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Abstract 

Contemporary ecological and political crises – ranging from climate change and biodiversity loss to 

conflicts over territory and sovereignty – pose considerable challenges to human and more-than-

human coexistence. These crises continue despite growing efforts to manage them, which is partially 

due to the fact that the former are deeply interconnected and the latter are not. This study explores 

the importance of integrating these efforts in the South Australian context. Specifically, it investigates 

(i) the contribution of the state’s reconciliation initiatives to human coexistence, (ii) the contribution 

of the state’s co-management program to human and more-than-human coexistence as well as (iii) 

the implications of their existing and potential interconnection.  

A theoretical framework that integrates elements of Indigenous methodologies and post-

structuralism and an embedded case study design were employed for this investigation, with 

reconciliation and co-management representing the two subunits of analysis. On this basis, 

collaborations were established with groups and individuals involved in these fields, and data was 

collected using in-depth interviews, the observation of co-management meetings and the selection of 

relevant documents. Parallel thematic analyses were conducted to produce initial findings, which 

were further refined through feedback meetings with the groups and individuals involved in this study. 

These processes were guided by the principles of ethical and culturally safe research in Indigenous 

contexts and Lincoln and Guba’s criteria for qualitative research integrity.   

Regarding reconciliation, findings reveal a comparatively high dissatisfaction with official 

reconciliation initiatives among Aboriginal people, which is connected to a lack of genuine 

opportunities to shape their design and implementation. However, they also reveal that the unique 

circumstances and aspirations of different Aboriginal groups and individuals mean that some choose 

to make the most of imperfect initiatives, while others choose to reject them. In recognition of this 

complexity, this study recommends the redistribution of direct and discursive control over 

reconciliation initiatives to the right people in each context and outlines initial steps towards it. 

Regarding co-management, findings reveal that co-management strengthens the management that 

occurs on the ground, but cannot fully make up for resource restrictions and external pressures. They 

further reveal that collaboration is restricted to park management matters and does not extend to 

decisions about the terms and conditions of this collaboration, which affects the realisation and 

realisability of Aboriginal people’s aspirations disproportionately. Moving forward, this study 

recommends a transition from co-management of protected areas to co-design and co-administration 

of the broader framework under which it occurs.  



xiv 

Regarding the interconnection of reconciliation and co-management, findings reveal instances of 

mutual reinforcement, where progress in the space of reconciliation has benefitted co-management 

and vice versa, but also missed opportunities. They further illustrate that integrating the two fields 

can not only help avoid mutual harm and maximise mutual reinforcement, but also drive their 

transformations by rendering existing limitations more visible.  

This study concludes that interconnected crises require equally interconnected solutions and clarifies 

that these must take the form of holistic situated solutions rather than one universal solution. To let 

them emerge, it calls for transitions from participation to partnerships on all scales.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.1 Introduction 

Contemporary ecological and political crises pose considerable challenges to human and more-than-

human existence and coexistence on this planet. They represent the degradation of the lands and 

waters that life depends on, as well as contested claims to how and by whom these lands and waters 

should be occupied and managed. This chapter, in introducing my PhD research, argues that the 

responses to these crises are not only insufficient in their scope, but also insufficiently connected. On 

this basis, it makes the case for investigating the integration of these responses, which this study does 

by exploring the ways in which the collaborative management of protected areas and official 

reconciliation efforts affect one another in the South Australian context. Following this brief 

introduction of the broader background, the remainder of this chapter provides an overview of my 

research questions, context, processes and methods, and ends with an outline of the structure and 

content of this thesis.  

1.2 Background  

Contemporary ecological and political crises – ranging from climate change and biodiversity loss to 

conflicts over territory and sovereignty – are ‘kindred symptoms of a common cause’ (Carson 2020 

p.5). Both are rooted in European colonialism, which refers to the conquest, settlement and 

exploitation of large parts of the world by European nations between the 15th and 20th century (Adams 

& Mulligan 2002). Under the pretext of bringing civilisation to supposedly uncivilised peoples and 

lands, these nations oppressed colonised peoples, exploited colonised lands and imposed European 

ways of knowing, being and doing on both (Domínguez & Luoma 2020). While European nations 

eventually withdrew from most former colonies in the second half of the 20th century, their ways of 

knowing, being and doing have remained influential across the post- and settler colonial world ever 

since (Adams & Mulligan 2002; Domínguez & Luoma 2020). As such, they continue to shape people’s 

relationships with one another and with the ‘larger ecological and environmental communities 

constituted of many more-than-human persons’ that human societies are embedded in (Wildcat 2017 

p.x), which I refer to as ‘more-than-human world’ throughout this thesis.  

Through their ongoing influence, Western ways of knowing, being and doing continue to drive 

ecological and political crises, the extent of which is already severe. Human activity already has 

resulted in approximately 1.0°C of warming compared to pre-industrial times (IPCC 2018) and rates of 

species extinction that are higher than those that have caused the previous five mass extinction events 
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(Martin 2017). If current trajectories continue – and there is little evidence that would suggest 

otherwise – these ecological crises will result in the irreversible loss of entire ecosystems and in ‘crisis 

after crisis for the most vulnerable people and societies’ (IPBES 2019; IPCC 2018 p.vi). Alongside this 

alteration of the natural world, the legacy of European colonialism is reflected in violent conflicts 

resulting from arbitrary borders of post-colonial nation states (Engelbert et al. 2002; Michalopolous & 

Papaioannou 2016), and emerging at new ‘commodity frontiers’, where Indigenous peoples and other 

local communities are fighting to protect their lands and waters (Martin 2017 p.2). It is further 

reflected in contested non-violent claims to Indigenous territory and sovereignty, which settler 

colonial governments continue to disavow (Moreton-Robinson 2020). In addition to having the same 

roots and same drivers, current ecological and political crises also have the potential to perpetuate 

one another (Aung 2021; Klein 2016; Lunstrum & Bose 2022), which further exacerbates the threats 

they pose to human and more-than-human coexistence and existence.  

These crises continue despite a proliferation of global agreements in recent decades aimed at 

managing them (CBD 2022; UN 2008; 2015a; 2015b), which suggest that their goals and associated 

efforts are insufficient to halt or reverse current trajectories. In addition, these agreements and 

associated efforts are also insufficiently connected. Even the Agenda for Sustainable Development, 

which explicitly calls for ‘integrated solutions’ to interrelated challenges, connects environmental 

sustainability only to human needs, but not to human rights (UN 2015b p.8). This omission is 

concerning, given that conservation practice around the world has often not only failed to strengthen 

the rights of Indigenous Peoples and other local communities, but actively harmed them (Domínguez 

& Luoma 2020; Martin 2017). Similarly, formal transitional justice and reconciliation processes aimed 

at promoting human rights and peace have often failed to consider harms caused by ongoing 

environmental degradation (Nagy 2008). Not only that, they have also directly driven this degradation 

by equating Indigenous rights exclusively with the alleviation of poverty (Witter & Satterfield 2018), 

and pursuing the latter through employment and procurement opportunities in resource extraction 

projects (O’Faircheallaigh & Lawrence 2019). This is not to say that such opportunities are inherently 

wrong in all contexts, but to point out that as long as environmental sustainability and human rights 

are pursued through disconnected efforts, these efforts are likely to impede one another and thus 

render either aim unachievable. 

It follows that interconnected challenges require interconnected solutions. In addition to avoiding 

mutual harm, such solutions also offer opportunities for mutual reinforcement. The potential for the 

latter is illustrated by the advantages of community-based conservation initiatives, which involve 

Indigenous peoples and other local communities in the management of their lands and often protect 

their ability to live on and off them (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004). Such initiatives are not only 
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associated with a greater protection of human rights and cultural diversity, but also with a greater 

protection of biological diversity (Domínguez & Luoma 2020), which suggests that integrated solutions 

yield superior results. Despite such promising outcomes, however, ‘significant gaps’ remain between 

official commitments and ‘their effective implementation’ (Tauli-Corpuz 2016 p.8). Moreover, 

collaboration rarely extends beyond local scales, which means that the ‘basic terms of what 

conservation aspires to and the approaches it should take’ are usually determined without Indigenous 

peoples (Martin 2017 p.97).  The integration of the protection of nature and the promotion of human 

rights and peace thus remains incomplete in both global goals and targets, as well as the efforts that 

are associated with their pursuit on the ground, which implies that their potential for mutual 

reinforcement is yet to be fully recognised and realised in policy and practice. 

It is also yet to be investigated in depth. There is no shortage of research into the general contribution 

of community-based conservation to the rights of Indigenous peoples and other local communities 

(see for instance Martin 2017; Ross et al. 2016). However, the small number of studies explicitly 

explore whether simultaneous community-based conservation and reconciliation efforts support or 

impede one another reach contradictory conclusions, and rarely reflect on the extent of their 

integration (Ban et al. 2019; Dickinson-Hoyle et al. 2022; Finegan 2018; Robinson & Mercer 2000; 

Vogel et al. 2022; Waitt et al. 2007; Youdelis 2016; Zurba et al. 2018). This study aims to advance the 

current understanding of the importance of such integration by investigating how two specific 

attempts to enhance human and more-than-human coexistence affect one another, and whether each 

would benefit from strengthening their interconnection. In particular, it investigates how 

reconciliation policies and practices shape, and are shaped by, the co-management of protected areas 

in the South Australian context. In doing so, it aims to maximise the collective contributions of these 

specific efforts to human and more-than-human coexistence and to illustrate the need for 

interconnected responses to interconnected crises more broadly.   

1.2 Study Overview 

This study explores the interconnection between reconciliation and co-management in the South 

Australian context, which collectively aim to resolve contested claims to sovereignty, land ownership 

and land management and to contribute to the protection of the natural world. This section provides 

an overview of my research questions, the context in which these questions were explored and the 

research processes and methods that were used to do so.   
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1.2.1 Research Aims and Questions 

To be able to explore how reconciliation and co-management do and could affect one another in the 

South Australian context, it was necessary to establish what both programs involve and how they are 

perceived before analysing their interconnection on this basis. To capture each of these aspects, this 

study was guided by the following research questions: 

1. What does the promotion of reconciliation involve in practice? 

2. How do people who are involved in and/or affected by the promotion of reconciliation 

perceive it? 

3. What does co-management involve in practice? 

4. How do people who are involved in and/or affected by co-management perceive it? 

5. Based on the above, how integrated are reconciliation and co-management, how integrated 

could they be and what are the implications of their current and potential integration? 

In investigating these questions, my aim was to provide recommendations for policy and practice in 

the South Australian context and to contribute to the broader body of knowledge on whether 

interconnected crises require equally interconnected responses.  

1.2.2 Research Context 

The South Australian context is particularly well suited to investigate how reconciliation and co-

management efforts affect one another, as connections between them are already drawn in 

government reports and plans (DEW 2018; 2021; DPC 2021), which reflect, at the very least, an 

intention to utilise their potential for mutual reinforcement. Before discussing these connections in 

more detail, however, it is important to briefly describe the state’s colonial history and settler colonial 

present.  

The state of South Australia (SA) is located in the central southern part of Australia. It shares borders 

with Western Australia (WA) in the west, the Northern Territory (NT) in the north, Queensland (QLD), 

New South Wales (NSW) and Victoria (VIC) in the east and the Great Australia Bight and Southern 

Ocean in the south (see Figure 1.1). The state covers roughly one eighth of Australia’s total land area 

(Richards 2022) and overlaps – fully or partially – with the traditional countries of over 30 Aboriginal 

language, social or nation groups (AIATSIS 2022a). The state is home 1.8 million people, 2.4 percent 

of whom identify as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander people. The majority of the state’s 

residents live in the capital city of Adelaide (ABS 2021a), which is located on the state’s eastern 

shoreline, in its Mediterranean climate zone. This zone, which is marked by a cool-to-warm climate, 

covers 13 percent of the state, while its arid climate zone, which is marked by warm-to-hot and dry 
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climate, covers the remaining 87 percent (EPA 2018a) – making SA the driest state on the world’s 

driest inhabited continent (DCCEEW 2021; Richards 2022). 

Figure 1.1: Geographic Location of South Australia 

 
This map was generated by Song 2023, based on data derived from Data SA 2023 

Aboriginal people had lived on the area of land that is now known as SA for at least 45,000 years by 

the time it was proclaimed as a British colony in 1836 (AGD 2022; Foster & Nettelbeck 2012). Even 

though the founding documents of the colony officially recognised Aboriginal land ownership and 

rights, its subsequent establishment was marked by the violent dispossession of Aboriginal lands and 

the forced relocation, marginalisation and assimilation of Aboriginal peoples, just as that of colonies 

elsewhere (Brock & Gara 2017; Foster & Nettelbeck 2012). It also involved the same large-scale land 

clearing and introduction of invasive species, which has altered landscapes across the region (PRISA 

2022) and resulted in an ‘alarming’ loss of native plant and animal species (DEH 2007 p.2). In the 

Adelaide Plains and adjacent Mount Lofty Ranges, for instance, less than 10 percent of the original 

vegetation remains in highly fragmented patches and 50 percent of the mammal fauna has become 

locally extinct (Bradshaw 2012). The colonisation of SA, just as that of other colonies around the world, 

has therefore had devastating impacts on Aboriginal lives, cultures and lands.   
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Mirroring global developments, recent decades have seen increasing efforts to recognise Aboriginal 

peoples’ rights and to protect the natural world in SA and Australia more broadly. Today, 22 percent 

of the state’s total land area is formally recognised as Aboriginal owned land, while mostly non-

exclusive native title rights apply to much of the remaining land area, though less so in more populated 

regions (DEM 2022; NNTT 2023). Moreover, roughly 30 percent of the state’s total land area is formally 

protected (EPA 2018b) and more than half of this area is currently co-managed through partnerships 

between the state government and different Aboriginal nations (see figure 1.2) (DEW 2018; 2022a). 

In addition to this growing, though still limited recognition of Aboriginal land rights, Australian 

governments on all scales have been pursuing an official reconciliation process, through a series of 

judgements, acts, strategies, programs, plans and events over the last three decades (Reconciliation 

Australia 2021a), which aims to strengthen the coexistence of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people.  

Figure 1.2: Co-managed Protected Areas in South Australia 

 
Author’s construct, generated based on data derived from CAPAD 2020 and information derived from DEW 2022b 

As mentioned above, current government reports and plans claim that reconciliation and co-

management reinforce one another. The most recent report on co-management, for instance, 

portrays it as an important part of the state’s reconciliation journey: 

Co-management allows us to work together, to understand and manage the cultural 

values of our park landscapes. This adds significantly to the visitor experience and 

supports true reconciliation (DEW 2018 p.4) 
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In fact, the interconnection between reconciliation and co-management is emphasised explicitly 

throughout the entire report, the environment department’s current Reconciliation Action Plan (RAP) 

(DEW 2018; 2021) and the state’s broader Aboriginal Affairs Action Plan (DPC 2021). Despite this 

reoccurring theme, however, this study is the first to investigate their current and potential 

interconnection in-depth and to reflect on their implications for human and more-than-human 

coexistence. 

1.2.3 Research Processes and Methods 

As a first step towards answering the research questions outlined previously, I developed a theoretical 

framework that integrates elements of Indigenous methodologies and post-structuralism. This 

framework draws on Indigenous methodologies for guidance on how to bring together different 

cultural perspectives, knowledges and ways of knowing (Louis 2007; Rigney 2003; Smith 1999), and 

on post-structuralism to highlight my own socio-political and epistemological position as a German 

researcher living in Australia (Singh & Major 2017), which inevitably shapes this study. On this basis, I 

developed a qualitative research strategy that was guided by the principles of ethical and culturally 

safe research in Indigenous contexts (AIATSIS 2012; NHMRC 2018a; 2018b) and by Lincoln and Guba’s 

(1985; 1986) criteria of trustworthiness and authenticity, to ensure both cultural and academic 

integrity.  

My research involved close collaborations with Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people working in the 

fields of co-management and reconciliation in SA, which were established prior to the commencement 

of data collection and maintained throughout the duration of this study. Multiple methods of data 

collection were used, including the selection of relevant documents in both fields, in-depth interviews 

with 45 people, the observation of 11 co-management board meetings and field trips to several co-

managed protected areas. To analyse these data, two parallel thematic analyses were conducted for 

each field, on the basis of which their interconnection was then established. This analysis process was 

followed by feedback meetings with the organisations and individuals involved in this study, whose 

feedback is reflected in the findings presented in this thesis.   

1.3 Thesis Outline  

This thesis consists of 10 chapters. Building on this introduction, Chapter Two begins with a broad 

review of the challenges to human and more-than human coexistence and of the fields of conservation 

and transitional justice as responses to these crises. On this basis, it then reviews the literature on 

reconciliation and co-management in Australia, to illustrate how both are understood and 

implemented, and what is and is not known about their interconnection. In doing so, this chapter 



8 

demonstrates the specific ways in which this study builds on, and extends, the current knowledge in 

both fields.  

Chapter Three introduces the theoretical framework this study is based on. It highlights this study’s 

intercultural context by discussing my positionality as a German researcher living in Australia and my 

collaborations with Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people in SA, and argues that it was essential for 

the theoretical framework underpinning this study to be sensitive to the different knowledges and 

ways of knowing present in this context. It then describes Indigenous methodologies and post-

structuralism and illustrates the rationale for drawing on elements of both. 

Chapter Four extends the brief description of the South Australian context contained in this 

introduction. It then connects the ontological and epistemological foundation contained in this study’s 

theoretical framework with its research strategy, research design and research methods. To do so, it 

discusses what constitutes academic and cultural integrity in studies such as this one, based on which 

it then demonstrates how the consideration of both informed each step in the research process. It 

further describes this research process in detail, as well as all methods of data collection, analysis and 

validation.  

Chapters Five to Eight present the findings of this study, with the first two focussing on reconciliation 

and the last two focussing on co-management. Chapter Five presents the findings derived from an 

analysis of important elements of the Australian and South Australian reconciliation processes. It uses 

key policies, strategies and plans as examples to demonstrate what they do and do not say, who is 

and is not involved in their design and implementation and what implicit meanings of reconciliation 

are reflected in their scope, structures and processes. Chapter Six presents the findings derived from 

an analysis of the interviews that were conducted with Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people who are 

involved in and/or affected by the state’s reconciliation efforts. It draws out the implicit meanings of 

reconciliation reflected in different evaluations of specific policies, strategies and plans and compares 

them to those contained in the policies themselves. On this basis, this chapter points out an imbalance 

in whose voices are heard, reflects on the implications of this imbalance and suggests potential ways 

forward. 

Chapters Seven and Eight then turn to co-management. Chapter Seven begins with an overview of the 

history of co-management and the different forms it takes across Australia’s states and territories. 

This is followed by a detailed illustration of the South Australian co-management framework, its 

administration and the structures and processes of different co-management bodies, which highlights 

what is and is not possible within this broader system and who is and is not involved in each of its 

elements. Chapter Eight presents the findings derived from an analysis of the information obtained 
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through interviews, observations of co-management meetings and fieldtrips to co-managed protected 

areas. It draws out the implicit meanings of co-management reflected in the perceptions and 

aspirations of different groups and individuals, and reflects on whose aspirations are realisable in 

theory and have been realised in practice under the current framework and administration. Based on 

this reflection, it ends with an outline of potential ways forward on all scales. 

Chapter Nine returns to the fundamental question of whether interconnected crises require 

integrated solutions. To answer this question, this chapter evaluates individual and collective 

contributions of reconciliation and co-management to human and more-than-human coexistence, as 

well as their potential contributions based on my recommended ways forward. It then reflects on ways 

in which these contributions are mediated by the degree of interconnection between the two fields. 

By connecting my findings and recommendations with the literature on conservation and transitional 

justice, this chapter further discusses the implications of this study for these broader fields and their 

potential to halt and reverse the world’s political and ecological crises. Finally, Chapter Ten concludes 

with a brief reiteration of this study’s main findings and their implications for policy and practice, a 

discussion of its strengths and limitations, and the provision of recommendations for future research.  

Throughout these chapters, I tell a story of collaborations and their limitations in the fields of 

reconciliation and co-management – and of transitional justice and conservation more broadly. The 

ideal of collaboration has entered both fields in recent decades and is now securely entrenched in 

their rhetoric. Yet in practice, collaboration is usually confined to local scales and participation in 

predetermined programs. It rarely extends to the design and administration of such programs and 

remains absent from the fundamental considerations of what constitutes harmonious coexistence 

among human and more-than-human beings that underpin them. As such, both fields remain rooted 

in the very knowledge and ways of knowing, doing and being that is driving the crises they seek to 

overcome, which limits their overall appropriateness and effectiveness. I further illustrate that the 

separation of transitional justice and conservation is a cause and a consequence of the knowledge 

hierarchies within both fields, and that their integration can function as a tool to overcome these 

hierarchies – as long as it is not misconstrued as an attempt to establish one universal solution that 

applies to everything, everywhere. Instead of one universal solution, interconnected crises require 

holistic solutions that are situated within specific geographic contexts, which can only emerge through 

a transition from predetermined participation to genuine partnerships on all scales.   
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

2.1 Introduction 

Reconciliation and co-management are contemporary attempts to improve the coexistence of 

Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples around the world. Before reviewing each body of literature 

in turn, this chapter begins with a broader review of the current challenges to human and more-than 

human coexistence and the interconnections between them. This is followed by an overview of the 

broader fields of conservation and transitional justice that reconciliation and co-management are 

embedded in, which illustrates the extent of their disconnection and the additional challenges it poses. 

On this basis, this chapter then reviews the reconciliation literature, which illustrates the contested 

nature of the concept globally, provides an overview of the diverse aspects of its promotion in 

Australia and the highlights the three main conceptualisations of reconciliation that underpin the 

contradictory evaluations of these aspects. This is followed by a review of the co-management 

literature, which clarifies the meaning of co-management, provides an overview of its diverse forms 

in Australia and depicts their contested implications. Finally, this chapter brings the two fields together 

by illustrating why their interconnection matters and how it is explored in this study. 

2.2 Challenges to Coexistence and Existence 

Contemporary ecological and political crises – ranging from climate change and biodiversity loss to 

conflicts over territory and sovereignty – challenge people’s ability to coexist with one another and 

with the more-than-human world. While these crises are deeply interconnected, the same cannot be 

said for the ways in which they are managed, which adds to the insufficiency of the latter. This section 

addresses each of these points in turn, suggests that interconnected responses may yield superior 

results and makes the case for more research into the specific ways in which interconnection does 

and could occur.        

2.2.1 Interconnection of Ecological and Political Crises 

The world’s ecological and political crises are rooted in European colonialism, which involved the 

systemic exploitation of colonised peoples and lands from the 15th century onwards (Adams & 

Mulligan 2002), as well as the imposition of European ways of knowing, being and doing on both 

(Domínguez & Luoma 2020). Since the 18th century, these ways of knowing, being and doing have 

been marked by the assumed superiority of human rationality that is characteristic of Enlightenment 

thought, which has served as a justification for the control of supposedly uncivilised peoples and lands 

(Adams & Mulligan 2002). Said (1977 p.109) refers to the ‘disregarding’, ‘essentialising’ and ‘denuding’ 
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of the ‘humanity of another culture, people, or geographical region’ inherent in this justification as 

‘Orientalism’. It establishes them as the ‘other’ – as less valuable, and thus, as exploitable (Klein 2016). 

While European nations eventually withdrew from most former colonies in the second half of the 20th 

century (Adams & Mulligan 2002), their ways of knowing, being and doing continue to shape human 

and more-than-human coexistence around the world.  

The ongoing exploitation of natural resources, and the assumed human-nature hierarchy that 

underpins it, has fundamentally altered the more-than-human world. This alteration became apparent 

as early as the 1670s, when the deforestation and introduction of non-native species resulted in 

drought, soil erosion, dust storms and native species loss across island colonies, from where it spread 

to continental landmasses in subsequent centuries (Grove 2002). This widespread environmental 

modification was driven by the replacement of customary land tenure with private property regimes 

and an emphasis on land cultivation in the name of progress, which has remained largely unchanged 

in the post-colonial era (Domínguez & Luoma 2020). While the reliance on political and military powers 

decreased in this era, the ‘discursive powers’ of ecological imperialism continue to drive the 

‘expansion of more and more territories and commodities into global trade’. This expansion, in turn, 

drives the ongoing degradation of lands and oceans, as well as the warming of the atmosphere (Martin 

2017 p.81), and thereby creates and maintains the biodiversity and climate crises. 

European colonialism has also fundamentally transformed political and social relations around the 

world. It involved the murder, displacement, dispossession and enslavement of colonised peoples, as 

well as the destruction and replacement of their social, legal, economic and political systems (Anheier 

& Juergensmeyer 2012). Not only were these processes inherently violent, they also left a ‘legacy of 

conflict and violence’ behind (Plumwood 2002 p.51). This legacy is reflected in ongoing violent 

conflicts resulting from arbitrary colonial borders, which range from interstate conflicts between 

nation states that divide previously connected ethnic groups, to intrastate conflicts within nation 

states that integrate previously distinct ethnic groups (Engelbert et al. 2002; Michalopolous & 

Papaioannou 2016). It is also reflected in emerging violent conflicts at new ‘commodity frontiers’, 

where Indigenous peoples and other local communities are fighting to protect their lands and waters 

as well as their rights to live off them (Martin 2017 p.2). Together, these processes contribute to the 

rising number of violent conflicts globally, which have become less deadly since the end of World War 

II, but are also more common than ever before (Palik et al. 2022). 

Contested non-violent claims to territory and sovereignty are another way in which the legacy of 

colonial conflicts materialises around the world. These claims range from political activism to legal 

land claims by Indigenous peoples and other local communities. They are made possible, in part, by 
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land reforms and a growing recognition of Indigenous peoples’ rights to self-determination in recent 

decades (UN 2009; Wily 2018). However, Indigenous peoples ‘continue to face serious human rights 

abuses on a day-to-day basis’ (UN 2009 p.203) and settler colonial governments continue to disavow 

their sovereignty (Moreton-Robinson 2020). Moreover, only a fraction of the land that is informally 

held by Indigenous peoples and other local communities is officially recognised as such, and the 

processes to obtain formal recognition are usually highly complex and drawn out. In contrast, 

competing claims to land from companies and investors – which are increasing alongside the growing 

global demand for natural resources – are usually processed much more quickly and easily (Notess et 

al. 2017). Unless these disparities are reversed, they pose risks to the lives and livelihoods of those 

who depend on these lands and to the coexistence of diverse peoples more broadly. 

The ecological and political threats to people’s ability to coexist with one another and with the more-

than-human world are not only connected through their underlying causes, but also through their 

consequences. Three examples illustrate this point. First, Indigenous peoples’ rights to their land in 

Australia and Canada have recently been compromised for the construction of the Adani coal mine 

and the extraction of the Alberta tar sands as well as the immediate and long-term environmental 

impacts of these practices (Carson 2020; Klein 2016). Second, the persecution and forced dislocation 

of almost one million Rohingya people in Myanmar took place in a ‘politically and ecologically 

vulnerable landscape’, which was shaped by ‘tensions with roots that reach back to British colonial 

rule’ and several natural disasters. Third, violent conflicts across the Middle East, too, are underpinned 

by an ‘architecture of colonialism’ and have been preceded by food insecurity arising from droughts 

in the region (Lunstrum & Bose 2022 p.648) and a series of extreme weather events in other parts of 

the world (Johnstone & Mazo 2011). In both Myanmar and the Middle East, environmental 

degradation clearly contributed to the eruption of violent conflicts, which then contributed to further 

environmental degradation (Abdo 2017; Aung 2021; Levin et al. 2019). Political and ecological crises 

thus have the same roots, the same drivers and the potential to perpetuate one another, which further 

exacerbates threats that they pose to coexistence and existence in the present and future.  

2.2.2 Disconnection of Global Responses to Ecological and Political Crises 

Recent decades have seen a proliferation of global agreements and goals, as well as associated efforts 

on all scales, aimed at managing the threats posed by the world’s ecological and political crises.  

Significant global agreements include the Paris Agreement, the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity 

Framework, the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) and the 

2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. The first two are agreements to respond to climate change 

and protect biodiversity (CBD 2022; UN 2015a). The third is an instrument that establishes the rights 
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of Indigenous peoples and the responsibilities of states to uphold these rights (UN 2008), and the 

fourth brings these diverse aims together in 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (see Figure 

2.1), which are intended to guide global ‘action for people, planet and prosperity’ until 2030 (UN 

2015b p.5). As each of these agreements is officially supported by the vast majority of nation states 

around the world (CBD 2022; UNFCCC n.d.; UN 2015b; n.d.a), they collectively represent global 

intentions for the protection of the natural world and the promotion of human rights and peace. 

Figure 2.1: Sustainable Development Goals 

 
Source: UN n.d.b 

At first glance, the Agenda for Sustainable Development appears to be the most integrated response 

to the world’s ecological, political and humanitarian crises. It continuously emphasises the indivisible 

nature of its SDGs and even explicitly states that interrelated challenges ‘call for integrated solutions’ 

(UN 2015b p.8). Despite this recognition, however, the specific targets associated with each SDG only 

connect environmental sustainability with the realisation of human needs, but not with the promotion 

of human rights and peace. This omission is apparent in the main targets associated with equality and 

peaceful coexistence and in those associated with the protection of the world’s atmosphere, oceans 

and lands, as illustrated in Tables 2.1 and 2.2 respectively. As part of a global agenda, which aims to 

‘guide the decisions’ of all nations for the remainder of this decade (UN 2015b p.10), this omission is 

concerning. The most recent global report on biodiversity and ecosystem services, for instance, was 

unable to assess the interconnection between nature and equality and peace precisely because of the 
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agenda’s wording (IPBES 2019). If interconnected challenges truly require integrated solutions, efforts 

to protect nature need to be just as connected to human rights as they are to human needs, which is 

clearly not recognised in the most comprehensive global agreement to date. 

Table 2.1: SDG Targets for the Protection of Human Rights and Peace 

Goals Summary of Targets 

 

 
 

 

 End discrimination and violence against women and girls 

 Eliminate practices such as forced marriage and genital mutilation 

 Recognize and value unpaid care and domestic work  

 Provide women with equal socio-economic opportunities and rights 

 Promote gender equality through technology, policies and legislation 

 

 
 

 

 Reduce poverty and provide equal opportunities to all 

 Eliminate discriminatory laws, policies and practices 

 Promote equality through fiscal, wage and social protection policies 

 Regulate global financial markets and institutions 

 Enhance representation of and support for developing countries  

 Facilitate safe migration and reduce transaction costs of remittances 
 

 

 
 

 

 End abuse, exploitation, trafficking and violence  

 Reduce illicit financial and arms flows, corruption and bribery 

 Develop effective, accountable and transparent institutions at all levels 

 Ensure responsive, participatory and representative decision-making 

 Provide legal identity for all and protect fundamental freedoms 

 Promote and enforce non-discriminatory laws and policies  
 

Author’s construct, adapted from the Agenda for Sustainable Development: UN 2015b 
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Table 2.2: SDG Targets for the Protection of the Natural World 

Goals Summary of Targets 

 

 

 

 Integrate climate change measures into national policies 

 Improve human and institutional capacity on mitigation, adaptation, 
impact reduction and early warning in all countries 

 Mobilise $100 billion annually for developing countries  

 Support least developed countries and small island developing states 
 

 

 

 

 Reduce marine pollution and address ocean acidification 

 Eliminate harmful fisheries subsidies 

 Increase scientific knowledge  

 Sustainably manage and protect marine and coastal ecosystems 

 Protect economic benefits of small-scale fishers as well as least 
developed countries and small island developing states 
 

 

 

 

 Conserve and sustainably use terrestrial and freshwater ecosystems  

 Reduce habitat degradation and the impacts of invasive species 

 End poaching and trafficking of protected species, in part by helping 
local communities to pursue sustainable livelihood opportunities  

 Promote fair and equitable sharing  

 Integrate natural values into poverty reduction strategies on all scales 

 Mobilize resources for conservation and sustainable use 
 

Author’s construct, adapted from the Agenda for Sustainable Development: UN 2015b 

Interestingly, other global agreements that exist alongside the Agenda for Sustainable Development 

actually reflect a greater recognition of the interconnection between the protection of nature and the 

promotion of human rights and peace. While the Paris Agreement only mentions ‘traditional 

knowledge’ in passing (UN 2015a n.p.), the UNDRIP goes into more detail. It clearly states that the 

‘conservation and protection of the environment’ and of the ‘productive capacity’ of Indigenous lands 

and resources is a part of the ‘minimum standards’ for Indigenous peoples ‘survival, dignity and well-

being’ (UN 2008 p.21; p.28). The Global Biodiversity Framework is even more explicit. It specifically 

mentions the rights of Indigenous peoples and other local communities in almost a third of its targets 

(CBD 2022). Across these targets, the strongest emphasis is put on protecting Indigenous peoples’ 

access to, and sustainable use of, their lands, as illustrated in Table 2.3. While certainly commendable, 

however, it is unclear to what extent this intention will be upheld in cases where this use is deemed 

unsustainable, which makes it equally unclear to what extent the Global Biodiversity Framework 

supports the actual realisation of Indigenous peoples’ rights to self-determination. Collectively, these 
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global agreements demonstrate that the management of the world’s ecological and political crises is 

not nearly as interconnected as the crises themselves.  

Table 2.3: Indigenous People’s Rights in the Global Biodiversity Targets  

Target 1 Ensure that all areas are under participatory integrated biodiversity inclusive spatial 
planning and/or effective management processes … while respecting the rights of 
indigenous peoples and local communities 

Target 3 Ensure and enable that by 2030 at least 30 per cent of terrestrial, inland water, and of 
coastal and marine areas … are effectively conserved and managed … recognizing 
indigenous and traditional territories … while ensuring that any sustainable use … is 
fully consistent with conservation outcomes, recognizing and respecting the rights of 
indigenous peoples and local communities including over their traditional territories 

Target 5 Ensure that the use, harvesting and trade of wild species is sustainable, safe and legal 
… while respecting and protecting customary sustainable use by indigenous peoples 
and local communities 

Target 9 Ensure that the management and use of wild species are sustainable, … through 
sustainable biodiversity-based activities … [and through]  protecting and encouraging 
customary sustainable use by indigenous peoples and local communities 

Target 13 Take effective legal, policy, administrative and capacity-building measures … to ensure 
the fair and equitable sharing of benefits that arise from the utilization of genetic 
resources and from … traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources … 

Target 21 Ensure that … traditional knowledge, innovations, practices and technologies of 
indigenous peoples and local communities should only be accessed with their free, 
prior and informed consent … 

Target 22 Ensure the full, equitable, inclusive, effective and gender-responsive representation 
and participation in decision-making, and access to justice and information related to 
biodiversity by indigenous peoples and local communities, respecting their cultures 
and their rights over lands, territories, resources, and traditional knowledge … 

Author’s construct, adapted from the CBD’s press release following COP15: CBD 2022 

2.2.3 Disconnection of National and Local Responses to Ecological and Political Crises 

On the ground, conservation has a long history undermining the rights of Indigenous peoples and 

other local communities. At times, such harm has occurred by design. Israel’s conservation areas, for 

instance, dispossess Palestinian landholders and avert the return of Palestinian refugees, while 

creating an outward image of Israel as an ‘environmental saviour’ within a ‘deserted, backward, and 

violent Middle East’ (Sasa 2022 p.13). More often, however, such harm has occurred by default – as 

an ‘unfortunate side effect’ of the necessary protection of nature (Witter & Satterfield 2018 p.1095). 

Indian forest reserves are an early example of this model, which began to ‘shut out hunters and 

farmers from their traditional resources’ from 1864 (Grove 2002 p.54). Since then, ‘fortress 

conservation’ has spread around the world, which has resulted in the large-scale dispossession and 

removal of Indigenous peoples and other local communities from their lands and in ongoing 

disruptions of their ways of life (Domínguez & Luoma 2020 p.2). This is not to say that conservation 

should not occur – the ongoing degradation of the world’s lands and waters also affects Indigenous 
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peoples and other local communities disproportionately (McEwan 2021). However, it is clearly 

important how it occurs and who is asked to pay the price. 

Despite growing recognition of conservation injustices in recent decades, such injustices still occur on 

a ‘massive scale’, both in the name of biodiversity protection and climate change action (Paliewicz 

2022; Vanclay 2017 p.49). Consequently, it is not surprising that Indigenous peoples, other local 

communities and their supporters are concerned about the implications of the Global Biodiversity 

Framework’s mission to protect 30 percent of the world’s lands and oceans by 2030 (30x30) (CBD 

2022), potentially leading to 50 percent by 2050 (50x50). They are concerned, in particular, about 

proposals to expand the prohibition of subsistence farming, hunting and fishing and to replace the 

revenues of these activities with those generated from international tourism, which once again 

requires the poor to change their ways so that the wealthy do not have to (Agrawal et al. n.d.). While 

it is unclear, as of yet, which areas of land and sea will be assigned to the protected half of the earth, 

Schleicher et al. (2019) estimate that more than a billion people currently live in and off them. If the 

Global Biodiversity Framework’s protection of sustainable customary use is not accompanied by 

inviolable land rights and decision making authority for Indigenous peoples and other local 

communities, 30x30 thus has the potential to become ‘the largest land grab in history’ (PEJ 2022 p.6). 

Overall, the protection of the natural world, without sufficient attention to human rights and peace, 

continues to cause considerable harm around the world. 

The promotion of human rights and peace, without sufficient attention to the natural world, can be 

equally disappointing. Transitional justice has become a central component of this promotion in the 

last three decades (Moran 2006; Nagy 2008). It consists of ‘processes and mechanisms’ through which 

divided peoples ‘attempt to come to terms’ with ‘large-scale past violations and abuses’ in order to 

‘ensure accountability, serve justice and achieve reconciliation’ (UN 2004 p.4). It is often associated 

with specific institutions, such as international criminal tribunals and truth and reconciliation 

commissions (TRCs), which aim to investigate human rights violations, overcome conflict and establish 

the conditions needed for peaceful coexistence (Nagy 2008). The ‘normalisation’ of these institutions, 

and the field of transitional justice more broadly, is reflected in their growing number globally, in their 

endorsement by human rights NGOs and the UN, and in the establishment and growth of the 

International Center for Transitional Justice (Ben-Josef Hirsch 2012). Truth and reconciliation 

processes are now employed in diverse contexts around the world, with examples ranging from post-

conflict societies such as South Africa, Guatemala, Kenya and Burundi to settler colonial societies such 

as Canada, Scandinavia and Australia (Clark et al. 2016; ICTJ 2022), always with the aim of establishing 

the conditions needed for amicable coexistence. 
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While transitional justice is pursued across diverse contexts, the ways in which this is done have been 

criticised for being too uniform, too technocratic and too decontextualized (Nagy 2008). Its 

implementation is usually driven by governments or international organisations, such as the UN, which 

are deemed to be ‘closest to those most in need’, yet still too removed from the knowledge and direct 

experiences of ‘people on the ground’. Consequently, their understanding of justice and peaceful 

coexistence is often disregarded (Ben-Josef Hirsch 2012 p.388; p.389), which has implications for the 

overall success of transitional justice processes, and for the inclusion of the more-than-human world 

in them (Kim 2018). In fact, the narrow focus on gross human rights violations and war crimes, which 

is common across transitional justice processes, leaves insufficient space for structural violence and 

social injustices, including displacement and environmental degradation (Nagy 2008). A similar trend 

is notable in the promotion of Indigenous peoples’ rights more broadly, which often fails to recognise 

that the alleviation of poverty is not equivalent to self-determination, and that the inclusive protection 

of land is of central importance for the latter (Witter & Satterfield 2018). While the focus of post-

colonial critiques on human relationships in the past and present has thus far resulted in insufficient 

engagement with human-nature relationships and the future (McEwan 2021), it is clear that the latter 

are just as important for human rights and peace as the former and must be considered in scholarship, 

policy and practice.   

Despite the close interconnection between ecological and political crises, the ways in which they are 

managed remain largely separate on global, national and local scales. Results of this disconnection are 

attempts to halt and reverse environmental degradation at the cost of the rights of Indigenous peoples 

and other local communities, as well as attempts to promote human rights and peace that disregard 

environmental degradation, or even accept its continuation. In contrast to Posner and Weisbach’s 

(2010 p.98) claim that the ‘chances’ of achieving environmental sustainability and social justice 

‘diminish when we try to do both at the same time’, the opposite appears to be true. To the extent 

that the protection of the more-than-human world and the promotion of human rights and peace 

remain disconnected, they are likely to continue to impede one another and thus render either aim 

unachievable. 

2.2.4 Potential of Integrated Responses to Ecological and Political Crises 

The potential of disconnected responses to impede one another implies that more integrated 

responses to the world’s ecological and political crises may be better suited to halt and reverse them. 

Actively integrating attempts to improve people’s ability to coexist with one another and with the 

more-than-human world may make it possible to avoid mutual harm and to maximise mutual 

reinforcement. Initial evidence for the latter is provided by the advantages of community-based 
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alternatives to fortress conservation (Martin 2017). Broadly speaking, such alternatives create space 

for Indigenous peoples and other local communities in the management of protected areas on their 

lands, and often protect their ability to live in or near these protected areas (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 

2004). In direct comparison, community-based conservation appears to be better suited to protect 

human rights, cultural diversity and biological diversity (Domínguez & Luoma 2020), which suggests 

that integrated solutions yield superior results. 

However, these initial steps towards greater integration only represent a ‘door’ that can be ‘pushed 

at’, but hardly one that is ‘wide open’ (Martin 2017 pp.22-23). While a notable shift has occurred in 

the global ‘rhetoric around conservation’ (Dominguez & Luoma 2020 p.6) – which is reflected in the 

global biodiversity targets (CBD 2022) – it has yet to fully materialise on the ground. Even though half 

of all protected areas are located on Indigenous territories, for instance, less than 5 percent of them 

are officially governed by, or with, Indigenous peoples and local communities (Tauli-Corpuz 2016 p.8). 

Moreover, power sharing is usually limited to decisions about the management that happens on the 

ground and does not extend to decisions about the ‘basic terms of what conservation aspires to and 

the approaches it should take’ (Martin 2017 p.97). As such, collaborative and community-based 

conservation is also, at the very best, superficially connected to broader transitional justice processes 

that occur simultaneously in the same places – at least to the extent that those are understood as 

attempts to overturn hierarchies between peoples and their ways of knowing, doing and being. The 

integration of the protection of the more-than-human world and the promotion of human rights and 

peace thus remains incomplete on all scales, which implies that their potential for mutual 

reinforcement needs to be recognised and realised more fully in policy and practice. 

As a first step towards the recognition of the importance of interconnected solutions, more research 

into their existing and potential benefits is required. Although the general contribution of community-

based conservation to the rights of Indigenous peoples has been studied extensively (Martin 2017; 

Ross et al. 2016), the ways in which these efforts shape, and are shaped, by simultaneous 

reconciliation initiatives is rarely considered explicitly. By drawing on the literature on reconciliation 

and co-management in Australia, the remainder of this review illustrates this gap and suggests 

possible ways to address it.  

2.3 Reconciliation 

Reconciliation is a contested concept in both theory and practice. Its origins are often traced back to 

Christian theology (Vorster 2018), which associates reconciliation with grace and forgiveness as 

pathways towards unity and harmony among people and between humanity and God (Deagon 2021; 

Phillips 2005). More recently, reconciliation has gained popularity as a socio-political concept, which 
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is concerned with overcoming oppression, division and enmity in divided societies (Vorster 2018). 

While some also associate this socio-political concept of reconciliation with the settlement of conflict 

among people (O’Sullivan 2017), others question whether such settlement is achievable. Both Little 

(2017) and Schaap (2004 p.9), for instance, argue that reconciliation should not be understood as the 

pursuit of harmony as an end to all division, but as an indefinite process that facilitates ‘civic 

friendship’ across enduring divisions. As this study is concerned exclusively with this more recent 

concept of reconciliation, this review illustrates how the debates around its meaning play out across 

and within reconciliation processes in different contexts. 

2.3.2 Reconciliation around the World 

The socio-political concept of reconciliation is embedded in the broader field of transitional justice 

discussed previously. While its first application dates back to the post-World War II era, it has gained 

most of its popularity in the last three decades (Moran 2006). In post-conflict societies, this trend 

reflects a shift away from retribution justice towards restorative justice, which focusses on forgiveness 

rather than vengeance and prioritises the needs of victims over the punishment of perpetrators if both 

are unachievable at the same time (Avruch 2010). Due to this focus, reconciliation is variously criticised 

as an exculpatory political strategy that requires forgiveness from victims while letting their 

perpetrators off the hook (Schaap 2008) or upheld as the only viable option in transitional societies 

that lack stability and resources (Avruch 2010). South Africa’s TRC is perhaps the most well-known 

example, but it is only one of a growing number of reconciliation processes that have been conducted 

in post-conflict societies across South America, Africa, Asia and Europe (Avruch 2010; Krondorfer 

2018). In fact, these processes have become so common that an international community of experts 

and organisations dedicated explicitly to their promotion has emerged alongside them (Moran 2006), 

the most influential of which is the International Center for Transitional Justice (Ben-Josef Hirsch 

2012). While each of these processes must ultimately be understood within their unique contexts 

(Little 2017), it is clear that reconciliation is a contemporary approach to establish the conditions for 

amicable coexistence in divided societies.   

In addition to post-conflict contexts, the socio-political concept of reconciliation has also gained 

popularity in settler colonial contexts, where it predominantly represents a strategy aimed at 

improving the coexistence of Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples (Clark et al. 2016). While the 

initial invasion and dispossession of Indigenous lands is over, settler societies are there to stay – and 

so are their claims to political authority and ownership over at least some of these lands (Strakosch 

2016). Settler colonialism is a continuing structure rather than a past event (Wolfe 2006), which means 

that reconciliation is an attempt to overcome divisions between Indigenous and non-Indigenous 
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peoples, or at least lessen their negative ramifications, while the conflict that causes these divisions is 

ongoing. Consequently, there are not only debates around the forms reconciliation should involve in 

such contexts, but also around the colonial wrong that it must address (Muldoon & Schaap 2012), 

which adds another layer of complexity to an already contested concept.  To illustrate the nuances of 

these debates, the remainder of this review focusses on the Australian reconciliation process. 

2.4 Reconciliation in Australia 

The Australian reconciliation process was officially initiated in 1991, when the Council for Aboriginal 

Reconciliation (CAR) was established with a ten-year mandate to promote reconciliation between 

Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples. At the end of the CAR’s term, it transferred this responsibility 

to Reconciliation Australia, which still holds it today. Together, the work of these two organisations 

forms an important part of the Australian reconciliation process, yet so do various other social, 

political and legal developments throughout this time (Reconciliation Australia 2021a). As debates 

regarding the meaning of reconciliation play out across each part of this process, this section begins 

with an overview of its most prominent sites in the literature, which is followed by an in-depth 

exploration of the three dominant conceptualisations of reconciliation that underpin the debates 

surrounding them. 

2.4.1 Reconciliation Sites in Australia 

The literature on reconciliation in Australia associates it with a wide range of different policies, plans 

and events. While a small number of studies focus on sites of interpersonal reconciliation between 

individuals (Rickwood 2014; Sideris 2017; Whitehead et al. 2021), the vast majority focus on sites of 

socio-political reconciliation between Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples. These sites include 

social movements, such as the People’s Movement for Reconciliation1 (Giles 2002; Green & Sonn 

2006; Gunstone 2014) and Black Lives Matter2 (Barrowcliffe 2021; Daozhi 2022; Scates & Yu 2022), as 

well as social declarations of support for reconciliation, such as Sorry Books3, Sea of Hands4 

installations (Giles 2002; McIntosh 2014) and the Harbour Bridge Walk5 (McCallum 2003). They also 

                                                           
1 The Peoples Movement for Reconciliation refers to Indigenous and non-Indigenous people coming together to 
‘celebrate significant dates’ and ‘take joint action to achieve agreed reconciliation goals’ (CAR 2000 n.p.) 
2 The Black Lives Matter movement refers to protests against systemic racism, which originated in the United 
States and spread around the world in 2020 (Barrowcliffe 2021) 
3 Sorry Books were used by non-Indigenous people to apologise to Indigenous people when the Federal 
Government refused to do so (Giles 2002) 
4 Sea of Hands are installations of plastic hands that symbolise non-Indigenous people’s solidarity with 
Indigenous peoples (Giles 2002) 
5 The Harbour Bridge Walk involved 60,000 people walking across the Harbour Bridge in Sydney at the end of 
the CAR’s term to show their support for a national apology and the continuation of the Australian reconciliation 
process (McCallum 2003) 
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include annual events, such as NAIDOC6, Sorry Day7 (Giles 2002; Gunstone 2014; McIntosh 2014) and 

certain Australia Day8 celebrations (Giannacopoulos 2009; McAllister 2009), and elements of public 

space, such as art and monuments (Gregory 2021; Hay et al. 2004; Lydon 2005; Malone 2007; Scates 

& Yu 2022; Smith 2021). 

Other studies associate reconciliation with rituals of recognition, such as the growing uptake of 

Welcome to Country9 and Acknowledgement of Country10 rituals (McKenna 2014; Merlan 2014), or 

explore the role that diverse fields of practice can play in its promotion, including land management 

(Brown & Thompson 2020; Finegan 2018; Gibbs 2003; Howitt 2001; Maclean et al. 2013; Matthews & 

Aberdeen 2008; Robinson & Mercer 2000; Ross 2008; Stevens 2015; Young 1999), tourism (Clarke 

2021; Higgins-Desbiolles 2003; Hueneke & Baker 2009; Waitt et al. 2007; Whittington & Waterton 

2021), education (Exely & Chan 2014; Fowler et al. 2018; Guenther et al. 2021; Hradsky 2022; Kennedy 

et al. 2021; Pill et al. 2021), health (Johnstone 2007; Kaplan-Myrth 2005), psychology (Dudgeon & 

Pickhett 2000), sports (Judd & Butcher 2015; Morgan & Wilk 2021; Philpott 2017) and history (Mawson 

2021). 

Sites of socio-political reconciliation further include the work of the two organisations officially 

responsible for overseeing the promotion of reconciliation in Australia (Davis & Langton 2018; Henry 

2015; Maddison 2019; Mercer 1993; 2003; Moran 2006; Short 2003a; 2003b; 2008; 2010). Individual 

studies focus on the CAR’s reconciliation events (Luke 1997; Short 2008) and reports (Hattam & 

Atkinson 2006), as well as Reconciliation Australia’s Reconciliation Action Plan (RAP) program11 

(Fowler et al. 2018; Mamtora et al. 2021; Morgan & Wilk 2021; Schepis 2020) and Reconciliation 

Barometer12 (McIntosh 2014; Paradies 2016). Reconciliation is also associated with significant 

judgements and legislation around land rights, such as the Mabo and Wik Decisions13 (Davis & Langton 

2018; Giles 2002; Howitt 2001; Mercer 1993; 2003; Moran 2006; Short 2003a; Willis 2021) and the 

                                                           
6 NAIDOC stands for National Aborigines and Islanders Day Observance Committee. NAIDOC week is a weeklong 
annual celebration of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people, histories and cultures, during which a wide 
variety of celebratory and educational events are held across Australia (Gunstone 2014) 
7 Sorry Day refers to events and ceremonies that are held on the 26th of May to acknowledge the mistreatment 
of Indigenous peoples who were forcibly removed from their families (Giles 2002) 
8 Australia Day falls on the 26th of January. It commemorates the arrival of the First Fleet in Sydney Cove in 1788, 
and as such, the beginning of the British invasion of Australia (McAllister 2009) 
9 Welcome to Country ceremonies involve Indigenous people welcoming visitors to their lands (McKenna 2014) 
10 Acknowledgement of Country rituals allow non-Indigenous people to show respect for the Indigenous people 
on whose lands they are located (McKenna 2014) 
11 Reconciliation Action Plans enable organisations to formally commit to specific ways in which they can 
promote reconciliation (discussed in more detail in Chapters Five and Six) 
12 The Reconciliation Barometer is an official measure of the Australian population’s attitudes towards 
reconciliation (McIntosh 2014) 
13 The Mabo and Wik Decisions are key judgements that have shaped the recognition of Indigenous peoples’ 
land ownership prior to colonisation (discussed in more detail in Chapter Five) 
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Native Title Act 199314 (Davis & Langton 2018; Giles 2002; Howitt 2001; Moreton-Robinson 2020; 

Short 2003a), and past and present federal policies. These range from Practical Reconciliation15 

(Altman 2013; Kaplan-Myrth 2005; Moran 2006; Moreton-Robinson 2020; Short 2003a) to the 

Intervention16 (McIntosh 2014; Short 2010) and Closing the Gap17 (Fowler et al. 2018; Little & McMillan 

2017; Palmer & Pocock 2020; Taylor & Habibis 2020), to state specific reparations or treaty processes 

(Clark et al. 2019; Maddison 2022; McMillan & Rigney 2018; Rae 2015). 

