indigenous cultures as bounded and distinctive in relation to national and
global cultural influences, rather than dynamic and adaptive, and as a result these communities
are Mewed as embodying a static and inherently conservative form of culture, their practices and
insti:utions as subject to disintegration and fundamental change under the pressures of market
forces and global cultural influences.

When these stereotypes tend towards a negative view of local and Indigenous cultures, cultural
char ge is seen as having been drastic in the face of European colonial expansion and subsequent
industrialisation. A doctrine of cultural loss has often justified culturally distinct local
communities becoming the subjects of state development interventions, and in some prominent
cases this view has justified their relocation from PAs. When these stereotypes tend towards a
posi.ive view of local and Indigenous cultures, traditional people are seen as harbouring preindrstrial wisdom and an alternative to modem industrial development. In these contexts a
preservationist mentality prevails, with attempts made to preserve cultural places, traditions and
practices as markers of a pre-industrial, pre-colonial or pre-historic state. When they emphasise
continuity between the practices and traditions of local people and present-day conservation
initiatives, traditional land management institutions have been seized upon as ready-made
mocels for community conservation, as evidence of a “natural” harmony between Indigenous
cult ires and the natural world.

The idea of transformation helps us move beyond these stereotypes and identify the ways local
and Indigenous peoples are innovating and adapting in the context of PAs, experimenting with
forms of resource management and governance that reflect both the continuity in practices and
vakes seen as traditional, as well as the novel experience of negotiating involvement in modem
PAs and the often unprecedented collaborations this entails.

As i flow-on effect these insights help contextualise conservation itself as a social and cultural
entry. This is in contrast to much of the discourse surrounding conservation, in particular nature
conservation; conservationists have typically sought to position their programs of intervention as
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based on objective rationales that transcend cultural particularity. Framing the conservation of
nature or the preservation of archaeological remains as a series of technical issues through
recourse to science, or through asserting the urgency of global crises, conservation has tended to
promote itself not so much as unchanging culturally speaking, but as outside of or above debates
surrounding cultural legitimacy or local politics. Social and cultural transformation may be an
explicit aspect of conservation ideology, but in a rhetorical rather than analytical sense, in so far
as it focuses on promoting visions of ideal social transformations that are often held to be
universally valid.

By exploring some of the social and cultural transformations that actually occur within
conservation projects I hope to provoke critical reflection among both conservationists and local
communities about the ways in which conservation projects re-configure societies, economies
and polities, and are themselves re-configured by those societies, in both intended and
unintended ways. How does this process occur? By what means? Initiated by whom? According
to what rationales? With what results? By raising these questions I seek to demonstrate that
understanding the complex dynamics of transformation occurring within and alongside
conservation projects is an essential element of building successful collaborations, and therefore
contributes to achieving conservation outcomes.

METHODS AND INTERPRETATION

The five case studies I explore differ greatly. In Australia I explore the dynamics of government
co-management with Indigenous traditional owners in the World Heritage-listed rainforests and
rivers of the Border Ranges National Park. In Timor-Leste I explore the views of resident
Fataluku-speaking communities inside the Nino Conis Santana National Park, the nation's first
formally protected area, a part of the globally significant Coral Triangle seascape, and lesser
known as a site of potentially global significance for its cultural heritage values. In Indonesia I
explore two case studies; the establishment of a 40,000ha protected area under Indigenous
customary law in the remote rainforests of East Kalimantan, and the claims of residents of
Borobudur village to greater involvement in the World Heritage-listed Borobudur Temple
Archaeological Park in heavily populated Central Java. Finally, in Southern India I explore the
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rise of large-scale wildlife conservation programs, and a parallel movement asserting Indigenous
land rights over PAs, in the context of the Nilgiri Biosphere Reserve that covers the forested
uplands of Kerala, Karnataka and Tamil Nadu. In cutting across the divide between natural and
cultural heritage that remains prevalent in conservation bureaucracies, I build from Karlstrom’s
observation that ‘as these discourses are intertwined and difficult to separate from each other ...
current debates within cultural heritage conservation politics can also, and reversely, be used to
enrich nature conservation discussions’ (2013 p. 141).

In exploring this territory I have chosen primarily to focus on public articulations of local culture
in relation to debates around the management of particular protected areas. These articulations
have been drawn from extensive engagement with the academic and popular literature in relation
to the protected areas concerned, and the local cultures and communities concerned. In each case
this process has been informed by, and the analysis discussed through, detailed statements from
members of the local communities concerned. This approach to field work and data collection
draws on the principles and approaches of collaborative oral history and ethnography, to build up
what can be called a series of “field informed literature studies”.
In general an understanding of cultural life that acknowledges the existence of many varying
interpretations within a given community frames this study, although it is important to
acknowledge that this thesis does not attempt comprehensive field studies of these local cultures
in the manner of the committed ethnographer. In this regard I have found theories of society and
politics promoted in anthropology valuable in interpreting and writing up this field material,
particularly as it has come to merge with history as a discipline since the 1980s. It is the variation
in interpretations of the meaning and significance of both conservation and local cultural
practices among actors and through time that is the most personally intriguing aspect of studying
conservation in local settings. In this sense I draw on a scholar of Javanese religion whom I have
found particularly insightful, Andrew Beatty (1999, 1996). In attempting to provide a credible
rendering of local cultural life that accounts for its dynamism, multi-vocality and the variety of
interpretations of shared practices within a community become important threads in analysing
cultural forms. Indeed the persistence of cultural practices in light of the many conflicting views
2 For more information on this approach please see Appendix 1: Methods and analytical approach
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as to their meaning can provide insights into their practical value in social settings. For Beatty,
the various rituals of local village life in Java exist in order to deal with the perennial social
problem of ‘how to get on with people of a different religious persuasion’ (1999: 1-2). In so far
as PAs now bring together a myriad of actors who must negotiate in this shared setting, it seems
that an analogous dilemma now frequently presents itself to conservationists and local
communities alike.

In analysing the claims local people make in this setting, the aim then is not so much to
understand what local culture or conservation is in any definitive sense, but instead to understand
why cultural forms might retain or lose their importance in particular settings, such that they may
form the basis of claims in the political sphere. This general approach understands culture not as
pure politics, or at the other extreme as an objectively accessible entity, waiting to be described
unproblematically, but as an aspect and subject of social discourse, a multi-vocal process that
encompasses shared meanings, varying interpretations and the process of dialogue and
contestation. While the fieldwork has involved a focus on particular local voices prominent in
public discourse, this general process is one that can draw on a range of sources and legitimately
includes the interpretive and analytical influence of the writer assessing those sources. This is a
point James Weiner alludes to in observing that while the researcher’s “outsider account” of a
culture may well be partial and incomplete, the same can be said of any given “insider account”,
and therefore an outside observer’s account can theoretically be seen as legitimate an
illumination of cultural dynamics as any other, once the constraints and influences of the
anthropologist are understood (Weiner 2006 p. 16-17).

The process of gathering, interpreting and presenting data has also been influenced profoundly
by the broader societies and nation-states within which these communities and PAs exist. In each
chapter I have sought to place the case studies within these broader national and regional
contexts that help to interpret their significance. These communities exist within recognised
cultural regions, often well documented in social research, and the communities I engage with
are themselves engulfed in long histories of transformation at local, regional and global scales.
With each country of such a vastly different nature culturally, politically and demographically, a
continuous argument building through each chapter has not been possible, or necessarily
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desirable. Instead, I have chosen to present each chapter as a relatively discrete discussion
revolving around common broad themes, and in my introductory material and conclusions I have
sought to interpret these experiences both in terms of their diversity and their common elements.

Politically speaking, three of the four countries 1 explore are post-colonial nation-states
dominated demographically and politically by cultural groups that predate the long histories of
European colonisation, with influential Hindu, Javanese and Timorese majorities present in
India, Indonesia and Timor-Leste respectively. The fourth country, Australia, is an independent
Anglo settler-colony state, with Indigenous groups making up roughly 2% of the population. In
this context, the recent declaration of Timor-Leste’s independence from Indonesian rule in 2003,
and the rapid increase in Indigenous-owned land in Australia since land rights legislations have
been enacted since 1976 — now some 12% of the overall land mass (Langton et al. 2005) — are
significant developments in the geopolitics of resource management across these territories. That
being said, the declarations of Indian and Indonesian independence in 1949 and 1947
respectively still loom large as seminal moments in the political and social histories of these two
countries. The processes of democratisation and decentralisation of which establishing equitable
resource management regimes are an aspect are only beginning in Timor-Leste, yet are
undoubtedly still ongoing in Indonesia, India and Australia — their lengthier periods of
independence have not necessarily made progress on these fronts rapid. In this light it is worth
noting that Indonesia, Timor-Leste and India have all experienced periods of authoritarian rule
following decolonisation from European occupation. This occurred most obviously under
President Soeharto’s New Order regime, which ruled Indonesia between 1965 and 1998, and in
Timor-Leste during its occupation by Indonesia between 1975 and 1999. In India Prime Minister
Indira Gandhi suspended democratic elections and civil liberties from 1975 to 1977 during what
became known as ‘The Emergency’. With close relationships between these authoritarian figures
and the establishment of PAs as an aspect of the post-colonial state, and decentralised
management of Australia’s PAs still a recent development emerging from an undeniably belated
recognition of Indigenous citizenship and land rights, the overall relationship between

3 This is likely to be much higher, however cumulative statistics are not readily available.
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democratic modes of governance and the management of PAs comes into view as an important
sub theme of this study.

Within these regional and national contexts, it is worth discussing the established lines of inquiry
I have focused on through the course of the research. My experiences working with Indigenous
communities in Australia has proven influential, in particular via the Country, Culture and
Heritage Research Division of the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service, who actively
supported my research from 2005 until the division’s dissolution in 2013, and provided the
research scholarship that made this thesis possible. In particular the work of Heather Goodall and
Denis Byme has provided much intellectual stimulus, and I hope that this thesis contributes to
the ongoing task of developing practical collaborative tools within the NPWS co-management
program. These two scholars’ focus on collaborative oral history as a potential tool in exploring
cultural landscapes in partnership with Indigenous communities in NSW has been a direct
influence on my approach to the fieldwork presented in Chapter Three, and the general approach
to collaboration employed in Chapters Four and Five. More broadly, a long-term focus in
Australia within the social sciences analysing formal land rights processes, as well as the
increasing acknowledgement of both the complexity, and considerable opportunities, of building
practical conservation collaborations with Indigenous groups has provided much inspiration and
many stimulating challenges, and has been the background on which I have sought to build a
comparative view of these issues regionally.

During the course of this research I also became engaged with the world of Indian conservation.
The Centre for Ecological Studies at the Indian Institute of Science in Bangalore housed me as a
visiting researcher for three months in late 2012. The well known work of recent Indian
environmental historians such as Madhav Gadgil, Ramachandra Guha and Mahesh Rangarajan
has proven influential over the course of this project. Their focus on the incredible diversity and
density of India’s rural populations and the influence that diversity and density has on
environmentalism and nature conservation has broken much ground, and Guha’s now wellknown work on “Environmentalisms of the South” has been an early and influential work in the
territory I explore in later chapters. More specifically, the work of Madhav Gadgil has been
influential in shaping chapter seven; his work highlighting the challenge of initiating
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conservation in the heavily populated, bio-diverse landscapes of Southern India lent weight to
calls for establishing an alternative approach to conservation in that region. In particular he was
instrumental in the establishment of the Nilgiri Biosphere Reserve across the upland areas at the
confluence of the Eastern and Western Ghats, a framework I discuss in that chapter. Sango
Mahanty's thesis on the Nagarahole National Park has also been influential in developing a
research process that is comparative, contextual and based on exploring historical and cultural
influences on conservation. It has also provided a specific study from within the biosphere
reserve that I have drawn on. I am also indebted to Mahanty for her comments on an earlier draft
of chapter seven. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, Kartik Shanker, Meera Oomen and
Aarthi Sridar at the Dakshin Foundation provided me with much food for thought and insight
into the practicalities of conservation in India, and through Dakshin I met a wide range of
biologists, social scientists and conservationists currently working in Southern India.

Yet in taking an interpretive approach to my interdisciplinary subject matter, I have allowed
myself to be most influenced in this thesis by my reading of certain Indonesianist scholars, and
others whose work overlaps to a significant degree with the Indonesian cultural world. Most
notable among these are Andrew' Beatty, Tania Li, Anna Tsing, Marshall Sahlins and Charles
Zemer, as well as fellow scholars at ANU James Weiner, James Fox and Andrew McWilliam. I
have found the 2006 special edition of the Asia-Pacific Journal o f Anthropology, covering recent
developments in Indigenous customary law, to be a formative influence on my thinking,4 and the
opportunity to present my work alongside a number of Indonesianist scholars at the
interdisciplinary workshop ‘Transcending the Nature/Culture Divide’ at the Australian
Archaeological Association annual conference in 2010 also proved fruitful.5 With three of the
five case studies coming from the Indonesian archipelago and its cultural world, this region
forms a significant focus of this study both theoretically and empirically, and has influenced the
direction of my thinking and my interpretations of the significance of culture in the context of
conservation. Eliciting the particular significance of developments in the Indonesian world in
terms of the applied context of conservation is then another intriguing sub-plot of this thesis.

4 The Asia Pacific Journal of Anthropology Special Issue 7(1) eds James Weiner and Katie Glaskin.
5 Since published as an edited volume, see O’Connor et al. (2013)
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THESIS STRUCTURE AND CASE STUDY AREAS

In Chapter One, I provide a brief history of conservation. I discuss the development of the
famous and controversial “Yellowstone model” of PAs as an example of Western-style
conservation, the global spread of PAs since WWII, the criticisms since the 1980s which saw
conservation and PAs come under fire from Indigenous peoples in the West as well as a range of
groups in developing countries. I also discuss the images of local cultures that have dominated
conservation discourses through these times, and new developments in PA categories at the
international level.

Chapter Two introduces the theoretical concepts that guide my interpretations of the case study
material. While the place of local cultures in regional and global currents of change has been
perhaps the abiding preoccupation of modem anthropology, the concept of transformation itself
has only become a conscious focus in accounts of local and Indigenous cultures since the 1970s.
I discuss some of the history of the concept as I define it, and present material demonstrating its
value in the present context, and I introduce the concept of articulation as central to my
methodological approach. Articulation is ‘the process of rendering a collective identity, position,
or a set of interests explicit (articulate, comprehensible, distinct, accessible to an audience), and
of conjoining that position to definite political subjects’ (Li 2004 p. 342). This is a useful concept
not only for the fact that it focuses attention towards the politicised discourses surrounding
conservation and land rights as generative aspects of local cultural life, but in a more
fundamental sense it foregrounds the diversity which this study seeks to explore. Building on this
concept, I discuss the research process involved in undertaking case studies, including discussion
of the “field informed literature study” approach, as well as the eclectic mix of field methods I
have employed, and the development of collaborations at the local level.

Turning to the case studies, Chapter Three explores the emergence of Indigenous led
conservation initiatives in Australia. I begin with a discussion of the gains made by Indigenous
land rights campaigns since the 1970s, which have led to Indigenous communities initiating
extensive conservation programs on land over which claims have been granted. This has resulted
in various state-based systems for jointly managed national parks, as well as a federal system of
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Indigenous PAs owned and run by Indigenous communities, the latter making up 25% of the
national reserve system. In the context of these land management collaborations, I argue that the
term “country” has emerged as a key intercultural term, interpreting traditional Indigenous
relations to land in ways that map out spaces for collaboration between Indigenous and nonIndigenous land managers. I then provide a case study of a cultural mapping project designed to
aid in developing Indigenous-led cultural heritage programs in and around the Border Ranges
National Park in northern New South Wales. Undertaken in collaboration with a ranger group of
Githabul traditional owners, this mapping process demonstrated both the strength of traditional
values and practices relating to cultural connections to land, as well as representing aspects of the
changing dynamics of cultural life for Githabul people, in particular for the younger members of
the community. Identifying aspects of land management that went beyond conventional
archaeological views of heritage that focus on sites, Githabul views of culture and heritage
encompass issues of community health and wellbeing, intangible values and spiritual
philosophies, and contemporary visions of land management. As such this process represents an
example of the way Indigenous communities are both reasserting and renegotiating ideas
surrounding traditional culture, in the context of dialogues with state heritage conservation
bodies.
Chapter Four discusses the recent establishment of the Nino Conis Santana National Park in
Lau:em District, Timor-Leste. The new country’s first national park, it has become a prominent
aspect of nation building in the early years of independence, after 30 years of brutal Indonesian
rule The area designated as parkland is home to approximately 15,000 Fataluku-speaking East
Timorese, and a complex system of customary ownership is maintained as an aspect of Fataluku
daily life. This system of land ownership represents a continuous history of occupation that has
shaped the landscape, and therefore what conservationists see as the natural values of the park,
over perhaps 60,000 years. I travelled there in early 2011 to make a feature-length radio
documentary, and I draw on material collected in this project to discuss the ways Fataluku people
are responding to the declaration of the national park. I argue that traditionalist accounts of
Fataluku culture emerging within debates over the national park mirror longstanding patterns of
intexultural negotiation, alliance and adjustment both within Fataluku society and the wider
Austronesian cultural world. Social and political transformation in this context is revealed as a
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pervasive aspect of cultural life, and that well recognised ways of negotiating such change exist
within Fataluku society that could prove valuable in the context of establishing a more
community oriented approach to park management.

Chapters Five and Six explore two examples of a recent resurgence in Indonesia’s adat
(customary) communities, one since the 1980s, and one more recently since the collapse of
Soeharto’s authoritarian New Order regime in 1998. Like many thousands of other communities
in Indonesia, local people in Nehas Liah Bing village, East Kalimantan, and Borobudur village,
Central Java, are falling back on their local traditions as a means of reclaiming political
legitimacy and power in the new era of democratic freedom and decentralisation. This newfound
freedom also represents the resurgence of local religious traditions in the wake of Soeharto’s
oppressive and conformist regime. In their interactions with conservation bodies, these two
communities offer different approaches to thinking about local cultures in the context of PAs.

In the remote interior forests of East Kalimantan, the Wehea Dayak people are articulating
relationships to their forested landscapes which promote a view of their culture as autonomous
and distinctive, mirrored in the collaborations they have developed with international eNGOs to
declare a 38,OOOha protected forest under their customary law. The traditional idea of a keldung
(protected forest) has been reworked and redefined in the context of this collaboration,
maintaining key aspects of its traditional form, while also gaining novel features through its
emphasis on conservation. This forms one example of the ways in which conservation
collaborations are a site of intersection between international discourses on Indigenous rights and
cultures and local cultural traditions, with both being slowly redefined through these interactions.

In heavily populated rural Java, local communities are promoting traditions in and around the
Borobudur Temple Archaeological Park that explicitly reflect Java’s long and complex history of
political, social and religious change. In this case study I focus on a ceremony arranged by a
local activist, himself an adherent of Islam, promoting local Javanese traditions, presided over by
a Javanese shaman, expressing local relationships to a Buddhist temple, and involving
international guests, government officials, and a number of local cultural troupes, not to mention
onlookers from the surrounding villages. The purpose of this ceremony is, I argue, similar to
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many traditional Javanese ceremonies, in that it seeks to encourage dialogue, harmony, and a
“blending of dissonant voices” in a village context where adherents to a spectrum of diverse
religious ideologies have lived side by side for centuries. In the case of Borobudur however,
ceremonies such as the one I describe are being applied to more overtly political matters, with
harmony being sought between those who subscribe to a state-based exclusionary form of
conservation, and those seeking a more inclusive community-based approach.

Chapter Seven examines the rise of large-scale nature conservation programs in India in the
1960s, and the rise of a prominent campaign for tribal land rights in the 1990s. During the 1960s
the Indian government initiated a series of large-scale conservation programs that gave the Indian
Forest Department broad powers to remove communities from PAs and regulate activities within
forests. Intended or otherwise, these programs arguably continued longstanding colonial and pre
colonial practices whereby forested lands were controlled by elites and the livelihoods of rural
communities were criminalised. Throughout the 1980s and 1990s a nationwide campaign for
adivasi land rights emerged as a direct response to the heavy-handed policies of the Forest
Department, supported by and articulated within the discourses of the international Indigenous
rights movement. This campaign culminated in the passing of the 2006 Forest Rights Act (FRA),
through which adivasi communities have begun claiming land and resource rights over PAs. The
case reveals that even where mutual antagonism and sustained conflict over PAs remains
entrenched, cultural transformations among both conservationists and local communities have
nonetheless been occurring. Since 2006 conservationists can be split into two camps. There are
those who advocate for a collaborative approach that recognises the rights enshrined in the FRA.
It is also clear that many mainstream conservationists in India remain as wedded to their own
particular traditions as their adivasi counterparts. On the other hand, adivasi articulations of
culture and identity have proven to be heterogeneous and highly adaptive, providing visions of
indigeneity capable of moving beyond exclusivist or tribally oriented notions of identity, and
forging alliances that articulate with broader currents of change within Indian society.

In Chapter Eight I conclude by drawing together some common elements and significant trends
from these case studies, analysing their significance. The overall conclusions of this thesis are
that the laws, customs and practices of conservationists, state actors and local communities are
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‘developing and evolving out of each other’ (Weiner and Glaskin 2006 p. 5). As a result I
identify the shifts in PA management that in some cases have moved conservation practice
beyond a standoff between Western and non-Western views of nature, as well as identifying
transformations occurring in local settings through PAs as significant to both the practice of local
and Indigenous cultural life as well as the overall culture and values of the modem conservation
movement. Within this I highlight the relationships between democratic modes of governance
and PA management, and the identification of culturally specific modes of negotiating social and
political change as significant themes for further investigation. The latter point is particularly
exemplified by the Javanese and Timorese cases, and in this regard the Indonesian cultural world
offers, I argue, considerable promise for developing collaborations at the local level that may yet
prove influential in global conservation practice.
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Figure 0.4 Case study locations
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CHAPTER ONE

A BRIEF HISTORY OF MODERN CONSERVATION

35
ON THE ORIGINS AND GROWTH OF THE CONSERVATION ESTATE

The establishment of Yellowstone National Park on March 1, 1872 was the world's
first instance of large-scale wilderness preservation in the public interest. Since then
we have exported the national park idea around the world. We are known and
admired for it, fittingly, because the concept of a national park reflects some of the
central values and experiences in American culture.

Roderick Nash The American Invention o f the National Park p.726

When US historian Roderick Nash paused for reflection in 1970, the growing environment
movement in the West was arguably at a high point of public support and enthusiasm. By this
point the International Union for the Conservation of Nature6 (IUCN) was 22 years old, and a
key aspect of its role was already in supporting the establishment of national systems of PAs
throughout the industrialised West. By 1962 this process had become widespread enough to
warrant the inaugural world congress on PAs. Two years after Nash published his reflections the
centenary of national parks was celebrated at the second IUCN World Parks Congress, on the
100th anniversary of the establishment of Yellowstone. Nash's account is particularly interesting
for its time because it maps out the cultural domain within which the dominant model of PAs in
the world today emerged, as well as identifying it as an aspect of what he saw as America’s ‘selfstyled mission to improve mankind* (p.726).

In explaining America's leadership in national parks, four factors merit comment. In
the first place there is the nation's unique experience with nature in general and
wilderness in particular. Yet without the existence of a democratic ideology, the
second factor, the national park idea would have been inconceivable. A third
necessity was the existence of a sizable amount of undeveloped land at the moment
when the first two influences combined to produce a desire for its protection.

6 The IUCN is a global conservation NGO established in 1948 as the United Nation’s chief body concerning nature
conservation.
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Finally, American civilization has remained sufficiently affluent to afford the luxury
of preserving nature for its non-utilitarian values. Had any of these factors been
missing, national parks could not have arisen in the United States in the form they
did. (p.726)

Nash undertakes a fascinating rhetorical task, providing a cogent analysis of the way in which
national parks like Yellowstone are a specific, unique product of the experience of settler-colony
states, yet without suggesting in any specific sense the extent to which such obvious specificity
might limit the capacity for Western-style conservation to be successfully exported to all comers
of the globe. His task may have been made easier through the fact that in 1970, heavily
populated developing nations had yet to systematically establish PAs, and Indigenous land rights
claims in most settler states had not yet gained legal standing. Nevertheless, in retrospect Nash’s
piece represents an unusual approach to this subject. The majority of conservation advocates
have tended to emphasise what they regard as the universal values of heritage conservation, and
it is only relatively recently that comparative literature surrounding the historical roots of PAs
has emerged.
Nash may have been writing before a time when critical attention to national parks was
prevalent, yet this did not hamper his ability to identity quite clearly their unique cultural and
social features. These features have facilitated Yellowstone in becoming an iconic image of
modem, Western-style conservation, and in hindsight have also contributed to some of the more
persistent difficulties encountered in many PAs across the world today. While similar accounts
today are put forward as arguments against the legitimacy and practical value of state-run PAs
(eg Brockington 2002, Spence 1999), Nash instead writes his history in the service of the faith,
as an out and out supporter of large scale wilderness conservation, instituted in law and backed
up with state power.

Indeed Nash’s account retains its relevance for just this reason, as it maps out some basic
elements of what has become a model for PA establishment the world over, both at the time he
was writing and since. If Nash’s comments could be considered in 1970 to be somewhat
sweeping as far as the worldwide reach of PAs is concerned, there is no way they could be
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thought to be so now. Today, even the world’s poorest and newest nations such as Kosovo,
Timor-Leste and Sudan are engaged in establishing and developing systems of PAs. Forty-three
years later, Nash’s point still stands that ‘for better or for worse' (p.735) the Yellowstone model
has provided the iconic and most influential image of what a protected area can and should be,
and the state-run, legally enforced protected area is firmly established as the most commonly
deployed tool of this modem conservation movement.

WESTERN-STYLE CONSERVATION

Nash provides us with an account of what 1 will call in this thesis Western-style conservation.
Like Nash, I see the emergence of a widespread conservation ethic as a significant aspect of
modern cultural life. Like Nash, I see this process as largely having originated in Western settlerstate colonies, with its most prominent and objectively powerful form being the state run, legally
enforced protected area. While Nash was interested in nature conservation, in this thesis I take a
broad view of heritage that encompasses both the preservation of what in Western
understandings has been categorised as either natural heritage or cultural heritage, most typically
being managed by separate arms of government, and supported by academic disciplines that
typically view themselves as discrete. In this sense PA establishment has typically been
supported by the biological sciences, and by social movements valuing the preservation of
unpeopled wilderness and biodiversity from human impact where nature conservation is
concerned (O'Connor et al. 2013). Preservation of archaeological materials, and the restoration
of ancient monuments and sites has been the key value driving typical forms of state-based
cultural heritage management (Cleere 1993, Byrne 1991).

According to Nash, and a wealth of more critical historians since (eg Cronon 1996, Goodall and
Lucas 1997, Guha 2000, Coates 2004), the wilderness concept arose in the West as an expression
of a peculiarly urban, affluent experience of nature, one which was ironically driven by the
industrial processes that altered the environment, and supported civilised urban lifestyles. ‘Cities,
not log cabins, produce Sierra clubbers’ (Nash 1970 p. 728), while George Caitlin, the man Nash
credits with coming up with the idea of a national park in 1832, ‘was a highly civilized man
absolved from the pioneer's concern of wresting a living from the land. From the perspective of
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his eastern studio and summer rambles, wilderness seemed a delightful novelty’ (p.729). Such
descriptions suggest a detached gaze, a sense of aesthetic contemplation that implies a separation
of the human world from that of nature, which constitutes one of the ‘foundational myths’
(Adams 2008) of nature conservation in the West. Escaping society to find peace in the solace of
wild places is a characteristic image of the wilderness ideology, and ‘a vast undisturbed area,
with unique wildlife species and spectacular scenery is the typical popular image associated with
PAs’ (Ghimire and Pimbert 1997 p. 4). This is the closest that modem environmentalism has
come to a spiritualist understanding of nature, something Maddock (1991 p. 213-4) suggests can
be seen partly as a response to the decline of Christianity and religion in general in the West.
Conservation can in many ways be viewed as an aspect of the transformation of Western culture
as Western societies have become increasingly industrialised and secularised.

Adam’s point about foundational myths is well made, as these were not the only ideas of nature
feeding into the establishment of PAs, rather they were formative concepts that, with the
combination of a number of significant factors and some deliberate promotion, took on mythic
proportions over the next 100 years. The Royal National Park in New South Wales, for example,
was, as Robin (2013) points out, technically the first national park passed into law,7 and its
original purpose had more in common with European ideas of public space that emphasised the
social value of green spaces in and around cities. Indeed such models date back further than the
concept of the national park itself, and with subsequent declarations of national parks in Europe,
the obviously inhabited nature of most of these landscapes provided its own peculiar challenge to
the logic of the Yellowstone model (Nash 1970 p. 733). Nevertheless such ideas dovetailed well
with the US national parks model in so far as they exhibited a similar functional logic,
encouraging a preservationist mindset in regards to heritage that was to be protected by the state,
in the public interest, even if it was also there to be enjoyed by people.

7Robin provides an interesting exploration of the crisis surrounding the World Parks Congress of 1972, when
organisers discovered that Yellowstone had not in fact been legislated as a “national park”, even though it was
commonly referred to as one. Moreover Yosemite National Park had been managed as a formal protected area since
1862, providing yet another rival claim to the title of world first. Eventually, with the support of the NSW National
Parks and Wildlife Service, the congress organisers chose to “rewrite history”, continuing to promote Yellowstone as
the first national park.
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An analogous process can be observed in the realm of PAs preserving aspects of cultural
heritage. The general interest in cultural heritage protection stemmed from an explosion in
amateur interest in archaeology during the 19th century, again within the urban, affluent societies
of the West (Trigger 1984). This became most prominent in the collecting and restoration of
artefacts and remains that were removed to museums and private collections for display as iconic
aspects of ancient civilisations. In cases of ruins, preservation and restoration works were often
undertaken by colonial authorities on site, as a means of recreating what was often perceived as
the splendour and glory of these sites. The case of Borobudur Temple in Central Java provides an
example of this, with the head of the British East India Company, Sir Thomas Raffles,
commissioning the restoration of the temple after it was uncovered in 1812 (Raffles 1830). At the
time the area had become overgrown, the monument itself was in a state of decay and, according
to accounts at the time, had little importance in the lives of the local villagers, at least in terms
comprehensible to colonial observers.

In a display that again emphasises the detached aesthetic contemplation of heritage as a
particular concern of the West, over the next 150 years Borobudur was slowly restored back to
what archaeologists believed it would have looked like when it was built in the 8th century.
Successive archaeologists felt this would restore the glory and splendour of the monument
(Bloembergen and Eickhoff 2011 p. 417, Soekmono 1976 p. 51). The notion that the local
villagers’ views of the monument as a place to be feared due to inhabitation by spirits was never
seriously considered as part of an active process of producing meaning and of integrating the
monument into a local worldview that had undergone some 11 centuries of transformation since
the temple itself was built. Authenticity was conceived by colonial and post-colonial
archaeologists alike as residing in a distant past, with the restoration and preservation of its
physical fabric a means of displaying this authentic view of the monument. Had a local
perspective held sway, it seems quite plausible that restoration and preservation may never have
been considered as either a reasonable or particularly meaningful course of action.

There are three common points to early PAs in these varying contexts that I wish to draw out as
typical of “Western-style” conservation - a focus on preservation, a tendency to view heritage
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Conservation as a universal good, and the central role that science and the state have played in
promoting these ideals.

Preservation

In the case of nature conservation, preservation essentially involves limiting human access to
natural areas and curbing activities seen to degrade what might be regarded as the “pre-social”
state in which the environment is presumed to have existed. The absence of human presence and
activity is a key principle, with recreation and necessary management activities typically seen as
the few legitimate reasons for people to interact with “wild” places. The argument in favour of
this traditional approach to nature conservation is that The protection of biodiversity depends on
state established PAs that prohibit human residents and strictly regulate consumptive and non
consumptive activities.’ (Hayes 2006 p. 2065).

While the IUCN recognises six categories of protected area. In the case of category la PAs, Strict
Nature Reserves, a park’s ‘attributes will have been formed mostly or entirely by non-human
forces and will be degraded or destroyed when subjected to all but light human impact’ (Dudley
2008 p. 13). Category lb PAs, designated as Wilderness Areas, exist to ‘protect the long-term
ecological integrity of natural areas that are undisturbed by significant human activity, free of
modem infrastructure and where natural forces and processes predominate’ (Dudley 2008 p. 14).
Category II, III and IV PAs also fall within this broad designation of areas managed essentially to
limit significant human impact on what are seen as the natural values of a landscape, albeit with
the ability for greater public access and, as a result, greater opportunities to develop
infrastructure for education and tourism (Dudley 2008 p. 14). In terms of the history of PA
establishment, the majority of nature conservation PAs established prior to 1980 fell within these
broad designations (Hayes 2006 p. 2065).

o

In nature conservation, consideration of human interactions are most frequently characterised in
terms of the level of threat they pose to the pristine condition of an ecosystem, a reflection of the
broader mentality of crisis that characterises environmentalism (van Helden 2001 ch.l). The
8 Category V and VI PAs that include provision for human occupation and use are discussed below.
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crisis mentality is not, however, confined to environmentalism, and the drive to preserve cultural
heritage monuments similarly has grown from a sense of urgency relating to the possible
destruction of ancient sites and monuments (Byrne 1991 p. 270). Early international efforts to
protect cultural heritage in fact came under the Geneva Convention statutes on the conduct of
warfare, avoidance of destruction of ancient sites and monuments in wartime being a specific
directive of this international treaty. Similarly the World Heritage List criteria includes the
protection of examples of traditional landscape use ‘especially when it has become vulnerable
under the impact of irreversible change.’9

While there is no systematic database through which to survey the extent of the conservation
estate protecting cultural heritage, Byme has observed that ‘a remarkably coherent style of
archaeological heritage management has come to be practiced across the globe’ (1991 p. 270).
International charters guiding these processes help reveal the values underpinning early
protection of monuments. While the first laws governing the protection of archaeological
heritage emerged in the 19th century in Europe and in 1906 in the USA (Byme 1991 p. 270), the
1966 Venice Charter is the earliest and most influential international document in this domain,
and Article 9 displays well its preservationist orientation — ‘the process of restoration is a highly
specialized operation. Its aim is to preserve and reveal the aesthetic and historic value of the
monument and is based on respect for original material and authentic documents.’ These values
are similarly upheld by the International Council for Archaeological Heritage Management
Charter of 1990 (Byme 1995).

Byme provides an insightful account of how these charters are applied, discussing the
preservation of Buddhist stupa in Thailand. In Thailand, the state’s impulse to restore and
preserve the original fabric of Thai Buddhist monuments ‘cuts across’ the local practice of
‘elaborating and enlarging’ decaying stupa by encasing the decaying fabric in new shells (1995
p. 266). As Byme finds, the impulse to preserve the original fabric is driven by an archaeological
understanding of the value of the material remains of the past, a view that contrasts strongly not
only with the ‘antiquarian collectors’ (ibid, p.267) who take fragments of the decaying stupa as

9 http://whc.unesco.org/en/criteria/

42

powerful amulets, but also the local Buddhist communities who seek to restore the monuments in
line with a contemporary religious understanding of the stupa.

Heritage as a universal value

Byrne’s exploration is a key example in this context as it highlights the contrast between local
understandings of the meaning and significance of stupa and archaeological understandings,
revealing the archaeological understandings as a Western-oriented view of the meaning of the
material remains of the past. Indeed, even in the context of the West, the views of heritage and
conservation sketched out thus far are only one of many views of the human past and the natural
world that could have become dominant. In Europe, Byrne reminds us, ‘elites in countries which
saw themselves as more culturally evolved took upon themselves responsibility for limiting the
“damage” being inflicted on a “common” heritage by those which were less developed’ (p.279).

What is interesting about such ideas is that, regardless of their specific history and origins, they
have been typically promoted as having universal applicability. The ‘expansive universalism’
(Byrne 1995 p. 279) of the conservation ethic is best exemplified in the various international
charters on conservation, perhaps most iconically embodied in the UNESCO World Heritage
List. The World Heritage List explicitly includes places considered to be of “outstanding
universal value”, defined as ‘places that are important to and belong to everyone, regardless of
where they are located. They are an irreplaceable legacy that the global community has decided
to protect for the future.’ (Australian Government 2012 p. 1).

The World Heritage List is perhaps the apex of what Jepson has called ‘the internationalisation of
conservation values’ (2001 ch.2), providing a global framework for both cultural and natural
heritage preservation. It was instituted in 1972, just as large-scale PA systems were being
introduced outside the developed world. While both natural and cultural heritage come under the
banner of World Heritage, sites are typically designated as either one or the other. As a result,
nominations are generally promoted and supported under the auspices of the IUCN when natural
heritage sites are concerned, and International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS)
when cultural heritage sites are concerned (Lilley 2013). The 1966 Venice Charter on
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monuments and sites, the various statutes and statements guiding IUCN policy development, as
well as national legislation in dozens of countries embody similar values. Byrne’s observations
on the Venice Charter and the International Committee on Archaeological Heritage Management
(ICAHM) Charter are useful here, with his broad points applicable to international frameworks
for both cultural heritage and nature conservation.

In each case the documents reflect concerns which are specific to [scientific and
academic] fields... as they have developed in the West over the last 150 years or so.
Each nevertheless propounds a universal validity for the conservation ethic which it
enshrines, and each embodies the confident belief that humanity in general both
values and needs the material remains of its past. (Byrne 1995 p. 266)

Science and the rational state

These international covenants represent among other things the emergence of scientific
disciplines as key drivers of a global conservation ethic. Environmentalism as a political
discourse has been perhaps the key driving force promoting PAs since the 1960s, and it has
promoted science as the primary means through which conservation policy should be assessed,
developed and implemented. Indeed the text which is said to have sparked the modem
environment movement, Silent Spring, was written by a biologist, Rachel Carson. Seen as a
rational process of developing objectively verifiable knowledge, the logic of scientific discourse
has dovetailed extremely well with universal heritage values, indeed in its manifestation within
nature conservation, it has taken on its own form of universalism, providing a key means of
justifying conservation interventions on local landscapes in the name of the greater ecological
good (Adams 2008).

Claims that heritage places are of universal value and ‘are important to and belong to everyone,
regardless of where they are located’ presents, however, as a contradiction. Legally speaking,
every PA registered on the World Database of PAs is either declared over areas owned by nation
states, or in a minority of cases recognised under legal mechanisms that still bring private or
customary land under the auspices of state power to varying degrees (see Dudley 2008 p. 25-32).
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Indeed, a commonly held notion surrounding PAs is that ‘some sort of state-mandated
designation of protection is necessary for... conservation’ (Hayes 2006 p. 2065). In the vast
majority of cases PAs have been declared by national governments, and belong to the state.

On a theoretical level this may not rule out the notion that PAs might well support a universally
held human value, but as Byrne points out, this has yet to be proven (1991 p. 274), and
regardless this experience of PA establishment alerts us to a general need to examine the role of
state power in heritage conservation. One observation Nash offers is that PAs simply would not
have emerged as such a prominent aspect of modem cultural life were it not for the existence of a
democratically oriented state apparatus which was capable of acting in the broad public interest.
In this way, tracking the growth of PAs may also provide an entry point to discussion of the
spread of the rationalist, democratic ideology that facilitated early PA establishment in the West.
Yet such points also alert us to the inherently political and therefore potentially contested nature
of PAs, with contestation even seen by Archer and Orr as being inherent to the process of
establishing PAs (2008 p. 28-29). That a government acts in the public interest does not
automatically imply consensus about what the public interest is, or even broad public support for
that government to act in the public’s name.
Indeed that the opposite is often the case is implied in the basic political philosophy orientating
Western-style conservation. Nash’s view implies something of the Hobbesian view of humanity
that characterises much of conservation thinking, and ultimately provides the justification for the
state acting in the name of a public interest that might theoretically be shared by none of the
members of the public over which a state governs. Without the essentially benevolent
intervention of the state, the assertion of local and partisan interests will lead to the destruction of
what conservationists conceive of as the broader interests of humanity (van Helden 2001 ch. 1).
It is human selfishness, the ‘state of warre’ (Hobbes 1651 ch. XIII), that is to be counteracted by
state heritage protection — acting as a rational mediator in human affairs, the state acts to ensure
that the actions of the few do not impinge on the rights of humanity as a whole.

The influence of the rational state has arguably only grown as heritage values have shifted from
early notions of the aesthetic value of heritage places, to more recent ideas emerging from within
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ecology and the sciences that seek the protection of biodiversity and emphasise the utilitarian
values of PAs. As well as being the technical basis of designing and establishing ecologically
representative systems of PAs, science has been used in the political process of establishing PAs,
both as a means of persuading governments of their value, and as a means of persuading the
public that the government is acting in the greater good.

Such technical processes are therefore implicated in wider processes of forging images of social
alliance and belonging, and defining the political boundaries of community and identity. In the
case of the state, if it is to act in the public interest, then it must not only demonstrate the
legitimacy of that interest, but it must also define the public in ways that pose the state as its
natural representative. According to Anderson (1991) this process is a crucial precondition of
forging nation states, and in this way heritage protection has often played an explicit ideological
role in the development of nationalism and national identities. Yellowstone and many of the
USA’s cultural heritage monuments have long been promoted as memorialising aspects of US
history and culture that define a unique sense of American identity, and this tendency in early
heritage preservation has similarly been exported outside of the USA.10 As discussed in Chapter
Five, the Indonesian Republic’s first president, Soekamo, promoted the temples of Central Java
as representative of a uniquely Indonesian heritage and history. This served as an attempt to
unify Indonesia’s diverse cultural and linguistic groups under a common identity, posed as part
of an ongoing history of cultural autonomy stretching back many hundreds of years
(Bloembergen and Eickhoff 2011). Soekamo’s political manoeuvring evokes a more general
tendency that Hamilakis identifies in the context of Greek nationalism p.

It was the materiality of ancient sites, buildings, remnants, and artefacts, their
physicality, visibility, tangible nature, and embodied presence, that provided the
objective (in both senses of the word) reality of the nation. It was their sense of
longevity, and their aura of authenticity that endowed them with enormous symbolic
power (2007 p. 79).

10 In addition to Nash’s piece, Anderson (1991) and Hobsbawm and Ranger (1983) spend considerable time
discussing the role cultural heritage has to play in the development o f nationalism.
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In the face of such symbolic potential, state authorities have been eager to engage in developing
PAs, at the same time attempting to draw attention away from potential rivals to the state’s
exclusive claims to authority over these domains. In this way Soekarno’s successor, Indonesia’s
most prolific patron of national parks, and one time ‘darling of the international donor
community’ (Seymour 2003 p. xi), President Soeharto, claimed that ‘all Indonesians are
Indigenous’ (Li 2000), attempting to maintain the legitimacy of centralised state rule in
opposition to the particularist political and cultural claims of many rural local communities. Such
narratives attempt to forge, or indeed manufacture, a sense of unity that transcends or assimilates
local variations in social and cultural life. In the case of heritage protection, the close relationship
between the promotion of heritage values and nationalism has contributed considerably to the
state being posited as the natural entity to govern PAs.

Images of the local in Western-style conservation

If the close relationship with nationalism is a means through which state conservation projects
attempt to create the conditions of their legitimacy, then a corollary to this process, equally
demonstrated by Soeharto’s famous line, is to depict local landscapes and the communities
inhabiting them in ways that similarly support state-based conservation.

The preservationist mindset of heritage conservation has quite clearly lent a bias in Western-style
conservation toward depicting landscapes as functionally empty as far as local communities are
concerned. In nature conservation, the wilderness concept is largely defined in opposition to
society in general, and thus areas identified as wilderness are assumed to have no significant
human presence, a state to be actively maintained and encouraged. In cultural heritage
management, the tendency to situate cultural authenticity in the distant past has led to a similar
outcome, namely a longstanding tendency to discount present-day attachments that local
communities maintain with heritage places, be they economic or religious (Byrne 2008, 1995;
Sullivan 1993). Politically speaking, if there are no significant populations claiming alternative
associations to heritage places that fall within the accepted realms of conservation, then the state
has few competitors in promoting itself as the most logical entity to manage heritage places. This
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is particularly so where the arguments in favour of conservation are dominated by the
transcendent narratives of science, international heritage values and nationalism.

Images of Indigenous and local societies promoted by conservationists support this idea in a
range of ways. When George Caitlin made the pilgrimages to the American frontier that gave rise
to his new concept of a national park, one of his formative experiences was a sense of shock at
observing native American people slaughtering thousands of buffalo for their tongues, which
were then traded to settlers in what Caitlin considered an embarrassingly one-sided exchange
(Nash 1970). Swidden agriculturalists in Asia have frequently been portrayed as agents of
environmental degradation (Pannell 2011), as have African and Indian pastoralists (Brockington
2002, Saberwal et.al 2000, Guha 1997) and Australian Aboriginal people (Langton 2012, Thiriet
and Smith 2011) to name a few. Even in cases where the material heritage of Indigenous
societies is precisely what is at stake, present-day Indigenous communities have been discounted
as viable agents of conservation. A key example is the Australian Institute of Aboriginal and
Torres Straight Islander Studies. Today a leading Indigenous-led research institute and policy
think-tank, it was originally created by the government in 1964 as the Australian Institute of
Aboriginal Studies to document Aboriginal customs and traditions and preserve material
artefacts in view of the anticipated assimilation of remaining Aboriginal people, and therefore the
disappearance of ‘traditional culture’ (Macdonald 1984 p. 29-30). Even when positively
conceived, Indigenous and local cultures have been considered as an anachronism, located in a
romanticised past and incapable of innovation and adaptation within the modem world (Hartanto
2009, Langton et al. 2005). In this view present-day communities become either an aspect of the
destructive processes PAs attempt to ameliorate, or are considered a shadow of their former
selves, cultureless outcasts adrift in the modem world, and in need of the benevolent intervention
of the state in order to salvage what remains of their heritage.
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PROTECTED AREAS IN PRACTICE

While the majority of PAs prior to 1970 were located in the industrialised West, one of the chief
characteristics of the ‘conservation boom’ (Zimmerer 2000) since 1970 is that large scale
systems of PAs began to be instituted in developing countries, under the auspices of post-colonial
states. However, the notion of Western hegemony in heritage conservation, spreading outward in
a unilinear and progress-oriented fashion, is somewhat problematic due to the fact that Western
conservation ideology has emerged among sections of non-Westem societies in ways that can be
said to be voluntary and consensual, and indeed as a result of the particular historical experiences
of these countries. Even while criticising Western conservation’s ethical tendency to assume that
heritage conservation is something of value to all of humanity, Byrne notes that:

The opinion of the various populations of the non-West seems never to have been
canvassed on this matter. Instead, non-Westem professionals in the relevant fields,
based in the universities and heritage agencies of the non-Westem world and
generally drawn from relatively small urban elites, are assumed to be able to speak
for them. While not suggesting that these archaeologists — my reference in what
follows will mainly be to archaeology — are necessarily Westernised, it seems
reasonable to say they share and subscribe to broadly the same methodology, theory
and values as their Western counterparts. In other words, they speak the common
language of archaeology, or variations of it. For this reason, the totalising ambition
of the conservation ethic should not be seen simply as an aspect or outcome of
Western imperialism (1995 p. 266-67).

Indian biologist Kartik Shanker also warns against a view that characterises the growth of
Western-style conservation as a case of pure ‘ideology transfer’ (Byrne 1991 p. 273) from the
West to the non-West, or as a necessarily neo-colonial concern, as some commentators argue (see
eg Haber 2007). Shanker instead highlights historical processes that have made heritage
conservation a legitimate concern outside the West in similar ways to which it became a
legitimate concern within the West:
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What is seen as being implemented in a number of these areas is either a Western
notion or a Western notion that’s currently being globalised, perhaps through some
of the large... multi-national conservation organisations. Not as a conservation
biologist, but just as a conservationist, I’d have to agree with that notion largely.
Where I think I’d qualify that is that it's not just a Western notion, or rather, the
Western notion is not confined to the West. Western ideas and notions of Western
culture have spread over the last century to other parts of the world and have spread
extensively through India because we were colonised for 200 years. American
culture has spread widely now too, because we’re an English speaking country. So I
would say that anybody in urban India already possesses a Western notion. And in a
sense, I’d say that it's more of an urbanisation of conservation than a globalisation
of conservation. I think it's not ideas that are coming in, physically, from the West,
but instead it is ideas which are actually coming out of centres of learning in big
cities, which is what I believe does happen in India today (Shanker 2010 p. 183).

Suffice to say that heritage conservation has received considerable support from many people
outside the West. Jepson, interviewing professional conservationists in Indonesia, found that
traditional views of nature conservation, promoted in ethical and aesthetic terms, were more
prevalent among the Indonesian nationals he interviewed than their Western counterparts (2001
eh. 9). In the simplest analysis such a spectacular growth in the conservation estate in terms of
“Western-style” conservation could never have happened without influential support in nonWestem countries, capable of mobilising the state for the establishment of PAs. The processes
which have led to the growth of such support in the West, namely industrialisation, increasing
secularisation, broad access to education and the development of an urbanised, affluent middle
class are also increasingly evident, albeit to lesser degrees, in non-Westem countries since 1970.
It is within these urban educated populations that a modem conservation ethic that actively
promotes Western-style PAs has emerged.

Yet with the rapid expansion of the conservation estate, a key challenge has emerged regarding
the social and cultural dynamics of PAs. In developing countries, the idea of preserving
unpeopled wilderness and the material remains of the human past have proven difficult to
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reconcile with highly populated landscapes that PAs have frequently been declared in. In India,
4.5 million people live in and around state-run PAs, with another 200 million people living below
the poverty line with some of their livelihood dependent on the forests these PAs partially
protect. In order to protect large tracts of nature or restore monuments, state authorities have
consistently sought to remove many of these populations. In many cases this has led to persistent
conflicts between the state and local communities and has often created considerable resistance
to conservation at the local level. In many parts of the developing world, rural populations are
highly heterogeneous socially and culturally life, and in addition to the presence of local
livelihood needs providing a challenge to PA managers, these local people have frequently
asserted cultural and religious ties to protected landscapes that cut across Western-inspired ideas
of conservation.

In the settler colonies of Canada, USA, Australia and New Zealand, this challenge has
manifested in similar claims being brought before the courts by Indigenous minorities, as
progressive land rights legislation has been enacted since the mid 1970s. Arguing that the
protection of wilderness is dependent on the dispossession of Indigenous peoples from their
lands, and that the traditional archaeological approach to Indigenous cultural heritage
preservation has tended to discount the relationships present-day communities maintain with the
material remains of the past, successful land claims over PAs have compelled collaboration
between mainstream conservation professionals and their counterparts in local Aboriginal
communities. In some prominent cases land handed back to Aboriginal owners has then been
nominated for inclusion in the conservation estate as Indigenous run PAs.

These developments have lead to a broad challenge to the philosophical underpinnings of
Western-style conservation. Indigenous minorities in the West and Indigenous and resident
communities in the developing world alike have consistently rejected the idea that the landscapes
they live in and have cultural associations with are unpeopled wildernesses harbouring “wild
biodiversity”. Instead, across the world Indigenous and local communities have promoted their
own views of these landscapes, highlighting the often intimate and longstanding inter
relationships between local, culturally specific practices of land management and the natural
values of protected landscapes (eg O'Connor et al. 2013, Tobius 2009, Braun 2002, Birkes 1999,
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Braun and Castree 1998, Stevens 1997). In Australia, the increasing prominence of the idea of
“firestick farming” (see Jones 1969, Gammage 2011) has been promoted by Indigenous
communities as evidence of active custodianship of traditional lands over tens of thousands of
years, and as a result the landscape is seen as a cultural artefact, the outcome of an intimate
relationship between people and nature (see eg McClean 2007a, 2007b, 2008, Rose et al. 2003,
1996). Throughout Asia many local peoples mixed hunting and gathering with swidden
agriculture and in some significant cases, such as in Timor-Leste, thousands of years of shifting
agriculture has led to a complex mosaic of forest cover that is as much a significant and complex
cultural landscape as it is a refuge for wildlife (O’Connor et al. 2011). Similarly, temple forests,
sacred groves and other aspects of the landscape infused with spiritual or religious values have
long been pointed to as examples of local conservation practices that predate and run parallel to
modem attempts to conserve natural landscapes (Verschuuren et al. 2010). In many cases these
notions of conservation exist as part of a complex and evolving social dynamic, rather than a
rigid set of laws or practices, shifting in value and practice over time, according to local needs or
the perceived directives of spirit guardians (eg Freeman 1999).

As previously alluded to, archaeological understandings of heritage have also exhibited the
tendency to run counter to local understandings of the value of heritage places. This has led to a
challenge to some of the philosophical underpinnings of traditional approaches to archaeological
practice. At the 1987 World Archaeological Congress in Southampton, for example, a series of
sustained criticisms of archaeological practice from Indigenous communities and members of
politically marginal groups led to the publication of a volume explicating these critical views of
archaeological practice (Layton 1989). A key theme of these criticisms was that the situating of
authentic archaeological meanings in the past, particularly in prehistory, has the consequence,
deliberate or otherwise, of actively marginalising the views of present-day communities
regarding local, national and colonial histories, and of excluding those communities from
maintaining active relationships with the materials that archaeologists viewed as important from
the perspective of their own particular view of the past.

It was about the time of the Southampton Congress that the demands of the
Indigenous minorities, particularly in North America and Australia, for return of
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human skeletal remains began to attract widespread media attention. Conflict in the
Archaeology o f Living Traditions (Layton 1989) contains papers in which
Indigenous people demand that these remains be treated not as archaeological
evidence but as remains of their dead relatives and ancestors. These people seem
quite unconvinced by the valid research interest of archaeologists whose attitude
they see—often in relation to 'archaeological' sites generally—as alien and macabre
(Byrne 1991 p. 272).

In his discussion of this volume, Byrne quotes Bolivian writer Carlos Condori as exemplifying
the “Indigenous challenge” to archaeology:

The message of both archaeology and history in Bolivia is clear: the evidence of our
past, the age-old historical development of our societies and the Indians are for
them only prehistory, a dead and silent past. Prehistory is a Western concept
according to which those societies which have not developed writing—or an
equivalent system of graphic representation— have no history. This fits perfectly
into the framework of thought typical of Western culture (Condori 1989 p.51).
Condori’s criticism is key to this broad discussion, firstly as it highlights the simple fact that
alternative views of nature, culture and heritage exist outside of those promoted within the
dominant Western model. Where a plurality of views of the past and the natural world exists, and
where resident communities are a fact of life in many parts of the world, both archaeological and
ecological approaches to heritage have been able to assert themselves as legitimate only by first
excluding ‘multiple and mature discourses [that] already exist in the space archaeology depicts
as a void’ (Byrne 1995 p. 278). Such communities have not simply, or perhaps not only, been
excluded by a brute process of force, but also through these more subtle ideological and imageric
means. Byrne continues:

If the West has been mistaken in thinking that the conservation charters have global
applicability — a proposition I will go on to argue with reference to Thailand —
this is largely a result of an archaeological discourse acting hegemonically to
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exclude other discourses, other 'voices', whose salient characteristic in this context
is that they do not conceive or construct the objects in question as archaeological
(Byrne 1995).

Today such discourses exist within both nature and cultural heritage conservation as one among
the many alternatives and criticisms, and exclusive and preservationist PAs have come to be
known as the ‘fortress conservation’ approach (Brockington 2002). Thus the traditional approach
to nature conservation has now become traditional within the context of recent conservation
culture, where once it was promoted as a purely progressive element of a broader modernised
industrial culture.

It is the existence of a plurality of views on what constitutes conservation and heritage that has
come to characterise debates over PAs, at least as far as an analysis of their cultural and social
aspects are concerned. This has been most consistently articulated as a debate between Western
and non-Western views of nature and culture:

In modem Western thought, society (or culture) has been understood to be not just
radically separate from nature but situated in a hierarchical relationship of
dominance to it. This ontological model facilitated the vastly accelerated
exploitation and despoliation of natural ‘resources’ (nature being considered a
resource for humanity) which accompanied the Industrial Revolution, the
development of capitalism and the European colonial-imperial project. Closer to
home in terms of the present volume, culture-nature dualism has been found to be a
major impediment to breaking out of the silos represented by nature conservation
and [cultural] heritage conservation. This, of course, is the view from the position of
the experts. The view from the ground includes that of Indigenous people who find
that in the struggle to (conserve their traditional lands) there are willing allies to be
found among environmental and heritage conservation organisations but that these
alliances mean having to internalise the culture-nature dichotomy, at least for the
purposes of dealing with these experts, accessing their funding, and participating in
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their conservation programs. In other words such alliances entail an internalisation
of an alien ontology (Byrne et al. 2013 p. 1-2).

What, then, is the non-Western model that is posed as an alternative? The image that has
emerged within the context of these debates is that non-Western views of heritage ‘do not
separate nature and culture but rather treat them holistically as indivisibly inter-related aspects of
the world in which people live’ (Lilley 2013 p. 14). This, at least, is the sum total of what has
reached the upper echelons of the heritage establishment, yet in each scenario, the expression of
such ideas is highly specific and embedded within societies that exhibit an extremely wide
variety of economic, cultural and religious histories that actively inform present-day social and
political life. It is expressions by local communities of these varying histories, philosophies and
identities that will form the substantive chapters of this thesis, so rather than canvassing the
range of expressions that make up non-Westem views of heritage here, I’ll instead consider the
implications of the emergence of non-Westem views for the Western model of conservation,
before considering some of the practical effects that have flowed from this emergence.