Studies also connect reconciliation to official inquiries, like Bringing Them Home18 (Davis & Langton 

2018; Kaplan-Myrth 2005; Maddison 2019; Muldoon 2017), and key political moments, like Keating’s 

Redfern Park Speech19 (Mercer 2003; Short 2012; Wolny 2019) and Rudd’s Apology20 (Giannacopoulos 

2009; Maddison 2019; Mellor et al. 2007; Moses 2011; Muldoon 2017; Muldoon & Schaap 2013; 

Philpot et al. 2013; Rae 2015; Rogers 2011; Short 2012). Finally, they raise questions around 

constitutional recognition (Clark et al. 2019; Davis & Langton 2018; Elder 2019; Little & McMillan 2017; 

Maddison 2017; Pearson 2017) and treaty making on federal scales (Davis & Langton 2018; Short 

2003a; 2003b; 2005; Veracini 2011). In this context, reconciliation has also been associated with the 

Uluru Statement from the Heart (Clark et al. 2019; Little 2020; Palmer & Pocock 2020; Rubenstein 

2018; Scates & Yu 2022), which represents the collective call of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

people for constitutional change (Referendum Council 2017). Figure 2.2 illustrates the multifaceted 

nature of reconciliation in Australia and indicates the frequency with which each site is associated 

with its promotion, with larger font size representing greater frequency.  

                                                           
14 The Native Title Act 1993 determines how Indigenous peoples’ rights to their lands can be claimed and 
recognised (discussed in more detail in Chapter Five)    
15 Practical Reconciliation was a policy to reduce socio-economic inequalities between Indigenous and non-
Indigenous peoples from 1996 to 2007 (discussed in more detail in Chapter Five) 
16 The Intervention was a set of policy measures imposed on Indigenous communities in the NT in 2007, some 
of which are still in place (discussed in more detail in Chapter Five)  
17 Closing the Gap is an ongoing policy aimed at reducing socio-economic inequality between Indigenous and 
non-Indigenous people in Australia (discussed in more detail in Chapter Five) 
18 Bringing them Home is a 1997 report that details the devastating impacts of the forcible removal of Indigenous 
children from their families (discussed in more detail in Chapter Five) 
19 The Redfern Park Speech was the first official acknowledgement by the Australian Government of the 
dispossession of Indigenous peoples (Mercer 2003) 
20 The Apology refers the Australian Government’s formal apology for the forcible removal of Indigenous 
children from their families  (discussed in more detail in Chapter Five) 
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Figure 2.2: Common Reconciliation Sites in the Australian Literature 

 
Author’s construct, generated based on a comprehensive literature search using the Scopus database 

Importantly, Figure 2.2 simply illustrates sites that are associated with the promotion of reconciliation, 

regardless of whether they are seen as beneficial or harmful to this promotion. In fact, it is impossible 

to include such value judgements in a general way, as the impact of each site is contested, due to the 

fundamentally different conceptualisations of reconciliation that different authors draw on.   

2.4.2 Reconciliation Conceptualisations in Australia 

Various authors have identified contesting conceptualisations of reconciliation in the Australian 

context. Bourke & Geldens (2007 p.607), for instance, argue that reconciliation is variously associated 

with ‘justice’ and ‘rights’, or with ‘addressing disadvantage’ in the academic literature. Similarly, 

Burridge (2009 p.116) illustrates a spectrum of reconciliation discourses that underpin the academic 

literature and public debate, which ranges from ‘rights based’ to ‘symbolic’ to ‘assimilationist’ views 

of reconciliation. Others focus on reconciliation practice, such as Augoustinos & Penny (2001 p.4.1), 

who analysed the discourses of twelve speeches at the Australian Reconciliation Convention in 1997 

to show the ‘contested representations of reconciliation’ that emerged at the time and that 

‘subsequently proliferated into the wider Australian polity’. These contested representations still 

exist, as highlighted by Elder (2019 p.75), who identified a ‘sentimental national’ and a ‘postcolonial 

rights’ discourse of reconciliation used by people who are directly involved in its promotion. While 



25 

Phillips (2005 p.121) argues that ‘two distinct versions of a reconciled Australia’ exist due to the 

different visions of Indigenous leaders and conservative politicians, the following sections of this 

review describe three distinct conceptualisations of reconciliation, similar to those identified by 

Burridge (2009), and illustrate that there are Indigenous and non-Indigenous people on all sides of the 

debate. 

2.4.2.1 Neoliberal Conceptualisation: Reconciliation as Socio-Economic Equality 

The first common conceptualisation of reconciliation identifies the discrimination of Indigenous 

people and their ongoing socio-economic disadvantage as the core colonial wrongs in the Australian 

context. The focus on discrimination is reflected in Halloran’s (2007 p.2) emphasis on the need to heal 

the ‘deep sense of hurt and rejection felt by Indigenous people’ and McAllister’s (2009) call to end the 

exclusion of Indigenous people from Australia Day celebrations, which stands in strong contrast to 

calls to end the celebration of invasion itself. The focus on socio-economic disadvantage is reflected 

in Morgan & Wilk’s (2021 p.5) reiteration of the ‘lower education, lower socio-economic status and 

poorer health outcomes’ of Indigenous people, and Langton’s (2010 p.97) reiteration of the ‘poor 

health, living conditions and life chances’ of Indigenous children. As a means to address these colonial 

wrongs, reconciliation must construct an ‘image of Australian society’ in which all are ‘united’ 

(McAllister 2009 p.156), and directly support the development of ‘mutual, positive and respectful 

relationships’. In doing so, it creates the conditions needed to ‘close the gap’ (Mamtora et al. 2021 

p.2), which not only overcomes disadvantage, but also helps avoid ‘future, costly conflict’ (Morgan & 

Wilk 2021 p.7) and reinforces the ‘commitment’ to ‘equality underpinning Australian citizenship in the 

21st century’ (Rubenstein 2018 p.21). To proponents of this conceptualisation, reconciliation thus 

represents the pursuit of socio-economic equality between citizens of a united nation. 

Consequently, these proponents evaluate the appropriateness and effectiveness of the Australian 

reconciliation process based on the extent to which each site promotes socio-economic equality and 

national unity. This approach underpins Langton’s (2011 n.p.) argument that the recognition of 

Indigenous land through native title is more harmful than useful when it comes with the ‘price tag’ of 

losing ‘opportunities to develop economically and modernise Aboriginal institutions’. It is further 

reflected in Langton’s and Pearson’s emphasis on the need for Indigenous people to take ‘personal 

responsibility’ for their futures and in their assessment of the Intervention as being supportive of this 

aim and necessary overall (in Langton 2010 p.103). Similarly, Sutton (2011 n.p.) argues that the 

measures of the Intervention are based on ‘vital human rights’ and necessary to not only ‘keep 

children safe in their beds at night’, but to also ensure Indigenous people ‘have enough capacity’ to 

‘make important improvements in their own lives’. More recently, proponents of this 
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conceptualisation of reconciliation have emphasised the practicality of RAPs and their success in 

creating education and employment opportunities for Indigenous people across a range of industries 

(Mamtora et al. 2021; Morgan & Wilk 2021; Schepis 2020). Despite their support for certain 

reconciliation sites, however, Sutton (2011 n.p.) has nonetheless raised concerns that the ‘formal, 

legal, bureaucratised’ promotion of reconciliation may accidentally ‘entrench two nations within one 

state’ and thereby endanger the ‘delicate cohesiveness of a mass society’. 

Going forward, proponents of this conceptualisation of reconciliation argue for even greater 

integration of Indigenous people in the Australian market economy and wider society. Specific 

measures they support include greater movement of Indigenous people away from remote 

communities to access economic opportunities (Pearson 2010a; Sutton 2011), the replacement of 

communal property rights with private property rights (Pearson 2010b), and an increase and 

diversification of Indigenous employment and procurement in the public and private sector (Langton 

2019; Morgan & Wilk 2021). They further argue for the mainstreaming of social services to reduce 

inequalities in health and education outcomes (Sutton 2011) and contribute to the development of 

strategies to encourage non-Indigenous people to think of Indigenous people as members of their ‘in-

group’ (Gomersall et al. 2000 p.126). Regarding processes of political inclusion, views are more 

divided. While Sutton (2011) is sceptical of all forms of collective reconciliation, Pearson and Langton 

are supportive of inclusive forms of it. In particular, Pearson (2017 n.p.) explicitly calls for 

constitutional recognition to strengthen the ‘mutual recognition’ between Indigenous people, settler 

decedents and recent migrants. Langton (2001 p.15), in turn, calls for a treaty that recognises 

Indigenous self-governance ‘within the limits of Australian law’. She thus argues for a recognition of 

Indigenous sovereignty that coexists with that of the Crown without challenging it. Together, each of 

these diverse measures clearly serves to extend existing processes of economic, social and political 

inclusion. 

Several existing analyses have identified this conceptualisation of reconciliation in the literature and 

public debate, though they have given it different names. Both Burridge (2009 p.116) and Moran (2002 

p.681) identify a discourse in the literature that they term ‘assimilationist’ due to its association with 

a view of Indigenous and non-Indigenous people as citizens of the same nation and with efforts to 

overcome the socio-economic inequalities between them. Similarly, Maddison (2022 p.1310) 

identifies ‘agonistic inclusion’ as one end of a spectrum of reconciliation discourses, which refers to 

the inclusion of ‘Indigenous peoples in settler society and its institutions’. Green & Sonn (2006 p.385) 

identify a similar discourse among members of local reconciliation groups, which they term 

‘Indigenous Project’, in reference to its emphasis on economic development, while Myers (2000 p.367) 

identifies a ‘disadvantage model’ in the promotion of reconciliation and links it to ‘neoclassical 
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economics’.  Moreover, Augoustinos et al. (2002 p. 137) draw out the ‘liberal democratic version of 

reconciliation’ that underpinned John Howard’s address to the Australian Reconciliation Convention, 

which they associate with a view of the Australian state as a ‘fair, impartial, tolerant provider of 

opportunity to all’ and of Indigenous and non-Indigenous people as individual citizens who are ‘free 

to compete on an equal basis depending on their individual merits’.  

As all of the commonly identified aspects of this conceptualisation closely align with neoliberal theory 

(Hanlin & Brown 2013), it is referred to as the neoliberal conceptualisation of reconciliation for the 

remainder of this thesis. 

2.4.2.2 Decolonising Conceptualisation: Reconciliation as Political Equality 

The second common conceptualisation of reconciliation identifies the initial colonisation of Australia 

and its ongoing settler colonial system as its core colonial wrongs. This view is reflected in Veracini’s 

(2003 p.344) reiteration of the fact that ‘the original settlement of European settlers entailed 

Indigenous dispossession and negation of Indigenous sovereignty’. It is also notable in Maddison’s 

(2019 p.181) description of the ‘nature of the settler colonial project’, which ‘relies on the active and 

forceful domination of an invaded territory’s original inhabitants’, and it underpins the connection 

Moreton-Robinson (2020) draws between contemporary inequalities between Indigenous and non-

Indigenous people and the ‘nation’s continuing denial of the sovereign rights’ of the former. To 

address these colonial wrongs, reconciliation must therefore counteract the erasure of cultural 

difference (Howitt 2006) and reassert the ‘inherent sovereignty of Indigenous nations’ (Finegan 2018 

p.2) by recognising them as ‘distinct political entities’ that are ‘equal in status to the settler state’ 

(Short 2005 p.276). Such ‘meaningful reconciliation’ thus requires ‘a profound shift in the dominance 

of settler narratives in all aspects of national life’ (Habibis et al. 2016 p.58) and ultimately represents 

a ‘decolonising process’ (Hradsky 2022 p.155) tied to the pursuit of political equality between distinct 

sovereign nations. 

Proponents of this conceptualisation of reconciliation often contrast such ‘true’ and ‘meaningful’ 

reconciliation with the actual reconciliation they witness on the ground (Finegan 2018 p.17; Habibis 

et al. 2016 p.58). They are particularly critical of all attempts to establish national unity, which they 

connect to the desire to relieve settler guilt and legitimise the settler state (Muldoon 2017; Short 

2008), and identify reconciliation sites throughout the years as such attempts. Short (2003b p.496; 

2010 p.54), for instance, argues that the CAR placed a ‘ceiling on Indigenous aspirations’ by tying 

reconciliation to an ‘overtly assimilationist nation-building agenda’. Similarly, both Howitt (2006 p.58) 

and Moreton-Robinson (2020 p.6) argue that practical reconciliation was ‘based on a rather shallow 

assimilationist view of race relations, cultural difference and social diversity’, which allowed the 
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Howard government to promote ‘formal equality of individuals’ while reinforcing ‘structural 

inequalities between Indigenous people and the rest of Australian society’.  

The Apology, too, is described as a ‘nation-building project’ due to Rudd’s declaration of the event as 

‘the moment of arrival of a fully unified people’ (Muldoon & Schaap 2013 p.186), which essentially re-

established a ‘white sovereign nomos where violent and coercive practices are sanctioned in the name 

of equality’ (Giannacopoulos 2009 p.347). Proponents of this conceptualisation further identify the 

same ‘deficit view’ of Indigenous people and the same requirement to ‘conform to Western 

bureaucratic discourse and organisation’ in recent reconciliation efforts of memory institutions, 

education institutions and sports leagues with RAPs (Barrowcliffe 2021; Judd & Butcher 2015 p.547; 

Kennedy et al. 2021 p.1061). Overall, they therefore perceive the formal promotion of reconciliation 

as a stalling tactic at best (Nicoll 2004), and as the purposeful elimination of Indigenous peoples’ 

political difference (Maddison 2019) and maintenance of ‘colonial hegemonies’ (Palmer & Pocock 

2020 p.54) at worst.  

Going forward, proponents of this conceptualisation of reconciliation argue for ending all forms of 

economic, social and political settler dominance. To overcome economic settler dominance, they 

argue for the acknowledgement and strengthening of hybrid economies, which consist of customary 

and capitalist economic activities and facilitate living on country (Altman 2016). To overcome social 

settler dominance, they call for the establishment of official sites of ‘discomforting heritage’ in public 

space (Palmer & Pocock 2020 p.59), as well as the explicit challenging of the ‘normativity of White 

values, priorities, and lifestyles’ to ensure non-Indigenous people understand the ‘relative nature’ of 

their ‘own cultural attachments’ (Habibis et al. 2019 p.1150). In addition, they also argue for the 

creation of spaces in education ‘where many worldviews meet’ (Kennedy et al. 2021 p.1063) and for 

modes of engagement in sports that accept ‘Aboriginal Australian difference not as anomalous to 

contemporary Australia but as an integral part of it’ (Judd & Butcher 2015 p.550). Finally, proponents 

of this conceptualisation of reconciliation call for the development of treaties to overcome political 

settler dominance (Muldoon & Schaap 2012; O’Sullivan 2006), which they envision as ‘international 

treaties’ between sovereign nations, which are protected under international law (Short 2005 p.278). 

This emphasis, together with their calls for recognition of the authority of Indigenous law (Howitt 

2001; 2006; O’Sullivan 2006), highlights that the version of Indigenous self-governance they support 

surpasses the limits of Australian law. Overall, each of their proposed measures clearly serves to 

protect the diversity and sovereignty of Indigenous nations. 

Existing analyses of the academic literature and public debate that have identified this 

conceptualisation of reconciliation have given it names that reflect its focus on overcoming colonial 
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dominance and protecting Indigenous rights. Burridge (2009 p.116), for instance, identifies a ‘rights 

based’ discourse that associates ‘hard’, ‘genuine’, ‘true’, or ‘substantive’ reconciliation with the 

appropriate compensation for ‘past acts of dispossession’ and the recognition of Indigenous land 

rights and sovereignty. Moses (2011 p.149) identifies ‘postcolonial critiques’ of reconciliation in the 

literature, which draw on Gramsci’s notion of hegemony and Foucault’s notion of governmentality to 

call for the ‘the reversal of land dispossession’ and the ‘granting of self-determination’. Moreover, 

Maddison (2022 p.1311) identifies ‘agonistic decolonisation’ as the other end of a spectrum of 

reconciliation discourses, which refers to the pursuit of ‘cultural rejuvenation’ and the ‘resurgence of 

Indigenous nationhood’. Elder (2019 p.75) identifies a similar ‘postcolonial rights discourse’ among 

Indigenous activists that proffers Indigenous land rights and sovereignty as solutions to colonial 

domination, while Short (2008 p.133) refers to Indigenous activists with such convictions as 

‘ideologists’.  

While the commonly identified aspects of this discourse closely align with settler colonial theory 

(Macoun & Strakosch 2013; Veracini 2011), its proponents clearly envision reconciliation as a process 

that challenges settler colonialism, which is why it is referred to as the decolonising conceptualisation 

of reconciliation for the remainder of this thesis. 

2.4.2.3 Pragmatic Conceptualisation: Reconciliation as Compromise 

The third common conceptualisation of reconciliation identifies socio-economic and political 

inequalities between Indigenous and non-Indigenous people as problematic but portrays neither the 

complete inclusion of Indigenous people into the settler system, nor the complete rejection of this 

system as an appropriate and effective solution. In fact, proponents of this conceptualisation of 

reconciliation perceive the theoretical debates surrounding both as useless, as reconciliation practice 

does not have the ‘luxury of ideological purity’ (McKenna 2014 p.479) and must therefore focus on 

‘achievable aims’ (Cross 2008 p.392). To them, ‘selectively affirming aspects of Australian 

governmentality and challenging others’ is not inconsistent, but simply reflective of the complex and 

layered nature of this practice and the diversity of people involved in it (McKenna 2014; Moses 2011 

pp.156-157). For this reason, they argue for an open interpretation of reconciliation as a concept that 

creates a ‘rhetorical space in which a shared understanding of past harms and negotiations over how 

to address injustice can develop’ (Rae 2015 p.654). As such, it is a process that involves the gradual 

‘chipping away at the barriers between indigenous and non-indigenous Australians’ (Higgins-

Desbiolles 2003 p.38), which contributes to the development of healthier interpersonal relationships 

and the achievement of social justice for Indigenous peoples over time (Giles 2002). To the proponents 
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of this conceptualisation, reconciliation therefore consists of constantly evolving forms of economic, 

social, and political collaboration. 

Consequently, individual reconciliation sites are perceived as beneficial if they strengthen 

collaboration, even if they do not perfectly align with a fixed ideal. This view is reflected in Dodson’s 

(2013), Giles’ (2002) and Higgins-Desbiolles’ (2003 p.41) emphasis on the role the People’s Movement 

for Reconciliation plays in ‘dissolving the barriers’ between Indigenous and non-Indigenous people, 

both in addition to formal reconciliation processes and in periods of ‘absence of federal governmental 

leadership’. Similarly, Maclean et al. (2013 p.100) describe Girringun Aboriginal Corporation’s ‘near 

absence of formal land rights’ as a reason to form partnerships with government agencies, and thus 

as an ‘opportunity rather than a disadvantage’. McKenna (2014 pp.486-488) further claims that official 

gestures of recognition, such as ‘Welcome to Country’ and ‘Acknowledgement of Country’ rituals, are 

more than tokenism, as their proliferation is ‘the result of the leadership and cooperation of both 

Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians’. They are thus a form of ‘essential symbolism’ that builds 

‘respect for Indigenous culture and rights in the broader community’. In a similar vein, Moses (2011 

p.152) emphasises that the Apology was ‘personally significant’ to many Indigenous people and that 

it strengthened their position within the country, while Rae (2015 p.644) illustrates how using the 

‘concept of reconciliation’ as a ‘vague goal’ gradually built public support for reparations in Tasmania, 

as the language around it did not alienate people.  

Despite their clear emphasis on making the most of imperfect opportunities, it is important to note 

that the proponents of this conceptualisation of reconciliation do not extend unconditional support 

to all reconciliation sites equally. They are, for instance, openly critical of the Intervention, which they 

perceive as a form of ‘coercive reconciliation’ due to its lack of ‘genuine dialogue’ (Dodson 2013 p.6). 

However, as long as the benefits of reconciliation sites outweigh their costs, they clearly favour 

engaging in them over rejecting them. Rather than arguing for ideal future reconciliation sites, the 

proponents of this conceptualisation of reconciliation are therefore supportive of continuously 

improving existing forms of collaboration and of making the most of additional opportunities as they 

arise.  

A limited number of existing analyses of the literature and public debate highlight aspects of this 

conceptualisation of reconciliation. Burridge (2009 p.116) identifies a ‘symbolic’ discourse of 

reconciliation, which refers to the ‘non-adversarial’ pursuit of reconciliation that is predominantly 

driven by ‘symbolic acts’, such as ceremonies, marches, gatherings and celebrations. Similarly, Green 

and Sonn (2006 p.399) identify a discourse among members of local reconciliation groups that they 

term ‘bringing them together’, which focusses on overcoming ‘cultural differences’ to ‘create a 
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peaceful and harmonious Australia for all’. While both of these discourses primarily highlight the 

informal side of this conceptualisation of reconciliation, Short (2008 p.133) refers to Indigenous 

people involved in formal reconciliation sites, such as the CAR, as ‘pragmatists’ and Cross (2008 p.276) 

describes their work as a ‘realpolitik approach to policy engagement’.  

Overall, the preference for engaging in imperfect opportunities closely aligns with critical pragmatism, 

which emphasises the complexity of real-world situations that consist of both negotiable as well as 

irreconcilable elements (Forester 2012), which is why it is referred to as the pragmatic 

conceptualisation of reconciliation for the remainder of this thesis. 

2.4.2.4 Contested Conceptualisations 

Reconciliation clearly is a highly contested concept, even if only its contemporary meanings in the 

Australian context are considered. This conceptual ‘ambiguity’ or ‘semantic ambivalence’ is frequently 

perceived as threat, as the concept can easily be co-opted. Moran (2006 p.132) and Nicoll (2004 p.17), 

for instance, argue that reconciliation can actively be ‘misinterpreted to suit political agendas’, which 

makes it an ‘extremely convenient’ concept for those wanting to maintain the status quo. Others reach 

similar conclusions by making a distinction between the ‘hopes for reconciliation’ of non-Indigenous 

and Indigenous people (Hattam & Atkinson 2006 p.692), or even those of authentic remote and 

inauthentic urban Indigenous people (Short 2003b p.496), and by arguing that the latter receive 

disproportionate attention in formal reconciliation processes (Short 2008) and in media reports 

covering them (Altman 2013). To overcome these limitations, both Henry (2015) and McMillan & 

Rigney (2018) suggest replacing reconciliation with a transitional justice framework, while Little (2020 

p.34) makes the case for using the concept of Makarrata instead, which is defined as ‘coming together 

after a struggle’ in the Uluru Statement from the Heart.  

While the threat of co-option is real, this review neither confirms the distinction between Indigenous 

and non-Indigenous hopes for reconciliation, nor that between authentic and inauthentic Indigenous 

people. Seeing that there are Indigenous and non-Indigenous academics and activists on all sides of 

the debate (Maddison 2017; 2022; Mercer 2003), calling those who chose to engage with 

reconciliation processes inauthentic completely disregards their agency (Rowse 2010). In addition, it 

is likely that official political processes and media reports would be equally biased if reconciliation was 

replaced with a less ambiguous concept. In fact, Pratt’s (2004 p.58) comparison of Australia and 

Canada highlights that even though Canada officially supports the development of treaties, this 

support only extends to treaties that do not challenge existing power relations. While the ‘moral 

frameworks’ and key terms in both countries are thus different, the ‘practicalities and underlying 

political attitudes are not so different’.  
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Considering that all three conceptualisations of reconciliation are tied to fundamentally different 

views of the core colonial wrongs in the Australian context and the best ways to right these wrongs, 

the disagreements they represent will arise no matter which concept is used. Rather than dismissing 

reconciliation because of its conceptual vagueness, I therefore use it as ‘a common vocabulary’ that 

not only allows different people to ‘contest the terms and possibilities of their political association’ 

(Schaap 2004 p.13), but also ensures that their views can be connected to contemporary debates in 

policy and practice.  

For better or worse, reconciliation remains a key term in the Australian context. By choosing to use 

the concept to open up conversations, rather than foreclose them, it becomes possible to conduct an 

unbiased investigation into what reconciliation means to different people and to ensure that the 

outcomes of this investigation directly relate to achievements, limitations and potential ways forward 

in the field. 

2.4.3 Reconciliation Evaluations in Australia 

Despite the contested nature of reconciliation, limited research explicitly investigates ‘people’s 

understanding of reconciliation or where and how their understanding was formed’ (Maddison & 

Stastny 2016 p.233). In fact, a large portion of all research in the field comprises theoretical analyses 

of individual reconciliation sites or the overall process thus far, which either serve to substantiate the 

authors’ preferred conceptualisation of reconciliation, or illustrate the range of conceptualisations 

that exist. Moreover, even empirical studies into people’s reconciliation perceptions and attitudes 

often rely on predetermined meanings of reconciliation. This is especially obvious in quantitative 

research that measures public support for reconciliation through surveys, as the content of these 

surveys variously associates reconciliation with land rights and an apology (Bulbeck 2004), social unity 

and harmony (Gomersall et al. 2000), acknowledgements of the past and better relationships 

(Halloran 2007) or acknowledgements of the past, an apology and compensation (Myers 2000). By 

relying on such pre-determined associations, these studies neither provide insights into the meanings 

different people associate with reconciliation themselves, nor into their prior knowledge of its various 

sites.   

Of the qualitative studies that investigate these aspects, the majority focus on how reconciliation is 

perceived by members of the general public. While older studies found that reconciliation is ‘not a 

salient or meaningful concept’ to most people (Bourke & Geldens 2007; McCallum 2003 p.123), more 

recent studies show that people’s knowledge of its sites and overall promotion remains limited, but 

that the concept is now ‘debated and diversely understood’ (Clark et al. 2019; Gunstone 2014; 

Maddison & Stastny 2016 p.241). In addition, a limited number of studies openly investigate how 
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people who are involved in or impacted by the promotion of reconciliation perceive it, which highlight 

that the meaning of reconciliation is just as vague and contested in practice as it is in theory. Green 

and Sonn (2006) show that white people involved in local reconciliation groups variously associate 

reconciliation with overcoming Indigenous disadvantage, institutional racism, individual racism or 

cultural differences and divisions. Matthews and Aberdeen (2008 p.91) found that Indigenous activists 

at a women’s gathering define reconciliation as ‘a way of living that reconnects country, kin, culture, 

sharing, knowing and learning’, which requires ‘revisions to knowledge and understanding that 

accompany such comprehension’. Moreover, Mellor et al. (2007) and Philpot et al. (2013) 

demonstrate that perceptions of individual sites, such as the Apology, vary across contexts and over 

time. 

It is clearly difficult to draw general conclusions regarding the meaning of reconciliation in Australia 

and the appropriateness and effectiveness of its various sites. However, this lack of generalisability 

does not mean that investigations into these aspects are unimportant. On the contrary, much more 

research is required that does not celebrate or denounce reconciliation sites by default, but evaluates 

the implications they have for distinct groups of people within their specific contexts. Such evaluations 

can be considerate of the ‘huge variations’ in Indigenous peoples’ ‘experience with European society 

since 1788’ and of the fact that their concerns are ‘deeply interwoven with attachment to ‘country’’, 

and thus invariably local (Mercer 2003 p.427). This need is highlighted by Schepis’ (2020 p.9) recent 

call for more ‘empirical research’ into the actual impacts of RAPs, and it applies equally to other 

reconciliation sites across the country. In fact, while it is worth investigating how national policies and 

programs play out and are received in different geographical contexts, it is especially important to pay 

attention to the ‘incredibly diverse and dynamic processes of reconciliation occurring at the state 

level’ and the local level, as these have been largely overlooked thus far (Rae 2015 p.642). Except for 

Rae’s (2015 p.655) investigation of Indigenous and non-Indigenous leaders’ impressions of the 

‘regional laws, parliamentary debates and public forums’ that shaped reconciliation in Tasmania, no 

studies have combined the explicit analysis of such sites with an investigation of their reception on 

the ground. To gain a sense of the full complexity of the promotion of reconciliation in Australia, 

similar research is thus needed across the diverse local contexts in every state and territory. 

2.5 Co-management 

Co-management is part of the ‘new conservation paradigm’ (Elenius 2016 p.4) discussed previously. It 

is a broad concept, which refers to the collaborative management of specific areas of land or sets of 

natural resources by different social actors. These social actors range from national, regional, and local 

governments to non-governmental organisations, research institutions, businesses, landowners, 
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farmers, fishers and Indigenous communities (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004). Partnerships between 

two or more of these social actors can be set up explicitly, through the negotiation agreements and 

establishment of formal institutions, or evolve gradually through the expansion and interconnection 

of informal collaborations on local scales (Olsson et al. 2004). Either way, such partnerships – just as 

the social actors involved in them – are never static.  For this reason, Carlsson and Berkes (2005) argue 

that co-management partnerships are best understood as networks that become more sophisticated 

over time, as a result of their deliberative problem-solving processes.  

As a part of the new conservation paradigm, co-management represents a simultaneous attempt to 

strengthen the coexistence of divided peoples and protect the more-than-human world. Compared to 

exclusionary forms of conservation, it is better suited to achieve both aims for four reasons. In addition 

to avoiding community harm (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004), co-management also represents an 

opportunity to resolve conflicts among local resource users, and between them and the state (Carlsson 

& Berkes 2005). It further creates space for the knowledge local communities hold about their lands 

and its management (Cooke 2012; Oviedo & Maffi 2000), which increases the likelihood that change 

is detected and responded to appropriately (Olsson et al. 2004). Despite its advantages, however, co-

management does not represent a ‘general remedy for all common property problems’, especially if 

it is ‘necessitated by the fact that management power has been taken away from the local community 

in the first place’ (Carlsson & Berkes 2005 p.71), which is often the case in collaborations between 

states and Indigenous peoples.   

2.5.2 Co-management around the World 

The number of co-management arrangements is growing in post- and settler colonial countries (Ens 

et al. 2016). In the latter, these arrangements are contemporary attempts to resolve land ownership 

and management tensions between settler governments and Indigenous peoples (Finegan 2018; 

Moorcroft 2016). Yet whose ownership is recognised and how decision-making power is shared varies 

greatly between and within nation states (de Lacy 1994; Lyver et al. 2014; Robinson 2001). Co-

managed protected areas can be owned solely by settler governments, jointly by settler governments 

and Indigenous groups or solely by Indigenous groups, both with and without accompanying lease-

back conditions (Hunt 2012; Ross et al. 2016). The governance structures of co-management 

partnerships vary in their degree of formality and official authority (Pearson & Dare 2014; Zurba et al. 

2013), and in the composition of their representative bodies (Bauman et al. 2013; de Lacy 1994). In 

addition, their processes and functions vary across contexts (Bauman et al. 2013), and so do the 

interpersonal relationships on the ground (Haynes 2013; Hunt 2012). In this study, co-management is 

understood as a structure consisting of a series of evolving elements, which collectively shape the 
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forms of collaboration that can occur and the actual collaborations that do occur. Due to the 

complexity of each evolving element, the remainder of this review explores each of them in more 

detail in the Australian context. 

2.6 Co-management in Australia 

Australia has been at the forefront of the co-management movement from the start (Haynes 2013) 

and it must continue to play a key role globally for several reasons. Even though there has been 

comparatively little displacement of Indigenous people for conservation in Australia (Brockington and 

Igoe 2006), large-scale displacement has occurred for other reasons (Behrendt 2003), and Indigenous 

people ‘continue to contest’ protected areas despite growing opportunities to access and care for 

their countries through conservation partnerships (Moorcroft 2016 p.609). It is therefore important 

to continuously review and improve these opportunities and to explore potential alternatives. 

Australia is in an ideal position to do both. It is one of the most biologically and culturally diverse 

countries in the world (Loh & Harmon 2005), and one of only two megadiverse developed countries 

(UNEP-WCMC 2020), which theoretically provides it with the necessary ‘economic wealth, relatively 

good governance and globally recognised scientific expertise’ to remain at the forefront of the co-

management movement (McDonald et al. 2021 p.103). Notwithstanding the importance of 

understanding co-management within its unique local contexts, Australian experiences can therefore 

provide important insights for co-management policy and practice around the world.   

2.6.1 Co-management Forms in Australia 

Indigenous people’s involvement in conservation takes a variety of different forms in Australia. 

Common examples include Indigenous Protected Areas (IPAs), formal co-management partnerships, 

Indigenous ranger programs, co-research projects as well as a host of informal alliances for 

collaborative species or resource management (Bauman et al. 2013; Jackson & Nias 2019; Kennett et 

al. 2004; Ross et al. 2009). Hill et al. (2012) illustrate the varying degrees of power and knowledge 

sharing these forms of engagement facilitate in a typology based on the four forms of governance that 

underpin them, including Indigenous governance, Indigenous co-governance, agency co-governance 

and agency governance. Indigenous governance facilitates exchange between Indigenous groups 

regarding a common issue, an example of which is the Northern Australia Indigenous Land and Sea 

Management Alliance. Indigenous co-governance refers to collaborations between Indigenous and 

non-Indigenous people that are led by the former, an example of which are IPAs. Agency co-

governance refers to collaborations between Indigenous and non-Indigenous people that are led by 

the latter, an example of which are formal co-management arrangements. And agency governance 

refers agency led consultations of Indigenous people as one of many stakeholders.  
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In this study, the focus is on formal co-management partnerships and thus at agency co-governance. 

Compared to the other forms of engagement, Hill’s (2012) typology associates comparatively high 

degrees of collaboration with such partnerships, but also comparatively little contribution to the 

advancement of Indigenous peoples as distinct societies and the convergence of Indigenous and 

Western knowledge.    

While this typology is useful to pinpoint the rough position of formal co-management partnerships 

within the wider field of Indigenous engagement in conservation in Australia, it is important to note 

that these partnerships themselves involve a variety of different structures and processes across the 

country. Australia’s first formal co-management arrangement was developed in 1978 for Kakadu 

National Park, between the Commonwealth Government and the Traditional Owners of the land on 

which the park was established (de Lacy 1994). A similar arrangement was established for the area of 

land that is now known as Uluru-Kata Tjuṯa National Park in 1985, while the Northern Territory 

Government established co-management partnerships for Guring National Park and Nitmiluk National 

Park during the same timeframe (Larritt 1995). Since then, most state and territory governments have 

established the legislative frameworks required for co-management and negotiated a range of 

agreements with Aboriginal groups whose countries overlap with their jurisdictions. These formal co-

management partnerships vary between and within jurisdictions due to differences between 

legislative frameworks, as well as variations in the levels of political will of those administering these 

frameworks and in the quality of partnerships that exist on the ground (Bauman et al. 2013; Ross et 

al. 2009; Wearing & Huyskens 2001). While generalisations across contexts and over time must 

therefore be treated with care, insights into the strengths and weaknesses of different co-

management frameworks and arrangements nonetheless provide useful insights into how co-

management is perceived generally, how it has been evaluated so far and which of its aspects require 

further investigation. 

2.6.2 Co-management Conceptualisations in Australia 

Co-management of protected areas involving Indigenous people in Australia is variously understood 

to strengthen ongoing biodiversity protection efforts, or as a means to share control over protected 

areas and all activities that occur within them, with the Traditional Owners on whose lands they are 

located. This section begins with a brief overview of the former conceptualisation, which is followed 

by an in-depth discussion of the latter conceptualisation based on the diverse experiences of such 

shared control across the country and their contested implications.   
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2.6.2.1 Ecological Conceptualisation: Co-management as Stakeholder Conservation 

A comparatively small but distinct set of studies interprets co-management with Indigenous peoples 

primarily as a means to enhance the ecological outcomes of conservation programs. From this 

perspective, co-management is often thought of as a way to restrict Indigenous people’s hunting and 

harvesting of threatened species with their consent. Busilacchi et al. (2012 p.242) argue that co-

management can increase Indigenous fishers’ ‘awareness of fishing impact on resources’ and thereby 

build their understanding of the need for conservation measures. Similarly, Marsh et al. (1997 

pp.1384-1985) argue that sustainable dugong management in the Torres Strait is ‘primarily an 

education issue’ and that the collaboration of Torres Strait Islanders is required as the ‘remoteness of 

the area’ renders the enforcement of management restrictions impossible. Co-management is thus 

seen as an opportunity to develop a  ‘mutually acceptable framework for sustainable dugong hunting’, 

which is needed to ‘conserve dugongs and dugong hunting cultures’ (Marsh et al. 2004 p.442). This 

dual aim also underpins Grayson et al.’s (2010 p.74; p.80) discussion of green turtle management, 

which acknowledges the ‘considerable ecological, spiritual and cultural values’ of green turtles and 

their use and sets up co-management as a way to get Hammond Islanders to agree to hunting quotas 

in order to ‘avoid having management imposed’ on them. Both ecological and cultural values are thus 

acknowledged as important, but the latter is clearly seen as subordinate to the former.    

The conceptualisation of co-management is further characterised by a particular understanding of 

Indigenous people and Indigenous knowledge. Specifically, Indigenous people are often simply seen 

as one of many relevant stakeholders. Noble et al. (2018 p.1425), for instance, refer to co-

management as a form of stakeholder-led conservation and identify ‘Aboriginal Traditional Owners’ 

as important local stakeholders in the management of Murray crayfish, but fail to clarify which 

Aboriginal nations along the Murray they engaged with. They further attribute equal importance to 

‘landowners, tourism businesses, scientific researchers [and] non‐governmental organizations’. 

Similarly, Butler et al. (2013) identify Indigenous rangers and artists as stakeholders in the lifecycle of 

ghost nets in the Arafura Sea. Yet, the benefits they derive from recycling these nets are ultimately 

considered to be of lower importance than the ecological benefits a reduction of these nets could 

generate. Indigenous knowledge, in turn, is discussed as something that helps Indigenous people 

understand scientific concepts, or as a set of useful local facts about certain regions (Saunders & 

Xuereb 2016) or the location of particular species (Tucker et al. 2021). In summary, the 

conceptualisation of co-management as stakeholder conservation is thus characterised by an 

emphasis on ecological sustainability, a perception of Indigenous people as one of many stakeholders 

and an interpretation of Indigenous knowledge as useful supplementary information. 



38 

2.6.2.2 Intercultural Conceptualisation: Co-management as Power Sharing 

A considerably larger set of studies interprets co-management with Indigenous peoples as a form of 

intercultural collaboration that facilitates power sharing over land management processes and 

outcomes. Haynes (2017 p.75) explicitly argues that there have been ‘many attempts’ to define co-

management, but that they all refer to ‘the general sense that decision-making power, responsibility 

and accountability are shared between government agencies and […] Indigenous peoples’. Similarly, 

Nursey-Bray and Rist (2009 p.199) interpret co-management as ‘a broad sharing of power and 

responsibility between government and resource users’, and Carter et al. (2022 p.117) interpret it as 

‘sharing governance of protected areas’ between ‘Traditional Owners’ and ‘governments’. The 

protection of ecological values is still considered to be important from this perspective, but it is not 

automatically considered to be more important than the protection of cultural values and Indigenous 

peoples’ rights. In fact, several studies acknowledge that the combined pursuit of ‘Aboriginal interests 

and conservation issues’ is not always ‘unproblematic’ (Larritt 1995 p.242; Wearing & Huyskens 2001 

p.190) and argue that co-management must operate ‘within the broad range of social justice issues in 

Australia’ and be more than a simple ‘conservation agreement’ (Muller 2003 p.33). As such, co-

management arrangements must not only bring diverse aspirations together, but also fundamentally 

different ways of knowing, being and doing (Berkes 2009; Ross et al. 2016), the synergies and tensions 

between which play out across all existing co-management frameworks, their administration, the 

arrangements they support and the outcomes they achieve.   

In Australia, legislated co-management frameworks establish the forms that official co-management 

arrangements can take in different jurisdictions. While Hill (2011 p.73), Hunt (2012) and Larritt (1995) 

touch on ‘less formal’ forms of co-management that do not involve the return of land ownership to 

Indigenous people, much greater attention has thus far been paid to the leaseback condition, which 

is attached to such returns under several jurisdictions’ co-management frameworks (DeKoninck 2007; 

de Lacy 1994; Hunt 2012). This condition is frequently associated with a restriction of Indigenous 

peoples’ rights (Haynes 2013; Lyver et al. 2014; Muller 2003) and interpreted as a form of ‘blackmail’ 

(Power 2002 p. 291; Wearing & Huyskens 2001 p.191). Hueneke and Baker (2009 p.486) further show 

that this condition can reduce non-Indigenous people’s respect for Indigenous knowledge and values, 

as demonstrated by the perception that Uluru-Kata Tjuṯa National Park cannot be sacred to Aṉangu 

people if they are ‘leasing it out for money’. More broadly, Carter et al. (2022) illustrate the restrictions 

the Victorian co-management framework puts on the Dja Dja Wurrung people’s sole management and 

sole governance aspirations for protected areas on their country, and call for legislative changes to 

create these possibilities. Together, these examples demonstrate that even elements of existing co-
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management frameworks that facilitate comparatively extensive power sharing are often seen as 

insufficient in the long run. 

The power to make legislative changes, as well as the power to apply the existing legislative 

frameworks to different contexts, is vested predominantly in the relevant government agencies and 

ministers in every jurisdiction. Larritt (1995) touches on these aspects by pointing out the absence of 

political will to establish the legislative possibility of returning land to Indigenous peoples during the 

early days of co-management in NSW. Moreover, Addison et al. (2019) illustrate that Indigenous 

communities in QLD and WA perceive the ability to shape outcomes of environmental management 

collaborations such as co-management as more important than their actual outcomes and are 

therefore primarily concerned with increasing their agency. In their evaluation of Australia’s co-

management progress, Ross et al. (2009 p.248; p.250) also touch on this importance of agency by 

calling for ‘Indigenous representation at different levels of co-management decision-making’ and 

greater power sharing in the development of ‘new directions’. While the development and 

administration of co-management frameworks is rarely the focus of co-management research in 

Australia, there are clearly indications of a need for greater collaboration within these processes.  

The operation of co-management bodies once they are established always involves collaboration 

between different social actors, such as government departments and Indigenous groups. The formal 

structures and processes through which this collaboration occurs have been studied most closely in 

the context of Kakadu National Park, Australia’s longest standing co-management arrangement, 

where a board of management with Aboriginal majority develops management plans and makes 

ongoing park management decisions during regular meetings. According to Haynes (2013 p.201; 2017 

p.77), these meetings are ‘run according to standard western procedures’, which allows non-

Indigenous board members with ‘superior bureaucratic expertise’ to ‘set agendas, control meeting 

procedures and decide how Board decisions are implemented’. Consequently, these meetings are 

marked by the ‘polite disattention’ and frequent absence of Aboriginal board members, who feel 

unheard despite their formal majority (Haynes 2013 p.201). Palmer (2004 p.69) highlights a similar 

imbalance in the development of the park’s management plans, which has previously involved the 

dismissal of proposed changes to these plans due to the absence of ‘rational reasons’ from a Western 

perspective. In fact, the dominance of Western knowledge and ways of knowing is so strong that the 

park’s Traditional Owners often remain silent, ‘not in agreement, but in the absence of a space and 

discursive position from which to speak effectively’ (Palmer 2004 p.72). Even though Kakadu National 

Park falls on the stronger end of Australia’s formal co-management spectrum (de Lacy 1994; Wearing 

& Huyskens 2001), the ways of knowing and doing reflected in the board’s processes nonetheless limit 

their actual influence on park management plans and decisions.  
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Case studies exploring the operations of the co-management bodies for Mootwingee National Park in 

NSW (Larritt 1995), Uluru-Kata Tjuṯa National Park, Nitmiluk National Park and Garing Gunak Barlu 

National Park in the NT (DeKoninck 2005; 2007; 2014; Lyver et al. 2014) and Purnululu National Park 

in WA (Strickland-Munro & Moore 2013) paint a similar picture. Despite this common tendency, 

however, Hill (2011 p.77) describes a cultural planning process led by the Miriuwung-Gajerrong people 

that successfully achieved the creation of an ‘equitable intercultural space for ongoing negotiation of 

co-management’ in the Kimberly region in WA. Similarly, Carter et al. (2022 p.123; p.126) illustrate 

how the Dja Dja Wurrung people successfully exercised their cultural authority in the co-management 

planning process for protected areas on their country, which they attribute primarily to ‘relationship 

development and dialogue’, as it was achieved ‘despite, rather than with, the support of Victorian 

legislation and policy’. Moreover, the Aboriginal chair of Mutawintji National Park’s Board of 

Management argues that the ‘Aboriginal owners are grateful for the designation of the Mutawintji 

lands as a protected area’ and for the ‘support of the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service to 

manage their lands sustainably’, despite the differences between Aboriginal and Western knowledge 

(Collins & Thompson 2020 p.100). Overall, it is clear that co-management bodies bring together their 

members’ diverse aspirations and knowledge to varying degrees of success.  

These varying degrees of success are also reflected in the actual management that occurs within co-

managed protected areas. Similar to the operation of co-management bodies, this management has 

been studied most extensively in the case of Kakadu National Park, where various studies illustrate 

imbalances in the aspirations that are realised and the knowledge that is drawn on. Regarding the 

former, DeKoninck (2007 p.84) illustrates how tour operators successfully used ‘the public’s sense of 

not wanting to give Aboriginal people ‘special rights’’ to reverse a decision to restrict tourist access to 

an area called Twin Falls, which is not only a sacred site but also considered unsafe by the park’s 

management board and rangers. Regarding the latter, Palmer (2007 p.263) compares the creation of 

two visitor centres in the park, both of which aimed to ‘present two cultural ways of looking at the 

world equally’. However, while those establishing the Warradjan Cultural Centre achieved this aim, 

those establishing the Bowali Visitor Centre chose to display Aboriginal knowledge as poems and 

Western knowledge as the ‘primary authoritative text’. Consequently, the centre now interprets the 

landscape ‘through the scientific meta-discourse of ecology’, which ‘tolerates and indulges, yet 

ultimately supervenes, an understanding of Kakadu as an Aboriginal place’ (Palmer 2007 p.264).  

Similarly, Petty et al. (2015 p.149) describe the ‘diminution of Aboriginal involvement in fire 

management from expertise to labour’ that has occurred over time. This transition has led to a form 

of burning that is predominantly shaped by legislative requirements and preferred working hours of 

helicopter pilots, and thus occurs at the wrong time of day and during non-ideal conditions in the eyes 
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of the park’s Traditional Owners. The study highlights that both non-Aboriginal and Aboriginal rangers 

and residents have raised concerns regarding the ecological impacts of this practice, yet the former 

are unable to ‘articulate a plausible alternative’, while the latter feel ‘disengaged’ from the process 

(Petty et al. 2015 p.152). Non-Aboriginal aspirations, knowledge and practices thus dominate the 

management of Kakadu National Park despite its status of a co-managed park on Aboriginal land. 

Across the country, similar tensions are present in several other co-managed protected areas. The 

ability of Traditional Owners to access Purnululu National Park in WA, for instance, remains restricted 

due to the need to maintain the apparent wilderness that underpins the park’s tourism appeal 

(Strickland-Munro & Moore 2013). The mixed messages that surrounded the climbing of Uluru, which 

was officially discouraged but nonetheless facilitated by park infrastructure for most of the park’s co-

management journey, are another example (Hueneke & Baker 2009; Whittington & Waterton 2021). 

However, the Board of Management eventually chose to close the climb in 2019 (Everingham et al. 

2021), which can be interpreted as a shift towards the prioritisation of Aṉangu aspirations. Moreover, 

Neale et al.’s (2019 p.355) recent case study of the collaborative revival of Dja Dja Wurrung fire 

management on public lands in VIC represents an example where ‘modest but real gains’ were made 

towards the redistribution of ‘control over country into the hands of Aboriginal Traditional Owners’. 

In addition, the co-management of some protected areas has achieved considerable economic 

benefits for their Traditional Owners (Bauman & Smyth 2007; Collins & Thompson 2020), while such 

benefits remain patchy and insufficient in other cases (Lyver et al. 2014; Stacey et al. 2013). Put simply, 

co-management outcomes are clearly as diverse as the structures, processes and relationships that 

shape co-management practice.  

Collectively, the studies that interpret co-management as intercultural collaboration to share power 

illustrate that this collaboration does not fully extend to the design and administration of co-

management frameworks and that the degree of power sharing within individual collaborations varies 

on a case by case basis. 

2.6.2.3 Contested Implications 

While the conceptualisation of co-management as power sharing itself is common enough to be 

uncontested, the implications of the unequal distribution of power within co-management 

frameworks and arrangements certainly are. To some, the dominance of state agencies and of non-

Indigenous ways of knowing, doing and being within current forms of co-management represents the 

ongoing colonisation of Indigenous peoples and lands. In their view, co-management is a prime 

example of the ‘continuing deep colonisation’ of ‘material and discursive spaces by Eurocentric ideas 

that marginalise and trivialise Indigenous perspectives’ (Howitt & Suchet-Pearson 2006 p.232). It only 
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accommodates ‘some Aboriginal interests in a pre-determined conservation framework’ (Muller 2003 

p.33) and often treats Indigenous knowledge as a ‘special sauce’ (Finegan 2018 p.11), while continuing 

the ‘maintenance of Eurocentric practices’ (Wearing & Huyskens 2001 p.183). Instead of helping 

Indigenous peoples ‘reclaim authority over their traditional territories’, co-management therefore ‘co-

opts’ them into ‘existing, settler-dominated government structures and processes’ (Finegan 2018 

p.11), which ultimately facilitates the ‘reassertion’ of ‘science as a colonising tool’ (Howitt et al. 2013 

p.129). Those holding these views often hold up IPAs as superior forms of engagement that are free 

from the colonial ‘preconditions and assumptions usually found in co-management arrangements’ 

(Finegan 2018; Howitt & Suchet-Pearson 2006 p.328; Muller 2003). From this perspective, 

participation in these arrangements is therefore undesirable, as it risks weakening Indigenous 

knowledge and reinforcing settler dominance, despite intentions to achieve the opposite.  

In contrast, others perceive co-management as a process of gradual decolonisation. To them, co-

management offers a ‘foundation for expanded legal, environmental, and cultural recognition’ that 

supports the active creation of a ‘post-colonial alternative’ (Johnson 2018 p.103; p.104). They 

acknowledge that co-management often requires Indigenous peoples to ‘not confront any existing 

patterns of power and knowledge’ – yet argue that decisions to compromise do not reflect 

disempowerment, but rather a gradual redistribution of power that can be extended over time 

(Nursey-Bray & Rist 2009 p.122). Co-management is thus understood as an ‘on-going, problem solving 

process’ (Zurba et al. 2013 p.14), which allows Indigenous peoples to work towards their long-term 

aspirations through accepting ‘incremental change’ and making the most of every opportunity along 

the way (Larritt 1995 p.252). In fact, ‘co-managers learn from the ongoing co-management 

experience’, which is why ‘power sharing’ is the ‘result, rather than the starting point of co-

management’ (Berkes 2009 p.1698). Those holding these views often emphasise strategies to address 

power and knowledge inequalities. Examples include the strengthening of interpersonal relationships 

(Robinson et al. 2005; Weiss et al. 2013), the extension of Indigenous land ownership and the use of 

Indigenous led processes in existing co-management arrangements (Hill 2011). From this perspective, 

engagement in co-management arrangements is therefore encouraged as the best possible strategy 

to strengthen Indigenous knowledge and weaken settler dominance in the longer run.   

In direct comparison, more case studies support the interpretation of co-management as gradual 

decolonisation as opposed to that of co-management as ongoing colonisation. However, this tendency 

may partially derive from the fact that these case studies tend to focus on existing co-management 

arrangements with Indigenous peoples who have chosen to engage in them, as opposed to Indigenous 

peoples who have chosen not to engage in potential arrangements or who never had the option in 

the first place. Exceptions include studies investigating Indigenous knowledge and values in protected 
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areas under government sole management, which often identify the absence of co-management as 

the reason for existing inequities. Carter et al.’s (2017 p.202) equation of this absence with the 

‘assertion of a singular rather than multiple ways of being with and managing the environment’ on 

K’gari-Fraser Island reflects this view, as does Tan and Jackson’s (2013) discussion of the insufficient 

space that is allocated to Indigenous people’s aspirations within current forms of water governance 

across the country. Building on this view, Cullen-Unsworth et al. (2012) call for the establishment of 

co-management in the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area as a step towards innovative land 

management, which implies that they perceive it as a solution to existing inequities.  

In contrast, Hoffmann et al. (2012) point out that Dhimurru Aboriginal Corporation explicitly rejected 

a co-management proposal in the past due to their preference for Indigenous sole management, 

which they eventually gained through the establishment of an IPA. Whether co-management is 

perceived as an opportunity or a barrier to the realisation of Indigenous peoples’ aspirations thus 

seems to depend on the alternatives that are available. In fact, MacLean et al.’s (2015) even 

demonstrate that the same Indigenous peoples variously use consensus building or constructive 

conflict as strategies to further their aspirations, depending on which is more likely to succeed.  On 

the ground, the benefits and costs of engagement in co-management arrangements thus vary across 

contexts and over time. For this reason, this review adopts an open definition of co-management as 

power sharing, but does not presuppose its implications for the South Australian context. 

2.6.3 Co-management Evaluations in Australia 

Considering the diversity of forms co-management takes and the diversity of aspirations of those who 

are involved in it, it is essential to understand co-management arrangements in their unique context. 

It is thus not surprising that a large portion of all research in the field comprises case studies of 

individual co-management arrangements. As a result, however, much more is known about co-

management practice and its outcomes on the ground than it is about the frameworks and 

administration that shape it. In fact, only de Lacy (1994), Craig (2002) and Bauman (2013) have thus 

far attempted to provide comprehensive countrywide reviews of Australia’s legislative co-

management frameworks, and even the most recent of these reviews is now a decade old. Additional 

studies analyse individual co-management frameworks in detail, including two that focus on the 

Commonwealth (Lyver et al. 2014; Power 2002) and two that focus on NSW (Larritt 1995; Hunt 2012). 

Several others touch on elements of the co-management frameworks of the NT (Haynes 2013; Ross 

et al. 2009), VIC (Carter et al. 2022) and WA (Hill 2011). Collectively, these additional studies do not 

cover all active co-management frameworks across the country, and apart from Carter et al. (2022), 
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they are likely to be at least partially outdated due to the rapidly changing policy environments in 

which they are located (Bauman et al. 2013).  

Moreover, the administration of these frameworks has thus far only been touched on in passing 

(Larritt 1995; Ross et al. 2009), which means the implications of this administration for existing and 

future co-management arrangements are only partially understood. Considering that the power 

sharing co-management facilitates depends as much on these formal structures and processes as it 

does on the informal structures and processes and interpersonal relationships of individual 

arrangements (Bauman et al. 2013), further research is required that investigates co-management 

frameworks, their administration and the ways in which both shape the practice that occurs within 

every jurisdiction.  

This practice, too, still needs to be explored further in geographical contexts that have received little 

attention thus far. As indicated previously, the co-management of Kakadu National Park has been 

studied most extensively (DeKoninck 2007; Haynes 2013; 2017; Lyver et al. 2014; Palmer 2004; 2007; 

Petty et al. 2015; Robinson & Wallington 2012; Robinson et al. 2005). This extensive investigation may 

be connected to the fact that Kakadu National Park is Australia’s largest and most famous national 

park, and that it has the longest standing co-management arrangement (Haynes 2013). However, it is 

also part of a broader focus on northern Australia in the co-management literature, which Larritt 

(1995) identified almost three decades ago, and which still exists today. Figure 2.3 demonstrates this 

ongoing focus by pinpointing the locations of existing co-management case studies and illustrating 

their frequency, as represented by the size of different circles.  
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Figure 2.3: Distribution of Co-management Case Studies in Australia 

 
Author’s construct based on a comprehensive literature search using the Scopus database 

While Tasmania’s (TAS) formal co-management framework is yet to be finalised, all other southern 

states have done so years ago and have established a variety of co-management arrangements since 

(Bauman et al. 2013). Yet, only the co-management framework in NSW has been analysed in depth 

(Hunt 2012), as well as a few individual arrangements in NSW (Collins & Thompson 2020; Larritt 1995) 

and VIC (Carter et al. 2022; Johnson 2018), while SA has largely been overlooked. In fact, the two South 

Australian case studies included in Figure 2.2 both explore collaborations between Indigenous groups 

and a variety of water governance stakeholders (Hemming et al. 2019; Jackson & Nias 2019), which 

are important, but separate from the state’s formal co-management framework and the twelve co-

management bodies it supports (DEW 2018). This imbalance matters because considerable 

differences exist between individual co-management arrangements, and between the colonial 

histories and resulting forms of land tenure in Australia’s top end and its southern states (Collins & 

Thompson 2020; Hunt 2012). To gain a sense of the full complexity of Australia’s co-management 

contexts, forms and experiences, further research into each of these aspects is therefore required 

especially across the southern part of the continent. 
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2.7 Interconnection between Reconciliation and Co-management 

Reconciliation and co-management are contested contemporary responses to the ‘the same colonial 

moment, the same cultural instincts and the same material practices’ (Carson 2020 p.17). In their own 

ways, both fields attempt to improve the coexistence of Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples in 

Australia and the wider settler colonial world. It is therefore neither surprising that their 

interconnections are touched on throughout both bodies of literature, nor that vastly different views 

exist regarding the ways in which they strengthen or impede one another. This section provides an 

overview of these views to illustrate why their interconnection matters and what is required to gain 

greater insights into it. 

Most studies that connect the two fields do so in passing. These studies mention that co-management 

contributes to reconciliation by ‘recognising Indigenous rights’ (Gunstone 2014) and by providing 

Indigenous people with ‘equal or determinative power over parks’ (Larritt 1995 p.253). In this capacity, 

Hueneke & Baker (2009 pp.488-489) further describe co-management as a ‘vehicle for cross-cultural 

learning and social change’ that creates opportunities for ‘reconciliation and social justice’, and 

Stevens (2015 p.8) describes it as ‘way of reconstituting and decolonising relationships between 

Indigenous peoples, conservationists, and wider societies’ around the world, which facilitates ‘social 

reconciliation’. A less common, but equally important view is that reconciliation contributes to co-

management by creating conditions in which collaboration becomes a requirement. Power (2002 

p.284), for instance, suggests that co-management is ‘informed’ by reconciliation, while Wearing & 

Huyskens (2001 p.185) argue that the ‘impetus in government policy towards achieving reconciliation 

offers the opportunity to reappraise’ current forms of land management. Similarly, Snook et al. (2022 

p.8) argue that Canada’s ‘fisheries reconciliation strategy’ opens up important opportunities to engage 

with Indigenous peoples ‘differently’, which can improve existing forms of fisheries co-management. 

Collectively, these studies imply that co-management and reconciliation contribute to one another, 

but do not evaluate these contributions in depth. 

The few studies that do evaluate this interconnection in depth all focus on the contribution of co-

management to reconciliation, for which they find conflicting evidence. Robinson and Mercer (2000 

pp.350-351) are mostly optimistic in their call for the development of ‘agreements’ for sea country 

co-management as ‘an essential mechanism for reconciliation’. However, their focus is mostly on the 

future and they admit that existing efforts to be ‘more inclusive’ within ‘commercial fisheries and 

tourism sectors’ could turn out to be ‘meaningful reconciliation’ or mere ‘tokenism’. Waitt et al. (2007 

p.248), too, remain carefully optimistic despite their finding that visiting Uluru-Kata Tjuṯa National 

Park does not always open non-Indigenous people’s ‘moral gateways’ to reconciliation. However, 
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rather than dismissing the potential of co-management to enhance the ‘mutual respect’ between 

Aṉangu people and park visitors, they recommend ways in which the park’s Board of Management 

can achieve this aim through eliciting the right emotions in visitors.  

Youdelis (2016 pp. 1388-1389) is considerably more critical in her evaluation of the power sharing 

built into the co-management of Jasper National Park in Canada, yet not entirely dismissive of its 

potential either. Even though this co-management continues to ‘minimise First Nations’ roles in 

decision-making’, she concludes that ‘several nations’ nonetheless ‘recognise and appreciate the 

park’s efforts toward reconciliation and hope that they can work more closely together in the near 

future’. Finegan (2018 pp.10-11), on the other hand, draws on examples from across the settler 

colonial world to argue that ‘tools like co-management’ are ‘inherently problematic and insufficient’ 

for the promotion of ‘meaningful reconciliation’, as they fail to ‘resolve underlying settler colonial 

power structures’. While these in-depth studies all evaluate the contribution of co-management to 

reconciliation, they clearly reach vastly different conclusions. 

This range of perceptions of the interconnection between co-management and reconciliation is not 

surprising in light of the diverse views on what reconciliation means and the diverse forms of co-

management that exist around the world. In fact, even among the four in-depth studies into their 

interconnection, reconciliation is either not defined at all (Robinson & Mercer 2000), or variously 

associated with better relationships between Indigenous and non-Indigenous people (Waitt et al. 

2007), or with Indigenous sovereignty and land rights (Finegan 2018; Youdelis 2016). Not only do these 

studies draw on different co-management arrangements, they also focus on different aspects of these 

arrangements to evaluate their contribution to different conceptualisations of reconciliation, which 

explains their contradictory conclusions.  

While it is impossible to gain universally applicable insights into the interconnection between the two 

fields, future research can nonetheless extend the current knowledge by investigating it more 

holistically within specific contexts. Even Youdelis’ (2016) case study of Jasper National Park, which 

has come closest to such an approach, compared people’s experiences of co-management to a 

predetermined notion of reconciliation, rather than their own understanding of it. Yet if the non-

generalisability of co-management and reconciliation is taken as a premise, exploring the meaning of 

both in the same place provides the best possible foundation to reach context specific conclusions 

regarding their interconnection. 
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2.8 Study Justification 

This review has demonstrated the importance of exploring the interconnection between 

reconciliation and co-management in the same place, and highlighted aspects of both fields of 

knowledge that remain underexplored in the Australian context. Regarding reconciliation, it has 

shown that even though its meaning is so contested that a consensus seems unreachable, the 

appropriateness and effectiveness of its promotion is rarely evaluated based on its specific place-

based implications. This omission applies to the diverse ways in which nation-wide reconciliation sites 

play out across different contexts and is even more apparent in the limited number of evaluations of 

reconciliation sites on state and local scales. Regarding co-management, it has shown how its diverse 

forms have resulted in a research focus on individual arrangements, in particularly those along the 

country’s northern coastline. As a result, less is known about the co-management frameworks and 

administration that shape this practice on the ground, as well as the diverse forms this practice takes 

in southern states.  

To build on, and extend, the current knowledge in both fields, this study explores how reconciliation 

and co-management affect one another in the South Australian context. It does so through an in depth 

analysis of reconciliation and co-management policy and practice, and of the perceptions and 

experiences of those who are involved in and/or impacted by them. In doing so, it contributes to the 

field of reconciliation through its focus on statewide and local reconciliation sites and their reception 

on the ground, and to the field of co-management through its interconnected investigation of the 

state’s co-management framework, its administration and the experiences of several co-management 

bodies. SA is an ideal case study for this investigation as it not only facilitates a focus on underexplored 

scales and locations in the both bodies of literature, but also connects theory and practice through its 

official portrayal of co-management as an important part of the state’s reconciliation journey (DEW 

2018). By exploring how reconciliation and co-management affect one another in the South Australian 

context, the findings of this study therefore contribute to theory, policy and practice in both fields. 

2.9 Conclusion 

Reconciliation and co-management are contemporary approaches to address ongoing conflicts over 

political authority and land ownership in settler colonial countries. In Australia, both approaches take 

a variety of different forms and their implications are heavily contested. The debates surrounding 

them are not only tied to contrasting views regarding the core colonial wrongs in the Australian 

context and the best ways to address these wrongs, but also to the diverse circumstances and 

aspirations of different Indigenous peoples across the country. Consequently, the appropriateness 
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and effectiveness of both approaches, as well as the ways in which they affect one another, must be 

evaluated based on how they play out and are received in specific contexts.  

The exploration of what reconciliation and co-management policy and practice involve and how they 

are perceived in the South Australian context represents such a place-based evaluation. It not only 

builds on, and extends, the current knowledge in both fields, but also connects theory and practice by 

focussing on a state where an intention to utilise their potential for mutual reinforcement already 

exists. In reflecting on the current and potential extent of their interconnection for their individual 

and collective contributions to human and more-than-human coexistence, this study further adds to 

the current understanding of the importance of addressing interconnected challenges through 

integrated solutions.  Before these findings are discussed in detail, however, the following chapters 

first turn to the theoretical framework that underpins this study and the research strategy, design and 

methods it involved. 
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Chapter 3: Theoretical Framework 

3.1 Introduction 

What we know, how we know and how we come to know are important considerations for all 

research, which is, after all, the pursuit of new knowledge. However, they are especially important in 

intercultural research contexts, as well as other forms of intercultural collaboration, in which different 

systems of knowledge coexist. As this study was conducted in an intercultural context and focussed 

on current forms of intercultural collaboration, namely co-management and reconciliation, questions 

of what knowledge is and how different ways of knowing can be brought together are essential. To 

answer these questions, this chapter describes the theoretical framework this study is based on, which 

combines elements of Indigenous methodologies and post-structuralism. It provides separate 

overviews of each, on the basis of which it demonstrates how elements of Indigenous methodologies 

and post-structuralism can be brought together and why doing so provided a suitable theoretical 

foundation for this study.  

3.2 Benefits of Explicit Theoretical Frameworks 

All research is shaped by the researcher’s ontology and epistemology – that is, by the knowledge and 

the ways of knowing the researcher considers to be valid (Wilson 2003). Explicitly stating the 

theoretical framework a study is based on is beneficial for all kinds of research, as it reveals the 

‘thinking behind the doing’. However, doing so is especially important in intercultural research 

contexts, as it illustrates how the knowledges and ways of knowing of different collaborators are 

brought together and how each informs the research questions, processes, and results (Kovach 2009 

p.39). It may not be possible to find a shared epistemological position (Jones & Jenkins 2008), or 

methods and techniques that align perfectly with all epistemological positions present in a study 

(Kovach 2009). However, neither is problematic as long as collaborators remain alert to the differences 

between their socio-political and epistemological positions, consider them in every step along the 

way, and highlight the alignments of the method and techniques that are chosen (Jones & Jenkins 

2008; Pots & Brown 2005). In doing so, it is possible to minimise the dominance of certain ways of 

knowing, and, where it cannot be avoided, make their influence apparent to put research findings, as 

well as the recommendations that arise from them, into perspective (Pots & Brown 2005). For these 

reasons, this chapter describes the theoretical framework that underpins this study, and illustrates 

how it brings my own ontological and epistemological position together with those of my Aboriginal 

and non-Aboriginal collaborators.  
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3.3 Indigenous Methodologies 

Indigenous methodologies refer to a group of locally specific Indigenous approaches that cannot be 

homogenised. Yet, despite this variation, there are similarities between these approaches regarding 

their purpose, the principles and processes recommended to achieve this purpose and their 

ontological and epistemological foundations (Kovach 2009; Louis 2007). These aspects can also be 

found in the literature on decolonising methodologies (Smith 1999; Swadener & Mutua 2008) and 

Indigenist methodologies (Martin 2003; Rigney 1999). Seeing that none of their similarities can be 

generalised into a blanket approach that fits all contexts, this chapter draws on all three bodies of 

literature simultaneously. Not in pursuit of a singular definition, but to illustrate important themes 

that need to be considered when conducting research in Indigenous contexts and to demonstrate 

how, and to what extent, these themes can be applied to this study.       

3.3.1 History of Research in Indigenous Contexts 

Indigenous Australians, like First Nations Peoples around the globe, are arguably the most 

studied people of the world (Rigney 1999 p.109) 

The word itself, 'research', is probably one of the dirtiest words in the indigenous world’s 

vocabulary (Smith 1999 p.1) 

Lester Irabinna Rigney and Linda Tuhiwai Smith are influential Indigenous scholars who have shaped 

the Indigenous methodologies literature. Their work, like that of most others in the field, includes 

detailed discussions of colonialism and the history of research in Indigenous contexts (Kovach 2009; 

Rigney 1999; 2003; Smith 1999; Wilson 2003). Both argue that to understand Indigenous 

methodologies, it is necessary to understand this history and the ongoing interconnection between 

research and colonial practices, as well as the potential that many Indigenous people nonetheless see 

in research done on Indigenous terms, for Indigenous purposes (Rigney 1999; Smith 1999). To 

illustrate the latter, this chapter, too, must first turn to the former – the history of research in the 

Indigenous world. 

Since the early days of colonisation, research has been a tool to justify, regulate and implement 

colonial practices (Smith 1999; Kovach 2009). This has occurred in a variety of ways, which have 

changed over time. Early research was used to ‘prove’ the inferiority of Indigenous knowledge and 

culture, to ‘discover’ Indigenous cultural sites and to ‘collect’ and export Indigenous ‘artefacts’ (Smith 

1999; Wilson 2003). It thus served to justify Western dominance and to increase Western wealth. 

While measuring skulls and stealing Indigenous people’s possessions eventually became 

unacceptable, new forms of research arose that still served the original purposes.  
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There are many more recent examples from around the world of research being used to extract and 

use Indigenous knowledge for professional or financial gain, for instance through the publication of 

Indigenous stories or the development of pharmaceutical products, without consent and without the 

intention to share the benefits (Battiste 2008; Kovach 2009). In most cases throughout history, 

Indigenous communities and individuals were studied without being actively involved in selection of 

the research questions, the development of research designs or the sharing of research findings 

(Rigney 2003; Denzin & Lincoln 2008), and Indigenous ways of knowing were excluded from the 

process. Considering these practices, as well as the fact that even well-intentioned research often 

failed to deliver any tangible benefits to the people who were studied (Smith 1999), it is not surprising 

that many Indigenous people are cautious, or even suspicious, of researchers and research itself 

(Martin 2003; Rigney 1999).  

Importantly, this understandable caution does not mean they outright reject all forms of research 

(Kovach 2005; Rigney 1999; Smith 1999). Much has changed in academia, politics and society in recent 

decades, which has left Indigenous people with a greater ability to shape the research that concerns 

them. Specifically, Indigenous activism, as well as non-Indigenous support, has challenged 

governments around the world to review Indigenous policies and the place of Indigenous people in 

their societies (Smith 1999; Wilson 2003). Moreover, Western critiques of Western epistemology and 

its dominance, such as Marxism, feminism, post-modernism and post-structuralism, have created 

space for non-Western epistemologies and methodologies across various academic disciplines (Denzin 

et al. 2008; Kovach 2009). Growing numbers of Indigenous students and academics, the establishment 

of Indigenous research institutes and forums, and the development of Indigenous research protocols 

have accompanied these changes. All these changes combined, together with the need for research 

based on ‘actual, not presumed, need’, are the reason why many Indigenous people feel not only 

cautious, but also hopeful in regard to future research (Kovach, 2005, p.33; Rigney 1999; Smith 1999). 

Yet, Indigenous methodologies are as much about building on this hope as they are about addressing 

the inequalities that remain. Despite all that has been achieved, colonialism is not over (Swadener & 

Mutua 2008), and neither is the dominance of Western knowledge and ways of knowing in academia. 

The knowledge that is selected and taught in schools and universities still overwhelmingly represents 

Western perspectives (Kovach 2009), and the ways in which it is taught reproduce and normalise 

Western ways of knowing (Rigney 1991). While there are growing numbers of Indigenous 

undergraduate and postgraduate students enrolled in universities, they are still predominantly trained 

in Western research theories, methodologies and methods, and they are still predominantly examined 

through Western structures and by Western researchers (Dunbar 2008; Kovach 2009). Consequently, 

some Indigenous researchers struggle to build their research on Indigenous epistemologies and to use 
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Indigenous methods (Battiste 2008; Singh & Major 2017), while those that do so struggle to have the 

validity of their research recognised (Smith 1999). While Indigenous methodologies have arisen out of 

the change that has occurred in recent decades, they also play an important role in driving the change 

that has yet to occur in decades to come. 

3.3.2 Origins and Purpose of Indigenous Methodologies 

Indigenous people’s resistance to Western research theories, methodologies and methods is not new 

(Rigney 2003), yet the field of Indigenous methodologies still is (Singh & Major 2017). Most literature 

in this field has been published in the last three decades (Denzin & Lincoln 2008). As the numbers of 

Indigenous academics increased around the world, so did the calls for new ways of designing and 

conducting research (Martin 2003; Kovach 2009). The aim of Indigenous methodologies is to 

decolonise research, which Smith (1999 p.20) defines as follows: 

Decolonisation is a process which engages with imperialism and colonialism at multiple 

levels. For researchers, one of those levels is concerned with having a more critical 

understanding of the underlying assumptions, motivations and values which inform 

research practices. 

This aim neither represents a complete rejection of all Western research, nor is it limited to resistance. 

Instead, it requires the proactive development of alternatives, which now make up the field of 

Indigenous methodologies. Specifically, Indigenous methodologies outline principles and processes 

that ensure that research with Indigenous people is ethical and culturally safe, as well as approaches 

that centre Indigenous voices and experiences, as well as Indigenous ontologies, epistemologies, 

methods, and techniques (Denzin & Lincoln 2008; Kovach 2009; Louis 2007; Rigney 1999; Smith 1999; 

Swadener & Mutua 2008). What follows discusses these aspects in detail, before reflecting on the 

extent to which it is possible for non-Indigenous researchers, such as myself, to draw on Indigenous 

methodologies.  

3.3.3 Ethical and Culturally Safe Research 

One of the achievements of the field of Indigenous methodologies is that its principles and processes 

for ethical and culturally safe research have been summarised and replicated in numerous research 

guidelines across the settler colonial world (Singh & Major 2017; Smith 1999). In Australia, key 

guidelines include the Australian Institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders’ ‘Guidelines for 

Ethical Research in Australian Indigenous Studies’ (AIATSIS 2012), and the National Health and Medical 

Research Council’s ‘Ethical conduct in research with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples and 

communities: Guidelines for researchers and stakeholders’ (NHMRC 2018a), as well as their 
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companion document for Indigenous communities entitled ‘Keeping research on track II’ (NHMRC 

2018b). Importantly, neither this overview here, nor those provided by other authors or institutions 

represent a blanket approach that can be applied to all contexts (Potts & Brown 2005). Instead, they 

represent different ways of organising the principles and processes that can contribute to culturally 

appropriate and safe research projects, if they are modified to fit the specific needs and aspirations of 

the people involved in each study (Denzin & Lincoln 2008; Kovach 2009). As the specific ways in which 

these principles and processes were applied in this study are discussed in detail in Chapter Four, the 

discussion at this point is limited to a brief overview of what they include (see Table 3.1) and why they 

are important.  

Table 3.1: Key Principles and Processes of Ethical and Culturally Safe Research 

Key Principles & Processes Ethics Guidelines Literature 

Pre-Research Phase 

Respect  AIATSIS 2012; NHMRC 2018a; 
NHMRC, 2018b 

Kovach 2009; Louis 2007; Smith 
1999; Wilson 2003 

Trust & Relationships NHMRC 2018a; 2018b Kovach 2009; Louis 2007; Singh & 
Major 2017; Smith 1999 

Consent AIATSIS 2012; NHMRC 2018a; 
2018b 

Battiste 2008; Denzin & Lincoln 
2008; Potts & Brown 2005; Wilson 
2003 

Research Phase 

Reciprocity AIATSIS 2012; NHMRC 2018a; 
2018b 

Denzin & Lincoln 2008;  Kovach 
2009; Louis 2007; Martin 2003; 
Nakamura 2010; Rigney 2003; Singh 
& Major 2017; Smith 1999; 2014; 
Wilson 2003 

Continuous Collaboration AIATSIS 2012; NHMRC 2018a; 
2018b 

Battiste 2008; Denzin & Lincoln 
2008; Jones & Jenkins 2008; Kovach 
2009; Louis 2007; Martin 2003; 
Potts & Brown 2005; Rigney 2003; 
Singh & Major 2017; Smith 1999; 
Swadener & Mutua 2008; Wilson 
2003 

Post-Research Phase 

Access & Ownership AIATSIS 2012; NHMRC 2018a; 
2018b 

Kovach 2009; Louis 2007; Rigney 
1999; 2003 

Author’s construct 

Research projects in Indigenous contexts need to be built on a foundation of respect for Indigenous 

peoples, cultures, and knowledges. Such respect involves recognition of the diversity between and 

within Indigenous communities (AIATSIS 2012; NHMRC 2018b; Wilson 2003) and of the need to adapt 

general principles and guidelines to the specific contexts and people involved in each project (Kovach 

2009). It also involves recognition of the legitimacy of Indigenous knowledge and ways of knowing 

(AIATSIS 2012; NHMRC 2018a; Smith 1999), as well as the inclusion and active protection of both in 

the study (AIATSIS 2012; Louis 2007). Respect can further be expressed through the inclusion of 
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cultural protocols in the research design, as well as the active effort of researchers to build up cultural 

competency prior to engaging with Indigenous communities (NHMRC 2018a). Together, these aspects 

create the foundation needed to build trust. 

Trust is important in all research contexts. However, considering the history discussed above, it is 

especially important in Indigenous contexts (Singh & Major 2017), which makes building trust a 

difficult and essential step before research projects commence. To do so, researchers need to 

introduce themselves, as well as the study they envision. They need to be open about who they are 

and why they want to conduct their study (Kovach 2009; Smith 1999) and demonstrate an awareness 

of how their own background, knowledge and ways of knowing shape it (NHMRC 2018a; Wilson 2003). 

Researchers must further be flexible and willing to make changes, as trust also requires the 

incorporation of the needs and priorities of the people they are working with. 

Once respectful relationships and trust have been established, and the research aims, processes and 

potential benefits and risks have been discussed, Indigenous groups involved in the envisioned study 

are able to give their initial consent to the research and the people who are conducting it (AIATSIS 

2012; NHMRC 2018b; Smith 1999). Importantly, they are neither required to participate (Jones & 

Jenkins 2008; NHMRC 2018b), nor to give a reason if they choose not to (AIATSIS 2012). Moreover, 

even if initial consent was given, researchers still need to seek individual consent from each person 

involved in the study, as well as continuous consent from individuals and groups throughout the 

research journey (NHMRC 2018b). Put simply, initial consent must be sought for the plan and 

continuous consent must be sought for its implementation.  

To obtain continuous consent, the study needs to benefit the people involved in it and their 

involvement needs to be ongoing (Kovach 2009; Smith 1999). Not only harmful research is thus 

unacceptable in Indigenous contexts (NHMRC 2018a), but also research that does not aim for anything 

other than the expansion of knowledge (Denzin & Lincoln 2008; Louis 2007). Indigenous 

methodologies require research to be political (Rigney 2003) and beneficial in the short or long-term 

(Smith 1999; Nakamura 2010). Short-term benefits are mostly immediate benefits for the people 

involved in a study, which can be achieved through the incorporation of their immediate needs and 

priorities or through the creation of training and employment opportunities (AIATSIS 2012; NHMRC 

2018a; Rigney 2003; Swadener & Mutua 2008). Long-term benefits include benefits for the people 

involved in the study as well as benefits for Indigenous peoples in general, such as the contribution 

research can make to social, political and economic change and the protection of country and culture 

(Martin 2003; Rigney 2003). While benefits are essential, the concrete form they take thus varies from 

study to study.  



56 

Continuous collaboration is essential to ensure that potential benefits are recognised and realised and 

that the entire study remains ethical and culturally safe. Initially, collaboration is needed to ensure 

that all parties agree on the aims of the project (Potts & Brown 2005), the methods used to achieve 

these aims (Martin 2003), the individuals the researchers will work with (Kovach 2009; Potts & Brown 

2005; Smith 1999), the research timelines (AIATSIS 2012) and the roles and responsibilities of all 

collaborators. Later on, collaboration is required to ensure all interactions during the data collection 

phase are respectful and adhere to cultural protocols (Louis 2007; Martin 2003), and that all 

Indigenous individuals and groups are comfortable with the way their knowledge is recorded (Kovach 

2009), how and by whom it is interpreted (Potts & Brown 2005; Singh & Major 2017) and with the 

conclusions that are drawn (Kovach 2009; Martin 2003). Finally, collaboration needs to be maintained 

during the last phase of the study, to ensure everyone involved is given access to the knowledge that 

was gained, as well as control over how and with whom it is shared (Denzin & Lincoln 2008; NHMRC 

2018b; Smith 1999). Continuous collaboration is about ensuring Indigenous people maintain control 

over the research processes and outcomes from beginning to end.   

Importantly, maintaining Indigenous people’s access to and control over the knowledge they have 

shared does not end with the completion of the research project. All Indigenous knowledge, which 

includes ‘anything that written, spoken or created’ by Indigenous people, as well as ‘any knowledge 

of their land, culture or kinship that is used to express their cultural identity’ needs to remain owned 

by the people or communities who have shared it (Battiste 2008; NHMRC 2018b p.16; Rigney 2003). 

If any part of this knowledge is commercialised, permission to do so needs to be sought first and profits 

need to be shared in an equitable and previously agreed upon manner. Moreover, researchers need 

to ensure that their Indigenous collaborators are aware of where the collected data is stored long-

term and able to control how and by whom it is used in the future (AIATSIS 2012; NHMRC 2018b). 

Overall, it is apparent that ethical and culturally safe research requires power sharing agreements and 

processes, which need to be established before any research activities can commence and remain in 

place beyond their completion.    

3.3.4 Centring Indigenous People, Knowledge and Ways of Knowing 

While the discussion of Indigenous methodologies so far can make them appear to be a relatively 

straightforward set of rules for appropriate engagement, Indigenous methodologies are much more 

than that. Not only do they require respect for Indigenous knowledge and ways of knowing, they also 

need to be based on these knowledges and ways of knowing (Kovach 2009; Louis 2007; Martin 2003; 

Smith 1999), and on the lived experiences of Indigenous people (Dunbar 2008; Rigney 1999). Whether 

it is possible for non-Indigenous researchers to fulfil these requirements is contested (Singh & Major 
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2017), due to the differences in their socio-political positions, as well as the differences between 

Indigenous and Western knowledges and ways of knowing.  

At the risk of simplification, many Indigenous systems of knowledge have been described as ecocentric 

(Aikenhead & Ogawa 2007; Foley 2003), relational (Kovach 2009; Martin 2003; Singh & Major 2017), 

holistic (Dunbar 2008; Louis 2007), and based on non-linear conceptions of time (Smith 1999). They 

do not separate humans and nature, mind and matter or the physical and spiritual world (Aikenhead 

& Ogawa 2007). Knowledge tends to be place-based and non-generalizable (Battiste 2008; Louis 

2007). Furthermore, it is often passed on orally and distributed among knowledge holders. No single 

person knows all, nor is there an assumption that all can be known (Aikenhead & Ogawa 2007; Kovach 

2009; Smith 1999). Western systems of knowledge, on the other hand, have been described as 

anthropocentric, hierarchical, reductionist and based on linear conceptions of time (Aikenhead & 

Ogawa 2007; Kovach 2009; Smith 1999). These systems make a clear distinction between mind and 

matter, aim for human dominance of nature and reject spirituality as a source of knowledge. Western 

knowledge tends to be generalizable, at least to similar contexts (Aikenhead & Ogawa 2007; Kovach 

2009). It is accessible to all, at least in theory, and built on the assumption that all can and should be 

known (Jones & Jenkins 2008).  

While descriptions such as the one above can make it seem as though Indigenous and non-Indigenous 

knowledge and ways of knowing are polar opposites, such conclusions are incorrect for three reasons. 

Firstly, both Indigenous and Western knowledges and ways of knowing are diverse and both change 

over time, which is why no list of general characteristics truly represents the individual forms they 

take (Battiste 2008; Bielawski 2003; Kovach 2009). Secondly, both are culturally contingent, though 

not all forms of Western knowledge acknowledge their own contingency (Aikenhead & Ogawa 2007; 

Foucault 1970). Thirdly, Indigenous and Western knowledges and ways of knowing are not the only 

ones that exist in the world, which further demonstrates that the representation of them as binary 

opposites is false.  

It is, therefore, incorrect and dangerous to overemphasise their differences, especially if this emphasis 

is used to prove the superiority one knowledge system over the other (Aikenhead & Ogawa 2007; 

Kalland 2003). Yet, it is equally dangerous to overemphasise the similarities between them, as this can 

result in the homogenisation and loss of distinct knowledges and ways of knowing and an 

underappreciation of the complexities involved in intercultural collaboration (Jones & Jenkins 2008). 

While Indigenous and non-Indigenous knowledge and ways of knowing are not complete opposites 

and should not be seen as such,  their difference and, to a certain extent, incompatibilities still need 
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to be acknowledged, as they form an important part of the debate around whether Indigenous 

methodologies can be applied by non-Indigenous researchers.  

Many of the key texts on Indigenous methodologies are written by Indigenous researchers for 

Indigenous researchers (Foley 2003; Kovach 2009; Rigney 1999; 2003; Smith 1999). In part, these 

authors are hoping to create space for increasing numbers of Indigenous researchers doing research 

on Indigenous terms (Kovach 2009; Rigney 1999; Smith 1999). However, these texts are often also 

written predominantly for Indigenous researchers because their authors perceive the ability of non-

Indigenous researchers to implement Indigenous methodologies to be limited, as no one can shake 

their own socio-political position (Dunbar 2008). Foley (2003 p.46), for instance, argues that: 

non-indigenous Australia cannot and possibly will not understand the complexities of 

Indigenous Australia at the same level of empathy as an Indigenous Australian researcher 

can achieve 

Consequently, Foley (2003) states that researchers conducting research with Indigenous people, as 

well as their supervisors, should be Indigenous.  

Other authors only agree with part of this reasoning. They, too, perceive non-Indigenous researchers’ 

ability to apply Indigenous methodologies to be limited, not only because non-Indigenous researchers 

cannot completely understand the experiences of Indigenous people (Jones & Jenkins 2008; Rigney 

1999; Smith 1999), but also because of the incompatibility of Indigenous and non-Indigenous 

knowledges and ways of knowing. In their view, these differences, together with the ongoing 

dominance of Western knowledge and ways of knowing in academia, mean that grounding 

methodologies in Indigenous knowledge and ways of knowing can be difficult even for Indigenous 

researchers (Kovach 2009; Singh & Major 2017), and impossible for non-Indigenous researchers 

(Denzin & Lincoln 2008). Considering that the centring of Indigenous experiences, knowledge and 

ways of knowing is an important part of Indigenous methodologies, non-Indigenous researchers can 

only ever partially draw on them. 

Despite acknowledging these limitations, however, many authors in the field do not agree that 

Indigenous methodologies are of no use to non-Indigenous researchers. For instance, while Rigney 

(1999 p.177; 2004 p.41) clearly states that ‘Indigenist research by Indigenous Australians takes the 

research into the heart of the Indigenous struggle’, he still affirms Indigenist methodologies can 

provide non-Indigenous researchers with useful ‘principles and parameters of engagement with 

Indigenous communities’. Louis (2007 p.136), too, acknowledges that Indigenous researchers are 

likely to be better equipped to conduct research in Indigenous contexts, but also cautions that 
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‘creating methodologies that only apply to Indigenous researchers provides fodder for more 

essentialist arguments’ and, like Smith (1999), considers ethical and respectful research by non-

Indigenous researchers to be beneficial. If conducted in this way, collaborative research is often 

described as desirable by Indigenous authors and their non-Indigenous allies (Denzin & Lincoln 2008; 

Jones & Jenkins 2008; Singh & Major 2017; Swadener & Mutua 2008). Even though the inability of 

non-Indigenous researchers to fully centre Indigenous experiences, knowledge and ways of knowing 

is almost universally agreed upon, most writers in the field still see value in research conducted by 

non-Indigenous researchers that is informed by Indigenous methodologies, even if they cannot 

implement these methodologies as fully as Indigenous researchers can.  

3.3.4 Applying Indigenous Methodologies 

Based on an extensive review of the Indigenous methodologies literature, as well as my own 

experiences of having lived, for various durations of time, on four different continents, I agree with 

the view that everyone’s perception of the world is shaped by who they are and where they come 

from. I also agree that it is impossible for me, as a German researcher living in Australia, to truly centre 

Indigenous experiences, knowledge and ways of knowing in any study I conduct. Yet, it seems equally 

inappropriate to not draw on Indigenous methodologies at all, as the collaborations with the different 

Indigenous groups and individuals involved in this study had to be ethical and culturally safe. For those 

reasons, this study is informed by, but not exclusively based on, Indigenous methodologies. 

Specifically, it is informed by the principles and processes of appropriate engagement and by an 

awareness of the epistemological and ontological complexities involved in intercultural research 

derived from the Indigenous methodologies literature.  

Yet, it is also partially informed by post-structuralism, as the two bodies of knowledge together form 

a theoretical framework which reflects my own socio-political and epistemological position, and which 

provides a foundation appropriate engagement with my research topic, and all individual and groups 

involved in this study at the same time.  

3.4 Post-Structuralism 

Post-structuralism first emerged as a critique of structuralism in Western Europe in the 1960s (Mather 

et al. 2017). It is frequently included in lists of Western critiques of Western epistemology that have 

created space for Indigenous epistemologies and methodologies (Kovach 2009; Rigney 2003), and is 

sometimes seen as useful theory for anti-oppressive research (Strega 2005). However, this 

sympathetic view is not universal (Tomaselli et al. 2008) and there are tensions, as well as 

complementarities, between Indigenous methodologies and post-structuralism (Singh & Major 2017). 
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The reasons why I chose to combine Indigenous methodologies with post-structuralism in particular 

include its emphasis on the ambiguity and cultural contingency of knowledge, its particular conception 

of power and its illustration of the interconnection between the two. This section draws mainly on the 

work of Jacques Derrida and Michel Foucault, two of the most influential post-structural writers 

(Mason & Clarke 2010; Mather et al. 2017; Mills et al. 2010; Olssen et al. 2004; Woodard et al. 2009), 

to illustrate these points and their relevance for this study.   

3.4.1 Ambiguity of Knowledge 

As implied by its name, post-structuralism goes beyond structuralism. While both structuralists and 

textual post-structuralists draw on De Saussure’s work on semiotics (Balarin 2008; Hawkes 2003; 

Woodard et al. 2009), their conclusions differ considerably. Specifically, both structuralists and textual 

post-structuralists draw on De Saussure’s (1959) argument that the interconnection between 

‘signifiers’, which are the sounds of words, and their ‘signifieds’, which are the concepts they 

represent, is entirely arbitrary. It only exists because speakers of a common language agree that it 

exists, that one refers to the other. To structuralists, this notion implies that not only signs, but all 

cultural texts receive their meaning from other texts and the context in which they were created. To 

understand reality, it is thus necessary to understand the interconnections, or structures, between 

texts, which provide meaning to each part (Hawkes 2003). To post-structuralists, on the other hand, 

the arbitrariness of signs implies that there are multiple points of ‘undecidability’ within every text 

(Balarin 2008 p.513), which means that there are multiple meanings within every text and, as a 

consequence, multiple meanings of every text too. 

This conclusion that there is no single or universal meaning has several important implications. Firstly, 

it implies that language is an imperfect system of communication, as there is no guarantee that the 

meaning intended by a writer or speaker is the same as the meaning received by a reader or listener, 

especially since the meaning of words can only be clarified by more words (Barry 2002; Zuckert 1991). 

Secondly, it implies that language is an imperfect system of thought to understand reality, as it gives 

meaning to itself without any connection to reality (Mason & Clarke 2010). Yet, language is also our 

only system of communication and of thought, which implies that it may not be possible to ever truly 

know reality (Belsey 2002; Mills et al. 2010; Woodard et al. 2009) or to communicate the knowledge 

we have in a precise and unambiguous manner (Barry 2002). Consequently, the aim of textual post-

structuralists is not to understand or portray reality, but to ‘deconstruct’ texts to highlight the 

multitude of meanings hidden within them. 

Deconstruction is commonly attributed to the work of Jacque Derrida (Balarin 2008; Mather et al. 

2017; Mills et al. 2010; Zuckert 1991), who has been reluctant to identify himself with the term and to 



61 

clearly define the term itself (Rolfe 2004). According to Derrida, deconstruction is ‘neither an analysis 

nor a critique’, and it is also ‘not a method and cannot be transformed into one’ (Derrida 1983 p.284). 

In fact, ‘deconstruction loses nothing from admitting it is impossible’ (Derrida 1990 p.30). Such 

descriptions can appear nonsensical, especially in relation to a process Derrida himself has employed 

frequently. However, based on a variety of different descriptions of the deconstructive process 

Derrida (1976; 1983; 1990) has provided over time, it is possible to get a sense of what deconstruction 

is about, which is, in fact, different from traditional methods, analyses and critiques. Instead of aiming 

to establish the meaning of texts, deconstruction aims to: 

locate the promising marginal text, to disclose the undecidable moment, to pry it loose 

with the positive lever of the signifier; to reverse the resident hierarchy, only to displace 

it; to dismantle in order to reconstitute what is always already inscribed (Spivak 1976 

p.lxxvii) 

Deconstruction thus demonstrates that no text is an unambiguous representation of reality. It draws 

out and dissolves the multiple meanings of concepts, as well as the hierarchies between concepts, and 

thereby questions the assumptions that lie beneath all texts. Yet, seeing that the products of 

deconstruction, too, are texts, they themselves can be deconstructed, which implies that there can 

never be one correct or final deconstruction. In this sense, it is impossible to get deconstruction right 

(Rolfe 2004). However, this is precisely what deconstruction is about: its aim has never been to be 

right, but to demonstrate that there is no objective way to determine what is right and that no text is 

ever universally right for that reason (Turner 2016). The aim of deconstruction is thus not to establish 

truth, but to demonstrate that any representation of reality is shaped by the language used to 

represent it, which makes it impossible to ever know any objective or universal truth.  

In the eyes of some critics, the post-structuralist position that objective and completely accurate 

representations of reality are impossible, implies that textual post-structuralists do not see any point 

in attempting to represent reality, which, in turn, implies that they do not see any point in trying to 

understand and improve real-world conditions. They are, thus, nihilist, anti-realist and non-political 

(Balarin 2008; Olssen et al. 2004; Woodard et al. 2009). If these criticisms were the only way to 

understand post-structuralism, it would not only be incompatible with Indigenous methodologies – 

which emphasise the need for research to result in real-world benefits for those involved in them – it 

would also be an inadequate theoretical framework for any type of empirical research.  

However, the position that objective and completely accurate representations of reality are 

impossible does not necessarily mean that there is no reality or no need to improve real-world 
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conditions. In fact, according to Derrida (1990, cited in Olson 1990 p.8), deconstruction is ‘a way of 

dealing with institutions’, with their authority, models and structures. It should be used to: 

study and analyse these models and where they come from, where their authority comes 

from, what the finality of these models is, what interests they serve - personal, political, 

ideological, and so on. So we have to study the models and the history of the models and 

then try not to subvert them for the sake of destroying them but to change the models 

and invent new ways of writing - not as a formal challenge, but for ethical, political 

reasons (Derrida 1990, cited in Olson 1990 p.9) 

Understood in this way, deconstruction does not require the destruction of all meaning or a total 

rejection of representation. It simply aims to emphasise the biases inherent in all knowledge, to 

investigate their origin and reduce their effects (Balarin 2008), all of which can help reduce real-world 

inequalities between holders of different knowledge systems. From this perspective, the post-

structural emphasis on the ambiguity of knowledge is highly relevant for this study, even though it is 

primarily concerned with understanding and improving real-world connections between current 

processes, and not with questioning whether they can be understood in the first place. It is relevant 

for this study’s topics, processes and outcomes, as it highlights that no system of knowledge, including 

contemporary Western knowledge, represents the whole or only truth, and that it is always worth 

paying attention to which knowledge claims are normalised and which are marginalised.  

3.4.2 Historic and Cultural Contingency of Knowledge 

While Derrida relies solely on the deconstruction of texts to demonstrate the ambiguity of knowledge 

and to draw attention to the causes and consequences of normalising certain knowledge claims, 

Foucault primarily draws on the real-world causes and consequences of dominant systems of thought 

to make similar points (Rabinow 1984; Woodard et al. 2009). Specifically, Foucault (1970; 1972; 1978a; 

1978b) is interested in the historic and cultural contingency of knowledge and in the interconnection 

of knowledge and power. Concerning the former, his work demonstrates how different periods of 

time shape, and are shaped by, different systems of knowledge. He refers to these systems of 

knowledge as epistemes in his earlier work and discursive formations in his later work (Olssen 2014) 

and characterises them as follows: 

this episteme may be suspected of being something like a world-view, a slice of history 

common to all branches of knowledge, which imposes on each one the same norms and 

postulates, a general stage of reason, a certain structure of thought that the men of a 

particular period cannot escape (Foucault 1972 p.191) 
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Epistemes are thus systems of thought which span across different bodies of knowledge, as well as 

everyday thought and practices, in a particular geographic region and during a particular period.  

Similarly, Foucault (1972 p.115; p.107) describes discursive formations as ‘groups of statements’ and 

statements, in turn, as the ‘modality that allows [groups of signs] to be in relation with a domain of 

objects’ and ‘to prescribe a definite position to any possible subject’. Statements cannot exist 

independently but are part of a network, which defines how they can ‘follow one another, order one 

another, coexist with one another, and play roles in relation to one another’ (Foucault 1972 p.100). 

Put simply, discursive formations are sets of conditions that define the positions subjects can take and 

the ways in which objects can relate to one another within discourses. A discourse can therefore 

accommodate various and opposing views. What holds it together is its ‘single system of formation’ 

(Foucault 1972 p.107), which refers to its set of possible subject positions and functions, of acceptable 

orders of statements and of specific objects that can acquire scientific status. In this sense, discursive 

formations, like epistemes, influence what is and is not considered to be scientific, and more broadly, 

what, and how, can and cannot be known. And just like epistemes, discursive formations are 

temporary, as points of discontinuity can be identified, which indicate the shift from one discursive 

formation to another (Foucault 1970; 1972). 

Foucault (1970; 1972) does not think of the shifts from one episteme or discursive formation to the 

next as progress, but as transformations in how the world is understood. For instance, while the search 

for meaning was characterised by the establishment of similitudes between things during the 

renaissance age, it was characterised by the establishment of identities of things, and the differences 

between them, during the classical age. On the one hand, the dominant discursive formation during 

classical age thus enabled the classification of things according to their visible characteristics and made 

the establishment of an order between them thinkable. Yet on the other hand, it rendered the 

previous interconnection of all things unthinkable (Foucault 1970). Moreover, in contrast to the 

dominant discursive formation during the modern age, the classical ‘view of a static, ordered, 

compartmented universe’ did not include the concepts of life and death and the temporality of living 

things in the field of natural history, which rendered Darwin’s theory of evolution, and the field of 

contemporary biology more broadly, unthinkable (Foucault 1972 p.69; Mendieta 2014). In short, each 

discursive formation creates opportunities and limits for what and how can be thought.  

Across Foucault’s work, there are numerous examples of the possible and impossible knowledge 

within each discursive formation (Foucault 1970; 1972). However, their specific characteristics are less 

relevant for this study than the broader implication that all ways of knowing are impermanent and 

bound to their time, place and culture, which rejects all hierarchies between knowledge systems. 
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While drawing exclusively on Western knowledge and ways of knowing, post-structuralism thus 

arrives at conclusions similar to those expressed in the Indigenous methodologies literature, which 

reject the superiority of Western knowledge and ways of knowing and question the ability of non-

Indigenous researchers to draw on Indigenous knowledge and ways of knowing. Instead of attempting 

to do so, I thus draw on post-structuralism to acknowledge that my way of knowing is, and always will 

be, shaped by my European upbringing and Eurocentric education, and that my ability to incorporate 

Indigenous knowledges and ways of knowing is limited and only possible, at all, through collaboration.  

3.4.3 Interconnection of Knowledge and Power 

Foucault’s second key interest, the interconnection of knowledge and power, needs to be discussed 

here too, as it is important to be aware of this interconnection when attempting to bring different 

systems of knowledge together. Foucault (1978a p.27) describes this interconnection as follows: 

We should admit rather that power produces knowledge (and not simply by encouraging 

it because it serves power or by applying it because it is useful); that power and 

knowledge directly imply one another; that there is no power relation without the 

correlative constitution of a field of knowledge, nor any knowledge that does not 

presuppose and constitute at the same time power relations.  

In short, power and knowledge reproduce each other. To Foucault (1978a), power is something that 

is exercised, not possessed, by all members of society, not just by the state or the ruling class. It is 

exercised in the ways in which individuals think and act themselves and in the ways in which they 

interact with others. In this way, power produces common ways of thinking, acting and interacting, 

which shape what individuals know about themselves and about the societies they are part of. This 

knowledge, in turn, reinforces common ways of thinking, acting and interacting. Even though power 

is therefore everywhere and exercised by everyone, it can nonetheless create and maintain 

inequalities between individuals and groups by normalising and institutionalising certain ways of 

knowing, doing and being, and marginalising others.  

Consequently, greater equality requires ‘detaching the power of truth from the forms of hegemony, 

social, economic and cultural, within which it operates at the present time’ (Foucault 1980 p.133). The 

post-structural conception of power and of the interconnection between knowledge and power thus 

holds all members of society accountable for creating and maintaining unequal distributions of power, 

whether they mean to or not. It requires a close examination of all thoughts, actions and interactions, 

not only those that appear to be oppressive, to recognise the dominance of certain ways of knowing, 

doing and being and to create space for alternatives.    
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While Foucault (1978a; 1978b) draws on examples such as the histories of punishment and of sexuality 

in Western Europe to illustrate the interconnection of knowledge and power, this interconnection is 

also a core theme in the broad field of Indigenous studies. As demonstrated in Chapter Two, the 

current dominance of Western knowledge, processes and governance structures is a reoccurring 

theme in the reconciliation and co-management literatures, where it is interpreted as a reflection and 

a reinforcement of the unequal distribution of socio-political power between Indigenous and non-

Indigenous peoples. Questions of how different ways of knowing are brought together and how power 

is shared in both fields are, therefore, an important part of this study’s exploration of the 

interconnection between them. Moreover, Indigenous methodologies have been developed, in part, 

to ensure that intercultural research respects Indigenous peoples and Indigenous knowledges, and 

that Indigenous individuals and groups remain in control over the information they share. 

Consequently, the post-structural conceptions of knowledge and power provide a useful lens for 

examining this study’s research questions, and reinforce the need for using culturally safe processes.  

3.4.4 Applying Post-Structuralism 

While based entirely on Western knowledge and ways of knowing, post-structuralism rejects their 

superiority and provides ways to recognise their normalising interconnection with dominant ways of 

doing and being, as well as social processes and institutions. When applied to research processes, 

post-structuralism does not require Western researchers to use non-Western knowledge and ways of 

knowing, but to recognise the cultural contingency of their own knowledge and ways of knowing and 

to reduce their dominance as much as possible. As such, it provided an epistemological position that 

I could fully adopt and that seemed appropriate for this study. However, because post-structuralism 

only draws on Western knowledge and ways of knowing, it does not provide specific insights into any 

non-Western knowledge and ways of knowing, nor does it outline specific processes through which 

these can be respected. For this reason, this study is informed by, but not exclusively based on post-

structuralism, just like it is informed by, but not exclusively based on Indigenous methodologies. 

Instead, it is based on a theoretical framework that incorporates elements of both. 

3.5 Integrated Theoretical Framework 

Indigenous methodologies and post-structuralism draw on different knowledge and ways of knowing 

to arrive, at least in part, at similar conclusions. Both emphasise the cultural contingency of knowledge 

and the coexistence of multiple, subjective truths (Dunbar 2008; Foucault 1970; 1972; Kovach 2009; 

Smith 1999). They further demonstrate the interconnection of knowledge and power by showing how 

dominant ways of knowing, being and doing reinforce and normalise each other and marginalise 

alternatives (Foucault 1978a; Jones & Jenkins 2008; Rigney 1999; Smith 1999; Swadener & Mutua 
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2008). As a result, both recognise the value of clearly identifying the positionality of researchers (Singh 

& Major 2017), and of drawing attention to differences in the socio-political and epistemological 

positions of different individuals involved in intercultural studies (Kovach 2009). While only Indigenous 

methodologies completely reject the pursuit of knowledge purely for the sake of knowledge and 

always require political research outcomes, post-structural tools are well suited to uncover and 

challenge dominant discourses in ways that contribute to social and political change. In short, 

Indigenous methodologies and post-structuralism share a respect for different knowledges and ways 

of knowing, and can be used to highlight and reduce inequalities between them and to contribute to 

the decolonisation of research.   

Despite their complementarities, however, their epistemological foundations cannot be integrated 

seamlessly. Indigenous methodologies are based on Indigenous knowledges and ways of knowing, 

while post-structuralism is based on critical, but nonetheless Western knowledge and ways of 

knowing.  In light of the incompatibility between Indigenous and Western epistemologies, no 

theoretical framework can be based on both at the same time. To bring them together for this study, 

both approaches had to be modified. Post-structuralism had to be modified to meet the requirements 

of ethical and culturally safe research in Indigenous contexts, while Indigenous methodologies had to 

be modified to allow me to work from the epistemological and socio-political position of a Western 

researcher. Figure 3.1 represents the theoretical framework I developed based on these 

modifications, which reflects Kovach’s (2009 p.59) recommendation that non-Indigenous researchers 

should openly discuss their own positionality and ensure their research is culturally safe but abstain 

from engaging in doomed attempts to centre Indigenous knowledge and ways of knowing without a 

full ‘appreciation of the nuance of tribal culture’.  

Figure 3.1: Integrated Theoretical Framework 

 
Post-structuralism 
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 Cultural Contingency of Knowledge  
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3.6 Conclusion  

Explicit theoretical frameworks are beneficial for intercultural research projects because they 

demonstrate how different knowledge systems in such projects shape the research questions, 

processes, and results. As this study was conducted by myself, a German researcher living in Australia, 

and involved collaborations with Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people working on forms of 

intercultural collaboration in SA, the theoretical framework underpinning this study had to be 

intercultural too. Specifically, it had to be a framework that is sensitive to, and respectful of, the 

different knowldeges and ways of knowing present in the study itself and in the processes it explores.  

Considering that Indigenous methodologies and post-structuralism emphasise the cultural 

contingency of knowledge and the necessity to pay attention to the normalisation and marginalisation 

of different knowledge claims, both are appropriate foundations for this project. However, neither 

approach was sufficient on its own, as post-structuralism does not address how to conduct ethical and 

culturally safe research, while Indigenous methodologies centre Indigenous epistemologies and 

experiences in ways that non-Indigenous researchers cannot implement. Consequently, this study’s 

theoretical framework draws on Indigenous methodologies to provide guidance on how to bring 

together different cultural perspectives, knowledges and ways of knowing, while it draws on post-

structuralism to highlight my own socio-political and epistemological position. In doing so, it puts all 

research findings, as well as the recommendations that arise out of those findings, into perspective.   
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Chapter 4: Method 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter builds on the previous two by connecting this study’s research topic and theoretical 

framework with its research context, strategy, design, processes and methods. It begins by introducing 

the state of SA, which is followed by a discussion of this study’s qualitative research strategy and the 

academic and cultural integrity criteria that were most appropriate for such a strategy. The remainder 

of this chapter then connects these criteria to all research processes and methods. It describes the 

establishment of collaborations with social actors in the fields of reconciliation and co-management 

and the use of document selection, participant observation and in-depth interviews as data collection 

methods. This chapter further describes the data analysis process, consisting of two parallel thematic 

analyses and various feedback meetings, and ends by touching on how and with whom the findings 

have been shared so far as well as plans to share them more widely in the future.  