Preservationism challenged
As has been alluded to already, preservationism has proven to be a controversial aspect of
Western-style conservation. Of chief importance philosophically is that ideas promoting
unpeopled wilderness and the authenticity of ancient monuments have been revealed as social
constructions, both in the sense promoted by social theorists, but more importantly in a very
direct sense. According to social theory, an “unpeopled wilderness” for example must, in order to
be considered a protected area, be clearly identified, surveyed and defined geographically, and
then incorporated into human systems of law and governance. Whether conservation values are
considered in scientific, aesthetic, historic, economic or spiritual terms, PAs, even as they
exclude human interaction, embody these human values and actively overlay them onto the
landscape through these practical processes. Thus protecting wilderness or an ancient monument
is nothing if not a contemporary social process, framed by a particular set of values. The more
direct sense offers a darker turn, and is perhaps most clearly exemplified in the fact that
Yellowstone National Park was not an unpeopled wilderness, discovered and protected by the
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benevolent state, but the homelands of the recently dispossessed Shoshone Native Americans,
removed from the park by military force in the early 1860s. It was thus ‘the first example of
removing a native population in order to “preserve” nature’ (Spence 1999 p. 70).

The focus on preservationism, at least where it is seen to embody the nature-culture divide and
where it privileges past cultural epochs over continuing local traditions, has increasingly been
viewed at best as ‘making little sense’ (Phillips 2005 p. 26), or at worst as an aspect of European
dominance and a tool in colonial oppression and dispossession. Indigenous activist and academic
Marcia Langton has famously explored this view in the Australian context:

Until recently, most popular usage of the term “wilderness” has had the effect of
denying the imprint of millennia of Aboriginal impacts on, and relationships with,
species and ecologies in Australian environmental history. The term, while perhaps
not wittingly, used to infer that this continent was devoid of human habitation and
governance... There was Aboriginal protestation at the official use of the term as
thousands of hectares of Aboriginal land was arbitrarily classified under the IUCN
category of “Wilderness Area” by officials and academics on the other side of the
continent and across the seas. I wrote for instance, “Just as Terra Nullius was a lie,
so was this European fantasy of wilderness. There is no wilderness, there are
cultural landscapes, those of the environmentalists who depict a theological vision
of nature in posters, and those of Aboriginal people, present and past, whose
relationships with the environment shaped even the reproductive mechanisms of
forests” (1998 p. 4-5).

Heritage as a Universal Value?

The idea then, that there are heritage places that “belong to everyone” not only cuts across the
simple legal realities of state-based ownership of most PAs, but also cuts across notions of local
cultural associations to place, ownership and political legitimacy. In the first sense, one aspect I
regard as significant is that within a number of Indigenous and local societies a worldview that
values pluralism and particularity prevails. If we are to take a view from religious history on
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these issues, then one of the legacies of Western culture is the tendency to apply the test of truth
to the variety of views that exist regarding the meaning and importance of local landscapes.
Science, for example, seeks to develop a body of objective facts about the environment, and in
its tendency towards objectivism and universalism it carries on a longstanding tradition in
Western culture that grew from early Christian theology, surviving the enlightenment and the
secularisation of the Western world. Arguably the universal applicability of heritage values
similarly marks the Western tendency to view truth and falsity in an abstract, absolute sense, as
opposed to one which sees truth as being specific to the context one finds oneself in. Michel
Picard describes the development of this tradition in the West in the following way:

Religion is neither a descriptive nor an analytical term, but a prescriptive and
normative one. Originating in the Roman notion of religio, it was appropriated by
early Christian theologians, who radically shifted its sense and reference by
uprooting it from its pagan framework... To the Romans, religio is what traditio is
all about, a set of ancestral practices developed by a people and transmitted over
generations. As there are different peoples, so are there different traditions. As a set
of practices, the predicates ‘true’ and ‘false’ are not applicable to a tradition. By
claiming to be true religio, Christianity counter posed its doctrines to the prevalent
practices, rejected as a set of false beliefs’ (in Picard and Madinier 2011 p. 2).

Many local and Indigenous groups have thus encountered the universalist claims of science and
heritage conservation from within the context of their own traditional societies. In certain ways,
such universalism may well appear as foreign and incomprehensible, let alone diplomatically
clumsy. My own experiences researching this thesis, in particular my inquiries in Lautem
District, Timor-Leste (Chapter Four) and Kyogle, Australia (Chapter Three) have borne out
aspects of this process. In these cases, community members were extremely careful to discuss the
stories of spiritualised places in terms that did not assume a universalist tone. One example is the
reply I received from my translator in Timor-Leste, when I asked him what he thought the
traditions of his homelands in Lautem District had in common with those throughout Timor;
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To talk about someone else’s Tei, 11 you cannot. So for the rest of the people in
Timor, we might know that they have their own Tei, but it's not the one that we
believe. So the rest, they are the ones that know about their Tei.

Similarly, the Githabul elder I worked with in north-east New South Wales was considered to be
a cultural authority, yet the nature of the truths he promoted were specific to places and practices
in Githabul country. Indeed according to custom, stories about spiritual places can only be
repeated while at the place the story refers to. The nature of truth in both these cases is one where
a story is considered to be true in and for its appropriate, place-based context. If one wishes to
understand the truth of the origin of societies beyond the realms of Lautem District or Githabul
country, or learn of the spiritual powers imbued in other landscapes, then one must consult
authorities in those other places. Crucially, there was no absolutist claim that the stories one
might find there must either support the truths my informants offered, or else be considered as
false belief. In this way many local traditions in the present day continue to promote a pluralist
and highly localised epistemology and ontology, something which has at the very least
complicated the claims that science and heritage values make to the universal value of heritage.
This is not to say that such universalist ideas might not be capable of being assimilated into local
worldviews and traditions (a theme further discussed in Chapter Four), and indeed the well
documented history of religious syncretism in traditional societies indicates that such forms of
assimilation are by no means out of the question.

However, the experience of traditional forms

of conservation in these local contexts does indicate that the reverse process of assimilating
local, pluralistic cultures into the mainstream of conservation practice has proven difficult (eg
Lilley 2013, Adams and English 2005). In this sense advocates of traditional forms of
conservation have become embroiled in a similar dynamic to that which Sutton identified
between local Indigenous groups and Lutheran missionaries in Wik country, in the Cape York
territories of northern Australia. Discussing the ability of local people to hold a simultaneous
belief in traditional Wik spirituality and Christian tenets, he observes:

11 In Fataluku culture Tei refers to a local understanding of sacred power, often dwelling in places and objects, and is
considered a fundamental aspect of local spiritual traditions.
12 For Indonesian examples, see Beatty (1999) and Abdullah (1966). For Australian examples, see Swain and Rose
(1988), Sutton (2010).
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It was a Wik social-psychological principle, not a European derived one, which
made a dual cosmology possible. This was not “influence” in the sense of a one way
street from the West to the bush. It was a one way street in a different sense: a dual
cosmology was possible for the Wik but not for the European missionaries. It is
inconceivable that the missionaries could have genuinely embraced the same
metaphysical duality in a mirror-image process (2010 p. 72).

I am far less fatalistic about the possibility of Western conservationists taking on new views, and
for conservation to be modified and localised according to local cultural circumstances.
Regardless, the historical record tells us that for better or worse the universalist claims of science
and conservation have proven deeply unpopular among many local non-Westem societies and
their advocates. Perhaps the most famous criticism of this aspect of conservation comes from
Indian environmental historian Ramachandra Guha in his piece The Authoritarian Biologist and
the Arrogance o f Anti-Humanism:

The elephant [is] one of the half a dozen or so animals that have acquired “totemic”
status among Western wilderness lovers. Animal totems existed in most pre-modem
societies, but as Ame Kalland points out, in the past the injunction not to kill the
totemic species only applied to the group. Hindus do not ask others to worship the
cow, for instance. But those who love and cherish the elephant, seal, whale and tiger
try to impose a worldwide prohibition on its killing. No one, they say, anywhere,
anytime, shall be allowed to touch the animal they hold sacred.... The new totemists
insist that their species is the “true, rightful inhabitant” of the ocean or forest, and
ask that human beings who have lived in the same terrain (and with the animals) for
centuries be sent elsewhere. (1997 p. 16)

This position alerts us to the fundamental political problem of strident universalism - the
possibility of creating resistance to conservation through imposing conservation solutions that
appear to have little relevance to or traction within local societies.
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Protected areas and the rational state

Claims to universal values have typically dovetailed well with the interests and exercise of state
power, and recent experiences of PAs have also proven illuminating in defining emergent, nonWestem conservation alternatives. A number of points bear mention here.

When incorporating state lands into the conservation estate, a common experience in developing
countries has been that conservation has become an aspect of efforts at legitimising and
enforcing state territorial control.

The process of establishing PAs has implicated

conservationists in the ‘territorialising imperatives’ of the state (McWilliam 2006a p. 52),
bringing often remote territories under the official gaze and formalising the means through which
the state can control both the resources contained within these territories, and the communities
who inhabit or depend on these landscapes. Nancy Peluso’s influential article ‘Coercing
Conservation? The politics of state resource control’ (1993) considered the means by which
agreements between nation states for the protection of biodiversity on the one hand ‘assume that
all nation-states have the capacity, the internal legitimacy, and the will to manage all resources
falling within that nation’s territorial boundaries’, while on the other hand state authorities
without such traits have in some cases entered into these agreements in order to ‘appropriate the
conservation concerns of international environment groups as a means of eliciting support for
their own control over productive natural resources. Indeed, some tropical states use
conservation ideology to justify coercion in the name of conservation, often by using violence...
to facilitate state apparatus building and social control’, (p. 199)

During the 1980s, only a decade into the conservation boom, resistance to conservation became a
major theme in the literature, with conservation projects in Africa (Bonner 1993, Carruthers
1995) , India (Guha 1997, Campaign for Survival and Dignity 2003) and Australia (Goodall 2006,
1996) providing influential examples of local and Indigenous communities protesting against the
exercise of state power. These protests were rarely against conservation per se, but tended to
view conservation as one aspect of a broader political dynamic that marginalised these
communities, either through rendering them invisible in what they considered to be their own
homelands, or simply through relocation, at times undertaken forcefully. While claims to national
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identity have typically been deployed to justify such interventions, the many examples of protest
are enough to convince us they are by no means uniformly accepted.

Indonesia provides a case in point. The extensive system of PAs that President Soeharto
instituted was an aspect of a broader effort to centralise state control of forested lands in
Indonesia’s remote territories. A key aspect of this process was the passing of the 1967 Basic
Forestry Law. Through this act 181 million hectares of forested lands were legislated into state
ownership, with some 80 million people living in and dependent on these landscapes for their
survival (Poffenberger 2006 p. 59). Many of these landscapes are owned and utilised according
to customary systems of ownership, yet such local practices are often undocumented and have
little legal standing in Indonesian law. While state laws have facilitated private companies and
economic migrants in developing land for forestry or agriculture, customary owners are
frequently without legal recourse due to their inability to prove in court that their systems of
ownership have legal standing (Poffenberger 2006, see also Chapter Five of this thesis).

In this context, the establishment of state run PAs that do not seek to incorporate local
communities into their management has represented just another form of state appropriation of
land to many rural and remote Indonesian communities. That PAs have at times brought
considerable economic benefits to state run tourism authorities in Indonesia only supports
Kelly’s observation that ‘PAs appear to be examples of Marx’s primitive accumulation, complete
with acts of enclosure, dispossession, dissolution of the commons and accumulation’ (2011
p.683). It is therefore tempting to speculate, for example, that for those villagers relocated from
Bukit Soeharto Nature Reserve in East Kalimantan in the early 1980s, it might not have mattered
if the Indonesian government had cleared the forest and established plantations, as it has done in
many other parts of Borneo, rather than establish the reserve. That many re-settled in the nearby
Kutai National Park and proceeded to clear and cultivate parts of the forest there seems only to
support this notion (Vadya and Sahur 1996 see also Moeliono and Yuliani 2009).

A common

perception grew in Indonesia, that for better or for worse, the state PA system represented the
exercise of ‘the repressive mode of power’ (Jepson 2001 Ch. 6), and due to lack of broad public
support, ‘when the 32 year old Soeharto New Order regime collapsed in May 1998, so did PAs as
13 Other examples abound. For a global overview o f conservation displacement see Brockington and Igoe 2006.
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a meaningful protective entity’ (ibid. Ch 13). Such dynamics are not uncommon in the
developing world (see eg Vandergeest and Peluso 1995, Brockington 2002, Brockington and
Igoe 2006, West et al. 2006).

While not all PA systems are accused of such abuses of power, even when state power has
legitimacy its presence has a transformative impact on local lives. From a social and cultural
point of view this is a crucial aspect of the discussion — the problem of inclusion remains even
when eviction does not occur. In its tendency to create systematic approaches to land
management through bureaucratic means of assessment, evaluation and survey, and in its
preference for applying extra-local legal mechanisms as a preferred method of controlling
activities within PAs, the process of initiating Western-style conservation actively intervenes in
landscapes that often have, for whatever reasons, much less systematised and bureaucratically
visible patterns of social, legal and economic life. In this sense, traditional forms of conservation
have tended towards what Scott has called ‘Seeing Like a State’, observing that:

The kind of abstracting, utilitarian logic that the state, through its officials, applie[s]
to the forest is thus not entirely distinctive. What is distinctive about this logic is...
the degree to which it allow[s] the state to impose that logic on the very reality that
was observed (1998 p. 13-14).

PAs not only reconfigure the legal and tenural aspects of a landscape, but they revalue the
landscape and, through the state, attempt to systematically re-order it in terms of those values,
which in itself is an active intervention in local social and cultural life.

Protected areas under fire

While I have necessarily provided a patchwork of examples to illustrate what is a broad and
complex history, the various experiences explored in a brief way here combine to discredit PAs
in the minds of many who have no particular influence over involvement with the industrial
processes that legitimise the establishment of wide-scale systems of PAs. Such an array of
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literature exists on this topic that it is more useful to quote a few representative examples than
attempt a general survey. Bonner’s conclusions on African wildlife protection, quoted by Guha
(1997 p. 16), summarise well the general critique of conservation that has emerged outside the
West, and amongst Indigenous minorities in the West:

[The criticisms] of egocentricity and neo-colonialism could fairly be levelled at
most conservation organizations working in the third world... As many Africans see
it, white people are making rules to protect animals that white people want to see in
parks that white people visit. Why should Africans support these programmes?...
Africans do not use the parks and do not receive any significant benefits from them.
There are indirect costs - government revenues that go to parks instead of schools.
And there are direct personal costs [for instance, from the ban on hunting or fuel
collecting, or from displacement].

At the same time as serving state and foreign interests, Zambian biologist E.N. Chidumayo notes
that conservation policies in Africa have ‘largely ignored African environmental and cultural
values. In fact, the only thing that is African about most conventional conservation policies is
that they are practised on African land’ (1993 p. 49).

Yet this critique has not been confined to those outside the conservation establishment, with
Western-oriented conservationists increasingly recognising the limitations of conventional PAs
as far as their global applicability and value as a conservation mechanism are concerned. Dutch
conservationist and social scientist Flip van Helden (2001 p. 4) provides a cogent summary of
the critical position emerging within the conservation establishment as a result of the experiences
of the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s:

Protected areas cannot serve as straightforward technical solutions for the
worldwide threat to biodiversity because of the simple fact that conservation
programs affect people's access to natural resources and their ability to make a
living from these resources. In many cases, their relation with the environment
forms an essential element of local culture. A second problem in the establishment
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of national parks lies with the division of costs and benefits attached to a protected
area. The ‘global community’ through the protection of biodiversity, tourists
through their enjoyment of local flora and fauna, hunters through the game that they
shoot, and the state through its collection of revenues, all benefit from the
establishment of conservation areas. In contrast, local people carry the brunt of the
costs associated with this type of nature protection.

Not surprisingly, the exclusion of local communities from traditional hunting and gardening
lands elicits strong responses. These responses may directly contravene the conservation
objectives of the executing agency or the state and in many cases break state law, as people
continue to use protected land and resources. In some cases, such popular resistance takes the
form of open revolt (see Pimbert and Pretty 1997). More usually, however, it takes the shape of
‘everyday forms of resistance’ (Scott 1986) through sabotage, foot dragging, smuggling,
poaching, resettlement, gardening, fuel wood collection and incendiarism. Conservationists, in
turn, have responded with what Machlis and Tichnell (1985 p. 96) call ‘an essentially military
defense strategy’. As the conflicts around protected areas intensify, conservationists are
becoming aware that a policy based on a denial of access to resources may appear manageable in
the short term, but ‘runs the risk of backfiring in the longer run’ (Brown and Wyckoff 1992 p.
24).

NEW DEVELOPMENTS IN PROTECTED AREA MANAGEMENT

If the challenge facing conservationists has been the ‘re-implication’ (Langton 1998) of local,
culturally distinct peoples into heritage conservation, where once they were assumed to be
outside its scope, then there are two broad developments I wish to highlight as responses to this
challenge. The first development is the emergence of a movement in the 1980s promoting
community-based forms of conservation. This movement argues for a move away from statebased forms of heritage management and either vesting ownership of lands in local and
Indigenous communities who agree to manage for the purposes of conservation or, where formal
ownership remains with the state, initiating participatory forms of planning and management that
encourage local, culturally distinct communities to have a greater say in how conservation
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policies are developed, and to take an active role in day-to-day management. The second
development is the emergence of new forms of PAs that explicitly acknowledge the
interrelationships of local cultures and protected landscapes. In this regard I focus on the IUCN
Category V and VI PAs, and World Heritage Cultural Landscapes, both of which are becoming
an increasingly common part of the conservation estate.

Community-based conservation

Since the 1980s, community-based conservation has emerged as a key response to both the
practical challenges of establishing PAs in the highly populated developing world, and to moral
and legal challenges from Indigenous minorities across the globe. In many cases it is closely
linked to the emergence of the international Indigenous rights movement, and has become a key
vehicle for culturally distinct local communities to articulate the values and histories that have
informed their criticisms of Western-style conservation. If Western-style conservation viewed the
state as the most appropriate and viable vehicle for developing sustainable forms of natural and
cultural resource management, then the emergence of community-based approaches represents
an attempt to redress the ‘manifest failure’ of this model in the contexts mentioned above, and is
premised on the assumption that ‘people who live close to a resource and whose livelihoods
directly depend on it have more interest in sustainable use and management than do state
authorities or distant corporations’ (Li 2006 p. 427-8).

Such initiatives can take many forms. At one end of the spectrum are lands recognised by the
state to be under the legal ownership of a local community. Australia’s Indigenous Protected
Area (IPA) program is a key example, with land owned outright by Aboriginal communities
nominated voluntarily for inclusion in the national reserve system, and successful nominations
attracting funding and management support from the Australian government (Rose 2013). The
vast majority of Aboriginal-owned land in Australia was transferred from crown ownership
following successful claims under the Native Title Act (1993), or the various state-based land
rights legislations, and this program highlights the link between land rights campaigns and
community-based conservation. ‘The IPA Program was a response to the growing international
and national recognition of Indigenous rights in conservation and sustainable development in the
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1980s and 1990s. It was also a pragmatic recognition that a large area of land in natural condition
was under Indigenous ownership and Australia’s commitment to a comprehensive, adequate and
representative reserve system was not possible without including Indigenous lands’ (Rose 2013
p. 50).

Australia is significant in the context of this thesis for the fact that large amounts of Indigenous
owned land exist. These owners have the right of veto over any particular resource project that
might occur on their lands, sustainable or otherwise, and this has already forced considerable
changes in the conservation landscape. Rose observes that despite the lack of a formal legal
framework for Indigenous PAs as conservation reserves, ‘Indigenous land title under Australian
law had often been hard-won and so models that required loss of title or even shared title were
unlikely to succeed’ (2013 p. 50). With these innovations proving to be one of the more
successful models emerging, some observers have argued ‘in contrast to many critiques of
community-based conservation elsewhere, that community-oriented PAs are delivering
significant benefits to Indigenous peoples in Australia’ (Langton et.al 2005 p. 24).

These broad connections are by no means limited to Australia, or limited to the Australian
experience, where Indigenous rights ran parallel to conservation interests as social movements.
Gamatyan notes that advocates of community rights in the Philippines frequently took on the role
of “translating” Indigenous systems of resource tenure into forms recognisable under the state’s
land rights mechanisms based on the ‘conflation of the struggle for self-determination and
political and cultural autonomy with the struggle for the environment and the possibility that the
latter movement captures the former’ (2006 p. 471). Conversely, Tsing observes how the
environment movement that emerged in Indonesia in the 1980s was one of the few social issues
on which ordinary people could protest against the authoritarian state’s policies. As a result the
many local and Indigenous communities articulating land and resource claims based on local
cultural associations to place formed strategic alliances with environmental lobby groups. In
doing so, they created a space within which to publicly articulate their critiques of the state’s
resource development regime, and to formulate their own alternatives (2005 p. 217).
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In these contexts in which land is owned by the state, a wide range of community-based
conservation models have emerged, and I canvass some prominent examples here;

•

outright community management based on ownership of land by Indigenous, customary
or private landowning bodies;

•

developing formal co-operative management models, such as many state-based co
management schemes in Australia based on a ‘lease-back’ arrangement, where land is
transferred to traditional Indigenous owners on the condition that it remain a state
legislated PA, with local traditional owners exercising a casting vote on the board of
management (Baker et al. 2001);

•

a wide variety of policy based initiatives that come under the terms of social forestry and
joint management arrangements. These exist in Australia through Indigenous
“consultation groups” (Baker et al. 2001), in many SE Asian countries, and in India
through its joint management of forests and social forestry projects (Poffenberger 2006);

•

the initiation of community-based approaches focusing on alternative livelihoods that
mean that people living in and around parks do not impact on the conservation values of
the landscape, yet are still able to maintain a viable economic existence in the local
setting. Examples abound in the developing world, including the controversial rise and
fall of Integrated Conservation and Development Projects in the 1990s (eg Mahanty
2003, Van Helden 2001), but also including a range of smaller informal and co-operative
arrangements, often occurring without the collaboration of state agencies, with India and
Indonesia both having long histories of conservationists and researchers essentially
working to mitigate the social impacts of state run conservation projects (eg Eghenter et
al. 2003).

These developments have been associated with a rise in the prominence of the social sciences in
conservation discourse, and the reflexivity and process orientation of these disciplines has led to
an increasing focus on techniques and methodologies that support community-based goals and
expectations. Common to conservation today are the promotion of citizen science initiatives,
community archaeology and heritage surveys, participatory oral history projects, ethnoecology
and community resilience studies, participatory mapping projects and an array of other initiatives
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that seek both to democratise the process of research and planning within heritage conservation,
and to develop bodies of research that reflect local and regional values, approaches and
understandings. Seymour discusses the value of one such long-term research endeavour that
began in the late 1980s, undertaken in Indonesia’s remote Kayan Mentarang National Park, and
involving the collaboration of foreign and local Indigenous researchers over some 15 years. This
influential program identified three broad goals that have now become commonplace in
conservation programs in many parts of the world.

Firstly, documentation of the histories of those communities which could substantiate their
claims to land and resources based on long-term residence and management, especially if
accompanied by maps that could compete for legitimacy with those drawn by officials in Jakarta
and in provincial capitals. While such claims might not have received a fair hearing in the
political climate of 15 years ago, there was a hope that someday that climate would change.
Secondly, a better understanding of how forest-dwelling communities had traditionally managed
natural resources, and had adapted those systems in response to dynamic pressures over the
years, to provide insights into how those systems might be articulated with nature conservation
approaches being promoted by various outside interests, in a way that served both community
and conservation interests. Thirdly, translation of the rich cultural heritage of forest-dwelling
communities into forms accessible to outsiders as a scientific, spiritual and aesthetic gift to the
rest of the world. That gift would in turn give voice to the communities themselves, and broaden
the constituency for protecting those communities from thoughtless disruption of the social and
ecological systems that had generated such cultural riches (Seymour 2003 p. xi).

Whether one considers community-based models to be the only way forward for conservation
(eg Wischusen et.al 2002, Brechin et al. 2002), or a distraction on the part of anthropologists and
social justice activists from the core goals of environmental conservation (see discussions
covered by Brosius 2004), it seems clear that it is here to stay. Crucially for this thesis,
community oriented conservation projects have shifted the balance of conservation considerably
from a status quo that gave sole authority over PAs to state officials, guided primarily by foreign
expertise and explicitly rejecting the idea of local people having a significant presence in PAs,
either physically or managerially. The situation today is that in many cases these Western
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oriented conservationists must, to varying degrees and in varying ways, collaborate with their
local counterparts. In this sense, if ‘international conservation efforts [are] an essentially political
and cultural project’ (van Helden 2001 p. 63) reflecting Western approaches to resource
management, embedded within a Western view of the relations between nature, culture and
conservation, then the process of collaborating with local communities outside of the West and
amongst Indigenous minorities, itself an adaptation of this standard model, becomes a site of
interaction with groups who exhibit very different approaches to resource management,
embedded within a variety of non-Westem understandings of the relations between nature,
culture and conservation. In short, PAs become a site for inter-cultural interaction, dialogue and
exchange, and heritage itself is increasingly being understood as an artefact of culture.

Heritage is the environment, objects and places — both tangible and intangible —
that we inherit from the past and pass on to future generations to use, learn from and
be inspired by... Culture frames our understanding of the past and influences the
decisions we make about what is worth keeping as our heritage. Our concept of
‘what is worth keeping’ changes over time — so heritage too is a living thing
(DECC 2009). 14

Developments in international protected area categories

This overall view is reflected in developments in international protected area categories, with the
IUCN Category V PAs increasingly common, and the category of World Heritage Cultural
Landscapes being developed since 1992. Both Category V PAs and World Heritage Cultural
Landscapes explicitly incorporate recognition of cultural and social processes, both
contemporary and historic, as shaping heritage places and the values they are protected for.

Category V PAs are defined as ‘areas of land, with coasts and seas when appropriate, where the
interaction of people and nature over time has produced an area of distinctive character with

14 NSW Department o f Environment and Climate Change www.environment.nsw.gov.au/cultureandheritage.htm
accessed 25/5/09
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significant aesthetic, ecological and/or cultural value, and often with high biological diversity.
Safeguarding the integrity of this traditional interaction is vital to the protection, maintenance
and evolution of such areas’ (IUCN 1994 p. 22), with a focus on ‘preserving the social and
cultural fabric’ (Panned 2011) within a landscape. Jessica Brown and Brent Mitchell described
the approach in this way:

‘Every country has landscapes that have been shaped by the interactions of people
and nature over time. These landscapes are rich in traditional patterns of land use
that have contributed to biodiversity and other natural values, have proven
sustainable over centuries, and are living examples of cultural heritage. As countries
worldwide move to expand and strengthen their national PA systems, greater
attention must be paid to protecting working landscapes — places where people live
and work.’ (Brown and Mitchell 2000 p. 70).

If Category V emphasises ‘the natural environment, biodiversity conservation, and ecosystem
integrity’, then World Heritage cultural landscapes, although closely related, tend to focus on
‘human history, continuity of cultural traditions, and social values and aspirations.’ (Mitchell and
Buggey 2000 p. 35). The World Heritage Charter identifies three broad varieties of cultural
landscape:

•

Landscapes created deliberately by humans are generally the most clearly identifiable and
can relate to buildings and monuments and their surroundings, as well as clearly defined
agricultural landscapes, such as the rice terraces of Bali or the Philippines Cordillera.

•

Organically evolved landscapes arise from “an initial social, economic, administrative, or
religious imperative and [have] developed [their] present form by association with and in
response to [their] natural environment”, and can be classified as either relict, such as the
archaeological composite of settlement sites and traditional land use at Orheiul Vechi in
Moldova, or continuing landscapes, such as the Rock Art shelters at Bhimbetka, where
communities in the surrounding landscape exhibit a continuity with the hunting and
gathering lifestyle depicted in the rock art.
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•

Associative cultural landscapes exhibit “powerful religious, artistic or cultural
associations of the natural element rather than material cultural evidence, which may be
insignificant or even absent”. Uluru-Kata Tjuta National Park is a famous example of an
associative landscape.15

The renewed prominence of landscape conservation, formalised through these two categories,
represents the most recent major development in international conservation law insofar as social
and cultural aspects of PAs are concerned. While Category V PAs are an explicit attempt to
acknowledge that many natural landscapes have been shaped by human action over many
millennia, World Heritage cultural landscapes arose out of a recognition during the late 1980s
and early 1990s that the World Heritage List exhibited a ‘bias towards monumental architecture’
(Feng 2003 p. 15) and that ‘as a corollary to broadening the list, non-Westem approaches to
heritage and its management were to be encouraged and accommodated by the World Heritage
nomination process’ (Lilley 2013 p. 14). Despite their separate emphases, and a consistent theme
among commentators that these two streams could well benefit from further integration,16 these
categories represent an important step forward in the conceptual reformation of PAs. The World
Heritage List now recognises 82 cultural landscapes, while the IUCN recognises 763 Category V
landscapes, and the numbers are slowly rising.

A noteworthy parallel development has been the rise in conservation biology of an awareness of
the need for “conservation beyond the borders”, where PAs are increasingly being viewed as one
aspect of a broad landscape-scale conservation effort required, rather than isolated “islands” in
which biodiversity can continue to exist. UNESCO’s Man and Biosphere Programme is probably
the most prominent example of this general line of thinking in the sciences, with UNESCO
Biosphere Reserves emerging in the 1970s out of the assertion ‘for the first time in an
intergovernmental context, that the conservation of environmental resources could and should be
achieved alongside of their utilisation for human benefit’ (Batisse 1982 p. 101). The
15 See Rossler 2000 for an overview of these categories.
16These calls have been made on the basis that maintaining a functional separation between management bodies
responsible for natural and cultural heritage continues to maintain the conceptual separation which landscape based
protection attempts to redress (Lilley 2013, Adams and English 2005, Mitchell and Buggey 2000), and that the
separation of essentially one conservation function across multiple management bodies at the international level
leads to inefficient management practices (Lilley 2013).

71

recommendations that Biosphere Reserves should include ‘examples of harmonious landscape
resulting from traditional patterns of land use’ (Batisse 1982 p. 102) is possibly the earliest
explicit recognition of nature/culture inter-relationships in PAs, even if this was largely defined
in terms of the instrumentality of traditional land use in safeguarding scientifically defined
genetic diversity. That is, local culture was seen as relevant where it contributed to essentially
scientific goals. Nevertheless these large-scale reserves have proven innovative, often
encompassing existing PAs as their “core zones” and designating developed and agricultural
landscapes accordingly as “buffer zones” with varying levels of restriction on land use, and
applying a general approach whereby supporting sustainable forms of economic development
immediately outside PAs is seen to contribute to more effective management inside PA borders.
As such they are closely aligned with IUCN Category VI PAs, which recognise PAs that also
include areas of sustainable resource use. These reserves are a significant response to the
practicalities of initiating ‘conservation in a crowded world’ (Merson et al. 2012), although,
importantly in the context of this thesis, their value is not construed within the context of a
diversity of culturally defined views as to what heritage values are. Biosphere Reserves maintain
a fundamentally scientific and expert-oriented view, seeking to develop sustainable land use
across the landscape in addition to traditional PA management, rather than explicitly attempting
to acknowledge and incorporate local cultural ideas, approaches, and heritages into PA design
and management.

Images of the local in community conservation projects

If Western-style conservation saw landscapes as functionally empty from the perspective of local
communities, and saw local communities primarily as either a threat to biodiversity and
archaeological heritage, or in a paternalistic sense construed them as cultureless outcasts
incapable of safeguarding their heritage from the onslaught of modernity, then community-based
conservation has been premised on the opposite notion — that local communities are natural
conservationists. As mentioned, Li (2006 p. 427-8) characterises this assumption in functional
terms, whereby conservation is considered to be a logical strategy among those communities that
are most closely connected to and directly dependent on landscapes. However, such notions have
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emerged in Western views of Indigenous cultures since the advent of colonialism and Western
industrialisation, under the broad rubric of the noble savage.

In contrast to the image of the culturally inferior, doomed indigene deserving of pity, or the
backward uncivilised woods dweller, development supplicant par excellence and target of
benevolent assimilation, the “ecological noble savage” is the reified wise elder, bearer of a
unique body of knowledge and tradition, and representing the purity and environmental
“lightfooted-ness” of a pre-industrial time. John Muir, a key figure in 19th century North
American environmentalism, painted an illuminating picture of the Native American Indians
when describing North America’s forests:

So [the forests] appeared a few centuries ago when they were rejoicing in their
wildness. The Indians with their stone axes could do them no more harm than could
gnawing beavers or browsing moose. Even the fires of the Indian and the fierce
shattering lightning seemed to work together only for good in clearing spots here
and there for smooth garden prairies, and openings for sunflowers seeking the light
(quoted in Guha 2000 p.49).
This romanticised view of Indigenous society, still seen in environmental and cultural politics
today, has drawn criticism from many different angles. Indigenous people have criticised it for
reducing them to an element of the natural environment (Langton 1996). Sociologists have
discussed how it influences perceptions among non-Indigenous communities, such that if
Indigenous groups do not conform to the stereotyped view, then their claims are often not
considered legitimate (see eg Baviskar 2010, 1995, Head 1990), a situation mirrored in the
increasingly problematic “traditionalist” view of Indigenous culture now manifest in Australian
land rights and heritage legislation (Bauman 2010). It has been criticised by pre-history
specialists who note the profound effects of Indigenous land management practices in actively
shaping the environments of entire continents (eg Horton 2000). Brosius (1997) has shown how
in seeking “traditional ecological knowledge” environmentalists in Borneo have transported
Western romanticised notions of Indigenous people into Penan society, finding them a more
useful framework for promoting their cause than perhaps the real lives of Penan. Sutton (2010)
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has more recently analysed new-age appropriations of Indigenous spirituality, but predicted that
romantic notions of indigeneity will not be going away any time soon (see also Rolls 2003).

These may be well recognised and widely accepted criticisms, yet they don’t represent criticisms
of the fundamental underpinnings of community conservation — it is clear that there are many
examples of local communities whose practices are either explicitly oriented towards
conservation, or whose traditional land use practices result in conservation outcomes regardless
of whether that was an explicit intention (see Brown et al. 2005). Moreover, the image retains
broad appeal. Li (1996), for example, has discussed how these images have frequently been
mobilised and deployed by activists and local communities alike, not so much for their analytical
salience, but because in a political sense, they work. In this way, adopting such discourses
amounts to an act of agency on the part of these local communities, both insofar as integration
with broader spheres of power can often be in the interests of small and remote communities, and
in some cases because the visions created resonate with them as faithful representations of their
lives.

As New Caledonia’s Kanak independence leader Jean-Marie Tjibaou stated, ‘independence
means reckoning interdependencies as well’ (cited in Clifford 2001 p.474). Certainly visions of
Indigenous and local people which appeal to Western environmentalists have their own appeal
for many in Indigenous communities themselves — ‘If we admit to the anthropologist's
creativity in building his comprehension of a culture, we can scarcely deny the same sort of
creativity to the culture itself and its members’ (Wagner 1975 p. 34). Far from taking on
environmentalist values by rote, many of these communities have, in dialogue with each other
and many non-Indigenous people, developed their own ways of representing aspects of their
culture to the outside world, a theme explored in detail in the subsequent chapters of this thesis.

The issues Eghenter (2000) raises in the Indonesian context bear a more detailed mention here
however, for the fact that they identify an ideological “trap” in community-based conservation.
In assuming members of local cultures to be natural conservationists, environmentalists in
particular have taken an uncritical view of local customary management regimes, taking
traditional practices to be ready-made examples of sustainable management, and evidence of a
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Conservation ethic among these communities. Zemer (1994) discusses the ‘green lens’ through
which environmentalists have idealised their local collaborators as natural environmental
stewards, and highlights the nature of customary tenures as the products of longstanding
negotiations between local traditions and outside influences, including being an aspect of
colonial commercialisation and control of resources, rather than the “natural” models of resource
conservation the environmentalists believed they had discovered. Eghenter (2000) builds on
these insights when examining the Dayak custom of tana ulan (“restricted land”) in the
mountainous forests of East Kalimantan. Her analysis is particularly relevant to the case studies
presented here, as she highlights the ways in which large eNGOs in the 1990s glossed over the
complexities and contradictions of customary management regimes in the remote forests of East
Kalimantan in their enthusiasm to promote local involvement in the Kayan Mentarang National
Park. Believing they had found what they were looking for, environmentalists attempted to
mobilise this traditional form of land management as the basis for larger scale conservation
endeavours, based on a number of untested assumptions about the sustainability and social equity
of customary management practice. The mismatch between the images of local culture being
employed and redeployed, and the reality of social life among collaborating communities in each
case led to a series of tensions relating to the existence of traditional rights to harvest, the
distribution of the economic benefits of landscape level conservation, and the political
dimensions of local authority and legitimacy. As well as discovering that such small-scale
management regimes were not necessarily effective conservation mechanisms when scaled up,
the uncritical process of doing so served to disenfranchise members of the community, and
undermine the long-term effectiveness of these projects.

To consider the tenets of Western-style conservation, it is noteworthy that in community
conservation projects,while there has been a shift in emphasis on protected area governance
away from the state as the sole legitimate authority, the universal values of heritage remain a key
driver of prominent models for community oriented PAs and, in incorporating contemporary
local cultures into mainstream conservation practice, a preservationist mentality has also been
applied. In this sense, protected landscapes and cultural landscapes, while not casting traditional
cultures as unchanging, nevertheless view them as being autonomous and distinctive from
modem life in a decisive way.
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In a prominent IUCN publication, editor Josep-Maria Mallarach considered the value of local
cultures in protected landscapes in the following way: ‘no human society can exist without the
cultural and spiritual values that define our worldviews and shape our interaction with the natural
environment. Thus, today’s landscapes and seascapes are a reflection of these values.’ In this
context, protected landscapes represent ‘the tangible result of the harmonious interaction of
people and nature over time’ (Mallarach 2008 p. 9). In the context of the global crisis narratives
promoted by environmentalism, it is the distinctiveness and difference of traditional cultures in
relation to modem and global influences which is seen as being expressed through the landscape,
and thereby placed within the purview of heritage, as something worthy of being protected. In
this sense, as conservation has widened its scope to attempt to include the notion of multiple,
culturally defined views of heritage, it has done so in ways that privilege certain forms of local
culture over others, and prescribed a course of action that constitutes a renewed form of
normative intervention in local societies.

Some initial conclusions
Drawing on this broad discussion, we might conclude that some basic elements of this unfolding
history are that Western-style conservation has increasingly been established in a variety of local
settings that have led to PAs becoming sites for intercultural dialogue, exchange, and at times
collaboration. This process has initially presented as a challenge to the hegemony and assumed
orthodoxy of Western-style conservation, without necessarily challenging its underlying ethic,
and as a result, a focus on Western and non-Western views of nature, culture and heritage has
come to dominate conservation debates. In much recent literature surrounding practical
collaborations with local and Indigenous communities, as well as considerations of international
heritage laws, this divergence of views remains a key emphasis of analysis and debate (eg Taylor
and Francis [forthcoming], Taylor 2013, Silva and Chapagan 2013, Lilley 2013, O’Connor et al.
2013, Davies et al. 2012).

In its recent history of reformation then, conservation has tended to focus increasingly on
cultural difference and cross-cultural communication, and in this regard, when local communities
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have become stakeholders in PAs, the recent focus on the value of Indigenous rights and culture
in the international setting has generally supported this notion of local cultural autonomy and
difference as a key theme. Yet as these developments have unfolded, it is becoming clear that the
notion of local culture emerging in community conservation endeavours has itself proven
problematic. With stereotypical visions of local communities at times proving out of step with
social realities in local settings, visions of local culture have tended to serve an active role in
local, national and indeed international cultural politics, rather than a role in developing accurate
understandings of local cultural, social and environmental dynamics.

In the following chapter, I sketch out an interpretive framework through which to analyse the
interactions occurring within a series of PAs, with a view to understanding how the dynamics of
these interactions are continuing to develop, and to derive some sense of the path forward.
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CHAPTER TWO

INTERCULTURALISM, TRANSFORMATION AND
PROTECTED AREAS
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In viewing conservation as an artefact of culture, particularly one that has come to be negotiated
within a variety of intercultural contexts, several threads of recent social theory can be drawn on
to frame this discussion. The previous section on the recent history of conservation and protected
area management touched on some ideas emerging from within the applied fields of heritage
studies and cultural geography. While significant bodies of work on environmental discourses
and social movements have been undertaken among political scientists and sociologists, in this
chapter I seek to sketch an interpretive framework for the case study material based on recent
ideas emerging from anthropology. With its commitment to local perspectives and comparative
approaches, and of course an explicit foregrounding of the concept of culture as its focus of
analysis, environmental anthropology in particular provides a useful toolkit of concepts and
approaches with which to understand the culturally specific and increasingly intercultural nature
of PAs. The value of this approach in terms of interrogating the relations between nature and
culture has recently been sketched out in Peace, Connor and Trigger’s introduction to a special
issue of Oceania, titled ‘Environmentalism, Culture and Ethnography’:

The anthropological emphasis on the mutual constitution of society and nature
through

human-environment

relationships

tends

to

question

ethnocentric

assumptions about such binary categories as nature/culture, human/non-human and
native/alien, facilitating a process of cultural investigation and cross-cultural
comparison (2012 p. 218).

My focus goes beyond identifying diverging views of nature/culture relationships though,
seeking also to understand their interactions, tracking the ways in which PAs interact with and
reconfigure the societies in which they are established, and the ways in which they too are re
configured by those societies. I seek then to view PAs as moments of social and cultural
transformation, which I define for present purposes as moments of social interaction between
groups that encompass mutual influence, influence that occurs according to the specific
situations and histories of those interacting. Through this approach I seek particularly to
contextualise the transcendent claims of science, nationalism, and transnational heritage values,
and the static representations of local cultures that prevail in much heritage law and conservation
practice today.
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A transformative approach allows us to view such images and claims as elements of agency and
strategy, to situate scientific, nationalist and transnationalist discourses in specific cultural
histories and politics, and to see local cultures as capable of innovation and adaptation, and as
already having long histories of interaction and negotiation with regional and global currents of
change. I suggest in a broad sense that PAs are characterised by their ability to generate social
and cultural transformations of various types, and not necessarily those that prove beneficial for
either establishing effective conservation programs, or securing the interests of communities in
and around PAs. In this light, consideration of both historic and contemporary social
transformations in local settings becomes a potentially crucial aspect of developing effective
PAs.

Practically speaking, how are we to come to an understanding of these dynamics through
focusing on claims communities make over PAs, claims based on local cultural relationships to
place? An initial starting point might be to consider some of the processes that occur as a result
of “seeking culture”, as it were. I begin by considering a recent thread of anthropology, referring
back to Roy Wagner’s ‘The Invention of Culture’ (1975), that has engendered what has been
loosely referred to as ‘tradition studies’ (eg Tonkinson 2008 p.564, see also Otto and Pederson
2005, Taylor et al. 2005).

Wagner begins by considering that the culture that anthropologists

study has in a certain way been “invented” in the course of their enquiries into other societies. If
anthropology has aimed towards a study of “Culture”, an attempt at an holistic understanding of
humanity in terms of its general patterns as opposed to a specific focus on its constituent parts,
say mind, body, economy or language etc (p. 12), and where it is recognised that a diversity of

171 note the difficulty of tracing this line of thought back to one text alone, or of identifying a text which offers a
sufficient unified framework for considering these issues. Otto and Pederson (2005) for example introduce their
work in reference to Hobsbawm and Ranger’s classic sociology text ‘The Invention of Tradition’ (1983) while
Merlan (2005) considers the value of Sahlins’, Bordieu’s and Volonishov’s theoretical frameworks for considering
interpretations of Indigenous and non-Indigenous intercultural worlds, without any firm conclusion pointing towards
one or other as a preferred intellectual launching pad. Likewise Rumsey, after observing that ‘one of the leading
challenges in anthropology is to try and contribute to an understanding of the interaction between Indigenous and
exogenous socio-cultural orders’ (2006: 47), assessed the possibilities of the work of Sahlins, Clifford and Robbins
in this regard, again without definitive conclusions as to the ideal platform in his particular context of highland
PNG. One could also point to the work of cultural theorists Stuart Hall and Homi Bhaba on hybridity as a legitimate
launching pad for similar discussions, as Tania Li does in her application of Hall's theory of articulation in the
context of protected areas, which I discuss later in this chapter.
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patterned human experiences, or “cultures”, exists (p. 12), then assuming that the processes of
inquiry are accepted as unproblematic and objective, the quest for discovery of another “culture”
is legitimised. Of course, that anthropologists have their own set of established practices, norms,
values, social structures and so on amounts more or less to having a culture of their own,

and in

this insight an important aspect of what anthropology engenders through its studies of societies
deemed “other” is revealed. Firstly, one does not have a concept of “culture” until one becomes
aware of the specificity of one’s own situation. Furthermore, insofar as the object of
anthropological inquiry is not only particular actions people undertake or objects unique to their
societies, but the often unarticulated meanings and values attached to these objects or actions that
make them desirable or otherwise with respect to a social context,

...it can be suggested that those areas where the ‘invention of tradition’ has emerged
as most visible and central ethnographically... were the sites of societies in which,
in general, entities such as ‘culture’ and ‘society’ were not, in pre-contact times,
focuses of conscious articulation. The bases of social life and social identity were
the ground against which other goals, such as exchange and tribute, fertility, and the
revelation of ancestral power, were consciously sought. But they themselves were
not made visible as entities in their own right, except in an indirect or implicit way.
Society and culture thus were ‘givens’ of human life, rather than acknowledged
artifices and artefacts of human action and purpose (Weiner and Glaskin 2006 p.8).

Modernist anthropology brought significant change to many cultures simply by studying them —
the act of making meaning articulate, explicit and observable influences the shape and substance
of those meanings. Such studies were constituted within the institutionalised fields of power of
colonial states, which were themselves an aspect of broader processes of social interaction
provoked by colonial expansion. It is for this reason that Weiner and Glaskin observe that:

...historically, all of this was radically altered as a result of the colonial conjuncture,
which did more than reveal the limitations of local power and geography; it also

18As Wagner notes, the existence of a distinct culture or cultures in western societies is itself a logical implication of
anthropology’s general conceptual framework (p. 12).
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brought forth these hitherto implicit contexts of social life and identity as
themselves specific and bounded, rather than as immanent and concealed (2006
P-9).

In the course of this conjuncture, anthropologists viewed the culture of another from the
viewpoint of their own, and in doing so created new conditions within which their subjects could
understand the nature of their own societies. The result was not so much a grand or totalising
view of “Culture”, or even an objectively agreeable view of a specific culture, but a view of
particular cultures, as documented by colonial Europeans, mostly under colonial conditions, and
often informed by perhaps only a relatively small segment of Indigenous society. Each party
brought its own motives, understandings, frames of reference, practical situations to bear on this
engagement and as such, sources can be read ‘against the grain’ (Griffiths 2003 p.73) for what
they say about colonising as much as colonised cultures, for their silences and privileges as much
as their theories and arguments. Generalising this observation, Wagner alerts us that where
matters of cultural difference are concerned ‘the classical rationalist's pretense of absolute
objectivity must be given up in favour of a relative objectivity based on the characteristics of
one’s own culture’ (p.12).
Recent engagements with customary law in the Asia-Pacific region have proven illustrative of
these points in a way that is useful for this thesis. In their inquiries into what the nature of these
might be, courts do not bring into being, or even reveal, ‘Indigenous cultures per se, but a
version of them that is refracted through Western legal culture’ (Weiner and Glaskin 2006 p.l).
What can be understood as culture then, is not an intrinsic or essential quality within societies, a
‘thing like bundle of traits... passively and unreflexively inherited’ (Linnekin 1992 pp. 250-1),
but instead a complicated phenomenon that in the contemporary world emerges from dialogues
between groups that have divergent modes of apprehending, acting within and shaping their
worlds. This ‘relational’ (Li 2001a, Goodall 2008) and process oriented view reveals culture as
highly malleable, not merely open to interpretation but an interpretive act itself.

This line of thinking offers us a view of culture as an aspect of social interactions between
different groups, and a famous and useful example of how this can occur is provided by Marshall
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Sahlins’ descriptions of the moments of meeting between European explorers and Indigenous
South Pacific Islanders (1985). When Captain James Cook first encountered Indigenous
Hawaiian Islanders in 1771, the world of each was irrevocably altered, with each group
previously unknown to the other. Each group interpreted, explained and interacted with the other
in terms of the well-established values and tropes of their respective cultural worlds, which were
simultaneously altered through the interaction. Moreover, South Sea Islanders at times invited
their colonial intruders into their locales, installing Europeans in positions of power in their
societies according to a long standing regional predilection for devolving political power to an
outsider “stranger king”. In this situation, the exercising of an Indigenous tradition, that of
‘installing the outsider within’ (Fox quoted in Traube 2011 p. 117), aided a process of
intervention which radically changed the cultural world of the Pacific and the lives of its
inhabitants. Utilising inherited cultural categories in ways that address the rapidly changing
circumstances many contemporary communities face, actors transform their cultures in ways that
reflect the continuity and change inherent in social life. History and tradition exist in one and the
same moment. As Sahlins notes, ‘the transformation of a culture is an aspect of its reproduction’
(1985 p. 138).
Applying this thinking to the conservation conjuncture provides us with a number of useful lines
of inquiry. Firstly, it is useful in exploring the notion introduced in Chapter One, that PAs are
interventions on local landscapes, designed to alter these landscapes according to culturally
specific values and attitudes, that PAs have been typified in recent decades by the territorialising
imperative of modem nation-states in combination with Western values of the aesthetic and
scientific value of unpeopled wilderness and ancient cultural heritage. It also invites us to
consider local responses to these PAs as being necessarily reflective of local social realities,
including local or regional cultural values, as well as political economies of a range of scales and
prevailing legal frameworks.

In Maddock’s ‘Metamorphosing the Sacred in Australia’ (1991) we find an insightful account of
how these lines of inquiry intersect in the interactions between supporters of conservation, the
state and Indigenous communities in the context of PAs in Australia. Maddock traces the rise of a
sacred sites discourse first in mid 20th century Australian anthropology and later in legal
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codifications of Indigenous land rights in the Northern Territory. He shows how the social and
religious meanings of land and power were tensely negotiated within the dialogues surrounding
the Northern Territory Aboriginal Land Rights Act (1976) and then translated into public and
legal acceptance of the notion of the “sacred site”. This was a previously unknown category
within the Indigenous societies involved in formative early land claims.

According to Maddock, the “sacred site” emerged as something of a compromise between
traditional Yolngu understandings of the landscape as wholly sacred, and the political
impossibility of all state lands being returned to Yolngu traditional owners. In contrast to his
earlier work with Yolngu, anthropologist Ronald Berndt went about identifying specific, bounded
“sites” in which sacrality was delimited and placed within a general hierarchy of the sacred
throughout the landscape. While the Yolngu land claim failed, the landmark 1976 Northern
Territory Aboriginal Land Rights Act adopted Berndf s novel notion that there were places in the
landscape that could be identified as somehow “more sacred” than others according to
Aboriginal cultural tradition. The sacred site has since been adopted throughout various state
land rights legislations in Australia, and as a result become a key focus of articulation among
Indigenous groups.
Charles Zerner’s exploration of the Eastern Indonesian tradition of sasi, an Indigenous resource
management

system

that

has

attracted

much

attention

among

community-oriented

conservationists, led him to the following conclusions:

Rather than being an “Indigenous” creation arising out of the local earth and waters,
as some contemporary governmental and environmental spokespersons have
claimed, sasi practices were and are the changing products of a border zone in
which cultural and legal readings are strategically deployed. Like other collectively
shaped rituals, sasi practices were never the coherent products of a purely local
community or the production of a single, if collective, authority. Rather, these
practices and their textual embodiments were and continue to be hybrid creations,
shaped by a multiplicity of authors, over several decades, embodying diverging
intentions, speakers who vary in their capacity to enforce their readings, with
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strikingly different “voices”. Traces of the ritual practitioner’s call, chanting along
village paths as he closes the forest to entry, the voice of the colonial customary law
scholar, the colonial functionary, the local raja, and recently the voices of
contemporary environmental and social activists all echo and rebound within the
discourse streams that now resonate with the call of sasi (1994 p. 1082).

In a similar sense, Tania Li concludes that in Central Sulawesi, the Lore Lindu National Park
became a site for the articulation and re-negotiation of ideas surrounding cultural difference. In
particular, she discussed the ways in which a specific and relatively coherent identity as
“Indigenous” came to be forged among the inhabitants of the park as a response to possible
displacement by a hydroelectric project, in dialogue with ‘nature and culture loving supporters’
(2001a p. 168). In a similar way to Maddock and Zemer’s study, Li’s is a key study in the
context of this work, showing how the complex and overlapping fields of power that occur in
debates over heritage and conservation are capable of producing quite novel articulations of
identity and belonging among local communities. In the cases I describe in this thesis, as in Li’s
example, this process is driven at least in part by the fact that PAs are aspects of ‘extra-local’
processes (Dove 2006 p. 195-6, 201) that bring new influences, new possibilities and new forms
of relationship to local areas.

In this view PAs are moments of interaction between global and local ideas surrounding nature,
culture, heritage, history and conservation, frequently filtered through the constraints and
possibilities of the state apparatus. Working from the general to the particular, one might view
this development as a situation where the now global notion of conservation, as it was developed
in specific instances in Western industrialised countries, is in the process of being “re-localised”.
In the course of this re-localisation, existing institutionalised spheres of power are extended,
aiming to re-configure local cultures, societies, polities and economies. This is a view of the
situation that might be expected to resonate with bureaucrats, scientists, archaeologists, activists
and others working in established international institutions that promote conservation (eg
UNESCO, ICOMOS, and many large international environmental NGOs) and Indigenous rights
(eg UN Indigenous Peoples Rights committee), as well as donor institutions representing broader
agendas of development and economic modernisation (eg World Bank, Asian Development
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Bank, various national programs such as AusAID, US AID and so on). Knowledge of the
somewhat abstract notions of conservation, science, human rights and international governance
provide the basis of an expertise that sees its goal as the application of these ideas to real world
situations. The relative unknown for many of these endeavours is the local situation — just what
is out there to be conserved? Who can and will support such an endeavour? What local groups
exist? What political, social or cultural barriers exist to the adoption of conservation ideas? Even
in cases where the notion that local communities exist that might be seen as possessing a way of
life that already embodies a conservation ethic, recent anthropology alerts us to the fact that these
ideas have often not been consciously articulated by those communities themselves until
‘sympathetic outsiders have... come looking for Indigenous people’ (Li 2000 p. 161). In these
various ways, initiatives working from the abstract to the particular represent an intervention into
local societies, engendering re-configurations as they attempt to create conditions that facilitate
the achievement of their identified goals.

From the viewpoint of local societies, the moment of conservation practices being “re-localised”
is also a part of the process of becoming involved in global social processes. The same moment
at which a group of people might become aware of themselves as a local society, tied to a
particular place from which they derive a sense of identity, and within which they share common
practices, languages, habits, values, is the same moment they become aware of the possibility of
a global, regional or national identity with which to contrast their own newfound self awareness.
The same process then that frames an awareness of the particularity of a social circumstance, is
the same process that contributes to defining the abstract notions which might delimit or
proscribe its domain within a field of possibilities. For the people living in and around Lake
Lindu, the awareness of being “Indigenous”, for example, came to define that community in
terms of an abstract category, while simultaneously demonstrating what that category can
contain. Categories shift in meaning as they are re-articulated at a particular time and place,
according to local variation, being ‘reworked and inflected as they have travelled’ (Li 2000 p.
150). Indeed public articulations of local tradition also shift in interaction with wider spheres of
meaning and power, as local social categories are re-interpreted and redeployed in response to
novel circumstances, or sometimes to articulate with the perceived orthodoxy of an adopted
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discourse. Actors working from the perspective of the local then also intervene in global debates,
shaping and moulding shared discourses in ways that best suit the achievement of their goals.

An important aspect of processes of social transformation is that they by no means result in the
logical outcomes of the strategies and intentions of the actors involved. Transformation arises
from complex interactions, occurring in unexpected ways and within settings that, as Anna Tsing
reminds us, are ‘sources of both constraint and creativity’ (1993 p. 18). Speaking of conservation
projects in rural Indonesia, Tsing observes:

I’m not sure these initiatives will work, and I’m sure they won’t bring justice to
everyone. They embroil participants in debates about authenticity and consensus.
They mess with—or displace—earlier categories and cosmologies; they realign
local priorities. They require what Levi and Dean (2003) call the ‘risk’ of
indigeneity, that is, the strategic transformation of local identity to enter a wider
conversation. To be taken seriously by national and imperial interlocutors requires
some such risk (2005 p. 267-268).
Yet for such strategies to prove effective, actors cannot simply “invent” the terms on which
identities are negotiated, nor the historical practices that inform those identities. For Li, drawing
connections to specific ‘historically sedimented practices, landscapes and repertoires of meaning’
lends weight to identity claims and generates support for political claims attached to these
articulations. In a similar way to Sahlins, she observes that these identities are deployed through
particular, often identifiable ‘patterns of engagement and struggle’ (2000 p. 151) that also
legitimise what might otherwise be considered novel strategies.