4.2 Research Context 

To be able to discuss this study’s research processes and methods in depth, it is important to first 

introduce the South Australian context in which it took place.  

4.2.1 The State of South Australia 

To introduce the state of SA, this section describes the its geographic location, history, political system, 

population and environment. On this basis, it illustrates the specific challenges to human and more-

than-human coexistence in this context, introduces reconciliation and co-management as attempts to 

address these challenges and provides an overview of the social actors involved in both fields.  

4.2.1.1 Geographic Location 

The state of SA is located in the central southern part of Australia. It covers a total land area of 983,482 

km² and shares borders with WA in the west, the NT in the north, QLD, NSW and VIC in the east and 

the Great Australia Bight and Southern Ocean in the south (Richards 2022). It further overlaps – fully 

or partially – with the traditional countries of over 30 Aboriginal language, social or nation groups, an 

approximate map of which can be found on the website of the Australian Institute of Aboriginal and 

Torres Strait Islander Studies (AIATSIS 2022a).  

4.2.1.2 History  

Aboriginal peoples have lived on the lands that are now known as SA since time immemorial, or for at 

least 45,000 years (AGD 2022). It has been estimated that the Aboriginal population in the region was 
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around 25,000 when it was proclaimed as a British colony in 1836 (Richards 2022). Unlike other British 

colonies in Australia, this proclamation was not based on the terra nullius doctrine. Instead, SA’s 

founding documents – the Letters Patent and the Royal Proclamation – officially acknowledged 

Aboriginal land ownership and formally recognised Aboriginal people as British subjects entitled to 

equal protection under the rule of law. In practice, however, this official recognition was ‘readily 

suspended when the loss of European lives and property were at stake’ (Foster & Nettelbeck 2012 

p.9; p.39). Consequently, the colony’s subsequent establishment was marked by the same 

introduction of diseases, frontier violence, appropriation of Aboriginal lands and involuntary 

relocation, marginalisation and assimilation of Aboriginal peoples as that of colonies elsewhere (Brock 

& Gara 2017; Foster & Nettelbeck 2012). It also involved the same widespread clearance of native 

vegetation, intentional introduction of invasive species and imposition of European agriculture, which 

has fundamentally altered landscapes across the region (PRISA 2022) and resulted in an ‘alarming’ loss 

of native plant and animal species (DEH 2007 p.2). Overall, the colonisation of SA has therefore had 

devastating impacts on Aboriginal peoples’ lives, cultures, and lands.     

4.2.1.3 System of Government  

Today, the Australian and South Australian political systems are based on the British 

Westminster system. Australia is a representative democracy, a constitutional monarchy and a 

federation of states. This means that Australian citizens elect members to represent them in federal 

and state parliaments, while the British monarch – currently King Charles III – is the official head of 

state (Commonwealth of Australia 2022a). SA is one of Australia’s six federated states, which were 

united in 1901 to form the Commonwealth of Australia. While the federal parliament holds exclusive 

powers to make laws in areas such as defence, foreign policy and citizenship, it holds concurrent 

powers with state and territory parliaments to make laws in areas such as education, environment 

and health (Commonwealth of Australia 2022b). The two major political parties on federal and state 

scales are the Liberal Party of Australia and the Australian Labour Party (Richards 2022), which can be 

described as centre-right and centre-left respectively. For the first three years of this study, the 

Australian and South Australian governments were led by the Liberal Party of Australia. However, both 

were replaced by the Australian Labour Party in 2022, which is currently led by Prime Minister Anthony 

Albanese and Premier Peter Malinauskas on federal and state scales (Martin 2022). While the state of 

SA has reinstated its previously abandoned treaty process since the election of the latter (ANTaR 

2022), there are no treaties with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples anywhere in Australia.  
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4.2.1.4 Population  

SA is home to roughly 1.8 million people, which represent roughly eight percent of the Australian 

population. Its overall population density is only 1.8 persons per square kilometre and almost 80 

percent of its residents live in the capital city of Adelaide (ABS 2021a), which means that most of the 

state is sparsely populated. Almost one quarter of South Australian residents were born overseas, and 

almost one fifth speak languages other than English at home (ABS 2021b), the most common of which 

are Mandarin, Italian, Greek and Vietnamese. Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander people make up 

2.4 percent of the population (ABS 2021a), most of whom either live in or near Adelaide or in the 

remote North West region of the state, on officially recognised Aboriginal land (Richards 2022). 

Overall, only 14.3 percent of Aboriginal people in SA live on their countries, only 55 percent are able 

to visit them and almost 85 percent speak only English at home (ABS 2021b). Moreover, a large socio-

economic inequality gap exists in SA and Australia more broadly (Commonwealth of Australia 2022c) 

and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people remain ‘the most incarcerated people on the planet’ 

(Pearson 2017 in Anthony 2017 n.p.), all of which illustrates the profound impact colonisation has had 

and continues to have on Aboriginal people across the state. 

4.2.1.5 Environment  

SA covers 12.7 percent of the oldest, smallest, flattest, most isolated and most geologically stable 

continent. It is characterised by a vast, low-lying terrain and dry climate. It only has one major river 

and most of the already sparse rainfall occurs in the state’s southern coastal zone, which covers 

roughly 13 percent of its total land area. This zone has a Mediterranean climate, which is marked by 

cool and wet winters, and hot and dry summers. The remaining 87 percent of the state’s land area fall 

into its arid climate zone, which is marked by a warm-to-hot and dry climate, and consist of deserts, 

arid grasslands and salt lakes (EPA 2018a). Since the 1970s, the state’s annual average temperature 

has risen by 0.8°C, while its rainfall has decreased in the southern coastal zone and increased in the 

northern pastoral regions. Despite these variations, annual average and maximum temperatures are 

projected to increase and annual rainfall is projected to decrease significantly across the state. The 

‘driest state in the driest inhabited continent on Earth’ (EPA 2018b p.8) is thus projected to become 

even drier in coming decades.  

The state’s terrestrial landscapes range from pastoral areas across its arid and semi-arid regions to 

agricultural areas, forests and woodlands across the southern coastal zone (EPA 2018b). As mentioned 

previously, the state’s colonisation involved widespread land clearance, which was especially 

extensive in and around Adelaide. In the adjacent Adelaide Plains and Mount Lofty Ranges, only 4 and 

10 percent of their native vegetation remain in highly fragmented patches (Bradshaw 2012). The 
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threats this widespread habitat loss poses to native plants and wildlife are further exacerbated by 

competition from introduced species, the ongoing intensification of agricultural production and 

climate change. Their collective impacts vary across the state. While risk of extinction remains 

relatively low in northern parts of the state, much of which is now under protection, the opposite is 

true for the southern parts of the state (EPA 2018b). In the Mount Lofty Ranges, for instance, half of 

the native mammal fauna has already gone extinct (Bradshaw 2012), and the number of species 

threatened with extinction continues to increase in the wider region. Similar human pressures also 

affect the state’s waters, although the overall condition of its inland waters is considered to be stable 

and the overall condition of its coastal and marine environment is considered to be good (EPA 2018b). 

Nonetheless, it is clear that the state of SA faces ongoing challenges to human coexistence and the 

collective survival of human and more-than-human beings.    

4.2.1.6 Reconciliation and Co-management  

Mirroring global developments, recent decades have seen a rise in efforts to resolve these challenges 

to human and more-than-human coexistence in the state. Regarding the former, SA was the first state 

in Australia to pass Aboriginal land rights legislation in 1966 and 22 percent of its total land area are 

now formally recognised as Aboriginal land (DEM 2022; SA Government 1966). Moreover, mostly non-

exclusive native title rights apply to much of its remaining land area, although less so in more 

populated regions, where native title is considered to be extinct or continues to be contested (see 

Figure 4.1) (NNTT 2023). In addition to this growing, though still limited recognition of Aboriginal land 

rights, Australia’s official reconciliation process was initiated in 1991 and has been ongoing ever since. 

Throughout this time, it has been pursued by governments on all scales, and by a variety of non-

governmental organisations and corporations, the details of which are discussed in Chapter Five. For 

now, it is only important to note that the key organisation involved in the promotion of reconciliation 

in SA include the state government’s Aboriginal Affairs and Reconciliation division and Reconciliation 

SA, a not-for-profit organisation that works with different actors in public and private sector and 

advocates for Aboriginal rights (AGD 2022; Reconciliation SA 2023).  
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Figure 4.1: Aboriginal Owned Land and Native Title Rights in SA 

 

The map on the left illustrates the area of land that is Aboriginal owned under SA’s land right legislation and  the map on the 
right illustrates the area of land to which native title rights apply and do not apply, as well as the area of land covered by 
undetermined applications. The two maps were generated using online tools provided by the Australian Bureau of Agricultural 
and Resource Economics and Sciences and the National Native Title Tribunal respectively: ABARES 2020; NNTT 2023 

Recent decades have also been marked by an expansion of conservation efforts across SA. Today, all 

native vegetation is protected under the state’s legislation and roughly 30 percent of its total land 

area are considered to be adequately protected. However, as is the case for Aboriginal and native title 

land, this protection is much higher in the north than it is in the south (EPA 2018b). A central aspect 

of the state’s conservation efforts is its protected area network, more than half of which is currently 

co-managed through partnerships between the state and the Aboriginal nations on whose countries 

specific protected areas are located.  

There are 12 active co-management bodies in SA, which collectively plan and oversee the 

management of 35 protected areas (see Figure 4.2 and Table 4.1) (DEW 2022a; 2022b), while another 

two are under negotiation (DEW 2021). Their structures and processes are set up under the National 

Parks and Wildlife Act 1972 and the Wilderness Protection Act 1992 (SA Government 1972; 1992), 

which are discussed in detail in Chapter Seven. For now, it is only important to note that the decision-

making power regarding different aspects of co-management lies with the Minister for Climate, 

Environment and Water, the Department for Environment and Water (DEW) and the state’s 12 co-

management bodies.  
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Figure 4.2: Co-management Bodies and their Respective Protected Areas 

 
Author’s construct, generated based on data derived from CAPAD 2020 and information derived from DEW 2022b 
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Table 4.1: Co-Management Bodies and their Respective Protected Areas  

Co-management Body Protected Areas 

Arabana Parks Advisory Committee Kati Thanda-Lake Eyre National Park (lake portion) 
Wabma Kadarbu Mound Springs Conservation Park 
Elliot Price Conservation Park 

Dhilba Guuranda-Innes Board Dhilba Guuranda-Innes National Park 

Gawler Ranges Parks Board Gawler Ranges National Park 
Lake Gairdner National Park 

Ikara-Flinders Ranges Board Ikara-Flinders Ranges National Park 
Bimbowrie Conservation Park 
Yalpara Conservation Park 
Ediacara Conservation Park 
Black Rock Conservation Park 

Kaṉku-Breakaways Board Kaṉku-Breakaways Conservation Park 
Tallaringa Conservation Park 

Mamungari Board Mamungari Conservation Park 

Ngaut Ngaut Board Ngaut Ngaut Conservation Park 

Nullarbor Parks Advisory Committee Nullarbor Wilderness Protection Area 
Nullarbor Regional Reserve 
Nullarbor National Park 

Vulkathunha-Gammon Ranges Board Vulkathunha-Gammon Ranges National Park 

Witjira Board Witjira National Park 

Yandruwandha Yawarrawarrka Advisory 
Committee 

Innamincka Regional Reserve 
Strzelecki Regional Reserve 
Malkumba-Coongie Lakes National Park 

Yumbarra Board 
 

Yumbarra Conservation Park 
Yellabinna Wilderness Protection Area 
Yellabinna Regional 
Boondina Conservation Park 
Pureba Conservation Park 
Wahgunyah Conservation Park 
Fowlers Bay Conservation Park 
Chadinga Conservation Park 
Point Bell Conservation Park 
Wittelbee Conservation Park 
Laura Bay Conservation Park 
Acraman Creek Conservation Park 

Author’s construct, based on information derived from DEW 2022b 

While reconciliation and co-management are not the only efforts undertaken in SA to strengthen the 

coexistence of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people and to protect the state’s environment, they 

represent a central element of both. Moreover, as stated previously, there currently is an official 

intention for these processes to be mutually beneficial (DEW 2018; 2021; DPC 2021), but there are no 

in-depth investigations of the ways in which they do and could affect one another, which makes the 

state of SA an ideal setting for this study.   
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4.3 Research Strategy 

To align this study’s design, methods, research questions with its ontological and epistemological 

foundation, an overarching qualitative research strategy was developed, the characteristics and 

suitability of which are described in this section.  

4.2.1 Characteristics of Qualitative Research 

Qualitative research is commonly associated with an ontological perspective that assumes that reality 

is socially constructed and with an epistemological perspective that assumes that research can only 

uncover the subjective truths held by different individuals (Bryman 2012; Castellan 2010; Dahler-

Larsen 2018). As such, it reflects this project’s theoretical framework, which emphasises the historic 

and cultural contingency of all knowledge, the coexistence of multiple truths, the interconnection of 

knowledge and power, and the need for reflexivity, to recognise and reduce the influence of dominant 

knowledge on the research processes and findings. A qualitative research strategy is also well suited 

for exploring topics such as reconciliation and co-management, as most methods of data collection 

and analysis that are discussed in the context of ethical and culturally safe research processes in 

Indigenous contexts are qualitative methods (Kovach 2009; Singh & Major 2017). While qualitative 

research is not automatically culturally appropriate (Denzin & Lincoln 2008), it clearly has the potential 

to be, which made it the right strategy for this project for ontological, epistemological and 

methodological reasons. 

4.2.1 Integrity of Qualitative Research  

The debate on how to evaluate and ensure the integrity of qualitative research has been ongoing for 

decades (Northcote 2012), and there are now so many sets of qualitative research integrity criteria 

that a complete representation of all of them is impossible (Dahler-Larsen 2018). After a review of 

some of these sets, Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) criteria were chosen for this study.  

Lincoln and Guba have been described as pioneers in the field of qualitative research evaluation, as 

their work has functioned as a foundation for that of many others (Northcote 2012; Noble & Smith 

2015; Shenton 2004). On a spectrum of possible evaluative criteria for qualitative research, ranging 

from a slight alteration to a complete rejection of the quantitative research integrity criteria of 

objectivity, validity and reliability, Lincoln and Guba’s work has been located at the rejection end of 

this spectrum (Bryman 2012). Seeing that this study’s ontological and epistemological foundation also 

represents a rejection of positivism, their criteria appeared to be particularly well suited to guide its 

design.  
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Lincoln and Guba (1985; 1986) allocate their alternative evaluative criteria for qualitative research to 

two broad categories – trustworthiness and authenticity. Trustworthiness, as implied by its name, is 

about ensuring that a research project is conducted well enough for its findings to be believable and 

valuable. It consists of four individual criteria, namely credibility, transferability, dependability and 

confirmability, which replace the traditional categories of internal validity, external validity, reliability 

and objectivity. Specifically, while internal validity requires research findings to be an exact replication 

of an external reality, credibility requires them to be an adequate representation of the multiple 

constructed realities of those involved in the project. While external validity requires research findings 

to be generalizable, transferability requires them to be embedded in sufficient contextual information 

for readers to be able to make inferences, which can be probable but never completely certain. While 

reliability requires research findings to be perfectly replicable, dependability only requires them to 

not be completely contradictory, but also accounts for the influence of researchers on their studies 

and for changes that occur naturally over time. Finally, while objectivity requires research findings to 

be completely unbiased, confirmability requires them to be clearly informed by the research data and 

not purposefully skewed by the researcher. Overall, trustworthiness represents a version of research 

integrity that is appropriate for non-positivist qualitative research.  

Authenticity, Lincoln and Guba’s (1985; 1986) second category, takes their overall set of criteria 

beyond providing more appropriate replacements for those used traditionally. This category consists 

of five criteria, including fairness, ontological authentication, educative authentication, catalytic 

authentication, and tactical authentication. Fairness requires the inclusion of all perspectives present 

in a research project, which, in turn, requires an openness to different knowledge and ways of 

knowing, as well as ongoing collaboration throughout the entire research process. Ontological and 

educative authentication require research findings to be co-constructed and continuously shared with 

all those involved in a project, to help everyone gain a better understanding of their social 

environment and of the diverse perspectives present in the project. Tactical and catalytic 

authentication, in turn, require research processes and findings to be empowering and to lead to 

actions that contribute to positive socio-political change (Lincoln & Guba 1986; Shannon & Hambacher 

2004). In short, authenticity requires the knowledge that is gained through a research project to be 

co-constructed by and shared with all collaborators and it requires the research project itself to be 

beneficial to everyone involved.  

It is striking how similar the categories of trustworthiness and authenticity are to key principles of 

ethical and culturally safe research discussed in the previous chapter. As such, they not only provided 

appropriate criteria to ensure and measure the academic integrity of this study, these criteria also 

connected academic and cultural integrity. This connection goes beyond the criteria and principles 
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themselves, as there is also considerable overlap between the processes recommended by Lincoln 

and Guba (1985; 1986) to achieve academic integrity and those recommended in the Indigenous 

methodologies literature to achieve cultural integrity  (see Table 4.2).  

As many of these processes are tied to particular stages of the research project, they are discussed in 

more detail below. At this point, it is only important to note that the similarities between the two sets 

of criteria or principles made it possible for this study’s overall research design, as well as its specific 

methods of data collection and analysis, to be informed by both. In addition to obtaining ethics 

approval from the Human Research Ethics Committee at the University of Adelaide (see Appendix A), 

using these criteria and principles as guidance thus ensured that all research processes and methods 

met the requirements for academic and cultural integrity. 

Table 4.2: Processes for Academic and Cultural Integrity 

Academic Integrity Cultural Integrity 

Establishment of Collaborations 

 Gain in-depth understanding of context 
and culture of collaborators 

 Build trust between researchers and 
collaborators 

 Gain free, prior and informed consent 

 Gain in-depth understanding of context 
and culture of collaborators 

 Build trust between researchers and 
collaborators 

 Gain free, prior and informed consent 

 Develop research agreements 

Data Collection 

 Gain ongoing consent 

 Use purposeful sampling of 
collaborators 

 Honest and open collaboration 

 Determine diverse truths and values of 
different collaborators 

 Keep detailed records to enable audits  

 Use multiple data collection methods 

 Gain ongoing consent 

 Co-select appropriate collaborators 

 Honest and open collaboration 

 Recognise diverse views within and 
between groups 

 Use transcript validation 

 Use culturally appropriate  methods 

 Respect cultural protocols 

Data Analysis 

 Include feedback mechanisms, such as 
peer debriefing and member checks 

 Ensure all truths are included and 
represented fairly in findings  

 Use method and source triangulation 

 Keep detailed records to enable audits 

 Include feedback mechanisms to make 
meaning collaboratively 

 Ensure all truths are included and 
represented fairly in findings  

Author’s construct. Academic integrity processes are based on Lincoln and Guba’s (1985; 1986) criteria. Cultural integrity 
processes are based on the Indigenous methodologies literature (Denzin & Lincoln 2008; Jones & Jenkins 2008; Kildea et al. 
2009; Kingsley et al. 2010; Kovach 2009; Martin 2003;  Potts & Brown 2005;  Singh & Major 2017; Smith 1999) and the 
Australian guidelines for ethical research with Indigenous peoples (AIATSIS 2012; NHMRC 2018a; 2018b).  

4.3 Research Design 

An embedded case study design was used to gain an in-depth understanding of reconciliation and co-

management policy and practice in the South Australian context, as well as the ways in which they do 
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and could affect one another. This section provides an overview of the characteristics of case studies 

and illustrates their suitability for this study’s research questions and its theoretical framework.  

4.3.1 Embedded Case Study Design 

Embedded case study designs fall into the broader category of case study designs. The latter are used 

so widely across various science and social science disciplines (Bryman 2012; Creswell et al. 2007; Yin 

2018) that there is no universally agreed upon definition of what they are (Luck et al. 2006; Schwandt 

& Gates 2018). However, as Table 4.3 demonstrates, certain defining features are frequently 

mentioned. Specifically, case studies are usually described as in-depth analyses (Bryman 2012; Crowe 

et al. 2011; Hyett et al. 2014; Stake 1995) of a case, or multiple cases, in their real-life context (Cousin 

2005; Crowe et al. 2011; Yin 2018). A case can be a person, a community, an organisation, a society, 

an event, a decision, a program or a process (Aurini et al. 2016; Schwandt & Gates 2018; Stake 1978; 

Yin 2018). All that is required is for the case to be a spatially and temporarily bounded system (Stake 

1978; 1995). The analysis of a selected case, or cases, usually requires the inclusion of multiple 

perspectives or multiple data sources (Aurini et al. 2016; Creswell et al. 2007), which makes case 

studies particularly well suited to understand the full complexity of the case, or cases, under 

investigation (Hyett et al. 2014). 
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Table 4.3: Defining Features of Case Study Designs 

Case Study Feature Examples 

In-Depth Analysis  ‘The basic case study entails the detailed and intensive analysis of a 
single case’ (Bryman 2012 p.66) 

  ‘The central tenet [of a case study is] the need to explore an event or 
phenomenon in depth’ (Crowe et al. 2011 p.1) 

  ‘Case study research is … intended to capture the complexity of the 
object of study’ (Hyett et al. 2014p.2)  

 ‘Case study is the study of the particularity and complexity of a single 
case’ (Stake 1995 pp. xi) 

Bounded System  ‘The case study boundary concerns its physical confines, its activities 
and the time span of the study’ (Cousin 2005 p.423) 

 ‘Case study research studies an issue explored through one or more 
cases within a bounded system’ (Creswell et al. 2007 p.245) ‘The case 
need not be a person or enterprise. It can be whatever "bounded 
system" … is of interest’ (Stake 1978 p.4) 

Real-Life Context  ‘It is important that the research focus is within a ‘naturalistic setting’’ 
(Cousin 2005 p.423) 

 ‘Case studies are good when researchers are looking for a naturalistic 
understanding of an issue’ (Crowe et al. 2011 p.4) 

 ‘A case study is an empirical method that investigates a contemporary 
phenomenon … within its real-world context’ (Yin 2018 p.45) 

Multiple Perspectives/ 
Data Sources 

 ‘Case study research builds an in depth, contextual understanding of 
the case, relying on multiple data sources’ (Creswell et al. 2007 p.245) 

 [A case study] ‘enables the exploration of complex situations, allowing 
for the gathering of multiple perspectives, from a range of sources’ 
(Lauckner et al. 2012 p.4)  

 ‘Defining features [of case study approaches] are “multiplicity of 
perspectives which are rooted in a specific context”’ (Aurini et al. 2016 
p.47) 

Author’s construct 

In the South Australian context, reconciliation and co-management represent spatially and 

temporarily bound bounded systems, which means that they could be treated as separate case 

studies. However, an embedded case study design, which consist of one overarching case that 

contains various subunits (Yin 2018), was more useful. Such a design allows for the simultaneous 

investigation of each subunit on its own, of their individual connections the broader case and of the 

interconnections between them (Gustafson 2017). Consequently, an embedded case study design, in 

which the overarching case is the state of SA, and subunits of analysis are reconciliation and co-

management policy and practice, provides an ideal structure to answer my research questions.   

Regarding this study’s theoretical framework, the suitability of an embedded case study design is less 

obvious, but nonetheless given. Both Cousin (2005 p.423) and Creswell et al. (2007 p.256) for instance, 

make a clear distinction between ‘researcher centred’ case studies and collaborative studies that aim 

to ‘improve the quality of life’ of those involved, the latter of which is an essential requirement of 

Indigenous methodologies (Smith 1999). Moreover, Zeegers and Barron (2015) claim that case studies 
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do not have much value for research informed by post-structuralism. However, certain features of 

case study designs, such as the intensive engagement with the wider context and the different 

perspectives of actors involved in a case, are actually useful for establishing and maintaining 

collaborations with those actors and for challenging the power-relations between them. In fact, there 

are examples of case study designs that have been used for these specific purposes (Nursey-Bray 2006; 

Zurba 2010). It follows that case study designs can align with this study’s ontological and 

epistemological foundation, but also that this alignment must be built into them through the selection 

of appropriate research processes and methods.  

4.4 Research Processes and Methods 

To gain an in-depth understanding of reconciliation and co-management policy and practice, it was 

essential to collaborate with social actors who are involved in and/or affected by each field. This 

section begins with an overview of the steps that were taken to establish these collaborations, which 

is followed by a description of the specific methods of data collection and analysis that were used and 

of the ways in which these collaborations were maintained throughout the study period.    

4.4.1 Establishment of Collaborations 

While the establishment of collaborations with social actors in the fields of reconciliation and/or co-

management was predominantly based on self-selection of those wanting to be involved in this study, 

decisions about who to reach out to had to be based on my own theoretical considerations. As the 

process of establishing these collaborations was further shaped by the realities of Covid lockdowns 

and travel bans, this section addresses each of these aspects in turn and ends with an overview of the 

specific social actors involved in this study.  

4.4.1.1 Theoretical Considerations 

As a first step towards establishing collaborations with different people involved in reconciliation and 

co-management in the South Australian context, I drew on recent reports, strategies, plans and 

websites associated with both fields to determine which organisations, and occasionally individuals, 

are involved in their various aspects. This process revealed that the promotion of reconciliation is part 

of the official responsibility of the state government’s Aboriginal Affairs and Reconciliation division, 

which was initially a part of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet (DPC), but moved to the 

Attorney General’s Department (AGD) after the last election (DPC 2020; AGD 2022). Another key 

organisation in the space is Reconciliation SA, which works with different actors in public and private 

sector and advocates for Aboriginal rights (Reconciliation SA 2023). These actors include all state 

government departments, as well as a number of local governments, institutions and businesses 
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(Reconciliation Australia 2022). Co-management is part of the official responsibility of the DEW, as 

well as the state’s 12 co-management bodies, whose members represent the state, 11 different 

Aboriginal corporations and, in two cases, local governments (DEW 2022a; 2022b), as illustrated in 

Table 4.4. Another two co-management agreements have been under negotiation throughout the 

duration of this study, which will lead to the establishment of co-management bodies with Nukunu 

Wapma Thura (Aboriginal Corporation) (NWTAC) and Kaurna Yerta Aboriginal Corporation (DPC 2021).  

Table 4.4: Membership of Co-management Bodies in SA 

Co-management Body Organisations Represented by Members  

Arabana Advisory Committee  Arabana Aboriginal Corporation 

 DEW and Minister 

Dhilba Guuranda-Innes Board  Narungga Nation Aboriginal Corporation 

 DEW and Minister 

Gawler Ranges Board  Gawler Ranges Aboriginal Corporation 

 DEW and Minister 

Ikara-Flinders Ranges Board  Adnyamathanha Traditional Lands Association 

 DEW and Minister 

Kaṉku-Breakaways Board  Antakirinja Matu-Yankunytjatjara Aboriginal Corporation 

 DEW  

 Coober Pedy District Council 

Mamungari Board  Maralinga Tjarutja Aboriginal Corporation 

 Pila Nguru Aboriginal Corporation 

 DEW and Minister  

Ngaut Ngaut Board  Mannum Aboriginal Community Association Incorporated 

 DEW and Minister 

 Mid Murray Council (unofficial) 

Nullarbor Advisory Committee  Far West Coast Aboriginal Corporation 

 DEW and Minister 

Vulkathunha-Gammon Ranges 
Board 

 Adnyamathanha Traditional Lands Association 

 DEW and Minister 

Witjira Board  Irrwanyere Aboriginal Corporation 

 DEW and Minister 

Yandruwandha Yawarrawarrka 
Advisory Committee 

 Yandruwandha Yawarrawarrka Traditional Land Owners 
Aboriginal Corporation 

 DEW and Minister 

Yumbarra Board  Far West Coast Aboriginal Corporation 

 DEW and Minister 

Author’s construct, based on information derived from DEW 2022b 

In direct comparison, the constellation of social sites in the field of co-management is narrower and 

more clearly defined than its equivalent in the field of reconciliation. At the same time, however, the 

state’s co-management bodies hold a much more central function than the wide variety of public and 

private sector organisations that are involved in reconciliation, with the exception of the Aboriginal 

Affairs and Reconciliation division and Reconciliation SA. It is also important to note that some of the 
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Aboriginal corporations involved in co-management are also involved in processes associated with the 

promotion of reconciliation, while others are not involved, but certainly impacted. For those reasons, 

I began the process of establishing collaborations with different people involved in and affected by 

both fields by reaching out to the two state government agencies officially associated with them and 

to the state’s co-management bodies.  

4.4.1.2 Practical Steps  

This open approach to establishing collaborations was important to gain free, prior and informed 

consent from all groups and individuals involved in this study. Doing so is a central component of 

ethical and culturally safe research in Indigenous contexts (AIATSIS 2012; Battiste 2008; Denzin & 

Lincoln 2008), and of Lincoln and Guba’s (1986) criterion of fairness, both of which further required 

the maintenance of these collaborations throughout the duration of this study.  

A common strategy to gain access to different social actors involved in a case is to contact key 

stakeholders who can provide advice on who to best speak to and facilitate initial introductions 

(Bryman 2012). For this reason, I approached the then manager for parks in July 2019, who was 

interested in being involved and introduced me to the executives of different co-management boards 

and advisory committees. Put simply, co-management executives are responsible for the organisation 

of co-management meetings, which includes passing on meeting requests to co-management 

board/committee members and inviting guests. Following the initial introduction, I contacted each 

executive directly, to introduce myself and my research and to ask for a meeting with their board or 

committee. The first response was an invitation to join a two-day fieldtrip of the Gawler Ranges Parks 

Co-management Board, which was visiting the Ngaut Ngaut Co-management Board in September 

2019. This fieldtrip enabled me to casually get to know the members of both boards prior to 

specifically discussing this study, which was a great opportunity, as consent is often ‘not so much given 

for a project or specific set of questions, but for a person, for their credibility’ (Smith 1999 p.136). 

After this fieldtrip, I presented my study at each board’s subsequent co-management board meeting 

in September and November 2019. Following Kovach’s (2009 p.98) recommendation that when 

‘asking others to share story’ in Indigenous contexts, ‘it is necessary to share our own, starting with 

self-location’, each presentation began with a reintroduction of myself, including information about 

who I am, where I come from and why I was interested conducting this particular topic. This was 

followed by a brief overview of my initial thoughts on what important questions were, my initial plan 

for conducting the study, as well as potential benefits, burdens and risks. The aim was to give each 

individual and group sufficient information to ‘make an informed choice about joining the study’ 

(Crowe et al. 2011 p.6). However, I also emphasised that neither the questions, nor the overall 
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approach were set in stone and sought feedback regarding both. At the end of this process, both the 

Gawler Ranges Co-management Board and the Ngaut Ngaut Co-management Board were interested 

in being a part of this study. 

In addition, the Gawler Ranges Co-management Board also chose to send a letter to all other co-

management bodies on my behalf, which resulted in invitations to meet another co-management 

board and another advisory committee in March 2020. Unfortunately, these meetings were cancelled 

due to increasing Covid-19 cases and due to SA going into lockdown soon after. This put a hold on all 

group meetings and regional travel for months and put additional restrictions on movement into 

Aboriginal communities. Even though Covid-19 cases went down to zero in May and the state slowly 

reduced official restrictions throughout June, the following months were still marked by uncertainty 

and a hesitancy to meet face-to-face, and were followed by another snap lockdown in November.  

Together, these factors put an even longer pause on the co-management meetings, many of which 

did not resume until the end of the year. Moreover, the day-to-day operations across the state’s 

protected areas were also affected, which had additional implications for the members of co-

management bodies. The Mannum Aboriginal Community Association Incorporated (MACAI), for 

instance, runs a tourism business in Ngaut Ngaut, which had to be shut down for several months. 

Together with the fact that meeting in person is an important requirement of ethical and culturally 

safe research (AIATSIS 2012; Smith 1999), these factors put a hold on my efforts to meet additional 

social actors in the fields of reconciliation and co-management and disrupted the plans made with 

those consulted before.  

Research recommenced from September 2020 onwards. In addition to re-establishing previous 

contacts, I reached out to additional social actors in both fields. These social actors included Aboriginal 

corporations that were in the process of developing co-management agreements at the time, which 

led to additional collaborations with members of Narungga Nation Aboriginal Corporation and Nukunu 

Wapma Thura (Aboriginal Corporation). They also included Reconciliation SA, as well as the Aboriginal 

Commissioners at the time, who are not officially associated with the promotion of reconciliation but 

play an important role in the state’s engagement with Aboriginal nations, communities and people. I 

further reached out to the specific Aboriginal engagement and reconciliation units within the two 

government departments associated with reconciliation and co-management, and within the state’s 

Landscape Boards, which are also indirectly involved in co-management as they used to be a part of 

the DEW. Finally, I got in touch with Aboriginal ranger groups working in and around co-managed 

protected areas. Due to the interconnections between many of these social actors, this process 

evolved over time, as meeting one person or group often led to further introductions and meetings.  
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The timing was not ideal, as commencing collaborations early is an important aspect of the academic 

and cultural integrity of studies such as this one (Lincoln & Guba 1986; Potts & Brown 2005). In part, 

this derives from the fact that doing so facilitates the collaborative development of research 

questions, methods and planned timelines (Martin 2003), as well as the clarification of the roles and 

responsibilities of all collaborators (NHMRC 2018a). While it was too late to make fundamental 

changes to the research design and overarching aim at this stage, I still always offered to meet with 

groups and individuals first to introduce myself and to discuss all aspects of the study, before asking if 

they wanted to be involved in subsequent steps. The majority of Aboriginal groups and individuals 

took me up on this offer, with the exception of a few individuals who preferred to combine this 

discussion with an interview. All non-Aboriginal people preferred the latter option. While the overall 

process of establishing collaborations with different social actors involved in and affected by 

reconciliation and co-management was more informal and more drawn out than planned, meetings 

were held with everyone interested in getting to know me and discussing the research prior to data 

collection, and all collaborations were maintained for the remainder of the study.  

4.4.1.3 Overview of Established Collaborations  

In addition to the Gawler Ranges Parks and Ngaut Ngaut Co-management Boards, collaborations were 

established with members of another four Aboriginal corporations, including two with ongoing co-

management arrangements, one which finalised their co-management arrangement during the 

timeframe of this study, and one that is still in the process of doing so. I further spoke to the state’s 

Aboriginal Commissioners, as well as representatives of the DEW, the DPC/AGD, Reconciliation SA, 

three Landscape Boards, one Aboriginal ranger group and the two local governments that are involved 

in co-management and reconciliation (see Table 4.5). Overall, it was possible to draw on the 

perceptions and experiences of people involved in the design and implementation of reconciliation 

and co-management on various scales, as well as people who are not directly involved but affected by 

what does and does not happen in this space.   
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Table 4.5: Social Actors Involved in this Study 

Aboriginal Corporations  Arabana Aboriginal Corporation 
(Arabana Parks Advisory Committee and Arabana Rangers) 

 Far West Coast Aboriginal Corporation 
(Nullarbor Parks Advisory Committee, Yumbarra Board)  

 Gawler Ranges Aboriginal Corporation  
(Gawler Ranges Parks Board) 

 Mannum Aboriginal Community Association Incorporated 
 (Ngaut Ngaut Board) 

 Narungga Nation Aboriginal Corporation 
(Dhilba-Guuranda Innes Board) 

 Nukunu Wapma Thura (Aboriginal Corporation)  
(development of Southern Flinders Ranges Board) 

Aboriginal Commissioners  Commissioner for Aboriginal Children and Young People  

 Commissioner for Aboriginal Engagement  
Government Agencies  Department for Environment and Water  

 Aboriginal Affairs and Reconciliation  
(Department for the Premier and Cabinet/ 
Attorney General’s Department) 

 Landscape Boards 
- Eyre Peninsula 
- Murraylands and Riverland  
- Northern and Yorke 

 Local Governments 
- Mid Murray Council 
- District Council of Coober Pedy  

Other Organisations  Reconciliation SA  

Author’s construct 

4.4.2 Data Collection 

To gain insights into reconciliation and co-management policy and practice, as well as the ways in 

which they are perceived by different people, multiple methods of data collection were required. 

These methods included document selection, observations of co-management meetings and in-depth 

interviews, which were followed by transcript validation.  

4.4.2.1 Document Selection 

For this study, documents were selected and reviewed that provided information about the history 

and context of reconciliation and co-management in SA, and Australia more broadly. Specifically, 

documents were selected that contained information about the design, scope, implementation and 

outcomes of both initiatives (Yanow 2007). This information was essential to prepare for additional 

methods of data collection (Yin 2018), and to gain insights into the implicit meanings of both concepts 

that are reflected in reconciliation and co-management policy and practice.   
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To narrow down the vast number of documents that were initially found, each document was scanned 

to determine its relevance for the four areas of interest, as well as their authenticity, credibility, 

accuracy, and representativeness. Specific attention was paid to where each document was published, 

what kind of information it was based on, as well as by and for whom it was written (Bowen 2009; 

Bryman 2012). Even documents from credible sources are often biased, as they are written for a 

specific purpose and audience. However, such bias can be a useful source of information, as long as it 

is actively considered (Atkinson & Coffey 2004; Waitt 2005). In fact, the question of whose truths are 

commonly portrayed in official policies, plans and reports forms an important part of my analysis, 

which is why one-sided documents from relevant sources were not excluded. Tables 4.6 and 4.7 

provide an overview of the final selection of documents for the South Australian and Australian 

context.  

Table 4.6: Selected Documents for Reconciliation and Co-management in SA 

Reconciliation Co-management 

Agreements 

Buthera Agreement between Narungga Nation 
and the State of South Australia 

Co-management agreements of all co-
management bodies 

Legislation 

 Aboriginal Land Trust Act 1966 
Co-management Boards Regulations 
Landscape South Australia Act 2019 
Mamungari Conservation Park Regulations 
Marine Parks Act 2007 
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972 
Wilderness Protection Act 1992 

Policy & Plans 

Aboriginal Regional Authority Policy 
Reconciliation Action Plans of all state 
government departments 

Management plans of all co-managed 
protected areas 
 

Reports 

Aboriginal Engagement Reform 
Talking Treaty 
Treaty in South Australia 

Strong People Strong Country  
 

Speeches 

Steven Marshall’s Address to the Aboriginal 
Leaders Forum 

 

Websites 

Department of the Premier and Cabinet 
(Aboriginal Affairs and Reconciliation) 

Department of Environment and Water 
South Australian Native Title Services 

Author’s construct 
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Table 4.7: Selected Documents for Reconciliation and Co-management in Australia 

Reconciliation Co-management 

Agreements 

National Agreement on Closing the Gap Selected Indigenous Land Use Agreements  
Selected Memoranda of Understanding 

Databases 

 Australian Protected Area Database 
ABARES Indigenous Estate Database 

Judgements 

Mabo Decision  

Legislation 

Council for Aboriginal Reconciliation Act  
Families, Community Services and Indigenous 
Affairs and Other Legislation Amendment Act  
Native Title Act  
Northern Territory National Emergency 
Response Act  
Social Security and Other Legislation 
Amendment Act  
Stronger Futures in the Northern Territory Act  

Commonwealth: National Parks and Wildlife 
Conservation Act;  Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Act; Aboriginal Land Rights 
(Northern Territory) Act  
NSW: National Parks and Wildlife Act 
NT: Cobourg Peninsula Aboriginal Land, 
Sanctuary and Marine Park Act; Nitmiluk 
(Katherine Gorge) National Park Act; Parks and 
Reserves (Framework for the Future) Act  
QLD: Nature Conservation Act  
SA: Aboriginal Lands Trust Act; National Parks 
and Wildlife Act; Wilderness Protection Act  
VIC: Conservation, Forests and Lands Act;   
Traditional Owner Settlement Act 
WA: Conservation and Land Management Act  

Media Releases 

Turnbull on Referendum Council’s Report 
Morrison on the Voice to Parliament 

 

Policy & Plans 

CAR Roadmap for Reconciliation  
CAR Strategic Plan  
Reconciliation Australia Strategic Plan  

Selected management plans of co-management 
protected areas across Australia 

Reports 

State of Reconciliation in Australia 2021 
Closing the Gap Reports  
Little Children Are Sacred 
Bringing Them Home 

 

Speeches 

Albanese’s Address to Garma Festival  
Howard’s Address to Reconciliation Convention 
Rudd’s Apology  

 

Statements 

Uluru Statement from the Heart  

Websites 

National Native Title Tribunal Websites of all federal, state and territory 
environment departments   

Author’s construct 
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4.4.2.2 Observations of Co-management Meetings  

Despite their advantages, it is not possible to ‘learn through written records alone how an organisation 

actually operates day by day’ (Atkinson & Coffey 2004 p.58). While it was difficult to gain such insights 

into all aspects of reconciliation and co-management in SA, I was able to observe the meetings of two 

co-management boards and visit the protected areas they are co-managing.  

This form of engagement, which involves researchers observing and participating in events and 

activities relevant to their research, is commonly referred to as participant observation (DeWalt & 

DeWalt 2011). It is traditionally associated with ethnographic fieldwork, which often involves 

researchers spending months, or even years, among the people they are studying (Kawulich 2005). 

The observation of reoccurring, but brief co-management meetings, is thus an unusual use of this 

method. However, it was the only option given that co-management bodies only meet four times a 

year themselves, and it allowed me to gain a much more precise understanding of co-management 

practice (Stake 1995). It also provided information I would not have thought to ask about without 

experiencing these meetings (Bryman 2012), which was not only important in itself, but also informed 

the other methods of data collection used.  

Throughout the duration of this study, 11 co-management meetings were observed, including three 

meetings of the Gawler Ranges Parks Co-management Board, and nine meetings of the Ngaut Ngaut 

Co-management Board. Table 4.8 provides an overview of the dates and locations of these meetings, 

as well as my degree of participation in each of them, which ranged from observation of an online 

meeting, to informal participation in meetings where I was simply present, to formal participation in 

meetings with prepared presentations. Overall, this engagement with both boards and their members 

allowed me to get to know them and gain insights into their interpersonal relationships, their views 

on various aspects of co-management, as well as common topics of discussion and the ways in which 

decisions are made and implemented. It further provided opportunities to visit the protected areas 

both boards are co-managing with them, which expanded my understanding of the discussions around 

the table and of the outcomes of co-management on the ground. For the latter, two additional 

fieldtrips to meet with the senior ranger in the Gawler Ranges and with the Arabana rangers near Kati 

Thanda-Lake Eyre were also undertaken.  
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Table 4.8: Observed Co-management Meetings 

Board Date  Location Participation 

Gawler Ranges 
Parks Board 

July 2019 Swan Reach Hotel 
Ngaut Ngaut Conservation Park 

Formal 
Participation 

April 2021 Kimba Hotel 
Lake Gairdner National Park 

Formal 
Participation 

November 2022 Whyalla Hotel Formal 
Participation 

Ngaut Ngaut 
Board 

November 2019 Ngaut Ngaut Conservation Park Formal 
Participation 

February 2020 Ngaut Ngaut Conservation Park Informal 
Participation 

June 2020 Nildotti Townhall/Online Observation 
 

September 2020 Ngaut Ngaut Conservation Park Informal 
Participation 

February 2021 Mid Murray Council Informal 
Participation 

April 2021 Ngaut Ngaut Conservation Park Informal 
Participation 

June 2021 Ngaut Ngaut Conservation Park Informal 
Participation 

December 2021 Mid Murray Council Formal 
Participation 

Author’s construct 

Participant observation has been criticised for being unrepresentative, selective, and subjective, as 

the presence of an observer affects the situations they are observing (Merriam & Tisdell 2015), and 

because it is impossible to observe every aspect of these situations (Yin 2018). However, neither 

concern presents a problem in the context of this study for two reasons. Firstly, it is unlikely that the 

members of the two co-management boards substantially altered their official processes and personal 

interactions during several meetings, considering that these meetings are the only time they can make 

decisions and that outsiders are frequently present. Secondly, this study is built on an assumption of 

subjectivity, which is why it was important to ensure the subjective truths of all board members are 

adequately recorded and portrayed.  

For this reason, I took detailed field notes after every meeting. To be able to keep these notes 

consistent and remain open to unexpected information at the same time, an observation guide was 

used to structure these notes, which was based on Merriam and Tisdell’s (2015 p.141) 

recommendations for ‘being a careful observer’ (see Appendix B). Specifically, information was 

recorded about the physical setting, the presence and absence of groups and individuals, the topics 

of discussion, the nature of these discussions, the wider context and specific circumstances of each 

meeting, as well as my own interactions, overall role and personal reflections.  
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4.4.2.3 In-depth Interviews 

To build on, and expand, the insights gained through documents and observations, I conducted in-

depth interviews with 45 people involved in various aspects of reconciliation, co-management or both.  

In-depth interviews are one of the most common forms of data collection in qualitative case study 

research for this exact reason (Bryman 2012). They are used, specifically, to gain insights into aspects 

of a case that cannot be observed, and into the unique perspectives and experiences of those involved 

and affected by them (Yin 2018). As such, they are ‘the main road to multiple realities’ (Stake 1995 

p.64), especially if they are relatively unstructured, such as the ones conducted for this study. Before 

discussing their structure, processes and content in more detail, however, it is important to provide 

an overview of the different people who were interviewed and their involvement in reconciliation 

and/or co-management.   

As a first step towards setting up interviews with members of each organisation, an open invitation 

was extended to all social actors involved in this study (see section 4.4.1.3), who then identified the 

most knowledgeable and appropriate individuals for in-depth interviews. On several occasions, the 

first person interviewed ended up encouraging other members of their organisation to speak to me 

too, whose individual consent was, of course, always sought prior to commencing interviews (NHMRC 

2018b). Overall, this processes combines elements of collaborative, purposive sampling and snowball 

sampling (Bryman 2012) and was based on the recognition that the people involved in reconciliation 

and/or co-management were best placed to determine whose insights were required. 

It resulted in interviews with 22 Aboriginal people and 23 non-Aboriginal people involved in various 

aspects of one or both fields. Specifically, those interviewed included (i) the state’s two Aboriginal 

commissioners, as well as members of (ii) two state government agencies, (iii) six Aboriginal 

corporations (iv) two local governments involved in co-management arrangements, (v) three 

Landscape boards, (vi) one Aboriginal ranger group and (vi) Reconciliation SA. Due to the diverse 

responsibilities of different individuals within each of these groups, as well as their occasional 

membership in more than one group, Tables 4.9 and 4.10 only provide an approximate overview of 

their involvement in each field.  
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Table 4.9: Involvement and Roles of Social Actors in the Field of Reconciliation 

Reconciliation 

State Scale 

Design of Policy Field   Aboriginal Affairs and Reconciliation 

 Reconciliation SA 

Design and Implementation 
of Policy Initiatives  
 

 Aboriginal Affairs and Reconciliation 

 Reconciliation SA  

 Aboriginal Commissioners 

 State Government Agencies 

Local Scales 

Design and Implementation 
of Initiatives  
 

 Reconciliation SA  

 Certain Local Governments 

 Certain Aboriginal Corporations 

Author’s construct 

Table 4.10: Involvement and Roles of Social Actors in the Field of Co-management 

Co-management  

State Scale 

Design and Implementation 
of Policy Framework  

 Minister for Climate, Environment and Water 

 Department for Environment and Water 

Local Scales 

Design of Local Agreements    Minister for Climate, Environment and Water 

 Aboriginal Corporations 

Implementation of Local 
Agreements 
(Co-management Bodies) 

 Department for Environment and Water 

 Aboriginal Corporations 

 Certain Landscape Boards 

 Certain Local Governments 

Implementation of Decisions 
(Park Rangers)  

 Department for Environment and Water  

 Aboriginal rangers 

Author’s construct 

The specific structure of the interviews conducted for this study falls between semi-structured and 

unstructured interviews. On the one hand, these interviews involved the discussion of fairly specific 

topics, which is characteristic of semi-structured interviews (Bryman 2012). Each interview addressed 

reconciliation and co-management, and followed an interview guide containing broad questions such 

as ‘what does reconciliation/co-management mean to you?’, ‘what do you associated with 

reconciliation/co-management?’, ‘what is your vision for reconciliation/co-management?’ and so on 

(see Appendix C). On the other hand, these interviews resembled common conversations, which is 

characteristic of unstructured interviews (Yanow 2007). As the central aim was to understand unique 

experiences and perspectives of different interviewees, it was important to ensure they could freely 

talk about those (Stake 1995) and use their own terms and systems of meaning when doing so 

(Bessarab & Ng’andu 2010). For this purpose, each interview initially focussed on their own 
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involvement in reconciliation and/or co-management and follow up questions were tailored to their 

accounts as far as possible (see table 4.11). The specific wording and order of interview questions thus 

varied, and so did the amount of time discussing different topics.   

Table 4.11: Interview Structure and Content 

  Personal involvement in reconciliation and/or co-management 
 
 

Meaning of reconciliation 
Knowledge of reconciliation policy and practice 
Perception of reconciliation policy and practice 

Vision for reconciliation 

Meaning of co-management 
Knowledge of co-management policy and practice 
Perception of co-management policy and practice 

Vision for co-management 
 
 

Perception of interconnection between reconciliation and co-management 

Author’s construct 

The location and mode of interviews also varied. Traditionally, qualitative interviews are conducted 

face-to-face. This mode is often associated with greater contextual naturalness, more detailed non-

verbal information, more even power relationships and better rapport between interviewer and 

interviewee (Brinkmann 2014; Novick 2008). Moreover, the Indigenous methodologies literature 

generally emphasises the importance of conducting interviews with Indigenous people on country 

(Kovach 2009) and in person (AIATSIS 2012; Smith 1999), which made it the obvious choice for this 

study. However, as all interviews were conducted during a time of uncertainty regarding personal 

interactions, alternatives, such as video and phone interviews, had to be included. While phone 

interviews are associated with a loss of visual and contextual information (Deakin & Wakefield 2014; 

Novick 2008), it was ultimately most important to ensure people could choose the interview mode 

and location they were most comfortable with.  

Out of the 23 non-Aboriginal people interviewed, 13 preferred to meet in person, eight preferred to 

meet via Zoom or Teams and two people preferred to speak to me on the phone. Out of the 22 

Aboriginal people interviewed, 20 preferred to meet in person – including nine on country and 11 

elsewhere – and 2 preferred to meet via Teams or Zoom. The specific locations of face-to-face 

interviews included cafes and office buildings in and around Adelaide, hotels in regional towns to the 

headquarters of the Arabana and Gawler Ranges rangers. Each location was based on the preferences 

of individual interviewees, as was the decision whether interviews were audio-recorded. Overall, the 

interviews with 35 people were audio-recorded and subsequently transcribed, while notes were taken 

during the interviews with 10 people.  
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4.4.2.4 Data verification 

Initial insights gained during the data collection process were used to inform ongoing data collection 

methods (see Figure 4.3), to gain an in-depth understanding of different perspectives and to ensure 

both dominant and marginal knowledges inform the results and recommendations (Salkind 2010). 

While methodological triangulation is often used in case study research to identify an overarching 

truth or to verify individual findings (Creswell et al. 2007; Yin 2018), the former was not an aim of this 

study and the latter was achieved through transcript validation instead.  

Figure 4.3: Interconnection of Data Collection Processes 
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Author’s construct 

Transcript validation involves providing each interviewee with the opportunity to review and alter the 

transcript of their interview before it is analysed (Hagens et al. 2009; Mero-Jaffe 2011). It is one 

specific form of a more common process known as member checking (Lincoln & Guba 1985), which 

occurs after researchers have conducted their initial analyses. Transcript validation is a lot less 

common (Mero-Jaffe 2011) and concerns have been raised that it decreases the accuracy of 

transcripts, facilitates censorship and results in a loss of data (Turnbull 2000; Hagens et al. 2009). 

However, it can also result in a gain of additional data and increase the perceived accuracy of 

transcripts in the eyes of those whose knowledge is shared (Mero-Jaffe 2011), and it can ensure that 

researchers working with Indigenous collaborators are aware of knowledge that should not be shared 

publicly (Kovach 2009). For those reasons, this option was offered to all Aboriginal people involved in 

this study, four of whom chose to review the transcript of their interview and one of whom sent it 

back with a few minor clarifications. While the overall interest in transcript validation was clearly low, 

interest in feedback meetings after the initial analysis was completed was considerably higher, which 

are discussed in section 4.4.4.2.  
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4.4.4 Data Analysis 

Data analysis involved two parallel thematic analyses of reconciliation and co-management data, each 

of which consisted of a deductive and an inductive stage, as well as analysis verification processes to 

share and refine initial findings.    

4.4.4.1 Thematic Analysis 

Thematic analysis is a flexible ‘method for identifying and analysing patterns in qualitative data’ 

(Clarke & Braun 2013 n.p.). It can be applied to a variety of different data sources, including documents 

and transcripts of interviews and meetings (Herzog et al. 2019), and can be based on a variety of 

theoretical frameworks (Braun & Clarke 2006). It is especially useful for ‘analysing experiences, 

perceptions and understandings’ of different people (Herzog et al. 2019), but also recognises that 

researchers cannot simply ‘give voice’ to these people, as their positionality always shapes their 

analysis (Braun & Clarke 2006 p.80). Specific forms of thematic analysis can be employed to draw out 

underlying assumptions (Braun & Clarke 2006), and to reflect on questions such as what a policy, 

program or initiative says and does not say (Diem et al. 2014) and who can and cannot design and 

implement it (Levinson et al. 2009). While thematic analysis therefore ‘overlaps’ with certain forms of 

discourse analysis, it is less focussed on language and more flexible (Braun & Clarke 2006 p.84), which 

was useful for analysing the design, scope and implementation of reconciliation and co-management, 

as well as the experiences, perceptions and aspirations of those involved and/or impacted by both 

fields.  

The two thematic analyses conducted for this study each involved a deductive and an inductive stage, 

as both approaches were better suited for some of the research questions and data sources. 

Specifically, deductive thematic analysis was used to establish what reconciliation and co-

management involve in Australia and South Australia explicitly, and who is and is not part of their 

design and implementation. To do so, a ‘detailed analysis of some aspect of the data’ was more 

important than ‘a rich description of the data overall’, which is characteristic of a deductive approach 

(Braun & Clarke 2006 p.84). Inductive thematic analysis was used to explore what reconciliation and 

co-management mean to different people, what they associate with them and how they perceive 

them. As open-ended interview questions were used to avoid predetermining such meanings and 

associations, it was important ‘not to rely too much on preconceived ideas’ during my analysis of 

people’s perceptions, experiences and aspirations, which is characteristic of an inductive approach 

(Herzog et al. 2019 p.389). While the application of the two stages is described separately below, they 

were undertaken simultaneously and interconnected. 
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My analysis process was guided by Braun and Clarke’s (2006) step-by-step instructions for thematic 

analysis, which they developed to demonstrate the trustworthiness of findings based on thematic 

analysis. Table 4.12 provides an overview of the six phases of thematic analysis they identify, as well 

as the processes associated with each of them. It uses terms such as ‘codes’ and ‘themes’, which Braun 

and Clarke (2006) describe as meaningful fragments of data and broader categories these fragments 

can be assigned to respectively. While thematic analysis always starts with phase 1 and ends with 

phase 6, they further emphasise that it is a recursive, rather than linear process, which often requires 

moving back and forth between these phases. As such, it also allowed for the parallel stages of my 

thematic analyses to inform one another.   

Table 4.12: Phases and Processes of Thematic Analysis 

Phase Processes 

Phase 1: Familiarisation with data  Transcription of data  

 Reading and re-reading of data 

 Noting of initial ideas 

Phase 2: Generation of initial codes  Coding of features relevant for questions 

 Collation of data relevant for each code 

Phase 3: Search for themes  Collation of codes into potential themes 

 Gathering all data relevant for themes 

Phase 4: Review of themes  Reflection on compatibility of codes and themes 

 Reflection on compatibility of themes and data set 

 Revision of themes until both is achieved 

Phase 5: Definition of themes  Identification of the ‘essence’ of each theme 

 Selection of appropriate name for each theme 

 Reflection on assumptions of each theme 

 Reflection on implications of each theme 

 Reflection on relation of themes to one another 

Phase 6: Production of report  Selection of vivid, compelling extracts 

 Relation of extracts to research questions 

 Production of scholarly report 

Author’s construct, adapted from Braun & Clarke 2006 and Herzog et al. 2019 

In the broadest terms, this study aimed to (i) establish what reconciliation involves and what co-

management involves, (ii) investigate how policy and practice in each field are perceived and (iii) 

explore how they do and could affect one another. To achieve the first aim, two separate deductive 

analyses were conducted, which involved similar steps and are thus only described once. Specifically, 

this approach was used to analyse the information contained in all documents and field notes, as well 

as selected interviews detailing aspects of their implementation the former did not reveal. It involved 

the development of an initial frame consisting of three overarching themes, namely policy scope, 

policy design and policy implementation, with subthemes such as social actors and processes. While 

each data source was still read in its entirety, the subsequent coding process focussed on gathering 
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relevant data and allocating it to each theme. On this basis, the underlying assumptions about 

reconciliation and co-management, or policy presuppositions, that are reflected in what is and is not 

included in their scope and who is and is not involved in their design and implementation were 

identified. Specific attention was paid to present and omitted conceptualisations and to the power 

relations between the different social actors in each field, which provided an important component 

for a broader reflection on their implications.  

The second component required for this broader reflection was provided by the two separate 

inductive analyses that were conducted to establish how reconciliation and co-management are 

experienced and perceived, the processes of which are also only described once. Specifically, this 

approach was applied to all interview transcripts and field notes. It started with the transcription of 

all audio-recorded interviews and the reading and re-reading of the written records of non-audio-

recorded interviews and meetings. The subsequent coding process involved several cycles of 

identifying potential codes, collating them into potential themes and subthemes, and revising each 

aspect. It served two purposes. Firstly, it clarified which specific policies, practices, plans and events 

were brought up repeatedly in the context of reconciliation, which informed the focus of the 

document analysis described above, and which aspects of co-management different people were and 

were not aware of. Secondly, it enabled me to identify reoccurring themes and subthemes that 

spanned across the discussions of the specific examples, as well as patterns in their distribution among 

and between different groups of people. On this basis, it was possible to reflect on the 

conceptualisations of reconciliation and co-management that underpin these patterns and compare 

them to the policy presuppositions identified previously.   

This comparison strengthened the subsequent reflection on the broader implications of each theme, 

as it highlighted whose aspirations are and are not included in the scope of these policies, whose 

aspirations are and are not realised through their implementation processes, and whose 

conceptualisations are and are not reflected in policy presuppositions. Both the deductive and the 

inductive stages of my analyses were essential for this step, as the exclusion of certain social actors 

from the design and implementation of specific aspects of reconciliation and co-management meant 

they often did not comment on these aspects directly, but described frustrations that were related to 

non-transparent barriers that are built into them. Once the separate two-stage analyses of 

reconciliation and co-management were complete, they were used as a basis to explore the 

similarities and differences between the two fields and the ways in which they do and could affect one 

another. The following five chapters present the findings derived through these analysis processes, as 

well as the analysis verification processes described below.     
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4.4.4.2 Analysis Verification 

Once the analysis was complete, initial findings were shared with all social actors involved in this study, 

and refined based on the feedback they provided. This process is commonly known as member 

checking, respondent validation or participant validation (Birt et al. 2016; Lincoln & Guba 1985). Its 

importance is frequently emphasised in the Indigenous methodologies literature (Denzin & Lincoln 

2008; Jones & Jenkins 2008; Kovach 2009; Martin 2003), and Lincoln and Guba (1985 p.314; 1986) 

describe it as ‘the most crucial technique for establishing credibility’ in all contexts. It also contributes 

to their criterion of authenticity, by ensuring all collaborators are given the opportunity to influence 

the research findings.  

For those reasons, all social actors were contacted to set up feedback meetings, which were offered 

on the phone, online or in person. In total, face-to-face feedback meetings were conducted with the 

two co-management bodies I worked with closely, which included the local council that is informally 

involved in one of them, and the two state government agencies responsible for reconciliation and 

co-management. Another feedback conversation was conducted on the phone with a member of 

Nukunu Aboriginal Corporation, and emails were exchanged with a member of Narungga Nation 

Aboriginal Corporation. The latter was an outcome of the follow up emails that were sent to everyone 

I had not heard back from, as well as members of the groups I met with that were not present during 

these meetings. A plain language summary of my research processes, initial findings and 

recommendations was attached to this email, which also repeated my offer to meet and discuss them.   

During each meeting and conversation, I shared my initial findings and recommendations, described 

the processes that had led to them, addressed the ways in which the specific knowledge each group 

had shared with me was represented and raised the question whether any knowledge should not be 

shared. In each case, feedback was provided throughout and after my presentation, the latter of which 

always turned into a broader discussion of the implications for each group and the state. All points 

that were raised during these discussions were recorded and incorporated into the findings and 

discussion chapters of this thesis. Overall, the feedback was very positive, with every group 

encouraging me to share my findings and recommendations more widely. The process of doing so has 

already been set in motion and will continue beyond the completion of this thesis. 

4.4.5 Dissemination of Results 

An immediate outcome of the feedback processes discussed above was an invitation to meet with the 

DEW’s senior management, which sits above its co-management unit, and with the Minister of 

Climate, Environment and Water. These invitations are opportunities to share the findings and 



98 

recommendations of this study with policy makers who are able to implement them, which represents 

an initial step towards ensuring it produces tangible benefits for the people involved in it (Smith 1999). 

On a local scale, the Gawler Ranges Parks Co-management Board implemented aspects of my 

recommendations immediately, and has written to other co-management bodies to recommend 

similar changes. The board also played a key role in initiating the meetings with the wider department 

and minister described above, which the department is organising at the time of writing, and which 

may or may not result in changes beyond the local scale.   

In addition to pursuing opportunities such as these meetings, I will share a copy of this thesis with 

everyone who was involved in this study and have agreed to create and share a video summary at the 

same time. Together with ensuring that the contributions of all collaborators are acknowledged 

whenever the results are shared (AIATSIS 2012), such steps are an important component of ethical 

research in Indigenous contexts (NHMRC 2018b; Smith 1999). They also contribute to what Lincoln 

and Guba (1986) describe as ontological and educative authentication, as they allow all collaborators 

to gain an increased understanding of the complexities of the topic under investigation, as well as the 

diverse perspectives and truths of everyone involved. As such, they are important to maintain the 

cultural and academic integrity of this study beyond its completion.  

4.6 Conclusion 

By drawing on the research questions and ontological and epistemological foundation of this study, 

this chapter has demonstrated the suitability of a qualitative research strategy, an embedded case 

study design and the specific research processes and methods that were used. It covered the 

establishment of collaborations with different social actors in the fields of reconciliation and co-

management, the use of document selection, observations and in-depth interviews as data collection 

methods, the use thematic analysis as a data analysis method, the use of transcript validation and 

feedback meetings as data and analysis verification measures, and the final dissemination of results. 

By connecting each of these aspects with Lincoln and Guba’s criteria for academic integrity and with 

the principles for cultural integrity discussed in the previous chapter, this chapter further 

demonstrated how both were maintained throughout and beyond this study.  

The following five chapters provide an overview of the findings and implications of this study, with 

Chapters Five and Six focussing on reconciliation, Chapter Seven and Eight focussing on co-

management, and Chapter 9 focussing on their interconnection. 
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Chapter 5: Reconciliation History and Context 

5.1 Introduction 

To be able to explore the interconnection between reconciliation and co-management, it is necessary 

to first investigate the policy and practice within each field separately. This chapter presents my 

analysis of key documents associated with the promotion of reconciliation in Australia and SA. It 

begins with an overview of the main elements of the Australian reconciliation process, which is 

followed by an in-depth illustration of recent and current elements of the South Australian 

reconciliation process. By drawing on the neoliberal, pragmatic or decolonising conceptualisations of 

reconciliation introduced in Chapter Two, it further highlights the implicit assumptions that underpin 

this promotion, and argues that there is a particularly strong connection between the neoliberal 

conceptualisation of reconciliation and reconciliation policy and practice.  

5.2 History of Reconciliation in Australia 

The Australian reconciliation process was officially initiated in 1991, when the Council for Aboriginal 

Reconciliation Act 1991 was passed, and the Council for Aboriginal Reconciliation (CAR) was 

established (Australian Government 1991). The CAR was given the mandate to lead the promotion of 

reconciliation for ten years, at the end of which it established an independent organisation called 

Reconciliation Australia to take over and continue the promotion of reconciliation from then onwards 

(Reconciliation Australia 2021a). Even though the CAR and Reconciliation Australia have been 

responsible for leading the Australian reconciliation process since its initiation, it has been shaped by 

much more than their work. Reconciliation Australia’s own timeline of key moments in the Australian 

reconciliation process includes a wide variety of judgements, acts, strategies, programs, plans and 

events (see Figure 5.1), some of which were set up specifically for the promotion of reconciliation, 

while others have had implications for it. To provide an overview of the complex history of 

reconciliation in Australia, this section discusses a selection of these key sites in more detail and 

illustrates the assumptions of what reconciliation is and should be that underpin them.  
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Figure 5.1: Australian Reconciliation Timeline  

1991 Council for Aboriginal Reconciliation Act 1991  
 Establishment of Council for Aboriginal Reconciliation  
 Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody Final Report  

 
1992 Mabo Decision  
 Redfern Park Speech 

 
1993 Native Title Act 1993 
 National Week of Prayer for Reconciliation 

  
1995 Official Recognition of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Flags 

 
1996 First National Reconciliation Week 

 
1997 Bringing Them Home Report 

 
2000 Australian Declaration Towards Reconciliation and Roadmap for Reconciliation 
 Harbour Bridge Walk 

 
2001 Establishment of Reconciliation Australia 

 
2005 National Reconciliation Planning Workshop 

 
2006 Reconciliation Action Plan Program 
 Close the Gap Campaign 

 
2007 Northern Territory Intervention 

 
2008 Apology 

 
2009 Australian Ratification of UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples 

 
2010 National Congress of Australia’s First People 

 
2011 Expert Panel on Constitutional Recognition of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples 

 
2012 Launch of Recognise Campaign  

 
2016 First State of Reconciliation in Australia Report 

 
2017 Uluru Statement from the Heart  
  
2018 Advancing the Treaty Process with Aboriginal Victorians Act 2018 (VIC) 

 
2020 Black Lives Matter Movement 
 Consequences for Rio Tinto after Destruction of Indigenous Sites at Juukan Gorge, Pilbara  

Author’s construct, adapted from Reconciliation Australia 2021a 
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5.1 Council for Aboriginal Reconciliation and Reconciliation Australia 

The establishment of the CAR in 1991 marked the beginning of Australia’s official reconciliation 

process. The CAR was made up of 25 members, two thirds of whom were Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander people. It was established to ‘promote a process of reconciliation between Aboriginal and 

Torres Strait Islander peoples and the wider community for the benefit of the nation’ (CAR 2000 p.2), 

and worked towards ‘a united Australia which respects this land of ours; values the Aboriginal and 

Torres Strait Islander heritage; and provides justice and equity for all’ (CAR n.d. p.7).  

To do so, the CAR implemented a large-scale public education campaign and carried out consultations 

with Indigenous and non-Indigenous people to determine whether documents for reconciliation and 

constitutional recognition were desired. It also built the foundation of a people’s movement for 

reconciliation by securing ‘the commitment and action of governments, key organisations and 

individuals to achieve social and economic equality for Indigenous peoples’ (CAR n.d. p.5). At the end 

of its ten-year mandate, the CAR presented a Roadmap for Reconciliation, which includes strategies 

to ‘sustain the reconciliation process’, to ‘promote recognition of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders 

rights’, to ‘overcome disadvantage’ and for ‘economic independence’ (CAR 2000 p.3). These strategies 

thus address the distinct needs and the distinct rights of Indigenous peoples, however, they only go 

as far as to call for Indigenous self-determination ‘within the life of the nation’ (CAR 2000 p.3) as 

opposed to Indigenous sovereignty. Overall, the CARs purpose and vision predominantly emphasised 

national unity and socio-economic equality, which aligns with the neoliberal conceptualisation of 

reconciliation, while its work also focussed on building relationships and involving everyone in the 

promotion of reconciliation, which aligns with the pragmatic conceptualisation of reconciliation. 

Reconciliation Australia took over as the new ‘national body for reconciliation’ in 2001, which is a role 

it still fulfils today (Reconciliation Australia 2021a). In contrast to its predecessor, Reconciliation 

Australia is an independent, non-governmental organisation, yet its purpose and vision are similar. 

Specifically, its purpose of ‘[inspiring and enabling] all Australians to contribute to the reconciliation 

of the nation’ builds on the CAR’s people’s movement for reconciliation, while its vision of ‘a just, 

equitable and reconciled Australia’ resembles that of the CAR (Reconciliation Australia 2017 n.p.). 

Reconciliation Australia’s efforts revolve around influencing organisations, people and policy, which 

involves working with organisations to identify how they can contribute to reconciliation in their 

sphere of influence, running education campaigns for the general public and producing research to 

inform policy makers about the state of reconciliation in Australia. These efforts are based on five 

dimensions (see Table 5.1), which inform the goals the organisations sets for itself and the ways in 

which it measures progress towards reconciliation (Reconciliation Australia 2017 p.1; 2021 p.9).  
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Table 5.1: Reconciliation Australia’s Reconciliation Dimensions and Goals 

Dimensions Goals 

Race Relations  Decrease racism  

 Increase cultural understanding  

Equality and Equity  Contribute to Closing the Gap  

 Advance the unique rights of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
peoples  

Institutional Integrity  Increase political, business, community and education support 
for reconciliation 

 Support good governance of governments and corporations 

Unity  Increase recognition of and pride in Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander cultures and heritage  

Historical Acceptance  Increase knowledge of our shared history and its impacts today 
Author’s construct, adapted from Reconciliation Australia 2017 p.5 

At first glance, the goals Reconciliation Australia is currently working towards reflect an emphasis on 

national unity, socio-economic equality and relationships similar to the CAR’s work. However, its most 

recent State of Reconciliation in Australia report specifically states that socio-economic equality as 

well as equity is required for reconciliation, with the latter referring to the ‘unique rights – both 

collective and individual – that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Australians hold by virtue of being 

Indigenous’ and their ‘ability to freely exercise these rights’ (Reconciliation Australia 2021a p.18). The 

report also repeatedly provides explicit support to the Uluru Statement from the Heart, which calls 

for a First Nations Voice to Parliament, as well as treaty and truth telling processes. Reconciliation 

Australia’s support for it implies that the organisation perceives political equality as just as important 

as socio-economic equality for the promotion of reconciliation. Overall, the pathway towards 

reconciliation the organisation envisions thus reflects elements of all three conceptualisations of 

reconciliation, while its approach is characterised by collaborations with diverse organisations and 

efforts to encourage them to gradually move from ‘performative’ to ‘substantive’ aspects of 

reconciliation (Reconciliation Australia 2021a p.23), which closely reflects the pragmatic 

conceptualisation of reconciliation.  

5.2.2 Mabo Decision  

One of the most significant developments in the Australian reconciliation process so far occurred 

shortly after it was officially initiated. In 1992, in a judgement known as the Mabo Decision, the High 

Court of Australia declared that the Meriam people are entitled to the ‘possession, occupation, use 

and enjoyment’ of their lands (High Court of Australia 1992, p.137). The significance of this decision 

derives from the rejection of the terra nullius doctrine and the implications of this decision for the 

native title rights of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples across the country.  
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Six out of seven members of the High Court agreed that the Murray Islands were ‘occupied and 

cultivated by the Meriam people […] long before European contact’ (Toothey in High Court of Australia 

1992 p.65). They further argued that the use of the terra nullius doctrine to justify disregarding the 

rights and interests of Indigenous peoples in Australia was ‘unjust and discriminatory’ and could ‘no 

longer be accepted’ (Brennan in High Court of Australia 1992 p.23). For this reason, they perceived 

the re-examination of the doctrine as the Court’s duty and stated that doing so ‘compels [its] rejection’ 

(Deane & Gaudron in High Court of Australia 1992 p.65). Based on this rejection, they concluded that 

native title can be claimed by Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples under certain 

circumstances: 

The common law of this country recognizes a form of native title which, in the cases 

where it has not been extinguished, reflects the entitlement of the indigenous 

inhabitants, in accordance with their laws or customs, to their traditional lands (High 

Court of Australia 1992 p.1) 

Even though the Mabo Decision was not made with the intention to promote reconciliation, it has 

nonetheless had implications for its promotion. These implications are complex due to its close 

connection to the establishment of the Native Title Act 1993. However, in itself, the Mabo Decision 

represents an official legal recognition of the unique rights of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

peoples to their lands, but also a limitation to these rights. As such, it represents a step towards the 

decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation, but does not fully align with it. 

5.2.3 Native Title Act 

The Mabo Decision created a foundation for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples other than 

the Meriam people to claim native title. In the year after this decision, the Federal Government 

undertook consultations with those most likely to be impacted by it, including Aboriginal and Torres 

Strait Islander leaders, State and Territory governments and primary industries representatives, and 

eventually passed the Native Title Act 1993 (NNTT 2017). The Act’s purpose is to address the lack of a 

‘lasting and equitable agreement with Aboriginal peoples and Torres Strait Islanders concerning the 

use of their lands’ and to create legal certainty for the ‘broader Australian community’ regarding the 

impact of native title on the validity of past and future acts (Australian Government 1993 pp.1-2).  

To achieve these aims, it outlines how native title can be claimed and under what conditions it is 

recognised or extinguished. Specifically, it states that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples 

who ‘have been dispossessed of their traditional lands’, and therefore cannot prove an ongoing 

connection to this land, cannot ‘assert native title rights and interests’ (Australian Government 1993 
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p.3). Moreover, native title is completely extinguished for areas of land under previous ‘exclusive 

possession acts’, such as freeholds and certain leases, and restricted for areas of land under previous 

‘non-exclusive possession acts’, which include most primary industry leases (Australian Government 

1993 p.23). If native title claims are successful, claimant groups receive either exclusive or non-

exclusive native title rights. Exclusive rights allow them to exclude others from visiting the area, while 

non-exclusive rights only allow them to access the area themselves and engage in ‘traditional 

activities’, such as ‘hunting, fishing, gathering, camping, performing rites or other ceremonies [and] 

visiting sites of significance’ (Australian Government 1993 p.164; PBC 2021). In addition, they receive 

the ‘right to negotiate’ before mining leases in their determination area are granted or extended. 

However, if no agreement is reached, ‘an arbitral body, or a Minister’ can make the final call 

(Australian Government 1993 pp.114-115), which implies that claimant groups do not have complete 

control over who can access their land or how it is used.  

While the Native Title Act provides clear guidelines on when and how native title can be claimed, it 

clearly also protects the rights of non-Indigenous people and businesses by restricting the land that 

can be claimed in the first place, and the rights that successful claimant groups receive. In the context 

of reconciliation, which it was specifically meant to ‘advance’ (Australian Government 1993 p.3), the 

Native Title Act therefore represents a full withdrawal from the Mabo Decision’s already incomplete 

alignment with the decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation.  

5.2.4 Practical Reconciliation  

Halfway through the CAR’s ten-year mandate, newly elected Prime Minister John Howard introduced 

a shift towards a ‘practical, on-the-ground approach’ to reconciliation, which is now known as Practical 

Reconciliation, in his address to the Australian Reconciliation Convention (Howard 1997 p.4). My 

analysis of this address identified a strong emphasis on socio-economic equality and national unity, 

which is underpinned by a rejection of the idea of unique rights for Indigenous peoples and a refusal 

to feel in any way responsible for Australia’s history. Howard (1997 p.5) argued, for instance, that 

there were ‘blemishes in [Australia’s] past history, but that Australians of this generation should not 

be required to accept guilt and blame for ‘past actions and policies over which they had no control’ 

and that the ‘overall story of great Australian achievement’ should not be overlooked. He perceived 

‘charges of racism’ as baseless, as everyone had the ‘right to a ‘fair go’’, making the Australia of his 

time ‘one of the fairest, most egalitarian and tolerant societies in the world’ (Howard 1997 p.3; p.2), 

which discredits accounts of both racism and systemic inequality.  

Howard (1997 pp.5-6) further argued that the provision of unique rights to Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander peoples poses a threat to national unity, and as such, to reconciliation: 
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We all have rights and obligations as Australians. […] We cannot share a common destiny 

if these rights are available to some Australians, but not all. Likewise, we cannot share a 

common destiny together as Australians if different groups in our society have different 

standards of conduct and different systems of accountability. 

In doing so, Howard (1997 p.2; p.4) dismissed attempts to recognise the unique rights of Aboriginal 

and Torres Strait Islander peoples as ‘symbolic gestures and overblown promises’, which neglected 

the ‘practical needs of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in areas like health, housing, 

education and employment’. Finally, he claimed that by refocussing on these needs, his government 

would create ‘true social justice for indigenous Australians’.  

Overall, it is apparent that Howard understood the promotion of equality as a quest for socio-

economic, political, and legal sameness within the dominant Western system, and any recognition of 

legal and political diversity as a threat to this sameness. For those reasons, Practical Reconciliation 

aligns perfectly with the neoliberal conceptualisation of reconciliation.  

5.2.5 Closing the Gap 

At the end of 2007, the election of the Rudd government resulted in another shift in Indigenous policy, 

which is demonstrated by Kevin Rudd’s apology to members of the Stolen Generations (discussed in 

more detail in section 5.2.7). However, the Rudd government also introduced the Closing the Gap 

framework, which bears similarities to Practical Reconciliation, especially in its initial form. The 

framework included six targets to close or reduce the gaps between Indigenous and non-Indigenous 

people in the areas of life expectancy, child mortality, early childhood education, literacy and 

numeracy, school completion and employment (see table 5.2). All targets are clearly socio-economic, 

and despite the government’s intention to ‘draw on the strengths of Indigenous cultures’ (Australian 

Government 2009 p.5), no targets were included to actively protect and strengthen these cultures and 

no consideration was given to the diversity of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander cultures, languages 

and contexts within the nation-wide statistics used to measure progress. 

Table 5.2: Initial Closing the Gap Targets 

Target 1 Close the life expectancy gap within a generation 

Target 2 Half the gap in mortality rates for Indigenous children under five within a decade 

Target 3 Ensure access to early childhood education in remote communities within five years 

Target 4 Halve the gap in reading, writing and numeracy for children within a decade 

Target 5 Halve the gap for Indigenous students in year 12 attainment or equivalents by 2020 

Target 6 Halve the gap in employment outcomes within a decade 

Author’s construct, adapted from Australian Government 2009 p.5 
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Moreover, while the government emphasised the importance of working ‘in partnership with 

Indigenous Australians’ to achieve these targets (Australian Government 2009 p.5), this partnership 

did not extend to the selection of targets, which implies that collaborations could only happen within 

a predetermined framework. Overall, the initial Closing the Gap framework thus represents a 

government driven process towards statistical socio-economic equality based on Western norms, 

which aligns with the neoliberal conceptualisation of reconciliation. 

However, it is important to make a distinction between this initial Closing the Gap framework, and the 

current National Agreement on Closing the Gap. In 2019, the Morrison government acknowledged 

that only two of its seven targets were on track to be met, and that a new approach was required to 

make more substantial progress (DPMC 2019). As a consequence, the National Agreement on Closing 

the Gap was co-designed by all Australian governments and a ‘coalition of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander Peak Organisations’ in 2020 (COP & COAG 2020 p.1). Through this collaborative approach, a 

wider range of targets was selected, including four ‘priority reform targets’ and sixteen ‘socio-

economic targets’ (COP & COAG 2020 pp.15-16), with the former setting out how governments should 

work with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people to achieve the latter.  

In particular, the four priority reform targets require the establishment of formal partnerships to 

ensure decisions are made collaboratively, as well as an increased reliance on community-controlled 

programs and services, the elimination of racism from government organisations and the collection 

and sharing of regionally specific data (COP & COAG 2020). In contrast to the initial Closing the Gap 

framework, the new national agreement therefore aims to ensure that Indigenous people are involved 

in the selection, promotion and evaluation of targets, and that it is possible to take diverse contexts 

into consideration. Moreover, while the sixteen socio-economic targets include similar targets as the 

previous framework, they also include targets addressing the overrepresentation of Indigenous 

people in the child protection and criminal justice systems, as well as two specific targets recognising 

the importance of cultural survival and connection to country (COP & COAG 2020).  

The approach underpinning Practical Reconciliation, the initial Closing the Gap framework and the 

current National Agreement on Closing the Gap has clearly evolved over time. In theory, the current 

agreement involves considerably more power sharing than the previous framework, yet how this plays 

out in practice remains to be seen.  

5.2.6 The Intervention 

The Northern Territory National Emergency Response, often referred to as the Intervention, was 

officially implemented in the name of child protection, not reconciliation. However, as one of the most 
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radical and contested measures in Indigenous affairs during the reconciliation era, it has had 

implications for the Australian reconciliation process.  

The Intervention was introduced by the Howard government in 2007, as a response to a report 

entitled ‘Ampe Akelyernemane Meke Mekarle: ‘Little Children are Sacred’’, which found child sexual 

abuse to be ‘common, widespread and grossly under-reported’ problem in Aboriginal communities in 

the NT (Wild & Anderson 2007 p.5). To address this problem, the Federal Government passed a set of 

Acts, which collectively introduced measures that applied to 73 Aboriginal communities in the NT. 

These measures included bans on alcohol, tobacco and pornography, restricted and monitored use of 

public computers, the exclusion of customary law from sentencing, increased police and law 

enforcement powers and restrictions on the use of welfare payments. They further included 

government control over community stores, the compulsory grant of five-year leases of Aboriginal 

townships to the Commonwealth and modifications of the permit system to access Aboriginal land 

(see Table 5.3).  

Table 5.3: Measures of the Intervention  

Act Measures 

NTNER Act  Alcohol ban 

 Computer filters 

 Computer use recording and auditing 

 Mandatory leases of townships 

 Exclusion of customary law  

 Government control of community stores 

FCSIOLA Act  Pornography ban 

 Greater police and law enforcement powers 

 Modification of permit requirement to access Aboriginal land 

SSOLA Act 
 

 Mandatory income management for welfare recipients 
o Inability to gamble  
o Inability to purchase alcohol, tobacco and pornographic materials 

Author’s construct, based on information derived from Australian Government 2007a; b and c 

The Northern Territory National Emergency Response Act 2007 (NTNER Act) and the Families, 

Community Services and Indigenous Affairs and Other Legislation Amendment Act 2007 (FCSIOLA Act) 

were set out from the beginning to cease effect after five years (Australian Government 2007a; 

2007b). However, the Social Security and Other Legislation Amendment Act 2007 (SSOLA Act) does 

not include a sunset clause (Australian Government 2007c), which means that the mandatory income 

management remains in place. Moreover, at the end of the five-year period, the Federal Government 

introduced the Stronger Futures in the Northern Territory Act 2012 (SFNT Act), which extended 

previous measures such as alcohol restrictions, land reforms and government control over community 

stores for another ten years (Australian Government 2012). Although the Intervention was initiated 
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by the Howard Government, it has clearly been supported by all governments since then and parts of 

its measures are ongoing.  

Collectively, the measures associated with the Intervention have not only terminated the unique rights 

Aboriginal people in the NT held previously, they also imposed restrictions on common rights that do 

not apply to non-Aboriginal people. Doing so required the temporary suspension of the Racial 

Discrimination Act 1975, which is normally only done to provide unique rights to Aboriginal and Torres 

Strait Islander people, not to impose unique restrictions on them (AHRC n.d.). The government at the 

time, as well as those that followed, have justified these restrictions by arguing that ‘a person’s right 

to drink’ was less important than ‘a child’s right to be safe’, and that there was not enough public 

scrutiny in towns closed off by the permit system (Brough 2007 p.1). Successive governments further 

argued that government control over community stores, coupled with mandatory income 

management, was necessary to enhance food security as well as health and wellbeing (Australian 

Government 2007a; 2012; Brough 2007), while compulsory leases and other land reforms were 

necessary to improve service delivery and ‘promote economic and social development’ (Australian 

Government 2007a p.30; Australian Government 2012).  

In summary, the Intervention represents a radical measure that sought to promote safety and socio-

economic development in Aboriginal communities in the NT through restricting certain rights of 

members of these communities. This promotion of socio-economic development at the cost of unique 

and common rights of Indigenous people clearly aligns with the neoliberal conceptualisation of 

reconciliation. 

5.2.7 The Apology 

Only a few months after the initiation of the Intervention, newly elected Prime Minister Kevin Rudd 

officially apologised to the Stolen Generations (Rudd 2008). The need for an apology had become 

increasingly tied to the notion of reconciliation ever since the release of the Human Rights and Equal 

Opportunity Commission’s ‘Bringing them Home’ report in 1997 (Short 2012; Muldoon 2017), which 

detailed the devastating impacts of the forcible removal of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

children from their families between 1910 and 1970. The report specifically recommended 

‘acknowledgement and apology’ from those responsible, as well as ‘guarantees against repetition, 

measures of restitution, measures of rehabilitation, and monetary compensation’ (HREOC 1997 

p.245). It took eleven years and the election of a new government, but in 2008, then Prime Minister 

Kevin Rudd implemented some of these recommendations.  
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My analysis of Rudd’s (2008 n.p.) speech found an acknowledgement of the responsibility of 

successive Australian parliaments for enacting laws that made the forcible removal of Aboriginal and 

Torres Strait Islander children possible and an official apology for the ‘pain, suffering and hurt’ these 

laws had caused. He further stated that his government would expand services to help members of 

the Stolen Generations to reconnect with their families, which forms part of the restitution measures 

recommended in Bringing them Home. However, instead of addressing the report’s recommendation 

of monetary compensation and its continuous emphasise on self-determination (HREOC 1997), Rudd 

(2008 n.p.) emphasised the importance of closing the gap and of Indigenous and non-Indigenous 

people working together to ‘craft a new future for this great land, Australia’. 

Despite the significance of the official acknowledgement of government responsibility for the forcible 

removal of children, and the official apology for the harm this removal had done, this vision for the 

future glosses over calls for monetary compensation and genuine power sharing by putting the 

emphasis on working together to promote socio-economic equality and national unity. The 

understanding of reconciliation referenced in the Apology therefore aligns with the neoliberal and 

perhaps pragmatic conceptualisations of reconciliation.  

5.2.8 Uluru Statement from the Heart  

At the National Constitutional Convention at Uluru in 2017, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

delegates from around the country came together to emphasise that their sovereignty was never 

ceded and to call for voice, treaty and truth: 

We call for the establishment of a First Nations Voice enshrined in the Constitution.  

Makarrata is the culmination of our agenda: the coming together after a struggle. It 

captures our aspirations for a fair and truthful relationship with the people of Australia 

and a better future for our children based on justice and self-determination.  

We seek a Makarrata Commission to supervise a process of agreement-making between 

governments and First Nations and truth-telling about our history.  

In 1967 we were counted, in 2017 we seek to be heard (Referendum Council 2017 p.i) 

The Uluru Statement from the Heart was the outcome of a longer consultation process led by the 

Referendum Council, which the Turnbull Government had established to determine which form of 

constitutional recognition Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people preferred. In addition to the 

National Constitutional Convention, this process involved twelve regional dialogues, which were 

attended by 1200 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people across the country. During these 
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dialogues, it became clear that they rejected most forms of constitutional recognition due to concerns 

regarding the mere symbolism of some options, as well as the potential impact of constitutional 

inclusion on their sovereignty. The only exception was recognition in form of a First Nation’s Voice to 

Parliament enshrined in the Constitution, accompanied by treaty and truth telling processes. The 

majority of delegates who attended the National Convention at Uluru supported this option 

(Referendum Council 2017), though importantly not all.   

Despite almost universal support for treaty and truth telling processes, a group of delegates who 

perceived any form of constitutional recognition as a threat to their sovereignty walked out of the 

convention when they felt like their opposition was silenced (Sovereign Union 2017). While what the 

Uluru Statement from the Heart calls for aligns most closely with the decolonising conceptualisation 

of reconciliation, the debate around the constitutionalised First Nation’s Voice to Parliament 

demonstrates that this alignment could still be stronger. 

The Federal Government’s initial reaction to the Uluru Statement from the Heart, on the other hand, 

made it clear that there was a lack of political will to pursue even a watered-down version of the 

decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation. The Turnbull government refused to enshrine a First 

Nation’s Voice to Parliament in the Constitution based on the argument that doing so would be 

inconsistent with the foundation of the Australian democracy, which involves ‘all Australian citizens 

having equal civic rights’. Instead, it preferred developing ‘constitutional amendments that will unite 

our nation rather than establish a new national representative assembly open to some Australians 

only’ and expressed the aspiration of seeing more Indigenous people ‘serving in the House and the 

Senate’ (Turnbull et al. 2017 p.1; p.2).  

The subsequent Morrison government maintained this position, with Scott Morrison arguing that 

enshrining the Voice in the Constitution was not realistic and calling for a renewed focus on ‘the very 

important job of closing the gap […] to make a real practical difference for Indigenous Australians living 

across this country’ instead (Morrison 2021 n.p.). Considering that his government also blocked a bill 

to progress truth-telling and treaty-making (Commonwealth of Australia 2021), it is evident that the 

initial rejection of any element of the decolonising conceptualisation in favour of elements of the 

neoliberal and pragmatic conceptualisations of reconciliation remained unchanged throughout the 

Turnbull and Morrison era.  

Importantly, however, the newly elected Albanese government has taken a drastically different stance 

on these matters, which it ran on during its election campaign, and which Anthony Albanese 

reaffirmed explicitly during a recent speech: 
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Here – on what is, was and always will be Aboriginal land – today, I reaffirm my 

Government’s solemn promise to implement the Uluru Statement from the Heart, in full 

(Albanese 2022 n.p.) 

To realise this promise, more than two thirds of the Australian population will have to vote in favour 

of enshrining the Voice to Parliament in the constitution during a referendum that is yet to be held 

and that is already highly contested (Allam & Butler 2023). Moreover, Albanese (2022 n.p.) still 

described the outcome of such a referendum as ‘a unifying Australian moment’, which does not 

fundamentally break with the rhetoric of his predecessors. For those reasons, it is not only too early 

to tell whether the commitment to fully implement the Uluru Statement from the Heart will be 

realised, but also to what extent this Voice, and any potential treaty and truth telling processes, will 

depart from the predominantly neoliberal promotion of reconciliation in Australia.   

5.2.9 Summary of the History of Reconciliation in Australia 

While the Australian reconciliation process clearly consists of a diverse range of judgements, acts, 

strategies and events, my findings highlight that the assumptions underpinning each element show a 

consistent tendency towards the neoliberal and pragmatic conceptualisations of reconciliation. Only 

the Mabo Decision and the Uluru Statement from the Heart align with the decolonising 

conceptualisation at all, yet neither does so completely, and both inspired the federal governments 

of their time to immediately take a step back and favour more pragmatic and neoliberal solutions. 

While the current point in time may mark a departure from this trend, it remains to be seen whether 

it truly represents a shift towards the decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation. The overall 

dominance of the neoliberal conceptualisation of reconciliation thus far has important implications 

for the interconnection between reconciliation and co-management in Australia. However, as this 

study focusses on SA specifically, it is important to determine to what extent the promotion of 

reconciliation in this state reflects the same trend, before discussing those implications in more detail.  

5.3 Promotion of Reconciliation in South Australia 

With the exception of the Intervention, all elements of the Australian reconciliation process discussed 

above have played out in SA as much as the rest of the country.  Yet, reconciliation has also been 

promoted in unique ways within each state and territory. In presenting my analysis of official 

reconciliation documents and of selected interview excerpts, this section illustrates the scope, design 

and implementation of recent and current reconciliation initiatives in SA, including the previous treaty 

process, the Buthera Agreement, and the RAPs of government agencies.  



112 

5.3.1 South Australian Treaty Process 

The South Australian treaty process was initiated by the Labour State Government in 2016, terminated 

by the Liberal State Government in 2018 and reinstated by the newly elected Labour State 

Government in 2022 (ANTaR 2022). As actual treaty negotiations have not yet recommenced, my 

analysis focussed on the first treaty process from 2016 to 2018. Particular attention was paid to the 

initiation of the process, its implementation, the reasons for its short lifespan and the reasons for the 

lack of treaties it produced, all of which provided important insights into what previous state 

governments have been willing to commit to in the space of reconciliation.  

5.3.1.1 Initiation and Implementation of the South Australian Treaty Process 

When the South Australian treaty process was announced in 2016, the Aboriginal Affairs and 

Reconciliation Minister at the time expressed the intention to develop up to 40 treaties with Aboriginal 

nations within five years (ANTaR 2019). A few months later, a treaty commissioner was appointed, 

who completed an Aboriginal led engagement process with Aboriginal groups across the state. This 

process determined that there was widespread interest in treaty making and that most groups 

preferred the development of separate treaties with different nations to allow for diverse views on 

what treaties are and what they should achieve. Despite this preference, however, treaties were 

generally seen as agreements between sovereign nations, and the term raised higher expectations 

than the promise of simple agreements would have. Commonly raised aspects of what treaties should 

include were the recognition of Aboriginal sovereignty, self-determination and self-governance, truth 

in regard to past injustices and their ongoing effects, equal collaborations to achieve socio-economic 

equality, and the consideration of the diversity of needs and desires across Aboriginal groups (Thomas 

2017). While treaties were also associated with the promotion of socio-economic equality, the 

emphasis clearly was on political equality between distinct sovereign nations.  

Another common view was that treaty making was an important process that should not be rushed 

(Thomas 2017), which may explain why only eleven Aboriginal nations initially expressed their interest 

in starting treaty negotiations. This number was further reduced when only three of them – 

Adnyamathanha, Ngarrindjeri and Narungga – were determined to be ready to actually move to the 

next stage by the treaty commissioner’s selection panel. Moreover, all three of these nations left their 

negotiations with the state at different points for similar reasons. According to people who were 

involved in the negotiations at the time, Ngarrindjeri left due to the State Government’s refusal to 

recognise that Aboriginal sovereignty was never ceded, while Adnyamathanha and Narungga left due 

to the State Government’s refusal to hand over the ownership of parks on their respective countries: 
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Ngarrindjeri left the negotiations because the state government would not get on board 

with the Letters Patent, which [would have] essentially recognised that the sovereignty of 

Aboriginal people in SA was never ceded. […] Adnyamathanha left because they wanted 

to transition from co-management to sole management and the government bureaucrats 

felt too protective of the land to agree to this (Aboriginal Respondent 9) 

The Department of Environment and Water was the one agency that Narungga almost 

walked away from the negotiations over. […] It was over the discussion about [land] 

ownership (Aboriginal Respondent 18) 

All three nations thus had aspirations involving the recognition of Aboriginal sovereignty and land 

rights, similar to those that were commonly expressed by Aboriginal groups that participated in the 

initial treaty engagement process, and all three nations left the negotiations because the state 

government at the time was unwilling to include any of these aspirations in the treaties they 

envisioned. Eventually, Narungga chose to compromise, as they had more to gain and less to lose 

compared to the other nations, which a member of Narungga Nation Aboriginal Corporation (NNAC) 

explained as follows: 

The difference between all those other nations and us is that we didn't have our native 

title, and therefore we haven't been compensated, so therefore we don't have any 

financial platform to be able to look at other opportunities for our people. And the other 

one too is that they already had established businesses under those, to be able to operate, 

to be able to say: 'no we don't need your money, we already got our businesses running', 

whereas Narungga got nothing. So we couldn't leave the table because it is an opportunity 

for us to start things (Aboriginal Respondent 16) 

For those reasons, Narungga chose to develop the Buthera Agreement, while Ngarrindjeri and 

Adnyamathanha never returned to the negotiations. Instead of 40 treaties, the SA treaty process thus 

led to the establishment of one agreement, which includes the intention to ‘work together with the 

aim of promoting a legislative structure that enables the parties to negotiate entry into a treaty in the 

future’ (SA Government 2018 p.4).  

5.3.3.2 Discontinuation of the South Australian Treaty Process 

This future, however, moved further away when the entire attempt to develop treaties was 

discontinued once the Liberal State Government was elected in 2018, which perceived treaty making 

as expensive, time consuming and essentially useless. In an address to the Aboriginal Leaders Forum, 

then SA Premier and Aboriginal Affairs Minister Steven Marshall argued this point as follows: 
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I believe we can do all of these things [engaging with Aboriginal communities in practical 

and timely ways] without being tied down in a Treaty process that will take a very long 

time. Probably involve many lawyers at considerable cost. And in the end leave your 

communities no more advanced in meeting real needs for economic participation and 

better health and education services (Marshall 2019 p.1) 

This perception that treaties cannot deliver practical outcomes and that improving social services and 

economic opportunities is more useful is strikingly similar to the Howard Government’s practical 

reconciliation more than 20 years earlier, which used a similar focus on Aboriginal needs to dismiss 

calls for Aboriginal rights. Seeing that Aboriginal nations across SA had envisioned the treaty process 

to lead towards Aboriginal sovereignty and self-determination, justifying its termination by saying 

social services and economic opportunities are more important represents the exact same shift from 

rights to needs. As such, the termination of the treaty process represents the final withdrawal from 

an already failing attempt to work towards the decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation, and a 

firm return to exclusively promoting the neoliberal conceptualisation of reconciliation.  

5.3.3.3 Reinstatement of the South Australian Treaty Process 

It is important to acknowledge that the newly elected Labour State Government has reinstated the 

treaty process in 2022 and thus potentially opened the door to other conceptualisations of 

reconciliation once more. However, actual treaty negotiations are yet to recommence, and there 

appears to be considerable uncertainty as to what forms these negotiations, and any potential 

treaties, will take this time around (ANTaR 2022). Consequently, it is too early to tell whether the 

current promotion of reconciliation in SA departs from the neoliberal conceptualisation of 

reconciliation in a meaningful way.  

5.3.2 Buthera Agreement 

A logical consequence of the nature of the previous South Australian treaty process is that the 

agreement that came out of this process focusses primarily on the creation of economic opportunities 

and the delivery of social services. In presenting my analysis of the Buthera Agreement, this section 

demonstrates that while the scope of this agreement is similar to broader strategies and plans aimed 

at overcoming socio-economic inequalities in Australia, its scale represents an innovative alternative 

to these  strategies and plans. 

5.3.2.1 Scope of the Buthera Agreement  

The Buthera Agreement includes three key commitments by the State of SA. Firstly, the State commits 

to support the acceleration of the Narungga native title determination, as well as negotiations with 
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the Aboriginal Land Trust (ALT) to transfer land within the determination area to NNAC once the 

determination has been made. Secondly, the State commits to facilitate Narungga access to Dhilba 

Guuranda-Innes National Park by waiving the park entry fees, and to set up a co-management 

agreement for the park. Thirdly, the State commits to provide funds for the establishment and 

operation of NNAC, to ensure Narungga have the capacity to work with government agencies 

throughout the ten-year term of the Buthera Agreement and to set up the businesses they envision 

(SA Government 2018). Overall, these commitments focus on working together to increase Narungga 

people’s access to country and to create businesses and employment opportunities on country.  

This aim is further highlighted by the first of two specific schedules that are attached to the Buthera 

Agreement. The first schedule, which focusses on ‘economic enterprises and employment’ (SA 

Government 2018 p.16), includes eight specific projects which aim to support the creation of 

Narungga businesses and the employment of Narungga people in the main industries on Narungga 

Country, including agriculture, aquaculture and transport. In addition, it outlines projects aimed at 

increasing dual naming on road signs in Narungga language, and at setting up the co-management 

agreement for Dhilba Guuranda-Innes National park. The second schedule, which focusses on social 

services, includes eight specific strategies in the areas of justice, housing, domestic violence, health, 

child protection and education. These strategies set out aspirations to increase knowledge that is 

specific to the situation of Narungga people, to share knowledge between the State and Narungga 

and to work together in the planning and delivery of services to ensure their cultural appropriateness. 

All projects and strategies across both schedules specify their intended outcomes, potential barriers 

and timelines, and clarify which government departments, and at times local governments, will work 

with Narungga to realise these aspirations (SA Government 2018).  

Overall, the Buthera Agreement thus aims to increase economic opportunities and improve social 

services for Narungga people, through several projects and strategies that are tailored specifically to 

Narungga needs and aspirations and that bring all relevant stakeholders together.  

5.3.2.2 Scale of the Buthera Agreement 

Compared to nation-wide and state-wide strategies and programs that aim to reduce socio-economic 

inequalities, the Buthera Agreement is more targeted to the specific needs, context and aspirations of 

one particular nation. As such, it is a step towards recognising the diversity of Aboriginal nations and 

working closely with individual nations in the development and implementation of strategies and 

programs that impact them. It further facilitates coordination across different state government 

departments and even local governments. Together, these aspects suggest that the Buthera 

Agreement has the potential to increase the effectiveness and cultural appropriateness of the 
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economic opportunities and social services that are provided to Narungga, and that similar 

agreements could benefit other nations too.  

Despite these benefits, however, the examples of the previous South Australian treaty process and 

Buthera Agreement demonstrate that there is no room for aspirations beyond greater socio-economic 

equality, as the neoliberal conceptualisation of reconciliation was the only one the state was willing 

to work towards. Moreover, even the recent reinstatement of the treaty process does not 

immediately contradict this conclusion, as it remains to be seen whether there is any willingness to 

support claims to land rights and Aboriginal sovereignty this time around.  

5.3.3 Reconciliation Action Plans 

My analysis of recent and current RAPs of state government departments further supports the 

argument that the official promotion of reconciliation in SA predominantly aligns with the neoliberal 

conceptualisation of reconciliation.  

The RAP framework is a key way in which Reconciliation Australia has been promoting reconciliation 

since 2006 (Reconciliation Australia 2020). Government bodies and non-governmental organisations 

can develop RAPs in collaboration with Reconciliation Australia, or Reconciliation SA, to formally 

declare reconciliation actions they will take, allocate the responsibility for implementing these actions 

to their members, and determine when they should be achieved. Subsequent RAPs can also be used 

to document past achievements, challenges and learnings.  

According to a representative of SA’s Aboriginal Affairs and Reconciliation unit, all State Government 

departments are required to have a current RAP, as part of the state’s overarching approach to 

reconciliation: 

One of the actions [of the Aboriginal Affairs Action Plan] in particular was for the South 

Australian Government to progress RAPs. All agencies will have an Innovate level RAP 

building to a Stretch RAP. So this kind of brought government commitment to 

reconciliation into a bigger structure (Aboriginal Respondent 10) 

However, at the time of writing, the Auditor General’s Department does not have a RAP. Moreover, 

the RAPs of another six departments have expired, including four that have expired recently and two 

that have not been renewed for over two years. Nonetheless, all departments have made their current 

or most recent RAP publicly available, which means that the vision statements and actions included in 

each of them still provide valuable insights into how reconciliation is conceptualised and promoted 

across the state.   
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5.3.3.1 RAP Visions 

The reconciliation vision statements of all but one state government department are centred around 

notions of overcoming discrimination and inequality between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people. 

Specifically, the majority of departments envision inclusive government departments and 

communities across SA, which provide equal socio-economic opportunities to all, as demonstrated by 

the following examples: 

Our Vision is for reconciliation to be a core organisational value that guides our strategies, 

programs and services. We will ensure that through collaboration and inclusion, 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples who engage with our services are 

recognised, respected and receive the highest quality of service that is appropriate to 

their needs (DHS 2022 p.11) 

Our vision is that PIRSA is recognised by Aboriginal communities as an agency that has 

respectful long-term relationships and has created opportunities for Aboriginal peoples 

to participate in primary industries and regional development (PRISA 2017 p.3) 

Our vision for reconciliation is one of unity and opportunity, in which the trade and export 

industry has full and equitable participation from South Australia’s First Nations peoples, 

the first traders of this nation (DTI 2020 p.2) 

In addition, eight RAP vision statements touch on the need to understand the history and cultural 

diversity of Australia (DCP 2022; DCS 2020; DE 2018; DEM 2017; DIS 2020; DIT 2021; DPC 2020; DTF 

2018) and two touch on the need to overcome structural inequalities in the justice system (AGD 2019; 

DCS 2020). However, only the DEW’s vision of working ‘in partnership with the First Peoples of South 

Australia’ to support ‘their Nations to take a leading role in caring for their Country’ (DEW 2021 p.1) 

includes any elements of power sharing. Overall, reconciliation is predominantly envisioned as a 

government led journey towards social unity and socio-economic equality across state government 

RAPs. 

5.3.3.2 RAP Actions  

The specific actions different departments have committed to support this impression. All RAPs 

include actions around staff participation in Reconciliation Week and NAIDOC Week, the observation 

of cultural protocols, cultural awareness training for staff, anti-discrimination requirements for 

recruitment and workplaces, Aboriginal employment within the department, and the procurement of 

Aboriginal businesses. However, there are noticeable differences in how ambitious, extensive and 

precise these common actions are. For instance, some RAPs simply aim to ‘increase the percentage of 
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First Nations employees’ without specifying by how much or what this percentage currently is (DTI 

2020 p.8), while others aim for 10 percent Aboriginal staff (DCP 2022) or include sub-targets for 

management positions, in-depth strategies for culturally appropriate recruitment and the 

prioritisation of Aboriginal applicants (DPC 2020). Moreover, the RAPs of some departments stick so 

closely to the common actions mentioned above that their wording is mostly identical (see Table 5.4), 

and even the individual deliverables for each action are very similar. 

Table 5.4: RAP Relationship Actions of three State Government Departments  

RAP Relationship Actions 

Department 
of Energy and 
Mining  
RAP 2020 – 
2022 

1. Establish and maintain mutually beneficial relationships with Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander stakeholders and organisations 

2. Build relationships through celebrating National Reconciliation Week  
3. Promote reconciliation through our sphere of influence 
4. Promote positive race relations through anti-discrimination strategies 

Department 
for Innovation 
and Skills  
RAP 2020 – 
2023  

1. Establish and maintain mutually beneficial relationships with Aboriginal 
stakeholders and organisations 

2. Build relationships through celebrating National Reconciliation Week  
3. Promote reconciliation through our sphere of influence 
4. Promote positive race relations through anti-discrimination strategies 
5. Promote and participate in Aboriginal initiatives that support 

collaboration and reconciliation 

Department 
for Trade and 
Investment  
RAP 2020 – 
2022  

1. Establish and maintain mutually beneficial relationships with Aboriginal 
and/or Torres Strait Islander stakeholders and organisations. 