It is worth exploring here the notion of articulation, as it provides us with a useful concept for
understanding the nature of discourses that characteristically emerge within debates over PA
management. I seek to discuss culture as an aspect of social life that is grounded in experiences
that by no means emerge distinctly in public discourse, yet in all cases examined the discussions
and activities I describe could be said to be nothing if not political. At times they are deliberately
orchestrated for overtly political purposes. What sort of culture is this? Of course one simple
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answer is that it is part of what makes up the public forms of culture in any given community,
and is therefore as worthy of analysis as any other aspect of culture one might attempt to
examine. Yet the notion of articulation is useful here because it focuses attention on the processes
through which notions of shared experience and identity that underpin social life are connected
to overtly political subjects.

For Li, articulation is ‘the process of rendering a collective identity, position, or a set of interests
explicit (articulate, comprehensible, distinct, accessible to an audience), and of conjoining that
position to definite political subjects’ (2000 p. 152). Li is careful to point to the hazy boundaries
between everyday social practice and tactical, deliberate engagements with political subjects. Yet
she observes that ‘the flow of meaning from which an articulation is derived and the fields of
power with which it is engaged transcend this temporary fixity’ (2000 p. 153) and so the
formation of an articulation at a given time allows us insights into both these broader contexts, as
well as the specific circumstances within which an articulation might emerge as a defined,
explicit entity. It is these moments of explicit connection between a certain social group and a
partially abstracted sense of identity that characterise the notion of articulation, moments ‘where
an ideology finds its subject’ (p.347).
Articulation is a particularly useful way of studying cultural politics in a comparative sense, as it
allows us to analyse how broad fields of power and widely used discourses are taken up in
different ways by different groups, at particular times and places. As James Clifford notes when
discussing the concept of the now global discourse on Indigenous culture and rights:

...to think of Indigeneity as articulated is, above all, to recognize the diversity of
cultures and histories that currently make claims under this banner. What exactly
connects Hawaiians (whose history includes a monarchic state) and much smaller
Amazonian, or New Guinea groups? What connects pan-Mayan activists with US
tribal gaming operations? What allies the new Inuit autonomous province of
Nunavat with Aboriginal and Torres Straight Islander land-claims (rather than with,
say, the similar strong regionalisms of Catalonia, or perhaps what’s emerging in
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Scotland and Wales)? What do “tribal” chiefs in India have in common with the
Fijian Great Council of Chiefs? (2001 p. 472).

This thesis is concerned with just these issues, not because all of the local communities discussed
articulate their cultures as Indigenous cultures, but because all arguably have this option open to
them, and yet some choose to and some do not. It is the concept of articulation which allows us
to view the various images of local tradition emerging in the context of PAs not so much in a
literal and reductive sense, as “inventions” of culture by minority groups, as opportunistic power
grabs, as both Li and Clifford are concerned to avoid. Instead articulations arise out of the
interactions between societies and the overlapping fields of power and shared discourses
contained within those relations, even as each society informs those discourses with the legacy of
its own distinctive history and trajectory of cultural transformation. ‘Articulation as I understand
it evokes a deeper sense of the “political” — productive processes of consensus, exclusion,
alliance and antagonism that are inherent in the transformative life of all societies’ (Clifford
2001:473).

The case studies I present seek to explore these themes in a variety of different contexts. How do
local communities engage with PAs in ways that could be considered to reflect local cultural
tradition? For what reasons do they enter into these public debates? To whom are they speaking?
In doing so, are the meanings and practices associated with their traditions shifting and being
articulated in new ways, or in new contexts? In doing so, are they influencing the practice and
philosophy of conservation in new ways? How are various conservation advocates and
authorities responding to these shifts? These are the key questions that guide the descriptive
material of this thesis.
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CHAPTER THREE

BEING ON COUNTRY - GITHABUL APPROACHES TO
MAPPING CULTURE
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CHARTING A BRIEF HISTORY OF INDIGENOUS MAPPING

In an early and eloquent portrayal, Howard Morphy (1983) called attention to the complex
interface of Indigenous culture and Australian land politics in the post-protection era by
describing Yolngu methods of representing “sacred knowledge” in the public sphere as a means
of demonstrating traditional ties to land. During the 1950s and 60s, Yolngu elders revealed to
Australian courts and the world at large traditional bark paintings, usually kept hidden from the
view of those uninitiated in their culture, and thereby demonstrated the basis of the laws that had
in their eyes regulated a system of land ownership since time immemorial. This was a significant
moment not only for its influence on the land rights movements of the 1970s, but also because it
represented a shift in the dynamics of Indigenous cultural politics in Australia. Yolngu elders for
the first time engaged directly, and to considerable effect, with the European legal system in
terms that were rooted in Yolngu ceremony and culture. Morphy found it useful to think of the
paintings as maps of the culture and politics in Yolngu society, maps which assisted Yolngu in
maintaining political and cultural autonomy in a world that demanded their assimilation into the
mainstream of white Australian culture.
In somewhat parallel developments, the last 20 years have seen an increasing trend of Indigenous
communities across the globe mapping these relationships, increasingly in Western cartographic
forms (Tobius 2009, Byrne 2008, Pramono et al. 2006, Chapin et al. 2005, Gambold 2001, Fox
1998, Rundstrom 1995, Sirait et al. 1994). Peluso (1995) was the first to capture a precise image
of this recent trend by coining the term “counter-mapping”. In this case the Penan people with
whom she worked viewed their relationship with the forests of Central Borneo as culturally
embedded and unique, and chose to develop their own maps that provided a view of the
landscape that ran “counter” to the maps being developed by foresters and conservationists. Both
of these groups ignored Penan relationships to land, instead focusing on either economic or
scientific views of the forest, views that were proving influential in deciding the fate of those
forests.

Peluso’s account reflected some shifts in thinking since Morphy which would prove influential,
widening the scope of these endeavours beyond the confines of the sacred, considering these
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issues within the context of conservation, and acknowledging the increased influence of mapping
in bureaucratic land management and planning. Since then the idea of counter-mapping as a
practical tool in land management has grown significantly, the successes of the land rights
movement in Australia have delivered greater control over land to many Aboriginal
communities, and the popularity of cultural mapping has remained.

In this chapter I explore Indigenous relations to land in contemporary Australia through focusing
on two approaches to mapping traditional land relations utilised by Githabul community
members within the context of co-management of PAs in New South Wales; mapping traditional
culture, such as stories, sites and language in traditional forms, and that of mapping everyday
cultural practices, such as fishing places and hunting grounds, in Western cartographic forms. In
addition to this I explore Githabul understandings of the term “country” as a central aspect of
Indigenous cultural life. I aim to demonstrate that the techniques employed, the politics within
which community members operated, and the nature of their collaborations and engagements
within the co-management context reveal PAs to be key sites in the present day for articulating
ideas about Githabul culture and for articulating ideas surrounding the relations of the Githabul
community with mainstream Australian society. Given the new setting, this has led to some
interesting re-interpretations of what are considered traditional cultural forms, including the
concept of country. These re-interpretations are significant for the fact that they simultaneously
assert the autonomy and distinctiveness of Githabul culture, while also allowing space for
collaboration across the cultural divide. Before I discuss these issues in detail however, I will
first discuss the broader setting, exploring the development of co-management arrangements in
Australia and the rise of the term “country” in an intercultural land management context.

Exploring co-management and country in the Australian setting

The campaigns that culminated in the Gove land rights case and more recently the landmark
Mabo court judgement in 1992 have proven to be the primary catalyst for developing joint
management programs in national parks across Australia.19 Such arrangements were pioneered as

19 So far joint-management legislation exists in all states and territories, with the sole exception of Tasmania (see
Smyth and Ward 2008, Baker et al. 2001).
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a result of the Aboriginal Land Rights Act (Northern Territory) 1976, with Gurig National Park
becoming the first national park in Australia to be jointly managed by the state and local
Aboriginal owners in 1981, closely followed by Uluru National Park in 1983. While other states
have since introduced similar legislation, the Uluru model, commonly referred to as a ‘lease
back’ arrangement (Bauman and Smyth 2007 p. 7), has proven influential, with land title over
PAs transferred to local Indigenous communities on the condition that they be leased to
governments for continued use as national parks, usually for a 99-year period.20 Since 1998
developments have been accompanied by a parallel federal government scheme known as the
Indigenous Protected Area (IPA) program, where Aboriginal landowners can establish
conservation reserves on land they hold formal title to. Now a major land management scheme,
in 2010 the IPA program included 42 reserves covering approximately 24 million ha of land
(Government of Australia 2010), with a further 18 declared as of August 2013 (Government of
Australia 2013). With the Native Title Act 1993 allowing for parties to agree on a settlement in
the form of an Indigenous Land Use Agreement before a judgement is reached by a court of law,
nationwide land rights processes have provided a further mechanism for initiating joint
management arrangements. Bauman and Smyth report that co-management arrangements in the
Northern Territory have come about in 27 national parks through 31 ILUAs (2007 p. 9),
demonstrating again the influence of land rights campaigns and legislation in the establishment
of co-management for PAs.

In the Australian context these various forms of Indigenous led conservation are the chief means
through which the Western approach to conservation has been challenged. In a similar manner to
Morphy’s collaborators, Aboriginal people across Australia have deliberately engaged with the
public sphere in debating these issues, representing their culture to the outside world in an
attempt to gain recognition and in order to influence the conservation conjuncture. It is through
these conversations that the term “country” has become prominent in Australian society in the
last 30 years, having developed from a uniquely Indigenous constellation of meanings.

20 Bauman and Smyth report that the Uluru model has been adopted in NSW and Queensland as well as being
adopted in the management of Witjira National Park in South Australia.
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Country is not a term that is found commonly in early Australian anthropology and until perhaps
the 1980s, at least outside of Aboriginal Australia, it was mostly a term used to refer to rural
lands, generally in line with common English usage in many parts of the world. Today however,
its colloquial Aboriginal usage has become generalised, acquiring some specific and well-defined
meanings along the way, which have been communicated in particular to non-Aboriginal
collaborators. It is now in everyday use, usually in reference to someone’s traditional lands (eg
“this side of the Barwon River is Gamilaraay country, but once you get beyond it, on the western
side, that’s all my grandfather’s country, and he was a Yuwalaraay man”), but also as a gloss for
distinctive aspects of Aboriginal people’s relationships to land in general.

It first made its appearance in the academic literature in cultural geographer Elspeth Young’s
1987 piece, 'Resettlement and caring for country: the Anmatyerre experience’, in this case it is
an expression as much of the changes that have come to Indigenous societies since European
colonisation as much as an expression of the continuity of cultural values. Subsequently Debbie
Rose did a lot to popularise the term outside of Aboriginal communities, and define its use, with
her 1996 book Nourishing Terrains. An environmentalist as well as an anthropologist, she
introduces country as ‘a place that gives and receives life. Not just imagined or represented, it is
lived in and lived with’ (p.7). Rose’s is an evocative statement of the experience of Aboriginal
land relations and, as I discuss below, reflects a powerful sentiment among many Aboriginal
groups today. It represents the holistic view of land relations, where nature and culture are
intertwined. In the way that it asserts values that gel with those of environmentalists, while at the
same time asserting its uniqueness and in many ways counter-posing itself with Western values
and philosophies, it has a characteristic sense of asserting autonomy in ways that can nonetheless
prove productive in generating collaboration. As a result, scholars have begun thinking about
how the relationships the term “country” refers to operate in the bi-cultural context of Australian
rural society, discussing how, on a philosophical level ‘this intercultural context highlights the
different and similar cultural concerns that Indigenous and non-Indigenous people bring to
intellectual frameworks that prioritise the life of country’ (Weir 2012 p. 1-2), as well as in a
practical sense identifying how the relationships to land contained within this philosophy and
discourse have operated in response to the encroachment of modem life. Taylor, for example,
discusses how assertions of traditional culture and a return to remote outstations ‘are not
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anachronisms so much as modem and culturally appropriate adaptations to the changed
circumstances of their life’ (2012 p. 22), an expression of the resilience and relevance of the
traditional mode in a contemporary intercultural context.

A PRACTICAL CONTEXT FOR MAPPING

In New South Wales, the combined trends I’ve sketched out so far have been reflected in an
increasing number of publications providing located explorations of Indigenous cultural mapping
techniques, particularly in cultural heritage and co-management contexts. Byrne and Nugent
(2004), English (2002) and English and Gay (2005) have undertaken in-depth mapping projects
in collaboration with Indigenous communities in NSW.21 The opportunities and demands of the
co-management system instituted within the NSW National Park and Wildlife Service in 1998
are frequently reflected in these studies, being a key local driver of community-based heritage
research.22

Adams and English’s Biodiversity is a Whitefella Word: changing relationships between
Aboriginal people and the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Sendee (2005) provides a reflection
on this process as one that has involved significant inter-cultural interaction and dialogue.
Acknowledging first that the intersections of Indigenous interests and those of the state’s
conservation agency ‘have more often generated conflict and confrontation than co-operation
and trust’ (p.86), they then proceed to describe the particular challenges that co-management has
brought. Among these are a general challenge to the Western separation of nature and culture, but
importantly expressed in the NSW context as a challenge to the operational division of the
NPWS into nature conservation and cultural heritage arms. In this sense, the ecological and
cultural heritage approaches employed in the agencies respective operational arms have, through
the challenge of collaboration, been increasingly blended with techniques that have emerged

21 see also Tobius (2009) ch.20
22 NSW now has seven national parks under formal co-management agreements, along with a further 11 managed in
line with non-legally binding memoranda of understanding between NSW NPWS and local Aboriginal groups, and
two ILUAs settled over PAs. Adams and English (2005) provide a useful reflection on the co-management system in
terms of negotiating diverging value systems and views of nature between Indigenous and non-Indigenous
stakeholders.
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from cultural geography, and through these processes, a view of heritage is emerging in the
department that explicitly acknowledges the cultural element of heritage protection processes:

‘Heritage is the environment, objects and places - both tangible and intangible - that
we inherit from the past and pass on to future generations to use, learn from and be
inspired by... Culture frames our understanding of the past and influences the
decisions we make about what is worth keeping as our heritage. Our concept of
'what is worth keeping' changes over time - so heritage too is a living thing’

This chapter explores a mapping project undertaken with Githabul people as part of a recent
national parks co-management agreement in the Border Ranges in Central Eastern Australia.
Viewing heritage as a “living thing”, the collaborative process I describe displays how local
Indigenous heritage is viewed among members of the Githabul community. The process is
proving generative of articulations of culture that expand on the traditional model of state
cultural heritage protection, yet at the same time provoking a forum within which new
understandings of local culture are emerging within the community.
The Githabul are traditional owners of an area that encompasses the towns of Kyogle,
Woodenbong and Bonalbo in the Northern Rivers region of NSW and extending north and west
to Killamey and Warwick in SE Queensland (see figure 1). While some scholars, most notably
linguist Margaret Sharpe (1985a, 1985b), have viewed Githabul as part of the Bundjalung group
of tribes, many Githabul reject this categorisation and instead assert an identity as a separate
cultural group with sovereign ties to their land.24 In recognition of this, the Federal Court in 2007
recognised Githabul native title rights over 1120 square kilometres of public land, stretching
from the Border Ranges in the east, north to the NSW-Queensland border and as far west as the
Great Dividing Range. This land is managed as either timber production forest or as national
park, and following the determination, and as part of the ILUA that predicated the court’s
judgement, Githabul have negotiated agreements with the NSW Government for involvement in

23 http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/cultureandheritaRe.htm accessed 1/10/13
24 When necessary Githabul point to anthropological studies since the 1950s which have identified their community
as having a connection to traditional culture that is unusually strong in the context of SE Australia (eg Hausfeld
1960; Creamer 1974; Native Title Services 2005).
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its management. In 2009 the Githabul Working on Country (GWC) organisation was
established.

Since then it has been undertaking land management and conservation works

inside the National Park lands, and has recently begun developing programs with Forests NSW,
which manages the remaining timber production forests.

These national parks and state forests contain a wide diversity of forests, from grasslands,
woodlands and dry schlerophyll forests in the Maryland River catchment in the west, through to
the lush rainforests of the Tweed Range in the east of Githabul country. Five of these national
parks; Border Ranges NP, Koorelah NP, Richmond Range NP, Toloom NP and Toonumbar NP,
were listed in 1986 on the World Heritage register as part of the Gondwana Rainforests of
Australia World Heritage site. These reserves contain rainforests considered to be remnants from
when Australia was a part of the supercontinent Gondwana, and are well known for their high
levels of biodiversity (Commonwealth of Australia 2000). One significant aspect of this situation
is that prior to the recognition of native title over these areas, relatively little promotion or formal
acknowledgement of Indigenous cultural relationships to this landscape existed, in spite of the
fact that a number of sites described in this chapter had been well documented by anthropologists
and indeed National Parks staff in the 1960s and 1970s. Thus the declaration, while not formally
granting ownership of these lands to Githabul people, nonetheless represented a significant shift
in the social and cultural context of land management in these forests, and has provided a
platform for Githabul people to continue to assert their ownership and their right to involvement
in land management processes.

25The Working on Country program is an Australian Federal Government initiative designed to support the
establishment of Indigenous land management organisations. In this case it has provided funding for the
establishment of the Githabul Working on Country organisation to undertake nature conservation, natural resource,
and cultural heritage management programs in the areas over which Githabul people hold Native Title rights. The
principle means by which GWC achieves this is through their ranger group, which undertakes all on-ground works
under the direction of the Githabul Native Title representative body.
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Figure 3.1. The Far North Coast of NSW.

I focus on two approaches to mapping country that have been utilised by Githabul community
members within the context of this evolving management arrangement. That of mapping
traditional culture, such as stories, sites and language in traditional forms, and that of mapping
everyday cultural practices, such as fishing places and hunting grounds, in Western cartographic
forms. By describing the use of these contrasting methods, and considering these choices in the
contexts of the Githabul community itself and the broader currents of Indigenous cultural politics
in Australia, I hope to shed some light on the role that representing culture through mapping can
play in a community context, as well as identify the limits of its value. Subsequently, I also hope
to reveal some of the basic aspects of cultural life for Indigenous people in rural New South
Wales, and it is my view that this is a strong influence in determining perceptions of the value of
such projects within the Githabul community, as well as the appropriateness of different forms of
mapping.
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As is common in many Indigenous communities, concepts of tradition and cultural continuity are
central to individuals developing an understanding of their place within the Githabul community.
I initially want to show that the relationship to traditional Githabul culture, particularly as it
relates to sacred knowledge, was the key factor in determining the approaches to mapping work
in each case. In the case of those in the community who held traditional knowledge and were
considered its rightful spokespersons, the mapping process was similar to the Yolngu case, being
determined and developed in ways seen to reflect and promote Githabul culture in its own terms.
For those who were still learning about traditional culture, particularly younger participants, the
work relied more heavily on the counter-mapping model. In the latter case the process was more
oriented towards exploring the value of these techniques within the context of co-management,
whereas in the former case the mapping was developed as an “authentic representation” of
traditional culture — its value was seen as both instrumental and intrinsic.

While the differences between the two approaches provide insight into the variation of
knowledge and status within the Githabul community, the similarities reveal what can be seen as
a fundamental aspect of a shared Githabul identity — that being on country is seen as a central
part of Githabul life. Similar connections can be found throughout NSW, however in the case of
Githabul, the express linking of such activities to the survival of both traditional cultural forms
and everyday cultural practices today provides a valuable insight into the views they hold about
the relationship of their culture to that of mainstream Australia, and therefore the value they
place on such planning and documentation activities as cultural mapping.

I seek to show that by insisting on the connection between being on country and the
documentation of cultural practices and values, Githabul are seeking to maintain their sense of
tradition and continuity, while also resisting what Merlan has described as mainstream society’s
‘demands [for Aboriginal people] to demonstrate traditionality, or continuity with practices and
forms considered traditional’ (2006 p. 85). In this way discussions of cultural heritage were taken
beyond what might be considered the conventional archaeological view of heritage that focuses
on material artefacts and sites (Byme 2008)

to encompass issues of community health and

26 See Maddock (1991) for a thorough examination of the rise of a sites based discourse in Northern Territory land
rights law. Many of Maddock's insights can be equally applied to subsequent developments since Mabo.
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wellbeing, intangible values and spiritual philosophies, and contemporary visions of land
management. Such well-established themes in anthropological discussions and, increasingly,
literature surrounding Indigenous land management in Australia

are here extended to

consideration of cultural heritage management and mapping in particular as a tool in program
development with Indigenous organisations.

Before proceeding, it is important to note some practical background of this project. This chapter
does not present results of a full mapping project and it does not necessarily represent the full
range of views and expressions of cultural attachments to Githabul country that exist within that
community. Working in collaboration with Githabul Working on Country, in early 2010 a pilot
project for developing cultural heritage programs was established within the organisation.

In

the initial phase, this project focused on working with Doug Williams, a senior Githabul
custodian, and in the second phase of the project, the work focused on involving the Githabul
Rangers. As this was the first cultural project undertaken by the organisation, there was an
identified need for the scope of the work to be negotiated on an ongoing basis, to allow for a
period where I could be introduced to Githabul culture and country, and also to allow for GWC
to identify the best ways for collaborating researchers and consultants to be involved in cultural
projects. With this in mind, this chapter is an exploration primarily of the process of mapping
Indigenous cultural heritage, through a case study of the issues that emerged in the course of
conducting a pilot study with one Githabul community organisation.

One aspect that bears particular note is that all of the active participants in this project were men,
and while there was informal input and discussion with some Githabul women in the course of
the project, the material presented here can be best understood as reflecting male perspectives on
cultural life. Additionally, the nature of informed consent and the initial agreement brokered
between myself and GWC required collaborative development of project themes with
participants, and with this in mind I have chosen to present extensive explanatory material in the

27 Rose (1996) eg in her discussion of the term ‘country’ made the express link between community health and
wellbeing and connections to country and this is becoming an increasingly accepted notion (see eg Johnston et al
2007, Altman 2003).
28 My capacity was as a PhD researcher, with our collaboration having the dual aims of contributing to a) a
government funded research project exploring new directions in Indigenous cultural heritage b) the ongoing
program of developing cultural heritage management programs within GWC.
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form of quotes from participants. Where possible I have allowed their own words to speak for
themselves. I have also included my own observations of the process itself where required.

Mapping Traditional Culture

In the initial field trips with Doug Williams, his status as an elder and fluent language speaker
meant that the project focused on recording interviews about Githabul history and culture with a
distinct emphasis on traditional cultural sites, stories and spirituality. He is regarded as an
authority within his community and so to a large extent my work was about learning and
recording the different ways in which Doug has been asserting and maintaining the continuity of
that culture. The central elements in this learning process were firstly, a kangaroo skin map of
Githabul tribal boundaries, place names and songlines that Doug has been developing over years,
which was shown to me at our first meeting (see figure 2) and secondly, a series of trips along
the routes depicted on the map, to show me the country it describes and relate stories, both
cultural and historical, associated with those routes.
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Figure 3.2 Unfinished kangaroo skin map drawn by Doug Williams. Photo Nick McClean.

To consider first the kangaroo skin map, Doug gave this description of its significance:

First of all the two skins are tied or knitted together, one on the left is the Githabul
one, it’s a male kangaroo, it’s Githabul, and that’s all my grandfather’s tribal
boundary, his country, and all the history, the butheram, the stories, ngumbule,
ceremony. And on the right side’s my grandmum, my grandmother, Ngarakbul
nation, sovereign tribe. And there’s that skin marriage, clans that were joined
together of the two tribes, and everything pertaining to the laws within those two
tribes were gelled together, and gave us free passage, access both ways. So they’re
my blood. I’m a blood-connected sovereign owner of land, my grandfather and my
grandmother.
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And why is it on the kangaroo skin? Well this is our way of recording and
transcribing, and there are sacred stories and sacred songs that are associated with
this skin that detail everything about both tribes, and primarily it starts with gamaynga gan, Venus, the morning star, which is over on the right-hand side. And the
songline that started from Julian Rock, just out of Byron Bay, wayo jalgumboonj,
the fairy-emu that my grandmother talks about, goes right through the central
desert, right out through the west coast, out to sea out there.

And so the kangaroo skin, to do a comparison to white man's history, they’ve
documented everything, supposed to be on paper, and indexed and archived on
paper. But this here, obviously the kangaroo, they use it now as a national symbol,
but to us it's more sacred than all of that, because this here predates everything
about federation, everything about the invasion.

So this skin, it outlines the boundary of both tribes and it tells us about where our
boundary is, and also the stories and the songline that connects up to neighbouring
tribes. But primarily, all the names that I have here are names of some of the current
towns and villages that have been named after a lot of the white history, I’ve
changed and given the proper name in Githabul, the real name which has meaning
and substance (Kyogle 3/12/10).

Once Doug had shown me the kangaroo skin, the next task was to go on a series of trips across
the country he had mapped out as a way of familiarising me with it and relating different aspects
of what he described above.

Throughout the country, there are many places that Githabul often make oblique references to as
powerful places. Some of these are referred to as juraveels, and form a key aspect of Githabul
cosmology and beliefs, being seen as places where powerful spirits reside. They are also a key
aspect of Githabul political organisation, with different families in the community having
responsibilities to “look after” particular juraveels and therefore they are considered to have
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rights to “speak for” those places.29 Today this influences practical issues of consultation over
their use, be it for access, potential developments or for cultural recording projects.

One of the interesting things to observe was that as we travelled to different places, Doug often
began speaking in Githabul in a low voice, and on at least two occasions he sang out loudly.
Once he stopped at the point where Mt Lindsay (see figure 3) is first visible from its southern
approach to “sing out” to the mountain, and once from a large rock above a valley high up in the
Bald Rock Range. When I asked him about the significance of language and song, he had this to
say:

There are two important factors that we consider very sacred, and of paramount
importance in the history, and the families that are living in even guri guriarba,
long before my time, guriarba days. That language, story and song are inseparable,
they are an integral part of our whole culture, and its connected to the land and also
gumanyargan, the star laws, these are very prominent and very important, where the
stars, the heavens connect up to the waters, and comes through the land, it goes
through the cycle, it continues on, it lives on. And wherever we go there’s stories
and songs, we can walk our songlines. And there are certain places where we must
sing to have access, to appease the juraveel, wherever, that mountain, that waterfall,
to have safe passage. There’s a whole lot of aspects to these different stories, the
butheram, about certain significant and sacred sites (Kyogle 3/12/10).

The idea that Githabul must sing to country as they enter sacred places extends further — to sing
or speak about them while in another place is forbidden; you must be in a place to be able to talk
about it. As described, this is a practical process of ensuring safety and prosperity while in that
place, however it also serves to maintain a highly localised cultural form, where separation from
country prevents the activities that directly maintain the connection of Githabul with their sacred
places, a process that connects Githabul into their country and its continuing cycles. Importantly,
this was one of the primary reasons why Doug would not record specific information about

29

see Hausfeld 1960 and Creamer 1974 for more in-depth discussion of juraveels.
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spirits associated with places and kept our discussions largely in the realm of general ideas of
Githabul culture, history and law — it can be viewed as a means by which the story could be
related beyond the confines of its appropriate use, it opened the culture up to misuse. It was also
the reason he would insist on visiting places as a central aspect of our work.

We did visit five important places in the Githabul cultural landscape — Mt Lindsay (see figure
3), Julian Rocks (see figure 4), Bald Rock, Bulls Head Mountain and Toloom Falls. Of these, Mt
Lindsay, Bulls Head Mountain and Toloom Falls are in the immediate vicinity of Woodenbong
and are well documented as being associated with important juraveels (see Hausfeld 1960 and
Creamer 1974). Julian Rocks is associated with Githabul culture by virtue of the alliance Doug
claims between Githabul and Ngarakbul and by being the beginning of a large songline that
passes through Githabul country. Bald Rock Range is said by Doug to form the western extent of
Githabul country, and he chose to go to Bald Rock to re-establish a relationship that he says
Githabul have been prevented from maintaining since white people came to Githabul country.
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Figure 3.3 Mt Lindsay near Woodenbong, a prominent peak in the Border Ranges and one of the central
places in Githabul cosmology. Photo Nick McClean.
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Figure 3.4 Doug Williams at Julian Rocks, Byron Bay, the beginning of the fairy emu songline that passes
through Githabul country. Photo Nick McClean.

Of interest in this discussion are Doug’s explanations of how he came to learn about traditional
Githabul culture, which he related as follows:

As recorded by my great uncle Dhuroom, that’s my Dad’s eldest brother, the family
genealogy was done by him, taken way back to a man named Yaguy. Many
occasions when I was growing up I’d listen to my dad, my grandma, the old men,
who would always talk, and there were continuous and constant ceremonies and
relating to the times and the sequence of events that used to relate to the land and to
the different parts of the land, and particularly the two major factors was having the
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language and the songs, and the butheram, the stories. Yaribil, the singing of those
songs, and yawarr, the ceremonies. And they were handed down, knowledge, and
even how to avoid confrontation where necessary, and perhaps even suppress our
own knowledge and culture, and then it would be brought out at an opportune time.

And that has been the case, our people were very wise, they knew there were
elements, there were people that was employed, engaged by the government and the
policy makers, and all that, very disruptive through the aboriginal welfare board
policies and legislations that were forced on our people to suppress and to try and
erase... many attempts, we thought they were managers that were commissioned by
the government at the times, in the early 50s and 60s to come on and manage our
people on the communities, on the missions, and they were anthropologists in
disguise. And 1 guess some of them done good in a sense. It was a benefit in
disguise I guess. They were able to engage in discussion with our older people to
continue the history and the survival of our people. It has happened in a lot of other
tribes that lost their language and their culture. But I’m grateful it didn’t happen to
us, cos we were here among the mountains and our people knew their country very
very well, they would steal away from any onslaught the attempts to suppress and
forbid our people even speaking language. So there are many things there that I
can’t even mention perhaps (Wiangaree 24/4/10).

By way of brief explanation, Doug’s great uncle Dhuroom was also known as Stan Williams, and
from this we know he was one of the chief informants of both Hausfeld and Creamer in their
anthropological studies, and Geytenbeek (1971) in his linguistic study. The anthropologist in
disguise is a reference to Hausfeld, who was the manager of Muli Muli Aboriginal station near
Woodenbong and employed by the Aborigines Welfare Board at the time of writing his
anthropological thesis on Githabul culture.
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Mapping Hunting and Food Gathering Places

For the ranger group, the focus of the work explicitly avoided dealing with traditional cultural
sites and spiritual stories. Instead we focused on everyday cultural practices, such as food
gathering and hunting places, which towards the end of our field season we began recording onto
topographic maps.

Initially I put it to the rangers that I was interested in learning about Githabul culture and finding
a way for us to put that learning process to a practical use. However this caused some unease
among the group, as they took this to mean that I wanted them to tell me about the juraveels and
other traditional cultural matters. A number of the group were young men still learning the
knowledge about spiritual places that elders like Doug held, and while some felt that our project
could provide a useful means for them to go out on country with elders and learn some of this
knowledge, others were wary. The main reason offered related to the issue of speaking about
places with spiritual associations described above, with some of the rangers again expressing the
view that these were powerful places that should not be taken lightly.

After some discussion we agreed to begin pursuing the process of documenting bing-ging
(freshwater turtle) diving places in the rivers around Kyogle. Bing-ging diving is a popular
pastime for almost every young Githabul person I met, and an activity that the rangers saw as an
important part of being Githabul. Some related stories of all day dives of 30 or more people,
walking up the Richmond River from Wiangaree into its upper tributaries and bringing the spoils
back to the Muli Muli Aboriginal Station at Woodenbong to share out among the community

In the upper Richmond and Clarence Rivers there are three species of freshwater turtles; the
Clarence River short-necked turtle (Emyduria macquarii), Saw-shelled turtles (Myucaeles
latisturnum) and the Eastern long-necked turtle (Chelodina longicolis). All these turtles are
widespread in Eastern Australia and, while not explicitly protected as an endangered species,
general restrictions on taking native animals do not apply to Githabul traditional owners, who as
a result of the native title settlement gained formal rights to hunt and gather traditional foods.
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As well as describing a wealth of hunting and gathering activities he practised as a teenager,
GWC manager Rob Boota gave this description of bing-ging diving:

We used to hunt turtles, just sit in the water all day and wait for them to come up,
when they came up we’d duck under and we'd swim up as close as possible to
them. I guess it's a bit of an art, you’ve got to know when to duck under and swim
up and grab them from beneath. But we wouldn’t use nothing, you’d just hold your
breath and come up underneath. You’ve got to do it in full sunlight, you couldn't do
it on a cloudy day because you couldn't see too good, the water’s got to be clear
(Kyogle 4/12/10).

Our discussions became broader and began including the range of hunting and gathering places
that the rangers frequented. Following these discussions, the rangers decided the next step was to
take me out on a series of trips through their country to show me some of the areas they would
map, and also how to dive for turtles. Our main bing-ging diving trips were in the Richmond
River (see figure 5) and one of its tributaries Fingal Creek. We spent an afternoon chasing perch
in Toloom Creek and they also invited me to join them for a day at a men’s cultural camp they
organised at Paddy’s Flat on the Clarence River (see figure 8).
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Figure 3.5 Bing-ging diving, Richmond River. Photo Nick McClean.

Back at the GWC depot in Kyogle, large prints of topographic maps were used to mark the areas
where people regularly fished, dived and hunted (see figures 6, 7). This started slowly, with me
asking the rangers to show me where they went so I could mark in the areas, but they soon got
the idea; marker pens were seized from my grasp and the mapping began.

Interviews were also carried out to provide background to the mapping. The maps and interviews
indicate the extent to which Githabul have been able to maintain their day-to-day relationships
with their country, and show the depth of knowledge about the country that has been retained
through this.

Ill

It is worth briefly noting two details of the map which I will return to in later discussion. Firstly,
there was a high concentration of areas around Upper Toloom Creek and areas easily accessed by
road from Woodenbong and Kyogle, as far down the Richmond River as Stoney Gulley.
Secondly, while there were areas marked in all over Githabul country, there were no sites
recorded by the rangers in the Duck Creek catchment or in the vicinity of Bonalbo, despite this
being recognised as Githabul country, and despite the rangers having recalled visiting there
numerous times.

Figure 3.6 Githabul Rangers mapping fishing and hunting places. Photo Nick McClean.
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Figure 3.7 Detail of map. Photo Nick McClean.

MAPPING AND KNOWLEDGE — COMPARING APPROACHES

In terms of understanding approaches to mapping, the first point to make is that the scope of
mapping was directly influenced by the status of group members as bearers of Githabul cultural
knowledge. Most obviously, Doug Williams is in a position of recognised authority on spiritual
aspects of the culture, which gives him the right to determine how and when this knowledge
should be represented publicly. The rangers, who vary in age and level of cultural knowledge,
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did not feel they were in a position to deal directly with spiritual matters when engaging with
people outside their community. The reasons for these differing levels of knowledge are possibly
quite complex, however it is clear that Doug Williams is closely related to people who spent
much time documenting and recording their cultural knowledge in the past, so we know that he
grew up directly in an environment where he could have access to that knowledge. For the
rangers, while some are in their early twenties and state they have not yet had the chance to learn
the deeper knowledge of people like Doug, others are older and do have some of this knowledge.
Even so they were not willing to discuss this in much detail, seeing this as Doug’s particular role
within the community.

TA

To consider the patterns of what each process recorded, there are two significant points to be
made. Firstly, that there was a concentration of sites, both spiritual and hunting/fishing, in the
immediate vicinity of Woodenbong. This may seem unsurprising given that all the participants
are residents of Muli Muli, just outside Woodenbong, or have lived there for a significant portion
of their lives. However, this pattern is also revealed in Creamer’s (1974) site recordings and
sketch maps in the early 1970s. So an initial comparison of these two studies suggests there has
been a significant level of knowledge retention in the Githabul community, reflecting
longstanding cultural affiliations and practices in that area. Conversely, there is a notable absence
of any sites recorded by participants in the catchment of Duck Creek. This was explained by the
fact that the families who have the right to speak for country in that catchment were not
participants in this project. Even if participants did have knowledge or experience of that area,
they explicitly refused to discuss it, or to take me there on trips to show me the country.

A final point to make here is that for Doug, the mapping process was wholly initiated by him and
using methods rooted in Githabul cultural forms. He saw this as an expression of the uniqueness
and autonomy of Githabul culture, and a direct statement against the writing of history in white
terms. For the rangers however, the mapping was initially suggested by me, the rationale was
discussed as being largely within the terms of co-management (that the maps might prove useful
for developing programs and projects within GWC), and the methods used largely reflected
cultural forms rooted in non-Indigenous traditions (topographic maps, GIS truthing of data,
30 Oral Williams personal communication 2/12/10
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English language names). This is not to diminish the value of the maps or the information they
record but it is a relevant aspect of considering the process.

MAPPING AND CULTURE — UNDERSTANDING THE TERMS OF ENGAGEMENT

The most significant common factor in these mapping processes was that participants insisted
that they take me out on trips to show me the country. The centrality of being on country in
traditional spiritual practices and relations to land has been described above, and that the
discussions of contemporary, everyday culture were also linked to such a process indicates a
shared cultural practice amongst Githabul, regardless of cultural status. This echoes English’s
observation that through ‘fishing, hunting, plant food collecting, camping, walking along
pathways and seemingly innocuous activities like swimming or sitting round a camp fire...
[Aboriginal] people express and “activate” their associations with place' (2002 p. 4). This aspect
of the project indicated that for Githabul, such associations with place remain an important part
of their daily lives, and discussions extended this idea, with connections to country being seen as
important for community health and wellbeing. While on the men’s cultural camp, the rangers
encouraged me to interview one young Githabul community member (who chose to remain
anonymous), and he described being on country in this way:

Yeah I’ve just come out here to get back into our cultural ways, hunting and
bonding with the family again. Really too, just get away from society too, where
there’s drugs and alcohol. Really I’ve come out here to focus on culture, you know?
Keep bringin’ the young fellas through what the old people taught us, so we can
bring them up and show them how to hunt, about the culture, about the land we’re
on, this is Githabul land, yeah, what can I say? We’re just doing a bit of turtle divin',
a bit of fishin', getting some wood, like doing chores every day, getting wood for the
night and that. Oh yeah having a camp like this with the family, it’s good you know,
having family is good, you can speak more open to your family than other people
you know? Yeah good, just to realise how our old people lived. We take that in too,
take it in while I’m out here, give us remembrance of our old people, how they used
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to live, you know, how the atmosphere is you know? It's beautiful country, wouldn't
think it'd be like this eh? (Paddy’s Flat 01/12/11)

Figure 3.8 Cithabul Men’s Culture Camp at Paddy’s Flat, NSW. Photo Nick McClean.

So the practice of being on country is seen as central to being Githabul in a way that goes beyond
ideas of cultural knowledge, cultural forms or discussions of mapping. It’s even seen as a basic
aspect of being a healthy, happy person in that community. For the rangers, the mapping process
we undertook was an interesting project they were exploring for its value in their working lives,
but one of its most meaningful aspects, from my observation, was that it was linked to the things
they do to stay connected to their country. As a process connected to the world of funding
agencies, organisations for land management and the world of native title, it was something they
wanted to explore to gauge its value for them. The conclusion I came to was that if they felt it did
not contribute to their being able to continue connecting to country, to continue being out on
country, its proper value would be within their working lives and their interactions with the
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world outside their community, rather than as a process that maintains cultural knowledge and
practices within their community.

T 1

In a similar way, Doug Williams took our discussions beyond the realm of documentation by
discussing at length the connection he felt this knowledge had to Indigenous sovereignty, the
idea that Indigenous people’s legal title to land has never been extinguished due to the illegal
nature of the occupation of the Australian continent by the British Crown. While the legal debate
relating to British settlement is not part of the scope of this paper, Doug described the nature of
Indigenous sovereignty in the following way:

We’re free people. Before dhagay, long long time ago, our people had ownership,
title to land, water, everything about the environment. Because of our existence, our
connection to our country. And we can describe our land, our boundaries, our
stories, our law. Githabul-Ngarakbul law. Very very sacred (Wiangaree 24/4/10).

So in this context, showing songlines, the telling of the stories, and Doug's recording of these on
the kangaroo skin are not a symbolic act or a cultural display divorced from a meaningful
political outcome, but are seen as the assertion of an autonomous and continuing law that
underpins land ownership in Githabul-Ngarakbul country. As a result, Doug saw the value of
present-day arrangements coming out of native title as having a positive yet also limited value,
and continues to pursue recognition of sovereign ownership of Githabul lands based on the
argument briefly outlined above. He states that the capacity to act as sovereigns, which includes
the right to develop treaties in the political realm, will provide the basis for cultural renewal on
Githabul country.

31 Again I wish to point out that this does not diminish the value of the process, but it is relevant to understanding
how and in what ways this sort of mapping can be useful. I found the rangers overall to be enthusiastic about the
project, while also interested to communicate the precise value of the work I proposed to them.
32 See also Morphy (2007) for a discussion of the perceived link between cultural relationships to land and the
continued existence of sovereignty among Yolngu. She observes that ‘the native title process is an arena in which,
among other things, the sovereignty of a colonising society over its colonised subjects is enacted’ (p.31), a view
which would not be without supporters among the Githabul.
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CONSERVATION, TRADITION, AND CULTURAL IDENTITY

To tum to the issue of how the process of mapping relates to issues of cultural identity, in this
case mapping and heritage recording was assessed by Githabul participants for its value in
promoting and maintaining a core aspect of Githabul life — being on country.

This assessment process, informal as it may seem, is not unreasonable when we consider the
experience of cultural mapping in other places. While Tobius (2009) presents the mapping
experience for first nations in Canada as being on the whole an empowering experience,
Pramono et al. (2006) are less positive about its value in Indonesia, where Indigenous groups
have mapped over 1,000,000 hectares of traditional lands in the manner Peluso (1995) has
described. A number of other authors are interested to promote cautious and well-planned
approaches to mapping given the possible pitfalls of the process (eg Chapin 2006, Deddy 2006,
Fox 1998, Peluso 1995). Some authors, such as Rundstrom (1995), even take the view that any
mapping of Indigenous cultures done in Western cartographic forms represents a fundamental
compromise of cultural autonomy.
The second point to note is that for cultural documentation in general, the demands of the native
title era in Australia have proven influential. Here, as Merlan (2006, see also 1995, Povinelli
2002) describes, Aboriginal people must demonstrate “traditionality” in terms approved of in
relation to the liberal multicultural values espoused by the state in order to have formal rights to
land recognised. She argues that we must move ‘beyond tradition’ as it has been conceived in
Australian land rights law and instead consider fresh means of working with divergent modes of
culture and land relatedness. In a similar way the Githabul response to this dynamic has been a
restatement of the importance of tradition in such a way that the power to define its meaning is
not yielded wholly to the state, regardless of the value system it maintains. In doing so, it also
opens up its meaning to a range of issues not often associated with traditional views of cultural
heritage, in this case philosophies of land, spiritual beliefs and practice, and community
wellbeing.
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Mapping here appears to exist at the watershed of this divide. Such mapping techniques as
counter-mapping are essentially grounded in Western terms, and their principle value exists in
articulating culture in ways that are conversant with the world outside the Githabul community.
Such mapping techniques as recording spiritual knowledge onto kangaroo skins serve to assert a
system of law that is seen as entirely autonomous from mainstream Australian law, reminiscent
of the Yolngu episode described by Howard Morphy (1983). That both these forms are assessed
for their value through the context of maintaining a connection to Githabul country in my
opinion serves to proscribe a space in which Githabul cultural life can exist, conceived by them
as functionally and experientially separate from the processes that seek to define its official
limits.

Broadening these insights out, the strategies and approaches illustrated are illuminating for the
overall argument of this thesis in that they show the protected area conjuncture to be tied up with
ideas of cultural legitimacy, politics and tradition both within the Githabul community as well as
in its relations with mainstream Australian society. The co-management setting is a new one for
Githabul people, and in many ways it has been approached in ways that assert the continuing
strength of traditional Githabul culture. It has also, however, thrown up novel situations, in
which Githabul Rangers in particular have had to respond to the need for program development
and transparent documentation in ways that have no explicit precedent in Githabul cultural life.
Their insistence on respecting the limits of what can be recorded in the context of present-day
politics is a nod of respect to tradition, as well as a re-interpretation of that tradition. The
insistence of maintaining connections to country and the focus on intangible aspects of culture is
as much a comment on established modes of practice within conservation as it is a statement
about the nature of Githabul cultural life. These positionings are also indicative of the relations
Githabul perceive generally between their community and the broader institutions that represent
mainstream values, and that their assertions relating to culture are constituted within these
debates demonstrated that, in this case, the co-management of PAs has become in significant
ways a site for articulating these ideas about cultural difference, and a key context fcr re
interpreting cultural traditions in the present day.
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CHAPTER FOUR

MYTH, RESISTANCE AND IDENTITY IN TIMOR-LESTE'S
NINO CONIS SANTANA NATIONL PARK
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Since the end of the brutal 24-year Indonesian occupation of Timor-Leste in 1999, a significant
revival of local cultures and identities in public life has been occurring. While an East Timorese
national identity that arose under occupation has found its most public expression through the
constitution and political parties of the new nation-state (Leach 2002), for many, particularly
rural East Timorese, the freedom to practise ceremonies, reclaim customary lands and re
establish local institutions and relations curtailed under Indonesian rule has equally proven
significant (Cummins and Leach 2012, McWilliam 2011, McWilliam and Traube 2011, Palmer
and de Carvalho 2008, Traube 2007, O’Connor and Pannell 2006, Babo-Soares 2004).

In this paper I discuss aspects of identity and culture among Fatuluku people, a linguistic and
cultural group some 35,000 strong, in relation to a recent development in the shifting landscape
of culture and politics in the Fataluku homeland of Lautem District — the establishment of the
Nino Conis Santana National Park in 2008. My intention is grounded in the present-day
problem of how to translate what is at the moment a park in name but little else into a
functional reality, in a situation where the lives of some 15,000 Fataluku people remain
intimately bound up with the area designated as parkland. By sketching out some of the
ways local people are approaching the issue of the national park as a new reality in their
lives, I aim to show how present-day, local reactions to this government-initiated protected
area are grounded in practices seen to be inherently bound up with being Fataluku, at the
same time mirroring broader cultural patterns in Timor and the Eastern Indonesian
archipelago.

In exploring how Fataluku people engage with this new setting in ways that reflect what
could be called culturally specific attitudes and values, particularly those relating to social
and political change, I argue that Fataluku cultural and historical stories provide both a
sense of the strength of Fataluku tradition as a basis for their status as an autonomous and
sovereign cultural group, while simultaneously providing a legacy of intercultural
negotiation and alliance that helps today to justify and maintain a degree of integration and
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cooperation within the new nation state. I draw on my own inquiries in Lautem,

TT

a growing

body of ethnography that has emerged since Timor-Leste’s independence that explores this
re-emergence of local customs and traditions in public life, as well as an established body of
anthropology relating to Eastern Indonesia and the wider Austronesian world. Through this I
extend the broad territory of numerous scholars, most notably in the Timorese context
McWilliam and Traube (2011), Palmer and Carvalho (2008) and Traube (2007) who explore
the tendency for marginal communities to assert their cultural autonomy while
simultaneously claiming rights and benefits from the state.

With independence still a recent event and allegiance to a sense of common purpose and
identity still a powerful notion, one particularly interesting aspect of the East Timorese case
is that stories of the past that have long mediated intercultural relations are today being
deployed in debates over the role and legitimacy of the fledgling East Timorese state.
Questions surrounding Timor-Leste’s diverse cultural groups’ relations with and within the
new nation-state may well be usefully understood then within these more lengthy histories
of cultural interaction, exchange and adjustment. That traditions and histories deployed by
actors in the ebbs and flows of their contemporary settings necessarily bring about their
revaluation and re-interpretation, that ‘the transformation of a culture is an aspect of its
reproduction’ (Sahlins, 1985 p. 168) brings a further element to this discussion. If the
accounts provided here can indeed be viewed as a re-interpretation of Fataluku culture in
this new social and political context, I suggest then that it supports a carefully maintained
stance, allowing for the possibility of cooperation while also asserting resistance to blanket
assimilation into a post-independence mainstream.

I begin with the park itself and some developments in its still youthful history, before exploring
aspects of Fataluku culture in a regional context, and in a more particular way with relation to
some of the more prominent cultural heritage sites within the park. I then consider the history of

33These enquiries span four months in Timor-Leste during two separate trips in 2011 and 2012. Material directly
quoted here can be found in McClean (2011) unless otherwise attributed. All interview excerpts from this source
were translated from Fataluku into English.
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resistance in Lautem and discussions surrounding the livelihoods of those who live inside and
depend on the park for subsistence.

Conservation and Modernisation

The forests and reefs of Lautem have long been recognised for their conservation value and
informally reserved by Portugese, Indonesian and United Nations administrations
(McWilliam 2007a p. 167-8). However in 2008 the Timor-Leste government formalised this
status, declaring the new nation’s first national park. Named after the famous resistance
leader Nino Conis Santana,34 it speaks to broader themes of national identity and unity that
remain intimately bound up with the anti-Indonesian resistance struggle (Leach 2002), while
offering a nod of respect to the long history of clandestine resistance in Lautem District
itself. In a remote and underdeveloped district the park is something of a symbol of the
development of the nation, and also of the state’s reach into the furthest corners of its
territory. However it is not yet fully functioning, with little development of management
systems and supporting infrastructure undertaken so far (Pannell 2011, O’Connor et al.
2011 ).

34 Santana was bom near the hamlet of Tutuala inside the park boundary and was commander-in-chief of East
Timorese resistance forces during the mid 1990s.
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Figure 4.1 Looking towards the mainland from Jaco Island. Photo Nick McClean

Figure 4.2 A view of the Paichao Range from Lake Ira Lalaro. Photo Nick McClean
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The very existence of a national park in a place as physically and culturally separated from
the societies in which the concept was born, conversely, speaks to the state of flux in which
East Timorese society currently exists. With an influx of international aid and non
government organisations (NGOs) accompanying United Nations peacekeeping forces in
1999, the chronic poverty and destruction left by departing Indonesian forces and the
periodic violence and upheavals of the last decade and a half have nonetheless been
accompanied by a notable flowering of idealism and hope. In spite of all the problems, these
foreign aid workers, the various civil society groups that mushroomed up around them and
since 2003 the Timor-Leste government itself have operated within an atmosphere of
‘widespread expectation that the achievement of independence would usher in a general
utopian transformation’ (Traube 2007 p.18). Exactly how this aspiring modern, rational state
and its leaders would enact such a transformation has so far been a process of trial and error,
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undertaken in dialogue with the East Timorese people on the one hand, and the international
establishment in its many guises on the other. Elite visions of post-independence life have
so far self-consciously reflected a modernist, internationalist stance, yet popular visions
have more often been couched in religious and mystical rhetoric. While Timor-Leste’s
educated elite may well occupy the major positions of power and privilege in the new
nation-state, as well as having the ear of their international allies, popular articulations
promoting Timorese “tradition” and “culture” nonetheless have real implications for the
particular

configuration

of

Timor-Leste’s

post-independence

political

landscape.

Contributing to the formation of various competing visions of the ideal polity promoted in
this new political realm, they build on ‘a common reservoir within East Timorese popular
political thinking’ (Kämmen 2009 p.405).

Lautem is one of the most remote parts of Timor-Leste, development is still a slow process,
and the park is perhaps the most significant post-independence state initiative in the district
so far. It offers promises of financial reward through tourism and employment, and the
opportunity for recognition and protection of one of Timor’s richest areas for natural and
cultural heritage. Such potential benefits seem appealing to state actors and local
communities alike, yet with the forests and reefs a continuing source of subsistence and
cultural identity for almost half the resident Fataluku population, making conservation work
poses compelling challenges for the semi-functional and underfunded East Timorese state.
As a symbol of change, the issue of the park represents an intriguing process of negotiating
such well-worn dichotomies as state/local, traditional/modern, nature/culture. In eliciting
articulations of local culture in the face of national development, the new park has become
engaged in debates over ‘competing visions of who the East Timorese people are and who they
wish to be’ (Kämmen 2009 p.387).

The primary purpose of the park is to protect East Timor’s most extensive block of tropical
monsoon rainforest that grows on the slopes of the Paichao Range and runs for more than
30km along the southern coastline, as well as the fringing coral reefs that form the southern
extent of the Coral Triangle, a newly conceived regional framework for marine conservation
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that environmental NGOs have identified as harbouring the world’s highest diversity of
coral reef ecosystems.

Occupying 65,000 hectares of land and 35,000 hectares of seascape, Lautem District is one
of the few areas in Timor-Leste containing extensive and relatively undisturbed natural
ecosystems, yet it is by no means pristine. The 15,000 people who live inside the borders of
the park have practised swidden agriculture as well as subsistence hunting and fishing over
thousands of years, and a highly mosaiced pattern of secondary forest cover and a diverse
coral reef ecosystem are the result of maintenance through careful small-scale management
practices rather than through the absence of human activity.35 Interestingly, O’Connor et al
(2011) have noted that all animal species found in the park with the exception of some birds,
reptiles and native rats originated outside of Timor, arriving as a result of human migration
to the island. Their analysis underscores that the so-called “natural” values of the park are
the product of an intimate and longstanding relationship between people and the
environment that continues into the present day.

The formal gazetting of the park was initially driven by international conservation NGOs
lobbying the new Timor-Leste government. Birdlife International has had a sustained interest
in the area (see Trainor et al. 2003), while since 2007 the Coral Triangle Support Partnership
(CTSP), a network of regional and international conservation NGOs, has been providing
funding and resources to assist the Timor-Leste government in developing the park.

The early

focus on nature conservation has led some commentators to question the ethics of
conservationists who have until recently largely neglected consideration of local relationships
to land and the involvement of local people in park management. O’Connor et al. (2011 p .ll),
for example, note that the director of Birdlife International in 2003 stated that despite the
‘immense historic and cultural significance’ of the park, the primary benefit to the local people
would be ‘giving [them] a sense of identity’. To this her team of anthropologists and
archaeologists added the observation that this view assumes that ‘they did not already have

35 See Pannell (2011) for a detailed exploration of Fataluku subsistence strategies.
36 Recent community consultations undertaken by the CTSP, for example, were jointly funded by USAID, as well as
the US based environmental NGOs The Nature Conservancy and Conservation International. See Coral Triangle
Support Partnership (2011), Andrews et al. (2011).
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one’. While these comments highlight the social disengagement of some nature
conservationists in early debates over the national park, the park has nonetheless been
designated a Category V Protected Area according to IUCN classifications. This category
explicitly recognises inter-relationships between human society and nature that have resulted in
distinct ecosystems, cultural values and landscapes. As a result, key management objectives for
category V parks include maintenance of the ‘harmonious interaction of nature and culture...
lifestyles and economic activities which are in harmony with nature’ and ‘the preservation of
the social and cultural fabric of the communities concerned.’

Within this context, a number of relevant developments have taken place. The initial vesting of
ownership of natural resources within the state that occurred in 2002 (Palmer and Carvalho
2008 p. 1328) has not been disrupted by the declaration of the new national park. With the
majority of customary and many historic land claims yet to be settled, community involvement
in park management thus remains a matter of government policy rather than a legal obligation
that the state must adhere to. On the other hand, in the absence of legislation to frame any such
settlement, customary relations to land remain the primary mechanism for determining
management regimes in many of Lautem’s forested and agricultural landscapes (see
McWilliam 2007a). While restrictions on hunting inside the park have been introduced as a
policy mechanism for achieving conservation goals, ongoing collaborative work mapping clan
boundaries and documenting resource use is an initial step in developing policy strategies that
might make such restrictions effective. The recent employment of two Fataluku rangers and the
establishment of a small community-run tourism venture at Valu Beach have similar aims:
providing an alternative livelihood for residents of a number of hamlets in the far east of the
park.38

The extent to which these developments are in concert with the requirements of the Category V
listing, or to what extent the listing provides an adequate framework for the recognition of

37 IUCN 1994: 22. This is o f course in addition to those which identify biodiversity conservation strategies and
goals
38 On the restrictions on hunting see Pannell (2011) p.233-5. For recent community consultations surrounding
resource use and customary ownership see Mau (2010); Coral Triangle Support Partnership (2011); Andrews et al
(2011). The employment o f Fataluku rangers is based on a personal communication (Sue O’Connor Aug 2011),
while I have personally visited the tourism co-operative and interviewed a number o f its members.
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Fataluku culture and rights to land in park management programs are questions that would
perhaps be more pressing if the park were more functional. Nonetheless Panned, raising such
questions at the end of a detailed discussion of Fataluku subsistence practices, considers that
with the restrictions on hunting declared, ‘Fataluku people are in real danger of being excluded
from the very landscape that they and their ancestors have shaped and transformed over the
course of thousands of years’ (2011 p. 233), a landscape they continue to rely on for day-to-day
subsistence. Whether or not these restrictions and various other proposed management policies
will bring about an erosion of the Fataluku “social and cultural fabric” is one question I will
attempt to shed some light on. In this light O’Connor’s comments on identity raise questions
that remain important, particularly at this early stage of park development. That is, what might
a Fataluku identity consist of in relation to the national park, and what are its implications for
those taking up the challenge of a community-based and culturally oriented park management
approach? A sketch of some key elements of that identity and its implications will be the
subject of the remainder of this chapter.

Fataluku Cultural-Historical Stories in a Regional Context
In its deeper history, Timor-Leste displays the hallmarks of its position at the crossroads of
the Austronesian and Melanesian worlds (see figure 2). It has 33 officially recognised pre
colonial languages alternately of Austronesian and Papuan origin and the overlap zones of
these languages, such as Lautem District, have provided some of the more interesting recent
scholarly works. McWilliam (2007b), for example, describes how Fataluku, whose language
is Papuan in origin, nonetheless display a compelling degree of commonality with
neighbouring Austronesian- language speaking groups in much of their cultural life, leading
to the suggestion that Fataluku are ‘Austronesians in linguistic disguise’, existing on one of
the boundary zones of the Austronesian world. While the spread of Austronesian languages
across Southeast Asia and the Pacific occurred five to seven thousand years ago, the exact
chronology of events is often unclear concerning cultural and linguistic change. Were
Papuan languages once dominant in Timor and receded in the face of early Austronesian
settlers and later Malay traders? Or is the lack of intelligibility between some Papuan
languages on Timor the result of numerous different episodes of exchange and interaction
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overlaid on this border zone? While theories have been offered on a broader scale' these are
questions for which there are no definitive answers in the Timorese context. That being said,
the patchwork pattern of language and to a lesser degree archaeological data suggests an
extremely long history of inter-island migration passing through Timor from both
directions.40 Widespread networks of trade and exchange during the historic period
subsequently continued identifiable regional processes placing diverse groups in contact
with one another, sometimes intermittently, sometimes permanently (see eg Reid 1995).
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The significance of Me William’s piece is that it situates Fataluku language and culture
within these broader trajectories. Fox undertakes a similar program, providing a reflection
on some key aspects of Timorese articulations of tradition, largely taken to be indicative of

39 Bellwood (2010: 126) for example, citing Wurm, notes three separate phases of expansion of Papuan languages
westwards into the Eastern Indonesian archipelago approximately 15,000, 10,000 and 3,000 years ago. Timor in this
context is considered significant for the fact that it may provide linguistic evidence for languages arriving from
Papua both prior and subsequent to the establishment of Austronesian languages.
40 On archaeological evidence for migration see O’Connor (2007)
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its place within broader Eastern Indonesian and Austronesian constellations.41 I draw here
on these authors’ focus on certain common metaphors that provide continuity among groups
in a region recognised as having a marked level of diversity where social and cultural life
are concerned. Two broad patterns I highlight as having relevance to discussions
surrounding the national park are the focus on origins, precedence and journeying in
establishing authority in the ritual domain, and the relations between secular and sacred
authority in the context of shifting relations between groups.42

Traditions that bind Timorese to the land, ‘to specific places and specific origins’, remain
important in contemporary rural life to the point where Fox considers them ‘the very
substance of life’ (2011 p.242). For many Timorese, these relations can be traced through a
multiplicity of stories narrating the voyages and journeys of ancestors, often interconnected
and overlapping across the landscape. This is no less so in Lautem where Fataluku recount
the origins of different clans, known as ratu, through journeys their ancestors made across
the seas and across the landscape. For those who claim their origins from ancestral journeys
across the seas, many identify particular stones dotted around the coastline of Lautem as
being the fossilised remains of boats their forebears travelled in.43 Some other groups
recount ancestral journeys on the backs of whales and dolphins and various other sea
creatures and similarly point to particular sites that represent the point of disembarkation on
Timor (McWilliam 2007c). At least one ratu traces its origins to a series of caves in the
vicinity of Tutuala (see below also O’Connor et al. 2011, O’Connor and Panned 2006).
These sites represent the origins of each separate ratu clan and are a marker of identity,
differentiating one from another. As ancestors moved across the landscape, they traced out
territories and made settlements that, along with origin sites, are imbued with an immanent
sacrality that continues to inform contemporary understandings of place (O’Connor and
Panned 2006). As McWilliam describes, ‘careful and privileged preservation of narratives of

4 Fox (2011). In terms of situating these themes within broader Austronesian cultural constellations, consider this
discussion in the context of Fox 2006 and 1980b.
42 McWilliam (2007b) for example tracks nine of Fox’s “metaphorical continuities” in his analysis of Fataluku
culture. Here I have selected those I consider most immediately relevant to a discussion of shifts in contemporary
land relations among Fataluku, while acknowledging the potential for a more detailed approach to shed further light
on current social transformations.
43 O’Connor et al. (2011: 42), O’Connor and Pannell (2006), McWilliam (2006b)

131

origin... are combined with continuing practices of sacrificial communication with ancestor
spirits that link individual members of the ratu with sites of ancestral origin’ (2006b p.257).

These relations revolve around the common Fataluku designation tei. While generally glossed as
“sacred” in the literature, tei is a much more active and present force in daily life than this term
implies. As Panned notes, tei is an abiding presence capable of offering assistance as well as
malice to those who engage its power (2006 p.207-8). McWilliam (2011) describes tei beings as
inhabiting certain places, rather than being an emergent property of the landscape itself. In so far
as this implies that tei in its many variations is a relational entity constantly in interaction with
those who also inhabit the landscape, tei sites ‘are not regarded as “cultural archives”. Rather
many are seen as “alive” or “active” participants in the landscape and people’s lives, past and
present’ (O’Connor et al. 2011 p.4). Various places throughout the landscape are considered tei to
different ratu, from the “stone boats” and origin villages, to abandoned settlements recounted in
the mythic journeys of founder settlers across the landscape, to forested groves and ceremonial
sites associated with fertility and abundance (see O’Connor et.al 2011 pp.42, 47; O’Connor and
Panned 2006 pp. 35-6, McWilliam 2006b). It is the direct relationship of male elders to the
ancestral tei of a ratu that legitimates their high status and ritual authority within Fataluku
society, while also conferring a responsibility to mediate between the ancestral tei spirits and the
community’s daily life. Through offering ceremonial sacrifices, these elders are said to safeguard
their community by placating the wild and untamed nature of tei beings.

In this context certain ratu occupy a privileged place within the traditional Fataluku social
hierarchy. ‘Over generations of interaction and engagement, of ritually feeding (fane) and
placating the wild, unrestrained nature of tei, the senior landowning group... confirms their
entitlement and authority over the land in question’ (McWilliam 2011 p.70). As clans who claim
precedence in a particular locale, “founder” ratu assert this ritual authority and thereby confirm
their status as landholders, maintaining higher status over “immigrant” ratu, as well as paca
clans, who according to McWilliam occupy ‘younger sibling’ status (2007b p.362), and akanu
descendents of war slaves and those in bondage through debt. Important for the present
discussion is the development of a nested set of land relations over time. While founder ratu
clans claim land ownership, immigrant clans gain rights to cultivate and live off the land, often
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cemented through a complex system of marriage relations between “wife-giving” and “wife
taking” clans. This relationship is expressed through the dictum mua cao vele ocawa: horo cao
vele hocava, which translates as ‘land head skin lord: gravel head skin lord’ (MeWilliam 2007a
p.365). This invokes a common Fataluku distinction between the body of the earth, associated
with landowning ratu whose elderly male ritual leaders are known as “lords of the land”, and the
skin of the land, available to be cultivated by immigrant clans with the permission of the relevant
lord of the land, but without rights of inheritance.

One aspect of this pattern of ritual authority, land ownership and its relations to the shifting
patterns of migration both into and within Lautem is its correlation to broader patterns of
authority and governance in Timor and the Eastern Indonesian archipelago, particularly in terms
of what Fox has discussed as the ways Timorese have in the past ‘installe[d] the outsider inside’
(quoted in Traube 2011 p.117). This is something Reuter has similarly commented on, stating
that in the wider Austronesian world ‘founders and newcomers are afforded a place in
Austronesian cosmological models, and their harmonious interaction is no less integral to society
than male and female is to the perpetuation of life itself’ (2006 p.15).
Commentators as far back as the pioneering Dutch anthropologist van Wouden describe in
Eastern Indonesia a widespread system of “complementary opposition” between ritual authority
and political authority. This pattern has been best described in contemporary settings by
Elisabeth Traube in discussing the widespread “stranger king” mythology, which she observes
has ‘the historical expansion of the Austronesian speaking peoples as its original matrix.’

The Austronesian mythology of the stranger king links political order to an encounter between an
Indigenous presence and a newcomer from somewhere beyond the borders of the realm, often
from overseas. Typically, their encounter involves a transfer of power whereby the newcomer
takes over functions formerly vested in the Indigenous authorities and is installed as ruler of the
realm. Origin narratives of this general type are commonly associated with diarchic systems of
leadership, in which political power over humankind and ritual authority over the cosmos are
vested in complementary offices (2011 p. 117).
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According to Babo-Soares, under this latter philosophy, ‘for life to proceed there should be a
balance between [these] two worlds’ (2004 p.22) and the flexibility and process orientation
implied within it is for Traube the key to understanding the significance of these distinctions.
‘[R]ather than rigid typologies of power... they are related ways of talking about a range of
institutional arrangements, all deriving from a single, pervasive, multi-level code’ (op. cit.
p.117). The pervasive code is an “‘epistemology of origins” that makes the categorical
distinction between “inside” and “outside” into a signifier of status distinctions’ (Fox in Traube
2011 p. 117), a code which unites the many variations on this theme encountered in the
Austronesian literature.44

Fataluku epistemologies of origins are closely guarded and spiritually empowered elements.
Held by elderly male ritual authorities within a clan (McWilliam 2011 p.67), it is these origin
narratives that identity landowning founder ratu. However in the course of histories that have
encompassed inter-clan warfare and local migration within Lautem, as well as subsequent
arrivals from outside Lautem, migrant ratu have been able to negotiate into a position where
power over land use and distribution is devolved from the founder clan in a qualified sense.
Significantly this is cemented through a prescribed system of marriage relations, tying ratu
together in lifelong bonds of mutual exchange and reciprocal obligation. As described in the
following section, even the counter-examples to the majority view of Fataluku origins, such as
the Tutuhala ratu which claims an autochthonous origin and ancestry in Timor that pre-dates
arrival of immigrant Fataluku speaking peoples, the mythic pattern of offering land to
immigrants while maintaining ritual authority and status remains. Being mindful of the
considerable variations found regionally in this highly flexible institutional form, it appears to be
one that doesn’t prescribe particular outcomes. Instead it prescribes mechanisms of negotiation
and alliance, framed within the generalised notion of the “flow of life” and centred on principles
of precedence and ritual authority.

44 As far as wider Timorese examples in the literature are concerned, Traube’s discussions of Mambai thought (2011,
2007, 1986, 1980) are joined by Fox’s explorations of this specific mythic pattern at Amunaban and Wehali in
Indonesian West Timor (2006 pp.240-244). A number of other authors have also considered the relevance of this
general attitude for contemporary social issues in Timor-Leste eg Dale and Butterworth (2010), Babo-Soares (2004).
More broadly Sahlins’ exploration of Hawaiian “stranger king” ideology is the classic work on this mythic pattern
(1985).
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Locating Fataluku culture and heritage in the present day: a brief case study

The case of Tutuhala Ratu may be something of an anomaly as far as wider ethnographies of
Fataluku culture are concerned, yet it has so far occupied a prominent place in discussions
and research surrounding the national park. One reason for this is its proximity to Tutuala
village and Jaco Island, a popular and relatively accessible tourist area, well known for its
extensive coral gardens and its high concentration of cultural heritage sites. Tradition states
that the island of Timor is the body of a mythical crocodile, and in Fataluku tradition Jaco
Island is considered the head of that crocodile and thus a particularly sacred place.
Overlooking Jaco Island on the adjacent mainland is an extensive collection of rock art in
the caves surrounding Tutuala, situated in the far east of the park. The rock art is distributed
through numerous limestone caves within five kilometres of the village, with the ochre
motifs and painted figures making up one of the richest collections of rock art in Island
South-East Asia (O’Connor et al. 2011 p.5). Since independence numerous archaeological
expeditions have sought to establish settlement dates through radiocarbon dating cave
deposits, which has revealed a history of human settlement pre-dating any other site in the
archipelago east of the Sunda Shelf.45 Displaying images of horses, boats and numerous
anthropomorphs, as well as sacred designs that are replicated in woven fabrics for
traditional Fataluku marriage offerings, the cave paintings display aspects of the history and
culture of Fataluku people that offer clues to the origins of human habitation in the area. As
such they occupy a central place in Fataluku ontological imaginings, particularly for the
traditional owners, senior members of the Tutuhala Ratu.46

45 O ’Connor (2007). The Sunda Shelf is the south-eastern extension o f the continental shelf of Southeast Asia,
extending eastward to the Sulawesi Sea between Borneo and Sulawesi and the Lombok Straight between Java and
Lombok. Its eastern edge charts the southern extent o f Wallace’s Line.
46 For recent reports on Fataluku culture and history as articulated by the traditional owners o f these caves,
see O’Connor et al. (2011), O’Connor and Pannell (2006). Palmer and Carvalho (2008) also provide a significant
exploration o f the annual harvest o f Mechi (sea worm) on the shores o f Valu Beach, on the mainland looking out
towards Jaco Island. They discuss contemporary aspects o f Fataluku engagement with ideas o f nature
conservation, highlighting the role o f the Tutuala Xefe de Suco (“head o f village”) as the local political
functionary, working in tandem with the many ritual leaders who converge on Valu Beach to perform the harvest
ceremonies. No other ratu has had such detailed attention from researchers in the post-independence period.
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Figure 4.5 Ilikerekere Cave, looking tawards Jaco Island. Photo Lucy Lee

Figure 4.6 Painting of a boat, Ilikerekere Cave. Photo Lucy Lee
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Figure 4.7 Painting of a dancing woman, Ilikerekere Cave. Photo Lucy Lee

My own experience of meeting members of Tutuhala Ratu occurred in the context of
producing a radio documentary on Fataluku culture and history, with an explicit focus on the
new national park (see McClean 2011). As for many other visitors to Lautem, be they
researchers or tourists, Tutuala with its caves and nearby reefs was recommended to me as a
first port of call. We began with a visit to Ilikerekere Cave, the largest of the painted
limestone caves, and the origin site for Tutuhala Ratu. We sat down with the traditional
custodian of this cave, Rafael Guimarez, and asked him to talk about the stories associated
with it. I was told by my interpreter that initially it wasn't appropriate to ask questions, that
we should simply “let him talk”, and once he had finished conveying the information of key
importance, we could ask him about other aspects of the caves we were interested in. Much
of what we heard was not considered his personal opinion or memories of something taught to
him, but the voice of the ancestors speaking. In the classic terminology of shamanism, Rafael
acts as the medium for ancestral spirits, and, in the minds of the Fataluku people I discussed this
with, the authority of the interview only grew as a result of this realisation.
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Figure 4.8 Rafael Guimarez. Photo Lucy Lee

Rafael talked of a time when his ‘grandfather lived in the cave’, which he called ‘the village of
my ancestors’. His ancestors were three brothers living in the cave ‘making masi to get food, to
get water. Roughly translated, masi means “miracle”, and the tone of this history evokes a
mythic period ‘when the earth began and was not yet strong enough to be called earth’.
According to Rafael, his ancestors ‘lit up’ the caves with large beeswax candles, thus attracting
the attention of seafarers and those on the distant, but perfectly visible, Indonesian islands to the
north. ‘The people who came with the boats’ may have been mysterious in origin, but they were
‘black people... and their name was Papua’. Each boat that arrived was said to be the founders
of a particular ratu:

So when the ratu arrived, the first foot that entered this land, wherever it was, they
put their ete uru ha 'a there, their holy statue. Then when they found a place that the
owners agreed to give to them, they put another ete uru ha ’a there.
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In this version of events, the owners of the land before immigrants arrived were Rafael’s cave
dwelling ancestors. According to PannelFs account, the dividing and gifting of land occurred at a
site not far from Tutuala, where the various ratu congregated:

Upon landing at various sites along the coast in the vicinity of Ili Kerekere, the
boats of these new arrivals turned into stone. The occupants were then summoned
by the ancestors of Tutuhala Ratu to the site known as Patipatin, and accorded a
bounded area of land upon which to settle. For local people, Patipatin, with its
distinctive fourteen-holed rock feature, provides tangible evidence of this division
and the subsequent emplacement of these fourteen groups or ratu in the landscape.
The rock-solid proof provided by Patipatin also accords with local ideas about the
ancestral immobility of ra/w-designated lands and boundaries (2006 p.206).

To digress briefly, according to one Fataluku interlocutor I interviewed, the Fataluku language
was brought by these immigrants, while the original cave dwelling ancestors spoke Lovai'a, an
Austronesian language today spoken by only a handful of old people in Tutuala and
neighbouring Mehara. So while McWilliam (see McWilliam 2007b pp. 371-5) notes that there is
no objective evidence that verifies Tutuala Ratu’s claims to autochthony, there nonetheless exists
a view, extrapolated from wider anthropological and linguistic evidence and loosely corroborated
here in the mythology surrounding the Tutuala caves, that the Papuan language of Fataluku has
been overlaid on a previous history of Austronesian culture and language.

It is the claim of descent from these presumably Austronesian ancestors which underpins Tutuala
Ratus assertion that they occupy the apex of the traditional Fataluku clan hierarchy. That this
relationship is ritually sanctioned and associated with the continuing power of their tei sites
produces a similar effect — if the power of the ancestors maintians its presence in these places at
all times, if it is immutable, then one consequence is that traditional forms of ownership, tied as
they are to ancestral power, can be considered equally immutable. This sense of hierarchy is also
expressed in the designation of a particular tei site known as Titiru, or the “President tef\
discussed below (O’Connor and Panned 2006 p.211). It is not only the most powerful tei site in
the Tutuala Ratu domain, but in the eyes of some, the most powerful in Timor. According to this
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version of events, the genesis of Fataluku society as we now know it hinges around the relations
and negotiations between these immigrant Fataluku speakers and the autochthonous cave
dwelling ancestors surrounding land, with Lautem divided up between different immigrant ratu.
Meanwhile Tutuala Ratu has maintained ritual ownership and authority over the caves and
surrounding territory, seen by local people to be the most potent tei sites in the Fataluku cultural
landscape.

While the culture history of Tutuala Ratu has received much recent attention due in large part to
the concentration of heritage sites within its domain, its particular version of Fataluku mythology
and history is not a universally accepted one.47 Nonetheless this myth shares common elements
with published accounts of other ratu origin myths from in and around the park boundaries (eg
McWilliam 2006b, 2007c) in that it exhibits a focus on origins and precedence in the context of
migration and settlement on the one hand, and the maintenance of ritual authority in the face of
historic political and social change on the other. These are the key elements that have so far
emerged in what might be called “traditionalist” accounts of the spatial and hierarchical
organisation of contemporary Fataluku society. Indeed, in a situation of contestation over the
meanings and values ascribed to the landscape by various Fataluku groups, the story explored
here can be considered an example of how many Fataluku groups, particularly those associated
with founder ratu clans, are positioning themselves within present-day discussions surrounding
heritage, falling back on their own particular variants of the “stranger king” myth to assert
precedence and ritual authority as key contemporary valencies.

Heritage and Resistance

While the material and symbolic importance of armed resistance to Indonesian rule is widely
acknowledged, the Indonesian period in general appears to have had relatively limited attention
as far as the literature on heritage protection is concerned. In a notable study, Michael Leach

47 Informants I worked with from other ratu expressed support for Rafael’s story, but I was also told that it was not
accepted by all Fataluku. Likewise Mau (2010 p.29) notes dissent to Tutuala Ratu ’s claim of sole ownership over
Jaco Island from some of his informants, while McWilliam’s sustained explorations of the variety of origin myths
among Fataluku demonstrate clearly that the stories of any one ratu cannot be taken to hold for all (see 2011, 2007a,
2007b, 2007c, 2006b).
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(2009) observes that attempts at “universalisation” of values by particular political groups in
post-independence Timor-Leste, an aspect of nation building that frequently draws on the
unifying narrative of local resistance and shared suffering, have been rendered problematic by
the complicated and varied experiences of Timor-Leste’s people. Such tensions mirror those
which emerge in general political discourses, and a relevant example is Traube’s (2007, 2011)
discussions of a recent manifestation of a Mambai variant of the “stranger king” mythology.
Here the experience of suffering under Indonesian occupation, symbolised by a maligned and
mistreated stranger king once denied his right to rule by local elders, is deployed to invoke a
moral economy where national leaders are seen to have an obligation to ensure the welfare of the
povu, the poor rural folk who shed their blood to give birth to the nation. In this section I discuss
some articulations of resistance and culture that have emerged in Lautem that point to some
similar conclusions where negotiating post-independence heritage protection politics is
concerned.

The steady concentration of the rural population into small roadside settlements that occurred
under successive Portuguese and Indonesian regimes was of course accompanied by an opposing
flow of people, much smaller yet of huge symbolic significance, into the forests in order to fight
a clandestine guerrilla war. The forests of Lautem played a particularly important role in this
resistance, being one of the few heavily forested areas in Timor and therefore a stronghold for
armed fighters throughout the 24-year occupation. At different times they harboured the park’s
namesake, as well as Timor-Leste’s inaugural President, Xanana Gusmao, who famously led
resistance forces during the 1980s.

For many Fataluku, this resistance had its basis in a sense of the authority and legitimacy of the
East Timorese people in their homeland, underpinned by their relationship to ancestral origins
and powers. One expression of this is traditional divination methods used to predict the outcomes
of battles:
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About the heart of the rooster,

when they [the guerrillas] were in the forest, and

they were planning a battle, they always communicated with their fathers... For
example if they want to blockade a road, and the message was brought by the
clandestines to the town, two different old men from different ratu would sit
together to read the signs in a roosters heart. So they will tell when is the good time,
where is the good place to do the blockade, and about the safe way to do it.... Once,
there was a big guerrilla fight, commanded by Luis Monteiro. An old man called
Carlos read in the heart of a rooster that it was not a good time to fight. But Luis
Monteiro believed that he was strong and still fought on. But he died, because the
rooster’s heart came from our ancestors, to keep believing in that and stay strong
with that as a part of our tei.

Pannell’s (2006 p. 211) discussion of the President tei touches on similar issues surrounding
resistance and culture, describing how the Tutuala Ratu “lord of the land”, at the request of
Xanana Gusmao, sacrificed a pig to invoke the President tei to unleash its power and drive the
Indonesians out of Timor-Leste. This story was corroborated by my informants, one of whom
articulated this history in terms of a common perception among Fataluku regarding the spatial
distribution of spiritual power and authority in Timor:

So about the war. The enemy was only afraid of Baucau, Viqueque, and especially
Los Palos,49 because people stayed strong with the tei. They used their tei against
the enemy. Every time they fought, they would bring their tei with them. Because
there was so much blood falling like rain, flowing like a river, that’s why they were
using the tei to protect the land. So for example, about Xanana Gusmao, if there was
no tei from Lovai’a people, Xanana would not have survived. He became a part of
Lovai’a, he was protected by the Lovai’a tei, that’s why he’s still alive today.
Because the war was fire from the head, if it was fire from the feet, then it would

48 It is possible this is a reference to the liver, with many Eastern Indonesian societies considering the liver to be a
person’s emotional and spiritual centre.
49 Los Palos is the principal town o f Lautem, while Baucau and Viqueque districts border Lautem to the west.
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not work, we wouldn’t have won the war. So we took the Indonesians, they couldn’t
fight the head. What could they do?

For another elderly male Fataluku informant, it was the connection to ancestral tei that made it
‘impossible for anyone to fight against us culturally’, arguing that the history of the resistance
and its victory must be understood in this light: ‘It's not about the guns that we had, and it’s not
about the negotiations, it’s about our ancestor.’

That independence is hard-won ground is beyond doubt, built on sacrifices the benefits of which
are to be claimed and defended with pride. In this regard Lautem is no different to the rest of
Timor-Leste, with survival amidst violent and abusive rule the overwhelming experience of the
Indonesian occupation. Yet many of my informants were also content to temper their
recollections of hardship with observations about the good relations they had with individual
members of the Indonesian armed forces, their desire to maintain a good knowledge of Bahasa
Indonesia even during independence and their positive experiences of travelling to Indonesia for
study and work. One informant interestingly characterised colonialism generally as a process
where people come from overseas and are welcomed into the homes of local people in the
traditional spirit of generosity and hospitality toward strangers. Bearing gifts of clothes, they
then proceed to tell the local people how they must wear the clothes and why they must leave
their old ways behind. It was the last part of this description which was designed to make the
point that colonial powers had overstepped the mark in how they interacted with the local people,
not in the initial fact of their arrival. My own enquiries thus suggest a similar theme to Traube’s,
that Indonesian rule was judged not only in terms of whether they had a right to rule in the first
place, but also on the fact that in abusing their power, the Indonesians subsequently forfeited any
claim they may have had to political legitimacy. While Timor-Leste’s long history of
incorporating outsiders into established social hierarchies may have arguably left open the
possibility of a new foreign authority being accepted in time, ‘the scale and force of the invasion
undercut any effort to frame it as the arrival of peace-bringing stranger kings’ (Traube 2011
p. 127), as did subsequent autocratic rule.
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This makes for illuminating reading in relation to Rafael Guimarez’s description of Tutuala
under occupation.

The history here has a lot of tei. During the occupation, everybody fed their tei here
so that’s why bad things didn’t happen. That’s why especially in Tutuala, the
Javanese didn’t kill anyone. Even the Javanese weren’t get killed here.

The focus on the behaviour of the Indonesian forces, rather than the fact of their presence,
implies a point made in Rafael’s statement — even the Javanese were subject to the power of tei,
and could therefore be aided or destroyed by it. Such points are similarly made through relating
the power of the traditional divination methods. The fate of the clandestine commander Luis
Monteiro illustrates well that such powers cut across ethnic and nationalist lines, as the power of
tei is considered The ultimate moral authority’ (O’Connor and Pannell 2006 p.5). Such acts as
the destruction of a sacred carved wooden post in Ilikerekere Cave during the 1980s (O’Connor
and Pannell 2006), the scratching of its paintings, the taking of tourists to the cave without the
company of traditional custodians, and the wholesale removal of people from ancestral lands (all
accusations levelled at the Indonesian forces) are considered evidence of a lack of respect for
traditional ritual authority and the power of tei spirits. It is in this light that Fataluku claims that
the war was won as a result of appeals by senior Fataluku custodians to the President tei can be
understood. It was by no means a fait accompli that Indonesian rule was unjust, rather it was
shown to be so by their actions, and in showing a lack of respect for Timorese traditions, the
Indonesian forces invited their fate upon themselves — in this case to be ‘eaten’ by the hungry,
dangerous and unpredictable President tei (ibid. 2006 p.211).

In relating how their forebears honoured the request of Xanana Gusmao, a native of Manatutu
district to the west of Lautem, and a leader of a resistance movement who urged East Timorese to
rise above their tribal oriented identities and fight for a unifying, multi-ethnic nation, Fataluku
are again re-asserting the primacy of their ritual authority in Lautem and the power of tei in
negotiations surrounding historic social and political change. While independence may bring
new possibilities, alliances and relations between Timor’s cultural groups, respect for tei is still
presented as a fundamental value and, as we will see in the following section, national leaders, as
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much if not more than foreign visitors and NGO workers, are expected to understand and
acknowledge this.

Conservation and Livelihoods

Pannell’s discussion of Fataluku livelihoods (2011) raises some interesting questions about the
role of culture in the management of the new national park, arguing convincingly that Fataluku
subsistence strategies display a diversity that belies their previous categorisation as solely
shifting agriculturalists. As she discusses, the complex interrelations between agricultural and
hunting and gathering practices are among other things mediated through the sacrificial feeding
of tei beings at sites deep within the forests. In Fataluku eyes the good fortune of harvests are
reliant on these ceremonies. The forest has thus long been a source of identity and culture for
Fataluku, but equally important in the present context, it has provided a reliable source of
subsistence, a safety net during the upheavals and destruction of recent times. On the recent
restrictions on hunting forest animals, Panned comments:

In banning this dimension of local Fataluku productive practices, the actions of the
National Government appear to be focused upon producing the same social effects
as previous colonial regimes—notably, the creation of dedicated agrarian
communities. Government prohibition of hunting and gathering in the new national
park not only has the potential to adversely affect the kind of subsistence flexibility
that has enabled local people to deal with chronic environmental uncertainty and
acute political instability, but it also seems to be blind to the important microstrategic role this back-and-forth social movement between garden and forest
played in securing the new nation-state of Timor-Leste (p.234).

This last observation refers in part to Fataluku views about the role of their tei sites deep in the
forest during the resistance. The wider implication is that such restrictions come as an
imposition, and if indeed the Timor-Leste government intends to coerce Fatuluku villagers into
preferred management regimes, Pannell’s position appears well founded. But is this the case?
With no reported examples of enforcement of restrictions yet published, it would appear on face
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value that it is not, at least at this stage of proceedings. My own enquiries also suggest that while
hunting and fishing in particular remain valuable and much cherished aspects of Fataluku daily
life, the proposals of the government to change such practices have by no means been met with
outright opposition. Take the following statement, from a man in his 30s who regularly fishes the
reefs in and around Valu Beach and Jaco Island:

You know I think it’s a positive idea from the government, to run this place to be a
national park. But if they can still let us continue fishing it would be a good thing.
Also until today we’ve only heard that the government wants this place to be a
national park. But so far they have never actually come here to discuss with the
people the details of the national park, and how it will be run. I am aware that by
law this land does not belong to me. But there is something here that the
government cannot occupy in the name of a national park. Because here, we have
our tei. If the government’s idea of a national park doesn’t destroy our tei, it’s fine.

While on a hunting trip in the forests adjacent to the national park boundaries, a former guerrilla
fighter discussed similar issues:
Today I am in the forest doing hunting, and we have caught two cus-cus.50 This is
the life like my mother and father lived in the forest... from our ancestors this has
been taught - that you cut only one or two animals to stay alive. To talk about the
government, well the law is law. It’s not that we are against the law, it comes down
from the state, so it’s not a bad thing, I do agree as my contribution for this country
during independence. But this national park will be hard for our lives. I hear that the
government is about to set up forest police, like they have in Indonesia. Until it
becomes a reality, I will still try to find a way to catch one or two cus-cus to eat
with my wine. When it becomes really serious and we have to stop, that means the
government must already have enough capacity to give me another option for my
life. If they don’t, then I’m not going to stop, because this has been my life from the

50 The cus-cous (Phalanger orientalis) is a species of possum considered to have originated in Papua, having spread
to the Molluccas, the Bismarck Archipelago, the Solomon Islands and Timor. See Leary et al. 2008
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beginning. But it’s not the only way. If the government has a project in the village
with the people there, then we can work together.

Figure 4.9 Fishing boat at Valu Beach. Photo Nick McClean

There are a number of aspects of these statements worth considering here, the first being the
explicit references to traditional culture. Casting subsistence strategies in terms of ancestral
relations, the fisherman draws a categorical distinction between that which can be owned by the
government in law and the ownership of tei sites, while the hunter reiterates the importance of
tradition in regulating the numbers of animals that can be hunted in the forest. Both these
statements provide a sense of the embedded nature of Fataluku traditions, woven as they are into
the everyday activities of life, directly contrasted in each case with the sense of the appropriate
limits and scope of government authority.
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Alternately, both men discuss the idea of a national park in positive terms, which they consider to
be an idea fundamentally coming from the government. They are both well aware of the effect of
the rule of law in their district, and in doing so provide an implicit acknowledgement of the
legitimacy of its presence. A former member of the guerrilla forces in Lautem, the hunter
provides an illuminating comment when he states that respecting the law is his ‘contribution for
this country during independence.’ Despite his own reservations for the plan at hand, there is a
sense in which outright resistance to it would be absurd, given the sacrifices he and his people
have already made to reach this juncture. Instead he casts his reservations in specific, concrete
issues that provide a means by which he can maintain qualified support for the government.

Any attempt to separate the spiritual realm from subsistence strategies in the Fataluku case is
difficult at best; both are after all considered important and interconnected aspects of Fataluku
customary practice. Yet the responses from these two men to the current dilemma are interesting.
Tei sites are considered categorically as un-ownable by a government, while livelihood issues are
considered to be an appropriate realm of intervention for a government, and therefore provide the
point through which potential ground is mapped out for negotiating a direction forward. If, for
the sake of argument, we view the national government as an “outsider” who has quite recently
arrived in Lautem, the responses presented here certainly appear to be in line with those of
Lautem residents to previous arrivals from afar. Offering the possibility of negotiation
surrounding political authority over land, the primacy of ancestral relations, and therefore the
ritual authority of residents, is nonetheless restated, and done so in a way that presents such
authority as non-negotiable.

Tradition and Change

Timor-Leste’s independence has brought new influences, ideas and possibilities to even the
remotest comers of the country, and local people are well aware of their own agency in bringing
this about. While state-based interventions may well be habitually viewed with scepticism, and
not without good reason, change itself is by no means perceived negatively. At least in this case
it appears to be more readily considered within established frameworks of meaning that highlight
the nature of change, and the rights and responsibilities of those involved in its negotiation. The
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explicit preservationist orientation of the Category V listing therefore provides an interesting
dilemma for conservationists. While social theory has for a number of decades viewed matters
cultural through a transformative lens, the framing of conservation laws and policies, even those
that seek to explicitly recognise local cultural relations to PAs, appear to adopt an approach that
leaves the door open to forms of essentialism. So while Panned demonstrates that Fataluku
subsistence strategies have often been viewed in a reductive fashion and bundled into the
agrarian model that holds for much of Eastern Indonesia, the reverse notion that Fataluku
relations to forests must necessarily be maintained as they are today in order to “preserve the
cultural and social fabric” of Lautem seems also to border on an essentialist view of Fataluku
culture, and one that may well prove invalid in time. The key point around which this debate
revolves is the process by which restrictions on hunting, or any other park management policy,
are enacted. Certainly the complex and embedded nature of Fataluku spiritual practice means the
negotiation of such restrictions may well lead to the cessation of some forest based sacrificial
rituals. On the other hand conservation initiatives elsewhere have demonstrated that limited
hunting and harvest of natural resources by Indigenous landowners can at times be dovetailed
successfully with wildlife conservation programs.51
My central point though is that in contemporary articulations of Fataluku history and culture, as
well as in debates surrounding livelihoods, culturally specific modes of negotiation and alliance
have emerged that can be connected to wider cultural patterns in Timor and Eastern Indonesia.
These patterns have developed within a deeper historical context of longstanding relationships of
interaction, exchange and adjustment between groups, arguably reflecting the multiple waves of
migration back and forth through the archipelago. The myth of the stranger king alerts us to a
pervasive reality in this region — social and political change appears not only to have become a
constant theme in archipelagic life, but it has even given rise to specific cultural tropes. Such
traditions can hardly be essentialised without arguably missing the point as to why they have
proven valuable in the first place. In this way Fataluku traditions can themselves be viewed as
transformative in their orientation, at least insofar as they account for and assimilate certain types
of social and political change.

51 See eg Shetty (2008), Campbell et al. (2007), Lele et al. (2001).
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It is the flexibility and process orientation of this institution that allows Fataluku to appeal to
tradition in order to maintain their status as the rightful authorities where matters spiritual are
concerned, the basis of their claims to cultural autonomy and sovereignty, while at the same time
mapping out a path for negotiation and collaboration with the new nation state surrounding land
and livelihoods. With Timor-Leste in an extended phase of democratisation, development and
social renewal, such attitudes and approaches represent a deployment of these inherited notions
of tradition and culture in this new political setting, negotiating change through traditional
institutions in a manner that could well be considered characteristic of their place in the
archipelago. Practically speaking such traditions appear well suited to the position adopted by
many Fataluku today, remaining open to the possibility of cooperation with state programs,
while also asserting resistance to blanket assimilation into a post-independence mainstream.

Perhaps encouragingly for advocates of the new national park, the vesting of political authority
in outsiders is by no means unprecedented or unacceptable in even the most traditional Fataluku
accounts, and current discussions surrounding the park, both those presented here and in recent
CTSP community consultations (see CTSP 2011, Andrews 2011), indicate a degree of qualified
support for such a shift. That the East Timorese state currently does not have the resources to
bring the issue of restrictions on hunting to a head, on the other hand, underlines that this issue
goes beyond a matter of principle or theoretical approach. Fataluku villagers may not have a
legal basis to compel their government’s collaboration, but neither are they powerless in this
equation. After all, the Indonesian government with all its resources managed to create sustained
resistance to its rule, resistance it was unable to subdue for the entire period of occupation. If the
current government insists on disrupting longstanding cultural and economic relations with the
forests and reefs of Lautem, then it will be incumbent on it to take seriously the concerns of
those villagers who remain dependent on the national park for subsistence. With chronic poverty
common in Lautem and the social networks that supported the resistance and evasion of
authority for so long still in place, it would appear that any attempt to do otherwise will almost
certainly prove fatal to its plans for wildlife conservation in the district.
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PROLOGUE TO CHAPTERS FIVE AND SIX
CONSERVATION AND COMMUNITY RIGHTS IN INDONESIA
In an influential article on environment, development and indigeneity in rural Indonesia, Anna
Tsing asked what is in many ways a central question of this thesis — ‘how does a globally
circulating social category come to mean something to people in a particular political context?’
(1999 p. 159). Some 20 years after the events she describes, developments in Indonesia invite us
to invert this question, and also consider how local social categories have come to mean
something in political contexts increasingly considered global. This is by no means a novel
approach among anthropologists in the Indonesian context (see eg Warren 1995, Zemer 1994,
Eghenter 2000), yet with the explosion of activity among Indonesia’s local adat (customary)
communities since the fall of Soeaharto’s authoritarian New Order Regime in 1998, a reappraisal
of how such processes are recurring in the contemporary setting seems worthwhile.

Adat has an extremely long history, having been introduced as an Arabic loanword as Islam came
to the Indonesian archipelago in the 12th and 13lh centuries, and is a distinctly Indonesian
articulation of localism. Developed in dialogue with successive world religions, colonial, post
colonial and neo-colonial regimes, adat in its general sense encompasses the wide variety of
local cultures and traditions found in Indonesia. For centuries a loose term referring to local
Indonesian religion, culture and law often considered outside the realm of legitimate Islamic
practice, many adat traditions were codified and incorporated into Dutch colonial law, before
being largely politically marginalised under the New Order in the name of development goals.

With the fall of the New Order in 1998 and the advent of democratic and decentralisation
reforms, known as reformasi, adat as a local social category has now gained renewed levels of
traction in Indonesian politics. As responsibilities for government administration have shifted

52 For an overview of the shifting articulations of adat over time, see Hooker (1978) for a legal perspective, while
Me William (2006a) includes developments since Hooker. Adbullah (1966) and Picard and Madinier (2011) provide
considerations of the role of adat as an aspect of religious life. Warren and McCarthy (2009) and Tyson (2010)
provide detailed texts on the recent resurgence of adat under reformasi.
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from Jakarta to regional and district levels,

civil society groups and local communities alike

have begun promoting customary land ownership and local control over resources within this
new and still evolving system of governance. In the following two chapters I explore some of the
ways this has been done in the globalised political setting of conservation, exploring how two
very different local communities are articulating claims over PAs based on local traditions and
cultural associations to place.

In the reformist atmosphere of post-New Order Indonesia, local traditions are today being
deployed anew in ways that creatively engage with these broad conditions, with the intention of
transforming them according to local priorities. I argue that this is a process which both reasserts
the value of tradition while simultaneously transforming the substance of the specific traditions
themselves. Highlighting how traditions negotiate social and political change in culturally
specific ways, these cases support Me William’s observation that over the long term, ‘the
evolution and reproduction of customary land relationships across the archipelago reflect
complex historical adaptations by local communities to dynamic cultural and politico-economic
interactions’ (2006a p. 46). Examining these developments in the context of Indonesia’s PAs
simultaneously displays the ways in which global influences remain a key influence in local
settings. Conservation too ‘transforms the world and is transformed in global movement’
(Brosius et al. 2006 p. 7), and in rural Indonesia today it is being transformed in dialogue with
these local customary communities.

Communities, Conservation and the State

Before I present these more localised case studies, a consideration of current conservation in
Indonesia is called for. Indonesia’s most visible and arguably largest conservation initiative is an
extensive system of state run PAs. Eight are listed on the UNESCO World Heritage register as
globally significant, four for their cultural values and four for their natural values. Indonesia’s
early PAs were established under Dutch colonial rule, part of what Jepson has called ‘the

53 The most significant of the laws relating to this process of ‘political transformation’ (Me William 2006a: 54) has
been the Regional Autonomy Laws (no.21 and 25, 1999). These have shifted policy and financial management
responsibilities from Jakarta to the Kabupaten (district) levels, with the Bupati (district governors) now appointed
through democratic election.
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internationalisation of conservation values’ (Jepson and Whittaker 2002 p. 133—7 see also 2001)
that brought European and North American cultural and aesthetic values, as well as ideas of
nature and culture, to the archipelago.

These early colonial declarations, along with the establishment of the Netherlands Indian
Association for Nature Protection in 1914 and the Dutch Colonial Archaeological Service in
1913, were important steps laying the groundwork for what would become, after independence
from Dutch colonial rule in 1949, a period of intense association of heritage sites with nation
building (see Bloembergen and Eickhoff 2011). Policies of economic cooperation and
engagement with the West, which included conservation of Indonesia’s heritage, continued once
Soeharto’s New Order seized power in the coup of 1965-6 (Jepson and Whittaker 2002,
Sumardja 1981). This led to the restorations of Central Javanese temples discussed below, as
well as the declaration of a swathe of new nature reserves and national parks, by 1998 covering
ten percent of Indonesia’s land area (Jepson and Whittaker 2002 p. 130). Places such as Bali, the
temples of Central Java, Komodo Island and the orangutans and rainforests of Borneo and
Sumatra have since been promoted across the globe for their natural and cultural significance,
and still areas reputed to be of global significance are emerging. Conservation for the public
good has been and remains a major state project in Indonesia.

If the chief vehicle through which conservation has become established in Indonesia has been
through the state apparatus and its system of PAs, itself a tool of globalisation and international
engagement, the on-ground experience of conservation, particularly for local communities, is
characterised by heterogeneity from region to region, and even from community to community.
The following two case studies illustrate this well. In Central Java, recent accounts of local
culture and history in Borobudur village are emerging that challenge those of the state. In many
cases these are emerging among people who feel they derive no benefit from one of the
Indonesian Government’s most lucrative tourist ventures, from which they were displaced and
largely excluded. While it has been through re-asserting traditional relationships to the temple
and through the revival of traditional Javanese ceremonies that these counter-narratives have
been articulated, the local community remains largely excluded from a meaningful involvement
in temple management. By way of contrast, in remote East Kalimantan, Wehea Dayak people

154

have declared over 38,000 hectares of rainforest a protected forest under adat law. Similarly a
response to their displacement from traditional lands, a result of the state’s ‘obsession with
economic development’ (MeWilliam 2006a p. 47), in this case partnerships with a number of
international conservation NGOs have proven to be a solution to at least some of the problems
such changes have posed. Having successfully halted illegal logging in the orangutan rich
rainforest, the local adat body now runs a permanent ranger team involved in land management,
scientific and anthropological research and ecotourism projects.

These examples illustrate well the two poles of experience where conservation in Indonesia is
concerned. Many rural Indonesians have perceived conservation as of elite interest only (Jepson
and Whittaker 2002, Levang et al. 2012 p. 244-245, Moeliono and Yuliani 2009, Pannell 2013),
associating it in many cases with the massive land appropriations that characterised the New
Order’s preferred development style and led to tens of millions of rural people being
dispossessed of customarily held lands (see McWilliam 2006a p. 50-54, Poffenberger 2006 p. 5859). Yet conservation has at times equally provided genuine opportunities for counteracting the
effects of centralised state development regimes, even if, as Hafild (2005 p. 267-268) notes, the
institutional barriers to community-based conservation remain strong. So while the case of
Wehea forest below provides a good example of the potential of community-based conservation,
the limitations of legal and political frameworks for facilitating such community involvement in
Indonesia’s state run PAs provide significant deterrents to communities wishing to establish such
programs, and have even at times provided an incentive for communities to oppose conservation
outright.

In Chapter Five I examine these dynamics in the context of collaborations between
environmentalists and Indigenous communities in the remote rainforests of East Kalimantan in
Indonesian Borneo, before discussing in Chapter Six how these dynamics are currently playing
out in the heavily populated regions of Java, where PAs house Indonesia’s World Heritage-listed
cultural heritage sites.

These chapters are based on five months spent in Indonesia, split roughly evenly between Java
and Kalimantan on two separate trips in February-April 2011 and February-March 2012. Semi-

155

structured interviews were undertaken in the case study areas and in national and regional centres
with NGO staff on the first trip, initially for inclusion in a series of radio documentaries. The
second trip served the purpose of releasing some of this material for inclusion in this chapter,
relying on close discussions with two to three key informants in each case. In particular I have
quoted heavily here from Pak Ledjie Taq, Kepala Adat in Nehas Liah Bing village, East
Kalimantan and Pak Sucoro and Priyana Jack, both prominent activists and community leaders
residing in Borobudur village, Central Java. While their accounts naturally represent their own
perspectives, they are influential figures in events portrayed, with prominent roles within their
communities. I have been able to interview them multiple times over the course of the fieldwork,
discussing points of detail as necessary. This approach builds on recent observations that in the
contemporary Indonesian setting ‘it is the ability of the leader to interpret and articulate the
myths and symbols of a community in relation to the wider world that generates and sustains
power’ (Tyson 2010 p. 7), whereby through ‘balancing the interests and support of both outside
interests and the community, these leaders maintain a powerful position that is vulnerable to
contestation, but allows for creative intervention in the life of the community’ (Bakker 2009 p.
124).
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Figure 5.1 Map of Central Indonesian Archipelago displaying case study locations in Chapters 5 and 6
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CHAPTER FIVE

COMMUNITY CONSERVATION THROUGH CUSTOMARY
LAW IN EAST KALIMANTAN, INDONESIA
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INTRODUCTION

Since the late 1980s, environmentalists and Indigenous communities have been collaborating in
conservation projects in Indonesian Borneo in ways which have proven influential in global
conservation practice. In particular, the remote interior forests of East Kalimantan have provided
a key site for sustained interaction and collaboration. Yet these collaborations sit within a series
of broader developments in rural Indonesian society that have been considered in influential
works by Tsing (1993, 1999, 2005), Peluso (1995), Zemer (1994, 2005), Eghenter (2000)
Eghenter et al. (2003) and Li (2000, 2001a, 2004), to name only a few. Working largely during
the 33 years of authoritarian rule under President Soeharto’s New Order Regime, these studies
explored, among other things, an increasing levels of collaboration between Indigenous
communities and environmental activists in the context of the state’s autocratic and centralist
policies, attuned as they were to promoting economic development as their primary goal (Ward
2010, McWilliam 2006a p. 47, Tsing 2005 p. ix). Environmental degradation was one of the few
issues on which Indonesian citizens could voice their concerns about the state regime (Tsing
2005 p. 216). Local communities who had been legally dispossessed of their land at the hands of
the state under a series of legislative changes in the 1960s and 1970s, and then displaced since
the 1980s by the massive palm oil and logging projects that the state fostered, thus found
themselves suffering from the effects of policies that environmental activists in national centres
and transnational NGOs were voicing increasing concern over. Across Indonesia, the many local
and Indigenous communities articulating land and resource claims based on local cultural
associations to place formed strategic alliances with environmental lobby groups, in doing so
finding a space within which to articulate their critiques of the state’s resource development
regime, and to formulate their own alternatives.

One such alternative has been articulated under the broad rubric of Adat, generally translated as
“tradition”, “custom”, or, as in this context, “customary law.” With the New Order regime
beginning to ail in the 1990s, and bolstered by the political support of their environmentalist
allies, community rights activists began to view adat as a potential tool in their political
campaigns, and began discussing ways to align a self-conscious revival of adat (in terms of
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“customary law”) with ‘international policy narratives in support of Indigenous people’ (Tyson
2010 p. 47).

One practical example of how this process of revival was initiated can be found in the rise of
what Peluso (1995) has termed ‘counter-mapping’. This refers to the process now common
throughout rural Indonesia and many other parts of the world in which local communities
represent their ownership and understandings of the landscapes they live in by producing their
own maps, largely in support of claims over land or resources. In the Indonesian case, counter
mapping served as a means of counteracting the ‘territorialisation’ of rural Indonesian lands by
the state,54 which was in part achieved through the state systematically developing inventories
and maps of forest lands as the basis for land use planning. As these official maps did not mark
customary ownership and use of lands and resources, the maps produced by villagers ran
“counter” to them in a significant sense.

This process was pioneered in the late 1980s and early 1990s in the remote mountain forests of
East Kalimantan, with villagers living in and around Kayan Mentarang National Park
collaborating with environmental NGOs to produce Indonesia’s first examples of counter
mapping (Deddy 2006, Eghenter 2000, Sirait et al. 1994). As Eghenter (2000) describes, this
mapping process played an important role in identifying traditional forms of land tenure, known
as tana ulen (“protected land”) as the basis for collaborations between WWF and local
customary councils. Based on emerging policy narratives that ‘the preservation of biological
diversity and natural resources not only was compatible with the rights and traditions of
Indigenous people but could provide a means to support the efforts of many forest communities
to protect their environment and defend their land’ (IUCN/WCPA/WWF cited in Eghenter 2000
p. 332), these collaborations were an early example of customary land use tenures being
“upscaled” to form the basis of collaboratively managed PAs.

54Nancy Peluso in particular has explored this theme in the context of Indonesian conservation (1993), and counter
mapping as a response to state resource control generally (1995). Vandergeest and Peluso also explore this theme in
the context of Thailand (1995) and Southeast Asia generally (2006a, 2006b).
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In this chapter I focus on a later application of this same approach, as applied in the forests of the
upper Wehea valley, also in East Kalimantan, approximately 250km to the southeast of the
central highlands of Borneo where the Kayan Mentarang National Park is located. The
collaboration I describe was developed between the US based eNGO The Nature Conservancy
(TNC) and the adat council of the Wehea Dayak people, who today live in the village of Nehas
Liah Bing. In 2003, with the support of TNC, the Nehas Liah Bing Adat Council declared
approximately 38,000 hectares of tropical rainforest as a keldung, or protected forest, under their
customary law. From the perspective of customary rights and the resurgence of adat in public
life, this declaration is significant for the fact that it represented the first major initiative of the
local Adat council since the fall of the New Order regime, having freely re-elected its customary
leadership in 2002. From the perspective of conservation, this declaration is significant then for
the fact that it represents an opportunity to re-appraise the earlier applications of customary
resource management practices as described by Eghenter (2000) and Zerner (1994) in this new
setting.

Consideration of some of the problems that arose in these early collaborations alert us to the
complexity of the relationship that exists between the environment and customary rights
movements in Indonesia, something scholars have highlighted in various ways. Zerner (1994)
discusses the ‘green lens’ through which environmentalists idealise their local collaborators as
natural environmental stewards, highlighting the nature of customary tenures as the products of
longstanding negotiations between local traditions and outside influences, not simply the
“natural” models of Indigenous conservation they believed they had discovered. Eghenter’s
(2000) analysis of the deployment of tana ulen (“restricted land”) had similar findings,
highlighting the ways in which WWF staff glossed over the complexities and contradictions of
customary management regimes in the remote forests of East Kalimantan, in their enthusiasm to
promote local involvement in the Kayan Mentarang National Park.

Consideration of these criticisms in many ways highlights the practical value of the Wehea case
presented here. While rhetoric surrounding Indigenous rights and remote cultures as the bearers
of unique and valuable traditions remains prominent, developments under the revived Nehas
Liah Bing adat body in many ways ‘reflect a new emphasis on [conservationists] working with
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communities to... elaborate new criteria in order to propose a viable alternative for forest
resources management by local people’ (Eghenter 2000 p. 351), rather than simply promoting
these traditions as readymade conservation solutions.

The case study I present is based on two trips to Nehas Liah Bing village, in 2011 and 2012, part
of a broader research agenda that involved researching local community interactions with PAs in
Java and Indonesian Borneo that spanned a total of six months. As well as undertaking
background interviews with members of the Nehas adat council, members of the ranger team,
staff from collaborating eNGOs and residents of Nehas Liah Bing village, I spent a considerable
amount of time interviewing Pak Ledjie Taq, the head of the Nehas Liah Bing village adat body.
Pak Ledjie Taq has been a key leader in promoting and establishing Wehea protected forest, and
developing the collaborations that have made it possible. In my consultations I was directed to
him as my primary informant. On my return visit to Nehas I spent 10 days staying with Pak
Ledjie Taq and his family, interviewing him and discussing the ideas behind the initiative. While
the responsibility for interpreting these discussions lies with me, I have worked collaboratively
with Pak Ledjie Taq in developing the section entitled Keldung Laas Wehea — Wehea Protected
Forest, with the quotations presented released for publication based on his consent. In addition,
the initial description of the declaration ceremony is based on a close process of collaboration
and cross checking with Pak Ledjie Taq, as I was of course not in attendance.

SETTING THE SCENE: ENVIRONMENT, DEVELOPMENT AND ADAT LAW IN
OUTER INDONESIA

Approximately sixty percent of Indonesia’s 238 million people live crowded on the heavily
populated islands of Java, Bali and Madura, which make up roughly ten percent of its land area.
The remaining forty percent live scattered in what is often referred to as outer Indonesia, on the
large islands of Sumatra, Sulawesi, Borneo and Papua and the thousands of smaller islands and
atolls that make up the ‘archipelagic nation’ (Acciaioli 2001 p. 3). It is from these outer islands
that in recent decades, vast amounts of natural resources have been extracted to supply rapidly
expanding markets globally and in the urban populations of inner Indonesia. Under Soeharto’s
New Order, business became ‘a predator, bom from the mix of nepotism, international finance,
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military muscle, and feeding on cheap resources ripped illegally from rural communities’ (Tsing
2005 p. ix). Timber extraction was identified early on in Soeharto’s reign as a key plank in the
economic development of the nation (Arnold 2008 p. 79), while in the place of the forests have
come vast plantations of palm oil that today represent a key plank of the economic planning of
successive post-New Order governments. Potter (2008) reports that between 1996 and 2003 the
area of land under plantation in Indonesia rose from 2.2 million to 5.2 million hectares. In 2001
this, combined with Malaysia’s production accounted for 83% of global palm oil production
(Brown and Jacobsen 2005), with Indonesia’s plantation estate since rising further to its current
area of 8.3 million hectares (Faizal 2013).

To support such large scale, interventionist forms of development, government transmigration
programs have provided incentives for residents of many crowded regions of inner Indonesia to
relocate to remote and underdeveloped parts of the outer islands. In exchange for parcels of land
and jobs on oil palm plantations, millions of Indonesians have relocated to the outer islands,
creating new settlements and contributing to massive changes in both the natural and social
landscapes. Feamside reports that between 1969 and 1989 approximately five million people had
been moved to the outer islands, ‘plus anywhere from two to three times this many had moved
independent of the official program’ (1997 p. 554). For Tyson ‘the penetrating systematic
interventions of the 1970s and 1980s mar[k] the most intensive alteration of the cultural
landscapes of Indonesia’ yet witnessed (2010 p. 33). These interventions have in many ways
continued in the decades since.

Economic development in outer Indonesia was in part justified under the New Order through the
deployment of powerful stereotypes describing the local cultures and communities living in the
remote parts of the archipelago. For Li, these stereotypes are characterised by ‘an emphasis on
difference and isolation in official discourses that cast “development” as a program to bring
change to people without history, stalled at an earlier point in an evolutionary process’ (Li 2001a
p. 41). Under Soeharto’s regime, communities in outer Indonesia identifying themselves
according to cultural histories and affiliations quite separate from the majority populations on the
inner islands, such as the many Dayak peoples of Indonesian Borneo, the Papuan populations of
West Papua, or the diverse population of Timor-Leste, to name only a few well-known examples,
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were not considered “Indigenous” in any way that might confer a practical sense of autonomy or
self-determination. Instead they were subsumed into a more generalised cultural stance that
promoted ‘Indonesia as a nation that has no Indigenous peoples, or that all Indonesians are
equally Indigenous’ (Li 2000 p. 149).