2. Build relationships through celebrating National Reconciliation Week  
3. Promote reconciliation through our sphere of influence 
4. Promote positive race relations through anti-discrimination strategies 

Author’s construct, based on information derived from DEM 2020 pp.8-9; DIS 2020 pp.14-16; DTI 2020 pp.5-6 

In contrast, other departments have tailored their RAP actions and deliverables to their core business, 

and the specific ways in which only they can promote reconciliation. Examples include the Department 

of Primary Industries and Regions’ (PIRSA) fishery and biosecurity scholarships and traineeships for 

Aboriginal students and graduates (PRISA 2017), the DEW’s commitments to establish two additional 

co-management bodies and return one co-managed park to Aboriginal ownership (DEW 2021), and 

the DPC’s development of an Aboriginal languages strategy (DPC 2020). While the depth and extent 

of actions, as well as the deliverables associated with each action, clearly varies across state 

government RAPs, most actions and deliverables nonetheless focus on promoting social unity and 

socio-economic equality. 

Political equality and Aboriginal self-determination, on the other hand, are almost as absent from RAP 

actions lists as they are from their vision statements. There are three exceptions. Firstly, the RAP of 

the Department for Child Protection includes an action to ‘support self-determination for Aboriginal 

and Torres Strait Islander families in relation to child protection decision-making’ (DCP 2022 p.29). 
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Secondly, PRISA’s RAP includes an action to support the implementation of the Aboriginal Regional 

Authority Policy (PRISA 2017), which aimed to ‘strengthen and expand opportunities for Aboriginal 

representation, self-governance and self-determination’ (DSD n.d. p.4). Thirdly, the DPC’s RAP 

specifically acknowledges ‘the importance of self-determination’ and of collaborative policy, program, 

and service development. It also includes actions around promoting and supporting the Aboriginal 

Engagement Reform (DPC 2020 p.9), which involved setting up a representative body elected by the 

South Australian Aboriginal community as their voice to the South Australian Parliament (Thomas 

2018). However, most RAPs do not include specific actions to support Aboriginal self-determination, 

and not a single RAP even touches on the idea of political equality between distinct sovereign nations. 

5.3.3.3 RAP Governance 

The design, implementation and monitoring of state government RAPs are also predominantly internal 

processes, with some requirements to provide updates to Reconciliation Australia, but little 

engagement of the wider South Australian Aboriginal population. These processes are usually driven 

by Reconciliation or RAP Working Groups, consisting of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal staff members. 

At the time of writing, the RAPs of two departments mention the intention to engage the wider 

Aboriginal population in the development and oversight of future RAPs (PRISA 2017; DTF 2018), and 

the Department for Human Services’ (DHS) RAP states that its development was informed by 

‘interviews’ with ‘Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communities’. However, it does not clarify 

which communities and its subsequent illustration only explicitly names ‘DHS Aboriginal staff’ (DHS 

2022 p.24; p.25), which makes it unclear to what extent members of wider Aboriginal population were 

involved. In its current form, the governance of state government RAPs thus barely involves their 

intended beneficiaries. If all aspects of state government RAPs are considered together, it is clear that 

these plans align mostly with the neoliberal and pragmatic conceptualisations of reconciliation. 

5.3.4 Summary of the South Australian Reconciliation Context 

Overall, my findings demonstrate that the official reconciliation processes in SA and Australia more 

broadly have been underpinned by very similar assumptions. While the growing willingness among 

governments on all scales to work with Indigenous peoples reflects elements of the pragmatic 

conceptualisation of reconciliation, the focus on social services and economic opportunities that these 

collaborations are usually confined to strongly aligns with the neoliberal conceptualisation of 

reconciliation. In SA, this tendency clearly underpins the content of the Buthera Agreement and of the 

RAPs of State Government departments. It is also reflected in the lack of political will to support 

Aboriginal self-determination, self-governance, land rights and sovereignty during the previous treaty 

process, which resulted in its short lifespan and lack of success. 
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The widespread interest among Aboriginal groups across SA in developing treaties that involve self-

determination, self-governance, land rights and sovereignty implies that there is a gap between what 

reconciliation means to them, and what previous state governments have been willing to commit to. 

However, it is also important to note that the three Aboriginal nations involved in the previous treaty 

process reacted differently to its limitations, and that Aboriginal people participated in the 

development of the Buthera Agreement and the RAPs of State Government departments, which 

implies that there are diverse views on which conceptualisations of reconciliation are worth engaging 

with. To fully determine the appropriateness and effectiveness of the promotion of reconciliation in 

SA, it is therefore important to explore these diverse views in more detail. 

5.4 Conclusion 

The promotion of reconciliation in Australia and SA has been shaped by the work of the two 

organisations responsible for leading it, as well as a variety of additional judgements, acts, strategies, 

programs, plans and events at federal, regional and local scales. Out of all of these elements, only the 

Mabo Decision, the Uluru Statement from the Heart, and the initial initiation of the SA treaty process 

represent tentative steps towards the decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation. Yet, both 

federal and state governments retracted or rejected those steps almost immediately, and justified 

doing so by emphasising the importance of working together to advance socio-economic 

development. While current federal and state governments take a different stance on these matters, 

it is too early to tell whether a true departure from the ongoing dominance of the neoliberal 

conceptualisation of reconciliation is underway. As it is, there appears to be greater Indigenous 

interest in the decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation than political will to pursue it. However, 

there are also examples of Indigenous people who are supportive of, and involved in, the promotion 

of the other conceptualisations of reconciliation within and beyond SA. Rather than drawing a 

generalised conclusion regarding the appropriateness and effectiveness of current reconciliation 

initiatives at this point, the following chapter takes a more differentiated and in-depth look at how 

those who are involved in and/or affected by these initiatives perceive them.  
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Chapter 6: Reconciliation Perceptions 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents my analysis of how reconciliation is understood, and how its promotion is 

perceived by people who are involved in and/or affected by it. It begins with an overview of different 

respondents’ seemingly similar definitions of reconciliation, before drawing on their perceptions of 

the previous South Australian treaty process, the Buthera Agreement and RAPs to illustrate the diverse  

conceptualisations of reconciliation that underpin their views. In doing so, this chapter shows that the 

current promotion of reconciliation was perceived most positively by non-Aboriginal respondents who 

were directly involved in it, and most negatively by Aboriginal respondents who were not involved in 

it – either due to a lack of opportunities, or due to concerns that their involvement could be used to 

justify predetermined outcomes. However, it also reveals differences in the distribution of views 

within and between Aboriginal groups, which sets the scene for a discussion of possible ways forward 

that are grounded in the recognition of the diversity of Aboriginal peoples.  

6.2 Diverse Conceptualisations of Reconciliation 

While the three conceptualisations of neoliberal, decolonising and pragmatic reconciliation have been 

coined in this thesis, they are based on the relatively clear views of most academics and activists in 

the field on what reconciliation means, and what it requires. In contrast, when asked directly about 

the meaning of reconciliation, with very few exceptions, the people involved in this study did not 

immediately take a clear position. A few respondents were hesitant to define reconciliation at all, 

including Aboriginal respondents who perceived reconciliation as an empty word: 

It’s just a word, really. It’s a word that they throw around to make themselves feel better. 

It’s an appeasing word, reconciliation (Aboriginal Respondent 5) 

Non-Aboriginal respondents who were aware of the contested nature of the concept and did not feel 

like it was up to them to choose which conceptualisation is correct were also hesitant to offer 

definitions: 

Yeah, [reconciliation is] not really my area of expertise […] But it’s obviously, you know, a 

lot of… yeah, everybody has a different interpretation of it. So, I don’t know how to answer 

that question (non-Aboriginal Respondent 14) 

I guess I’ve heard a lot of different views on it, and interpretations on it. And so, it’s a 

concept for me that I just know means different things to different people and is seen 
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positively by some, negatively by others. And there’s a lot of historical context to it, so it’s 

a complicated term. So, I probably don’t have a definition that I will spit out as this is what 

reconciliation is (non-Aboriginal Respondent 15) 

Moreover, even the respondents who shared their definitions of reconciliation mostly referred to 

broad aims that can easily be agreed on. They associated reconciliation with ‘coming together’ 

(Aboriginal Respondents 1; 11; 12; 17; 22; non-Aboriginal Respondent 8) or ‘working together’ 

(Aboriginal Respondents 14; 18; non-Aboriginal Respondents 4; 9; 10; 20; 21), as well as 

‘acknowledging the past’ (Aboriginal Respondents 14; 18; 22; non-Aboriginal Respondents 15; 16; 20; 

21; 23) or ‘acknowledging history’ (Aboriginal Respondent 19; non-Aboriginal Respondents 6; 19), but 

often did not elaborate on how these aims should be pursued.  

Yet, only such elaborations can shed light on whether there is any actual agreement among people 

who are supportive of the same aim. For instance, while nobody openly argued against the importance 

of acknowledging history, to some, this history is unfortunate, but in the past: 

Aboriginal people have been treated terribly, but that’s not my fault, and it’s not your 

fault (non-Aboriginal Respondent 9) 

To others, Australia’s colonial history is linked directly to the intergenerational wealth many non-

Aboriginal families have been able to build up, as well as the intergenerational poverty many 

Aboriginal families have experienced. As such, it underpins the social, economic and political 

inequalities that still exist today, which one Aboriginal respondent explained as follows: 

Because it’s easy for them to look at that and say okay: 'I’m a fifth generation farmer on 

the Yorke Peninsula and I ran this successful farm for a long time'. And it’s easy for them 

to overlook that the actual work to build the farm was done by slave labour, which was 

Narungga people slave labour, and the Narungga people played a role in helping them to 

submit their business for nothing more than the ability of live on our own land and get 

some food and clothing. So we believe that part of reconciliation is about everyone 

understanding the past […] And, you know, some of the narrative that has built up over 

the years about Aboriginal people being welfare recipients all their lives, people don’t 

actually understand the context of how that occurred (Aboriginal Respondent 18) 

These differences matter, as they have implications for how personally responsible people feel for 

rectifying ongoing inequalities, and what they perceive as adequate actions to do so. Specifically, 

respondents who perceived Australia’s colonial history as only a matter of the past were more likely 

to perceive efforts that increase the general population’s knowledge of this history as sufficient, or 
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even as more than enough, with one person describing the current level of cultural awareness training 

in government departments as ‘bending over backwards’ (non-Aboriginal Respondent 9). On the other 

hand, respondents who perceived history as the foundation of ongoing injustice and inequalities were 

more likely to be dismissive of efforts that stop at acknowledgement, as demonstrated in the following 

conversation: 

Reconciliation is acknowledging that there’s, that there was past injustices, past wrongs 

done to a certain particular party of that reconciliation, but that’s not illegitimate or illegal 

(Aboriginal Respondent 16)  

They don't want it to be… (Aboriginal Respondent 15) 

Yeah (Aboriginal Respondent 16) 

…because of all the consequences there would be (Aboriginal Respondent 15) 

Instead, people with the latter perception of history advocated for acknowledgement as a first step, 

followed by action to undo past injustices and current inequalities, including the return of land, the 

payment of reparations and the transfer of decision-making power to Aboriginal peoples. While these 

aspects are discussed in more detail throughout this chapter, it is important to note that the example 

of acknowledging history demonstrates that it cannot be assumed that when people agree on an 

overarching goal, they are actually talking about the same thing, or that they agree on how this goal 

should be pursued. Rather than focussing on the definitions of reconciliation different respondents 

have provided, greater insights into how reconciliation is perceived, and who agrees with whom, could 

therefore be gained by examining which practices they associated with the promotion of 

reconciliation and how useful or harmful they perceived them to be.  

6.3 Perceptions of Reconciliation Policy and Practice  

As discussed previously, the promotion of reconciliation in Australia has been associated with a wide 

range of judgements, acts, strategies, programs, plans and events in the academic literature and public 

debate. While a similar variety of examples was brought up during interviews, this section first 

addresses the fact that not everyone was aware of the official promotion of reconciliation, before 

discussing these examples in more detail.  

6.3.1 Varied Awareness of Reconciliation Policy and Practice 

The majority of respondents brought up between two and seven elements of the promotion of 

reconciliation, and two respondents even discussed eleven different elements. However, eight 

respondents were not aware of anything that has been done to promote reconciliation, including two 
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non-Aboriginal respondents who were based in regional areas, as well as six Aboriginal respondents 

who were based in remote areas. To a certain extent, this range of knowledge is to be expected, as 

this study’s dual focus on co-management and reconciliation meant that only some respondents were 

actively working on the promotion of reconciliation, while others were working in the field of co-

management, and land management more broadly. However, the lack of awareness among Aboriginal 

people in remote locations is worth noting, as it implies that the promotion of reconciliation is largely 

done without seeking their input, and even without informing them about what is done.    

Respondents who were aware of different ways in which reconciliation has been promoted in Australia 

mentioned a diverse range of initiatives, including judgements and acts, such as the Mabo Decision 

and the Native Title Act, as well as federal government strategies such as Closing the Gap. They also 

brought up past events, such as the Apology, as well as annual events, such as NAIDOC Week, 

Reconciliation Week and even Australia Day and its controversy. Social movements, like the Harbour 

Bridge Walk in 2000, and the Black Lives Matter protests were mentioned too, as well as a variety of 

practices governments at all levels are trying to integrate into their everyday processes, such as 

providing cultural awareness training to their staff, and the acknowledgement of country during 

meetings and in email signatures. RAPs were brought up frequently, along with the two organisations 

that support their development across the state. In addition, several state-specific practices were 

raised, including the recently completed Stolen Generations Reparations Scheme, the previous treaty 

process, the Buthera Agreement, and the state’s Aboriginal languages strategy.  

Overall, it is evident that respondents associated a diverse range of actors and practices with the 

promotion of reconciliation, similar to what is reflected in the academic literature. However, it is also 

important to note that some of these actors and practices were brought up a lot more frequently than 

others, which is shown in Figure 6.1, with the font size of each of term reflecting the number of people 

who brought it up.   
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Figure 6.1: Common Reconciliation Sites in Interviews 

 
Author’s construct, based on interview data 

While the frequency with which different reconciliation initiatives were brought up during interviews 

indicates how central they are in the field of reconciliation, it is not a perfect representation.  On its 

own, this frequency does not reflect whether these initiatives were perceived positively or negatively, 

nor does it show to what extent different people agreed on these evaluations. To illuminate both 

aspects, this section draws on my analysis of interview data to show how different respondents 

perceived the South Australian treaty process, the Buthera Agreement and RAPs, which is followed by 

an evaluation of their perceptions of the promotion of reconciliation in general. 

6.3.2 Perceptions of the South Australian Treaty Process 

The previous South Australian treaty process was a brief and unsuccessful attempt to work towards 

the decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation. When the fieldwork for this study was conducted, 

this process had been discontinued and the official government position on treaties equated them 

with symbolic gestures that do not achieve practical outcomes. While none of the respondents who 

brought up the previous treaty process agreed with this position, their views on its appropriateness 

and effectiveness as a treaty-making attempt varied.   
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6.3.2.1 Significant Reconciliation Moment  

The most careful and the most positive evaluations of the previous treaty process were provided by 

two state government respondents, one of whom admitted to not having ‘a set view’ on agreement 

making (non-Aboriginal Respondent 18), while the other one perceived the treaty process as an 

unfortunately discontinued, but very important moment in the state’s reconciliation journey: 

The Government announced treaty for South Australia, and that was a huge moment. 

Because, you know, we… I mean, as a state government, it was kind of jumping over the 

Federal Government, in announcing South Australia was going to progress treaty. […] And 

then we had an election and the mandate of the government that formed didn’t support 

treaty. I mean, that’s a reality that that we work in, in terms of reconciliation as well. But 

the government that formed agreed to honour the signed agreement (Aboriginal 

Respondent 10) 

This respondent clearly perceived treaty making as important, which is different to the official 

government position at the time. However, their evaluation of the treaty process is only slightly critical 

of its termination, and does not touch on any limitations of the process itself.  

6.3.2.2 Ill-Conceived Reconciliation Scheme 

In contrast, everyone else who brought up the previous treaty process described it as a haphazard, 

one-sided attempt to develop treaties, which largely failed due to a lack of political will to progress 

genuine power sharing, as illustrated by the following evaluations: 

In 2017, the Government was trying to negotiate three treaties but had a pretty half-

baked idea about what treaties were and what the Attorney General and the Cabinet were 

willing to sign up to. And so they started the process and then when it got down to the 

crunch about what that actually meant for First Nations people and what the Government 

was willing to enter into, that’s when things broke down (non-Aboriginal Respondent 3) 

I didn’t like the way they did it, the previous government trying to start those treaty 

conversations. It was too little, too late, really. Like I think that was a bit embarrassing to 

be part of the process. […] And I know from some people that they were very 

uncomfortable with the process, like it was still very one-sided (non-Aboriginal 

Respondent 11) 

It takes a brave government to do it properly. I don’t think… the government was a bit 

haphazard. […] It just didn’t give me what I thought it was going to give us in South 
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Australia. There wasn’t much consultation, there wasn’t much engagement. I think, once 

again, we were being spoon fed by a government (Aboriginal Respondent 8) 

In fact, even in the eyes of Narungga people, who saw the process through to the end, it did not 

represent a genuine treaty process due to the State Government’s reluctance to include elements of 

Aboriginal sovereignty and compensation for past injustices:  

Compensation, recompense, you know, land, sovereignty and representation in 

government […] those five things of treaty, that are all fundamental under the United 

Nations, were totally excluded (Aboriginal Respondent 16) 

While these respondents also perceived treaty making as important, they perceived the previous 

treaty process as inadequate even before it was discontinued.  

6.3.2.3 Distribution of Perceptions of the South Australian Treaty Process 

All but one person who brought up the South Australian treaty process perceived treaties as beneficial, 

and all but two people perceived the state’s reluctance to include elements that were seen as 

fundamental by Aboriginal nations in SA, such as the recognition of Aboriginal sovereignty and support 

for Aboriginal self-determination and land rights, as problematic. Their views therefore predominantly 

align with the decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation, which demonstrates that the official 

government position on reconciliation does not always represent the conceptualisation of 

reconciliation held by those who work for or with this government in the space of reconciliation. 

However, it also demonstrates that there is only so much the latter can do when there is no political 

will to promote anything other than the neoliberal conceptualisation of reconciliation.  

6.3.3 Perceptions of the Buthera Agreement  

The Buthera Agreement that came out of the previous treaty process is not a treaty. It was intended 

to be an agreement towards a treaty, but even this is questionable at this point in time. In its current 

form, the Buthera Agreement is considered to be ‘nowhere near a treaty’ (Aboriginal Respondent 17) 

by all Aboriginal respondents who discussed it: 

The agreement is more of a recognition of the space that we are living in together, where 

a treaty would be more of a recognition of you as a nation, your rights, your ownership 

and how we work as a one-on-one, instead of that different dynamic of power (Aboriginal 

Respondent 19)  

That gammon Buthera Agreement. That’s not a treaty making agreement. That’s actually 

more about trying to get a funding and service agreement (Aboriginal Respondent 8) 
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In fact, as the last quote indicates, the main aims of the Buthera Agreement are the creation of 

economic opportunities for Narungga people, and the improvement of social services that are 

delivered to them. While it can be argued that these services ‘should have been delivered to them 

anyway’ (non-Aboriginal Respondent 3), the Buthera Agreement has nonetheless had several 

advantages in the eyes of everyone who discussed it, including all Narungga people involved in this 

study. 

6.3.3.1 Superior Engagement  

Firstly, agreeing on a set of outcomes and collaboratively working towards them was seen as initial 

steps towards Narungga involvement in ‘the decision-making about everything that impacts on our 

lives’ (Aboriginal Respondent 18), which representatives of NNAC and the state government described 

as an essential part of the promotion of reconciliation: 

These agreements, I think are the way forward. You know, for the government to sit down 

with the group, the nation groups, to really just find a way forward. And if you can’t do 

that, it’s not reconciliation, is it? (Aboriginal Respondent 17)  

It [the Buthera Agreement] enhanced, I guess, the government-to-government 

relationship between Narungga and the South Australian Government and put some cash 

in behind it as well (non-Aboriginal Respondent 3) 

Secondly, several respondents argued that processes have created a closer relationship between 

Narungga and various state government departments, and have made collaborations between them 

more effective, in particular collaborations on issues that involve various agencies at once. One person 

who was directly involved in the design and implementation of the Buthera Agreement explained this 

as follows: 

The difference about us [Narungga] is we’re able to break down the silos in which 

government operates. So, if I’m dealing with an issue that goes across three or four 

government agencies, I can bring them together, to all work together. Whereas, if they’re 

dealing with another Aboriginal community, they’re dealing with [these agencies] in 

isolation of each other (Aboriginal Respondent 18) 

Finally, a stronger relationship between NNAC and the DEW facilitated the co-naming of Dhilba 

Guuranda-Innes National Park, and the establishment of a co-management board for this park. 

Various respondents noted that without the Buthera Agreement, this board would have been set up 

less quickly, and with less decision-making power: 
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Most governments would have started them off at the advisory committee level, but in 

this case, because they negotiated the Buthera Agreement and that came out of the treaty 

discussions, they were able to convince the government to go to that next level with a co-

management board (non-Aboriginal Respondent 19) 

For 50 years now, it’s existed as a national park. And being a very significant area for 

Narungga, over those last 50 years, we’ve had no input whatsoever. And so I think the 

Buthera Agreement has been timely, otherwise we may be still waiting for the outcome 

of our native title determination (Aboriginal Respondent 17) 

Entering the Buthera Agreement therefore fast-tracked Narungga people’s access to the main park on 

their country, as well as their ability to shape the management of this park.  

6.3.3.2 Incomplete Commitment 

Yet in the eyes of all Narungga people involved in this study, their access to and control over the 

management of Dhilba-Guuranda Innes National Park is better than before, but far from ideal. They 

argued, in particular, that it is still uncertain if the park will ever be handed back to them: 

How much, I guess, goodwill [is there] from the government, in terms of, you know, how 

long is sole management going to take for us, you know? Is it going to be when I'm dead 

and gone? Or my grandchildren? (Aboriginal Respondent 17) 

Moreover, even though park entry is free for Narungga people, renting accommodation in the park – 

which is necessary for elders to stay and pass on knowledge on country – remains unaffordable: 

'Oh, you want to stay there? Well, you get 25% off'. That’s assuming that we have money, 

that we have jobs, to stay there. […] What they’re saying is: 'you get the same as park 

staff'. Park staff are employed! (Aboriginal Respondent 16)  

Yeah, we’re not park staff. We are the Traditional Owners (Aboriginal Respondent 15) 

This lack of sufficient financial support to effectively work towards the agreed upon goals, as well as a 

lack of sufficient practical support from the State Government to implement the strategies to do so, 

were commonly raised concerns by everyone who was involved in, or aware of, the implementation 

of the Buthera Agreement: 

I question the effort of government to actually make it effective. Just from my experience 

working in government and seeing what sort of resourcing was going into it. And that was 

not much (Aboriginal Respondent 19) 
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 There’s three of us under the Buthera Agreement that do all the heavy lifting, all the work, 

across all state governments, and all jurisdictions in Narungga. […] We’re always coming 

up with solutions. If they’re non-financial, tick, you’ll get those. If there is part financial in 

that, yeah, we sort of go on the edges. If it’s a financial support, nah. particularly a large, 

sort of, redirection of funds to be able to facilitate something, it’s a definite no. And the 

excuse is: 'we don't have any money'. 'Well, why did you commit to these things? Why did 

you say that you were going to do it?' 'Because it's the best endeavour'. […] And 

unfortunately, the Buthera Agreement has a lot of best endeavours (Aboriginal 

Respondent 16) 

To make matters worse, the annual funds that are provided to NNAC for the planning and engagement 

required to work towards the agreed upon goals have been cut more and more each year (Personal 

Communication 07/11/22). And despite reinstating the South Australian treaty process with the 

intention of developing further agreements, or even treaties, the newly elected Labour State 

Government has not yet rectified the cuts to the budget of the one agreement that already exists. 

Based on these experiences, several Narungga people questioned how genuine the state’s 

commitment to the realisation of the agreed upon goals truly is, whether some of their more 

substantial aspirations will ever be attempted and whether similar agreements with other nations will 

be any more successful should they be developed. 

6.3.3.3 Distribution of Perceptions of the Buthera Agreement  

While the scope of the Buthera Agreement reflects the neoliberal conceptualisation of reconciliation, 

the views of all respondents who discussed it do not. Despite this disconnect, however, they 

nonetheless perceived the Buthera Agreement positively, due to the relationships and opportunities 

that have come out it, and because it represents a first step towards closer collaboration between 

governments and Aboriginal nations. All Narungga respondents also viewed it as a first step towards 

land ownership, self-determination and perhaps even a real treaty. And even though they raised 

concerns regarding the state’s financial and practical commitment, entering into an agreement in the 

first place was seen as a better chance to achieve their aspirations than refusing to do so, which 

reflects elements of the pragmatic conceptualisation of reconciliation. Their aspirations themselves, 

however, just as those of the other nations that initially participated in the treaty negotiations, 

predominantly align with the decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation, which demonstrates 

that different Aboriginal nations with similar aspirations may prefer different strategies to work 

towards them. 
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6.3.4 Perceptions of Reconciliation Action Plans 

While the previous treaty negotiations only involved three Aboriginal nations, and the Buthera 

Agreement only involves Narungga, state government RAPs are meant to benefit Aboriginal people 

across the state. Perhaps due to their larger scale, they were the most frequently raised reconciliation 

initiative during interviews, as well as the most contested reconciliation initiative in the South 

Australian context. While almost half of all respondents associated RAPs with the promotion of 

reconciliation, they variously described them as genuine commitments, strategic compromises or 

tokenistic templates. 

6.3.4.1 Genuine Reconciliation Commitments  

The majority of respondents who have been personally involved in the design and implementation of 

RAPs, including nine non-Aboriginal respondents and two Aboriginal respondents, perceived them as 

effective reconciliation initiatives. These respondents spoke highly of the cultural awareness and 

economic opportunity actions that are included in all RAPs, and argued that such actions contribute 

to a shift in non-Aboriginal people’s understanding and appreciation of Aboriginal peoples, cultures, 

and histories: 

Valuing First Nations’ culture, feeling an appreciation for First Nations’ culture, or, you 

know, feeling pride in First Nations’ culture, as something that was here before their 

family was here, that creates a value proposition. And RAPs do that for some people 

(Aboriginal Respondent 22) 

The RAP Program also enabled support to shifting our cultural understanding of 

Aboriginal people, knowledge, histories, cultures, and languages within the public sector 

(Aboriginal Respondent 10) 

Respondents who perceived RAPs predominantly positively further claimed that RAPs effectively 

increase employment and procurement opportunities for Aboriginal people and businesses, which 

helps eliminate socio-economic inequalities between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people: 

Often, and this isn’t a bad thing, often the discussion comes back to money, and 

employment, and health, and education for the younger generations. And I think anything 

that can contribute to those things, you know, closing the gap, anything that can 

contribute to those things in terms of defined actions in a Reconciliation Action Plan is 

really important. So I’m really quite impressed with the Department’s approach to that 

(non-Aboriginal Respondent 8) 
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Importantly, it cannot be assumed that respondents who mentioned that RAPs contribute to greater 

socio-economic equality and social unity believed that nothing else was required to promote 

reconciliation. However, it does suggest that these respondents considered these aspects to be central 

elements of the promotion of reconciliation. This impression is further supported by their evaluations 

of these aspects, as one respondent described greater social inclusivity as ‘genuine reconciliation’ 

(non-Aboriginal Respondent 18), and another saw increased Aboriginal employment and procurement 

as evidence that ‘this department doesn’t just pay lip service to reconciliation’ (non-Aboriginal 

Respondent 1). In the context of RAPs, the views of this group of respondents therefore align with the 

neoliberal conceptualisation of reconciliation.   

6.3.4.2 Strategic Reconciliation Documents 

A smaller group of respondents who were also involved in the development and implementation of 

RAPs, or – in one case – in a different reconciliation initiative, described them primarily as useful 

strategic documents. They argued that RAPs provide an official overview of everything an organisation 

is doing to promote reconciliation, which, in turn, increases the likelihood this organisation delivers 

these actions. Consequently, these respondents claimed that RAPs create accountability in the field 

of reconciliation: 

You have to be able to complete one RAP and do well before you can graduate to the next, 

so there is an accountability process on the organisation (Aboriginal Respondent 18) 

It might not be a perfect framework, but what it does do is hold people accountable to 

what they commit to. And it means that they can’t actually hide it, or push it back to the 

back of the list, because they are publicly and community accountable around the work 

they do in this space, and that’s what I like about the RAPs (Aboriginal Respondent 22) 

Moreover, even though one respondent described the development of RAPs as ‘a little bit of a 

corporate process’, which is structured by ‘a template that you can get from Reconciliation Australia’, 

they acknowledged that without these conditions, ‘our agency would never have agreed to it’ (non-

Aboriginal Respondent 3). Similarly, another respondent described the involvement of government 

executives who ‘can make a difference’ in the design and implementation of RAPs as beneficial, even 

though their involvement required ‘watering down some of the actions, because they would have 

been too nervous about putting an action plan out that has quite ambitious goals’ (non-Aboriginal 

Respondent 11).  

In summary, this group of respondents perceived the predetermined scope of RAPs, and the 

disproportionate control of government executives over the development and implementation of 
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RAPs, as necessary compromises to ensure it happens in the first place. To them, the benefits of RAPs 

outweigh their limitations, which reflects the pragmatic conceptualisation of reconciliation.  

6.3.4.3 Tokenistic Reconciliation Templates 

A third group of respondents was considerably more critical of RAPs, including one non-Aboriginal 

person and the majority of Aboriginal people who were aware of RAPs but not involved in their design 

and implementation. Regarding RAP actions, these respondents argued that efforts to increase 

Aboriginal employment levels are something that organisations should do anyway, without the 

reconciliation label. They claimed that such efforts are necessary, but insufficient to promote 

reconciliation: 

See this is it, you got a lot of government policies and business plans about improving 

Aboriginal outcomes, whether it be about employment, like Aboriginal employment 

levels, they say it’s reconciliation. No that’s your core business. That’s not reconciliation 

(Aboriginal Respondent 8) 

We got to move beyond reconciling to where we are now, so trying to, you know, feel 

good about where we are now, but rather going back and reconciling to an initial, sort of, 

invasion and colonialism. So yeah, actually trying to rectify and address that, rather than 

the feel-good elements related to reconciliation, like Aboriginal workforce plans and 

things like that (non-Aboriginal Respondent 3) 

Similarly, RAP actions around celebrating Aboriginal cultures, and even cultural awareness training, 

were seen as insufficient and tokenistic by this group of respondents, as demonstrated by the 

following evaluation of these efforts: 

That’s what a reconciliation plan is, they try to do things safe for Aboriginal people. […] 

They say: 'we understand. We do cultural awareness training. Well, we’ve done that once. 

Now we know Aboriginal people. We are culturally aware. We got some flags up. We’re 

going, you know, we’re going to celebrate NAIDOC week. When is NAIDOC week 

anyways?' They say: 'we better get an Aboriginal person in to get a photo with, then we 

can celebrate them'. That is all bullshit. That’s your tick of approval. You know what I 

mean? You’re not changing attitudes, you’re not changing believes, you’re not 

progressing Aboriginal people to become self-sufficient (Aboriginal Respondent 16) 

The key argument behind these statements clearly is not that organisations should not create 

employment opportunities for Aboriginal people or increase the cultural awareness of their staff. 
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Instead, it is that reconciliation also requires elements of historic justice and Aboriginal self-

determination, and that neither of these elements are contained in current RAPs.  

Regarding the design and implementation of RAPs, this group of respondents claimed that public 

accountability alone is not enough to ensure organisations actually implement the actions they 

commit to, as these actions are generally aspirational and non-binding.  In their view, developing a 

RAP actually allows organisations to seem as though they are committed to reconciliation without 

having to promote it in a meaningful way: 

That’s what they put in a reconciliation plan. It’s now a document that is a template that 

they give to each other. Like: 'oh, that one looks good, because it doesn’t mean we have 

to do too much' (Aboriginal Respondent 16) 

In this context, one respondent who was involved in the design and implementation of the DEW’s 

pervious RAP brought up the ways in which a change in government affected this implementation. 

Specifically, this respondent discussed one of the more ambitious actions that had made it into the 

already watered-down plan, which would have facilitated the transfer of protected area ownership to 

Aboriginal peoples had it been implemented. However, while there was ‘probably a greater 

willingness to go down that track’ prior to the change in government, there was ‘no space or 

opportunity’ to do so afterwards (non-Aboriginal Respondent 3), which demonstrates that elected 

government officials, as well as government executives, hold a degree of control over the 

implementation of state government RAPs.  

In addition to this control elected government officials and public servants in senior management 

positions have over the design and implementation of RAPs, the exclusion of the wider Aboriginal 

community from these processes was a frequently voiced concern. In particular, one Aboriginal 

respondent argued that working with ‘Aboriginal people that are not your organisation’s Aboriginal 

community or employees’ is essential to ensure Aboriginal people are ‘active participants’ in official 

reconciliation initiatives, rather than just ‘rubber stamps’ (Aboriginal Respondent 18). As such external 

engagement has yet to happen, it is not surprising that several Aboriginal people in remote parts of 

the state were completely unaware of the existence of RAPs, while others who were aware of their 

existence felt excluded from their development and implementation, and disrespected by those 

driving these processes:  

In these things, it’s like we’re not given much authority on anything. They go above us, 

and that’s what has to be pulled back. You know, show me your RAP plan. I have not seen 

their RAP plan. Unless it’s on a walkabout somewhere (Aboriginal Respondent 14) 
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Overall, this group of respondents perceived RAPs as tokenistic reconciliation templates due to the 

omission of political equality from RAP actions and due to the exclusion of their intended beneficiaries 

from RAP design and implementation processes. These critiques clearly align with the decolonising 

conceptualisation of reconciliation.  

6.3.4.4 Distribution of Perceptions of Reconciliation Action Plans 

Nine non-Aboriginal respondents and two Aboriginal respondents who were directly involved in the 

design and implementation of RAPs described them as genuine reconciliation commitments. In 

contrast, six Aboriginal respondents who were not involved in the design and implementation of RAPs, 

and only one non-Aboriginal respondent described them as tokenistic templates. In addition, two non-

Aboriginal respondents and one Aboriginal respondent described RAPs as strategic compromises. 

While each group of respondents thus included Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people, the majority of 

the former expressed views that align with the decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation and 

the majority of the latter expressed views that align with the neoliberal conceptualisation of 

reconciliation in their discussions of RAPs. 

6.3.5 Overarching Perceptions of the Promotion of Reconciliation in SA 

Discussions regarding the promotion of reconciliation in general revealed a consistent distribution of 

views. Out of all respondents who expressed clear views regarding this promotion, not a single 

Aboriginal respondent perceived it, in its predominantly neoliberal form, as mostly successful, even if 

their views in the context of individual elements, such as RAPs, did align with this conceptualisation. 

In contrast, roughly one third of non-Aboriginal respondents perceived the current promotion of 

reconciliation as mostly successful. In their view, most elements of the reconciliation process so far 

were beneficial, and future elements were likely to be beneficial, especially in SA, due to the genuine 

commitment to reconciliation of government departments, and even the previous Premier: 

I think they’ve all been good. That reconciliation plan certainly made many people think 

differently about Australia Day. […] [The] Native Title Act, as well. […] I think NAIDOC is 

fabulous because it connects with the schools and the schools get involved and 

understand Aboriginal culture more. I think Mabo was such a massive piece of legislation 

that our whole lives have been moulded around (non-Aboriginal Respondent 22)  

This department [the DEW] has tried really hard to, well, promote Aboriginal employment  

and procurement - using Aboriginal businesses where they can. […] I reckon that they 

actually walk the walk (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 1) 
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I do think, you know, our Premier is genuinely committed to reconciliation. […] So, I think, 

if we’ve ever got an opportunity to do some things, you know, some great things, then it’s 

probably now. So, I think, I feel pretty optimistic (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 18) 

Overall, respondents holding these views suggested minor improvements, such as the reduction of 

red tape and greater coordination among government departments, but did not question the 

knowledge or the distribution of power underpinning the promotion of reconciliation.  

While only non-Aboriginal respondents views aligned predominantly with the neoliberal 

conceptualisation of reconciliation, an almost even number of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

respondents expressed views aligning with the pragmatic conceptualisation of reconciliation. In 

particular, this group of people drew attention to the limits on what you can and cannot do within 

government institutions and the wider settler colonial system, but felt like the only realistic path 

towards fundamental change was taking small steps in the right direction by engaging with what can 

be done at any given time: 

It’s about balancing what’s achievable and what’s desired, you know, finding that, having 

that conversation (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 11) 

[To make] all the big changes and movements, the social changes happen, you’ve got to 

make small adjustments as you go and you need to give, you need to play almost to the 

fragility of the settlers system. Because it gets defensive and it gets upset and it gets hurt 

very easily (Aboriginal Respondent 22) 

Interestingly, all respondents who expressed such pragmatic views were working in the space of 

reconciliation, either for the state government, or closely with it. The majority of them questioned, at 

least to a certain extent, the knowledge and the distribution of power underpinning the promotion of 

reconciliation, yet they preferred to engage with, rather than reject, the broader process. 

In contrast, the majority of respondents whose views aligned more exclusively with the decolonising 

conceptualisation of reconciliation were Aboriginal respondents who were further removed from the 

official promotion of reconciliation – in part, because they were not given the opportunity, and in part, 

because they did not want to be involved in its current form. These respondents were particularly 

concerned that their involvement would be used to justify predetermined outcomes and described 

existing engagement processes as ‘tick the box’ exercises (Aboriginal Respondents 5; 14; 15; 20). They 

further argued that governments either consult with Aboriginal people who ‘turned black yesterday’ 

and are likely to support government agendas (Aboriginal Respondent 13), or limit Aboriginal input to 

advice, rather than facilitating joint decision-making: 
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In any area where we encounter other interests, in my experience today, the Traditional 

Owners tend to be down the line [...] They’ll be consulted, cause that’s part of processes 

and ticks boxes, but the actual listing to and having an outcome don’t translate from the 

consulting often (Aboriginal Respondent 20) 

 So the idea about what I think reconciliation should be is to say: 'alright, we’re going to 

come up with ways to include Aboriginal voices and Aboriginal thinking into how we go 

about doing things'. And a lot of the times you’ll see an advisory group, and you can 

advise, but you’re not part of the decision-making (Aboriginal Respondent 7)  

Respondents whose views aligned with the decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation further 

argued that even when Aboriginal organisations express an interest in participating in reconciliation 

initiatives that governments are supportive of, such as the delivery of social services, non-Aboriginal 

organisations are still often favoured due to an underlying assumption of the superiority of Western 

forms of governance: 

Because they’re all independent that sit on the boards [of non-Aboriginal organisations], 

because they’re not related, their governance system then is seen to be valid. Because 

there’s no influence, because there’s no personal attachment to each other. So, 

government will give them money, no problems. When it comes to an Aboriginal 

corporation it’s like: 'who’s on your board? How do you govern it? What are you going to 

do?' So, it’s a totally different system. Yet, it’s the same pool of money. If there was two 

people doing exactly the same thing, I guarantee you it’ll go to the non-Aboriginal 

organisation, based on that governance system. So this is what I'm talking about with 

reconciliation, I think it’s a farcical (Aboriginal Respondent 16) 

The example of a longstanding Aboriginal Community College in Adelaide supports this perception, as 

the government ‘took away [its] core funding this year’ (Aboriginal Respondent 17), soon after 

committing to greater support for community-controlled service delivery as part of the National 

Agreement on Closing the Gap (COP & GOAG 2020). For those reasons, the majority of Aboriginal 

respondents felt like their knowledge and the contribution they could make were not fully included, 

or even respected, in the current promotion of reconciliation. This position is further emphasised by 

the fact that more than half of all Aboriginal respondents brought up the Uluru Statement from the 

Heart, and its elements of voice, treaty and truth, as necessary steps going forward: 

We need to have a voice in places that matter, and it needs to be a voice that is here on 

forever more. It’s not something that people only listen to when it’s convenient […] And 
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we need to acknowledge, you know, the realness of what’s happened in the past and how 

we don’t want to make the same mistakes as we go forward (Aboriginal Respondent 22) 

 A treaty, for me, would be the best outcome for Australia (Aboriginal Respondent 18) 

Importantly, almost a quarter of all non-Aboriginal respondents also spoke up in support of the Uluru 

Statement from the Heart, or of treaty making more broadly. They argued that the federal 

government’s rejection of the statement was ‘beyond believable’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 11) and 

that the most effective way to promote reconciliation was genuine power sharing. Specifically, one 

respondent argued that reconciliation is promoted by: 

anything that establishes a good relationship, that has an agreement that sits behind it 

and funding that enables individual First Nations to govern programs and design them 

and evaluate them and control the budget. Where people have the have the authority to 

govern those things, whether it be cooperatively if they want to or take it on their own. 

[…] That’s essentially what the Uluru Statement of the Heart is calling for (non-Aboriginal 

Respondent 3) 

Overall, my findings demonstrate that the views of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal respondents overlap 

to a certain degree, both in the context of the Uluru Statement from the Heart, and in regard to the 

promotion of reconciliation generally. Yet they also demonstrate that the group of people whose 

views align most strongly with the neoliberal conceptualisation of reconciliation is exclusively made 

up of non-Aboriginal respondents, while the group of people whose views align most strongly with 

the decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation is almost exclusively made up of Aboriginal 

respondents.  

6.4 Ways Forward: Diversification of Reconciliation Initiatives 

As discussed previously, the current promotion of reconciliation in Australia and SA predominantly 

aligns with the neoliberal conceptualisation of reconciliation. While this tendency is often criticised 

for perpetuating settler colonialism, the academic literature and public debate on reconciliation also 

include Indigenous voices who openly support this conceptualisation. In contrast, this study only 

found this kind of support among non-Aboriginal respondents, but not among Aboriginal respondents. 

This difference matters, as the lack of Aboriginal support for the current promotion of reconciliation 

in SA is enough to imply that its overall appropriateness and effectiveness as an attempt to improve 

the coexistence of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal peoples is limited. Seeing that the majority of 

Aboriginal respondents were critical of the current dominance of Western knowledge and uneven 
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distribution of control over reconciliation processes, a shift away from the neoliberal towards the 

decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation is required. 

Despite the high level of support for the decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation among 

Aboriginal respondents, its realisation cannot occur through a one-size-fits-all approach. In fact, the 

majority of Aboriginal respondents who proposed possible ways forward emphasised the importance 

of recognising the diversity of Aboriginal groups and nations in the promotion of reconciliation: 

Who do they go to for cultural advice? You know, like I said, we’re Aboriginal, but we come 

from different communities […] We’re not all the same! (Aboriginal Respondent 14) 

When governments say this, they always progress in the same way that: 'you’re all 

collectively the same, so, it doesn’t matter, so, let’s try and work it...' But it does matter. 

Because we have our own ways and means of doing business, and in our own countries 

we operate on (Aboriginal Respondent 17) 

You know, it’s not, everyone just goes: 'well, what do the Aboriginals think?'. Well, guess 

what? They don’t all think the same (Aboriginal Respondent 20) 

A similar emphasis emerged during the state-wide consultations at the beginning of the previous 

treaty process, which found that the majority of Aboriginal people across SA preferred the 

development of multiple treaties ‘at local group or nation level’ due to their diverse cultures, values 

and aspirations (Thomas 2017 p.5). Moreover, the subsequent treaty negotiations with 

Adnyamathanha, Ngarrindjeri and Narungga further demonstrate that even when different Aboriginal 

nations share similar long-term aspirations, they might choose different strategies to work towards 

those aspirations, due to their unique histories and contexts. The widespread Aboriginal support for 

the decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation should therefore not be taken as a reason to 

disregard the diversity of individual groups and nations, but as a reason to explicitly ensure diverse 

aspirations can be realised. 

Grounding the promotion of reconciliation in the recognition of the diversity of Aboriginal groups and 

nations has important implications for the scales at which this promotion occurs. While local scales 

may seem most appropriate, it is important to note that this does not mean local scales within the 

dominant Western system, such as local government scales, nor does it mean Aboriginal nation scales 

in every context. In fact, several respondents pointed out that different Aboriginal organisations exist 

even at local scales, and that there are ‘specific people to speak for specific places or specific things’ 

(non-Aboriginal Respondent 5). Among Aboriginal respondents, there was a consensus that anything 

tied to country should exclusively involve the Traditional Owners of this country: 
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When you’re working with country, as a ranger, I believe it should be just that group. 

Because I wouldn’t like to go and work on someone else’s country, and then you start 

getting vibes that you’re not meant to be there. The spiritual, that connection, you know, 

that comes from there (Aboriginal Respondent 6) 

If it’s about country, caring for country, you need to go to the individual language groups, 

you know, the Traditional Owners (Aboriginal Respondent 8) 

In contrast, the same respondents argued that employment opportunities that are not specifically 

related to country should be made available to a wider range of people, as demonstrated by the 

following exchange: 

On some mines, it’s not Indigenous, it’s Arabana person, Adnyamathanha person. If they 

had done Indigenous, that would be that reconciliation started I believe. You know, when 

you point that only Adnyamathanha should be on that mine, that’s already segregating, 

straight away. […] A mine site, or a station... (Aboriginal Respondent 6)  

…it’s neutral. (Aboriginal Respondent 5)  

That’s right. You’re not working with actual significant sites (Aboriginal Respondent 6) 

They further argued that the delivery of social services, too, should involve a wider range of people, 

especially in towns and cities with diverse Aboriginal populations:   

Now we’ve got such fluidity, you know, movement of people, that to say that only Mirning 

mob can speak about children and young people in the Nullarbor region is wrong. Because 

there’s a whole range of other kids, children and young people living there that aren’t 

Mirning, so you’d want a representative body that could do the advocacy for all the 

children in that region (Aboriginal Respondent 8) 

However, even when the right Aboriginal organisation is interested in pursuing a particular 

reconciliation initiative, and even when government representatives working closely with this group 

support their aspirations, the example of the previous treaty process demonstrates that collaborations 

still fall apart when there is no political will on higher scales to implement what is agreed upon locally. 

For this reason, respondents who discussed future treaty making, which would be a significant step 

towards the decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation, suggested that it needs to involve all 

scales to be effective:  

I suspect that at a government level, there would have to be some permission, legal 

permission, state-wide, a framework for it to happen. But I think that the actual treaties 
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themselves… You know, state-wide they’d have to recognise certain things in common, 

but then there would be some very specific things, culturally with different groups (non-

Aboriginal Respondent 13) 

If we had treaty making, you need the overarching agreement that benefits all Aboriginal 

nations here in South Australia. […] And then, what sits beneath that, what it looks like 

will be negotiated with the language groups (Aboriginal Respondent 8) 

Similar views were expressed regarding the promotion of reconciliation in general, with one 

respondent arguing that ‘groundswell’ and the recognition of the diversity of Aboriginal nations was 

important, but that the support of ‘people at the top that are pretty much running the country’ was 

equally important to ensure local agreement translates into action (Aboriginal Respondent 7). While 

such views can be interpreted as accepting settler sovereignty, the broader context in which they were 

voiced imply that they represent more of a recognition of the way things are for now, as a starting 

point from which any change has to emerge.  

To work towards the decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation preferred by most Aboriginal 

respondents in this study, while still allowing for local variations of what exactly reconciliation means 

to different groups and how they want to pursue it, interconnected forms of power sharing are 

therefore required on all scales. A possible way forward involves the establishment of representative 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander bodies at federal and state-wide scales, which delegate decisions 

that do not require consensus to the right local groups in each context, and then support the 

implementation of those decisions by providing facilitative structures that are independent of the 

goodwill of temporary settler governments.  

6.5 Conclusion 

Despite the range of views expressed by both non-Aboriginal and Aboriginal respondents, only a 

subgroup of the former perceived the current promotion of reconciliation, in its predominantly 

neoliberal form, as successful, while the majority of the latter was critical of it for reasons that align 

with the decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation. This distribution of views, along with the low 

awareness of the promotion of reconciliation among Aboriginal respondents in remote parts of the 

state, implies that its current appropriateness and effectiveness is limited and that a shift towards the 

decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation is required going forward. However, despite 

widespread support for this conceptualisation among Aboriginal respondents, the emphasis they put 

on the importance of recognising the diversity of Aboriginal groups and nations further suggests that 

such a shift cannot occur through a one-size-fits-all strategy or goal. Instead, it requires the transfer 
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of direct and discursive control over the promotion of reconciliation to the right Indigenous groups in 

each context, as well as a broader governance structure that supports the implementation of the 

diverse reconciliation initiatives that best meet the needs and aspirations of each group.   

In the broader context of this thesis, it is clear that co-managing protected areas alone is unlikely to 

result in the interconnected system of power sharing proposed here. However, as one element of a 

much broader system, this chapter’s conclusion implies that the contribution of co-management to 

reconciliation is connected to how well co-management structures and processes fit into this system. 
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Chapter 7: Co-Management History and Context 

7.1 Introduction  

To be able to explore whether co-management fits into the interconnected system of power sharing 

proposed in the previous chapter, it is important to determine the nature and extent of power sharing 

that is built into co-management itself. This chapter begins by presenting an analysis of the co-

management legislation, reports and websites of all states and territories with active co-management 

programs, which illustrates the power sharing that is reflected in their scope, design and 

implementation. This is followed by the presentation of an in-depth analysis of the South Australian 

co-management legislation, agreements, management plans and reports and of my observations of 

co-management meetings and interviews with policy makers. In doing so, this chapter demonstrates 

that co-management creates space for Aboriginal peoples’ aspirations and knowledge in the planning 

of protected area management that does not otherwise exist, but also shows that this space does not 

extend to the design and administration of the broader framework under which collaboration occurs.  

7.2 History of Co-management in Australia 

Co-management of protected areas is only one of several ways in which Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

peoples’ participation in the management of (parts of) their countries is formally supported in 

Australia (Jacobsen et al. 2020). Yet it is also a broad category in itself, which takes a wide variety of 

different forms in practice. It even goes by a variety of different names in different jurisdictions, 

including co-management, joint management and cooperative management (Bauman et al. 2013). 

While these intricacies are addressed in more detail throughout this chapter, it is important to clarify 

the terminology used to do so from the start. As this study is located in SA, where the term co-

management is used (DEW 2022a), this term has been chosen to refer to the general concept and to 

the various forms it takes across Australia collectively. However, for the sake of precision, jurisdiction 

specific terms are used when referring to jurisdiction specific legislation or agreements. It is further 

important to note that the term co-management does not refer to co-managed Indigenous Protected 

Areas (IPAs) in this chapter, as IPAs are set up under a separate program (DAWE 2021a), which is 

disconnected from the range of co-management bodies that are set up under different jurisdictions’ 

biodiversity and Indigenous land rights legislation. As this study focusses on the latter forms of co-

management in the South Australian context, my analysis focussed on the history of these acts, the 

frameworks they establish, the agreements that sit beneath them and their current uptake across 

jurisdictions. 
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7.2.1 Commencement of Co-management in Australia 

Co-management of protected areas in Australia first emerged in the late 1970s in response to the 

growing momentum of the conservation movement and the Indigenous land rights movement. While 

Australia established the world’s second national park as early as 1879, the park’s original purpose 

was recreation (Moorcroft 2016). Almost a century passed before the Commonwealth Government 

passed the National Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act 1975 (NPWC Act), which made provisions for 

the establishment of parks for biodiversity conservation (Australian Government 1975). Similarly, 

while the Indigenous land rights movement dates back to the early days of colonisation, the first 

Indigenous land rights legislation was only passed in 1966 by the South Australian Government 

(Moorcroft 2016; SA Government 1966). A decade later, the Commonwealth Government followed 

suit and passed the Aboriginal Land Rights (Northern Territory) Act 1976 (ALRNT Act), which allowed 

the minister to ‘establish Aboriginal Land Trusts to hold title to land in the Northern Territory for the 

benefit of Aboriginals entitled by Aboriginal tradition to the use or occupation of the land concerned’ 

(Australian Government 1976 p.15). As demonstrated below, it was this formal recognition of the 

importance of conservation and land rights in the 1970s, in particular through the NPWC Act and the 

ALRNT Act, that paved the way for the establishment of Australia’s first joint management agreements 

for Kakadu National Park and Uluṟu-Kata Tjuṯa National Park.  

Kakadu National Park was set up in three stages under the NPWC Act, starting with stage one in 1979. 

A year prior, most of the land included in this stage had been granted to the Kakadu Aboriginal Land 

Trust under the ALRNT Act, which meant that the land had to be leased back to the Director of National 

Parks and Wildlife to be manageable as a national park (DNP 2016). This lease was finalised in 

November 1978, together with an agreement that the management of the park would include its 

Traditional Owners, and protect their rights (ANTS 2005a). With these conditions already in place, the 

declaration of stage one of the park in 1979 is considered the effective commencement of joint 

management of Kakadu National Park, although the responsibility for shared decision-making was 

only formalised through the establishment of the board of management ten years later (DNP 2016). 