In an authoritarian atmosphere that emphasised an official state policy of unity in diversity, with
a coercive emphasis on unity, a crucial axis along which cultural and social difference was
construed in these regions was in terms of communities being ‘deemed remote or especially
backwards’ (Li 2000 p. 149). Such designations as maskyarat terasang or maskyarat terpencil,
“estranged” or “isolated” communities, were based on the identification of a groups ‘tendency to
move from place to place, as well as by their lack of a world religion, strong commitment to
local customs and beliefs and deficient housing, clothing, education, diet, health and
transportation facilities’ (in Li 2000 p. 154). Based on these definitions, approximately 1.3
million Indonesians were identified as belonging to communities in need of resettlement and
development, in order to bring them up to what the state believed was a level of progress and
standard of living that the majority populations in urban and rural agricultural communities
enjoyed. In order to do this, the New Order promoted the idea that the small-scale swidden
agriculturalists, hunter gatherers and fisherfolk of Indonesia’s remote forests and islands were
trapped in an unchanging, pre-modem culture that prevented them from fully realising their
status as citizens of a modern, progressive and dynamic Indonesia. With this came the practical
consequence that adat law and customary ownership of lands held almost no traction within the
Indonesian legal and bureaucratic systems, instead being overridden by a series of acts conferred
control of 143 million hectares of rural and forested lands to the state (Arnold 2008 p.79-80,
McCarthy 2000 p. 94) and encouraging the assimilation of culturally distinctive communities
into a homogenised mainstream in all but the most superficial ways (Li 2000, Acciaioli 1985).55

It was in this context that the countervailing current promoting the revival of adat emerged
during the 1980s and as such they have acted as a prominent counter-narrative to state centred,
nationalist economic development then and since (McWilliam 2006a). Without the ability to
openly protest in support of their cause, community members found that counter-mapping proved
55Poffenberger (2006: 59) estimates that as many as 80 million people remain dependent on these forested areas.
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to be one means through which political alternatives could be articulated. To provide some
context to how broad this movement has proven, between 1993 and 2003 at least 10 million
hectares of Indonesia’s rural and forested lands were mapped by local communities in this way
(Pramono et al. 2006). This figure represents the largest counter-mapping movement yet
undertaken, and it is certainly much higher 10 years on.

With the fall of the New Order however, civil society groups were able to gain an increased
public profile. Local customary groups have begun reasserting their ties to land and their cultural
autonomy, and adat councils across the archipelago have been electing leaders that under the
New Order were appointed by the state. Perhaps the most prominent example that ties many of
these threads together is the establishment of the Aliansi Maskyarat Adat Nusantara (AMAN), a
peak representative body for groups explicitly identifying as adat communities. Potter reports
that AMAN grew initially from a West Kalimantan based group known as Aliansi Maskyarat
Adat Kalimantan Barat (AMN Kalbar) formed initially ‘to support local farmers in an oil palm
dispute’ (2008 p. 76). It was in the context of such widespread development that, in 1993,
activists from across Indonesian Borneo met, discussing ways to align a self-conscious revival of
adat with ‘international policy narratives in support of Indigenous people’ (Tyson 2010 p. 47).
According to Tyson, these discussions proved pivotal in framing the policies and approaches of
AMAN when, in 1999, it was established as a national organisation with the support of
international funding and ‘a cadre of anthropologists and legal experts based in... Jakarta’ (2010
p. 47).

While adat is frequently translated as “customary” or “traditional”, particularly in literature
predating reformasi, AMAN’s translation of their name is the Alliance of Indigenous Peoples of
the Archipelago. Today AMAN is one of the major supporting bodies for counter-mapping
projects and local communities claiming land and resources under adat law, and continues to run
annual and five-yearly congresses bringing together self-identifying adat communities from
across the archipelago. Its definitions of adat communities potentially encompass as many as 65
million rural and forest dwelling peoples, while it currently represents 1,696 member groups
(AMAN 2012 p. 2). While the project participants at Wehea are not to my knowledge
specifically aligned with AMAN, it is within the context of such a broad based and
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heterogeneous social movement that developments such as the protected forest at Wehea have
been established.

KELDUNG LAAS WEHEA — WEHEA PROTECTED FOREST

On 6th November 2004 over 100 people gathered in a remote forest in the upper Wehea River
catchment in East Kutai Regency, East Kalimantan to witness a ceremony performed by elders
from the Wehea Dayak community. Down the winding bends of a muddy logging track and
through the thick lush rainforests that once blanketed so much of the lowlands of eastern Borneo,
these elders had brought with them two large wooden statues. Carved in the same manner as
those used in the Nemlen ceremony, the Wehean rite-of-passage ceremony for teenage boys and
girls to enter into adult life, on this day they represented Jot Blie and Hong Nah, the male and
female ancestors who had once lived at Long Sekung Metguen, a remote settlement in the
northern reaches of the Wehea catchment. The people from Nehas Liah Bing village, the presentday home of Wehea Dayak, brought baskets full of cooked pork and chicken, fowl eggs, rice,
betel nut and tobacco — prepared as a sesaji, an offering to the spirits of the forest to ensure the
good health of those who would live there and the success of this new Keldung — ‘‘protected
forest"’.

As well as many people from Nehas Liah Bing village in attendance, there were elders from the
original families of Long Wehea settlement, elders from the neighbouring Dayak Miau and
Kenya people, the government head of tribal affairs in East Kutai Regency (as well as
government representatives from sub-districts Wahau and Kongbeng), the heads of the Regency
Department of Forestry and Department of Environment, and representatives from The Nature
Conservancy’s Indonesia program.

As the statues were placed, two elders from the Long Wehea families chanted prayers in Bahasa
Wehea, and each participant was given Lekoq Seak Le ’eng, a small red and black bracelet that
showed they were under the protection of the forest spirits and symbolised friendship with
Wehea Dayak people. Between the two statues was placed a sign that reads
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L embaga D esa A d at N eh as L iah B ing
K a wasan H utan D eng an T ujuan K husus
P erlindungan H utan & H abitat O rang U tan

“Under the Adat Body of Nehas Liah Bing Village
A Forest Area with a Special Purpose
Protected Forest and Orang Utan Habitat”

Figure 5.2 The statues and sign at the entrance to Keldung Laas Wehea Photo Nick McClean.
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With a performance of the celebration dance Tembambataq, the ceremony concluded and 38,000
hectares of lowland tropical rainforest was declared a protected area under Wehea Dayak
customary law.

The particular patch of rainforest designated as Keldung Laas Wehea has legal status under
Indonesian law as a government-owned production forest. The declaration described here was
one of the first major initiatives of the Nehas Liah Bing adat body, following the re
establishment of customary law and leadership in 2002. The declaration followed the revocation
in 2002 of a timber extraction licence over the area, which according to Pak Ledjie Taq led to a
number of illegal loggers moving into the area in an attempt to exploit the resources of the forest.
With the forest also recognised by members of The Nature Conservancy as being prime
orangutan habitat, discussions took place to establish the adat-based protected forest as an
experiment in community run conservation.

Figure 5.3 Ledjie Taq, customary leader of Nehas Liah Bing village. Photo sourced from Wikipedia under
creative commons licence, http://en.wikipedia.Org/wiki/File:Lediie Taq.jpg accessed 7/10/13
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The protection of the forest under Wehea Dayak adat law, in spite of having policy and even
financial support from the district level government, nevertheless remains legally ambiguous.
Adat law does have limited legal functions under the regional autonomy legislation of 1999 and
2002, but these statutes are vague at best in specifying exactly what roles adat can take up in the
new de-centralised administration, with one important qualification being that adat laws and
policies will be recognised, unless they contravene unspecified ‘national goals" (see Tyson
2011).56 What started as a community venture and an assertion of Dayak law has now gained
informal recognition from the local government, and a high profile in the national and
international media, with Pak Ledjie Taq awarded a national environmental prize in 2009 for his
efforts. Nevertheless it remains in a tenuous legal position as to its future status, with the re
issuing of timber licences theoretically remaining a possibility.

Under such circumstances, the assertion of Dayak law and a campaign for recognition of adat
institutions is a highly political issue and subject to scrutiny at multiple levels of society. In a
political environment where regional autonomy has frequently been used as a vehicle for
entrenched elites under the New Order to re-establish their local dominance of political and
economic institutions (Hadiz 2010), and a rural environment in which agitators on environmental
issues continue to be the targets of intimidation, harassment, and in some cases even violence
(Potter 2008), any decisive move by a community towards locally based conservation has the
potential to draw adverse reactions and significant bureaucratic resistance.

To understand the significance then for the Wehea Dayak establishing such a large tract of
production forest as a reserve under their own customary law, and thereby going out on a limb to
a large extent, it’s necessary to explore two aspects of local history — the practice of protecting
forests prior to the 1980s and the experience of marginalisation and environmental change since
the 1980s.

56Such legal qualification of adat in respect of national priorities has significant precedents in Sukarno’s 1960
Agrarian Bill and the Dutch colonial administration’s 1864 constitution.
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Shifting Cultivation and Keldung

Until the 1970s, the Wehea Dayak were a small and isolated community living in the Wehea
River area. Their stories track a history of local occupation that places the settlement of Nehas
Liah Bing at around 500 years ago and a deeper history that stretches back possibly thousands of
years to migrations from the Indo-Chinese mainland. In this time, it is said Wehea Dayak
practised a subsistence lifestyle based on shifting rice cultivation, hunting and gathering. Pak
Ledjie Taq gave the following description:

A long time ago, we used to undertake shifting cultivation, because we had a large
area. In one place we would farm for three years at the most. In this time, we
weren’t not damaging the forest, in fact we make the forest healthier. In one place
we do the cultivation for 20-30 families and move after two to three years. If we
want to come back again to the same place, we have to wait at least six years.
Sometimes 10-20 years. We used to be able to sell our rice downstream, to
Samarinda or Tenggarong. And we lived really close to the forest. The forest was
like a bam of life for us, it gave us food, building materials, medicines.57
Ledjie Taq remembers there being about 1000 Wehea Dayak when he was growing up in the
1950s, with land resources plentiful and plenty of room for each family. Under these conditions
one of the key aspects of land management was the maintenance of Keldung, protected forests.

Originally, Keldung were used to place a border between different family members,
but the meaning of Keldung is also that you aren’t allowed to fell any of those trees.
For example, if there is a family is all living together in one area of land, it’s not
possible for another person to make a new plot just anywhere in the middle of that
family’s land. If someone requests to join the area, the solution is that one of our
members will move their plot, allowing the forest to grow back and that land
becomes Keldung, to separate the new plot from neighbouring plots. The second
purpose of this is as a place to take shelter when we work there from the sun and
57

Interview 25/2/12
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rain. The third is for to take materials to make a hut or a small house. The fourth is
for the birds and animals to come, to allow the trees to bear fruit, and so we can
hunt in that place.

According to tradition, if a Keldung was not established between plots of cultivated land, bad
luck in the form of death and disease would result. Each Keldung was at least 50 metres in length
and significantly, these Keldung provided a range of other benefits to the families living beside
them. Under the philosophy of Keldung however, the establishment of protected forests not only
provided for a range of human and non-human needs, but importantly, it also brought with it the
responsibility of care, with each household taking care of the Keldung that separates their plot
from their neighbours.

Under such conditions the landscape in the upper Wehea catchment has until relatively recently
maintained large tracts of undisturbed forested land in between isolated farming settlements.
These settlements were situated within areas of mosaic forest cover ranging from fallow plots,
secondary rainforest cover and well established “old growth” Keldung forests, with intermittent
patches of cleared land for cultivation.

Social, Economic and Environmental Change since the 1970s

Since the 1970s life on the upper Wehea river has changed drastically. In the 1970s Dayak Kenya
and Miau people began to arrive in the district, relocated by the government from the north
western highlands of East Kalimantan. One effect of this early influx of people was to begin the
process of marginalising the Wehea Dayak. Pak Ledjie Taq described how many government
programs since then have not recognised their presence, instead assuming that migrant groups
were the original Dayak residents in the area.' This process accelerated when the government
began planning the development of the district and establishing transmigrant communities in the
area that brought impoverished people from overcrowded parts of Java and Bali to live and work
on development projects.

58Interview 25/2/12
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PLT: Transmigration first began here in 1986, under the New Order. In that time, we
had to follow the policies from our president. But our president didn’t have any idea
what was going on here. I felt that the area for transmigrants was supposed to be not
too close to our village. But they built the place for the transmigrants not only on
our land, but also on the graveyards of our kings. Now we have to make our fields
far away from our village and our lands are under pressure. It’s hard to find
materials for building and areas for hunting.

The government, they didn’t think about the small people. In the New Order they
just cared about the logging companies. Even the palm oil companies, they are
forcing us out of our land because they have legal documents from the government
and feel justified in doing that. Some places are fighting about it, but our people just
don't understand how to fight. So we have to accept it.

NM: Even though you’ve been living here for hundreds of years, but because you
don't have any government documents to prove that, there’s nothing you can do
when these people come?
PLT: Even in the agricultural laws, there’s nothing about the land of adat
communities. With the transmigration policy, the government is just doing whatever
they want and ignoring what Indigenous people feel about it. Now, our land is just
given to the transmigrants.

With widespread changes in land use and the influx of migrants in the last 35 years, the living
conditions of Wehea Dayak have also changed significantly. Most Wehea Dayak now live in the
village of Nehas Liah Bing, shifting cultivation has ceased, and the village is surrounded by large
transmigrant communities and the growing town of Muara Wahau. It is now an area of
significant growth in palm oil plantations, with large monoculture plots stretching north and east
from the main road connecting the district with Samarinda in the south and Berau in the north.
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PLT: When we used to go hunting, we could just go close to the village, and it’s
easy to catch a pig. For fishing, even while cooking rice, we just went down to the
river, easy catch! Now, a lot of people are around, they use poisons and electric
shocks to catch fish. Until the 1980s we always drink directly from the river without
boiling it, even when we have a big celebration. Now with a lot of people around
we don't know what kind of pollution is in the river. For my own experience, I had
to start drinking boiled water from the 1990s.
NM: How do you feel about these changes?
PLT: I feel very worried about it, but we can’t make time go back. We all need to
just work harder than before. It’s hard to find fish. Maybe we can encourage the
people to farm fish or pigs?

Figure 5.4 Looking west over the Wehea protected forest, tow ards the Central Highlands of Borneo. Photo
Nick McClean.
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A traditional response to a contemporary problem

In a context where forest protection is seen as having played an important role in traditional life,
and where Wehea Dayaks have witnessed increasing levels of social and environmental change
that many experience negatively, the establishment of the Keldung Laas Wehea falls into relief.
When asked about the beginnings of Keldung Laas Wehea, the Kepala adat stated that the idea of
collaborating with a conservation NGO to establish a large protected forest gained extensive
support from within the community because it was seen as continuing the relationship to the
forests of the Wehea River that already existed, with its basis in traditional life. For its many
supporters in the Wehea Dayak community, Keldung Laas Wehea is seen as an important part of
promoting community and environmental health, and maintains aspects of Wehea Dayak cultural
tradition seen as being increasingly squeezed out of the landscape of present-day Kalimantan.

The forest itself is some three hours from Nehas Liah Bing village, the most remote of the
government logging concessions granted in the upper Wehea River region, adjoining extensive
blocks of protected watershed forest. A set of forest rules was instituted by the Nehas Liah Bing
adat body in 2005, identifying three zones in the forest — a core protection zone, an ecotourism
zone and a limited use zone where, with approval, villagers can collect rattan or hunt a pig for a
ceremony. As well as continuing what is seen as a traditional relationship with forests through
their presence and custodianship in the forest, many Wehea Dayak I discussed this issue with
also expressed a desire to protect the forest to ensure a supply of clean water. This is something
they have become increasingly aware of since the many changes described above.

As mentioned, one of the key aspects of establishing forest protection has been collaboration
with government and NGO representatives on an ongoing basis. Keldung Laas Wehea was
established under Wehea Dayak adat law with financial and operational support from the
international conservation NGO The Nature Conservancy. With this support a substantial
research station inside the forest has been built, and 50 Wehean men now work as forest rangers,
spending sometimes as long as six months inside the forest. A conservation management plan has
been developed and threatened species research is ongoing. In the last three years, research into
aspects of Wehean culture and tradition has been added to the agenda by a Canadian based NGO
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Ethical Expeditions, recently renamed Integrated Conservation (ICON). ICON states that their
work ‘builds off the lessons of other Indigenous communities in Indonesia’, and began ‘by
meeting with community members to determine biocultural diversity conservation goals’. This
has led to programs aimed at ‘traditional culture preservation’ and ‘increased traditional
ecological knowledge’.59 In 2012, a new conservation centre in Nehas Liah Bing was
constructed.60

Local and regional governments have also been engaged within this process. Funding for the
rangers at the time of field work came from the district administration in Sangatta, and a
management committee established to assist in managing the forest with the Wehea Dayak adat
body. The project thus has a degree of policy-level support from within local and regional
governments. In line with an Indigenous land rights orientation however, which reflects the
broader policy stance of groups like AMAN, Wehea Dayaks and their collaborators continue to
push for an arrangement that vests full control over the forest with the Wehea Dayak adat body.61

Another key plank in this strategy has been to open up the yearly rice harvest festival, Lom Plei,
to the public. Each year media, NGO and government representatives are invited as guests to a
day of the festival where traditionally the residents of Nehas Liah Bing feed residents of
surrounding villages.

The Lom Plei is considered the ultimate cultural event on the calendar of

the Wehea Dayak, with elaborate ceremonies, feasts and rituals continuing throughout the month
of April and into early May, following the cycles of the moon. The publicising of these events
has brought recognition to the Wehea Dayak, and in 2005 the village was designated a “Culture
and Conservation Community” by the national government.

Pak Ledjie Taq connected the Lom Plei with conservation as one aspect of an interconnected
relationship between the people’s cultural traditions and the present-day initiatives they are
engaged with:

59 These quotes taken from http://ethicalexpeditions.ning.com/page/wehea-cultural-study accessed 19/5/12
60http://ethicalexpeditions.ning.com/page/conservation-center accessed 19/5/12
61 Pak Ledjie Taq pers. comm. 25/2/12, Edy Sudyono pers. comm. 18/2/12
62 See eg Sulaiman 2009 accessed 19/5/12
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Our livelihood can’t be separated from the forest and we have kept our culture until
now. So it’s like one package with Lom Plei, our culture and the conservation area.
We always connect Lom Plei and our other cultural practices with the protected
forest.

Traditional views of Wehea Dayak culture then are playing a significant role in promoting this
novel form of community conservation, controlled and run by local communities and partner
NGOs in spite of the effective legislative void that surrounds the devolution of land title to the
community level.

INTEPRETING ADAT

For Tyson, adat is a ‘fluid, contingent concept’ that in the contemporary context is shaped
primarily by an ‘intentional, overtly political process that takes place within newly decentralised
settings’ (2010 p. 1-2). In the Wehea case we can see this insofar as a traditional forest and land
management institution, the idea of the keldung, has been redeployed and reworked in and
through the relationships that have developed between the adat body of Nehas Liah Bing village
and a series of conservation NGOs, as an expression of the legitimacy and effectiveness of
customary law under reformasi. In Wehea, many of these elements have been articulated in ways
that reflect aspects of international Indigenous rights discourses. The emphasis on traditional
relationships to the forest, contrasted with the changes that came with industrial development,
and the promotion of the autonomy of Wehea Dayak law are important aspects of this. National
media portrayals of this festival (see Suraiman 2009, Anon 2006), and the NGO promotions of
these collaborations (see The Nature Conservancy 2013) also tend towards a view of Indigenous
cultures as bounded, distinctive and unique, harbouring alternative lifeways to modem society
and economic development. These discourses arguably lend support to specific aspects of the
program, such as the calls of the Nehas Liah Bing adat body for ownership and control of their
forested lands. If indigeneity is an ideology in search of a subject, as Li suggests (2004), then the
Wehea case is one example of the way adat communities are being been promoted as one under
the new conditions of reformasi.
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If we consider though that adat is not only an aspect of resource management, or a codified set
of laws, but for many of Indonesia’s citizens also ‘the source of ultimate beliefs surrounding the
way the world works and how one should live one’s life in it’ (Acciaioli 1985 p. 151), we can see
that engagement with wider political processes and foreign donor organisations also represents a
genuine resurgence of local religious belief and practice in the wake of 40 years of
marginalisation and disruption under the New Order. While the remoteness of the forest itself
and the difficulty of maintaining a permanent ranger program with limited resources speaks to
the serious nature of the endeavour, the Lorn Plei festival provides a perhaps more classically
religious example. This festival takes up an entire month, requires significant resources,
elaborate preparations and the following of precise steps to be considered successful, and
outsiders are generally present for only a few days of the ceremony. In simply maintaining the
yearly harvest festival in a public way, Wehea Dayak are re-establishing their adat practices as
embedded, socially meaningful markers of belief and worldview. It can even be argued that the
“politicisation” of aspects of the ceremony, such as inviting media and government officials to be
present, is an aspect of the re-emergence of adat as a lived and practised system of belief and
law. With the great majority of customary communities subject to the subordination of adat law
to national development goals under the New Order (see eg Warren and McCarthy 2009, Bakker
2009, Acciaioli 1985), reclamation of adat institutions as a platform and conduit for political
ideas is itself a reinvigoration of local religious traditions in a very tangible sense.

REAPPRAISING COMMUNITY CONSERVATION

That local communities are reasserting political rights, customary resource management
practices and local religious beliefs and practices in tandem amounts to an important point of
difference when considering recent collaborations between environmentalists and local
communities in relation to earlier efforts to apply customary management practices as a tool for
conservation. Discussing the self-conscious revival of the Moluccan tradition of sasi during the
1980s, Zemer observed the following:

The idea of nature presupposed in contemporary Indonesian discourses on
conservation is strikingly different from ideas of nature and societal relationships
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held by many Moluccan fishermen... In many parts of the Maluku, including
Halmahera Island in North Maluku Province, and Tanimbar, in Southeast Maluku,
my conversations with fishermen reveal a complex landscape of relationships
between human communities and a marine world believed to be populated or
controlled by a responsive community of invisible, ancestral spirits... Sasi rituals
and related ceremonies practiced throughout the Maluku provide narrative and
performative windows into conceptions of the marine world and fishermen's moral
relationships to it that are ignored in most of the discourses produced by
governmental and environmental activist organizations. The cleavage between such
rich and markedly divergent conceptions of the natural world and the discourses of
“conservation” and “environmental management” that have dominated recent sasi
descriptions is striking. Within the rationalised version of sasi currently being
produced, the complicated ritual nexus in which these practices are embedded has
been reduced to a sparse, functional system in which robotic human actions are
clocked and plotted on spatial coordinates (1994 p. 1106-7).

The existence of explicitly religious and ceremonial aspects of collaboration speaks against the
persistence of such a cleavage in the case of Keldung Laas Wehea. In the minds of influential
community members such as Pak Ledjie Taq, the protected forest is continuous with vibrant local
traditions and religious practices, practices that are widely respected within the Wehea Dayak
community. When we consider that such leaders are now freely elected by that community and
maintain their positions of authority on the basis of merit, it seems reasonable to say that even
though a variety of opinions exist regarding the future of land management in the Upper Wehea
valley,— for example, smallholding palm oil plantations in some instances an aspect of complex
local subsistence economies — a large proportion of the residents of Nehas continue to support
the protected forest, and the statements of local leaders that place it within their local traditions.

Zemer’s implicit argument then, that environmental discourses represent a subtle manipulation
of traditional practices that continue histories of colonial and neo-colonial control, imposed from
above, seeking to massage communities towards socially acceptable behaviour, and primarily
reflecting the priorities of powerful external actors, could not be said to apply in the Wehea case.
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In quite the opposite direction, collaborations between international and Indonesian eNGOs and
the Nehas adat body appear to be acting as a vehicle for the revitalisation of these traditions as a
matter of genuine consent and collaboration.

Within these collaborations, the ranger group is also actively assisting in the extensive scientific
surveys being carried out in the protected forest (Lhota et al. 2012 p. 108). From my
conversations with senior members of the ranger group, these surveys are viewed as an
opportunity to build their skills and experience in conservation management. As well as being an
aspect of the evolution of local social life, with core aspects of modem conservation culture
becoming a valued part of local management practices, these developments also represent an
important development in the context of Eghenter’s criticisms of the deployment of tana ulen as
being based on “untested assumptions” of customary resource management practices, being seen
in the past as examples of a natural harmony between local communities and the environment,
and therefore readymade community conservation solutions (2000). In the case of Wehea, the
identified value of keldung practices has been balanced with an active understanding of their
value in a highly modified environment and a dynamic political and social landscape. The
upscaling of the keldung has thus been accompanied with an explicit shift in the functions of the
keldung to and accompanied by research endeavours, both aimed at developing the protected
forest as an effective conservation endeavour.

So while the application and adoption of customary law has been an aspect of eNGO policy since
the 1980s (Eghenter 2006, 2000, Avonius 2003), it appears that in the Wehea case a more
considered approach to traditional land management institutions is being employed by both
conservationists and the local adat body. This approach potentially avoids the very real pitfalls
that Zemer (1994) and Eghenter (2000) identified in situations where these institutions have been
portrayed as examples of a pure conservation ethic existing among communities, where perhaps
small scale restricted take zones fulfilled multiple goals within traditional societies. The Wehea
case suggests that conservationists too have exhibited a shift in their practices and approaches
that amounts in a real sense to a slow process of cultural change, a process mirrored in a number
of other studies emerging from conservation collaborations in the forests of East Kalimantan
under reformasi (eg Wollenberg et al. 2007, Eghenter 2006, Eghenter et al. 2003). Rather than
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seeking to uncover ready-made community conservation solutions in traditional land
management practices, this broad approach instead works towards ‘a productive engagement
between law and custom’ aiming towards ‘the creation of future alternatives for effective and
equitable strategies of conservation area management’ (Eghenter 2006 p. 164).
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CHAPTER SIX

CULTURAL HERITAGE AND REVIVALS OF RITUAL IN
CENTRAL JAVA
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Broadly speaking, variations in local patterns of culture, religion and politics are what gave rise
to the term adat, an Arabic loanword brought to Indonesia with a rapidly spreading Islam. The
term arose across the Islamic world to denote local variations in law, practice and belief, and at
times the term has been used to denote that which is considered outside of legitimate Islamic
practice. In this latter analysis adat is loosely defined in terms of tradition, as ‘a set of ancestral
practices developed by a set of people and transmitted over generations’ (Picard and Madinier
2011 p. 1) counter-posed with a view that identifies agama (religion) with scriptural Islamic
belief, that is, religion as ‘divine revelation recorded by a prophet in a holy book, a system of law
for the community of believers, congregational worship, and a belief in the One and Only
God’(2011 p. 5). Much of local belief in Indonesia, and therefore the lifeways of believers, has
thus been understood as adat in some sense at least since the widespread conversions to Islam
that began in the 13th and 14th centuries. In its interactions with local religious communities,
already influenced by centuries of rule under local Hindu-Buddhist kingdoms and trading
empires, Islam at times conflicted with, existed side by side or even accommodated these
traditions.

An everyday example of the relevance of this history is that throughout rural Indonesia today,
people profess faith in a world religion alongside local customs and beliefs (see eg Robinson
2011, Avonius 2003, Beatty 1999). In Java public articulations of local culture and tradition
explicitly reflect this long and complicated history of cultural and religious transformation
occurring in Indonesia over the last 1200 or so years, with the majority Muslim population
famously expressing local religious forms that blend Javanese, Hindu-Buddhist and Islamic
legacies in ways that have made Java ‘a locus classicus of religious syncretism’ (Beatty 1996 p.
271). In this broad social context local traditions reflect much more strongly Indonesia’s long
and complex history of cultural and religious interaction and change, and the active engagement
of local traditions with these regional and global dynamics, appearing as fluid and multi-vocal
processes.

Through describing aspects of local culture being promoted in and around Borobudur Temple
Archaeological Park in Central Java, I extend discussion of the relationships between local
communities and conservation bodies to Indonesia’s extensive system of state run PAs protecting
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cultural heritage monuments. In this case, the relationship between local communities and the
state’s conservation agency have been characterised by conflict rather than collaboration, with a
history of exclusion of local communities from the park recently coming into public view. In the
contemporary political context I argue that where diverse viewpoints and ideologies within local
communities are brought together, what Beatty has described as the syncretic process of
Javanese ritual ‘serves as a means of blending together dissonant voices and thus of orchestrating
social harmony’ (Beatty 1999 p. 49). These traditions expand our understandings of how
Indigenous and local cultures operate in the context of conservation. In its promotion of social
harmony and dialogue, the Ruwatan ceremony I describe in particular implies an active
engagement with the extreme diversity of local cultural and religious life in Java and the wider
Indonesian cultural world, while making contemporary political concerns the explicit focus of
religious rituals.

Of particular interest to the Borobudur Temple case study is that this is the broad territory within
which Geertz's famous typology of Javanese Islam as divided into Santri and Abangan has been
debated.63 In this case study the persistence of a Javanist mystic tradition, broadly denoted by the
term Kejawen, and deriving from the traditions Geertz described, is proving to be a key vehicle
for articulating community claims over the temple among the predominantly Islamic community
of Borobudur. Therefore by way of background it’s worth considering the many debates Geertz’s
work has spawned.
Geertz (1960) famously described Abangan as nominally Islamic, displaying a far greater
allegiance to what he considered Javanese aspects of their cultural and religious practice, what is
often referred to by more strict Islamists as a part of adat (Beatty 1999 p. 74). Geertz and others
who held the “veneer of Islam” view were subsequently accused not only of perpetuating
colonialist and orientalist views of Islam, but also of developing their ideas with rather too much
deference to the scriptural definition of Islam that was becoming dominant in Java following

63 Geertz (1960) also identified a third aspect o f Javanese religion, that of the educated village elite, known as

Priyayi, however there has been considerable debate over whether Priyayi and Abangan were indeed separate in the
minds of the followers o f Javanese Islam. For the purposes of this discussion I follow Hefner’s (1987) and Beatty’s
(1999) later explorations o f local debates over Islam in Java as having been characterised by a broad divide between
Santri and Abangan, a social and religious distinction which appears to be largely accepted amongst scholars of
Javanese history, regardless o f the origins o f these practices, or the particular status one affords the Priyayi class.
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independence. Contention has since surrounded the extent to which the prevalence of eclectic,
non-scriptural aspects of religious practice among Javanese Muslims, such as a belief in
mysticism, the practice of spirit worship and a range of social customs surrounding the sharing of
blessed food, can be attributed to pre-Islamic cultural life, with roots either in early Javanese or
Hindu-Buddhist mystic traditions (eg Geertz 1960), or to aspects of Sufi mysticism that became
increasingly discredited within Indonesian society as scriptural definitions of religion gained
greater power and legitimacy during the 19th and early 20th centuries (eg Woodward 2011 p. 3-9,
1996 chi, 1989). The Kejawan tradition has played a prominent role in this debate.
Koentjaraningrat’s (1985) view is that Kejawan is the widely used term for syncretic or localised
forms of Islam, with Abangan a local term from Geertz’s field site of Moejerkoto that he
mistakenly put forward as being used throughout Java, while Woodward (1989) contends that
Kejawan practice can be understood entirely as a product of Islam that has come to differentiate
itself from mainstream religious practice over many centuries. Whatever the exact origins of
mystic practice in Java may be, these categories today exist within a broad pattern of ‘conflict
and accommodation between competing [Islamic and Javanese] identities’ (Picard and Madinier
2011 p. 8) that had been occurring since Islam arrived in the archipelago.
In the first years of the New Order, these “competing identities” became politicised in the most
extreme way yet encountered in Indonesian history. Following the coup of 1965 that saw
Soekarno overthrown and Soeharto’s New Order installed, militant Islamic groups were armed
and authorised to carry out reprisals on any group suspected of being communist or harbouring
communist sympathies. As Hefner (1987) and Beatty (1999 ch.8) have both described in detail,
this had a direct impact on local forms of spirit worship in Java, with nominal Islam widely
associated with the Indonesian Communist Party. Militant Islamist groups made widespread use
of this opportunity to target adherents of spirit cults and local, syncretic varieties of Islam.
Subsequent New Order policies required citizens to subscribe to one of five officially sanctioned
agama. For many years following the coup, openly practising Javanism in rural Java ‘was not an
option’ (Beatty 1999 p. 217).
By the 1990s such strictures had begun to be relaxed. In an example that forms the basis of my
interpretation of the ritual traditions re-emerging in Borobudur village, Beatty describes the ways
in which pious Muslims and village mystics in rural East Java vied for the attention of the
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majority of villagers, whose views tended to sit somewhere in the ideological middle ground. In
what might be considered a classically Javanese response to such competition, many of these
villagers were ‘apt to defer to either as the occasion demands’ (1999 p. 43). Beatty describes the
purpose of the selamatan ritual meals as being to encompass such ideological differences
through ‘an appeal to basic Javanese values which transcend local and sectarian difference’, in
particular, ‘a sense of common humanity, a need for rukun [harmony], a desire to share in the
occasion’ (1999 p. 50).
In Borobudur village ritual forms are similarly seeking to orchestrate dialogue and social
harmony, in the immediate context of 30 years of ongoing exclusionary state management of the
temple. I look first at state narratives surrounding the history and meanings of Chandi
Borobudur, before exploring these recent expressions of local tradition.

NATIONALISM AND UNIVERSAL HERITAGE VALUES AT BOROBUDUR TEMPLE

In the geographic centre of the island of Java is a low fertile plain, surrounded by four volcanoes.
This plain is known as the Kedu Plain, but is sometimes called ‘The Nail of Java’, as legend
states that Java was once floating free in the ocean, and had to be nailed in place (Soekmono
1976 p.l). The giant nail became a small hill on the plain known as Tidar, and 15 kilometres to
the south lies Borobudur Temple, a huge rectangular stone monument designed as a gigantic aid
to meditation. While the precise origins of the temple remain unknown, it is believed to have
been constructed by the Hindu-Buddhist rulers of the Sailendra dynasty in the 9th century AD
(Soekmono 1976 p. 9). It is without doubt a spectacular monument, a giant mandala with
thousands of bas-relief carvings and stone statues covering its many panels and platforms.

According to Soekmono, the Indonesian government’s chief archaeologist during the 1950s
through to the 1980s, the monument is widely assumed to have fallen into disuse ‘as a monument
to glorify the greatness of the reigning royal dynasty and... as a centre of Buddhist pilgrimage’
sometime around the 15th century conversions to Islam in Central Java (1976 p. 4). The
‘rediscovery and rescue’ of the temple in the early 1800s while Java was under British rule is
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presented by Soekmono as an emergence from ‘a dark past’, although for the local villagers,
‘they have never been completely lost to the people’s memory’:

In some way the glorious past and the monuments that witnessed to it were
remembered, and especially by the villagers who lived nearby. The chandis still
play a part in their daily life. The change in belief led of course to a gradual change
in their attitude towards the monuments, evident in the way people ignored them.
However, indifference was not the main explanation. A mysterious fear replaced the
old understanding, the fear which predominates in any approach to the unknown.
Superstitious beliefs gradually associated the obscure ruins with bad luck and
misery (Soekmono 1976 p. 4).

It was not until the establishment of the Dutch Archaeological Service in 1913 though that
Borobudur received public attention not only as a relic of the past, but also as a potentially
meaningful aspect of the contemporary cultural life of Indonesia. The view of colonial
archaeologist F.D.K. Bosch, speaking in 1924, proves illuminating for understanding the
development of what would later become a spiritual-nationalist view of Javanese heritage p.
If the Archaeological Service would succeed in [...] returning the old lustre to a few
monuments in decay, through which we can talk louder and more convincingly
about times of glory gone by, [the Service] would taste the satisfaction of having
contributed to the cultural awakening [bewustwording] of the Javanese people (in
Bleombergen and Eickhoff 2011 p. 417).

It was the restorations of Borobudur and Prambanan in the 1930s and 1940s, argued for by
Bosch and completed through Dutch-Indonesian collaboration, that allowed President Soekamo
to place these heritage monuments at the centre of his nationalist narrative following Indonesian
independence in 1949. The large stone monuments of Prambanan and Borobudur in Central Java
in particular played a key role in the development of post-colonial nationalist histories in the
1950s that ‘contributed to a more or less fixed official version of the history of Indonesia’
(Bleombergen and Eickhoff 2011 p. 407). Centred on the pre-Islamic Hindu-Buddhist kingdoms,

187

this narrative views the Majapahit era in particular as a cultural golden age, heroising its leaders
as anti-colonial resistance figures. As well as connecting the newly independent nation of
Indonesia to this centuries-long anti-colonial resistance, this view of Indonesia’s heritage also
casts the significance of the monuments themselves in both spiritual and nationalist terms.

Borobudur and other temples [were] not only material heritage, but also spiritual
heritage, full of thoughts and feelings. And on the basis of this spiritual heritage —
which included Bhinneka Tunggal Ika (Sanskrit for unity in diversity) which was to
become Indonesia’s unifying principle — Indonesians should strive to become that
great nation again, as great as the builders of these monuments who were their
ancestors (Soekamo quoted in Bleombergen and Eickhoff 2011 p.410-11).

Heritage protection was thus made a contemporary concern for all Indonesians, along the way
justifying state control over heritage sites. In subsequent years Soekamo would tour numerous
world leaders around these monuments, as ‘archaeological sites appeared to be effective as a
means of elevating the status of post-Independence Indonesia’ (Bleombergen and Eickhoff 2011
p.406). In a sense Soekamo’s post-Independence manoeuvrings amounted to a form of cultural
revivalism. But while his post-colonial cultural politicking emphasised a break with the colonial
past, his administration essentially continued priorities already laid down under the management
of the Dutch Colonial Archaeological Service.

Under the New Order, Borobudur continued to play a prominent role in this process, as heritage
protection became a key plank of a policy of economic and cultural engagement with the West.
In 1968 UNESCO first voted to fund restoration of the monument, and in 1971 a collaboration
between the Indonesian and Japanese governments began. This included the physical restoration
of the monument, as well as the development of a formal plan of management and the
establishment of an Archaeological Park. Writing midway through the restorations in 1976,
Soekmono observed that ‘Borobudur is for Indonesians today a tangible witness of their glorious
past, and a spiritual beacon which fosters the self-confidence that will enable them to achieve
their national aspirations’. Following the restorations, it would attain a rightful status as ‘a
monument for all mankind' (1976 p. 51).
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With the completion of these works in 1983, the temple became part of an 87-hectare state run
park, surrounded by carefully manicured grounds. The monument was subsequently nominated
for World Heritage status, which was granted in 1991 on the basis of its outstanding cultural
heritage values. Buddhist pilgrims have begun again to make pilgrimages to the temple, facilities
for visitors have steadily increased, and since 1980 a state owned company, PT Taman Wisata,
has managed and regulated access to the monument. This includes charging an entry fee,
maintaining its grounds, policing conduct in and around the monument and managing the sprawl
of hawker stalls lining the pathways coming down from the monument. Since the 1980s tourism
has boomed in Indonesia, with nearby Yogyakarta one of the country’s major destinations,
second only to Bali.

PT Taman Wisata is as a result in control of an extremely lucrative business venture. It continues
to promote the temple extensively through its websites and glossy pamphlets as a relic from a
golden age of Javanese culture, where one can gaze in wonder at splendours of the past.

The splendour of the temples has to be seen to be believed, and photography
struggles to convey the depth of grandeur and complexity. At a time when Europe
was still in the dark ages, the “Central Javanese Period” was building religious
structures and art, now recognised as having the oldest and highest level of art
within South East Asia. Central Javanese spirituality and artistic endeavour
continues

to

exist

side

by

side

with

(www.borobudurpark.com accessed 4/3/13).

mundanities

of

everyday

life

189

Figures 6.1 and 6.2 Two of the idyllic, stylised views of Borobudur Temple found on the PT Taman Wisata
website (source www.borobudurpark.com)
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LOCAL VIEWS OF HISTORY AND CULTURE

The temple’s history remains contested, something that is not immediately apparent from a
casual visit to the monument, or by leafing through the popular literature. It has been
infrequently documented that a number of residents of Borobudur village have since 1985
expressed their dissatisfaction with the national government’s prioritisation of tourism at
Borobudur. A recent and significant piece by Daud Tanudjiro has opened this history to more
detailed exposition, identifying not only the protests under the New Order, but also a more recent
development that has seen local community leaders articulate a view of management that builds
specifically off local cultural ideas, both seen as emanating from traditional Javanese culture, as
well as Buddhist ideas (see Tanudirjo 2013). This is part of a broader process of what Tanudirjo
calls an attempt at ‘extending] their cultural landscape’ (2013 p. 74) around Borobudur, whereby
communities in Borobudur village have begun engaging not only with government officials, but
also the wider community in an attempt to gain greater recognition for local cultural relationships
to the temple. This has formed a fresh basis for political and economic claims that have been
articulated since the 1980s. In 2011 and 2012, I was able to meet and interview the two
community leaders Tanudjiro identified as significant in these ongoing politics, Priyana Jack and
Pak Sucoro, and on the basis of these in-depth interviews, as well as background interviews with
Tanudjiro and a number of other community members, I was able to explore some of these new
developments.

An alternative history of Borobudur might begin in the mid 1970s, with the relocation of five
villages from the area that is now part of the Archaeological Park:

I was bom about 100 metres from the foot of the temple in 1965. My family
background is as farmers. Before we used to live at the foot of the temple, but then
the government said we had to go. And that meant we had to start our life from zero
again.
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At that time our life was in fact together with the temple and during the restoration
that was done by UNESCO, a lot of people from my village participated. At that
time the tourism wasn’t booming, we didn’t know what tourism was at that time.

When the restoration was finished there was a big ceremony to open up, and that’s
the time for the tourism to start ringing in their [sic] ears, and a lot of people were
shocked. Our shock was more about the planning of the government. Initially we
were relieved because the plan was only for 200 metres radius around the
Borobudur, but then we were shocked to hear the government needed 87 hectares.
We felt like it was a nightmare, and at that time we have a lot of pressure, and the
pressure turned into intimidation to sell the land.

After three years living under the intimidation, finally we couldn’t do anything.
Three years is not a short time, it’s a long time. For example, they would block off
our village with drums, so we couldn’t go into our own village, for people who have
a horse and cart. And maybe the land in front of my house is already sold, so in the
morning we couldn’t open the door because they already put up a fence. They cut
the electricity current, they moved the market, many things they did. Among the
families also, they were split up because they have different visions and we start
losing our neighbours. And we lost the colour of gotong royong. Gotong royong is
mutual assistance. If we live in a village it’s more like living in a big family, but
during this project it’s more like this big family is falling apart.
Priyana Jack, resident of Borobudur village

The change of Borobudur from a religious place to a tourist place has many effects
for the local people. If it becomes a tourist place but the local people get nothing
from that, then there is a problem. Our demonstrations began in 1985. We did it
many times, but the biggest demonstration was in 1992, about the regulation that
said that Borobudur will be managed by the company [PT Taman]. At that time, the
government kept silent. They already got what they need, so they didn’t care about
our problem.
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...The local people who benefit are the people who live very close to the temple.
They get some benefit from the tourists who visit the temple. But what about the
local people whose house isn’t close from the temple? Eighty percent of them are
farmers. The temple is full of visitors but they get nothing. This is what triggered
the demonstrations.
Pak Sucoro, resident of Borobudur village

This is an issue that has slowly gained exposure since the fall of Soeharto in 1998. Black and
Wall (2001) and Hampton (2005) noted one of the chief concerns in the community surrounding
the temple as the exclusion of local people from temple management and an associated lack of
economic benefit to the surrounding area. Since 2006, UNESCO has had a renewed involvement
in temple management, in particular since the eruption of the nearby Mt Merapi volcano in 2009,
which did considerable damage to the temple. As a result of this renewed interaction 'Borobudur
has been the subject of serious concern in the recent years for the UNESCO World Heritage
Committee and its advisory bodies. This disquiet is based on continuing high levels of tourism at
the site, with the poor state of the famous stone bas-reliefs at the monument itself, inadequate site
management mechanism, and moreover, the infrequent interaction between the local community
and tourists who visit the temple of Borobudur’ (Nagaoka 2011 p. 658).
In spite of recent efforts to develop local cultural tours and craft industries, many villagers still
maintain that the only benefit that has been given to local people has been the right to peddle
handicrafts in the hawker stalls inside the park. While progress on these issues appears limited,
formal discussions have recently been convened by UNESCO involving the local government,
PT Taman and a range of community groups, resulting in a declaration to develop local economic
programs relating to handicrafts and local tourism that could provide a means for resolving the
disputes over distributing the economic benefits of the temple (UNESCO 2011, Nagaoka 2011).

Local cultural associations and temple management

For some, this situation also relates to their sense of relationship with the temple itself. While
recognising the temple’s Buddhist origins and its active use by Buddhists, and also frequently
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professing allegiance to Islam, many community members describe a particular understanding of
a social meaning for the temple, and describe its place in everyday community life.

Borobudur was built by our ancestor as a holy offering for God at that time. So
Borobudur is a place of worship. The appropriate way between the tourism side and
the religious side is to limit the number of the visitors, who should also respect the
temple as a place of worship. The visitors are not allowed to climb up to the top of
the temple only for enjoying the beauty of the view and the architecture because
actually the reliefs have teachings about goodness and the meaning of life. No
matter that the visitors are Muslims, Christians, or others, they still can learn much
from it.
Pak Sucoro

The people here live with maybe what in English would be called irrational things.
Of course rational and irrational should be in balance, because we should look after
the nature by making a ceremony, not only the physical care, but making the
offerings. Because we believe that in the big trees, there is an energy. In the big
stone, there is an energy.

Maybe you’d call it superstition, but actually this belief is part of the preservation,
as we do not cut the big trees. So there’s the connection there. And with the
traditional ceremony, there should be people who really take care and get involved.

This tradition, I see, is getting less and less [sic], especially in the big cities. But we
don’t want this tradition to be gone, especially in Borobudur. Because I see
Borobudur as not only a temple, but it’s a centre of the energy. It’s like a different
perspective, because if you are an archaeologist, you will see what sort of pieces are
on the stone. But as a local person, mostly we believe Borobudur Temple, it has
energy itself. Because if only one tree has a strong energy, then how about
Borobudur Temple?
Priyana Jack
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Ruwatan #10
One recent expression of this relationship has been the revival of Ruwatan ceremonies by
members of the community associated with Waning Info Borobudur, a small kiosk and
information stall run by Borobudur village resident and community activist Pak Sucoro. For the
remainder of this case study I describe a Ruwatan I attended in February 2012, ostensibly as a
celebration for the anniversary of the Waning Info Borobudur, however, as we will see, it raises
questions about both politics and local religion.

On February 16 2012, around 150 people gathered in the forecourt of a house in Tegalarum
village, some five kilometres from Borobudur Temple. On each side of the main entrance to the
house, large carpets had been laid down and some 50 musicians, men aged from their early
twenties sitting alongside elders, all dressed in traditional costume, sat with their drums in hand
or warming their voices. Inside the house large baskets of fruit and rice sweets were laid, which
were offered to guests and participants in the coming ceremony. In front of the house a large old
tree had been adorned with smaller baskets of food, known as sesaji. Sesaji is a food offering
made to local spirits during the selamatan, a ritual meal viewed as a core aspect of Javanese
Islamic practice. It’s worth noting here that while the Ruwatan is not itself a selamatan, the two
ceremonies share a number of broad features, and that selamatans have been carried out as by
Pak Sucoro in the context of discussions surrounding the temple and its management (Anon
2011). Adorning the tree was a small effigy known as Jalangkung, two large memedi sawah
effigies, and two small fig trees to be blessed and planted as the morning progressed.64
Among invited guests were a shaman in the Kejawen tradition, the head of the drum troupes,
which make up two Pititur communities devoted to the maintenance of Javanese musical
traditions, a number of local government officials who had involvement in the management and
running of the Borobudur Temple, and a throng of media. Arriving with the Kejawan shaman
was a Venezuelan student of Javanese dance and two singers, one Javanese and one Australian,
practising the Javanese style, all participating in aspects of the ceremony. Throughout the

64 Jalangkung and Memedi Sawah (translates as scarecrow) are said to symbolise property and the life o f the people
as farmers respectively. In Javanese tradition the Jalangkung is from a Javanese game that children play on a full
moon, where they call a spirit into the doll to answer questions. In the ceremonial context, the Jalangkung is
traditionally the medium for the spirit to be present in the ceremony once it is called down by the singers.
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morning passers-by and villagers who had heard of the ceremony also quietly joined in,
providing a relaxed counterbalance to the formalities.

Since 2003 there had been nine Ruwatan performed in and around Borobudur, the one described
here being the tenth. Like the previous ceremonies, this Ruwatan was organised by Pak Sucoro.
According to him the two purposes of the ceremony were to keep the traditions of the local area
alive by practising them in full view of the public and the local government officials, and to
communicate to the government and the community about the problems with the management of
Borobudur.

PS: By this Ruwatan, I hope everyone who has interests in Borobudur can
communicate to each other. But it’s only a hope because for now we can only hope.
I hope Ruwatan can become a space to communicate and a mediation for them.

The first step is singing a Kidung. Kidung is an ancient Javanese song which
contains prayers and sholawat65 in the Javanese language. And then we spread the
offerings. The purpose of this activity is not to worship the devil, but it’s the part of
Javanese tradition. This activity is accompanied by Pitutur. Pitutur is a traditional
Javanese song which contains advice about human life. Nowadays, people rarely do
Pitutur, so we are trying to preserve this tradition.

NM: Who taught you the Ruwatan?

PS: It was the call of God. Suddenly, I received a call to implement the Ruwatan.
The ideas about the steps and the instruments which are used in Ruwatan appeared
suddenly in my mind. I first got the idea in 2003. That is the tradition of Javanese
people, to do a ceremony or to pray together, hope for safety and smooth process
before doing an important activity.

65 Sholawat, known as Salah in Arabic, refers to the practice of formal worship in Islam, and forms one o f the five
pillars of faith in Sunni traditions.
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After a series of short statements to the media introducing the Ruwatan and its purpose, the
ceremony proceeded as described briefly above. The Javanese singers were spontaneously
accompanied by a second dancer, who took the Jalangkung in hand as he danced, with the
unheralded dancer being escorted inside the house by the Kejawen shaman and Pak Sucoro.
During the songs a member of the Pititur ceremonially washed a drum as a symbol of the
continuity of Javanese traditions. These aspects of the ceremony continued for about 45 minutes.
Following the ceremony a series of speeches was made. Pak Sucoro gave an introduction and
outlined his own concerns relating to temple management. The Kejawen shaman then discussed
the need to actively maintain the traditions presented in the Ruwatan, and requested that the
Pititur community be allowed to play their music inside the temple compound twice a week. He
also urged the government to respect the cultural and religious side of the temple, to not only
focus on tourism. A young man from Borobudur village also spoke, relating his concerns over
the future of these traditions, and expressing his desire to leam more about these ceremonies. He
too urged the government representatives to support these traditional practices.

After various community members had spoken, each of the government representatives had their
opportunity. All were broadly supportive of the requests being made, although none were in a
position to make any firm commitment, instead undertaking to communicate the concerns
expressed to their superiors. One in particular remembered being involved in similar ceremonies
as a young man and expressed strong support for continuing to practise this ceremony in the
community. He also expressed sadness that the number of Pititur communities in the surrounding
Magelang district had reduced from 42 to 12 in his lifetime, and he recalled a trip to Bali where
he was charged 80,000 rupiah to see traditional dancing,66 and thought that this could be a good
idea in the context of Borobudur. After the speeches, food was brought out from the house and
eaten by the participants. About an hour later a smaller party of invitees, which included myself,
accompanied the Kejawen shaman to a bridge across a small river a few hundred metres away,
where the two small fig trees were planted as the shaman recited Javanese prayers. This was the
final event in the program.

06 Approximately $8 AUD at time o f writing
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Figure 6.3 Participants in the Ruwatan discuss their views on temple management and local traditions.

Figure 6.4 Government officials listen. Photos Nick McClean
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Figure 6.5 Ruwatan ceremony. On the left are the Javanese singer and the Venezuelan student of dance. On
the right dressed in black is the unheralded dancer taking the Jalungkung in hand. The bowl of food on tht
small table is part of the sesaji. Photo Nick McClean.

Throughout the course of the morning and over the next few days, my translator and I had the
opportunity to discuss with Pak Sucoro and some of the other onlookers the spontaneous
involvement of the second dancer, and this is worth considering briefly. In ceremonial practice
the Jalangkung is the medium for a spirit called into the ceremony by the singers. According lo
some observers however, the original purpose of the ceremony appeared not to have been to call
a spirit, as there was no dupa (incense), a requirement in Javanese tradition if one wishes to co
so. Pak Sucoro later confirmed that his original intention was not to call the spirit, but by joinirg
the ceremony and taking the Jalangkung in hand, many people at the ceremony took this as a
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sign that a spirit had in fact come into the dancer. Pak Sucoro provided the following
interpretation of this aspect of the ceremony:

There were three reasons why the spirit came. 1) Because some community
members had not offered sesaji at the recent opening of a new market. 2) In the
sesaji at the Ruwatan there was no tobacco in the offering. 3) Pak Sucoro had not
asked the permission of the spirits to conduct the Ruwatan. In fact the man who
began dancing was not supposed to be a part of the ceremony and when he took the
Jalungkung Pak Sucoro was surprised, and went to the man and asked him what
was wrong. The spirit then communicated with Pak Sucoro about the problems.
After giving his cigarette to the spirit and apologising for the problems, Pak Sucoro
was able to lead the dancing man into the house and through performing a mantra
was able to send the spirit away.

This event is one of the more interesting aspects of the ceremony, suggesting the broader
currency of these beliefs within the local community. Intended as a reflection on and presentation
of local traditions to further the political aims of members of the local community, the Ruwatan
instead became an example of ritual practice in action, an embodiment of the concrete spiritual
beliefs of members of the local community.

INTERPRETING ADAT

If the New Order period offered opportunities for militant Islamic groups to target adherents of
the local traditions of spirit worship and syncretic forms of Islam they saw as heretical (Hefner
1987), then the example offered here suggests that, as in the case of Wehea, the freedoms of
reformasi and the exposure of local communities to ideas of community-based conservation are
offering opportunities for these local traditions to again emerge into public view in a significant
way. In Borobudur, we can see this most obviously in the spontaneous involvement of the dancer
in the ceremony, seemingly transforming a politicised staging of the traditions surrounding spirit
worship into an act of spirit possession itself. Through this the lived beliefs of Javanese villagers
have emerged back into public view, an event which lends support to Hefner’s observation that

200

traditions of spirit worship in Central Java are re-emerging under reformasi ‘not as religion
(iagama) or Islam, but as “custom” (adat) or regional “culture” (,kebudayaan)' (Hefner 2011 p.
72).

In their re-emergence, these local traditions are in certain ways being renegotiated. Beatt)’s
(1999) observation that traditional ritual meals such as the selamantan, from which the Ruwatm
ritual derives some of its meaning and authenticity, were not traditionally self-conscioudy
political in their orientation or purpose, reveals an element of interpretation involved in tie
Ruwatan. Beatty (1999 p. 42-3, 50) describes the purpose of such rituals as being the
orchestration of social harmony where diverse religious ideologies exist side by side in a
community. In villages where mystic Javanists lived side by side with committed Islamists, each
competed for the allegiance of the majority of villagers whose feelings lay somewhere on the
continuum between these extremes. The selamatan provided a ritual form through which
individuals could gain the support and blessing of their neighbours at important times in life,
without offending the varying sensibilities of those they sought support from. Pak Sucoro’s
statements about the purpose of the Ruwatan tended to downplay the nature of these ceremon.es
as an explicitly religious practice, or at least as a practice in mysticism and spirit worship.
Instead the purpose was ‘communicat[ion] and... mediation’, while providing a display fiat
promotes Javanese cultural forms as a viable aspect of the parks activities and management
philosophy. Inviting actors from across the spectrum of views on temple management to cone
together in a dialogue is justified by appeal to the same broad Javanese values held by he
initiators of the ceremonies Beatty describes. This is, according to Pak Sucoro, ‘a part of
Javanese tradition’. If the primary purpose of the selamatan is to orchestrate social harmony h a
context of diverse religious ideologies then the Ruwatan appears to be deploying broadly sim lar
ritual forms for the purpose of orchestrating social harmony in a context of diverse political
ideologies — in this case, where state-centred and community-centred approaches to
conservation are competing.

The Ruwatan is arguably drawing on a form of Indigenous tradition that reflects the long md
complex history of Javanese interactions with successive world religions and global cultiral
influences. Rather than articulating ideas promoted in international Indigenous rights discourses
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that view Indigenous cultures as deriving their legitimacy from their pre-colonial roots, and in so
doing promoting their authentic forms as being distinct and bounded in relation to global
influences, Indigenous Javanese traditions present themselves in a very different way. It is the
ability of local traditions to absorb, accommodate and negotiate the waves of cultural and
religious change in inner Indonesia that constitutes an enduring utility in Javanese social settings,
and is part of their self-conscious ideology. In the Ruwatan, a Kejawan shaman is invited by an
adherent of Islam to perform ceremonies that reflect attachments to a Buddhist temple, assisted
by local Javanist cultural groups and international participants alike, for the benefit of
government officials. The explicit purpose of this ceremony is to encourage harmony and
dialogue, with the implication emerging that a change in approach from government officials to
offer greater recognition to local cultural groups would significantly help broker such harmony.

In a quite unusual way then the Ruwatan appears to be placed in the Javanese syncretic tradition,
where syncretism is not so much a “fusion'’ of traditions or religions, but instead is seen as ‘an
ordered response to pluralism and cultural difference’ (Beatty 1999 p. 3). Beatty’s general
description of the selamatan could indeed be a description of the Ruwatan, even if the specifics
of form and the context of the two ceremonies differ markedly:
The selametan is a communal affair, but it defines no distinct community; it
proceeds via a lengthy verbal exegesis to which all express their assent, but
participants privately disagree about its meaning; and, while purporting to embody a
shared perspective on mankind, God, and the world, it represents nobody's views in
particular. Instead of consensus and symbolic concordance we find compromise and
provisional synthesis: a temporary truce among people of radically different
orientation (1999 p. 25)

If the perennial problem associated with village life in Java is that of ‘how to get on with people
of a different religious persuasion’ (Beatty 1999 p. 1-2), then a further layer that has emerged
through the state’s attempts to preserve the cultural heritage of these communities, and one that
has similarly been approached through the mode of public ritual, is that of how to get on with
people of a different political persuasion.
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POSTSCRIPT TO CHAPTERS FIVE AND SIX
LOCAL TRADITIONS AND CONSERVATION CULTURE
UNDER REFORMASI
The revival of adat in public life since the collapse of the New Order has been one of the most
significant recent developments in Indonesia’s cultural politics. Whether through reinstating
customary law as an autonomous local institution, or through promoting ritual traditions as
generators of political and social dialogue between diverse groups, both the cases described here
explore ways in which this revival has been an explicit attempt by local communities to reclaim
power, and political legitimacy, after 30 years of state repression. For many in these
communities, promoting ideas based in local cultural traditions has been a key platform from
which to articulate visions of the future and ideals of sociality and affiliation in this new era. In a
more specific sense adat can be viewed in the protected area setting as ‘an ideological and
ethical statement by the community with regard to criteria for resource management’ (Eghenter
2006 p. 163). The value of understanding this revival as a “bottom up” political movement and
an envisioning of the future is that it allows us to understand the ways in which tradition has
been used to articulate political concerns, with the conclusion that in each case traditions are
being renegotiated in ways that enable a creative engagement with the contemporary political
landscape.

Viewing adat as an aspect of religious life, the recent revival is seen as not only a response to
present-day political re-alignments, but also a re-emergence into public life of the lived beliefs of
adherents to local faiths and lifeways. This encourages considerations that go beyond the ways in
which culture and tradition have been used for political purposes, encompassing also the ways in
which ‘religious people us[e] politics for religious ends’ (Anderson 1977 p. 22 quoted in Hefner
1987 p. 533), or in these particular cases, how customary people might use wider political
processes for customary ends. Collaborations with international conservation agencies and
NGOs have at times proven significant in enabling these beliefs and worldviews to gain
increased visibility and legitimacy in Indonesia, while in other cases the state’s attempts to
conserve the cultural heritage of local places have provoked public articulations of these beliefs.
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The Indigenous rights agendas that have encouraged a more community-based approach since
the 1980s maintain a strong appeal in an atmosphere where local communities must ‘compete for
government attention within a new landscape proliferating with civil society agendas, consumer
expectations and rights discourses’ (MeWilliam 2006a p. 59). Moreover, these discourses which
promote views of Indigenous cultures as bounded and unique alternatives to modem life remain
appealing both as a political tool, but also as a faithful reflection of local lifeways, not only
among environmentalists but in the minds of many local people. This occurs even as the
collaborations that support and make visible these articulations demonstrate the cosmopolitan
aspects of these local cultures, inviting the conclusion that such articulations represent culturally
specific modes of negotiating change within and through these discourses.

In this broad setting it is also worth considering the extent to which conservationists and state
heritage agencies are being influenced through these interactions. The Wehea case perhaps most
obviously shows how community conservation has begun to move beyond some of the concerns
raised by social scientists during the 1990s. In the practical setting local customary resource
regimes remain a key focus of collaboration, but rather than seeking to uncover ready-made
community conservation solutions in traditional land management practices, this approach
instead works towards ‘a productive engagement between law and custom’ aiming towards ‘the
creation of future alternatives for effective and equitable strategies of conservation area
management’ (Eghenter 2006 p. 164).

While steps are being taken towards community involvement in the management of Borobudur
Temple Archaeological Park, the pace of cultural change within Indonesia’s extensive system of
state run PAs appears considerably slower than that occurring in collaborations with civil society
groups. This mirrors a general trend whereby the promises of reformasi for local communities
have been difficult to realise, with many cases of state power being reconstituted at the district
and regional levels without any significant devolution to the community level (Hadiz 2010,
Mietzner 2010, Jepson 2001 ch 9). The Wehean case invites such a conclusion, for while the
state has been content to allow the protected forest to be established and run in an informal way,
there has so far been no clear move towards granting official status to the forest as a protected
area, or towards granting formal title to the local community. This situation maintains an official
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ambivalence towards adat law that was identified almost 40 years ago by Hooker (1978 p. 3),
expressed as ‘a missing link between the legal framework of customary law and that of national
law’ (Eghenter 2006 p. 173). This insight however should be balanced with the observation that
in many of the remote districts of East Kalimantan, the emergence of ‘spontaneous orders’
(Wallenberg et al. 2007) through collaborations between local communities and NGOs,
researchers and local government officials have proven to provide tangible ways of redressing
the injustices of the New Order period, even if legal reform remains incomplete. The Wehea case
supports both these observations.

In the Indonesian case, the flowering of local traditions in public life invites the conclusion that
conservation is an aspect of the most recent episode in the ‘evolution and reproduction of
customary land relationships across the archipelago [that] reflect complex historical adaptations
by local communities to dynamic cultural and politico-economic interactions’ (MeWilliam 2006a
p. 46). This is not a one-way process of evolution. Models of protected area management are
slowly shifting in relation to these articulations and demands by local communities, supporting
the observation that conservation too ‘transforms the world and is transformed in global
movement’ (Brosius et al. 2005 p. 7). If this process is a multifaceted dialogue, a back-and-forth
of ideas between local communities, state actors, transnational NGOs, scientists and practitioners
of the arts from many comers of the world — to name only those involved in the present cases,
we may safely say that in Indonesia conservation has gone beyond being a conversation about
Western and non-Western ideas of nature, culture and heritage, as Jepson suggests (2001 ch.5).
We may instead say that the products of these conversations are increasingly bi-cultural in
nature, displaying the idea that the laws, customs and practices of conservationists, Indigenous
and local communities and the state are in significant ways ‘developing and evolving out of one
another’ (Weiner and Glaskin 2006 p.5). In the final analysis however, despite the promises of
reformasi and the increased freedom to practise traditions and articulate political demands in the
public sphere, it appears that the Indonesian state remains the key barrier to local communities
gaining an increased level of involvement in and control over the management of their heritage
places.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

PROJECT TIGER OR TRIBAL DIGNITY? THE CULTURAL
POLITICS OF NATURE CONSERVATION IN INDIA 67

67 Research for this chapter was undertaken while on a cross-institutional stay at the Centre for Ecological Studies at
the Indian Institute of Science, Bangalore.
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In India the large numbers of people living in and around PAs have proven to be a key dilemma
facing conservationists initiating large-scale conservation programs under the auspices of the
state. This is not unique in the increasingly global context of conservation, as we have seen, but
what is distinct about the Indian situation is that it is writ large, with the populations involved
and affected greater than in almost any other part of the world. Recent estimates suggest as many
as 4.5 million people live in and depend on the state’s extensive system of nature conservation
PAs for their livelihoods (Saberwal et al. 2000 p. 191), with another 200 million living below the
poverty line while remaining dependent on India’s forested landscapes for at least part of their
livelihoods (Sarin and Springate-Bakinski 2010). One result of this situation is an extremity of
conflict and intensity of debate seldom seen elsewhere.

Another result is that a multitude of approaches to conservation have been trialled, and in terms
of recent debates over state-community relations, recent commentary has led to the observation
that ‘decentralised collective action is no longer on trial in the current academic debate on
natural resources management. What still needs to be worked out are the conditions for its
success and its optimal nesting in or relationship with other institutions’ (Lele 2004 p. 283).
Lele’s discussion is a useful starting point for this chapter, as he seeks to analyse the concepts
that underpin the many attempts at initiating alternatives to top-down conservation interventions
that have proliferated since the 1980s. He observes that ‘part of the current disagreement over
what constitutes “appropriate” institutional arrangements for resource management may actually
be a consequence of differences in normative concerns rather than in theoretical or empirical
claims about the relative ability of these arrangements to meet similar social goals’ (2004 p. 287).
Viewed in this way, the debate over PAs is not so much about achieving consensus over the
legitimacy of their existence, but about achieving consensus over the most legitimate means of
establishing and managing them. Social and political questions thus emerge as central to
developing effective PAs, namely who has the right to involvement and influence in conservation
projects, and on what basis?

In this chapter I sketch out three approaches that have played prominent roles in the Indian
conservation debate. The first is the classic “fortress conservation” approach, exemplified by the
Indian government’s first major conservation initiative, Project Tiger. Established in 1973, it
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maintains its long-held status as the Indian government’s flagship conservation program, and
along with programs instituted under the Wildlife Protection Act of 1972 (hereafter WPA), the
Indian Forest Department is responsible for a famous and controversial example of state-based
conservation undertaken in the public good.

Two broad alternatives to this program have been offered since significant resistance to statebased conservation became prominent in the 1980s, and I illustrate these in the context of South
India’s ‘tribal belt’ (Cheria et al. 1997), the forested districts where the states of Karnataka, Tamil
Nadu and Kerala meet (see Figure 7.2). This rural, largely forested region has a high proportion
of adivasis\

z:o

in densely settled areas like the Wayanad they make up roughly twenty percent of

the overall population (Kjosavik 2005, Badami 2010) while populations inside the Nagarahole
National Park and Biligiri Rangaswamy Temple Wildlife Sanctuary are almost exclusively
adivasi (see Mahanty 2000, 2003, Mandal et al. 2010). This region mirrors the observation that
as much as sixty three percent of India’s dense forests are in tribal regions (Government of India
2005 p.26), and in the course of its history, this region has seen the full suite of forest
management approaches, has been a site for trialling new approaches to conservation, and has
been a centre of high profile Indigenous rights struggles.
Firstly, I consider the establishment in 1986 of the Nilgiri Biosphere Reserve over some 5220
square kilometres of upland terrain, conceived as a means of protecting representative examples
of biological diversity across the landscape. The flow-on effect is that measures to ameliorate
some of the social and economic impacts of the many PAs encompassed by this multi-use
protected landscape have been trialled. A famous example that I explore is the now discredited
Integrated Conservation and Development Program (ICDP), undertaken at Nagarahole National
Park in Karnataka during the 1990s. The ICDP approach aimed to provide alternative livelihoods
to local communities, thereby reducing their economic dependence and material impact on
natural landscapes, and indeed building support for the state’s conservation programs along the
way.

68 Adivasi translates as ‘firstcomer’ and refers to culturally distinct peoples who were traditionally considered as
outside of the Hindu caste system. They are commonly referred to as ‘tribals’ or ‘forest dwellers’ and increasingly
identify themselves as the Indigenous people of India.
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The demise of ICDPs added fuel to growing calls for a third approach, one based on the
recognition of the rights of local people to ownership and direct involvement in the management
of their lands, an approach that in the adivasi communities of the southern uplands was
articulated in terms of international discourses on Indigenous rights and culture. These local
articulations formed part of a national campaign for adivasi rights that resulted in the passing of
the landmark Forest Rights Act in 2006 (hereafter FRA). This act’s central purpose is recognition
of local cultural relationships to place, and in conferring land and resource rights to forest
dwelling communities, it represents a radical shift in the conservation landscape in India. It has
also resulted in an unprecedented legal situation, where rights to land are now being granted
under the FRA over areas identified for zoning as a part of Project Tiger. This development has
typically led to resident communities being identified for relocation under powers granted to the
Indian Forest Department under the Indian Wildlife (Protection) Act 1972 (WPA).

I argue that these two pieces of legislation historically speaking represent two opposing poles
when “differences in normative concerns” are considered, and as such represent differing sets of
social and cultural values. In the substantive sections of this chapter I outline in more detail these
values, with a view to situating them within current political dynamics. Moreover I argue that
history reveals mainstream conservationists in India as being wedded to their own particular
traditions as much as their adivasi counterparts. Proponents of the “fortress conservation”
approach are thus arguably a conservative force in Indian social politics, even as
environmentalism is championed as a self-consciously progressive cause. On the other hand,
adivasi articulations of culture and identity have proven to be heterogeneous and highly adaptive,
providing visions of indigeneity capable of moving beyond exclusivist or tribally oriented
notions of identity, and forging alliances that articulate with broader currents of change within
Indian society. In this way it can be argued that adivasi peoples have taken a stance that is
socially progressive, embodying democratic and egalitarian values even as they promote their
historically undemocratic and non-egalitarian traditions as legitimate and effective within the
conservation setting. In the final analysis, it appears that it is the political efforts of adivasi
communities that are creating the greatest possibilities for innovation and novel forms of
collaboration in the contemporary conservation setting, particularly those that articulate with
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international trends in PA management. Before discussing these concerns however, it is
necessary to provide some historical background to the recent rise of modernist conservation,
even if, in such a vast society as India, only a patchwork image is possible.

CONSERVATION ROOTS — COLONIAL AND PRE-COLONIAL FOREST
RESERVATION

India has perhaps the longest recorded history of nature conservation of anywhere in the world,
stretching back to the third century BC edicts of the Buddhist convert King Ashoka who, after a
bloody conquest of the vast majority of the subcontinent, repented violence and forbade the
killing of animals and the burning of forests (see Singh 2008 eh.7, Rangarajan 2001 ch.l). In the
long history of Hinduism and Buddhism, religious beliefs and local customs prohibiting the
killing of certain animals have been widespread at different times. Falk (1973) particularly has
provided a brief but illuminating account of the sacred values of forested landscapes that
provided pre-colonial princely rulers with a direct link to the spiritual world, leading among
other things, to the protection of certain places as sacred groves (see also Ormsby and Bhagwat
2010, Freeman 1998).
In more recent times, a growing body of literature links current conservation programs with pre
colonial and colonial-era forest reservation. Mahesh Rangarajan in particular has charted this
territory (Rangarajan 1996, Saberwal and Rangarajan 2003, Saberwal et al. 2000 see also
Rangarajan and Sivaramakrishnan 2012a, 2012b). He observes that much of what is conservation
estate today follows on from reservation policies initiated by the British Raj and many of the
Maharajas, who often maintained high levels of political autonomy under successive Mughal and
British empires (Saberwal and Rangarajan 2002 p. 193). Maharajas and colonialists alike valued
the forests as a sanctuary for wildlife that made the enormous, famous shikar hunts not only
possible but bountiful. Restrictions on the taking of wildlife by villagers were common and
throughout India there were clear laws regarding ownership and the nature of local communities’
access to hunting reserves. Moreover, conservation of animal populations was a crucial aspect of
maintaining favourable political relations. The shikars were a way for local rulers and colonial
elites alike to gain prestige (Saberwal and Rangarajan 2002 p. 192-3, Mitra 2005 p.16),
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providing early impetus for the protection of forests and game. While such practices led to the
targeting of tigers and other large predators, both as trophies and in order to protect game herds,
on occasion rulers did take a direct interest in their conservation, not so much for their intrinsic
value, but more as a symbol of pride and power. A famous example is the Muslim Nawabs of
Junagarh, who during the early 20th century protected the last remaining population of Asiatic
lions at Gir Forest in the northern state of Gujarat (Mitra 2005, Saberwal et al. 2000 32-42).

Forest reservation was also part of the expanding commercial imperative of the colonial state,
something which at times provided a degree of habitat protection, but also formed a major plank
in the expansion of the colonial state. In 1865 the Indian Forest Act centralised control of
forested lands with the state apparatus, an act that is still in force today (Kjosavik 2005, Guha
and Aliez 1997). Like the hunting reserves, the best stands of timber were subject to tight
restrictions on use and occupancy by local communities. While many of these reserved forests
were exploited for their timber, they still maintained enough green cover to continue providing
habitat for large predators and game. The core zones of India’s present-day PAs are in many
cases former reserve forests (see Saberwal et al. 2000 Chapter 1, Kjosavik 2005, Mahanty 2003).
An heterogeneous mix of forest ages and types shaped by local harvesting cycles has been the
result. Overall cooperation, albeit sometimes tense, between the colonial forest service and local
princely rulers allowed such forms of de facto conservation to exist right up until India’s
independence in 1947, within broader frameworks that regulated and restricted access to forested
lands generally.

Upon declaration of India’s independence, these princely states were officially dissolved and
their functions gradually incorporated into the Indian nation-state, while the colonial forest
service was directly transferred into the new state apparatus. In this new setting conservation
nonetheless remained a cause championed at the highest level. As Rangarajan discusses, when
poaching threatened the Gir lions in the legislative void of the early Independence years, Prime
Minister Jawarhalal Nehru personally stepped in and provided the policies and funding to ensure
the lions were not wiped out, amidst a rush to “reclaim” the forests by common people in the
name of independence (Saberwal et al. 2000 p.37). Nehru himself came from a high caste
Kashmiri Brahmin family. When in 1968 Prime Minister Indira Gandhi (Nehru’s daughter)
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appointed her Tourism Minister, Dr Karan Singh, to oversee a steering committee investigating
wildlife conservation, it was widely known that he was the ruling Maharaja of Kashmir at the
time of independence, and continued to serve in public office by virtue of his royal lineage. It is
not a matter of contention among Indian environmental historians that the elite control of land
was a key element in fostering de facto forms of conservation in pre-independence times. Indeed
it has contributed significantly to the conservation landscape in India today, and from a certain
angle it represents elite power being exercised for the common good. As we will see however,
this form of conservation, while influential, has also proved a troubled legacy, causing as much
conflict as cooperation among those involved with, or affected by, PAs.

PROJECT TIGER — INDIA’S CONSERVATION FLAGSHIP

From the point of view of conservation, the major shift that occurred in the post-Independence
years was that tigers went from being seen as trophies of the hunt, as well as vermin to be
exterminated so as to maintain the populations of other wild game, to being an object of
conservation in their own right, preserved for their value to science, aesthetics and humanity. As
a result, since 1973 Project Tiger has been India’s largest and best known conservation program.
Along with Project Elephant, it established the protection of large charismatic species as the
principal method of conservation in India.

Established some 16 years after India gained independence, Project Tiger was very much a part
of post-colonial nation-building. Events like the Stockholm Conference in 1972 provided an
opportunity for Prime Minister Gandhi to promote India’s environmental credentials to the
world, laying out her plans for Project Tiger on a major international stage.69 The project itself
came about as Prime Minister Gandhi became increasingly interested and involved in tiger
conservation during the 1960s (see Saberwal and Rangarajan 2003 p. 194-8). At the urging of
some prominent forest conservators, the IUCN and a number of international NGOs, Ghandi

69 It’s worth noting that such championing was not without its direct political value. Ms Gandhi’s strong support in
the West is argued to be partly due to her conservation stance. This political support helped her regain power again
in the early 1980s, following a two-year period of authoritarian rule from 1975 and her subsequent defeat once
constitutional rights to free speech and elections were restored in 1977 (Saberwal and Rangarajan 2002 p. 194).
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agreed to establish a large network of PAs that would protect breeding populations in nine
sanctuaries across the sub-continent (Government of India 2005 p.1-2). A ‘core-buffer’ zoning
strategy was designed to provide an inviolate area in which all human occupation and natural
resource use was outlawed, while in the buffer zone human uses were rationalised and curtailed
(ibid, p.l, Government of India 2011a p.2). That it strategised at all for human occupancy and
use within park boundaries was something of a local innovation, adapting conservation to the
realities of a large impoverished rural population. Nevertheless project advisors proved in
hindsight to have some unrealistic expectations, with an initial World Conservation Union report
recommending a six-year protection program designed to encourage unfettered breeding, and a
rotation of core zone areas allowing for periodic access to cull excess tiger numbers
(Government of India 2005 p.l).
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Nevertheless the landmark Indian Wildlife (Protection) Act of 1972 provided the legal framework
for the growth of the conservation estate, which today is just over 16 million hectares (ibid. p. 1).
Roughly twenty percent of this estate sits within Project Tiger, which has expanded to include 39
reserves including some of India’s most famous natural areas. Given that the Federal Ministry of
Environment and Forests (hereon the Forest Department) controls both the conservation estate
and the forestry estate, in the one bureau India has vested management authority over 63.54
million hectares of land, nineteen percent of its total area. The state conservation estate sits at
about five percent of India’s landmass, and is now a major landholder in rural India, embedded
as it is within the broader structure of the Forest Department. In this time, the number of tigers
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has stabilised, maintaining the level of around 2000 animals that were initially identified during a
survey in 1972 (Indian Board for Wildlife 1983).

Project Tiger and the WPA in practice

Tiger conservation in the 1960s was very much in its infancy, and while the 1970s saw the
beginnings of a local wildlife biology community,

much initial legislation and policy was based

on the opinions and ideals of its instigators, rather than on the back of decades of experience and
research in conservation science. Greenough alludes to this (in Rangarajan and Sivaramakrishnan
2012b p.321), reporting that a clause was added to the WPA ‘almost as an afterthought, and
unsupported by research of any kind’ that required the removal of all human settlements from
identified tiger habitat, ‘on the assumption that conservation requires the strict separation of
tigers and humans’. It is important that this clause was not restricted to the core zones identified
in Project Tiger reserves — the mandate given to the Forest Department to remove villages was
broad, and could be initiated prior to their upgrading to Project Tiger status. As well as leading to
the removal of tens of thousands of villagers from forested reserves in the last 40 years, from the
point of view of the Forest Department, removing villagers from tiger habitat could prove an
important step in gaining approval for inclusion of a reserve in the Project Tiger network, leading
to increased funding from the central government. Thus the WPA not only provided a mandate
for removal, it also provided an incentive for local Forest Department officials to push the
process along.

The Forest Department gained renewed powers to declare a range of activities inside forest
reserves illegal, and subject to sanction. Those who grazed their animals, collected forest
produce and fuel wood, and hunted for subsistence were back on the wrong side of the law, and
people who had lived inside forest reserves for as long as they could remember were facing
compulsory compensated resettlement. The same policy applied in the many cases where
communities had been forcibly relocated into forested zones, in some cases to be bonded to

711It is generally accepted that the pioneer in this field was ‘legendary naturalist’ Dr A.J.T. Johnsingh, who completed
his study of Dholes in Bandipur National Park in 1974 (Vasudev 2008: 98). Previous to this, Indians involved in the
early stages of tiger conservation were generally trained foresters or passionate naturalists. Scientific expertise
tended to be offered by outside interests where it played a role in these early political developments.
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upper caste landholders as labour for many hundreds of years (see Badami 2010, Kjosavik 2005),
in others to work as labourers under the colonial forest regime (see Rangarajan 1996).

Given these circumstances, the precise number of removals since 1972 is difficult to estimate,
and it is very likely that, due to the sensitive and highly political nature of such actions, some
removals have never been documented. Greenough (in Rangarajan and Sivaramakrishnan 2012b
p.321) estimates that populations removed number in the tens of thousands, while Saberwal and
Rangarajan (2003 p. 191) estimate that some three million people still live inside conservation
reserves, with 1.5 million living in adjacent areas. It is likely then that total conservation
displacement in Brockington and Igoe’s terms (2006), which includes both the physical
displacement of a community, and/or the displacement of economic livelihoods from PAs, has
impacted rural forest dwellers numbering well into the millions. This is without considering the
flow-on effects within the rural economy, through which it is estimated that between 100 and 250
million people are dependent on India’s forests (Lele 2011 p. 96). When these figures are
considered it becomes clearer as to why this issue has proven to be such a divisive one in rural
Indian politics.

In addition to the legislative powers granted under the WPA, of further significance is that the
first ten years of Project Tiger saw the initiation of a new phase of centralisation of power over
forests in the hands of the central government in Delhi. In 1981, it decreed that all decisions over
forests in relation to the new tiger conservation program had first to be approved by the central
Forest Department in Delhi (see Government of India 2005) and forest conservation was made a
fundamental duty in the constitution (Patnaik 2008 p.5). Not only did this centralisation further
remove decision-making away from local settings, but it also led to foresters being transferred
around the country, with district foresters regularly coming on transfer from distant parts of India
and administering forest law and policy in communities with which they had little affiliation.

It is at this time that conflict and resistance become central themes in the conservation literature.
In 1981 for example, police clashed with local herdsmen as they attempted to continue grazing
their animals in the famous Bharatpur wetland in Rajasthan. Bharatpur had just been declared as
the new Koleadeo National Park, and the confrontation occurred on the first day new restrictions

218

on grazing came into place, resulting in the deaths of nine villagers (Saberwal and Rangarajan
2003 p. 15). Such events, while not always leading to violence, became increasingly common in
the 1980s, as the ‘heady establishment of PAs’ (Saberwal et al. 2000 p.5) of the 1970s gave way
to the reality of pervasive inhabitance and use of PAs by the 4.5 million people who lived in and
around them. In the mid 1980s, seventy percent of all PAs reported grazing inside their
boundaries (ibid, p.5), sixty to seventy percent of chief wildlife wardens reported confrontations
between the Forest Department and local communities (Government of India 2005 p.10), and the
ongoing decline of habitat and forest cover across the landscape has led to persistent humanwildlife conflict in and around PA borders, as animals increasingly raid crops and hunt livestock
to stay alive.

In the many forested districts of the southern tribal areas, the introduction of the WPA had
significant impacts on the lives of adivasi communities, restricting hunting and gathering in
reserves across the region, and leading to a number of evictions from sanctuaries. Removals of
communities inside Nagarahole, Bandipur and Mudamalai National Parks were planned and in
some cases carried out, with one of the earliest evictions occurring when the Biligiri
Rangaswamy Temple Wildlife Sanctuary (BRTWS) in Karnataka was declared in 1974. About 50
Soliga villages were relocated from the core zone of the park to small colonies, or podus, that
today hug the roadsides leading through the park. Those villages that were not relocated were
subject to bans on shifting cultivation and hunting, and have increasingly come to rely on the
collection and sale of non-timber forest products (NTFPs) for their livelihood, a system regulated
by the Forest Department (Shetty 2008).

The situation from community to community is of course varied. The Forest Department itself is
too large to ever be considered solely an unreconstructed monolith, and the line between
members of the local community, the state and its agencies is undoubtedly blurred. Nevertheless
the following account, from a villager in Namakkal District in the southern edge of the Niligiri
Plateau in Tamil Nadu, may be said to be representative of a common experience for many rural
forest dwellers in the region:
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The people of Kollimalai with a high adivasi population have been experiencing
harassment from the Forest Department for almost 25 years now. Prior to 1980 there
were not so many problems here. Now there has been a lot of pressure, there have
been beatings and harassment... More recently in Kollimalai, eviction notices have
been issued in 12 villages. The villagers organised a “rasta roko”71 in front of the
Collector’s office and the Collector agreed to look into which lands are forest lands
and which are not. So at least in the next week we will not see imminent evictions...
but they may happen in the next few months (Campaign for Survival and Dignity
2003 p. 100-101).

While Indira Gandhi and many of her influential aides realised that an approach to conservation
based on state coercion was not the only option available, calls for more participatory forms of
conservation went largely unheeded in practice and found little space in which to thrive and gain
government support (see Saberwal and Rangarajan 2003 ch.7). A report in 1983 produced by the
Task Force on Public Participation in Wildlife Conservation warned that this approach could
prove costly for conservation efforts regardless of how robust any associated science may be,
proposing increased investment in communities living in buffer zone areas, developing
alternative livelihoods and improving education levels. According to the authors of the 2005
Tiger Task Force Report, had these recommendations been heeded, ‘India’s wildlife future would
have been secured’ (Government of India 2005 p. 3). They see the failure to effectively
implement the policy recommendations of the 1983 report as a key reason why, in 1993, a
similar task force report characterised the state of conservation as one of total crisis.

All in all, Project Tiger faces a new set of problems. Project Tiger saved the tiger from extinction
in the nick of time but over 20 years it is clear that expanding human populations, a new way of
life based on alien models and the resultant effect on natural resources has created fresh
problems that indicate danger for the tiger. Militancy and poaching only add fuel to the fire. This
is a serious and critical moment in the history of tiger conservation (in Government of India 2005
p. 4).

71 Hindi: “obstruct the road”. A common name for a protest.

220

It remains largely undisputed that since the early 1980s the antagonism towards state
conservation schemes among local communities presents a key barrier to the success of wildlife
conservation schemes. As a range of commentators have noted (eg Guha 1997, Baviskar 1995),
the tendency among conservationists has been to blame local communities for their impact on
PAs. However, these authors view pervasive rural poverty, marginalisation and disempowerment
due to both large industrial developments and exclusionary conservation policy as factors
compelling communities to continue hunting, grazing and cultivating forested lands. Moreover,
many commentators have maintained that the longstanding existence of local communities in
landscapes now protected as wildlife habitat indicates that blanket assumptions that local
communities are the drivers of species extinction are unfounded, with accounts of local resource
use indicating that grazing may not have the deleritous environmental effects claimed by
mainstream conservation groups (Guha 1997).

Regardless of the view one holds, it is clear that by the 1980s and 1990s, the forest had become
‘something one steals from’ in the minds of millions of rural Indians (Saberwal and Rangarajan
2003 p.16). Indeed such practices were often socially sanctioned at the local level, for while
some communities were able to maintain access to subsistence resources through legal quotas for
the collection of non-timber forest products (NTFPs), many others maintained access via lowlevel corruption among local Forest Department employees. This did not however amount to a de
facto arrangement whereby local communities gain the resources they need while the state turns
a blind eye. More often than not it led to situations in which villagers were ‘subject to the
scrutiny and abuses of the Forest Department’ (ibid., 16), while at the same time being dependent
on it for access to the resources they remained dependent on.

NEW APPROACHES: THE NILGIRI BIOSPHERE RESERVE AND THE
INTEGRATED CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

In March 1986, the Indian Government declared its first Biosphere Reserve, covering 5520
square kilometres of upland terrain at the confluence of the Eastern and Western Ghats, the two
main ranges that dominate the geography of the southern third of India. With the overall region a
recognised centre of biodiversity, the ostensible reason for declaring this regional level reserve
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was to find a means to safeguard floristic diversity in a variety of landscape settings that existed
outside the borders of formal PAs, As a result, the reserve includes a number of PAs, government
forest estate, and buffer zones that cover heavily populated landscapes designated as “restoration
zones”, and inhabited by perhaps hundreds of thousands of people.
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Attempting to protect representative examples of each ecosystem across the landscape
necessitated moving conservation “beyond the borders” of traditional PAs. The architect of the
Nilgiri Biosphere Reserve, the pioneering and highly influential environmental scientist Madhav
Gadgil, thus saw the biosphere reserve concept as a considerable shift away from the modem
approach to protecting the natural environment. Indeed he saw it as harking back to traditions of
plant conservation that have existed in India and many other parts of the world for thousands of
years.

Responsible as man has been for the decimation and extinction of many populations
of many plant and animal species, he has also been alive to the conservation of this
\

biological wealth since the dawn of human history. The most primitive hunting and
gathering tribes have a wealth of cultural practices sanctified by religion that put
restraints on the utilisation of plant and animal species and promote their
conservation. Such practices include taboos on the killing of species sacred to all
human communities or totemic species sacred to certain clans, closed seasons for
hunting, sacred groves and lakes and so on... Such practices continue to be very
much alive in India to this date and to them we owe the continued existence of
many species.

Thus, while our traditions of nature conservation respected plants, and even
embodied the concept of preservation of the overall biological diversity in an entire
community, the more modem approaches to nature conservation completely
neglected it... In India too most of the national parks and wildlife sanctuaries such
as Ranthambore, Koleadeo Ghana, Gir and Bandipur are former hunting preserves
of Maharajas and presentday wildlife managers feel that their aim is accomplished
72 To my knowledge there are no published figures on the precise numbers o f inhabitants inside the overall reserve.
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so long as populations of spectacular erstwhile game species such as sambar or tiger
are maintained at a high level.

A major

difference

between

the

biosphere

reserves

and

the

wildlife

sanctuarynational park approach to nature conservation is therefore the stress on the
conservation of the overall biological diversity as opposed to the focus on just a few
species such as the tiger and the rhinoceros. (Gadgil 1982 p. 54-78).

Figure 7.2 Map of the Nilgiri Biosphere Reserve, with core PAs shaded in grey.

This approach represents not only the emergence in India of a systematic approach to
conservation based on scientific and ecological principles, but also an increased emphasis in
international conservation on landscape-level approaches, with biogeographic regions as the
driving focus of conservation planning. In this vein, protecting the ongoing integrity of genetic
biodiversity has become a key strategy in conservation science. A major focus of global
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Conservation efforts is no longer on protecting “islands” of nature, isolated from the surrounding
landscape and preserved in what is presumed to be a state of equilibrium, but on protecting
processes across the landscape that provide for the continued survival and indeed evolution of
species, allowing for the preservation of representative populations of each species, and
promoting an awareness of the interconnections between species and the diverse environments
they depend on. This is, in short, an example of the now dominant model of protecting
biodiversity and the processes that support that diversity, over protecting nature from an aesthetic
viewpoint. In the Nilgiri region, in addition to Gadgil’s focus on protecting the scope of plant
diversity, an example of the new focus in the context of large iconic mammals has been on
protecting the migratory corridors for elephants that exist between PAs. These connect between
wet and dry-season forage areas, whereas in early efforts protecting the core habitat zones was
the key focus (Johnsingh and Williams 1999).

In widening the scope of conservation to include areas where human presence is an unavoidable
factor, an increasing awareness of the need to support livelihoods and development that acted in
concert with conservation was promoted in the context of the biosphere reserve. Indeed in the
core aims of the Nilgiri Biosphere Reserve we find three interrelated objectives:
a. preserving biological diversity,
b. catalysing ecologically sound development of the entire region and
c. generating assured employment for all tribals, rural landless and other weaker
segments of the population living in and near the biosphere reserve for the purpose
of ecological restoration (Anon., 1980 cited in Daniels 1996 p. 7).

The establishment of the Nilgiri Biosphere Reserve thus provided a broad legal framework
within which community-oriented forms of conservation could be trialled, and in doing so
prepared the ground for the arrival during the 1990s of the Integrated Conservation and
Development Program, commonly known as ecodevelopment. Ecodevelopment was first trialled
in Africa by the World Wildlife Fund (WWF), before becoming part of a global strategy
following the 1992 Rio Earth Summit and the establishment of the Global Environment Facility
by the World Bank. Under the Indian Ecodevelopment Program, funds were provided to the
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Indian government as loans from the World Bank and resulted in the establishment of seven
ICDP projects. One of these was at Rajiv Gandhi (Nagarahole) National Park, one of the core
PAs inside the Nilgiri Biosphere Reserve. In the context of this and the other six ecodevelopment
projects in India, the broad approach was to focus on undertaking village-level participatory
planning processes that could identify the potential for local projects that might provide
economic alternatives that ‘reduce the biotic pressure’ on PAs (Kothari et al. 1996), such as
‘planting trees to meet the villagers needs for fuel and fodder, or starting cottage industries to
provide other sources of income’ (Baviskar 2002 p. 275).

It is worth noting that while in contrast to strict wildlife protectionist perspectives,
ecodevelopment ‘promotes programs... that aim to improve the compatibility of livelihoods and
conservation in parks’, an important aspect of this is that it does so ‘without questioning the
underlying institutional frameworks for park management’ (Mahanty 2002 p.3757). In the Indian
context, ‘it is important to note that ecodevelopment operates within the parameters of the
Wildlife (Protection) Act and assumes that wildlife conservation is a priority which overrides
peoples’ rights to resources within the protected area’ (Mahanty 2003 p. 276). One aspect of this,
as Mahanty notes, is that the ecodevelopment program at Nagarahole sought to take a neutral
stance over prevailing conflicts, in this case relating to the relocation of settlements within
Nagarahole itself. This was a concern of foresters and conservationists who wanted these
settlements relocated (Karanth 2008), and a concern of those communities inside the park, which
had already experienced the removal of a number of villages in 1974 under the WPA restrictions,
and were reticent to acquiesce to this policy a second time (see Cheria et al. 1997 p. 180-92 also
Mahanty 2000, 2002, 2003).

Mahanty’s observation (2002 p.3761) that the participatory development plans developed in
various villages throughout the park were markedly homogenous in nature reflects interestingly
on the project, suggesting that those initiating this project had their own preconceived notions of
what constituted acceptable forms of development. This conclusion is strengthened by the fact
that the most prominent initiative the ecodevelopment project did promote was a large private
luxury hotel development inside the park, according to Young (2009), in preference to adivasi
proposals to conduct their own village-based ecotourism scheme.
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According to Mahanty (2002), with little effective information dissemination among
stakeholders, or analysis of the prior relationships between the Forest Department and local
villagers, the project’s attempt to take a neutral stance on evictions went unrecognised, and at
least some adivasi and their supporters came to the conclusion that the eviction of forest
dwelling communities was directly connected to the hotel developments, rather than being driven
by the parks inclusion in Project Tiger in 1999 (see eg Cheria et al. 1997 p. 180), technically a
separate process within the Forest Department.

As Mahanty has observed, perception became as important as reality in determining the positions
actors adopted in response to the project, with stakeholders frequently unable to come to any
agreement about even the scope of the problems or issues at hand. This was also due in part to
their connection to broader movements and spheres of power — in the case of conservationists,
their desire to incorporate Nagarahole into Project Tiger and in the case of adivasis, their
growing involvement with regional and national Indigenous rights movements. As a result,
‘[tjhese actors may have considered agreement to specific strategies in the ecodevelopment
context as a threat to their broader agenda for change’ (2002 p. 3764).
The social processes within eco-development projects are undoubtedly complex; indeed the
contrast between this complex reality and the vision pursued by the Nagarahole ICDP is one of
Mahanty’s key findings (2000 p. iii). This complexity and the heterogeneity is something I
explore in more depth in the following section, yet in the context of the present discussion, it’s
salient to note that the experience from Nagarahole demonstrates some key points. While
ecodevelopment represented a considerable step forward in terms of shifting the conceptual basis
of conservation away from a strictly exclusionary approach, in practice its neutral stance
amounted to a de facto support for exclusion. Its support for state ownership and ultimate control
over forested lands left it subject to entrenched power dynamics within the local setting —
ultimately it relied on the voluntary support of Forest Department officials who were often
unwilling to give up their powers to control and sanction forest use, with a resulting perception
that ecodevelopment necessarily supported the Forest Department’s overall agenda. Indeed
prominent within the Forest Department was the entrenchment of these powers through further
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initiating the park’s listing under Project Tiger. In such conditions, the inflexibility shown to
local realities by a funding and management model conceived largely by remote international
organisations served to undermine the progressive goals it set out. Moreover, the demonstrable
lack of experience among Forest Department officials in undertaking participatory forms of
conservation made the ecodevelopment processes that were initiated weak in comparison with
the well established practice of maintaining Forest Department authority over forests and
promoting an exclusionary approach. All in all it seems the rhetoric of decentralisation within
ecodevelopment was, in the Nagarahole case, stronger than its practice.

Commentators from across the political spectrum have agreed that in spite of its intentions, the
ecodevelopment scheme at Nagarahole failed to provide solutions to the problems of PA
management (see Karanth 2008, Government of India 2005, Baviskar 2002, Mahanty 2003,
Young 2009, Cheria et al. 1997). It was subsequently scrapped in 2004 following the uncovering
of widespread corruption in the administering of project funds and an increase in logging and
poaching inside park boundaries over its six years (Karanth 2008).

THE EMERGENCE OF AN ADIVASI RIGHTS MOVEMENT
As an example of emerging attempts at “people-centred conservation”, the ICDP program is a
much debated aspect of the shifts in conservation practice that occurred in India during the 1980s
and 1990s. It exists alongside, for example, the rise of joint management of village forests as an
attempt to build support for conservation among rural populations (Jeffrey and Sundar 1999,
Kothari et al. 1996). Local communities within the Nilgiri Biosphere Reserve have however
played a key role in the emergence of a third approach to conservation, one articulated through a
nationwide adivasi rights movement that emerged during the 1990s. One aspect of this broader
political trajectory articulated ideas of community ownership and control over forested land, and
therefore more substantial involvement of disenfranchised rural people in the management of
PAs. The significance of the movements I describe here is that they have done so in a way that
promotes the autonomy and distinctiveness of adivasi culture as the basis for these rights, finding
international support through the rise of Indigenous rights movements during the 1980s.
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In doing so, the long and complex history of adivasi societies, their relationship to mainstream
Indian society and the colonial experience, and the survival of local cultures in these contexts
have been drawn on by some adivasi groups in an attempt to address a new, contemporary set of
problems. The shifting dynamics of how adivasi rights and culture have been articulated in the
course of these campaigns are my key focus in this section. With large tribal populations and
complex local histories, heterogeneity is a feature of social life in the Nilgiri region, although
this is by no means unique. On the contrary it provides us with a more or less representative
example of how local groups have converged under the banner of Indigenous rights as a
legitimate response to conservation displacement. I will focus to a great degree on the Wayanad
Plateau, a district in Kerala that shares its border with the Nagarahole National Park in
Karnataka, as it is a case in point as far as social complexity is concerned, as well as having been
a centre of political activity within this movement. In the context of multiple, ongoing land rights
campaigns among local adivasi groups since at least the 1940s, the establishment of the Wayanad
Wildlife Sanctuary in 1973 has served to add a further layer of complexity to the debate over
social equity among rural populations. Indeed as I will discuss, it has proven generative of new
political alliances among adivasi groups and new articulations of adivasi culture and rights.
Before considering debates surrounding the rights of forest dwelling communities in the context
of the sanctuary, I will first delve into some of the social and historical context.

Popular resistance, land rights and resource politics

Popular resistance to centralised land management regimes in India has a long history —
Rangarajan notes the existence of dissent to Ashoka’s edicts (2001, p8), and poaching in princely
hunting reserves and colonial reserved forests was not uncommon (see Rangarajan 1996). In
general, political authority in the subcontinent, at least since the time of Ashoka, has formed
around central seats of power governing loose conglomerations of regional principalities — the
petty empires of the Maharajas. Each had their own marginal zones in which significant numbers
of people, including the forebears of many of today’s forest dwelling communities, existed often
in isolation and at times in open rebellion against these various empires, be they regional or,
since the Mughals unified the majority of the Indian land mass by force in the 15lh century, for
the most part, centred in Delhi.
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The classic South-East Asian binary with centres of civilisation based on settled agriculture and
trade situated on the coasts and plains, grading into smaller marginal societies living in hilly
forested upland areas, culturally distinct and subsisting on shifting cultivation, hunting and
gathering, while too simple to account for India’s sheer size and complex social history,
nonetheless has some heuristic value in understanding broad historic patterns of affiliation,
accommodation and resistance in this case. Even today distinctions between plains culture and
tribal cultures in the hinterland zones are recognised, and by the same token regional identities
asserting autonomy and cultural legitimacy in the face of Indian nationalism and the centralising
tendencies of the state are prevalent, particularly in the south.

The Wayanad is an upland plateau sitting approximately 800-1000m above the fertile plains of
coastal Kerala, with a mix of fertile agricultural valleys separated by low forested ranges, a great
proportion of which are protected as part of the Wayanad Wildlife Sanctuary that hugs the length
of its northeastern border. Wayanad is home to approximately 800,000 people, of whom roughly
twenty percent are adivasi, the highest proportion in all Kerala’s districts and one of the highest
in India. There are least six different adivasi groups that fit into a loose hierarchy, at times
referred to as its own localised form of caste discrimination.

Kurumas and Kurichyas occupied

the upper rungs of this hierarchy, being landholding agriculturalists. Adiya and Paniya adivasis
have been “slave tribes” for possibly as long as 1300 years, bonded as agricultural labour to
successive waves of colonisers as well as landholding adivasi, until the 1940s (Badami 2010
p.303).74 On the fringes of these settled agricultural societies, Kattunaickers were predominantly
a hunting and gathering group who today mix this with agricultural labouring, nevertheless
maintaining a close association with the forested zones, as do Uralis who are artisan potters
relying on periodic access to clay deposits inside forests to supply their livelihoods
(Nambpoothiri et al. 2006, Kjosavic 2005, Badami 2010). Today these groups often live and
work side by side, although there are also individual settlements for one group or another
scattered throughout the district.

73Even outside of adivasi communities the Wayanad is diverse, with Jain and Chetti communities not found
elsewhere in Kerala, as well as large Hindu, Muslim and Christian populations. For overviews of Wayanad's social
profile, see Nambpoothiri et al. (2006) and Kjosavik (2005).
74 Steur reports that Adiya translates as ‘slave’, and Paniya ‘work’ (2011a: 61).
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Wayanad was a relatively isolated part of India until the 1930s. For centuries it was known to the
outside world mostly for the cardamom, pepper and teak it supplied to external markets, and as
the site of an anti-colonial rebellion in the early 19th century in which adivasis fought for the
embattled Palhazi Raja, a member of the royal family of Kottayam in coastal Kerala who
claimed hereditary rights to Wayanad (see Ravi 2011, Kjosavik 2005 p.31). The 13-year revolt
ultimately failed, and with colonial control enforced in 1805, over the next century the Indian
Forest Act, the Madras Forest Act of 1882 and the Colonial Forest Policy of 1892 integrated
much of the forested land in Wayanad into the state apparatus. Large amounts of commercially
productive forest became subject to severe restrictions on access and resource use by local
communities. This commercialisation of the Wayanad landscape, in combination with the
imposition of land taxes and increased in-migration from coastal areas significantly accelerated a
slow but identifiable process of land alienation, curtailment of resource rights and agrarianism
among Wayanad adivasi that had been occurring since the first recorded in-migrations in the 8th
century AD (see Kjosavik 2005 p. 24-58). This process has only intensified further since
independence, following successive waves of agricultural migrants who moved into Wayanad
after severe food shortages in the heavily populated zones of southern Kerala in the 1940s and
1950s.”

All commentators observe that recorded and oral accounts of adivasi history in Wayanad extend
no further back than the arrival of migrant agriculturalists, and it is generally supposed that
current patterns of social affiliation have sedimented around relations emerging under successive
waves of colonisation, settlement and economic adjustment during this long period (see eg Steur
2011a, 2011b). This reflects aspects of Mahanty’s study of adivasi groups in the neighbouring
Nagarahole National Park, highlighting the importance of historic economic, political and
demographic change in the ‘dynamic processes of self-definition and identity formation’ (2000
p.83-4), as well as in understanding present-day conflicts over park management (see 2003).

Since independence, this southern tribal belt has played a prominent role in a long and highprofile political campaign for adivasi land rights, and perhaps the earliest instance of this
75 See Tharakan (1976) and Joseph (1988) for detailed studies of these migrations.
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occurred in the Wayanad, not so much as an adivasi rights movement, but as a landless peasant
movement identifying with communist ideals. Its connection with broader regional and national
developments since the 1990s has proven significant in the emergence of Indigenous
articulations, but its roots stretch back to at least the 1940s. At this time Communist Party
members from the heavily populated coastal plains in Kerala began recruiting members in the
Wayanad, finding a particular resonance among Adiya communities that were sympathetic to the
party’s broad project of social equity through poverty alleviation and redistribution of land. As
Steur has discussed (2011a, 2011b), this movement for the most part did not foreground its
adivasi identity, and throughout included Dalit76 groups in its coalition. The explicit focus was
on a class identity and transformation of Keralan society according to communist ideology.

In contrast to this movement among the lower “castes” of adivasi society, a parallel political
movement among landholding Kurumans and Kurichyas emerged during the 1950s, in this case
explicitly emphasising the recognition of a distinctive adivasi identity in its platform. This
movement emphasised adivasi culture and identity in the face of the changes in society brought
about by the rapid influx of migrant communities from the plains, many of whom were taking up
land formerly owned by these “upper caste” adivasis (Vinod Krishnan pers. comm., Steur 2011a
p.63-4). Following the Communist Party’s success in the Kerala state elections in 1957,
successive bills were introduced to address land equity, distribution and ownership. The most
important of these from the point of view of the adivasi was the Kerala Scheduled Tribes
(Restriction on Transfer of Lands and Restoration of Alienated Lands) Bill 1975. This act
provided a focus for subsequent land rights campaigns in the 1980s and 1990s, in which adivasi
continually lobbied the state government to enforce its legislation and restore land from migrants
who had either bought it from adivasis or gained ownership rights through strategically clearing
and squatting forested land (see Cheria et al. 1997).77

76Also known as ‘untouchables’, dalits face similar challenges of chronic poverty and social marginalisation. They
are generally considered a part of mainstream Hindu society by virtue of their place within the caste system,
although a minority of activists promote the idea that adivasis and dalits are both descended from pre-Aryan
communities, with advasi being those populations that retreated into the hills and forests away from plains society,
while those who were subsumed into the new mainstream became the dalits, see Steur (2011b)
77 Kjosavik (2005 paper IV) has provided a thorough critique of this particular bill, noting its tendency to treat
Wayanad adivasis as an homogenous entity, thus excluding a majority from asserting their rights, and displaying the
success of settler groups in politically mobilising against the implementation of the act in the first place. While some
Kuruman and Kurichya were able to attain recognition of land ownership through these laws, Adiya, Paniya and

231

Wildlife conservation and land rights

Land rights issues in Wayanad began to undertake some dramatic evolutions with the increasing
prominence of campaigns highlighting the authoritarian nature of wildlife conservation policies
during the 1980s and 1990s. In the local context this was closely related to the experience of
forest dwelling communities in and around the Wayanad Wildlife Sanctuary.

The reserve itself covers 344 square kilometres and is contiguous with Nagarahole and Bandipur
National Parks in Karnataka, and Mudamalai Tiger Reserve in Tamil Nadu, together forming the
largest block of protected forest inside the Nilgiri Biosphere Reserve. It is home to one of the
largest populations of Asian elephants on the Indian landmass, and in providing a buffer zone to
these three Project Tiger-listed reserves it serves an important function in the overall system of
regional conservation reserves, being subject to the restrictions of the WPA through the Kerala
Forest Department.

Over the last 100 years however, the rapid increases in population through in-migration into
Wayanad district have seen a significant amount of habitat disturbance, with only sixty-five
percent of the park now covered by intact forest, the remainder covered by plantation eucalypt
forests and cultivated land that supports the park’s 15,000 residents (Rodgers et al. 2002 p. 363).
Approximately fifty percent of these people rely directly on the sanctuary for fuel wood
collection. NTFP collection is common among resident adivasi groups, and the expansion of
commercial plantation estates and illegal poaching continue to place pressure on habitat quality
and wildlife populations. This has led to persistent human-wildlife conflict in and around the
park, with elephants in particular regularly leaving the forest at night to raid agricultural crops,
and livestock losses to local tiger populations a regular occurrence. Between 1992 and 1994, a
survey was undertaken of resident households inside the sanctuary with the following results:

Kuttunaickan claimants had very little success. The tendency towards Urali mobility across the landscape precluded
filing claims, based as they were on settlement as the basis of ownership.
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93% of sampled households (N=172) perceived no benefit from the Sanctuary. Only
33% of sampled households (N=172) reported supporting the sanctuary, while 29%
did so with reservations, such as receiving adequate compensation for wildlife
damage and improved damage control measures; 29% were opposed to the
Sanctuary and 9% did no express a clear preference. Somewhat paradoxically, 99%
of the sample (N=174) perceived numerous benefits from the Sanctuary’s forests,
and 81% did not think the forests should be replaced with plantations (N=170).
Thus it appears that local communities distinguish between the Sanctuary’s wildlife
and its forests (Rodgers et al. 2002 p. 365).

With such a large proportion of resident groups expressing a sense of total disenfranchisement
from the dominant model of managing the forest as a wildlife sanctuary, itself an aspect of the
broader context of long-term marginalisation of adivasis within the land and resource politics of
Wayanad, it is perhaps not surprising that Wayanad adivasi groups began participating in
political conversations between adivasi communities across the region. As these interactions
began to formalise and intensify, Wayanad came to play a key role in catalysing political change
at the national level, with this recent prominence traceable to a specific moment in time.
In October 1992 a sangamam, or “coming together” was held in Mananthavady, a small town on
the Wayanad plateau. Organised by some of the key players in the Wayanad Adiya communities,
communities from around the region were engaged, with seven jyothi, torch carrying marches,
arriving from around the Wayanad, Kodagu, Gudalur and the Niligiri Hills, and from the Soliga
communities in the BR Hills — all converging on the sangamam for its opening day. Also among
invited guests were delegates from the Indian Confederation of Indigenous and Tribal Peoples in
Delhi, an umbrella group formed in 1987 to promote rights for adivasi as the Indigenous people
of India. As reported by Cheria et al. (1997 p.65-93 also Bindu 2003 ch. 5), this eight-day event
began on October the 12th, exactly 190 years after Kurichiya rebels set ablaze the British East
India Company fort at Panamaram, just 10 kilometres from Mananthavady. The event itself was
to include ‘a national colloquium, exposure to the adivasi situation in Kerala, Karnataka and
Tamil Nadu, a cultural festival, exhibition and mass cultural procession’ (ibid. 1997 p. 68). While
the organisers expected 250 participants, the attendance numbered 1200 adivasi delegates from
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40 different communities spread across 11 states, 300 non-adivasi delegates, as well as 5000
adivasi participants in the cultural festival. Agitation for justice and recognition amongst adivasi
communities had quite clearly been growing and alliances, exchanges and support were now
being actively sought.

The sangamam of 1992 is in many ways a unique opportunity to track the emergence of a
distinctive regional adivasi identity, at least amongst more active and public figures, significantly
tied to the notion of being the Indigenous people of India. While it couldn’t be considered wholly
representative of the communities who sent delegates, even those back in the villages who saw
things differently were swept up by it. The sangamam came at a crucial time and paved the way
for alliances and collaborations that would shape adivasi politics significantly in years to come.

Cheria et al. are so far the only commentators to have considered the sangamam in any depth,
providing a partisan though quite detailed account of the land rights movement in this region
during the 1980s and 1990s. Based on their experiences as participating activists, they describe
the movement involving ‘self-affirmation, self-assertion [and] unification’ as ‘quite historic’,
with the sangamam described as ‘one of the most visible events’ that has occurred, ‘a product of
many years of untiring work by many dedicated people — both adivasi and non-adivasi — and
global processes’.78 They have provided a useful account of the sangamam's activities and
resolutions, as well as some reactions from local non-adivasi onlookers.79

The chairperson of the sangamam organising committee was an Adiya woman from a small
colony outside of Manathavady by the name of C.K. Janu. She introduced the national
colloquium by reminding the delegates of the historic struggle in Wayanad 190 years ago, as well
as drawing attention to the UN’s recent declaration that 1993 would be the International Year of
78 These quotes are taken from the back cover of this self-published volume.
79 In this regard it is worth noting that both the Communist Party of Kerala and the Hindu fundamentalist BJP
actively campaigned against the sangamam. One of the latter’s chief criticisms was that it intended to wean away
adivasis from the mainstream of society (Cheria et al. 1997: 82-3). In terms of the evidence we have at our disposal,
this allegation could be considered somewhat to be the case, at least in so far as the sangamam hoped to realign
Indian society so that adivasis could self-govem and live independently of traditional social and political
hierarchies. By the same token the event itself had the support of a number of state and central government
departments, so we are justified in considering its radicalism to be more of the democratic reformist than the militant
revolutionary variety.
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Indigenous People. Her colleague K.T. Subramaniam, a Gudalur adivasi, cast the significance of
the event in contrast to another commemoration, that of Columbus landing in the New World
exactly 500 years ago to the day — an event which ‘saw the beginning of centuries of ethnocide
and colonisation of Indigenous people of the world’ (ibid. p.75). The declarations made by the
sangamam itself were wide ranging, and many were targeted at quite specific issues, reading as
political demands and advocacy rather than statements of identity as such. Some do offer us
insight as to the ways adivasi activists saw their communities in the context of the broader ebb
and flow of Indian society, especially in relation to contrasting relationships and values
surrounding forests. From the point of view of our discussion on conservation, the following
emerge as relevant resolutions:

Culture and Identity: The survival of adivasis can be realized only if they survive
as distinct peoples. The preservation and strengthening of adivasi culture and
identity is an essential prerequisite to this. This is to be given due recognition by the
government, development agencies and the people at large...

Forests: The adivasis are a part of the forest. This fact needs to be recognized and
the forest laws need to be amended to give explicit recognition to the rights of the
adivasis to their forests. The right and responsibility to protect the forest should be
vested with the adivasi of the area. The destruction of the forest should be stopped.
The adivasis should be given the exclusive right of the forest. At least 50% of the
posts in the Forest Department should be reserved for adivasis.

Land: The concept of private ownership of land is alien to adivasi tradition. The
lands that have been alienated and thus lost to the adivasis, as well as their erstwhile
common lands, should be restored to the lawful owners... The landless adivasis
must be provided with 1-2 hectares of land. This process must be completed in 3
years...
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Employment: The right to the forest produce would generate substantial
employment. Ecorestoration and afforestation programs should be entrusted to the
adivasis...

Short term: ...The eviction and displacement of adivasis for development projects,
both by the public and private sectors should cease.80

Steur’s (2011a, 2011b) exploration of four emergent identities among Wayanad adivasi activists
draws attention to the complex, overlapping and sometimes contradictory nature of these
discourses, something the above resolutions also display. On the other hand, her point that the
international discourse on Indigenous rights provided a new framework to identify with, no
matter how qualified their sense of belonging was in relation to its tropes and dominant
stereotypes, is well made, and perhaps the most significant aspect of this heterogeneity.