In contrast, the establishment of the park that is now known as Uluṟu-Kata Tjuṯa National Park in 1977 

preceded the land claim by the Central Land Council in 1979. This order initially held up the land claim, 

as areas of land designated as national parks could not become Aboriginal land until the NPWC Act 

and the ALRNT Act were amended in 1985. Once it was possible, ownership of the park was granted 

to the Uluṟu-Kata Tjuṯa Aboriginal Land Trust, under the condition that the land would be leased back 

and managed collaboratively. For this purpose, a board of management was set up in 1985 and started 

meeting in 1986 (DNP 2021). While Australia’s first joint management agreement was developed for 
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Kakadu National Park, its first joint management board was formed for Uluṟu-Kata Tjuṯa National Park, 

which is why both mark the beginning of co-management in Australia. 

7.2.2 Expansion of Co-management across Australia 

Since the establishment of the first co-management arrangements with the Commonwealth 

Government, the majority of state and territory governments have followed suit. This development 

was and continues to be important, as the latter hold the prime responsibility for protected area 

management in Australia (Boer & Gruber 2010; DAWE 2021b). Figure 7.1 provides an overview of 

when co-management commenced in each jurisdiction by drawing on the dates when their first co-

management agreements were finalised. It demonstrates that NSW, the NT, QLD, SA, VIC and WA first 

set up such agreements between 1981 and 2008.  

It further indicates that while the Australian Capital Territory (ACT) Government initially developed a 

joint management agreement for Namadgi National Park (ANTS 2005b), it only put an interim board 

in place from 2001 to 2006 (ACT 2010) and has failed to continue or reinvigorate collaboration with 

its Traditional Owners ever since (Nohra 2020). The Tasmanian Government, on the other hand, has 

been working towards a joint management arrangement and governance framework for the 

Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area since 2016 (DPIPWE 2016). However, no evidence of 

either can be located on the official websites of the Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service and the 

Department of Natural Resources and Environment at the time of writing. For this reason, only the 

Commonwealth, NSW, the NT, QLD, SA, VIC and WA are considered jurisdictions with active co-

management frameworks in this study.   
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Figure 7.1 Commencement and Duration of Co-management by Jurisdiction 

 
Author’s construct. Commencement dates  reflect the dates of the first co-management agreement in every jurisdiction, which 
were derived from the following sources: ANTS 2005a; 2005b; DCLM 1995; DEW 2022b; DPIE n.d.; DPIPWE 2016; NT 
Government 1981; Parks Victoria n.d.a 

While the majority of jurisdictions set up their co-management frameworks much later than the 

Commonwealth, their official descriptions of these frameworks reflect similar intentions to address 

the demands of conservation and Indigenous land rights movements simultaneously. In particular, 

publications of all governments with active co-management frameworks state that co-management 

empowers Traditional Owners to participate in the management of protected areas on their countries, 

while ensuring the continued management of these areas for the purpose of biodiversity protection 

at the same time (DAWE 2021c; DBCA 2016; DES 2021; DEW 2022a; DPIE 2018; Parks Victoria n.d.b). 

However, while the latter appears to be a fairly straightforward response to the demands of the 

conservation movement, the extent to which participation in protected area management represents 

an appropriate response to the demands of the Indigenous land rights movement depends on several 

factors, including the availability of opportunities for such participation, as well as terms under which 

it occurs. 

7.2.3 Current Uptake and Forms of Co-management across Australia 

Over time, there has been a considerable increase in land that is protected in general, and in land that 

is co-managed specifically. The former now forms the National Reserve System (NRS), the size and 

characteristics of which have been tracked consistently since its establishment through the 

Collaborative Australian Protected Area Database (CAPAD) (DAWE 2021d). At the time of writing, the 

1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020

CTH

ACT

NSW

NT

QLD

SA

TAS

VIC

WA



147 

NRS covers between 9 and 56 percent of the landmass of different states and territories (CAPAD 2020), 

adding up to 19.75 percent of the total Australian landmass (DAWE 2021d).  

In contrast, records of the number of protected areas and total area of land under co-management 

throughout the years are a lot less consistent. The most comprehensive overview is provided by the 

Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics and Sciences’ (ABARES) recent report on 

Australia’s Indigenous estate, which shows that between 1 and 45 percent of the landmass of different 

jurisdictions is currently under some form of co-management. These percentages include co-managed 

IPAs, as well as protected areas under incomplete forms of co-management, such as Namadgi National 

Park and the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (Jacobsen et al. 2020). Even though they are 

a slight overrepresentation of the area of land that is co-managed through various forms of co-

management legislation and agreements, they still provide the best currently available insight into the 

uptake of co-management across Australia. Together, the CAPAD and ABARES databases demonstrate 

that while substantial areas of land are under protection and co-management, the former is 

considerably larger (see Figure 7.2), which implies that the overall uptake of co-management remains 

limited despite its expansion in recent decades. 

Figure 7.2: Proportions of Jurisdiction’s Landmass under Protection and Co-management  

 
Author’s construct, based on the CAPAD 2020 and ABARES 2020 databases 

 

ACT NSW NT QLD SA TAS VIC WA

Jurisdiction Area 236 80,115 134,779 172,974 98,432 6,840 22,744 252,701

Protected Area 132 7,697 33,505 15,070 29,655 2,893 3,997 58,887

Co-managed Area 107 3,171 4,567 4,358 14,908 1,555 429 3,613
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The implications of this limited uptake of co-management across Australia are complex. On the one 

hand, Indigenous peoples’ formal participation in the management of their countries is much greater 

than their involvement in co-management arrangements, as the former also applies to lands they own 

or manage solely, as well as lands where their interests are recognised in other ways. Jacobsen et al. 

(2020) estimate that only 4.3 percent of the Australian landmass are under co-management, while a 

total of 57 percent are part of the Indigenous estate, if all categories of participation are considered.  

On the other hand, the area of land within each category is not distributed evenly across the continent 

(see Figure 7.3), which implies that the ability of some Indigenous peoples to formally participate in 

the management of protected areas on their countries is greater than that of others. In fact, the 

flipside of the fact that the Indigenous estate covers 57 percent of the Australian landmass is that 

there is no formal participation of Indigenous peoples in the management of the remaining 43 percent, 

which includes lands that are part of the NRS (see Figure 7.4) and that could be co-managed. While 

the absence of co-management does not always represent an exclusion of Indigenous peoples, it does 

in the case of protected areas that are currently managed completely without their involvement.   

Figure 7.3 Australia’s Indigenous Estate 

 
Author’s construct, generated based on data derived from ABARES 2020 
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Figure 7.4 Australia’s Conservation Estate  

 
Author’s construct, generated based on data derived from CAPAD 2020 

Just as the implications of the absence of co-management vary across contexts, the implications of its 

presence do too. Each jurisdiction has developed its own legislative framework, with specific criteria 

for which protected areas can be co-managed in theory, specific selection processes for which 

protected areas are co-managed in practice and specific structures and processes for co-management 

practice (Australian Government 1999; NSW Government 1974; NT Government 2003; QLD 

Government 1992; SA Government 1972; 1992; VIC Government 1987; 2010; WA Government 1984). 

Consequently, there are variations within and between jurisdictions in the decision-making ability, 

composition and governance of different co-management bodies and in the land ownership of co-

managed protected areas. To complicate matters further, there are additional variations in the ways 

in which these elements are combined, which has resulted in a wide range of very different 

arrangements that fall under the broad category of co-management (see Table 7.1), which 

demonstrates that the extent of power sharing that is built into co-management varies widely.  

 

 



150 

Table 7.1: Diversity of Australian Co-management Arrangements 

Jurisdiction Term Power  Composition Land Ownership 

CTH Board of Management Decision-Making Indigenous 
Majority 

Indigenous Land 

NSW Board of Management Decision-Making Indigenous 
Majority 

Indigenous Land 

Advisory Committee 
(MoU) 

Advice Indigenous 
Membership 

Crown Land 

Advisory Committee 
(ILUA) 

Advice Non-Indigenous 
Majority 

Crown Land 

NT Board Decision-Making Flexible 
Membership 

Indigenous Land 

Joint Management 
Committee 

Decision-Making Indigenous 
Majority 

Indigenous Land 

Joint Management 
Committee 

Decision-Making Indigenous 
Majority 

Crown Land 

Local Management 
Committee 

Advice Indigenous 
Majority 

Crown Land 

QLD Regional Committee Advice Indigenous 
Membership 

Indigenous Land 

Working Group Decision-Making Flexible 
Membership 

Indigenous Land 

SA Co-management Board Decision-Making Indigenous 
Majority 

Indigenous Land 

Co-management Board Decision-Making Flexible 
Membership 

Crown Land 

Advisory Committee Advice Flexible 
Membership 

Crown Land 

VIC Traditional Owner Land 
Management Board 

Decision-Making Indigenous 
Majority 

Indigenous Land 

Joint Body Advice Indigenous 
Majority 

Crown Land 

WA Joint Management 
Body 

Decision-Making Flexible 
Membership 

Jointly Owned 
Land 

Cooperative 
Management Body 

Advice Flexible 
Membership 

Crown Land 

Park Council Advice Flexible 
Membership 

Crown Land 

Author’s construct, based on information derived from the relevant co-management legislation in each jurisdiction, as well 
as additional information published on the websites of each jurisdiction’s environment department or as part of individual 
agreements, including the following sources: APBB & State of NSW 2001; Australian Government 1999; DCLM 1995; 1999; 
DECC & GPCC 2008; DES 2021; DPIE 2022; NSW Government 1974; NT Government 1981; 1989; 1992; 1993; 1997; 2003; QLD 
Government 1992; QYAC et al. 2020; SA Government 1972; SWALSC & State of Western Australia 2018; VIC Government 
1987; 2010; WA Government 1984; YYNAC & State of Victoria 2004 

7.2.4 Summary of the History of Co-management in Australia 

Ever since its establishment in the 1970s, the official intention underpinning co-management has been 

to ensure the continued management of protected areas for biodiversity conservation, while 
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providing their Traditional Owners with the ability to access and care for their countries at the same 

time. However, even though the majority of Australian jurisdictions now have active co-management 

frameworks, it is difficult to draw an overarching conclusion as to whether co-management fully lives 

up to this intention, due to the differences between the co-management frameworks of different 

jurisdictions, as well as differences between the individual arrangements within every jurisdiction. 

Accurate insights into the extent of power sharing that is built into co-management can therefore only 

be gained through separate, in-depth evaluations of each individual co-management framework.  

7.3 Co-Management in South Australia 

In SA, co-management refers to the collaborative planning and oversight of protected area 

management by the DEW and the Traditional Owners of the lands these protected areas are located 

on. It was first set up in 2004 through amendments to the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972 (NPW 

Act) and the state’s first official co-management agreement for an area of land that is now known as 

Mamungari Conservation Park (DEW 2018; SA Government 1972). Since then, further amendments 

were made to the Wilderness Protection Act 1992 (WP Act) to allow for co-management of a greater 

range of protected areas and another eleven co-management arrangements have been established 

(DEW 2018; SA Government 1992). These two acts, together with the state’s co-management 

regulations, establish how and by whom protected areas are controlled and managed, which 

protected areas can be co-managed, how co-management arrangements can be set up and 

terminated, what forms these arrangements can take and what their structures, processes and 

functions are (SA Government 1972; 1992; 2016; 2019a). This section draws on each of these elements 

to illustrate extent of power sharing that is built into the South Australian co-management framework, 

the administration of this framework and the structures and processes of the individual co-

management arrangements.  

7.3.1 Co-Management Framework 

As is the case across Australia, the extent of power sharing that co-management facilitates within SA 

is determined, in part, by its availability. At the time of writing, there are twelve active co-management 

bodies in SA, which collectively co-manage 35 protected areas (DEW 2022a). Even though these 

protected areas include many of the state’s largest protected areas (DEW 2022b), a considerable part 

of its conservation estate is still not co-managed. For this reason, it is not only important to consider 

how much power sharing is built into the co-management arrangements that exist, but also how much 

power sharing is built into the broader co-management framework that establishes which protected 

areas can and cannot be co-managed and what forms their co-management can and cannot take.  
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7.3.1.1 Inclusion and Exclusion of Protected Areas 

My analysis of South Australian co-management legislation found that it only includes provisions for 

the co-management of certain types of terrestrial protected areas. Specifically, the NPW Act includes 

provisions for the co-management of national parks and conservation parks (SA Government 1972), 

and the WP Act includes provisions for the co-management of wilderness protection areas and zones 

(SA Government 1992). However, while the WP Act only applies to these two types of protected areas, 

the NPW Act also applies to game reserves, recreation parks and regional reserves, but does not 

include them in its co-management provisions (SA Government 1972). It therefore appears as though 

these protected areas cannot be co-managed. The most recent official report on co-management 

reinforces this impression, as it also only lists ‘national parks, conservation parks and wilderness areas’ 

as protected areas that can be co-managed under the current legal framework (DEW 2018 p.7).  

Interestingly, however, the Yellabinna, Nullarbor, Innamincka and Strzelecki regional reserves are 

currently co-managed by advisory committees (DEW 2022b), which implies that the absence of 

regional reserves from the NPW Act’s co-management provisions does not fully prevent them from 

being co-managed. Considering that regional reserves make up roughly one third of SA’s terrestrial 

conservation estate (CAPAD 2020), the possibility of co-managing them makes a big difference to the 

overall availability of co-management across the state. While it is positive that this possibility seems 

to exist, only the possibility of co-managing national parks, conservation parks and wilderness 

protection areas and zones is incontestable.  

In addition to this legal uncertainty regarding several types of terrestrial protected areas, there is legal 

certainty regarding the impossibility of co-managing marine protected areas in SA. While the minister 

is required to ‘seek the views’ of native title holders or claimants when developing or amending 

management plans for marine protected areas on their countries, there are no formal provisions for 

co-management in the Marine Parks Act 2007 (SA Government 2007 p.11). There is also no mention 

of marine protected areas on the DEW’s co-management website or in most recent report (DEW 2018; 

2022a). This exclusion is noteworthy not only because marine protected areas are an important part 

of state’s conservation estate (DEW 2022c), but also because the Aboriginal concept of country does 

not make a distinction between land, waterways and seas (AIATSIS 2022b).  

Considering that protected areas only cover a certain part of Aboriginal peoples’ countries in the first 

place, the potential exclusion of specific types of terrestrial protected areas and the complete 

exclusion of marine protected areas further restricts the already limited extent to which the South 

Australian co-management framework supports Aboriginal groups’ ability to care for their countries.  
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7.3.1.2 Specification of Possible Management Forms  

Aboriginal groups’ ability to care for their countries is further impacted by the different forms that co-

management can take. The South Australian co-management legislation sets up three distinct co-

management tiers, including boards for protected areas on Aboriginal land, boards for protected areas 

on Crown land and advisory committees for protected areas on Crown land. These tiers relate to 

differences in the decision-making power, composition and governance structures of different co-

management bodies (see Table 7.2), which have implications for the absolute power that is held by 

these bodies and the relative power that is held by the Aboriginal groups involved in them (discussed 

in more detail in section 7.3.3).  

Table 7.2: Co-management Tiers in SA 

Co-Management Tier Absolute Power Relative Power 
Composition               Chair 

Board Aboriginal Land Decision-Making Ability Aboriginal Majority Aboriginal Chair   

Board Crown Land Decision-Making Ability Undetermined  Undetermined  

Advisory Committee Advisory Function Undetermined  Undetermined   

Author’s construct based information derived from SA Government 1972; 1992 

In addition to specifying the forms that co-management can take, the legislation also indirectly 

specifies the forms it cannot take. It establishes that if co-management agreements are terminated, 

protected areas that were constituted of Aboriginal land before they became co-managed lose their 

protected area status, while protected areas that are constituted of Crown land return to the control 

and management of the minister and the Director of National Parks and Wildlife (director) (Leaman 

2010; SA Government 1972). While is unclear what happens to protected areas that have been 

transferred to Aboriginal ownership after they became co-managed, the only options that exist are 

sole management by the minister and the director, or no management at all, which means that co-

management can never lead to Aboriginal sole management. Overall, the South Australian co-

management framework provides formal opportunities for Aboriginal groups to participate in the 

management of protected areas on their countries, but simultaneously limits the types of protected 

areas these opportunities exist for and the extent of power that is transferred to these groups. 

7.3.2 Co-management Administration 

While the South Australian co-management legislation clearly establishes which types of protected 

areas can be co-managed, it does not require these types of protected areas to be co-managed and it 

only provides limited insights into how specific protected are chosen for co-management. The 

legislation also clearly establishes that the three tiers of co-management exist, but only provides 

limited insights into how these tiers are allocated to different co-management arrangements. Seeing 
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that these decisions affect which Aboriginal groups are able to participate in co-management 

arrangements and how much power they hold within these arrangements, determining how and by 

whom they are made was an important part of analysing the extent of power sharing that is built into 

co-management in SA.  

7.3.2.1 Establishment of Co-management Bodies 

In addition to specifying which types of protected areas can be co-managed generally, the legislation 

only mentions that these protected areas can be constituted of Aboriginal land or of Crown land to 

which ‘an Aboriginal group or community has a traditional association’ (SA Government 1972 p.15). 

However, it does not specify how or by whom this association is determined and provides no clear 

criteria that guarantee the establishment of co-management arrangements.  

This lack of clarity is reinforced by the inconsistencies between existing co-management 

arrangements. The DEW’s website states that such arrangements are ‘often established with the 

determination of native title’ (DEW 2022a n.p.). However, not all Aboriginal groups that are involved 

in existing co-management arrangements have gone through the native title process, and not all 

Aboriginal groups that have gone through the native title process are involved in co-management 

arrangements (DEW 2022b; SANTS 2019). Native title determinations are therefore not a strict 

requirement, nor a guarantee for the establishment of co-management arrangements. Instead, they 

are an opportunity Aboriginal groups commonly use to initiate co-management discussions, as 

demonstrated by the following account of a state government respondent who is directly involved in 

the establishment of new co-management arrangements: 

[Co-management] is an aspiration of most clan groups. So we know that they’re going to 

ask for it. And so it’s just considered a routine part of negotiating native title claims really. 

So it’s not a matter of if, it’s only a matter of when (non-Aboriginal Respondent 1) 

However, while the initiation of co-management discussions by different Aboriginal groups may not 

be a matter of if, the actual establishment of co-management arrangements as a result of these 

discussions certainly is. A 2010 report written by the Director of National Parks and Wildlife explicitly 

states that the negotiation of co-management agreements and the operation of co-management 

bodies ‘can incur significant costs’, which ‘must be balanced’ against other opportunities. It further 

states that ‘broader government and departmental requirements’, as well as ‘other stakeholder and 

community views’ must also be considered, as ‘a single failure’ could cause a ‘considerable setback in 

the broader process’ (Leaman 2010 p.9). Whether co-management arrangements are developed 
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when Aboriginal groups express their interest in them thus appears to be a matter of human and 

financial capacity, political will and the wider socio-political climate.  

The majority of the state’s co-management arrangements have been established since 2010 (DEW 

2022b), which demonstrates that some capacity and political will exists. Even so, two state 

government respondents who are responsible for the administration of the South Australian co-

management framework brought up similar considerations, which implies that they still shape 

decisions regarding the expansion of co-management across the state. In particular, both respondents 

mentioned that ‘a new board or committee’ can only be established ‘if the minister agrees’ (non-

Aboriginal Respondent 1) and if they are willing to provide the DEW with the necessary resources, as 

‘there is no point in agreeing to it if there is no money to implement it’ (non-Aboriginal Respondent 

2). Together, their accounts suggest that while Aboriginal groups can register their interest in co-

management, it is ultimately up to the DEW and the minister to choose if and when co-management 

arrangements are established.  

Overall, my findings not only demonstrate that limited power sharing is built into these initial 

decisions, but also that limited information is available to Aboriginal groups as to how they are made.  

7.3.2.2 Allocation of Co-management Tiers 

A similar pattern is notable in the context of subsequent decisions regarding the allocation of tiers to 

different co-management bodies, as neither the legislation nor the current tiers of different co-

management bodies make it obvious how this allocation occurs.  

In fact, the WP Act simply states that these decisions are made ‘in the same way’ as they are made 

under the NPW Act (SA Government 1992 p.22). The NPW Act, in turn, only clarifies that co-

management agreements for protected areas on Aboriginal land ‘must provide for a co-management 

board’, but does not address why there are different tiers for protected areas on Crown land or how 

these tiers are allocated (SA Government 1972 p.36). The tiers of existing co-management bodies 

across the state further highlight this lack of clarity. Figure 7.5 provides an overview of the tiers of all 

co-management bodies, with darker shades indicating higher tiers. It illustrates that two of these 

bodies were set up as co-management boards on Aboriginal land from the start, while another six 

were set up as co-management boards on Crown land and another five were set up as co-management 

advisory committees, which demonstrates that only some co-management bodies have to start on 

the lowest tier.  
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Figure 7.5: Tiers of Co-management Bodies in SA 

 

Author’s construct based on information derived from DEW 2018; 2022b 

Figure 7.5 further illustrates that two advisory committees have transitioned to co-management 

boards roughly ten years after their respective establishment (DEW 2018; 2022b), which means that 

such transitions are possible. Yet it also demonstrates that they are rare, as there are co-management 

boards that have been set up as early as 2005 and co-management advisory committees that have 

been set up as early as 2010 that have remained on the same tier throughout their existence. The 

same is true for the Kaṉku-Breakaways, Ikara-Flinders Ranges and Yumbarra Co-management Boards, 

which only operate as boards for the three protected areas that they are named after, while they also 

operate as co-management advisory committees for an additional 15 protected areas collectively and 

have done so since their establishment. As a consequence, the control and management of only 10 

co-managed protected areas is actually vested in co-management boards, while the control and 

management of the remaining 25 co-managed protected areas remains vested in the minister and the 

director (DEW 2022b; SA Government 1972). Figure 7.6 illustrates this distribution by highlighting the 

tiers of co-management that currently apply to different co-managed protected areas across the state.   
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Figure 7.6: Overview of the Tiers of Co-managed Protected Areas in SA 

 
Author’s construct, generated based on data derived from CAPAD 2020 and information derived from DEW 2022b 

Together, these findings demonstrate that new co-management bodies can be set up on all three tiers 

and that existing co-management bodies can transition through the tiers. These transitions, however, 

are as inconsistent as the initial allocation of tiers to different co-management bodies, which 

underscores the legislation’s overall lack of clarity. 

Slightly greater insights into the rationale underpinning the allocation of co-management tiers were 

found in state government reports on co-management, the most recent of which indicates that the 

three tiers exist to ‘enable a choice of best fit’ (DEW 2018 p.8), which seems to be determined by the 

capacity of different co-management bodies: 

The legislation provides for three different types of co-management […], that can be 

tailored to individual circumstances and may evolve over time as capacity builds and 

cooperative relationships develop, as long as the legislative requirements are met (DEW 

2018 p.7) 

This quote further indicates that these criteria are evaluated as co-management bodies evolve, which 

implies that they underpin decisions regarding the initial tiers that are allocated to them, as well as 
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decisions regarding their ability to transition to higher tiers. An earlier report reinforces these points 

by arguing that ‘complexity of management must be matched with capacity’ and that relationships 

are ‘the most critical factor’ when determining which tier is appropriate (Leaman 2010 p.9).  

While both reports therefore indicate which criteria are considered for the allocation of co-

management tiers, neither fully clarifies when, how and by whom these criteria are evaluated. The 

earlier report does not address these questions at all, while the more recent one simply states that 

co-management arrangements are reviewed every five years to ‘enable everyone to take stock of the 

partnership and further strengthen’ them (DEW 2018 p.7), without mentioning whether everyone has 

an equal amount of influence over these decisions, or even who exactly everyone is.  

When this question was raised during interviews with state government respondents who are involved 

in these processes, they clarified that the allocation of co-management tiers is ultimately up to the 

minister, both when co-management arrangements are first established, and when they are reviewed: 

The chief executive will recommended a decision to the minister. And he’ll peptide that 

information from his most senior people on the ground, which would be his national parks 

and wildlife managers. […] That advice comes from people who have a day-to-day 

working relationship with people on the ground (non-Aboriginal Respondent 1) 

We might recommend one thing, but ultimately it’s the minister's call. And they’ll have 

their own reasons why they support or don’t support going to the next level, which is 

obviously something we can influence, but only so far (non-Aboriginal Respondent 2) 

These accounts indicate that evaluations of the capacity of different co-management bodies are 

partially informed by the perceptions of people who are directly involved in these bodies, through the 

advice they provide. However, these evaluations are also shaped by the perceptions of the DEW’s 

senior management and can ultimately be accepted or dismissed by the minister. While it is possible 

that the perceptions of Aboriginal members of co-management bodies form part of the on the ground 

assessment, they are not only removed the furthest from the final decisions, but also from the 

information on how these decisions are made, considering that neither the existing legislation nor 

official government reports clarify the latter.  

In summary, my analysis found very limited power and information sharing in the processes that 

determine which Aboriginal groups are able to participate in co-management arrangements and how 

much power these groups hold within these arrangements.   
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7.3.3 Co-management Practice 

Once co-management bodies are established, they bring together representatives of the State 

Government and the Traditional Owners of different protected areas to share the responsibility for 

their management (DEW 2022a). In contrast to the design and administration of the co-management 

framework, co-management practice is clearly built on collaboration. By drawing on my analysis of 

the state’s co-management legislation and agreements, and of observed co-management meetings, 

this section provides an overview of the absolute power held by different co-management bodies and 

the relative power held by the different parties involved in these bodies. 

7.3.3.1 Function of Co-management Bodies  

Co-management boards and advisory committees shape the management of the protected areas they 

are co-managing in two ways. Firstly, they play a key role in the development of long-term 

management plans for these protected areas, which determine what activities should, can and cannot 

be undertaken in relation to them (SA Government 1972). However, while older management plans 

are very detailed (DEH 2003), more recent management plans only aim to ‘provide an overview of 

management arrangements and outline key priorities’ without specifying ‘all strategies that will be 

undertaken’ (DEW 2019 p.1). As such, they function as overarching guides for the on the ground 

management that occurs, rather than actual work plans.  

Secondly, co-management bodies further oversee the management of their respective protected 

areas by discussing matters related to it during their quarterly meetings. These matters vary over time 

and across contexts, but typically involve matters related to the protection of biodiversity and cultural 

heritage, the construction and maintenance of infrastructure, visitation numbers, cultural tourism 

opportunities and other commercial activities, as well as matters related to the governance of the co-

management bodies themselves. Even though these meetings occur on a regular and ongoing basis 

and cover much more detail than management plans, they still remain at the decision-making level. 

While some members of co-management bodies also work as wardens or rangers and are therefore 

involved in the implementation of these decisions too (Personal Observations September 2019 – 

December 2020) co-management itself primarily facilitates collaborative planning and decision-

making. 

7.3.3.2 Absolute Power of Co-Management Bodies 

The nature and extent of collaboration that is built into these processes is shaped by various factors. 

First and foremost, there are legislative boundaries within which all co-management bodies must 

make their decisions. Of particular relevance for these decisions are the NPW Act and WP Act, which 
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include provisions for protected area management and the protection of native species, as well as the 

Landscape South Australia Act 2019 (LSA Act), which includes provisions for the control of invasive 

species (SA Government 1972; 1992; 2019b). As the former also include specific provisions for co-

management, certain exceptions for co-management bodies are built into them. Co-management 

bodies are, for instance, able to exempt ‘members of the relevant Aboriginal group’ from restrictions 

that apply to the harvesting and hunting native species and the accessibility of prohibited areas (SA 

Government 1972 p.71). They are further able to discourage public access to specific places and to 

temporarily restrict public access larger areas for cultural purposes (MTAC et al. 2004; MACAI & State 

of South Australia 2005; NNAC & State of South Australia 2020), even though protected areas must 

generally remain accessible to the public (SA Government 1972; 1992).  

At the same time, co-management bodies are unable to close protected areas off completely or 

permanently for exactly this reason. They are also unable to oppose prospecting and mining on 

protected areas on Crown land under the NPW Act (SA Government 1972) and cannot decide to 

exclude specific species from measures taken to eradicate or control them under the LSA Act (SA 

Government 2019b), even if all members of these bodies agree that they would like to do so. Being 

able to plan and guide the management of certain protected areas therefore does not give co-

management bodies autocratic control over all activities that are carried out within them. 

In addition to these restrictions to the decision-making power of all co-management bodies, further 

restrictions apply to the decision-making power of those on the lower tiers of co-management. Only 

co-management boards formally take on the role of the director, which allows them to make 

independent decisions within the legislative possibilities. Co-management advisory committees, on 

the other hand, only provide advice to the director, which they ‘must seek or consider’ (SA 

Government 1992 p.24), but not necessarily follow. Similarly, co-management boards are able to 

prevent the minister from restricting access to any parts of their respective protected areas, while co-

management advisory committees must be informed of such decisions but cannot change them (SA 

Government 1992). Seeing that only 10 co-managed protected areas are currently co-managed by 

boards, while 25 are co-managed by advisory committees, it is clear that the minister and the director 

retain considerable influence over the management of co-managed protected areas across the state.  

7.3.3.3 Relative Power of Co-management Parties 

In combination with voluntary decisions co-management bodies make regarding their composition 

and governance, the differences between the three tiers also have implications for the distribution of 

decision-making power within co-management bodies. In particular, only co-management boards on 

Aboriginal land are required to have an Aboriginal chair, an overall majority of Aboriginal board 
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members, and a majority of present Aboriginal board members for a quorum (SA Government 1972; 

2016). All other co-management bodies can freely choose their governance structures. While several 

co-management bodies have chosen to appoint Aboriginal chairs at least some of the time (FWCAC & 

State of South Australia 2013a; 2013b; MACAI & State of South Australia 2014; NNAC & State of South 

Australia 2020), only two have chosen Aboriginal majorities, six have chosen equal memberships and 

another two have chosen non-Aboriginal majorities (DPC 2021). Voluntary transitions to Aboriginal 

majorities are therefore almost as rare as formal transitions to the tier that requires them.  

Even though co-management bodies tend to make decisions by consensus (Personal Observations 

18/11/19-13/12/21), their compositions matter because they are required to make them by majority 

vote if there is no consensus, and refer them to the minister if no agreement can be reached this way 

either (SA Government 2016). If there is a clear divide between the aspirations of non-Aboriginal and 

Aboriginal members of co-management bodies, the decisions of those without an Aboriginal majority 

are therefore more likely to reflect the former, which is the case for two thirds of all co-management 

bodies across SA.    

The processes of co-management meetings further compound the inequalities in the relative decision-

making power of different parties. These meetings are usually held for one or two days at a time, 

either in co-managed protected areas themselves or in board rooms in larger towns in the region, 

which causes variations in their formality. Regardless of their location, however, all co-management 

meetings are guided by an agenda, to which the members can add items before or during the meeting. 

The chair then raises these items in turn, the members discuss them and the executive officer minutes 

key discussion points, decisions and required actions (Personal Observations 18/11/19-13/12/21). 

Even though all members of co-management bodies can initiate and participate in these discussions, 

the structures and processes through which they can do so align much more closely with those of 

Western government bodies than with those of Aboriginal groups.  

In fact, the management plan for SA’s first co-managed protected area directly addresses this concern: 

Many senior Aṉangu can barely read or write. Many do not speak English. Aṉangu 

decision-making processes are consensual in nature and this custom lends itself to 

healthy co-management (Tjungaringanyi) with a tradition of humility and acquiescence 

(Kuntanytju) in the face of recognised authority. This customary behaviour does not 

necessarily blend well in non-Aboriginal decision-making forums. Non-Aboriginal people 

have much to learn about Aṉangu thinking if co-management of the Mamungari 

Conservation Park is to succeed (DENR 2011) 
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Mamungari Conservation Park is located on Aboriginal land, surrounded by Aboriginal land and in 

many ways the most remote co-managed protected area in the state (DENR 2011). It therefore cannot 

be assumed that the context and decision-making processes described in its management plan 

perfectly represent those of all other Aboriginal groups involved in co-management. However, it can 

neither be assumed that the primarily Western structures and processes of co-management meetings 

are preferred by all of them either, and it is possible that they cause imbalances in how easy it is for 

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal members to express their views during these meetings.  

7.3.4 Co-management Outcomes 

Despite the legislative, structural and procedural boundaries that restrict the decision-making power 

of co-management bodies and of Aboriginal groups within these bodies to varying degrees, there are 

notable differences in the management plans of co-managed and non-co-managed protected areas.  

Direct comparisons of park management plans must be treated with care, due to  the diversity of 

protected areas across the state and the changes in the nature of management plans over time, 

especially seeing that co-management often triggers their renewal (DEW 2019), which is otherwise 

rare (DEW 2022d). While the management plans for co-managed protected areas are therefore likely 

to contain less detail due to their current format, there are management plans for non-co-managed 

protected areas that are recent enough to reflect this format too. At the time of writing, the best 

available comparison can be drawn between the management plans for Lake Gairdner National Park, 

the Gawler Ranges National Park and the Eastern Eyre Peninsula Parks, which collectively guide the 

management of co-managed and non-co-managed protected areas on the Eyre Peninsula.  

As shown in Table 7.3, the management plans for the two co-managed national parks emphasise the 

protection of natural and cultural values and the importance of Western and Aboriginal knowledges 

and skills for this protection (DEWNR 2017; DEW 2019). In contrast, the management plan for seven 

of the non-co-managed protected areas in the same region only mentions Aboriginal peoples’ 

connection to country in passing and does not include any intentions to support this connection, or to 

protect anything other than narrowly defined natural values (DEWNR 2014). On paper, co-

management thus creates space for Aboriginal peoples’ values, skills and knowledge in the planning 

and guidance of protected area management that is not otherwise present.   
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Table 7.3: Management Plans of Co-Managed and Non-Co-Managed Protected Areas 

Management Plan Management Themes 
 

Lake Gairdner 
National Park 
Management Plan 
2019 
 
(Co-management 
since 2011) 

Theme 1: Looking after Country 

 Encouragement of collaborative research of natural values 

 Recording of cultural stories and sites 

 Support for passing on knowledge on country 

 Creation of economic opportunities for Traditional Owners 

 Control of invasive species 
Theme 2: Enhancing visitor experience 

 Minimisation of commercial impacts on natural and cultural values 

 Interpretation of natural and cultural values for visitor education 

Gawler Ranges 
National Park 
Management Plan 
2017 
 
(Co-management 
since 2011) 
 

Theme 1: Protecting natural values 

 Protection of threatened species 

 Control of invasive species 

 Support for partnerships to protect natural and cultural values  

 Collaboration with wider community 
Theme 2: Respecting, recognising and protecting the culture of the     
Gawler Ranges Aboriginal People 

 Facilitation and monitoring of traditional hunting and gathering 

 Incorporation of skills and knowledge of Traditional Owners 

 Creation of economic opportunities for Traditional Owners 

 Minimisation of cultural impact of commercial activities  

 Information about Traditional Use Zone for visitor education 
Theme 3: Providing high quality visitor experiences 

 Interpretation of cultural values for visitor education 

 Maintenance of park infrastructure 

 Expansion of walking trail network 
Theme 4: Connecting histories 

 Interpretation of historic values for visitor education  

 Protection of historic values 

 Encouragement of historic research 

Eastern Eyre 
Peninsula Parks 
Management Plan 
2014 
 
(No co-
management) 

Theme 1: Conserving biodiversity 

 Monitoring and protection of threatened species 

 Control of invasive and overabundant species 

 Undertaking of fire management 
Theme 2: Working across boundaries 

 Collaboration with adjacent landholders 

 Encouragement of research of environmental values 

 Minimisation of environmental impact of commercial activities 

Author’s construct, based on information derived from DEWNR 2014; 2017 and DEW 2019 

7.3.5 Summary of the South Australian Co-management Context 

In summary, my findings demonstrate that the South Australian co-management legislation only 

includes provisions for the co-management of certain types of protected areas, which creates legal 

uncertainty regarding the possibility of co-managing a third of the state’s terrestrial conservation 
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estate and excludes its entire marine conservation estate. Depending on the types of protected areas 

that are located on the countries of different Aboriginal groups, these uncertainties and exclusions 

can severely limit their ability to care for their countries through co-management. Moreover, even if 

the protected areas on their countries can be co-managed in theory, there is no guarantee that they 

will be co-managed in practice. While Aboriginal groups can formally register their interest in co-

management, it is ultimately up to the Minister for Climate, Environment and Water, and the DEW to 

a lesser extent, to decide which groups are given this opportunity in the first place, which protected 

areas on their countries are then co-managed and which tier of co-management is allocated to them.  

These decisions have direct implications for the power sharing that occurs on the ground, as higher 

tiers of co-management increase the absolute power held by co-management bodies, as well as the 

relative power that is held by Aboriginal groups involved in these bodies. Yet even co-management 

bodies on the highest tier can only make decisions within the current legislative possibilities and do 

not have autocratic control over the protected areas they are co-managing. While co-management 

involves collaboration in the planning and guidance of protected area management, which increases 

the space that is available to Aboriginal peoples’ knowledge, values and aspirations, the formal power 

sharing it facilitates remains limited within co-management practice and absent from the design and 

administration of its broader legislative framework.  

7.5 Conclusion 

In the decades after the first agreements between the Commonwealth Government and the 

Traditional Owners of Kakadu National Park and Uluru-Kata Tjuṯa National Park, most state and 

territory governments followed suit and established their own co-management legislation and 

agreements, leading to active co-management frameworks in all jurisdictions except for the ACT and 

Tasmania (TAS). These frameworks, however, vary greatly, and so do the arrangements they support 

in theory and practice. For these reasons, the extent of power sharing that is built into them is best 

evaluated on a case-by-case basis. In SA, co-management creates space for Aboriginal people’s 

aspirations and knowledges in the management planning and guidance of protected area 

management that does not exist without it. Yet this planning and guidance is still confined by Western 

legislative boundaries and occurs, primarily, through Western structures and processes, which implies 

that even more space is retained for non-Aboriginal people’s aspirations and knowledge. 

Furthermore, hardly any power or information sharing is built into the design and administration of 

the framework that determine which protected areas can be co-managed in theory, which are co-

managed in practice and what tier different co-management bodies operate on.  
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Before determining the implications of these formal power imbalances, the following chapter 

discusses the informal processes and interpersonal relationships that also shape co-management 

practice in SA, as well as the specific aspirations of different Aboriginal groups. Considering these 

factors is important as case studies from other jurisdictions indicate that they impact how co-

management is experienced and perceived (discussed in more detail in Chapter Two). Ultimately, the 

appropriateness and effectiveness of co-management in the South Australian context depends not 

only on the possibilities it creates and impedes, but also on the compatibility of these possibilities with 

the aspirations of those who are involved in co-management already, or hoping to get involved in the 

future. 
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Chapter 8: Co-management Perceptions 

8.1 Introduction 

This chapter expands the previous chapter’s evaluation of the extent of power sharing that is built into 

co-management by drawing on my analysis of interviews with people who are already involved in co-

management, people who are hoping to get involved, and people who are working in the broader field 

of land management, as well as my observations of co-management meetings. It begins with an 

overview of the meaning different respondents assigned to co-management, which is followed by an 

in-depth discussion of their perceptions of the state’s co-management framework and its 

administration, as well as the practice that occurs on the ground, and the outcomes that have been 

achieved to date. The findings confirm the importance of informal processes and interpersonal 

relationships for co-management practice, but also reveal that the uneven control over the broader 

framework and its administration disproportionately affects the aspirations of Aboriginal peoples. On 

this basis, an extension from co-management to co-design and co-administration is proposed.  

8.2 Diverse Conceptualisations of Co-management  

Even though co-management is a broad category that takes a variety of different forms in practice, it 

is enshrined in the legislation of every jurisdiction with active co-management frameworks in 

Australia. The meaning of co-management, therefore, appears to be a lot less ambiguous than that of 

reconciliation. However, just because such a legislative framework exists in SA does not mean that 

people across the state exclusively define co-management through the terms set out in it. In fact, 

when asked about the meaning of co-management, the majority of respondents discussed what co-

management means to them personally, and even those who offered definitions of what it means in 

the South Australian context did so through the lens of their own involvement.  

The latter is demonstrated by the fact that the only respondents who defined co-management as a 

formal structure or process for collaborative park management, or even referred to the legislation 

explicitly, were respondents holding administrative or management positions within the DEW or the 

state’s Landscape Boards. These respondents offered the following definitions: 

It’s management of particular areas in South Australia, designated under legislation as a 

form of conservation reserve, whether it’s the National Parks and Wildlife Act, or the 

Wilderness Protection Act, […] and it’s about enabling some levels of decision-making 

about what happens on parks between government management and Traditional 

Custodians, as identified through native title (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 13) 
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 Co-management, it’s a mechanism. […] It’s a mechanism that you manage, co-manage 

land tenure, really, with the Custodians (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 14) 

In contrast, respondents who were further removed from co-management administration, but 

actively involved in co-management practice, primarily defined co-management as ‘the board itself’ 

(Non-Aboriginal Respondent 4) or as the collaborative decision-making during co-management 

meetings. While this range of definitions demonstrates that different respondents across the state are 

most familiar with different aspects of co-management, these aspects are not mutually exclusive and 

thus not indicative of direct disagreements regarding the meaning of co-management.  

The same cannot be said, though, for the personal meanings different respondents ascribed to co-

management, which reflect their views on the purpose of co-management and the extent to which it 

currently fulfils its purpose. Specifically, respondents commonly associated co-management with 

knowledge exchange, power sharing and land rights, but expressed vastly different views regarding 

the ways in which these elements are, and should be, realised. Respondents who associated co-

management with knowledge exchange, for instance, variously described it as an opportunity to look 

at ‘different ways of managing land’ to ‘meet in the middle’ (Aboriginal Respondent 7), as an 

opportunity for non-Aboriginal people to learn from Aboriginal people or as an opportunity for 

Aboriginal people to learn from non-Aboriginal people:  

Co-management can also be a transition point to sort of repatriate the management that 

was there historically, you know? […] I think sometimes if you look at Western societies 

track record around managing environment, we tend to see it more as a resource, rather 

than an obligation to ‘look after’. […] And I think, you know, the fires that we’ve had last 

year, there’s such an important conversation to be had around an Aboriginal way of 

managing land (Aboriginal Respondent 10) 

Co-management means also having someone working within Council or the State 

Government say: 'this is how good governance works in a site. This is how we achieve our 

goals'. And I’m happy to teach any Indigenous person. […] So whether it be top level 

administration or whether it just be the grounds person or ranger, they can choose, but 

there will be someone there to mentor and someone to say: 'go off and do this training or 

that training'. Running an Indigenous University of life, so to speak (Non-Aboriginal 

Respondent 23) 

Although emphasising the contribution of one form of knowledge does not necessarily mean the 

contribution of other forms of knowledge is not recognised, the accounts above nonetheless indicate 
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that very different assumptions about who is learning from whom underpin the notion of co-

management as knowledge exchange.   

Similarly diverse assumptions underpin the notions of co-management as power sharing and land 

rights. In the eyes of some members of different co-management bodies, co-management already is 

an effective and genuine form of power sharing that provides Aboriginal people with control over their 

countries: 

Co-management means giving the ability to Aboriginal people to reconnect with their 

country and have the authority to make management decisions over the park and over 

their country (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 6) 

Co-management is way up there, next level empowerment. It’s a true collaborative 

decision-making process. Each party’s point of view is equally as important as the others 

(Non-Aboriginal Respondent 17) 

In contrast, other respondents described co-management as Aboriginal people finally having ‘a bit of 

say about how their traditional country is managed’ (Aboriginal Respondent 18) and thus as ‘a foot in 

the door’ (Aboriginal Respondent 15). However, they also perceived it as a compromise, as it involves 

co-managing land ‘in conjunction with the government who’s actually been complicit in the theft’ of 

this land (Aboriginal Respondent 18), and suggested that it could be the first step towards power 

transfer, rather than just power sharing: 

[Co-management] is not a complete acknowledgment, but it’s a step in the process. It’s 

an early step, there’s still a long way to go. […] I think it’s about rebuilding those rights 

that existed to start with (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 5) 

Co-management is a steppingstone towards ownership.  That’s all it is. That’s all I see it 

as (Aboriginal Respondent 16) 

Together, these examples demonstrate that the meaning different respondents ascribed to co-

management goes beyond its meaning within its legislative framework, and that different people 

agreeing to co-manage a particular area of land do not necessarily agree on what co-management is, 

could and should be.  

8.3 Perceptions of Co-management Policy and Practice 

As discussed in the previous chapter, the appropriateness and effectiveness of co-management 

ultimately depends on both formal and informal structures and processes, as well as the extent to 

which different people’s aspirations can be realised in theory and are realised in practice. By drawing 
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on my analysis of interview and observation data, this section evaluates the appropriateness and 

effectiveness of the co-management framework and its administration, as well as co-management 

practice and outcomes in SA.    

8.3.1 Perceptions of the Co-management Framework 

When asked about their experiences and perceptions of co-management, only one fifth of all 

respondents commented on the co-management framework itself. However, almost three quarters 

expressed their aspirations for co-management, only some of which can be realised under the current 

legislation. To determine the appropriateness of state’s co-management framework, this section 

primarily draws on this range of aspirations, while also touching on how the framework is perceived 

by those who are aware of the possibilities it creates and excludes. 

8.3.1.1 Legislative Exclusion of Aboriginal Groups 

Under the current legislation, the possibility of co-managing other types of terrestrial protected areas 

is uncertain, which one member of an existing co-management board raised as one obstacle that 

keeps other Aboriginal groups in their region from co-managing protected areas on their countries. 

Specifically, they explained that: 

Some of the classification of our parks here doesn’t help future co-management. So, I 

think, we still got a lot of game reserves. And at the moment, game reserves don’t support 

co-management legally, formally. So we’d have to do some changing to the legislation 

(Non-Aboriginal Respondent 17) 

This restriction also provides an obstacle to realising another co-management board members’ 

aspiration of ‘co-management being the standard […] for how parks are managed’ (Non-Aboriginal 

Respondent 15). Similarly, the exclusion of marine protected areas is incompatible with the aspirations 

raised by members of coastal Aboriginal nations, who are ‘heavily reliant on the sea, and not only the 

land, for [their] spiritual connection’ (Aboriginal Respondent 17), one of whom stated that: 

It is one of those areas that will probably be looked at a lot more in the future, as we have 

more maturity around terrestrial co-management and start to understand the marine 

environment, and co-management of those estates as well. But is a very important area 

that is overlooked at the moment (Aboriginal Respondent 19) 

More broadly, members of three different Aboriginal nations brought up the interconnection of 

protected areas to everything that surrounds them, which demonstrates that protected areas 

themselves are a Western construct: 
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We look at the lands and we look at ourselves as part of that landscape. We look at the 

landscape as having a cultural and spiritual significance, and don’t necessarily 

differentiate between physical aspects. It’s encompassing, so the water, the lands, the 

sky, combined with the stories are often go through all those spheres (Aboriginal 

Respondent 20) 

From an Aboriginal way of seeing things, all things are linked, you know? But the systems 

we’ve inherited break everything down into little boxes (Aboriginal Respondent 7) 

Overall, it is clear that the exclusion of certain types of protected areas from the co-management 

framework restrict the ability of certain Aboriginal groups to co-manage important parts of their 

countries. Yet even if all protected areas are included in the future, co-management will still be 

incomplete from an Aboriginal perspective as long as it remains confined to protected area 

boundaries, which means that an expansion of the legislation represents a step in the right direction, 

but not the entire journey.  

8.3.1.2 Diverse Management Aspirations     

The co-management framework further establishes the forms that co-management can take, with co-

management boards for protected areas on Aboriginal land representing the greatest degree of power 

sharing possible. People involved in co-management commonly refer to the transition of co-

management bodies to this tier as ‘handback’, as it involves the transfer of land ownership to 

Aboriginal groups. Across the state, handback is an almost universal aspiration of Aboriginal nations 

and the vast majority of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal respondents were supportive of realising this 

aspiration, at least eventually.  

While different perceptions of how soon handback should occur are discussed in more detail in section 

8.3.2.2, the most important point of contention in the context of the co-management framework is 

the management of protected areas post-handback. Under the state’s legislation, this management 

requires continued collaboration. However, not everyone currently involved in co-management is 

aware of this requirement, and not everyone agrees with it. In fact, one Aboriginal respondent 

described the requirement as coercive and suggested that it should not exist: 

Of course [we want handback]! But they put it to us with strings attached. Oh there has 

to be like, you know, a member of the Department of Environment and Water on the 

board. Like why? (Aboriginal Respondent 8) 
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In addition to this explicit criticism of the legislative framework, more than half of all Aboriginal 

respondents raised sole management as their aspiration in the short or long-term, depending on how 

ready they felt to take on the responsibility that comes with it: 

We’ve lost a lot of Elders now that fought hard over the years for recognition of our 

country and native title and everything. […] But they’ve always pushed us to aim for sole 

management of the park. And why wouldn’t we? I mean, we’re quite capable doing that, 

you know? (Aboriginal Respondent 17) 

Long term, sole management is an aspiration. But it requires political will, which is not 

there… (Aboriginal Respondent 12)  

…and we are not able to do it alone at the moment (Aboriginal Respondent 11) 

At the same time, however, at least one member of almost all Aboriginal groups was open to 

continued collaboration. One respondent described it as the right thing to do as the land ‘is Arabana 

country, but it’s Australia too’ (Aboriginal Respondent 3), while another five respondents perceived it 

to be beneficial to their groups and the land they were looking after: 

We believe that co-management can still exist if we’re the owner […] because the process 

of co-management is not just about managing the park, it’s about managing the 

relationships with government as well (Aboriginal Respondent 18) 

I feel like it’s not going to go where it’s going now. The park has to be co-managed by 

both. Otherwise, people will run amok, you know? (Aboriginal Respondent 14) 

Moreover, all members of MACAI, the group that is currently closest to reaching handback, repeatedly 

expressed the desire to continue the co-management of Ngaut Ngaut Conservation Park post-

handback, both implicitly in their discussions of the future and explicitly, as demonstrated by the 

following statement a MACAI member made during one of their co-management meetings: 

If we get handback, we don’t want all of you fellows to not be here (Personal 

Communication 19/04/21) 

In fact, in addition to continuing their partnership with the DEW, all MACAI members have further 

expressed the intention to extend this partnership to include their local council, and have already 

extended an invitation to the council to join all co-management meetings until this tri-party 

partnership is formally established. To them, collaboration represents an opportunity to advance their 

aspirations for the park, rather than a reduction of their control over it, as they ‘would not be where 

they are’ without the DEW (Personal Communication 15/02/21) and because ‘nobody is telling MACAI 
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what to do’ (Personal Communication 19/04/21). Sole management, on the other hand, would be 

challenging because of the small size of their community, which one MACAI member expressed by 

stating that they ‘can’t wave a magic wand and produce Aboriginal people’ (Personal Communication 

19/04/21). Due to their unique circumstances, as well as their positive experiences with co-

management, all members of this particular Aboriginal group thus aspire to continue and expand co-

management even after they gain land ownership, while at least some members of all other Aboriginal 

groups prefer sole management in the future.  

A similar range of perceptions emerged from discussions with non-Aboriginal respondents concerning 

the management of protected areas post-handback, although with a notably different distribution. 

One of the three respondents who explicitly discussed the legislative requirement of continued 

collaboration did so in a very matter of fact way by stating that if Aboriginal groups wanted sole 

management of protected areas ‘there would be no funding’ to support them, which would make it 

‘incredibly difficult to manage a park’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 1). The other two respondents 

were considerably more critical and described the legislative requirement as a ‘disadvantage’ (Non-

Aboriginal Respondent 16), ‘coercion’ and an ongoing ‘lock around the land’ (Non-Aboriginal 

Respondent 3).  

Yet overall, only a third of non-Aboriginal respondents who discussed the management of protected 

areas post-handback were carefully supportive of sole management in some cases: 

I personally have some empathy for the Mamungari board saying: 'sure, you live out here, 

it’s your country, go ahead'. It’s not the model we’re in though (Non-Aboriginal 

Respondent 11) 

Ideally, you’d give Far West Coast the keys and walk away and let them manage the parks, 

but they still need to do it as a public asset (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 6) 

On the other hand, the remaining two thirds of non-Aboriginal respondents who discussed the 

management of protected areas post-handback, all of whom are currently involved in co-management 

bodies, envisioned an ongoing role for themselves or their organisations within this management. This 

group of respondents includes members of the Ngaut Ngaut Co-management Board, who know for a 

fact that the Aboriginal group they are working with would like them to ‘remain around the table’ 

(Non-Aboriginal Respondent 17). However, it also includes non-Aboriginal respondents working with 

Aboriginal groups that are aspiring to sole management, who either expressed uncertainties as to 

whether these groups are ready for sole management, or a personal preference for continued 

collaboration:  
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I’d be surprised if any of the corporations could go: 'yeah, we can manage that'. They still 

really need to be working with us, and the budgets to come with, you know, our salaries 

and vehicles and all that sort of stuff (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 10)  

There are ways for the Department to stay involved too, after handback (Non-Aboriginal 

Respondent 7) 

8.3.1.3 Distribution of Perceptions of the Co-management Framework 

In direct comparison, a greater percentage of Aboriginal respondents envisioned sole management as 

the ideal destination of their co-management journey, while a greater percentage of non-Aboriginal 

respondents envisioned ongoing co-management. As such, the exclusion of sole management from 

the state’s legislative framework disproportionately affects the aspirations of Aboriginal people. 