As almost every observer notes, Adiya and Paniya are in many ways the least likely of adivasi
groups in the South to be seen as living a stereotypically “Indigenous” lifestyle, living as
sedentary agricultural labourers. Within the diversity of adivasi communities in South India
though, it has equally been noted that the image of the noble savage has had a good long run in
adivasi representations, and as displayed here, in self-representations. In this sense Steur’s
observation of the tendency for adivasis to position themselves as responsible environmental
stewards, reworking the past and its tropes to project a vision of future adivasi land management,
is extremely useful (2011a). Yet for this to be credible, a sense of common identity needed first
to be constructed, and it was the focus on defining indigeneity in terms of the shared experience
of colonialism and exploitation at the hands of alien political forces which bonded the many
groups within these alliances. In doing so, the scope of this identity-based political movement
was open to those like the Adiya who no longer live an obviously, or perhaps stereotypically,
Indigenous lifestyle. In this sense, Steur (2011a) makes an important point, arguing that this shift
represents a broadening of the focus of adivasi land politics beyond a locally oriented tribalism
to a broader transformative agenda she calls “indigenism”.
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Importantly in the context of this chapter, it was the maintenance of a broad critique of the
political system as leading to the disempowerment and economic marginalisation of adivasi
groups across the region that formed the basis of this critique of forest management practices. In
the context of the role PAs for conservation have played in the recent history of the relationship
between the state and disenfranchised, marginal social groups, it is perhaps unsurprising that
these political events contributed to the already well established theme of adivasi alienation at
the hands of the state Forest Department — not necessarily as the only injustice suffered by them
now or historically, but certainly as a prevailing one with an identifiable, traceable and evidently
colonialist history (see eg Bindu 2003 ch.5). Once these many groups from across the region
were united against a common enemy, their demands began to reflect the dynamics of this
conflict, posing adivasis as not only the victims of Forest Department policies, but indeed
promoting their ways of life as a legitimate and ideally autonomous alternative to this status quo.

It was in this context that Wayanad adivasi activists and their supporters, in 2003, camped in the
Muthanga Wildlife Sanctuary and determined not to leave until their demands for land justice
were met. With tents, 25 kilos of rice each, and a checkpoint at the forest entrance, 200 people
set up a makeshift camp in a clearing inside the sanctuary. Weaving the issue of the landless and
subjugated adivasi peasantry into the stereotypical image of the noble savage, and linking it to
the conservation agenda, protest leader C.K. Janu asked the world ‘Are we not a part of the
environment? Do only the wild animals need a habitat? How long can we remain without our
own habitat?’ A writer in The Hindu had their own queries, wondering whether such a
• • 8 1
confrontational strategy would ultimately prove suicidal.
When police moved in after a two-

month vigil, the journalist was proven tragically right, with at least two deaths and many
hospitalisations the result of violent clashes. 82

The demand for the government to issue each adivasi family with two acres of land that was part
of the sangamam resolutions was restated here, and has been the subject of some discussion in
the literature on land rights. Media commentators wondered if it was wise that, seemingly all of a

81 The Hindu, 16/3/2003 ‘A Suicidal Strategy?’
82 This official toll was hotly debated at the time, with claims that many more in fact died emerging from adivasi
accounts reported by Roy (2003).
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sudden, adivasis had ceased to lobby the Kerala state government to implement the 1975 land
rights legislation, and now sought two acres for each adivasi family, regardless of which group
they belonged to or their history of land ownership (eg Krishnakumar 2003). In this sense, the
shift from a class struggle orientation towards an Indigenous rights orientation is a significant
moment.

What such a transformation offered was the possibility of forging new alliances and linkages
between adivasi groups that historically occupied different levels within local social hierarchies.
In the Wayanad case, landholding Kuramans and Kurichyas were now protesting alongside their
former slaves, the Adiya and Paniya. Such alliances appeared incongruous to many involved in
the protests, as did the notion of identifying strongly with an adivasi identity in the first place,
rather than one that foregrounded class identity. Steur reports the opinions of two members of the
Adivasi Gothra Maha Sabha (AGMS), the political organisation founded by C.K. Janu and her
activist colleagues:

“Adivasi? That’s just something the government calls us. We’re actually Paniya” , is
what a Paniya woman told me. Another told me, “ I don’t know what it means,
adivasi, but I know Kurichiyas are not adivasis because they are not like us, they
are not poor” (2011a p.60).

Nonetheless members of these different groups participated in the AGMS’s activities and
protests, and with the crackdown at Muthanga became the subject of widespread scrutiny and
debate at the national level.

In taking up the notion of an adivasi identity and adopting the framework of Indigenous rights,
activists attempted to shift local articulations of identity in Kerala away from a purely class
based politics. In doing so they forged new and unlikely alliances among different groups who
had a degree of historical antagonism. That the fractured and indistinct notion of indigeneity that
emerged was at times an incongruous fit with local social realities makes its adoption as a
discourse all the more interesting, and the dissipation of the local alliances in Wayanad following
the Muthanga protest highlights the fact that the term adivasi, and moreover its conflation with
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globally circulating ideas of “Indigenous people”, cannot be taken for granted as an
unproblematic marker of social identity among the those groups in southern India. For the
present moment I point to Steur’s observation that the ambiguities inherent in notions of the
Indigenous, far from being a drawback, in fact allow for a ‘dynamic set of interpretations in
which local specificities can become part, however uncomfortable sometimes, of wider frames of
reference and where political vision overrides the short-term preoccupation with claiming
benefits on the basis of an exclusive identity’ (2011a p.63). In the case of the Wayanad
movements, what is crucial for our current discussion is that these identities formed the basis of
alternative visions for forest management that fundamentally critiqued the established political
framework, and posed the rights and culture of present-day adivasi communities as the basis for
an alternative framework.

MUTHANGA, SARISKA AND THE FOREST RIGHTS ACT — CRISIS AND
REFORMATION

The Muthanga incident, as it came to be known, contributed to bringing to national attention a
common point — India’s forests were in crisis and almost no one was happy about it. After the
crackdown at Muthanga, C.K. Janu briefly became a figurehead for the movement, as well as
attracting much criticism and provoking heated debate. Nobel Prize-winning novelist Arundhati
Roy published an open letter to A.K. Anthony, Chief Minister of Kerala, accusing him of having
‘blood on his hands’ (Roy 2003 p.l). Despite the violence at Muthanga, which came to be
recognised as coming from both police and protesters, the momentum for nationwide recognition
of forest dwellers’ rights nonetheless grew. Widespread evictions in 2002-3 across central India
mobilised many other communities, and the development of new national alliances of adivasi
groups, such as the umbrella group Campaign for Survival and Dignity, contributed to the
broadening of the movement and the linking of local groups in wider networks and conversations
(see Campaign for Survival and Dignity 2003).

If there was ever any doubt about the urgency of these issues from the point of view of
conservationists, this was most certainly cleared up when, in 2005, poaching in Rajasthan’s
Sariska Tiger Reserve led to the disappearance of its entire tiger population. This is the context in
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which the Tiger Task Force Report 2005 (Government of India 2005) was commissioned. It
represents what can be considered a relatively balanced and officially sanctioned view of both
the history of Indian tiger conservation and the problems it faces today. It was produced neither
by environmental nor social justice activists, but by some of India’s leading scientists and
environmental historians (including Madhav Gadgil) at the request of the central government.
Given this, its conclusions are particularly interesting.

While it retained in its recommendations the need for inviolate areas to protect breeding tiger
populations, central to its analysis and recommendations were also the relationships of forest
dwellers to PAs. After pointing to a map showing ‘the 150 poorest districts of India; the fact that
these are also constitutionally designated Schedule V areas (areas primarily inhabited by tribals);
and the fact that these are prime “tiger districts’” (Government of India 2005 p. vi), the report
goes on to recommend a ‘paradigm change’ (p.21) which involves a shift from a sole focus on
protecting breeding tiger populations to recognising three core factors influencing the current
situation — tiger populations, forest cover and local communities. The authors argue that without
addressing the livelihood needs of local communities and the continued loss of dense forest
cover across the landscape, the protection of existing tiger populations in their current home
ranges will see the long-term decline of the species. Such processes also occurred amid the
backdrop of successive Supreme and High Court judgements directing central and state
governments to settle rights claims within PAs in 1998 and to uphold bans on collection of
NTPFs inside wildlife sanctuaries in 2005.

Responding to these multiple and converging crises, the central government initiated a two-year
long process of consultations and hearings that led to the passing of the Scheduled Tribes and
Other Traditional Forest Dwellers (Recognition of Forest Rights) Act, 2006 (FRA). Broadly
speaking, the FRA is designed to redress the historic lack of recognition of rights for forest
dwelling people since forested lands were vested with the state under successive colonial and
post-colonial forest laws. While it could be argued that the FRA is a purely legal document
addressing these rights at law, as I have attempted to demonstrate, it is politically and socially
connected to processes of conflict and contestation over land management that have been driven
by conservationists and foresters alike as actors promoting the state appropriation of land (see
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Sarin and Springate-Baginski 2010). In recognising these pre-existing rights, the FRA aims to
‘restor[e] the enclosed commons to communities and private land to individual cultivators’ (ibid,
p. 4). It does this by allowing for claims to individual ownership of land based on occupation, as
well as community ownership and rights, such as the exclusive right to harvest NTFPs in certain
areas or to manage land collectively. However complicated the reality of asserting and gaining
rights under the FRA has proven to be, the distinction between these broad forms of rights is
relevant to our discussion.

Individual rights can be claimed on the basis of occupation and cultivation — up to four hectares
of land can be claimed by any forest dweller who was cultivating that land as of March 1st, 2005.
Others who can prove occupation for three generations or 75 years are also able to file individual
claims. In many ways this first mechanism reflects a similar, though not identical, agenda to the
demands made by adivasi at the sangamam and at Muthanga to grant land to adivasi regardless
of histories of prior occupation. Although the FRA does not provide land to those who cannot
prove either prolonged occupation or cultivation, significantly it does not tie individual rights to
a specific cultural identity. So while it is well understood that adivasi would be the main
beneficiaries of the FRA, other forest dwellers could also claim rights if they could provide the
required proof of occupation and cultivation.

Community rights in the act have a more cultural orientation, with a community forest resource
defined as ‘customary common forest land within traditional or customary boundaries of the
village or seasonal use of landscape in the case of pastoral communities, including reserve
forests, protected forests and PAs such as Sanctuaries and National Parks to which the
community had traditional access’ (Forest Rights Act part 2a). Again community rights can be
claimed by forest dwellers who are not members of a scheduled tribe, however the use of the
terms customary and traditional, as opposed to, say, historic, imply a relationship of claimants to
a specific community that exists in contrast to urban and rural agricultural society regarding their
established values and practices over time. It takes for granted that many forest dwelling
communities exist to a large degree in contrast to mainstream society, and confers a right based
on that assumed social, economic and political difference. Such rights could not, for example, be
granted to migrant settlers in Wayanad, even though they too exist within traditions and are
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bound by certain customs, and imply a form of culturalism that mirrors the tropes of international
Indigenous rights discourses. These include the emphasis on particular forms of historic
precedence and cultural specificity as a basis of rights to land and resources, and an attendant
focus on the relations these minority cultures have with the environment. This is again implied in
the provisions of the FRA that allow for the Tight of access to biodiversity and community right
to intellectual property and traditional knowledge related to biodiversity and cultural diversity’
(Forest Rights Act section 3k).

Crucially, the FRA also specifies that no rights holders may be relocated from critical tiger and
critical wildlife habitats without an open and transparent process of scientific assessment that
determines the need for removal and the inability for co-existence. Moreover, permission for
relocation can only be granted with the written consent of the local Gram Sabha, the same
village-level governing body that acts on behalf of claimants in recording and processing rights
claims and assists in determining these claims (see FRA section 4).

While it is still too early to fully evaluate the success or failure of the FRA as a vehicle for the
recognition of adivasi rights, what is clear is that it has already contributed to a major process of
‘redefining biodiversity conservation’ (Dash 2010 p.33). While such processes had arguably
begun with the instigation of joint management and village forest programs in the 1980s as well
as biosphere reserves and ecodevelopment in the 1990s, the FRA has for the first time
established a broad legal mandate conferring ownership of lands to forest dwelling communities
based on local cultural associations, and requiring the consent of local and community
governance bodies for major conservation initiatives. This includes notification and enforcement
of critical wildlife and tiger habitats. This amounts to a situation that, at least at the legal and
policy level, provides the possibility for power sharing and decentralisation within the
conservation estate, based on adivasi challenges to the fundamental basis of its governance —
the authority of the Forest Department.

This new conservation landscape is best illustrated by developments in the Biligiri Rangaswamy
Temple Wildlife Sanctuary (BRTWS), where on October 2nd 2011 Soliga people were granted
community rights over an area that since January 2011 has been a Project Tiger reserve (see
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Mandal et al. 2010, Vasundhara and Kalpraviksh 2012). This recognition has come after renewed
campaigning among Soliga following a Supreme Court ruling in 2005 that prevented them from
harvesting NTFPs inside the sanctuary. With sixty percent of their livelihood deemed illegal
under the WPA and their ability to exercise stewardship over lands through participating in wild
fruit monitoring programs curtailed, calls for greater recognition of rights, as well as Soliga
relations to the landscape, surfaced once more. Mindful of the deeper history of land
appropriation that the WPA sits within, the many changes in forest ecology that have occurred in
BRTWS since traditional land management practices were banned in 1974, and the social politics
associated with these changes, Soliga leaders began seeking a greater and more direct role in
forest management:

‘Aren’t we, the native dwellers of the forests who have been practising litter-fires,
managing to conserve biodiversity? What have the so-called civilized urban
dwellers contributed to it? You have prevented fires, promoted growth of weeds,
increased the rate of disease and destroyed the health of the forests. The Soliga, who
are the natives and the true children of the forest, are not responsible for today’s
degraded forest cover. It is only civilized folks with their law and policy who have
contributed to the destruction of forests.’ (Achuge Gowda, quoted in Mandal et al.
2010 p.268)

A crucial aspect of this process has been the mapping of ethnographic information about land
ownership, access and sacred sites across the landscape, explicitly drawing on experiences of
counter-mapping undertaken outside of India to guide this process of documenting and asserting
rights over land (see Mandal et. al p.265-7).

‘The official map makes us invisible. It recognises forest roads, and bungalows, but
does not mark our sacred sites. This is our map that has evidence of our presence in
the landscape. We must circulate this map widely amongst the government and
ourselves.’ (Sidde Gowda, quoted in Mandal et al. 2010 p.270).
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That the Soliga now have community rights over sixty percent of the park places the Forest
Department’s stated intention, indeed its legal obligation, to remove the remaining twelve Soliga
villages in a significantly compromised position. The Forest Department policy of offering
financial compensation and relocation assistance to communities subject to removal has offered
some positive experiences in spite of widespread opposition (eg Pinjarkar 2012), and it is
possible some Soliga will be willing to take such offers should they be made. Those who wish to
remain may well be able to assert their right to stay, but the extent of cooperation that will come
from the Forest Department in developing alternative livelihoods and management programs is
open to question, given a long history of antagonism. On the other hand some local forest
officials have at different times been supportive of calls for community oriented conservation
programs to be developed, so the current situation does as much to reveal the complex internal
politics within the Karnataka Forest Department as it does to demonstrate the shifts in the legal
landscape surrounding conservation. While it is still too early to say then whether established
Forest Department policies in favour of relocation will be entirely derailed, or indeed to what
extent the rights granted will bring greater collaboration over land management, the situation at
hand nonetheless presents an unprecedented situation in Indian legal and conservation history.

Critics of the Forest Rights Act

To gain a broader sense of both the opposition to the FRA, and the limitations that may provide a
degree of flexibility in its enforcement, and therefore allow us to understand the positioning of
various agendas in relation to it, it is worth noting some of the public criticisms that have been
made.

Among the most vocal critics of the FRA have been some of India’s oldest and best known
conservation lobby groups as well the Central Forest Department. Both are opposed to including
PAs within the scope of the FRA during the initial consultation period (Asian Indigenous and
Tribal Peoples Network 2006 p. 1, Sarin and Springate-Baginski 2010 p. 27). In 2007 joint
claims were filed in the Supreme Court of India by the Bombay Natural History Society, the
Wildlife Protection Society of India, Wildlife First and the Conservation Action Trust in an
attempt to prevent the notification of the FRA in law, and against amendments to the WPA that
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allowed for the changes the FRA brought to tiger conservation measures. These groups
‘claim[ed] that co-existence between human beings and wild animals “is a myth, based on
utopian visions, deriving its sustenance on folklore”... arguing that references to the rights of
forest dwellers amounts to supporting encroachers; implying that safeguards against arbitrary
resettlement of local people inherently violate the precautionary principle and “public trust” in
PAs... and claiming that, “if co-existence was feasible, wild animals, ages ago, would have been
domesticated just as horses, dogs and pigs’” (cited in Campaign for Survival and Dignity 2007a
p. 1 see also 2007b). The Retired Foresters Association also filed public litigation claims in at
least 10 states, attempting to block implementation of the FRA as it ‘encouraged illegal
encroachment and destroyed the ecosystem’ (Giri 2010 p. 8).

Meanwhile the central Forest Department circumvented established procedure as well as the new
provisions of these acts, notifying at least five new critical tiger habitats and adding significantly
to other core habitat areas in 2007, fasttracking relocation of communities inside these areas.
These actions were subsequently proven to be illegal due to the FRA not yet being in place, and
while new areas were denotified, additions to existing inviolate zones stood despite their
illegality (Sarin and Springate-Baginski 2010 p. 27 see also CSD 2007c). It was not until
February 2011, three years after the act was notified into law, that the central Forest Department
wrote to its state counterparts directing them to abide by the FRA in identifying critical tiger
habitats and determining procedures for relocations (Government of India 2011b). These are just
a few of the many examples of resistance and criticism of the FRA that came from conservation
quarters, and in this regard conservation NGOs and government bodies proved to be equally
vocal.

In contrast to the FRA, the criticisms from NGOs mentioned above amounted to a dismissal of
the culturalist argument as a basis for forest dwellers rights. Even if their position does not
explicitly negate the idea of cultural difference in relation to forest dwelling communities, it does
place the recognition of these cultures as a lesser priority than nature conservation. This is in
spite of the fact that the Bombay Natural History Society (BNHS) and the Wildlife Protection
Society of India are both members of the IUCN, which supports a wide variety of community
conservation models including rights-based approaches. The BNHS in particular is a signatory of
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the IUCN’s Durban Accord, which states a ‘commitment to the integral relationship of people
with PAs.... [and] to involve local communities, Indigenous and mobile peoples in the creation,
proclamation and management of PAs’ (International Union for the Conservation of Nature 2003
p. 222), a contradiction that was not lost on these groups detractors (see eg Campaign for
Survival and Dignity 2007a p. 2). Indeed this stance taken against the FRA would also appear to
contradict the position of the 2005 Tiger Task Force Commission, given that the Preamble of the
FRA maps out an almost identical approach, promoting the “paradigm shift” by stating that
‘recognised rights ... include the responsibilities and authority for sustainable use, conservation
of biodiversity and maintenance of ecological balance ... thereby strengthening the conservation
regime of the forests while ensuring livelihood and food security’ (FRA Part 2 Section 1).

Criticisms of the FRA have also come from many of its supporters, not only for the fact that
aspects of the initial draft were altered in the course of political negotiations prior to it being
passed, but furthermore due to certain ambiguities in the Act itself that, it is argued, leave the Act
open to interpretation in certain significant ways. Sarin and Springate-Baginski (2010) provide a
useful analysis of the terms and definitions of the FRA, highlighting a number of ambiguities
that have created confusion. Among those is the relationship of the FRA to pre-existing
legislation, for while section 4(1) states that the FRA vests rights ‘notwithstanding anything
contained in any other law for the time being in force’, it also states in section 13 that ‘the
provisions of this Act shall be in addition to and not in derogation of the provisions of any other
law for the time being in force.’ As well as creating a perception of uncertainty over exactly
which Act holds sway where the overlap of forest rights claims and critical wildlife habitats
occurs, it has also left certain questions about this process unanswered:

‘Although the law makes it clear that rights must also be recognised in all wildlife
sanctuaries and national parks, it does not clarify how the provisions of other
existing forest and wildlife conservation laws may be applicable to the exercising of
the recognised rights’ (Sarin and Springate-Baginski 2010 p.17).

Among other things, such ambiguities have led to situations where ‘Forest Departments are
continuing to prepare forest “working plans” as if the FRA does not exist’ with the potential for
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this to ‘lead to conflict with the management plans developed by Gram Sabhas for the areas
recognised as community forest resources under the FRA’ (ibid. p.17). Such criticisms have
come in tandem with widespread documentation of arbitrary dismissals of claims in Pas (AITPN
2012 p.14-15, Council for Social Development 2010 p.2), an unwillingness from Forest
Department officials to institute statutory committees that are outside of direct Forest
Department control (AITPN 2012 p. 15, Council for Social Development p.1-2), and a general
recognition in the media and from influential members of the Forest Department that state and
district-level officials are actively opposing the legislative processes laid down for rights
recognition.83

Notwithstanding a few moderate voices arguing that multiple agendas as large as wildlife
conservation and forest dwellers rights simply cannot be achieved through one piece of
legislation (eg Madhusudan 2005), the situation now exists where regardless of the precise
mechanisms of the FRA, ‘the bigger issue is whose interpretation of the Act will prevail.
Whether it will be taken up and implemented according to its spirit, or rather whether the terms
will be interpreted narrowly to divert the intent’ (Sarin and Springate-Baginski 2010 p. 27).

CULTURES AND CONSERVATION IN PERSPECTIVE

That the FRA is a landmark piece of legislation, providing legal rights to forest dwelling adivasi
for the first time is beyond contention. With its wide application over the state’s conservation
estate, it represents a potential framework for realising a community approach to conservation
that is explicitly based on adivasi rights and cultural practices. Whether that will prove sufficient
to fundamentally alter the course of Indian conservation practice is less clear, both in terms of
whether the Forest Department will engage in genuine power sharing arrangements, or indeed if
traditional cultures will prove to offer a more effective basis for achieving conservation goals in
the contemporary setting. While there are indications that both of these outcomes could well
prove the case, the complicated politics surrounding land management and the difficulties of
implementing both the FRA and participatory approaches to conservation will provide major

83 See eg The Hindu ‘States get the rap for delay in implementation of Forest Act’ 5/6/12, ‘Jairam calls for paradigm
shift in forest management’ 4/1/11
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hurdles. At least as far as identifying the dynamics of the cultural politics that have informed the
present situation, reflecting on the state of the three approaches to conservation outlined in this
chapter certainly seems worthwhile.

Within the conservation establishment, be that civil society, the scientific academy or the
bureaucracy, an initial divide might be identified between those willing to embrace the
“paradigm change”, supporting a more collaborative and community-based model for PAs, and
those who maintain loyalty to the “fortress conservation” approach. Those embracing change can
be unproblematically considered contributors to a re-valuation of conservation in a new setting,
responding directly to the claims and contestations of local and Indigenous communities over
PAs, as well as to the perceived inadequacies of the “fortress conservation” model in the Indian
setting. This is a clear transformation of the culture of conservation in response to the unique
circumstances India offers, promoting the development of an Tndian model of conservation’
(Government of India 2005 p.22) and articulating values that run counter to the dominant
historical trends of global protected area management.

This dominant historical trend, following the Yellowstone model, has however maintained a high
level of support in India, and culturally speaking the backdrop of colonial and pre-colonial forest
management casts such resistance to contemporary currents of change in a curious light. As one
conservation scientist put it to me in an informal meeting, it’s not so much that India simply
adopted conservation values en bloc from the West, but that Western conservation values and
practice proved to dovetail to a large degree with already established patterns of politics, culture
and land management in Indian society.84 In vesting power over PAs with the state,
conservationists have continued a long tradition of prioritising elite access to forest lands, at the
direct expense of those who live in, depend on, and even protect India’s forests. In the current
light, such a position appears far less socially progressive than its image would generally have
one believe. Deliberately or not, the conservation agenda that has frequently opposed itself to
industrial development, and therefore seen itself as an agent of social change, has in this case
contributed to the maintenance of patterns surrounding land politics and social relations that
extend at least as far back as the British acquisition of forested lands in the 19th century, and
84 Kartik Shanker pers.comm. Dec 2011
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arguably further back in many cases. In tandem with a tendency to refer actively to the past to
find its ideal models for PA management, such opposition is revealed to be highly wedded to its
traditions, both those within Indian society and in global conservation practice. Such a
description is more often reserved for those Indigenous societies who have, incidentally,
contributed to highlighting and sharpening this distinction. Given that Indigenous articulations
have directly challenged the dominance of this model of PA management and resulted in a new
legal landscape for conservation, loyalty to the fortress conservation approach can be considered
far less innocent than perhaps it might have been in the “heady days” of the 1960s and 1970s —
today no one can be surprised with protests and resistance to evictions, and conservationists
championing such policies are indeed enacting their own re-valuation of conservation culture in
a new setting, re-asserting the primacy of traditional modes of practice.

Such a sense of polarisation however is not entirely accurate and, as the ecodevelopment scheme
demonstrates, there are many conservationists who, while not necessarily arguing for a wholesale
transfer of forested lands to Indigenous and local ownership, have nonetheless offered up models
of community-based conservation attempting to engage with the practicalities of achieving
conservation in the heavily populated and impoverished rural India. Arguably, these models have
been driven by the practical demands of innovations in conservation science, and in some cases
by the priorities of multi-national conservation funding bodies, as much as social justice and
ethical demands. In an article surveying a number of ICDP projects, Horwich and Lyon (2007
p.377) note ICDPs have maintained a stance where local communities are seen as the problem,
rather than the solution. Insofar as the Nagarahole experience is concerned, this appeared to be
fatal to the success of ecodevelopment. In light of an alternative political support base, the failure
of ecodevelopment to question the entrenched power relations within Nagarahole left it looking
like a poor option for those local communities seeking a more secure economic future, and
recognition for their in-principle demands for social equity and land justice. Nevertheless the
community-based approach still offers potential, and the continuing efforts of promoters of the
Biosphere Reserves approach in establishing people’s biodiversity registers in the Nilgiri region,
for example, at least demonstrates that one need not be an out-and-out supporter of the
Indigenous rights campaigns in order to promote more ethical and socially sustainable
approaches to conservation (see eg Gadgil 2005a, 2005b).
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The alternative political support base in this case was of course the growing regional and
national campaigns calling for adivasi land rights, itself the political vehicle for an alternative
political vision of forest governance in India, and thus a major catalyst for re-valuations of
conservation culture. As I have explored in the Wayanad case, the shifting patterns of
identification and cultural articulations that have occurred within these campaigns are complex
and significant phenomena. The rise of Indigenous rights discourses has been taken up by many
of the more politicised adivasi groups across India, and while its influence is now undeniable, a
broad consensus about the degree to which its tropes and stereotypes correlate with the social
reality of life in rural India remains elusive. Nonetheless adivasi activists have self-consciously
adopted and reworked the global discourse on Indigenous rights, with its value due far less to a
sense of academic historical accuracy than its ability to unite disparate and sometimes
antagonistic groups under a relatively unified banner. As the Wayanad case shows, shifting
towards an Indigenous discourse proved strategic for some groups, allowing pre-existing
alliances to remain while encompassing new connections and engaging in wider spheres of
power at the regional and national levels.
If the FRA has provoked legislative changes that provide a form of official sanction to the idea
that specific notions of cultural difference confer rights over forested lands, then this is certainly
not all that it has done. Insofar as the democratisation of independent India is an ongoing process
(see Sivaramakrishnan 2002), the FRA represents a nationwide attempt to confer what might be
considered a broad plan of affirmative action as far as legislating adivasi rights are concerned,
and thus a thoroughly progressive piece of legislation in terms of social justice and democratic
rights. Such arguments are also valid as far as developments in international conservation are
concerned, with an increasing focus on the rights of local people within PAs. This is reflected in
the development of IUCN categories that incorporate local cultural and economic relationships to
place, representing its most recent and arguably most progressive developments.

In contrast then to the protectionist lobby in India, who embody conservative social and political
values, even as they promote themselves as agents of change, adivasi communities who in some
cases have traditionally lived in hierarchical and thoroughly non-egalitarian societies, have
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proven to be highly adaptive. They are providing visions of indigeneity capable of moving
beyond exclusivist or tribally oriented notions of identity, and forging alliances that articulate
with broader currents of change within Indian society. It can be argued that adivasi peoples have
taken a stance that is socially progressive, embodying democratic and egalitarian values as they
promote their traditions as legitimate and effective within the conservation setting.

State-based, exclusionary forms of conservation have been trialled in India for some 40 years
now, with perhaps a limited measure of success from the point of view of conservation. It
appears that it is instead the political efforts of adivasi communities that are creating the greatest
possibilities for innovation and novel forms of collaboration in the contemporary conservation
setting. PAs declared on Indigenous-owned lands outside of India are proving to have
considerable social and economic benefits while achieving effective conservation outcomes. This
situation certainly lends encouragement to the idea that through the FRA, India’s conservation
establishment has the opportunity laid before it to enter into new collaborations that may well
transform its fortunes into the future.
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CHAPTER EIGHT

PASSING THROUGH THE KALEIDOSCOPE: SOME
CONCLUSIONS IN AN APPLIED SETTING
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Exploring just five of the 160,000 registered PAs in existence today, the diversity of experiences
across this vast network of reserves is evident. To take the Indonesian cases presented here, even
within the same country and among communities experiencing similar broad issues in relation to
the state and wider society, the particular nature of local expressions of culture and negotiations
around PAs can be so different as to preclude a unified view of their situations. It is only possible
to do so by encompassing these differences within a more general framework that attempts to
account for diversity as part of its basic outlook. The region-wide concept of adat is one such
framework, on a more abstract level again is the analogy of the kaleidoscope — a refractor and a
reflector, an object which does not change fundamentally the substance that passes through it,
but transforms it, and is in turn itself transformed.

Understanding the diversity and complexity of the social and political spaces within which PAs
are constituted — the refractors and reflectors — involves understanding the spaces themselves
as fields of multiple possibilities subject to the inventive play of social imaginations, and
constituted within overlapping fields of power, each the product of specific histories. As a
protected area is established, it too becomes part of these histories, itself realigning the
configuration of the spaces. Given that multiple parties with a theoretically limitless array of
social and political configurations, histories and values are conjoined within each space, the
undoubtedly fascinating complexity of the conservation endeavour on a global scale becomes
apparent.

The practice of conservation generally speaking is thus implicated in broader processes of social
and political transformation. When placed in this light, modem conservation, with its flagship of
state-legislated and enforced PAs, is revealed as one aspect of a characteristically Western,
industrialised culture that has entered into a creative dialogue with non-Western societies that
today are involved in quite complex processes of cultural interaction and exchange both with the
West, amongst each other, and internally. Preservation, to take an example, might make little
sense in many other of these contexts, as indeed has proven at times to be the case. Science too
presents as only one possible albeit influential mode of engagement, interpretation and
evaluation. Conservation exists as an aspect of social and political processes that, both in :erms
of the societies it arose in and those it has penetrated into, encompass, and at times are perhaps
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much more deeply connected to, particular ideas and patterns of power, economy, aesthetics,
religion and culture.

This study is therefore an eclectic and varied view of what conservation initiatives are and can
be, highlighting if nothing else that conservation today is arguably as diverse as the many
communities with which it must interact and negotiate. In exploring these dynamics of
transformation and interaction, I seek initially to highlight two broad developments as significant
for the practice of conservation. Firstly I identify recent shifts in PA models that arguably take
conservation practice beyond a standoff between Western and non-Westem views of nature,
culture, history, heritage and conservation, with PAs in a number of cases an increasingly bicultural entity. The second aspect I highlight is the transformations of particular cultures through
their interactions with PAs. This includes the many shifts in the articulation and practice of local
traditions as they are applied to novel settings and wider spheres of power, as well as the notion
of an evolving conservation culture. 1 also discuss examples that, while yet to embody a
movement beyond this “cultural divide” between Western and non-Westem varieties of
conservation, nonetheless offer the possibility of doing so through the culturally specific
responses of local communities to the declarations of PAs.

BEYOND THE CULTURAL DIVIDE? HYBRID PROTECTED AREAS AND
CONSERVATION CULTURE

Recent transformations in the context of PAs have arguably begun to see conservation practice
move beyond a standoff between Western and non-Westem views of nature, culture, history,
heritage and conservation, with PAs in a number of cases an increasingly bi-cultural entity. In
this sense, the emergence of cultural difference as a key theme in the conservation setting, with
PAs being for a sustained period the subjects of cultural analysis and indeed a site for interaction
and exchange between diverse social groups, has resulted in novel forms of PAs that reflect the
diverse cultural legacies of the actors involved. In this sense, PAs have become the product, not
merely the subject, of intercultural engagement. I highlight two mechanisms by which these
transformations have occurred — collaboration and contestation.
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Transformation of PAs through collaboration

In the cases of co-management in Australia and the application of customary law in East
Kalimantan, Indonesia, extensive collaboration between different social groups has led to novel
forms of protected area management. In the Australian case, there are a number of aspects which
bear drawing out. Indigenous PAs are a clear example of a novel PA model that has been derived
from extended communication and collaboration between Western-oriented scientists, state
conservation bureaucrats, and local Indigenous communities. The genesis of these new
developments has been the establishment of extensive land rights legislations that provide a legal
basis for Indigenous-led and controlled conservation projects. This has resulted in one of the
most decentralised systems of PAs globally, with twenty-five percent of Australia’s nature
conservation estate existing outside the direct control and ownership of the state. Yet it would be
going too far to consider that the role of the state and of scientists is automatically reduced in
these situations. IPAs rely on Australian federal government funding to underwrite ongoing
management costs, funding which is approved on the basis of extensive research and
participatory planning, which invariably involves the collaboration of specialists from outside of
the local Aboriginal community. While there is considerable potential for this shift over time, as
local communities build capacity for land management and planning, and arguably other forms
of income may be used to fund conservation initiatives, at the present time IPAs are very much a
collaborative endeavour across the cultural divide. While IPAs are perhaps the most prominent
example, the various state-based co-management schemes, such as that explored in Chapter
Three, institute similar mechanisms for cross-cultural collaboration, albeit maintaining a greater
degree of state control over land management.

Broadly speaking, this new direction in the context of contemporary conservation explicitly
attempts to reflect traditional Aboriginal land relations and cultural values in tandem with the
interests of the state and collaborating scientists. In the case of Githabul approaches to mapping
and managing their country, I explored these dynamics through describing the ways Githabul
have actively promoted their traditional spiritual and cultural relationships to land as an essential
basis for their involvement in co-management agreements. This was done alongside
experimenting with mapping and documentation techniques that speak more directly to the
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state’s bureaucratically oriented management system, and the cartographic techniques that make
certain relationships to place visible within that system. It’s worth noting that since the phase of
the project documented here, the Githabul Rangers have established turtle surveys as part of
developing a more detailed understanding of the changes in local populations, again a blending
of approaches, and a statement of the ability for scientific and Indigenous knowledge to
complement each other.

Similarly in the case of Wehea Protected Forest, East Kalimantan, novel forms of collaboration
are emerging that explicitly reflect aspects of Western-style conservation blended with local
forms of customary land management. The institution of a large-scale protected area based on the
idea of a traditional protected forest, or Keldung, significantly involves the direct application of
Indigenous law through an autonomous customary law council. While it is important to note that
in the context of the state and its legislative framework, the Keldung, like adat law generally,
does not have formal legal status, partner NGOs have nonetheless respected customary law as
the basis of their collaborations and effectively validated it as a legitimate means of developing
PAs. In this context too, the cultural and religious ties to land that underpin customary law have
been foregrounded by the Wehea Dayak community as an essential aspect of developing projects
that reflect genuinely their traditions. This represents an important step forward for Indonesian
conservationists in engaging with customary law communities. At the same time, systematic
planning mechanisms, including extensive and ongoing scientific research, have driven this
project. So both the scale of the endeavour and the attempts to formalise, rationalise and
document values across the landscape reflect a continuity with some of the dominant patterns in
international conservation practice and politics. Again, the participation of Wehea Dayak in
scientific research indicates the increasingly common theme of the complementary nature of
science and Indigenous knowledge.

Transformation of PAs through contestation

The Indian case is perhaps the clearest example explored here of the ways in which PA
management is evolving not only in the context of collaborations between actors, but also in the
context of the entrenched conflicts and contestations that prevail in many developing countries.
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While these developments have yet to lead to what might be called hybrid PAs in the sense
described above, the legal landscape empowering and constraining conservation authorities and
local communities alike has shifted radically since the Forest Rights Act has come into power, as
the example of the Soliga people gaining rights over the Biligiri Rangaswamy Wildlife Sanctuary
demonstrates. Wildlife sanctuaries are now functionally different to the intentions spelt out in
1972 through the Wildlife Protection Act, and it is reasonable to expect that new developments in
the mechanics of PA management of the variety described above will emerge, however slowly
and imperfectly that may prove to be.

The conservation landscape in India has evolved not as a result of dialogue and collaboration
between state conservation bodies and local communities, but instead as a result of a widespread
campaign directly challenging the legal, moral and practical legitimacy of the Indian Forest
Department as the chief agent of conservation and PA management. With the benefit of hindsight
it seems clear now that such a challenge arose out of the active contributions of the Forest
Department and many of India’s prominent conservation groups to maintaining the marginal
status of adivasi groups in rural land management generally, through instituting exclusionary
wildlife conservation programs.
To single out the Indian example here is only the result of the fact that this recent history has
been particularly conflictual. It has also been characterised by perhaps an unusual level of
resistance to change on behalf of traditional Western-style conservationists, but it is by no means
unique. The land rights legislations that have underpinned the expansion of IPAs and co
management arrangements in Australia were instituted as a result of at least three decades of
consistent public campaigning by Aboriginal groups, arguably stretching back even longer (see
eg Goodall 1996), and it is a common pattern in Australia that legislation mapping out
collaborative conservation frameworks in partnership with Indigenous communities has been
instituted in the decade immediately following the development of broader land rights
oc

legislation. ‘ Moreover, an emerging criticism of the various state-based co-management systems

85 Australia’s first co-managed national park, Gurig National Park in the Northern Territory, was instituted three
years after the 1976 Northern Territory Aborigial Land Rights Act was passed; the IPA system was established in
1996, three years after the passing of the Native Title Act in 1993; the New South Wales National Parks and Wildife
Act (Joint Management) 1992 was passed nine years after NSW passed its first Aboriginal land rights Act in 1983.
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is that resistance to political change among scientists and conservation bureaucrats has at times
undermined Indigenous voices and control, even where they form a majority on boards of
management (see eg Thompson 2008). Indeed, with co-management processes typically
politically sensitive, and increasingly understood to be subject to complex processes of
translation and negotiation (see eg Lilley 2013), it would appear that,as a general rule,
contestation will remain a factor even within functional collaborations.

The cases of Timor-Leste and Indonesia reflect similarly. The experience of authoritarian,
centralised government has over 30 years fuelled calls for greater decentralisation and
recognition of local, culturally based rights to land. It is arguable in the East-Timorese case that
even without any formal or legal recognition of customary land rights, this contestation will
significantly influence the potential success of the Nino Conis Santana National Park. With 24
years of experience avoiding surveillance and state control after waging a guerrilla war, these
local communities have the real ability to undermine PA authorities should they feel their
interests are not adequately taken into account. Even so there are shifts occurring, with the
Category V listing a move towards greater recognition of the existence of local cultural
relationships across the landscape, if not yet a move towards genuine decentralisation.
Where Indonesia is concerned, these contestations are proving less capable of effecting an
overall decentralisation of land management, with no legislative recognition of customary rights,
and only informal recognition of the role that either villagers at Borobudur can play in the
management of cultural heritage, or of the legitimacy of the PA declared under Wehea Dayak
law. The shifts in relation to the state at least are gradual to say the least. The Wehean case
provides an interesting example from a legal point of view, with its institution predating any
formal recognition of Wehea Dayak adat land ownership under the broader legal frameworks of
the Indonesian state. In this sense the establishment of the Keldung is an aspect of the ongoing
political contestation over the recognition of adat rights and decentralisation generally in
Indonesia, with its success and effectiveness being promoted as a reason to formalise ownership
of the forest with the local Wehea Dayak adat body.

258

In general we might observe then that historically there have been two principal drivers in the
development of collaborations within PAs. The first builds from the observation that there is
considerable value in collaborating with Indigenous and local communities in the context of PAs
due to the fact that local cultural communities often have specific philosophies, knowledge and
practical capabilities to contribute to PA management. The second being that when local
collaboration is rejected as the basis of conservation, collaboration is frequently enforced when
disenfranchised communities successfully campaign for rights of ownership over landscapes
managed as PAs, or provide enough resistance to effectively undermine conservation projects.
Yet both typically emerge from within the context of the political struggles of Indigenous people
worldwide for recognition and the establishment of formal rights. The Wehean and Australian
cases demonstrate that in pursuing the former path, one potentially avoids some of the
entrenched social conflicts inherent to the latter.

Democracy and the evolution of institutions

Roderick Nash (1970) highlighted the importance of democracy as a precondition to the
emergence of PAs in 19th century USA. Democracy was then, and has remained, a key aspect of
America’s more generalised “self styled mission to improve mankind”, yet an important
observation to be made here is that in the developing world, the exercise of democracy has not
consistently correlated with the increase in the conservation estate. Indonesia and India provide
clear examples, with authoritarian leaders in both countries presiding over rapid expansions in
the number of PAs in their respective countries, each, as it happens, in close collaboration with
large North American foreign NGOs. Yet in the emergence of decentralised, community-based
models of conservation, democratic modes of governance and the practice of conservation have
arguably begun to converge decisively once again. In this vein I find Sivaramakrishnan’s (2002)
discussion of wildlife conservation in India particularly fruitful.

The process of historical transformation that has unfolded in the context of the increasingly
global circulation of Western culture and ideas is not so much, to take the present example, an
unproblematic and liner spread of American-style democracy, and one of its products in the form
of PAs, outward to the peripheral spaces of the global geopolitical landscape, where it is taken up
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by native populations as they become increasingly persuaded by the rational logic of science and
the self-evident value of the conservation ethic. Instead, modernity has had to compromise and
realise itself as one vision among many, with the emergence of variegated and more or less
identifiable ‘regional modernities.’ This builds off the example that India as a democracy
‘necessarily reflects the accommodation of traditional forms of association in the crafting of
hybrid institutions’ (Sivaramakrishnan 2003 p. 400-1). This statement most certainly holds for
the present-day democracies of Timor-Leste, Indonesia and increasingly Australia.

It is possible then, based on this logic and the case studies explored here, to posit a relationship
between the diversity of forms that conservation takes and the vibrancy of the democracies
within which these programs exist. If, as Scott (1998) argues, it is a characteristic of the exercise
of state power in the pursuit of its own interests that logics of abstraction, rationalisation and
systematisation prevail in rural settings, then it can be argued, based on a consideration of the
historical evolution of PAs, that it is characteristic of the exercise of local modes of governance
and power that specific, place-based ontologies and forms of knowledge become visible and
influence management processes. Thus the extent to which the diversity of forms of PA
correlates with the degree of diversity in local and regional cultural and political institutions can
be seen as a litmus test of the effectiveness of state power in exercising the democratic mode of
governance that is typical of much of the developing world. By the same token, an homogenous
system of PAs might in many cases be taken to imply an anti-democratic exercise of the
repressive mode of power by the state, or by a dominant cultural group working through the
state. This is a potentially fruitful line of inquiry for future research into global and regional
trends in conservation.

At this stage it is worth noting that in terms of this research, the evolution of an increasingly
diverse set of PA categories through the IUCN reflects an increasing diversity in the practical
experiences of establishing PAs over time. These global frameworks in turn influence practice
through guiding and influencing state authorities and in some cases local communities. PAs then
exist within a globalised network of relationships that can also function in a more or less
democratic way. The trend at the present time could be reasonably described as a transition, if
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slow, incomplete, and with still with some quite substantial roadblocks ahead, towards more
democratic conservation institutions.

Conservation culture — an evolving entity

On the whole, these examples combine to demonstrate that the culture of conservationists is
itself an evolving entity. There are two main points to be made here. As communication and
contestation across the cultural divide slowly translate through to collaborations, it is
increasingly clear that large-scale conservation through PAs is by no means the exclusive domain
of state authorities in tandem with city-based environmentalists and prehistory enthusiasts.
Conservation projects in Australia, where IPAs now make up 25% of the National Reserve
System and include the country's largest single conservation reserve, indicate that conservation is
an increasingly important component of the contemporary Indigenous estate, and of modem
Indigenous economic life. With these reserves voluntarily nominated by traditional landholders,
Indigenous communities, it appears, are now also major public advocates for the conservation
and protection of their country. It should not be assumed, however, that a lack of state
recognition can be taken as a lack of interest or involvement in conservation among Indigenous
and local communities in other countries. The examples presented here in fact lead to the
opposite conclusion; that conservation on traditionally owned or culturally significant lands
remains a key focus of articulations of local cultures and political efforts for recognition of rights
across the territories included in this study.

This leads to the further conclusion that collaborative conservation projects are now bringing
into being a version of modem conservation culture that is actively refracted through local and
Indigenous cultures. With collaboration comes increased communication across the cultural
divide and an opening up of modem, Western conservationists to alternative views of
conservation, influencing their philosophies and practices in significant ways. The results of
these processes can be best seen in the Indian case, where there have been markedly polarised
responses to increased adivasi involvement in wildlife conservation projects. Some
conservationists have actively embraced the move towards forest rights and collaborative
conservation management, while a number of major eNGOs and Forest Department employees
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have consistently opposed and undermined attempts to further this agenda. Part of my purpose in
exploring these responses in depth has been to demonstrate that those bodies opposing this
legislation are, both in terms of international trends in conservation and in the context of Indian
society, taking up an undeniably conservative stance. While the term “traditional” is most often
used for adivasi communities and other Indigenous and local cultures, and “conservative”
generally reserved for those political forces opposed to conservation, we have now reached a
point where they can be quite reasonably used in reference to advocates of preservationist and
wholly state-based approaches to PA management.

That modem, Western forms of conservation have frequently cut across local social and cultural
practices indicates the fact that PAs are characterised not only by their ability to create novel
interactions culturally speaking, but also to create novel circumstances generally speaking:

Preserve or change? What is really what? To preserve something only because it is
old is a fairly new idea, and the product of such acts of conservation is always
something entirely new. There has always been change, the one thing in the world
that does not change. Therefore, the problem is conservation, and not change. And
after all - is there any more thorough change than the act of conservation?
(Ronstrom 2007 quoted in Karlstrom 2013 p. 151).

Conservation is itself then a complex cultural artefact, an evolving entity in its own right. As an
aspect of modem, Western culture it has portrayed itself as self-consciously progressive. Indeed
such analyses as those of Rondstrom portray it as progressive to the point of being utopian, in so
far as it represents an always unattainable ideal, the preservation of the material world in a world
where change is the only constant. Yet in coming into conflict and interaction with local cultures
whose view of such an enterprise might well be to see it as a futile exercise, or more practically
to view it as an imposition on their own way of viewing and interacting with the material
heritage of past societies and ecologies, conservation culture has engendered its own process of
revaluation. To follow Brosius et al., conservation ‘transforms the world and is transformed in
global movement’ (2005 p. 7), Exactly what the mix of models, collaborations and expressions
that will collectively make up the culture of conservationists over the next 40 years is an
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intriguing thought. Yet the notion that there are emerging strands of conservation that cast
exclusionary, state-based models as traditional, while decentralised and culturally specific
models are progressive, is a relatively recent phenomenon, and a significant shift in conservation
culture.

TRADITION AND SOCIAL CHANGE: CULTURAL TRANSFORMATION IN THE
CONTEXT OF PROTECTED AREAS

If change is the only constant, and democracy beyond a purely Western context is characterised
by the accommodation of traditions within evolving, modernist political institutions, such as PAs,
then we may reasonably expect to see transformations of local cultures and traditions themselves
as a result of this process. This has been a key theme throughout these case studies, and there are
a number of aspects worthy of consideration here.

Innovation and transformation in local cultures

In all case studies presented, I have explored aspects of cultural change as local communities
have deployed inherited cultural categories to negotiate novel circumstances. Indeed these
accounts display well the notion that the process of establishing PAs has the tendency to, in a
sense, “reinvent” local cultures.

In some instances, particularly in Keldung Laas Wehea but also to an extent in Borobudur
village, this process has involved an explicit reapplication and revaluation of customary
institutions. In the Wehea case a new emphasis on the conservation value of protected forests,
and therefore a subtle revaluation of their role in contemporary Wehean society, has occurred
through open dialogue and collaboration with nature conservation NGOs. This has also led to
novel practices, with members of the community for example participating in and supporting
scientific surveys throughout the forest. In the Borobudur case, the application of a traditional
cultural and religious institution to more explicitly political subjects appears novel. It exists
within a broader process of “expanding the cultural landscape” in order to facilitate, indeed
advocate for, developing more positive relations between conservation authorities and local
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people. In this regard it is again worth noting the role PAs and conservation bodies are playing in
bolstering democratic processes and freedoms of expression in Indonesia under reformasi. While
district and regional level governments have been slow to pick up on collaborative forms of land
management at the local level, international NGOs, in these cases The Nature Conservancy,
Integrated Conservation and UNESCO, have been developing these collaborations and lobbying
state authorities for change. A significant aspect of these collaborations has been the reemergence of religious traditions within conservation debates, an aspect of local life that prior to
reformasi was constrained under the authoritarian New Order regime. Thus the revaluing of local
traditions is occurring in dialogue with these various institutions, state and non-state alike, as
local communities develop relationships that support their continued existence.

Considering again some of the ideas introduced in Chapter Two, Maddock (1991) described the
ways in which a certain view of Australian Indigenous culture gained prominence and legitimacy
through the idea of protecting sacred sites. In Chapter Three I explored a similar sense in which
this has proven to be the case, although one that more obviously mirrors Weiner and Glaskin’s
(2006) insights on the influence of early anthropology. In the Githabul case, conservation has
focused attention on local aspects of social life not previously considered important as a matter
of public consideration. In the cultural mapping project I described, everyday aspects of local
Indigenous life were not considered as a relevant aspect of culture prior to our discussions, with
my collaborators initially interpreting the idea of culture as primarily referring to the sort of
o/:

sacred knowledge Bemdt was attempting to engage with. Through the project however, hunting
and gathering places, as well as ideas of community health and wellbeing and future visions for
land management emerged as culturally specific, and became important in the context of
developing cultural heritage programs in surrounding national parks.

Even where local communities are asserting the value, autonomy and intrinsic value of their
Indigenous cultures as unchanging, and brooking no compromise on the truth and value of their
cultural and religious knowledge, it is still clear that this represents a conscious choice to
maintain an alignment with tradition in a changing world. Like traditional conservationists,
elders who maintain their knowledge of cultural stories in the present day and represent them in
86 See discussion in Maddock (1991)
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the context of conservation are, as I discussed in Chapter Five, offering up tradition as a response
to a thoroughly modem set of problems. The practice may not change, but as the context within
which it exists changes, the meaning of the practice shifts.

As commentators increasingly note, the act of falling back on tradition as the basis for political
claims can at times be a novel aspect of social life. Perhaps the clearest example covered in this
study is the example of an adivasi land rights movement emerging on the Wayanad Plateau,
India. During the 1990s, this movement was specifically tied to the promotion of Indigenous
culture as the basis of rights, whereas for some 40 years previously, among adivasi groups were
explicitly based on the promotion of social justice and a class identity. This can often be an
uneasy fit with local cultural histories, indeed for some of the participants the validity of the
association was not clearcut. Yet the practical value of this shift was clear — politically speaking
it forged new and powerful alliances at the local, regional and national levels, and led to
developments which proscribe a space within which adivasi relations to land, traditional or
otherwise, can potentially gain a concrete hold in the local geopolitical landscape. This
development may prove generative of yet more novel contexts within which to articulate and
negotiate the value of adivasi culture.
These various transformations, be they explicit or implicit, innovative, traditionalist or both, lead
back to a statement that I introduced at the beginning of Chapter Two — that PAs are
characterised by their ability to generate social and cultural transformations of various types.
This may be an uncontroversial statement insofar as modem conservation has always aimed at
transforming society’s relations with resources and landscapes. Yet it is a key point of my
argument that these transformations are not necessarily those that prove beneficial for either
establishing effective conservation programs or securing the interests of communities in and
around PAs. This is a point I will come back to, but first I want to discuss in more detail
approaches to conservation that reveal an as yet untapped aspect of cultural interactions, through
which conservationists of all stripes may be able to benefit.
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Culturally specific modes of negotiating change

The culture clashes and local resource wars of the last 40 years have done much to undermine
the legitimacy of PAs as an aspect of modem, Western conservation culture. Yet the ability for
societies to absorb outside influences in the past and assimilate them into their own
understandings and practices, we are increasingly finding for far longer than we have previously
been aware, means that the door remains open for modemist conservation’s ideals and practices.
It is in this regard that identifying culturally specific modes of negotiating change becomes
useful. In a general sense, all of the examples I have explored here represent culturally specific
modes of negotiating change, in the sense that Sahlins offers:

And how else can the people respond to what has been inflicted on them except by
devising on their own heritage, acting according to their own categories, logics,
understandings? I say ‘devising’ because the response may be totally improvised,
something never seen or imagined before, not just a knee-jerk repetition of an
ancient custom (Sahlins 1993 p. 18).
That many of the situations explored in this thesis are cast in language that foregrounds the
strength and resilience of traditional cultures in the face of the powerful erosive forces of
modernity says much about the current state of conservation politics. To briefly expand, if local
and Indigenous cultures have tended to be viewed as static and unchanging by conservationists,
and traditionalist views of culture prevail in prominent land rights laws, then, as Heather Goodall
(2008) observes, opening up the analysis of indigenous cultures to the notion of change, rather
than emphasising continuity, represents a tangible risk as far as those communities being
described are concerned. Rights and authenticity are typically tied to cultural continuity and the
persistence of unchanging traditions. So the independence and autonomy of Indigenous cultures
from outside influence is foregrounded, and long histories of transformation are often elided in
favour of more politically useful emphases.
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This is potentially an Achilles heel, as it has not left us open to the notion that in choosing certain
forms of change over others, actors exercise agency that is culturally framed, if not culturally
determined. The situations explored in Timor-Leste and Central Java provide two important
examples in the context of this thesis. What these two examples suggest is that in societies where
major social, political and religious change has been a pervasive reality over long periods, such
change becomes a dynamic around which specific cultural tropes develop, leading to the
emergence of culturally specific modes of intercultural negotiation and alliance. Such traditions
can hardly be essentialised without missing the point as to why they have proven valuable in the
first place. Arguably local Javanese and Fataluku traditions can themselves be viewed as
transformative in their orientation, at least insofar as they account for and assimilate certain types
of social and political difference, and the processes of change that have produced such
difference.

The benefit of identifying these patterns is that they not only map out the potential means by
which social and political change might be negotiated in local settings, but also illuminate
precedents of outside cultural influences being assimilated into local life. These traditions are
arguably transformational in their orientation, as a result of identifiable mechanisms surrounding
intercultural negotiation and alliance, mechanisms which can be engaged with by
conservationists, local and global alike. These represent important cases displaying a novel
approach to negotiating the establishment of PAs, and a novel approach to applying anthropology
and social research in the context of PA management.

By way of example, the re-inscription of the Fataluku landscape firstly as a nature conservation
area preserving bird habitat, and later as an IUCN Category V PA, has not necessarily led to
these aspects of local cultural life being accounted for. The explicit directive of the Category V
guidelines to “preserve the social and cultural fabric” of the landscape is ambiguous in the same
sense that preservation of material heritage in a changing world is, and it would appear that
current calls from anthropologists to maintain customary subsistence practices build off a notion
that they represent an aspect of the cultural and social fabric that must be preserved. Yet this
would appear to be out of step with local accounts recorded in this study, and as yet there have
been no published firsthand accounts contradicting those presented here. On the contrary, these
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accounts correspond with those of anthropologists in an important way. In these accounts,
subsistence practices appear to be less fundamental in determining customary land ownership
than an ongoing connection to tei sites within the national park. In this customary system the
right to farm the “skin” of the land is only granted by the permission of ritual authorities, who
retain ownership in a far more fundamental sense, one in which this spiritually sanctioned sense
of ownership cannot be transferred to either other Fataluku clans for subsistence, or to a
government for conservation.

The result of such a situation is that it is possible to posit that a strategy of respecting ritual
ownership within the park may well be a means of developing local legitimacy and developing
relationships at the local level that may allow for negotiations that see local people willingly
reduce their subsistence dependence on the parklands. This would be highly likely to lead to
better conservation outcomes as far as protecting populations of local species are concerned, and
it may arguably not lead to fundamental changes in the social and cultural fabric of the
landscape. For this to happen however, such a strategy would need to occur within the context of
free and fair negotiations, and with the provision of viable alternative livelihood options. With
the complexity of local relations to land, and the problem of chronic poverty a challenge for the
East Timorese government throughout the country, this is no simple process in itself. Yet in the
Timorese context, to quote Traube, conservationists and state authorities alike must find a way to
convince local people that they are indeed ‘peace bringing stranger-kings’ (2011 p.127) if their
plans are to receive genuine support in local settings. They must both re-implicate local people
into conservation, and in doing so localise conservation practice in a meaningful way.

These insights are valuable for conservationists generally though as they speak in favour of the
possibility of conservation being successfully negotiated in local settings, and assimilated into
local life, according to the priorities and cultural values of those communities. In this light,
exploring local histories of transformation becomes a potentially crucial aspect of developing
successful conservation collaborations.

Further to this, the examples from Timor-Leste and Indonesia, generally speaking, provide both
ritual forms as well as intellectual frameworks that specifically attempt to deal with negotiating a
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diversity of philosophies and ideologies in any given situation. This is most obviously
exemplified in the case of ritual forms in Java that have emerged as a significant aspect of
debates surrounding local involvement in temple management. In this case, the Ruwatan
ceremony draws on widespread ritual forms across Java that attempt to forge temporary
consensus and harmony in situations where opposing sets of values and ideologies exist within
the village context. That these forms are being applied within the politics of conservation is itself
a significant development in local cultural life, as I have already discussed. Yet it also opens the
door to the potential value of a pluralist philosophy to conservation generally.

This is particularly so when we consider that these rituals emerge from an extended and welldocumented history of cultural and religious interaction and change, tied as they are to processes
of political and economic change in the Indonesian archipelago over perhaps seven centuries, if
not longer. Western-oriented conservationists increasingly recognise that their universalist
philosophies exist within a plurality of approaches, and discover that the triumph of their
universalist call is by no means a logical outcome of their assertions. Even with the backing of
state power, alternative philosophies that draw on localised practices of negotiating diversity and
transformation become potentially crucial in mapping out a pathway beyond the impasses that
have characterised modem conservation’s interactions with local communities. Somewhat
ironically, the traditional cultures Western conservationists reify as having a pure and unchanging
wisdom may well prove to offer wisdom that in fact demonstrates techniques of negotiating
change without giving up a sense of identity or autonomy.

In this sense I look to the regional framework of adat as, philosophically speaking, an intriguing
example of cultural negotiation and political compromise in the face of change, particularly as it
has related to another, at times, universalist philosophy; Islam. Religious pluralism and
syncretism may not be unique in the global context of colonialism and its interactions with
Indigenous societies. Yet social, political, religious and economic change through engagement
with outside influences has been prevalent in the Indonesian archipelago for far longer again, and
rarely have such interactions been so obviously and publicly negotiated, particularly when we
consider that perhaps hundreds of millions of Indonesians today maintain a belief in local faiths
alongside their identification with a world religion. In Abdullah’s (1966) classic Sumatran
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account of adat and its interactions with Islam, the kings of Minangkabao represented the
aristocracy, claiming transcendent religious authority from Islamic law and indirect territorial
control over surrounding lands. The nagari (“village republics”), were more closely aligned to
the everyday lives of common folk, ruled by adat law as the ‘ideal pattern of behaviour’ (ibid. p.
2), and appealing only to the courts of their distant rulers during times of irresolvable conflict. In
a familiar turn of phrase for the Austronesian cultural world, these divergent systems of law ‘are
oppos[ed] yet complementary’ (ibid. p. 5), with their contradictions more apparent than real, and
resolved through differences in scale and orientation.

It is arguably such an arrangement that local communities across the archipelago, and indeed
throughout the world, are seeking in advocating for decentralised management along local
cultural and religious lines, encompassed within national legal frameworks that provide both
legitimacy and practical support to their endeavours. That the universalist philosophy of Islam
was able to be successfully negotiated in the context of the diversity of local cultural and
political forms in Indonesia is perhaps encouraging for Western conservationists, whose
universalist claims to heritage values and the validity of science must necessarily find ways to
negotiate and articulate with the diversity of experiences and expressions of culture that exist in
areas now managed as PAs.

In this way, I identify the Indonesian cultural world as a potentially fruitful region within which
to explore and develop these applied notions of intercultural negotiation, particularly with
reference to engaging adat institutions in developing new models for conservation and PA
management. On a more abstract level, the notion of cultural syncretism as explored by Andrew
Beatty (1999) is a potentially valuable approach to understanding the this process and its
potential outcomes. In this view, syncretism is not so much a “fusion” of traditions or religions,
but instead is seen as ‘an ordered response to pluralism and cultural difference’ (1999 p. 3). In
this context it is the ability of local traditions to absorb, accommodate and negotiate the waves of
cultural and religious change in inner Indonesia that constitutes an enduring utility in Javanese
social settings, and is part of their self-conscious ideology. I argue that for conservation to
become successfully rooted in local societies, it too must develop an ordered response to
pluralism and cultural difference. It must find ways to absorb, accommodate and negotiate the
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diversity of cultures that exist across the extent of the current conservation estate, if it is to have
a genuinely transformative impact on the futures of human societies.

EXPECTING TRANSFORMATION

These chapters combine to demonstrate the diversity of experiences occurring within PAs today.
I have argued that in the five case studies presented here, the process of local people articulating
their ideas on local culture and conservation has contributed in a significant way to this diversity.
With PAs a site for the explicit and implicit articulation and negotiation of ideas surrounding
cultural and religious difference, PAs have become moments of transformation involving these
different parties. As a result it is possible to observe that the laws, customs and traditions of
Western-oriented conservationists, the nation-states with which they collaborate, and the local
and Indigenous communities living in and around PAs are in certain significant ways 'developing
and evolving out of one another’ (Weiner and Glaskin 2006 p. 5).

Transformation in this context occurs not through the triumph of one point of view over another,
but through the interactions and syntheses of divergent positions. These patterns of collaboration
and contestation are undoubtedly difficult to predict, however it might be said that both the
genesis and the conclusion of this study is that it is worth exploring the broad dynamics that
influence their production in the hope of finding better solutions for the future. Where
conservation is proving successful in building local support and legitimacy, conservationists,
state actors and local communities alike are opening up to collaborative processes and the
transformations that occur within them. Where conflict and contestation remain, it is clear that
PAs profoundly impact local societies and landscapes, with the result that transformations that
support conservation appear far less likely to occur. It is no longer possible to assume that PAs
will provide a readymade solution to the challenges of a rapidly developing world. However with
mutual influence found in all cases explored here, a key conclusion of this study must be that
conservationists and local communities alike should expect profound transformations in the
social and political landscape when PAs are designated, and should therefore make careful
assessments of how these transformations are likely to play out, and careful choices over which
transformations are likely to be beneficial to the long-term process of building a culture that
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supports conservation. If conservation is a social process, embedded within broader social and
political processes again, then issues outside the technical scope of preservation, such as social
justice, prevailing cultural values at different scales, and local economic sustainability come into
the frame as critical factors in this equation.

In view of this, the themes of negotiation and translation become important foci for future
applied work, as groups communicate, collaborate and contest over ostensible political subjects.
It is from applying a general theory that incorporates transformations in the social and political
realm that these themes can be explored, both independently and in partnership with the sciences.
As a general theoretical stance I argue that this should be taken into account as the basis for
viewing, understanding and assessing the possibilities that establishing PAs offers. Yet in this
thesis I have sought also to argue for its instrumental value in particular circumstances.
Approaches common in the literature have emerged as significant, such as the value of
understanding the social impacts of PAs, the resulting political implications, and the shifting and
contingent nature of cultures, identities and social practices. It is the possibility of identifying
culturally specific modes of negotiating change that emerges as a novel approach to
conservation, one that might well contribute to new understandings of and practices within PAs.
Exploring local histories of transformation can provide potential for designing conservation
interventions that work within established modes of negotiation and alliance at the local level in
two ways. Firstly, a transformative approach necessarily places PAs within longer-term currents
of historic social and cultural change at regional and local levels. Yet the Timorese and
Indonesian cases do, I believe, demonstrate most clearly how local cultural practices that have
emerged from a deep history of cultural interaction and transformation, and have been viewed as
outside the relevant scope of state-run conservation, may well prove crucial to brokering
effective conservation arrangements at the local level. It is in this sense that transformation
becomes a useful framework not only for its analytical but also its practical value.

These are important examples in the context of the current politics surrounding local cultures and
their involvement in conservation initiatives. The concept of transformation generally seeks to
encompass elements of both change and continuity in its interpretive framework, with
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continuities in cultural values and practices revealed in the ways that societies choose to engage
with their changing circumstances, and in the way they assess opportunity and risk. PAs then are
not only a process of intervention, in the sense that this can imply an element of imposition or a
conscious effort to change local societies in support of a conservation ethic. They are also a
process of transformation, within which the process of articulating ideas of culture and heritage
can link groups together in new and unexpected ways, and provide new contexts within which to
think about social affiliation and local history, and within which to continue the practice of
tradition. The line between Western conservationists and Indigenous communities, for example,
is slowly dissolving. New patterns of alliance and affiliation are developing, and PAs are
emerging not only as bulwarks against industrial over-development, or as Western impositions on
local landscapes. Increasingly they can be seen as a form of connective tissue, creating spaces
within which new social networks can form, providing contexts for the evolution and
transformation of cultures. Modern or otherwise, conservation remains as a viable vehicle for
new social phenomena emerging from within established social norms and local traditions. That
this continues to occur is much to be desired.
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APPENDIX 1
METHODOLOGY AND ANALYTICAL CONSIDERATIONS
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This research project employs an exploratory, adaptive research framework, focusing on a series
of case studies designed to illuminate the social and cultural contexts within which conservation
occurs, and highlight critical issues in relation to how conservation projects interact with local
communities. In doing so I draw on the traditions of narrative writing and the representation of
local views and voices associated with oral history and ethnography as a key aspect of the
research process and research outputs, operating within an analytical and methodological
framework that explores public articulations of culture in general, and elicits articulations from
key informants in particular.

In each of the five case-study areas I have undertaken what can be called a “field informed
literature study” in order to investigate local relationships to protected areas.

This involves

detailed engagement with literature around a) the individual PAs themselves b) cultural and
social dynamics of local communities and c) broader national or regional trends in relation to
conservation, with a specific focus on those aspects of relevance to local social and cultural life.

Key themes for analysis identified from within the literature were subsequently explored in the
field, primarily through interviews with key informants in local communities. In some cases
collaborative work which involved participant observation was also undertaken, and background
interviews with academics, members of NGOs and local government officials were conducted
where appropriate, primarily as a means of orienting the field research towards relevant
community groups and leaders and elicit further contextual information to augment the literature
survey and draw out key themes.

The process of developing each individual case study approach has, to a certain degree, been
shaped by the extent to which leaders and organisations active in the local communities have
been willing or able to input into the research process in each case. Initiating this process of
dialogue and participant recruitment was premised on the notion that public documentation of
certain aspects of local culture will prove valuable to the pragmatic problems and situations that
local organisations and leaders face in gaining a greater level of recognition for local cultural
871 am indebted to an anonymous reviewer of this thesis for suggesting this term.
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attachments to place and therefore greater involvement in protected area management. The
nature of fieldwork has therefore varied — from a cultural mapping project in Australia, to a
long-form radio documentary project in Timor-Leste, to a series of oral history interviews from
community leaders in Indonesia, to a broad study of the rise of nature conservation and the
Indigenous rights movements in India. In the remainder of this chapter I describe the common
methodological aspects of these varying studies.

ADAPTIVE EXPLORATORY RESEARCH

I draw broadly here on the approach of Mahanty, who also had the task of incorporating case
material from across a number of disparate case studies when developing a comparative analysis
of conservation interventions into a qualitative social science study.

The overall approach draws inspiration from post-positivist epistemology, which
supports exploratory research leading to contextual understanding over a
hypothesis-testing approach aiming at generalisation. From this perspective,
subjectivity and values play a role in every phase of the research... The process of
critical reflection in research, particularly when studying an intervention ‘as it
happens’, can affect both the intervention process and the immediate interests of the
actors concerned. The researcher is therefore an actor in the process studied,
through engaging with informants and making choices about how, when and what
information to share, rather than an objective observer (Lincoln and Guba 1985
p.37). Given all of these factors, the study seeks to present a balanced, but not
‘value free’, assessment of the cases examined. It aims to highlight issues for further
research and for critical analysis by conservation practitioners, rather than
prescriptions for the design of future conservation programs (Mahanty 2000 p. 10).

In this context, the approach of muli-sited ethnography has also proven valuable. The
increasingly global systems of communication and governance that link actors across the world
in such settings as conservation projects are not the outcomes of a monolithic world system that
can be tracked and verified, providing the contextual frame for the intensely local material of the
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ethnographer. Instead, these networks are increasingly linked through unexpected means,
according to logics and rationales that may or may not fall within the boundaries of the
traditional ethnographic focus, and may entail analysis of social and cultural forms that exist
both within and beyond the local setting.

Multi-sited ethnography, in recognising complexity, also errs away from developing overarching
theories which can be then “tested” as an hypothesis in different sites. It also moves away from
the idea that in exploring individual “cultures” one may be able to work from the particular
outward, building up individual cases into local, regional or global patterns that may then form
the basis of a totalising theory. Instead it seeks to trace out the varied, unexpected and perhaps
contradictory connections and relations between different groups, sites and systems, with respect
to broader common themes which connect them substantively, rather than geographically.

The essence of multi-sited research is to follow people, connections, associations,
and relationships across space (because they are substantially continuous but
spatially non-contiguous).... the global is collapsed into and made an integral part of
parallel, related local situations, rather than something monolithic or external to
them (Falzon 2009 p. 1).

Marcus's seminal work on multi-sited ethnography provides some practical guidance here.
‘Strategies of quite literally following connections, associations and putative relationships are
thus at the very heart of designing multi-sited ethnographic research’ (Marcus 1995 p. 97). This
is a fair reflection of the research process at work here, and in undertaking an inductive approach
to research I have followed the networks and associations of informants and collaborators in an
attempt to understanding the social and political worlds in which they live, and with which they
must negotiate.

Operating within vastly different contexts, the cases presented here are drawn together by a
common broad theme, rather than, say, explicitly comparing case studies that share a common
institutional context. The drawback of this is that it is difficult to draw lessons out that can form
the basis of proscriptions for future protected area management , such as might be found within
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the “hypothesis-testing” approach. Interestingly, Mahanty's study of ICDPs across three countries
was also unable to derive generalisable or predictive findings, even while operating as an
explicitly comparative study of a certain type of conservation intervention. With this in mind
then, the benefits of undertaking cases across a wide variety of contexts retains considerable
benefit. Narrative, ethnographic study which explicitly foregrounds local voices and social and
cultural context is able to provide richness and depth to case-study material, and enables a
reflection on processes as well as outcomes of collaboration and contestation which few other
approaches allow, while potentially stimulating further, more structured inquiry in particular
settings. The trade-off — that conclusions drawn point to the massive diversity of experiences
failing under the banner of conservation today, rather than specific recommendations, and broad
observations about the processes shaping conservation today, rather than specific predictive
recommendations based on the outcomes of conservation projects concerned — is welcomed as a
legacy of the anthropological project in general. Indeed this trade-off is in many ways indicative
of the complexity of initiating conservation in developing settings, and of conducting
participatory research, where research agendas and outcomes are not within the full control of
the researcher and must be negotiated with a variety of collaborators with a variety of priorities,
capacities and impinging circumstances.
CASE STUDY SELECTION

Case study selection in the initial phase of field data collection was primarily driven by the
ability to productively collaborate with local community groups or relevant institutions in the
local setting. In this regard, all case studies were developed according to Miles and Huberman's
typology of case studies in terms of them being ‘opportunistic cases’ (see Box 1), where the
ability to develop relationships with communities at the local level was highly dependent on
local capacity to input into research processes, the perceived need among local groups for
research support, as well as the influence of various “gatekeepers” both within and external to
local communities that reflect prevailing political contexts and institutional priorities at the time
of fieldwork. This is not uncommon in the context of developing field collaborations with
Indigenous groups and local communities, with Mahanty similarly observing that ‘university
authorities, governments, NGOs, donor agencies, or community members play a role in defining
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case opportunities and the problems that may be explored’ (2000 p. 55). A description of the
research process in each case and interview list is provided in appendix 2.

After initial field trips assessing the potential for particular communities or community members
to participate in or collaborate on fieldwork, the task of interpreting and analysing the
significance of particular case studies ultimately focused on the ability of each case to fulfill the
role of a “combination or mixed case” according to Myles and Huberman's typology. The
possibility of attention being drawn to the issues of concern or cultural claims being made by
local community members emerged as a priority theme in all cases, making each study an
example of a ‘politically important case’, particularly from the perspective of informants and
research partners. In some cases other aspects of the case studies emerged as relevant and worthy
of focus. The Timor-Leste and Indian cases can be both be considered ‘intense cases’ given that
sustained attention had been paid to these cases in the past by various scholars and
commentators, while the Timor-Leste, East Kalimantan, Central Javan and Australian cases can
be considered ‘critical cases’ in that the specific manifestations of either local cultural traits (in
the cases of Timor-Leste and Central Java) or proposed heritage management solutions (in the
cases of East Kalimantan and Australia) reflect patterns or solutions found elsewhere either
regionally or globally, making them potentially applicable to other common scenarios. Thus all
case studies presented here in one way or another represent examples of Myles and Hubermans
‘combination or mixed case’.
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Critical case - enables a degree of generalisation and application
of information to other cases.
Extreme or deviant case - provides opportunities to learn from
highly unusual manifestations of the phenomenon of interest.
Typical case - highlights what is ‘normal’ or ‘average’.

Intense case - information-rich case which manifests a
phenomenon intensely, but not ‘extremely’.

Politically important case - attracts desired or undesired
attention.
Opportunistic case - researcher follows new leads and takes
advantage of the unexpected.
Combination or mixed case - enables triangulation, flexibility,
Box 1 Case types and their purpose Source: Miles and Huberman (1994 p.28)

FIELD METHODS

The fieldwork objective in each case study was to gain an understanding of local cultural
associations to protected landscapes and the management of these landscapes, and to gain an
understanding of the perspectives of key informants from within the local community,
particularly individuals influential in debates around protected area management.

In all cases presented, a core of semi-structured qualitative interviews was undertaken with local
community members, while background interviews and informal meetings were undertaken with
a range of relevant academics, members of NGOs and, in some cases, government officials. In
some cases key community members engaged in a variety of collaborative research processes to
develop a body of detailed accounts relating to local cultural relationships to protected areas.
These included developing written statements based on research processes established within
collaborative oral history, and the researcher engaging in participant observation in the course of
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collaboration. A cultural landscapes mapping approach was also developed in chapter 3, and this
theme was also explored in research elsewhere. In each case the aim of working closely with a
small number of key individuals was to a) developed fine grained material that can be seen as
highly collaborative in nature, and therefore reflective of local understandngs and priorities, a
much as those of the researcher b) build a base of publicly accessible primary data in politically
sensitive contexts, where it would often be unrealistic to expect a wide sample of informants to
wish to speak publicly.

This focus on a relatively small sample lent itself to an approach that focused on in-depth
qualitative interviewing, where it is not facts per se that are revealed, but truths about how
informants experience, perceive and understand the situations and contexts within which they
find themselves (Crouch and Mackenzie 2006 p. 485-6). In the parlance of oral history research,
a life history does not reveal what happened in the past but instead reveals what aspects of the
past retain value to informants in the present; it is a source of information on contemporary
views of the past (see Perks and Thompson 1996).

Focusing on the issues of local culture through an interview and field work process, and then
reworking these accounts with key informants such that they can be released as publicly
available material amounts to making explicit the process that is often implicit within the process
of anthropological inquiry. That is, the purpose of the interview is to elicit and then develop an
articulation of culture — it specifically provokes ‘the process of rendering a collective identity,
position, or a set of interests explicit (articulate, comprehensible, distinct, accessible to an
audience), and of conjoining that position to definite political subjects.’ (Li 2000 p. 152).

This approach builds off two key understandings. Firstly that in the course of conducting
research, researchers themselves intervene in the field of inquiry by proposing and prioritising
research topics, processes and outputs, and through choosing certain voices to focus on over
others. In choosing to focus on community leaders with a degree of cultural authority and
legitimacy in the local setting, I build on recent observations that in the contemporary Indonesian
setting ‘it is the ability of the leader to interpret and articulate the myths and symbols of a
community in relation to the wider world that generates and sustains power’ (Tyson 2010 p. 7),
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whereby through ‘balancing the interests and support of both outside interests and the
community, these leaders maintain a powerful position that is vulnerable to contestation, but
allows for creative intervention in the life of the community’ (Bakker 2009 p. 124). These
notions are taken to hold for all the cases presented here, with the testimonies of community
leaders one of the empirical foundations of this thesis.

Semi-structured interviews

Semi-structured interviewing is a common technique in the social sciences (Crouch and
Mackenzie 2006) and increasingly recognised within conservation research as a valuable
investigative tool (Newing 2011). In contrast to survey-based interviewing or structured
interview techniques, semi-structured interviewing allows the researcher to guide the discussion
in terms of priority themes, rather than detailed predetermined questions, allowing for informants
to respond to inquiry in ways that can substantively influence the direction and content of the
discussion. This is particularly useful in the context of an adaptive and collaborative research
process, where a research partnership may start from an initially agreed topic, yet where it is
understood that as the relationships build and new insights are attained, the focus and direction of
inquiry can shift and change.

In an in-depth interview, the researcher’s discretion with respect to the conduct of
the interview is part of an open-ended mode of inquiry which can produce great
richness of material if the researcher is responsive to cues as they occur in the
course of the interview. Furthermore, without the constraint of a pre-determined
grid of specific questions or issues to be discussed, the very scope of the inquiry can
broaden or even shift in response to the emergent interview material (Crouch and
McKenzie 2006).

Semi-structured interviewing is thus particularly useful in the context of research into the ways
in which inter-cultural interactions elicit articulations of culture, with the interviews in the case
of this thesis being inter-cultural moments themselves, and an explicit attempt to elicit such
articulations.
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This process also allows the researcher to gain an insight into the perceptions and understandings
of informants without presuming that the researcher will know in advance the connections and
meanings that will be significant in the local context. While this may seem self evident given the
aim of research by definition is to reveal new insights and understandings on a subject, making
this explicit in the research process has added importance in the context of investigating cultural
attachments to place in Indigenous and local societies in which cultural knowledge can often be
restricted to certain members of the community, and where public dissemination of information
regarding aspects of local culture can be extremely sensitive. This is similarly the case when
considering the politically sensitive nature of environmental politics in some of the case study
areas, and thus the adaptive approach, reflected in the semi-structured approach to interviewing,
was identified early on as a critical aspect of developing productive research relationships.

In this way techniques developed particularly in oral history research were of great value in
designing and carrying out this research. Oral history has emerged since the 1970s as a form of
scholarship which has the potential to ‘democtratise’ history, opening up new fields of inquiry
and including in the historical record ‘the experiences and perspectives of groups of people who
might otherwise have been “hidden from history’” (Perks and Thompson 1998, ix). Oral history
has been identified as a valuable and appropriate technique for working with Indigenous
communities, where the embedding of social and knowledge networks in a primarily oral
tradition means that ‘hangin out’ and ‘yarnin’ are essential parts of learning about community
views (Barker 2006).

Passerini has advised against allowing the political potential of oral history to result in an
‘alternative ghetto’ for the voices of the oppressed (1979; 84), and in light of this, more recent
scholarship has viewed oral history as a means of understanding the past from the point of view
of the present. Drawing on parallel developments in environmental history, this approach sees
different views of historical events as representative of different circumstances, motivations and
aims rather than attempting to establish the truth and authenticity of any one version (Lucas
2004, Goodall and Lucas 1997, Cronon 1992). Such an approach is a useful method of inquiry in
exploring these emerging views of heritage, where heritage is the result of a complex interaction
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between past and present, and can equally be about how the past is seen and carried on in the
present day through the interactions of people and place, as it is about preservation of pristine
ecosystems or ancient sites.

In this context, interviews with key informants varied enormously. They lasted between one hour
and a full day of recorded interviewing, while some formal interviews were recorded during the
course of two to three days spent travelling to significant sites across the landscape, and in one
case three continuous days of recorded interviewing was undertaken with a single informant.
Each key informant was visited for in-depth interviews at least twice, although some were
interviewed multiple times across the course of a project. Background interviews with
community members, academics, members of NGOs and local officials were conducted in a
similar semi-structured fashion, some recorded and some informal in nature and involving
handwritten note-taking, and generally between 45 and 90 minutes long. As Barker's approach
implies, in this method of working with communities, formal recorded interviewing or meetings
are not necessarily the only contexts in which knowledge is conveyed to researchers, and an
emphasis on relationship building in initial research periods allowed for a greater degree of trust
and rapport to build up prior to formal interviews being undertaken.
All interviews were undertaken with the informed consent of interviewees. In particular, direct
quotations from sources not already in the public domain could only be used with the
interviewee's express permission. This was in accordance with the ethical research protocols
stipulated by the Australian National University Human Research Ethics Committee project
approval.

For those key informants who wished to make their statements public, extensive cross-checking
and feedback between researcher and informant was undertaken as the research progressed,
including the right for the informant to alter their interview as they saw fit prior to releasing the
transcript for use in this thesis. This is in line with established practice in oral history projects,
where the interview is considered the intellectual property of the interviewee, with the transcript
released to the researcher for use in publication once both parties are satisfied that the transcript
represents their views and that the researcher is capable of interpreting their statements in a
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manner that does not distort their intention or basic meaning (Robertson 2006). This strategy is
aimed at avoiding errors in interpretation and analysis to the greatest extent possible, although it
is acknowledged that this process is not foolproof (see Borland 1998), and does not preclude the
fact that while I have made every effort to represent faithfully the views of my key informants,
responsibility for arguments and interpretations put forward in this thesis remains my own.

One interesting and challenging aspect of this research process has been the need to work
extensively through translators and interpreters during interviews. In Timor-Leste, Indonesia and
India I employed translators who accompanied me to field sites. This meant that interviews were
generally longer than they were when I interviewed informants in English, and involved a more
structured process of feedback and cross-checking, which generally involved an unusually
detailed engagement with particular aspects of the transcript text. A common occurrence related
to specific terms in local languages that needed clarification between my translators and key
informants before my translators could inform me of their meaning. Sometimes my translators
were not members of the communities participating in the research and thus did not speak the
particular local dialect, as in the East Kalimantan case study, or in the case of Timor-Leste where
my translator was a young Fataluku man who was learning about the cultural sites and associated
stories from his elders for the first time during the interviews, and so undertook frequent recourse
to clarification before relating replies in English to me.

As a result, I developed an approach to interviewing in these contexts where I would discuss at
length the research subject and lines of inquiry with my interpreters, and over the first couple of
interviews we would discuss at length the answers given. As interviews went on however, the
interpreter acted with increasing autonomy during interviews, and I would allow conversation to
take its course around the topic of inquiry, sometimes at considerable length before seeking
explanation. This was aimed at encouraging free-flowing discussion and a sense of comfort and
trust for informants, with the clear understanding that they would have the opportunity to clarify,
expand on or remove any aspects of the interview before it would be released for publication.

Detailed transcripts were subsequently provided by my translators, and I would either seek
further clarification on issues of concern, or conduct further interviews to elicit details yet to be
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covered. Once I was satisfied I had collected enough material from an informant, I would extract
relevant quotations for inclusion in the chapters presented here, and these specific passages
would be released to me for use in publication.

For the most part, this approach worked extremely well, with the notable exception of fieldwork
undertaken in Wayanad District, Kerala and the Nilgiri Hills, Karnataka, both rural districts
within the Nilgiri Biosphere Reserve in Southern India. Due to the fact that the communities
within which I was conducting interviews remain extremely marginalised within Indian society,
in each case it was difficult to find a translator who had an adequate grasp of English in addition
to the local tribal languages and the regional “lingua francas” of Malyalam in Kerala and
Kannada in Karnataka. Despite the incredibly generous and dedicated efforts of my translators,
the quality of the interviews was variable.

oo

The discussions still proved extremely valuable in

my developing an understanding of the prevailing issues, debates and situations informants
found themselves in, still I was not able to gain material of consistently high enough quality to
feel that I could faithfully represent their views through directly quoting their words. The
relatively short timeframe of the field seasons did not help this, and I applied on numerous
occasions to the Indian Government to undertake long-term fieldwork in these areas in order to
allow for adequate time to find quality translators and built up a substantial body of available
primary data, without success. As a result the Indian case study is the only case study in which
local testimonies are not directly quoted, despite the fact that they were in fact collected.

Participant observation
Participant observation works on the premise that a researcher can understand the workings of a
culture through participating in the daily lives and regular activities of his or her informants.
Originally developed by the early anthropologists as a foundational technique in the discipline, it
is a commonly used technique across the social sciences, useful for investigating the contingent
and subjective factors at play in any given social circumstance. Becker describes participant
observation in the following way:

881 would like to note however that Samira Agnihotri did an excellent job translating the interviews from the
recordings into written format.
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The participant observer gathers data by participating in the daily life of the group
or organisation he studies. He watches the people he is studying to see what
situations they ordinarily meet and how they behave in them. He enters into
conversations with some or all of the participants in these situations and discovers
their interpretations of the events he has observed. (Becker 1958 p. 652)

Other than its outdated gender specificity, this is a simple and practical definition which outlines
the chief value of participant observation — it enables a researcher to investigate the activities
that people engage in, coming to more or less independent conclusions about their significance
and meaning through combining observation with discussion of the subjective meanings and
understandings informants attach to these activities.

I have used this technique on occasions through the course of this thesis. Most extensively in the
course of undertaking cultural mapping work with Githabul traditional owners (Chapter Three),
and while working with Pak Sucoro in Borobudur village (Chapter Six). In these cases I was able
to include significant details on the issues at hand through my own observations that were not
revealed through initial interviews. In the Githabul case, the research process aimed at
developing a cultural heritage management program within the regular activities of the Githabul
Ranger. As this was an unfamiliar process to them initially, this process itself revealed aspects of
local culture that did not reveal themselves in the interview material we had recorded, and the
research process also led to new insights on the part of participants in relation to cultural heritage
management. Including my observations of this process was a means of highlighting significant
aspects of the process of cultural mapping, rather than only focusing on the outcomes of the
project. In the case of Pak Sucoro, he felt that I would best understand the ways in which local
cultural relationships to Borobudur Temple related to it’s current management situation through
me observing the ritual in which he explicitly attempts to connect local culture to debates around
temple management. Inviting me was a way of “educating me” in regards to local cultural forms,
as well as offering an opportunity for these practices to be documented to a certain extent.
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Cultural landscapes and counter-mapping

One of the most useful concepts to come out of the theoretical debates in cultural geography in
the 1980’s is the development of the idea of cultural landscapes, a concept I applied directly in
Chapter 3, and that I explored more generally throughout other chapters through considering the
history and experiences of cultural mapping and counter mapping projects in my field sites.
Brown gives a good description of this approach:

‘A cultural landscape approach integrates natural and cultural heritage conservation by
examining them at a landscape level. This concept emphasises the landscape scale of history and
the connectivity between people, places and heritage items. It recognises that the current
landscape is the product of longterm and complex interrelationships between people and the
environment’ (2008 p. 2).

That this approach emphasises the interconnections between people and place, and acknowledges
that change over time is a given factor of any heritage situation not only allows us to
bring contemporary cultural practice back into the equation, but also allows us to move beyond
the traditional ‘sites based’ approach that has dominated cultural heritage management to date
(Brown 2008; Byrne and Nugent 2004) and focus on the long term dynamics that influence
peoples’ ability to maintain relationships with and knowledge about an area. For Horton cultural
landscape is a conceptual tool capable of dealing with cultural evolution and change in the
present day. ‘The beauty of cultural landscape methodology is that it allows for a continual
accretion of meaning’ (2004 p. 180).

Working at a landscape level allows us to take into considerations interconnections between sites
and the intangible aspects of heritage, such as knowledge, stories and memories that may not be
restricted to one place alone. Goodall (2008) has described in her timely discussion of
Indigenous knowledge of water on the Darling River floodplains, that Aboriginal people have
built up a unique body of experiential knowledge in post-contact times due to the particular
constraints on land use and access in that region, highlighting that one of the necessary parts of
an approach to collaborative heritage management based on a process orientation is to
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understand the dynamic interplay of a range of often parallel processes in determining what sort
of relationship people have had or can have with their heritage. As Stratford (1999 p. 5) notes, ‘a
consequence of viewing culture as a dynamic ‘way of life’ and dynamic ‘ways of human life’ is
that cultural landscape has been conceptualised as a process’, and so taking a cultural landscapes
approach provides us with an ideal template for understanding the many layers of cultural
meaning as well as the relevant historical processes that may exist within a landscape, providing
us with an interpretive framework for understanding the interwoven nature, the processes of
interaction, between these different aspects..

Increasing recognition of the socially constructed nature of maps, and the acknowledgement of
their power as a tool in planning anything from conservation reserves to warfare , has been an
increasingly common theme in the social sciences over the last 20 years (see eg Woods 1993,
Harley 2001, Pinder 2003, Byrne 2007). Of particular interest here is the growth since the late
1980s of ‘counter mapping’, in which local communities have sought to intervene in political
processes surrounding natural resource management by mapping their own understandings of
landscapes, allowing for their specific cultural, economic and social relations to land to be
represented in a way that is readily useable in a management context (see Peluso 1995). Byrne
points out that ‘the relevance of counter-mapping to the Indigenous people of Southeast Asia and
Australia derives from their shared need to be able to depict the topographic dimensions of their
culture in terms that are intelligible to those empowered others with whom they must negotiate
their continued existence’(2007 p. 261).

Applying these tools to heritage assessment and documentation, Byrne and Nugent (2004) have
begun developing the technique of mapping ‘geo-biographies’, where satellite maps of a
particular area are used as the basis for provoking discussion and then spatially representing the
memories, experiences and knowledge of interviewees. The result is a series of individual maps
which can be collated, cross checked and integrated with traditional archival and cadastral
resources to identify ‘heritage landscapes’ that can be integrated into planning processes for
heritage management. Despite their value in these broader processes, preserving the integrity of
individual ‘geo-biographies’ and acknowledging their inherently personal nature is an important
aspect for his process. ‘Cultural landscapes do not have inherent meaning, their meaning is
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ascribed by the people who interact with them’ (Byrne and Nugent 2004 p. 138), and so the ‘geobiographies’ which represent individual views of particular cultural landscapes are made up of
the interaction of lives and landscapes. Returning to the notion of cultural processes, thinking in
these terms any cultural process is simply made up of a series of moments in the lives
of people living in a community, and so in application, the view of heritage that I have been
trying to demonstrate says that heritage is not only about things, it is also about the cultural
processes that keep people attached to their heritage, and thus heritage is equally as much about
peoples’ lives as it is about objects or ecosystems.

ANALYTICAL ISSUES

A key point of difference emerging from this research process in comparison to long-term, indepth field-based studies and quantitative social research methodologies is the sample size of
interviewees. With qualitative research a relatively new trend in the mainstream social sciences
(Crouch and Mackenzie 2006), and particularly in the conservation setting (Newing et. al. 2011,
Mascia et al 2003), there remains a perception that data validity can only be gained through large
sample sizes (Crouch and Mackenzie 2006 p. 484). In most cases this study focused on
developing articulations of culture in collaboration with a small group of key informants who
were nominated during consultations as appropriate spokespeople, or held positions of public
authority or leadership within their communities.

In addressing just this issue, Crouch and Mackenzie argue that in exploratory research, small
sample sizes are in fact more desireable for understanding dynamic social processes for a range
of reasons.

In the kind of research discussed here, if anything is being “ sampled” , it is not so
much individual persons “of a kind” , but rather variants of a particular social
setting (the real object of the research in question) and of the experiences arising in
it. Rather than being systematically selected instances of specific categories of
attitudes and responses, here respondents embody and represent meaningful
experience-structure links. Put differently, our respondents are “cases” , or
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instances of states, rather than (just) individuals who are bearers of certain
designated properties (or “variables”) (2006 p. 493).

This has a direct bearing on the sorts of findings such research can reveal.

If, then, we accept that small-scale interview-based... research is intentionally
conceptually generative, its findings... cannot escape the charge of speculation. Nor
should they have to do so. It is in the nature of exploratory studies to indicate rather
than conclude. More strictly put, such studies formulate propositions rather than set
out to verify them - or, at least, convincingly demonstrate them (through reliance,
for example, on “representativeness” and the persuasive weight of large samples)
(ibid p. 492).

Such small-scale studies proceed towards their findings through ‘researching material within a
spiral of conceptual development rather than across a plane of data’ (ibid p. 491), and as the
richness of understanding of individual cases, broader social contexts, and the theoretical
possibilities for interpretation develops, the relationships between these elements similarly
evolve in response to one another within the research setting and within the researchers mind,
until such a time as a contextually adequate, rather than comprehensive, representation of these
elements can be arrived at. The development of a series of rich and intense cases has been
augmented by extensive literature research and a degree of background interviewing in order to
facilitate this process of conceptual development across the course of this research process.

Generally speaking this process has been undertaken then without a systematic approach to field
data analysis such as using data coding or the use of analysis software, instead favouring a more
‘intuitive’ approach to analysis (Wall 1995). This could be understood as a process of recursive
abstraction — ongoing review of key themes in both the field data and literature led to
subsequent processes of distillation of research findings, “member-checking” through discussion
with informants (Guba and Lincoln 1994), feeding of insights back into further processes of data
gathering and subsequent distillation, eventually arriving at an interpretation of local cultural

291

debates that would have been unattainable through simply reading and coding raw interview
transcripts.

In selecting voices to focus on in written material, testimonies discussing common themes within
the literature have generally been focused on as material for reworking and publication within
the context of these field studies. This has led to a degree of “validity” in terms of being able to
bolster the robustness of conclusions by analysing these testimonies within the context of these
broader trends and correlations within the literature.

This has had some unexpected consequences. A good example is the Timor-Leste case study.
Where the radio documentary produced after the first field season included testimonies from
Fataluku women discussing issues of gender in relation to traditional Fataluku culture, in the
cultural heritage and nature conservation literature on the national park there had been almost no
discussion or attention paid to this issue at the time of writing. Thus without undertaking a study
wholly focused on gender and culture in order to pioneer detailed discussion in the context of
park management, it was not possible to include meaningful analysis of this topic using this
particular research approach, despite its importance in the broader context of social issues in
Timor-Leste.

This issue points to a larger trend within this study, insofar as the local societies in which I
conducted fieldwork have well-defined gender roles in relation to traditional cultural knwledge,
and in some cases are explicitly patri-lineal. The trend that emerged through fieldwork was that
as a male I was sometimes paired up with traditional cultural authorities who were male, as was
often considered culturally appropriate, or in the context of political leadership, it was frequently
the case that the most prominent figures in public debate were men. This was not uniformly the
case, however the cases presented tend more often than not to represent to the perspectives of
men. This does not of course indicate that there is necessarily disagreement from women in the
communities considered as to the testimonies presented, however I do not attempt to comment
on this issue, instead noting that the ongoing development of studies relating to gender and
conservation in the local setting deserves considerable attention in future studies.
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More broadly speaking, this example indicates that this study also tends to represent the
prevailing cultural and political norms of local settings. It might be noted that in each community
explored, there are a diversity of views about how cultural and political authority might best be
understood or best distributed, and these papers tend to represent the views of those who
currently hold those positions of authority in the context of local culture, simply because they are
the figures most prominent in public debate. It would be worthy to conduct future studies with
groups in each case who perhaps do not hold authority in relation to “traditional” cultural or local
political institutions, but who might nonetheless have well-developed views and understandings
of how local culture might interact with protected area management. This would be the sort of
research scope made possible by conducting long -erm ethnographic fieldwork in each site, and
so the fact that field seasons did not allow for the full diversity of views at the local level
represents an aspect of undertaking comparative studies in diverse settings on the one hand, but
also must be acknowledged as a considerable limitation of the approach on the other.

As a result of these combined factors, the conclusions of this thesis cannot be taken to be
definitive attempts to understand local cultural debates, but instead are explorations of these
debates through an exploration of particular, influential voices within these debates, presented as
intense cases illuminating broader, prevailing trends and issues identified through analysis of
literature.
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FIELDWORK INFORMATION AND INTERVIEW LIST
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Research supported by Australia Research Council Linkage Grant 'Rethinking Cultural Heritage:
Nature and Culture in protected areas in Southeast Asia' Industry partner NSW National Parks
and Wildlife Service.

Fieldwork undertaken in accordance with Australian National University Human Ethics
Guidelines, protocol 2010/100.

Outline of field seasons

Interviews and fieldwork were undertaken between April 2010 and April 2012. Some
consultations were undertaken in India in 2009 as a part of developing options for fieldwork and
developing the overall project scope and research design. In total I undertook 49 recorded
interviews, and 90 background interviews and consultation meetings, in addition to the wide
variety of field based trips and activitie documented in this thesis.

Initial discussions in Australia were had early in 2010 with Githabul Working on Country,
following an initial consultation with staff within the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service
Co-management Unit. An initial trip to Kyogle resulted in an agreement to collaborate on
cultural heritage related projects with Cultural Officer and Githabul elder Doug Williams and the
management of Border Ranges Contractors. Between April and November 2010 4 field trips
totalling 6 weeks were undertaken, and a further trip in October 2011 was made to discuss
research results and negotiate final release of primary data.

From January to March 2011 I travelled to Timor-Leste and undertook interviews in Dili and
Lautem district, with a total of 3 weeks spent in and around the Nino Conis Santana National
Park. I was assisted by Nuno Oliveira from the Government of Timor-Leste, while the late Sinor
Abilio dos Santos, local officer for Lautem district with the Secretariat of Culture and Education,
Timor-Leste government, and local resident and interpreter Mely Fernandes assisted in
identifying interviewees. These interviews were initially released by interviewees for inclusion in
a radio documentary aired on the Australian Broadcasting Commissions Radio National network,
appearing on the Indigenous Arts and Culture program, AWAYE! Between March and late April
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2012 I was based in Dili, Timor-Leste and having developed a draft chapter using quotations
from the radio documentary, I returned to Lautem to provide my informants with a copy of the
radio documentary and to cross check details and receive final release of material for additional
use in this thesis.

From mid March to May 2011 I travelled to Indonesia, convening meetings with NGO staff in
Jakarta, academics in Yogyakarta, and received recommendations on areas of potential interest to
my journalism and research interests and received introductions for meetings. I undertook
preliminary field visits to Borodudur Village, Central Java, Wonokiri Village, East Java,
Pontianak, West Kalimantan, Palangkaraya, Central Kalimantan and Nehas Liah Bing Village,
East Kalimantan. In each case I undertook preliminary meetings and interviews with NGOs
workers, and communities living in and around nature reserves and national parks in the vicinity
of these major centres, and undertook initial interviews and informal meetings with local leaders
and NGO workers associated with the Wehea Dayak people. Between January 2012 and March
2012 I returned to Indonesia, based firstly in Yogyakarta for 3 weeks, travelling regularly to
Borobudur Village to conduct interviews. I spent 10 days in Wehea Village undertaking in depth
interviews with Pak Lejie Taq, as well as writing up the core of the Wehea case study while I had
the opportunity to cross check and verify details while key informants were present. Ongoing
contact was maintained through my translators and via email in order to clarify details and
provide final copies of chapters to key informants.

Initial investigations in India were undertaken in August and September 2009, at the
International Conference on Remote Sensing in Archaeology, Tiruchirappalli, Tami Nadu, in
Ambasamudram, Tamil Nadu, in Trivandrum, Kerala and in Bangalore Karnataka. Between
October 2011 and January 2012 I was based in the Centre for Ecological Studies at the Indian
Institute of Science in Bangalore and also worked out of the offices of the Dakshin Foundation.
In these periods I undertook numerous meetings and interviews with wildlife biologists,
conservation social scientists and NGO workers in Bangalore, and undertook field trips to
Wayanad Wildlife Sanctuary in Kerala and Biligiry Rangaswamy Temple Wildlife Sanctuary in
Karnataka totalling 1 month.
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Recorded interviews
Doug Williams, 23ld April 2010, Roseberry, NSW, Australia.
Doug Williams, 23ld April 2010, Iron Pot Creek, NSW, Australia.
Doug Williams, 10th June 2010, Wiangaree, NSW, Australia.
Doug Williams, 21st June 2010, Julian Rocks, NSW, Australia.
Doug Williams, 26th November 2010, Kyogle, NSW, Australia.
Oral Williams 24th November 2010, Muli Muli Station, NSW, Australia.
Oral Williams, 24th November 2010, Toloom Falls, NSW, Australia.
Oral Williams, 25th November 2010, Pretty Gully, NSW, Australia.
Garnett Donnelly, 26th November 2010, Pretty Gully, NSW, Australia.
Mally Mansell, 26th November 2010, Pretty Gully, NSW, Australia.
Robert Boota, 26th November 2010, Kyogle, NSW, Australia.
Rafael Guimarez, 12th January 2011, Tutuala village, Timor-Leste.
Abilio dos Santos, 11th January, 2011, Cultural Officer (Lautem district), Culture and Education
Secretariat, Government of Timor-Leste, Ira-ara village 2011.
Abilio dos Santos, 16th January, 2011, Cultural Officer (Lautem district), Culture and Education
Secretariat, Government of Timor-Leste, Ira-ara village 2011
John Vignas, 15th January, 2011, Ira-ara village, Timor-Leste 2011.
Lindu Nazaratu, 18th January 2011, Valu Beach, Timor-Leste.
Joanina Marquez, 20th January 2011, Ira-ara village, Timor-Leste.
Alfonso Marquez, 20th January 2011, Ira-ara village, Timor-Leste.
Mely Fernandes, 22nd January 2011, Ira-ara village, Timor-Leste.
Anche Cabral, 24th January 2011, Baucau, Timor-Leste.
Purwanto, 26th March 2011, Borobudur Village, Central Java, Indonesia.
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Priyana Jack, 26th March 2011, Borobudur Village, Central Java, Indonesia.
Anto, 26th March 2011, Borobudur Village, Central Java, Indonesia.
Mastor, 26 March 2011, Borobudur Village, Central Java, Indonesia.
Sucoro, 27 March 2011, Borobudur Village, Central Java, Indonesia.
Daud Tanudirjo, 29th March 2011, Jogjakarta, Central Java, Indonesia.
Christian Hasmadi, 2nd June 2011, Kepala desa, Nehas Liah Bing Village, East Kalimantan
Indonesia.
Lejie Taq, 2nd June 2011, Kepala Adat, Nehas Liah Bing Village, East Kalimantan Indonesia.
Pak Hatdaq, 3rd June 2011, Resident, Nehas Liah Bing Village, East Kalimantan Indonesia.
Pak Sam, 4th June 2011, Nehas Liah Bing Village, East Kalimantan Indonesia.
Olga Xavier Gago, 22nd October 2011, ABC Studios, Sydney, Australia.
Raju, 24th November 2011, Resident of Manathavady, Kerala, India.
Padmanabhan, 28th November 2011, Resident of Kalpetta, Kerala, India.
Kotankara Narayanan, 4th December 2011, Resident of Manathavady, Kerala India.
Hanime Gowdavare, 30th December 2011, Resident, Muthugadahgadde Podu, Biligiry
Rangaswamy Hills, Karnataka, India.
Karianakethe Gowda, 31st December 2011, Resident, Muthugadahgadde Podu, Biligiry
Rangaswamy Hills, Karnataka, India.
Chaari Madegowda, 31st December 2011, Resident, Hosa Podu, Biligiry Rangaswamy Hills,
Karnataka, India.
Madamma. 31st December 2011, Resident, Muthugadahgadde Podu, Biligiry Rangaswamy Hills,
Karnataka, India.
Basavajara, 1st January 2012, Resident, Biligiry Rangaswamy Hills, Karnataka, India.
Dr Nithin Rai, 2nd January 2012, ATREE Field Station, Biligiry Rangaswamy Hills, Karnataka
India.
C Madegowda, 2nd January 2012, ATREE Field Station, Biligiry Rangaswamy Hills, Karnataka
India.
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Madegowda, 2nd January 2012, Resident. Seegebetta Podu, Biligiry Rangaswamy Hills,
Karnataka India.
Kempe Siddegowda, 3rd January 2012, Resident, Butani Podu, Biligiry Rangaswamy Hills,
Karnataka India.
Pak Sucoro, 12th February 2012, Borobudur Village, Central Java, Indonesia.
Priyana Jack, 16th February 2012, Borobudur Village, Central Java, Indonesia.
Dr Daud Tanudirjo, 18th February 2012 Jogjakarta, Central Java, Indonesia.
Pak Lejie Taq, 24th February, Nehas Liah Bing Village, East Kalimantan Indonesia.
Pak Lejie Taq, 25th February, Nehas Liah Bing Village, East Kalimantan Indonesia.
Pak Lejie Taq, 26th February, Nehas Liah Bing Village, East Kalimantan Indonesia.

Background interviews and consultation meetings
Dr T. Ganesh, 4th August 2009, Research Scientist, Ashoka Trust for Research into Ecology and
the Environment, Bangalore, India.
Dr Rengaian Ganesan, 4th August 2009, Research Scientist, Ashoka Trust for Research into
Ecology and the Environment, Bangalore, India.
Dr Soubadra Devy, 4th August 2009, Research Scientist, Ashoka Trust for Research into Ecology
and the Environment, Bangalore, India.
Dr Nithin Rai, 4th August 2009, Researcher, Ashoka Trust for Research into Ecology and the
Environment, Bangalore, India.
Dr Apama Nair, 10th August, 2009, Centre for Development Studies, Trivandrum, Kerala.
Dr Sankaran Mohandas, 25th August, 2009, Sree Gokulam Medical College & Research Centre,
Trivandrum, Kerala.
Dr J. Devika, 24th August 2009, Centre for Development Studies, Trivandrum, Kerala.
Dr K. Shanthi, 25th August 2009, Community activist, Silent Valey, Kerala. Phone meeting.
Juan Gregorio Rejas Ayuga, 20th August 2009, Tiruchirapalli. Archaeologist, Instituto Nacional
de Tecnica Aerospacial Madrid.
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Dr Srikumar Menon, 20th August 2009, Tiruchirapalli.
Manipal Institute of Technology, Manipal Karnataka.

Faculty

of Architecture

Dr Kartik Shanker, 3rd September 2009, Bangalore, Karnataka India. Ecologist, Indian Institute
of Science.
Meera Oomen, 3rd September, 2009, Bangalore Karnataka India, Researcher, Dakshin
Foundation, India.
Dr Sumanth Badami, 25th November 2009, Macquarie University, Sydney Australia.
Dr Aung Si, 11th February 2010, Australian National University, Canberra.
Lenore Fraser, 15th March 2010, Manager Co-management Unit, NSW National Parks and
Wildlife Service.
Ben Pye, 10th April 2010, Githabul Working on Coutnry, Kyogle, Australia.
Doug Williams, 10th April 2010, Githabul Working on Coutnry, Kyogle, Australia.
Rob Boota, 10th April 2010, Githabul Working on Coutnry, Kyogle, Australia.
Daryl Wesley, 20th July 2010, Australian National University, Canberra.
Dr Pyone Myat Thu, 20th February 2010, Australian National University, Canberra.
Dr Aung Si, 12th November 2010, Australian National University, Canberra.
Ashley Moran, 1st December 2010, NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service Cultural Heritage
Division. Phone meeting.
Hilton Naden, 1st December 2010. NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service Cultural Heritage
Division. Phone meeting.
Ted Fields Jnr, 6th December 2010. Traditional owner, Narran Lakes NSW. Phone meeting.
Dr Jean Kennedy, 7th December 2010, Australian National University, Canberra.
Dr Nuno Oliveira, 11th December 2010, Culture and Education Secretariat, Government of
Timor-Leste.
Dr Heather Goodall, 14th December 2010, University of Technology Sydney.
Dr Phil Purcell, 15th December 2010, Archaeologist, NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service.
Phone meeting.
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Dr Andrew McWilliam, 17th December 2010, 6th September 2011, Australian Natioml
University, Canberra.
Angela MacAuley, 5th January 2011, Ecotrust Australia. Skype meeting.
Alex McClean, 5th January 2011, Food security and livelihoods specialist, Dili, Timor-Leste.
Rachael Neary, 5th January 2011, Development pratitioner, Dili, Timor-Leste
Alex Cullen, 8th January 2011, Dili, Timor-Leste.
Nuno Oliveira, 8th January 2011, Culture and Education Secretariat, Government of TimcrLeste. Dili, Timor-Leste.
Djuwai Awhal, 10th January, 2011, Dili, Timor-Leste.
Annie Sloman, 10th January, Development pracitioner, Dili, Timor-Leste.
Osme Gonsalves, 10th January, 2011, Dili, Timor-Leste.
Mely Fenandes, 12th January, 2011. Lospalos, Timor-Leste.
Johanne York, 10th January 2011, Development practitioner, Dili, Timor-Leste.
Dr Nuno Oliveira, 26th January 2014, Culture and Education Secretariat, Government of TimorLeste.
Dr Daud Tanudirjo, 22nd March 2011, Universitas Gaja Mada, Jogjakarta, Indonesia
Dr Daud Tanudirjo, 26th March 2011, Universitas Gaja Mada, Jogjakarta, Indonesia.
Winarko Winarko, April 4th 2011, Independent researcher, Malang, Indonesia.
Mas Paring, April 4th 2011, Community activist, Malang Indonesia.
Pak Wijono, April 5th, 2011, Customary law council member, Wonokitri, Central Java,
Indonesia.
Mina Setra, 15th April 2011, Aliansi Maskyarakat Adat Nusantara, Jakarta Indonesia.
Wisnu Rusmantoro, 14 April 2011, World Wildlife Fund offices, Jakarta, Indonesia.
th

Herlina Hartanto, 20 April 2011, The Nature Conservancy offices, Jakarta, Indonesia.
th

Elis Nurhayati, 20 April, 2011, The Nature Conservancy offices, Jakarta, Indonesia.
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Dr Lex Hovani, 20lh April, 2011, The Nature Conservancy offices, Jakarta, Indonesia.
Dr Steve Rhee, 25th April 2011, Ford Foundation offices, Jakarta, Indonesia.
Fachruddin Mangunjaya, 25th April 2011, Conservation International, Jakarta, Indonesia.
Valentinus Heri, 15th May 2011, Riak Bumi offices, Pontianak, West Kalimantan, Indonesia.
Bang Kris, 20th May 2011, Kering Bangkirai village, Central Kalimantan, Indonesia.
Pak Ien, 19th May 2011, Kering Bangkirai village, Central Kalimantan, Indonesia
Edy Sudyono, 27th May 2011, The Nature Conservancy, Samarinda, Indonesia.
Nardiyono, 27th May 2011, The Nature Conservancy, Samarinda, East Kalimantan, Indonesia.
Pak Lejie Taq, 1st June 2011, Head, Wehea Dayak Adat council, Nehas Liah Bing village, East
Kalimantan, Indonesia.
Fitrian Ardisanyah, 7th August 2011, Australian National University Canberra.
Dr Ray Wood, 9th September 2011, independent anthropologist. Phone meeting.
Doug Williams, 12th September 2011, Kyogle, Australia.
Ben Pye, 12th September 2011, Kyogle, Australia.
Oral Williams, 14th September 2011, Kyogle, Australia.
Rob Boota, 14th September 2011, Kyogle Australia.
Euston Williams, 14th September 2011, Kyogle Australia.
Laura Whitford, 16th September 2011, The Nature Conservancy, Brisbane, Australia.
Meera Oomen, 4th November 2011, Dakshin Foundation, Bangalore India.
Aarthi Sridar, 4th November 2011, Dakshin Foundation, Bangalore India.
Marianne Manuel, 4th November 2011, Dakshin Foundation, Bangalore India.
Dr Amarjeet Singh, 8th November 2011, School of Social Sciences, National Institute of
Advanced Studies Indian Institute of Science, Bangalore, India.
Dr Shivali Tukdeo, 11th November 2011, School of Social Sciences, National Institute of
Advanced Studies Indian Institute of Science, Bangalore, India.
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Dr Jayashree Ratnam, 10th November 2011, National Centre for Biological Sciences, Bangalore,
India.
Dr Mahesh Sankaran, 10th November 2011, National Centre for Biological Sciences, Bangalore,
India.
Varun Varma, 12th November 2011, National Centre for Biological Sciences, Bangalore, India.
Samira Agnihotri, 12th November 2011, National Centre for Biological Sciences, Bangalore,
India.
Devcharan Jathanna, 14th November 2011, Centre for Wildlife Studies, Bangalore, India.
Dr Nithin Rai, 17th November 2011, Ashoka Trust for Research into Ecology and the
Environment, Bangalore, India.
Dr Sidappa Shetty, 17th November 2011, Ashoka Trust for Research into Ecology and the
Environment, Bangalore, India.
Dr Siddartha Krishnan, 17th November 2011, Ashoka Trust for Research into Ecology and the
Environment, Bangalore, India.
Pooma Balaji, 22nd November 2011, Ashoka Trust for Research into Ecology and the
Environment, Bangalore, India.
Barath Sundaram, 22nd November 2011, National Centre for Biological Sciences, Bangalore,
India.
Dr Vinod Krishnan, 30th November 2011, University of Calicut, Thrissur, Kerala, India.
Dr Ullas Karanth, 10th January 2012, Wildlife Conservation Society, Bangalore, India.
Nardiyono, 20th February 2012, The Nature Conservancy, Samarinda, Indonesia.
Maebh Cryan, April 5th 2011, Land rights specialist, Dili, Timor-Leste.
Osme Gonsalves April 8th, Dili, Timor-Leste.
Alfeo Pereira, April 8th 2011, Dili, Timor-Leste.
Rafael Guimarez, April 15th, 2011, Tutuala, Timor-Leste.
Juhn Vignas, April 15th, Ira-ara Village, Timor-Leste.
Mely Fernandes, April 16th, Losalos, Timor-Leste.
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