Seeing that concerns regarding the exclusion of marine protected areas, and the general limitation of 

co-management to protected areas, were also primarily raised by Aboriginal respondents, it is clear 

that the legislative co-management framework is less compatible with their knowledges and 

aspirations overall. While it is important to note that this conclusion does not apply equally to all 

Aboriginal groups across the state, creating the possibility of sole management would not erase the 

possibility of continued co-management, it would simply make it an option that allows for the 

realisation of a wider range of aspirations. 

8.3.2 Perceptions of the Administration of the Co-management Framework 

While the legislative framework determines which protected areas can be co-managed, and what 

forms their co-management can take in theory, decisions about which protected areas are co-

managed, and what forms their co-management takes in practice, are made by those administering 

this framework. As established in the previous chapter, limited power and information sharing is built 

into this administration, as the ultimate decision-making power lies with the minister, who can follow 

or dismiss the advice provided by the DEW. By drawing on my analysis of the experiences and 

perceptions of respondents who are involved in making these decisions and of respondents about 

whom these decisions are made, this section illustrates that this uneven distribution of decision-

making power results in an uneven realisation of different respondents’ aspirations.  

8.3.2.1 Administrative Exclusion of Aboriginal Groups  

Not all protected areas that could be co-managed in theory are co-managed in practice, even though 

co-management is an ‘aspiration of most clan groups’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 1). While this 

observation is based on Aboriginal groups that have recently gone through the native title process and 

may not be representative of all Aboriginal groups across the state, there are examples of Aboriginal 
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groups whose openly expressed co-management aspirations were set aside, at least for the time 

being. A respondent who is involved in the establishment of new co-management arrangements 

described one of these examples as follows: 

At Lake Torrens, very early on, through the native title process, the group there said: 'we 

would like co-management'. And, sometimes it’s hard to know whether it’s the lawyers 

pushing it or them. And we said: 'look, we’re just not ready for co-management for that 

park. There’s not really much to co-manage'. So we sort of said: 'no, it’s not on the table' 

(Non-Aboriginal Respondent 2) 

Part of the reason why this Aboriginal group’s aspiration was not realised was, therefore, doubtfulness 

regarding their genuine interest in co-management, which was reinforced when they did not object 

to the decision to not progress their aspiration: 

So there’ve been a couple of times when that’s happened. As far as I can tell, it hasn’t 

created an issue. I think. That’s why I think it was more the lawyers pushing it than the 

group, because otherwise the group might have said: 'no, this is important to us and we 

want to keep talking about what it means' (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 2) 

Alternatively, it is possible that ‘no means no’ in the eyes of the Aboriginal group in this example. 

Unfortunately, neither assumption can be confirmed or denied, as the active exploration of how co-

management is perceived by excluded Aboriginal groups, such as this one, lay beyond the scope of 

this study.  

Even without these insights, however, it is worth noting that their initial aspiration was also dismissed 

based on the perceived unimportance of the protected area in question from a Western management 

perspective. This perceived unimportance was further underscored a few months later, when then 

Premier and Aboriginal Affairs Minister Steven Marshall approved resource exploration on Lake 

Torrens, despite the opposition of its Traditional Owners, and gave the explicit permission to ‘damage, 

disturb or interfere with any Aboriginal sites, objects or remains’ over the course of this exploration 

(Marshall 2021 in Lysaght 2021a p.1). Importantly, this decision may have happened anyway, as co-

management bodies cannot oppose resource exploration on Crown land (SA Government 1972). 

Nonetheless, the example demonstrates that Lake Torrens is an important ‘sacred site to at least four 

Aboriginal groups’ (Lysaght 2021b p.1), which implies that while there may not be ‘much to co-

manage’ from a non-Aboriginal perspective (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 2), there certainly is from an 

Aboriginal perspective.  
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In the context of the state’s co-management administration, the example of Lake Torrens 

demonstrates that the uneven distribution of decision-making power that is built into these initial 

decisions results in an insufficient consideration of Aboriginal knowledges, and potentially in an 

uneven realisation of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people’s aspirations.  

8.3.2.2 Rarity of Co-management Transitions 

Once co-management bodies are established, subsequent administrative decisions determine which 

tier is allocated to them. Only two co-management bodies were set up on the highest tier from the 

start, while the remaining ten were set up on one of the two lower tiers, with the option of 

transitioning to higher tiers once they are ready. These transitions, however, take years when they 

occur and remain exceptionally rare, even though reaching the highest tier of co-management is an 

almost universal aspiration among people who are involved in co-management across the state. In 

presenting my analysis of different respondents’ satisfaction with the current tiers of different co-

management bodies and their perceptions of the transition process, this section illustrates the 

implications of the current administration of the co-management framework for those who are 

involved in co-management practice.  

Contentment with the current tiers of different co-management bodies varies within and between 

them. Out of all members of co-management bodies that have not yet reached the highest tier, those 

that have reached their current tier more recently tend to be more content. The Dhilba Guuranda-

Innes National Park Co-management Board, for instance, was established on the second tier in 2020. 

Initially, the board’s Aboriginal members wanted the ownership of the park from the start and they 

still aspire to handback ‘as soon as possible’ (Aboriginal Respondent 15). However, they ‘haven’t 

pushed it’ since the board began meeting, as it is still ‘early days’ (Aboriginal Respondent 18) and the 

government showed ‘respect’ and ‘goodwill’ by allowing ‘a Narungga person to become the inaugural 

chairperson of that board’ (Aboriginal Respondent 17).  

Similarly, the Gawler Ranges Parks Co-management Board was created through the amalgamation of 

the Lake Gairdner Co-management Board and the Gawler Ranges Co-management Advisory 

Committee in 2021, which means that the board has only just gained decision-making power for the 

Gawler Ranges National Park. Even though Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal members of this board have 

expressed frustration with how long this amalgamation has taken, there was no urgency among them 

to pursue handback immediately when the topic was discussed during their meeting (Personal 

Observation 09/03/21) or during interviews with individual board members: 
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The co-management arrangements for Lake Gairdner and Gawler Ranges are the start of 

a journey, even though there’s been co-management arrangements in place for a while, 

and I think the relationship is matured. […] From an administrative point of view, we’re a 

long way away from say handback (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 8) 

In contrast, members of co-management bodies that have operated on their current tiers for years 

tend to be less content, especially if they were set up on the lowest tier initially. The Far West Coast 

Aboriginal Corporation, for instance, ‘didn’t want an advisory committee’ for Nullarbor Parks, but ‘the 

government wanted an advisory committee’ and so it was established as such in 2015 and ‘still hasn’t 

changed’ (Aboriginal Respondent 8). Moreover, even though the Ngaut Ngaut Co-management Board 

has successfully gone through the transition from advisory committee to board and is actively pursuing 

handback (DEW 2018), Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal members of this board expressed frustration in 

regard to how long these processes have taken during their meetings (Personal Observation 17/02/20) 

and during interviews:  

It was a real frustration of the MACAI guys that the process was such a drawn-out, long 

process and people that had started it hadn’t survived long enough to see it through (Non-

Aboriginal Respondent 15) 

The dissent and concern, is usually around a timeline that’s blown out, or we promised 

something by X date and now it’s another two years. […] From my perspective, I’d like it 

to be a lot easier process to go through, to be honest (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 17) 

The most notable divide in contentment with their current tiers among members of co-management 

bodies who have participated in this study is therefore based on the context of the board or committee 

they are involved in, with Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal members often expressing similar views in 

regard to the tier their body does and should operate on.  

However, respondents who have been involved in co-management administration and practice for 

several years also frequently raised an example that paints a different picture. In particular, these 

respondents brought up the Ikara-Flinders Ranges co-management workshop in 2016, which brought 

together all active co-management bodies at the time. During this workshop, there was ‘palpable 

tension within the room’ when the discussion turned to the transition process, as ‘the only space that 

had been accommodated was to say how great co-management was [and] how successful it’s been’. 

However, many of the Aboriginal attendees actually ‘had an issue with the transparency of review and 

evaluation and transition to ownership’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 3). For this reason, they 
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eventually decided to hold a separate meeting outside of the official proceedings, as indicated by the 

following account of a non-Aboriginal co-management board member:  

At the meeting at Wilpena, a few years ago, around co-management boards and 

committees, there was a separate meeting where the First Nations mob went off and 

wanted to talk about things themselves, which was basically around handback. So there’s 

a lot of frustration expressed there (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 13) 

The purpose of this separate meeting of Aboriginal board and advisory committee members was thus 

to exchange their views on the transition process and to express their frustrations collectively. Seeing 

that they felt like holding a separate meeting was necessary to do so implies that there was, and 

potentially still is, greater frustration with the transition process among Aboriginal members of co-

management bodies across the state. 

8.3.2.3 Transparency of Transition Requirements 

There are also noteworthy differences in the reasons respondents ascribed to the rarity and slowness 

of transitions to higher tiers. The first reason, which was raised by respondents who were not involved 

in the administration of transition processes and have not gone through one themselves, was the lack 

of publicly available information on what these processes involve: 

During my time, there were never any clear goal posts just to say: 'well, this is how you 

move it from a committee to a board to handback' (Aboriginal Respondent 7) 

You can’t go to the DEW website and go: 'oh, that’s how you transfer and transition your 

co-management to the next level', which means that it’s not transparent enough (Non-

Aboriginal Respondent 3) 

In the experience of one respondent who is involved in these processes, this lack of publicly available 

information means that co-management bodies are, at times, unsure of how to proceed and of their 

own role in the process: 

Boards often think that they have a role in any changes, proposed changes... And 

sometimes we have to be able to say: 'look you don’t have that role'. And it is quite 

confusing because the board’s like: 'well we’re managing the park'. But the actual 

paperwork and the all the signatures and agreement is between the minister and the 

Aboriginal Corporation (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 1) 

While this lack of transparency therefore is a valid concern, it predominantly applies to co-

management bodies that have not officially stated their intention to transition soon. When the 
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Nullarbor Parks Advisory Committee officially submitted its intention to transition to the next tier, the 

DEW’s chief executive and the minister replied with a clear outline on ‘how they might progress from 

an advisory committee to a board’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 6). Yet, even though the advisory 

committee has completed every stage of this outline in the eyes of its Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

members, the transition is yet to happen: 

‘They have met those milestones. So they are saying now: 'well, come on, we want to 

become a board now'’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 10) 

‘We have done the plan. So the Far West Coast healthy country planning process has been 

done. All the training and developments happened […] and still nothing’ (Aboriginal 

Respondent 8) 

Similarly, the Ngaut Ngaut Co-management Board began actively working towards the handback of 

Ngaut Ngaut to MACAI as soon as the advisory committee became a board in 2014. As a first step, 

they also put ‘a submission in to the minister’, who let the board know that they had to ‘demonstrate 

that MACAI had the capacity to have handback’. The board then held a meeting to go through ‘all the 

knowledge and skills and qualifications and resources that they would probably need’ and determined 

‘if there were any gaps between where they were at and where we wanted them to be’ (Non-

Aboriginal Respondent 15). Since then, the board has organised training and ongoing refreshment 

courses, as well as paid employment opportunities for MACAI members, and now collectively 

considers MACAI to be ready for handback (Personal Observations 18/11/19-13/12/21). Despite the 

efforts, however, Ngaut Ngaut Conservation Park remains vested in the Crown at the time of writing. 

Overall, this range of perceptions and experiences therefore demonstrates that clear communication 

of the requirements for transitions is an important first step; it is not enough on its own. 

8.3.2.4 Bureaucracy of Transition Processes 

The second reason for the rarity and slowness of transitions to higher tiers was the complexity of these 

processes and the limited number of people who are actively carrying them out. This reason was raised 

exclusively by non-Aboriginal respondents who are personally involved in, or very aware of the 

administrative processes required for these transitions: 

Our legislation is so convoluted […] and it’s often difficult to progress things as quickly as 

what the Traditional Owners would want us to (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 1) 

The process to change and to review and modify a co-management agreement is not an 

easy process. And we’ve only got a couple of staff in Adelaide that run those processes 

and so they can only handle so many at once, I reckon (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 10) 
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These non-Aboriginal respondents also argued that these already complex processes are further 

complicated if Aboriginal groups involved in co-management bodies ‘have been throwing out their 

membership at every term’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 2), ‘which happens quite a bit’. Every time it 

does, it requires co-management bodies to ‘restart’ the development of effective co-management 

processes and working relationships, which creates ‘stumbling blocks in that whole progression’ (Non-

Aboriginal Respondent 1). As a consequence of these ‘various levels of success’, supporting this 

progression is considered to be ‘a little bit of a minefield’ by these respondents, as great care must be 

taken to ensure transitions are ‘successful for everyone involved’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 8). To 

these respondents, the rarity and slowness of co-management transitions thus derives from the 

legislative framework under which they occur, the limited number of people who administer this 

framework, various changes that happen within co-management bodies on the ground and the risks 

that they represent.  

8.3.2.5 Lack of Political Will  

In contrast, the third and most frequently named reason that respondents attributed to the rarity and 

slowness of these transitions was a lack of political will to support them. While one respondent who 

is involved in the administration of transition processes also touched on this reason by stating that 

‘sometimes it’s just the timing’ as it is the ‘minister’s decision […] at the end of the day’ (Non-

Aboriginal Respondent 2), it was primarily discussed by respondents who are involved in co-

management bodies on the ground.  

The majority of respondents discussing the handback of Ngaut Ngaut Conservation Park, for instance, 

raised the fact that the board ‘had everything ready’ but then there was ‘a change of government’ and 

they ‘very much had to start again’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 14), as they ‘needed that minister to 

take it forward through cabinet’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 17). However, while the members of the 

Ngaut Ngaut Co-management Board perceived the minister’s lack of support as one of multiple factors 

that have slowed this handback down over time, respondents discussing other transitions across the 

state named lack of political will as the primary factor holding them back: 

I think there’s no reason stopping this [transition]. It’s just the political will (Aboriginal 

Respondent 17) 

In the eyes of these respondents, this lack of political will represents a reluctance to erase established 

hierarchies between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people and their knowledges. Specifically, they 

associated it with ‘pastoral industries and mining industries’ with interests in the land that are ‘leaning 

on the Department for the Environment’ (Aboriginal Respondent 7), but also from a general fear of 
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‘giving up white power and control’ (Aboriginal Respondent 8). This fear, in turn, was seen as 

representative of on an implicit assumption of the superiority of Western knowledge and land 

management practices, as demonstrated by the perception that returning the ownership of protected 

areas to Aboriginal groups could result in reduced or incorrect management of these protected areas: 

First Nations people, they want their land back, they want total control of the space. […] 

From a government perspective, it’s flipped the other way. They’re more worried about 

the park and how it’s managed (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 3) 

There’s a perception that areas won’t be looked after or managed correctly, from a 

European perspective. So there’s that background there of that lack of trust (Aboriginal 

Respondent 19) 

Further, it is based on the implicit assumption that those who currently control this management do 

not just have the power, but also the right to decide how much of it can safely be shared, which fails 

to acknowledge the colonial dispossession that precedes their control:  

They are reluctant to give it, because they don’t want it to be exclusive. But it’s always 

been exclusive. Exclusive for white people (Aboriginal Respondent 16) 

To the respondents who perceived lack of political will to be the prime barrier holding back transitions 

towards greater Aboriginal control and eventual land ownership, these transitions therefore represent 

an ethical responsibility and a form of recognition that is ‘long overdue’ (Aboriginal Respondent 15).  

8.3.2.6 Distribution of Perceptions of Co-management Administration 

All but one of the respondents who perceived lack of political will to be the main barrier to co-

management transitions were Aboriginal. In contrast, all respondents who perceived these transitions 

as risks that must be taken with care were non-Aboriginal, and most of them were directly involved in 

the progression of these transitions. However, there were also non-Aboriginal respondents to whom 

a lack of political will was one of the factors holding back these transitions, as well as Aboriginal 

respondents that expressed doubt concerning their group’s readiness to take over the responsibilities 

that come with land ownership at this point in time. While there clearly is a spectrum of views held by 

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal respondents, the difference between the respondents whose views 

forms the two ends of this spectrum are nonetheless noteworthy, as it implies that the uneven 

distribution of decision-making power does, indeed, result in an uneven realisation of Aboriginal and 

non-Aboriginal peoples’ co-management aspirations.  
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8.3.3 Perceptions of Co-management Practice  

Co-management bodies play an important role in the planning and guidance of protected area 

management. While this role does not provide them with autocratic control over all activities that 

happen within these protected areas under the current legislation, co-management practice is shaped 

by more than its formal structures and processes, and it does seem to create space for Aboriginal 

people’s values, knowledge and aspirations not otherwise present. In drawing on my analysis of 

interviews and co-management observations, this section provides an overview of how members of 

different co-management bodies experience the operation of these bodies. 

8.3.3.1 Legislative Boundaries  

Even though co-management bodies cannot make decisions that conflict with the state’s legislation, 

regardless of what its members’ preferences are, only one seventh of those discussing co-

management practice brought up this limitation. A possible reason why it was not raised more often 

is that there are co-management bodies that ‘just haven’t come across any of those circumstances’ so 

far (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 4) and whose members may not even be fully aware that their 

decisions can be overruled. Nevertheless, such instances have occurred before, as demonstrated by 

the following account of a state government respondent involved in co-management administration 

and practice:  

Even if the board, even if the Aboriginal board members say: 'we think we should not 

shoot dingoes on this park', it’s like: 'well, we have to disagree, because we are legally… 

we have shoot dingoes on the park' (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 2) 

While acknowledging the restrictions the legislation puts on the authority of co-management bodies, 

this respondent clearly discussed them in a very matter of fact way and emphasised that they bind 

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal board and committee members equally. All other non-Aboriginal 

respondents who raised the issue took a similar stance, arguing that co-management decision-making 

is ‘still a democratic process’ and that there simply are certain ‘Western administration 

responsibilities’ that co-management bodies have to meet (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 1).  

In contrast, the one Aboriginal respondent who explicitly raised these legislative requirements 

emphasised that ‘no black people ever wrote these laws’ and described them as a barrier to Aboriginal 

land management in particular: 

You’ve got the right to manage it under the National Parks and Wildlife Act. That’s what 

you do. So you don’t manage it under your old ways of doing things (Aboriginal 

Respondent 7) 
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Even though the legislative boundaries within which co-management decisions must be made were 

not raised frequently, the perceptions of those who did discuss them differed widely, which is worth 

noting.  

8.3.3.2 Importance of Formal Structures 

In addition to these legislative boundaries, the tiers of most co-management bodies further restrict 

their overall decision-making power and the relative influence of different parties within these bodies.  

By far the most important difference between the three tiers in the eyes of co-management board 

and committee members were the independent budgets that boards for protected areas on Aboriginal 

land receive, which provide them with ‘a lot of control over where that money is spent’ (Non-

Aboriginal Respondent 4). Boards and advisory committees on Crown land, on the other hand, must 

‘follow the government processes on how contracts and things can be done’ (Non-Aboriginal 

Respondent 5), which can lead to a perceived ‘lack of control’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 4) and the 

feeling that ‘everything is too hard’ to implement (Aboriginal Respondent 7).  

In addition to greater financial control, boards for protected areas on Aboriginal land are also required 

to have Aboriginal chairs and majorities, which allows the Aboriginal members of the Mamungari Co-

management Board to ‘very much steer things’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 10). At the same time, 

though, co-management bodies across the state rarely vote and have ‘never been in a position’ where 

a matter had to be ‘escalated’ to the minister (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 14), which implies that 

Aboriginal groups are not frequently outvoted in co-management bodies with equal memberships. 

Moreover, respondents who are currently involved in co-management bodies on the first and second 

tier argued that advisory committees ‘have just as much influence over park matters as boards’ (Non-

Aboriginal Respondent 6), as it is part of the ‘good faith of co-management’ to ask for their 

‘endorsement’ even if it is not legally required (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 10). Similarly, members of 

the Ngaut Ngaut Co-management Board who were already around when it was an advisory committee 

argued that being a board represents an important recognition, but that they ‘can’t really see the 

difference’ between the first and second tier other than that (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 17).  

While these findings demonstrate that the ways in which co-management structures are implemented 

can make up for some of their inbuilt inequalities, they should not be taken as evidence that the 

progression through the tiers is unimportant, as they also show that there are tangible and intangible 

benefits that come with this progression.  
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8.3.3.3 Importance of Interpersonal Relationships 

The space that co-management creates for Aboriginal people’s values, knowledge and aspirations is 

further shaped by the interactions that occur during co-management meetings.  

While co-management board and committee members across the state overwhelmingly agreed that 

the formal processes of their meetings are very Western, only roughly a quarter of them perceived 

this fact to be problematic. This portion was even lower among non-Aboriginal board and committee 

members, with only one fifth expressing any uncertainty as to whether co-management processes 

truly create equal opportunities to speak up and be heard: 

I realise that you’ve got to create different spaces for people to be heard, and I’m not sure 

that we do enough of that around the co-management table. […] I think sitting around 

the board table meeting, working through an agenda, is only one way (Non-Aboriginal 

Respondent 11) 

Look, we try to do that. That’s why we get on country a lot, because I think it’s really 

important for the Aboriginal community. […] I don’t think co-management is going to be 

effective if you’re just coming to a town centre, sitting around a table, having a cup of 

coffee, listening to people talk, and then going away (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 10) 

In contrast, roughly a third of all Aboriginal board and committee members expressed concerns, many 

of which were more fundamental than being able to speak up. In particular, they argued that co-

management processes, in their current form, are incompatible with cultural hierarchies, Aboriginal 

knowledges and the overall ‘idea of self-determining practices for First Nations people’ (Aboriginal 

Respondent 7): 

Someone on a board is not necessarily culturally the most knowledgeable person, but they 

need to have someone on board to represent, that’s where we have to go back and 

consult. […] And then you introduce these structures, and it’s about having to then consult 

that knowledge and then manage things from a Western point of view. Your accounts, 

your balances, your governance, your interactions with people and all that side of things. 

[You have to learn] a different style of thought (Aboriginal Respondent 20) 

They further argued that the dominance of Western knowledge within co-management contexts can 

result in an inadequate consideration of Aboriginal peoples’ connection to their specific countries. 

Two respondents brought up cases in which their co-management bodies disregarded the fact that 

only Traditional Owners can speak for their country and allowed other Aboriginal groups to contribute 
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to the development of park signage containing cultural information, which they perceived as unfair 

and inappropriate in both cases:  

You got the whitefellas in the Department of Environment and Water saying: 'well you 

need to say this and the other groups have had their say'. Actually no, they’re not the 

Traditional Owners. Listen to us and this is what we want. You’re saying we’re not being 

fair, actually we’re saying you’re not being fair, because you’re asking us to abandon 

everything about us, about our own country that we fought for, and you still want to give 

it away to other people (Aboriginal Respondent 8) 

I went out there to all these places, and they had a drawing up there, from somebody who 

comes from Queensland. Hold on – this is not your land! (Aboriginal Respondent 14) 

Nevertheless, the latter respondent also argued that while co-management content should focus 

more on the ‘Aboriginal side’, co-management processes should become more Western, if anything. 

To them, it was better to ‘sit back and yarn after the meeting’ but not during, as ‘nothing will get done’ 

and the discussion will just go ‘round and round’ (Aboriginal Respondent 14).  

While no other Aboriginal board or committee member explicitly argued for more Western processes, 

roughly two thirds expressed content with the way their meetings are run and felt like they had ‘an 

equal voice at the table’ (Aboriginal Respondent 18). Such perceptions were especially common 

among Aboriginal members of co-management bodies with longstanding and strong interpersonal 

relationships, who tended to place less importance on formal elements of co-management meetings. 

Most members of the Ngaut Ngaut Co-management Board, for instance, have worked together for 

over a decade and got to know each other well over this time. As a result, it was primarily the board’s 

non-Aboriginal members who insisted that they should continue to have an Aboriginal chair when the 

topic was raised during one of their meetings (Personal Observation 15/02/21). There are also no 

notable differences in the board’s dynamics during meetings on country or in boardrooms (Personal 

Observations 18/11/19-13/12/21), and the board’s Aboriginal members have explicitly stated that 

they are ‘happy with their board’ and the way their meetings are run (Personal Communication 

19/04/21).  

The importance of strong interpersonal relationships was also emphasised by non-Aboriginal board 

and committee members across the state. One respondent who is currently involved in three different 

co-management bodies argued that such relationships are the most important factor to ensure 

everyone’s voice is heard, as knowing each other well not only helps people speak up during meetings, 

it also allows them to notice if someone stayed quiet who normally would have spoken up: 



185 

We’ve been working together for a few years now. So everyone knows that they have 

space to talk, that they have time to talk. But if there’s a conversation where, I guess, you 

know that there’s something underlying, or something going on outside of the room, or 

the board, or committee, we look to make time. I know I do, and other board members 

make time to catch up with someone where normally they would have said something, 

but for some reason they’ve held back. Just to make sure that they’ve got that opportunity 

to speak about that, or if they need support to bring that item up within the meeting, or 

if they need someone else to bring that item up (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 5) 

More generally, four fifths of all non-Aboriginal board and committee members felt that even though 

‘most things driven out of government’ are Western (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 23), ‘there is enough 

flexibility within the system to make it work’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 8). They further argued that 

it is the ‘job’ of co-management bodies to ‘manufacture pathway through’ this system, which they do 

fairly successfully (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 17). Consequently, they felt that ‘everybody’s getting 

an equal say’ around the co-management table (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 16) and that there 

generally is ‘give and take on both sides’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 2).  

8.3.3.4 Distribution of Perceptions of Co-management Practice  

Although the majority of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal respondents felt like co-management 

processes can be adjusted to work for everyone, this view was not unanimous. Moreover, the 

concerns that were raised do not just imply that such adjustments do not always happen on the 

ground, but also question whether processes that remain Western at their core can ever be adjusted 

enough. While strong interpersonal relationships are certainly beneficial for co-management practice, 

in the eyes of at least some Aboriginal board and committee members, such relationships were not 

enough on their own to truly create space for their values, knowledges and aspirations. 

8.3.4 Perceptions of Co-management Outcomes 

Despite the structural and procedural inequalities that are built into co-management administration 

and practice, the previous chapter has illustrated that co-management creates space for Aboriginal 

peoples’ knowledges, values and aspirations in park management plans. This section draws on my 

analysis of interviews with people whose decisions guide this management and with people who are 

actively involved in carrying it out, as well as information gained through fieldtrips to co-managed 

protected areas. On this basis, it illustrates the extent to which the space co-management creates on 

paper is reflected on the ground and highlights its implications are for the protection natural and 

cultural values. 
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8.3.4.1 Access to Country  

Respondents across the state raised two key ways in which co-management can create space for 

Aboriginal peoples’ knowledges, values and aspirations on the ground, but expressed different views 

concerning the level of success at which they are currently implemented.  

Firstly, respondents who were involved in co-management boards and advisory committees with 

Aboriginal members who do not live on country argued that co-management creates opportunities to 

visit country during co-management meetings: 

I like going back on country. And I like knowing what they’ve done (Aboriginal Respondent 

14) 

Co-management is giving them [the Aboriginal board members] an awesome opportunity 

to reconnect. It’s actually giving them opportunities to sit in a car and go out on country, 

which they probably wouldn’t do (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 10) 

Yet the same respondents also pointed out that the wider communities’ access to remote protected 

areas often remains limited, as ‘a lot of people can’t come up here’ as they ‘don’t have the funds to 

come up here, or they’re too elderly’ (Aboriginal Respondent 5), and expressed the desire to bring ‘a 

lot more people out on country’ in the future (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 10).  

Moreover, even in less remote parts of the state, financial barriers continue to restrict Aboriginal 

people’s ability to access co-managed protected areas on their countries. Aboriginal members of the 

Dhilba Guuranda-Innes Co-management Board, for instance, argued that they should not have to pay 

for accommodation within the park, as they ‘don’t have the funds’ to do so, but also because ‘culturally 

and morally and ethically’ it ‘doesn’t feel right for Narungga to go back to their own country and pay 

for it’ (Aboriginal Respondent 17). They further argued that such accommodation is essential for the 

ability of Elders to stay in the park, who can no longer camp but would benefit from being able to 

reconnect to country: 

What can we do about Elders that are frail, that have health issues, and you want them 

to go and lay in a thing? No, that’s why we want this [accommodation]. Not because we’re 

greedy, because we’re thinking about our Elders (Aboriginal Respondent 16) 

Elders going back to country, you know, and that’s going to benefit their health and well-

being, and the mental health, and the spiritual, particularly the spiritual (Aboriginal 

Respondent 15) 
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While suggested solutions ranged from free accommodation in Dhilba Guuranda-Innes National Park 

to the organisation of youth camps in the Gawler Ranges (Personal Observation 26/09/19), 

respondents across the state clearly felt that in addition to supporting Aboriginal board or committee 

members’ access to country, co-management should create such opportunities for their wider 

communities too.   

8.3.4.2 Care for Country 

Secondly, even though co-management bodies are not directly involved in the on the ground 

management of protected areas, members of co-management bodies across the state argued that 

their existence strengthens this management in several ways. In particular, they argued that there is 

‘a government commitment through co-management that has led to increased funds’ (Non-Aboriginal 

Respondent 6), which has allowed the creation of additional positions for Aboriginal and non-

Aboriginal rangers in several co-managed protected areas: 

Co-management was also about allocation of resource to having a Narungga-identified 

ranger position [for Dhilba Guuranda-Innes National Park] (Aboriginal Respondent 18) 

The cultural ranger position is targeted at someone with the necessary cultural 

credentials. […] Once they start, we’ll have two AMYAC members working on Breakaways 

(Non-Aboriginal Respondent 4) 

For Mamungari, we haven’t spent some of on the ground money for a couple of years 

running, which was how we were then able to help put some money into getting the 

rangers happening (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 11) 

Moreover, members of the Gawler Ranges Parks Co-management Board claimed that co-management 

ensures the continuation of Commonwealth funding for Working on Country rangers who work across 

their parks: 

The ranger program has to be renegotiated every seven years and when it was 

renegotiated last time, it was really helpful that the park is co-managed (Non-Aboriginal 

Respondent 8)  

Because of this direct and indirect creation of additional ranger positions, respondents who have spent 

time in co-managed protected areas across the state have noticed visible differences in their 

conditions: 
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That park [Kaṉku-Breakaways Conservation Park] had no love whatsoever and this co-

management agreement has led to absolutely impressive park management for it (Non-

Aboriginal Respondent 6) 

The benefits of co-management are all the achievements that have been made in the park 

[the Gawler Ranges National Park] (Aboriginal Respondent 12) 

Specific examples of the achievements in the Gawler Ranges National Park are the establishment and 

maintenance of visitor facilities, including clearly marked carparks and walking trails (see plate 8.1), 

the installation of interpretive signs throughout the park (see plate 8.2), as well as ongoing efforts to 

control invasive species, monitor threatened species and reintroduce locally extinct species. 

Plate 8.1: Visitor Facilities in the Gawler Ranges  

 
Photos taken by author during a fieldtrip to the Gawler Ranges National Park in June 2021 
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Plate 8.2: Interpretive Signs in the Gawler Ranges  

 
Photos taken by author during a fieldtrip to the Gawler Ranges National Park in June 2021 

8.3.4.3 Resource Restrictions and External Pressures 

At the same time, however, there was a consensus that the human and financial capacity that is made 

available for protected area management in SA is ‘far from enough’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 10). 

Consequently, even the additional rangers are ‘barely keeping up with compliance and cleaning’ 

during busy periods (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 11), which limits the time they can spend on the 

active protection of cultural and natural values.  

These values, in turn, are impacted by more than just the management that happens on the ground, 

as demonstrated by the example of the mound springs on Arabana country (see plate 8.3), which are 

‘ecologically diverse hot spots’ that also have ‘an immense cultural and social value, not only to 

Arabana people, but also to non-Aboriginal people’ (Aboriginal Respondent 7). Over time, the 

condition of these mound springs has deteriorated within and around co-managed protected areas: 

Wabma Kadarbu, like the national park near the Bubbler, we went there the other day. It 

looks awful! (Aboriginal Respondent 6) 

There is a spring we used to go to as kids that had so much water pressure, you could 

shower there. And now it’s all dried up. And bush tucker has disappeared – onions that 

used to be everywhere, bush tomatoes… medicine plants too. Gives you sorrow 

(Aboriginal Respondent 1) 
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Some of this deterioration is due to local threats, such as ‘neighbouring cattle getting involved with 

our water holes’ (Aboriginal Respondent 7), which could be managed. However, it also is ‘a direct 

consequence of mining’, as there is ‘less water everywhere’ (Aboriginal Respondent 1) due to 

groundwater withdrawal from the Great Artesian Basin, which stretches across four states and 

territories, and thus lies outside of the control of the Arabana Parks Co-management Advisory 

Committee and the Arabana rangers.  

Plate 8.3: Mound Springs on Arabana Country 

 
Photos taken by author during a fieldtrip to Finniss Springs in May 2021 

8.3.4.4 Distribution of Perceptions of Co-management Outcomes 

The protection of natural and cultural values that occurs in co-managed protected areas often remains 

inadequate due to resource constraints and external pressures. Similarly, the support co-management 

provides to Aboriginal people’s ability to access protected areas on their countries also remains 

restricted, as it primarily creates opportunities for active members of co-management bodies. 

However, while co-management outcomes are clearly limited, both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

respondents perceived them as positive in their core.  
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8.3.5 Overarching Perceptions of Co-management in SA 

Not only is the South Australian co-management framework less compatible with Aboriginal people’s 

knowledge and aspirations, even aspirations that are theoretically attainable within this framework 

are not always realised due to the uneven power and information sharing that is built into its 

administration. In addition, the decisions co-management bodies make must align with the current 

legislation, even if it contradicts their members’ preferences, and their structures and processes are 

predominantly Western. Despite these limitations, however, the majority of Aboriginal and non-

Aboriginal board and committee members felt like their decision-making on the ground was equal, 

and perceived co-management outcomes as limited but beneficial. In light of this complexity, it is not 

surprising that the vast majority of respondents did not perceive co-management to be exclusively 

positive or negative. Instead, their overall evaluations form a spectrum, which covers everything in 

between the two extremes.  

Respondents whose views fall on the positive end of this spectrum include almost two thirds of all 

non-Aboriginal respondents, and almost one third of all Aboriginal respondents. To them, the formal 

structures and processes that are in place are unavoidable, as people ‘have to be accountable in 

today’s world’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 23), which is ‘a very different world to what we were 200 

years ago, for better or worse’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 6). Consequently, the fact that co-

management is ‘still fitting into white person’s law’ is ‘probably not a disadvantage as such, it’s just 

the reality of what it is’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 1). In fact, without these structures and 

processes, ‘a lot of things just would not happen’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 13), which is evident in 

protected areas that are not currently co-managed and in political fields outside of land management 

generally, as indicated by respondents who worked in these spaces: 

[Co-management] means that one of those different sets of knowledge and different 

aspirations are kind of put into the mix when decisions have been made, which is different 

from a lot of other parks, which might be managed more along the narrower kind of 

perspective (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 15) 

In that land management space, I have to say, there is a lot more willingness and 

engagement of First Nations peoples, you know, like the co-management boards. They’re 

really exciting opportunities for what could be (Aboriginal Respondent 22) 

Overall, ‘the advantages of co-management’ therefore ‘well and truly outweigh the disadvantages’ 

(Non-Aboriginal Respondent 20), and they even ‘outweigh the necessity to argue and fight about 

ownership’ (Aboriginal Respondent 18) in the view of this group of respondents.  
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Respondents whose views form the centre of the spectrum include roughly one third of all non-

Aboriginal respondents, and almost half of all Aboriginal respondents. On the one hand, these 

respondents described co-management as a ‘real opportunity’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 11), which 

‘puts responsibilities on the Department to provide support’ to the Aboriginal groups it is working with 

(Non-Aboriginal Respondent 16) and achieves ‘great benefits for the land’ (Non-Aboriginal 

Respondent 19). On the other hand, they also saw ‘so many things’ that have not been realised so far 

(Non-Aboriginal Respondent 11), and acknowledged the fact that ‘at its very core, it still doesn’t give 

the autonomy to First Nations’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 16), which is why they ‘don’t want to 

overstate what it does’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 19). In fact, while ‘co-management is definitely 

heading in the right direction’ (Aboriginal Respondent 17), it remains mostly ‘intangible goodwill’ 

(Aboriginal Respondent 16) ‘until the time they seriously look at handing the park back’ (Aboriginal 

Respondent 15). Overall, respondents whose views form the centre of the spectrum were therefore 

‘happy with the progress’, but ‘wouldn’t use the word content’ (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 5), as 

there is still more progress to be made. 

Finally, a smaller but equally important group of respondents expressed views that fall on the negative 

end of the spectrum. Almost one quarter of all Aboriginal respondents and only one non-Aboriginal 

respondent were critical of co-management as a whole. To them, co-management is ‘tokenistic’ 

(Aboriginal Respondent 14), ‘unfair’ and ‘biased’, as it is ‘dominated by white people, making white 

decisions, based in a white context’ (Aboriginal Respondent 7). Consequently, they argued that it can 

only make a ‘real difference’ by addressing ‘land and water rights in a way that a treaty would’ (Non-

Aboriginal Respondent 3) and by ‘decolonising parks management’ as a whole (Aboriginal Respondent 

8). Yet despite this assessment, they still either stated that they ‘love being involved’ personally 

(Aboriginal Respondent 14), or argued that ‘co-management offers a degree of hope’ and an 

opportunity that needs to be used, however limited it is: 

I mean, we can scream, rant and rave, and people just clam up. This white fragility, this 

white privilege, you know, as soon as you start banging on about a truth, people just 

escape into a little shell and they’re not coming out to play for a long, long time. So you’ve 

almost gotta, you know, use this soft diplomacy, this cultural power. So you’ve only got a 

few resources at your fingertips, and a few ways that you can use them, so you got to try 

and use them to the best of your abilities (Aboriginal Respondent 7) 

Even the most critical respondents ascribed at least some benefits, or some potential, to co-

management, which made participating in their respective co-management bodies preferable to 

refusing to engage. Respondents across the state thus perceived co-management as a step in the right 
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direction, but held vastly different views on how big a step it represents and how many more steps 

remain to be taken.  

Overall, respondents’ perceptions of co-management administration and practice in particular varied 

greatly between members of different co-management bodies, based on their unique aspirations, 

their interpersonal relationships and their co-management journeys so far. In addition, there were 

notable differences in how Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal respondents’ perceptions are distributed 

along the spectrum of overarching evaluations, as the positive end is primarily made up of non-

Aboriginal respondents’ evaluations, while the negative end is primarily made up of Aboriginal 

respondents’ evaluations. Despite a clear variation in individual experiences, this distribution reflects 

the ongoing power imbalances and comparatively smaller space that co-management creates for 

Aboriginal peoples’ knowledges and aspirations in its current form. 

8.4 Ways Forward: Co-management to Co-design and Co-administration 

While collaboration is the core of the co-management concept, the actual collaboration it facilitates 

in the South Australian context is limited. Consequently, neither the comparatively greater barriers 

co-management imposes on Aboriginal respondents’ aspirations, nor their comparatively greater 

discontent with its current form are surprising. To remove these barriers and address this discontent, 

this section proposes several steps to extend the collaboration that already occurs. 

The most important element of doing so is to ensure that this extended collaboration is not only an 

outcome, but also a part of the process. A revision of the legislative framework, for instance, could 

increase the theoretical availability of co-management through the inclusion of all types of terrestrial 

and marine protected areas, and enhance the frameworks compatibility with Aboriginal peoples’ long-

term aspirations. While such changes could be made internally within the DEW, revising the 

framework in collaboration with Aboriginal groups across the state not only increases the chances that 

the final product will meet their aspirations, the collaborative revision process itself represents an 

aspiration that several Aboriginal respondents raised when discussing potential ways forward:   

So if we want to see wholesale change within the acts, then really you’re going to try and 

get all these groups together, have a review of the act, how do we get Aboriginal interests 

more inserted within this? (Aboriginal Respondent 7) 

It should be a partnership with co-design to start off with (Aboriginal Respondent 19) 

We are intelligent. We can design our own destiny. We can find ways to achieve self-

determination. If you’re not going to let Aboriginal people do it completely on their own, 

at least compromise and co-design (Aboriginal Respondent 9) 
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While the last account still describes co-design as a compromise that is inferior to sole management, 

it is likely that a genuinely co-designed framework would include the possibility of transitioning to sole 

management for Aboriginal groups that prefer this option. In this way, co-design could lead to an 

eventual decrease of co-management arrangements. However, my findings also showed that there 

are Aboriginal groups who already prefer continued collaboration, which implies that extending its 

scope could also increase the number of Aboriginal groups that want to stay involved. Either way, 

removing ongoing collaboration as a condition for Aboriginal involvement will level the playing field 

and ensure that it only occurs when it truly is in the best interest of all parties.  

In addition to co-designing the broader framework, a revision of its administration is required to 

translate these changes from theory to practice. Firstly, an increase in human and financial capacity is 

needed to support the development of co-management agreements with all Aboriginal groups who 

are interested and to accelerate the transitions of existing co-management bodies through the tiers. 

However, an increase in capacity alone may not be enough, as it has been demonstrated that these 

administrative processes are also held back by an insufficient consideration of Aboriginal knowledges 

and the exclusive location of control over protected area ownership with the institutions that have 

held it since colonisation. Considering that only Aboriginal people can bring Aboriginal knowledges 

and perspectives into these processes, a transition from department led administration to co-

administration is required to overcome these barriers.  

While even co-design and co-administration do not represent completely equal power sharing as long 

as these processes still require ministerial support, they will nonetheless widen the knowledges and 

perspectives that shape administrative decisions and increase their transparency, which one State 

Government respondent explained as follows: 

You should stick the co-management, the 'co' bit of that, into every element of the co-

management program and the ways in which the boards operate and those other parts 

that they haven’t been exposed to. Yeah, I think that that’s how you would maintain that 

transparency and the trust in the process. Everybody would know the limitations and the 

government of the time as well (Non-Aboriginal Respondent 3) 

This is not to say that completely equal power sharing is not necessary if co-design and co-

administration are in place, but to emphasise steps that can be taken within the co-management 

framework itself until more fundamental changes, such as treaties for instance, are established on 

state and federal levels.   
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For the same reason, it is also important to touch on the steps that can be taken on the ground, by 

each existing co-management body, regardless of the framework and administration that are in place. 

While the majority of respondents perceived the decision-making around the co-management table 

was equal, this perception was especially strong among members of co-management bodies with long 

standing interpersonal relationships. Consequently, the first thing co-management bodies can do to 

create and maintain spaces in which everyone feels heard is to critically evaluate the existing 

relationships among their members, take steps to strengthen these relationships and encourage 

membership consistency over time.  

Secondly, co-management bodies can create contact between different Aboriginal groups that are 

involved in co-management, which allows members of these groups to exchange experiences and 

aspirations and to voice shared concerns collectively, as demonstrated by the example of the Ikara-

Flinders Ranges co-management workshop. In fact, every board and committee member who brought 

up previous co-management workshops described them as important opportunities for exchange, and 

Aboriginal respondents, in particular, frequently raised contact with other co-management bodies as 

an aspiration going forward: 

[The co-management workshops] were excellent! […] It’s all how do you do this? How 

does that work there? You know, because it’s co-management, they’re all meant to be on 

the same page (Aboriginal Respondent 14) 

 It would be good to, again, share and exchange ideas with those other groups. They might 

have different practices, for different regions and different country, that we’re not aware 

of, and vice versa, and so we come together, we share those stories, and get some ideas 

(Aboriginal Respondent 17)       

Finally, each co-management body can integrate active support for their Aboriginal members’ 

aspirations on the ground into their meetings. An example of a board that already does so successfully 

is the Ngaut Ngaut Co-management Board, which has supported MACAI’s tourism business in a variety 

of ways over the years. A consequence is that co-management has comparatively extensive benefits 

for their group and for the park in the eyes of the board’s Aboriginal members. While the specific ways 

in which other co-management bodies can provide such support vary across contexts and over time 

and must be determined on an ongoing, case-by-case basis, opportunities exist everywhere.  

Although it may not be possible to level the playing field completely while co-management remains 

embedded in a wider settler colonial system, the barriers co-management imposes on Aboriginal 

people’s knowledges and aspirations can be reduced considerably through a variety of proactive steps 
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on the ground, as well as a transition towards co-design and co-administration of the state’s co-

management framework. 

8.5 Conclusion 

Due to the complexity of the South Australian co-management framework and its administration, as 

well as the diversity of the state’s twelve co-management bodies, not a single respondent perceived 

co-management as exclusively positive or negative. The distribution of views between these two 

extremes highlights notable variations in the experiences and perceptions of members of different co-

management bodies, and in the overall level of contentment among Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

respondents. The former differences are primarily linked to unique interpersonal relationships and co-

management journeys, which demonstrate that the ways in which co-management practice is 

implemented can make up for its primarily Western structures and processes. The latter differences, 

however, are linked to the cases in which co-management practice is still perceived as unequal, and 

to the insufficient space for Aboriginal peoples’ knowledges and long-term aspirations in the co-

management framework and its administration. To eradicate these inbuilt inequalities, an extension 

of the collaboration that currently occurs is required on all scales.  
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Chapter 9: Discussion 

9.1 Introduction 

This chapter returns to the fundamental question of whether interconnected crises require integrated 

solutions, which it answers in two parts. The first part draws on the findings of this study to evaluate 

the individual contribution of reconciliation and co-management to human and more-than-human 

coexistence in SA, and reflects on their implications for the broader fields of transitional justice and 

conservation. On this basis, it highlights the commonalities between the two fields and demonstrates 

how their partial, but ultimately incomplete integration, reinforces their individual limitations. The 

second part connects my main recommendations for reconciliation and co-management in SA to 

broader transitions within and beyond transitional justice and conservation required to alter the 

trajectories of the world’s political and ecological crises. In doing so, it illustrates that greater 

integration of the two fields is both an outcome of their individual transitions, as well as a tool to 

accelerate them, but also clarifies that interconnected crises require holistic situated solutions, rather 

than one universal solution. 

9.2 Current Interconnection of Reconciliation and Co-management 

Reconciliation and co-management are parallel processes aimed at resolving interconnected crises. 

This section begins by evaluating their current appropriateness and effectiveness in the South 

Australian context, which it connects to reconciliation and co-management processes elsewhere, as 

well as the broader fields of transitional justice and conservation. On this basis, it determines the 

extent and implications of their current interconnections, which illustrates that both fields are 

insufficient, and insufficiently connected, to resolve ongoing challenges to human coexistence and the 

collective survival of human and more-than-human beings.  

9.2.1 Current Reconciliation Policy and Practice 

Out of the three conceptualisations of reconciliation that underpin the academic literature and public 

debate, my analysis shows that the neoliberal conceptualisation is reflected most dominantly in the 

ways in which reconciliation has been promoted in SA and Australia more broadly. The influence of 

neoliberalism on contemporary Indigenous policy in Australia has been discussed intensively by 

Altman (2014 p.123), who refers to it as the ‘Canberra Consensus’, in reference to the Washington 

Consensus’ imposition of neoliberal norms on developing countries, as well as by Strakosch (2015). 

Both Altman (2014) and Strakosch (2015) draw on the Howard Government’s practical reconciliation, 

as well as Closing the Gap and the Intervention to argue their points. Further evidence is provided by 
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more recent analyses, which point out neoliberal tendencies in the questions used to measure 

progress towards reconciliation in the Australian Reconciliation Barometer (Rowse 2012), and the 

reconciliation discourses employed by governments and corporations (Elder 2019). This study’s 

findings confirm and extend these analyses by illustrating that even seemingly progressive elements 

of the promotion of reconciliation, such as the Mabo Decision, the Uluru Statement from the Heart 

and the previous South Australian treaty process, were followed by immediate backtracking. It thus 

shows that there is an Adelaide Consensus, as well as a Canberra Consensus, and that both are 

ongoing.      

There is a chance that recent developments, such as the reinstatement of the South Australian treaty 

process and the intention to enshrine an Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Voice to Parliament in 

the Australian constitution, finally mark a point of departure. However, if the previous treaty 

negotiations serve as any indication, it is clear that any optimism regarding the success of upcoming 

negotiations must remain cautious. It also remains to be seen whether the referendum required for 

constitutional change will be successful, and to what extend the Voice and any potential treaties will 

represent an alteration of the status quo even if they are established.  

Evidence from countries with existing treaties, such as Canada and New Zealand, suggests that these 

treaties not only continue to be breached (Bell 2018; Preston 2013), they also fail to challenge existing 

power relations at their core. In fact, modern Canadian treaty processes still involve governments 

dictating the terms, including the requirement that neither Indigenous nor Canadian sovereignty can 

be questioned, and only negotiating with ‘those who agree on those terms’ (Pratt 2004 p.54). Similarly, 

settlements under the Waitangi Tribunal in New Zealand still require Indigenous communities to 

‘reshape themselves into recognisable forms to receive what limited provisions the settler state is 

willing to offer’, while the state itself can continue to exist in its current form (Bell 2018 p.86; Mutu 

2018). None of this is to say that such treaties have no benefits whatsoever, nor that the political will 

to pursue a Voice and treaties in the Australian context is unimportant. The point rather is that it is 

too early to tell whether a true departure from the predominantly neoliberal promotion of 

reconciliation is underway.   

9.2.2 Appropriateness and Effectiveness of the Current Reconciliation Policy and Practice 

The neoliberal promotion of reconciliation has been widely criticised for perpetuating settler 

colonialism. Its critics argue that it distracts from structural inequalities (Strakosch 2015), undermines 

Indigenous cultures (Eatock 2018), and fails to recognise Indigenous peoples as distinct nations 

entitled to unique rights (Altman 2014). For those reasons, they refer to Indigenous proponents of the 

neoliberal conceptualisation of reconciliation as Indigenous elites, who are given disproportionate 
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amounts of political influence and space in mainstream media debates because their views align 

closely with government agendas (Altman 2013; Skyes 2010). Short (2003b p.496) even goes as far as 

to describe them as ‘”assimilated” urban Indigenous people’ who problematically ‘regard themselves 

as belonging to an “Australian nation”’. Overall, the neoliberal promotion of reconciliation is thus 

equated with the ongoing domination of non-Indigenous ways of knowing and being in settler colonial 

contexts, and its Indigenous proponents are seen as enablers of this dominance.  

While this study confirms that neoliberal promotion of reconciliation functions to perpetuate settler 

colonialism, it simultaneously cautions that the characterisation of Indigenous individuals and 

communities who support or engage in elements of this promotion as inauthentic can do so too. For 

this reason, it is important to first turn to the othering inherent in such claims to authenticity, before 

discussing the grounds on which this study deems the current promotion of reconciliation to be 

inappropriate and ineffective for altering the terms of coexistence in settler colonial countries.  

9.2.2.1 Evaluation of Reconciliation as Path to Equal Coexistence 

In addition to establishing a higher dissatisfaction with the current promotion of reconciliation among 

Aboriginal respondents, my analysis also revealed important differences in the ways in which different 

Aboriginal groups and individuals choose to engage with elements of this promotion. These 

differences are especially apparent in the different responses to the state’s non-negotiables during 

the previous South Australian treaty process. While Adnyamathanha and Ngarrindjeri walked away 

from this process over disagreements regarding land rights and the recognition of their sovereignty, 

Narungga chose to compromise and develop the Buthera Agreement, as their unique circumstances 

meant that they had more to gain and less to lose.  

Such decisions to engage are not uncommon. Māori communities across New Zealand, for instance, 

frequently choose to take up neoliberal opportunities in the hope that ‘economic power can be 

leveraged to gain greater political self-determination’ (Bell 2018 p.80; Smith 2007). More broadly, 

Indigenous individuals and peoples across the Anglosphere choose to engage in dominant political 

systems that fail to fully recognise their sovereignty, in the hope that ‘short-term sacrifices’ will lead 

to ‘long-term gains’ in their pursuit of ‘government-to-government relations’ (Evans 2014 p.279). 

Together, these examples support Howard-Wagner et al.’s (2018) point that the specific ways in which 

neoliberalism affects different Indigenous groups and individuals is complex, due to their unique 

geographies, histories, contexts and views, and that their reasons for engaging in neoliberal elements 

of the promotion of reconciliation are diverse.   
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Regardless of what these reasons are, however, equating them with a lack of authenticity is always 

problematic. Characterisations of Indigenous peoples have a long history of being used to justify 

‘policies of control, domination and assimilation’ (Dodson 2003 p.36), and the category of authenticity 

continues to be drawn on by conservative politicians to undermine the credibility of their Indigenous 

counterparts (Maddison 2013). What is striking about Short’s (2003b) dismissal of urban Indigenous 

people who choose to engage with neoliberal elements of the promotion of reconciliation, is that it 

utilises the exact same distinctions, though clearly with the intention to strengthen, rather than 

weaken, Indigenous claims to sovereignty. In doing so, however, his means inadvertently contradict 

his ends, as even well-intentioned claims to authenticity are characterised by a disregard for the 

‘complex actualities’ of Indigenous lives (Griffiths 1994 p.84), the diversity and fluidity of Indigenous 

cultures (Smith 2007), and the agency of Indigenous peoples and individuals to pursue their own 

visions, through their own preferred means (Rowse 2010). If such othering is to be avoided, which it 

must if the aim is to truly alter the terms of coexistence in settler colonial countries, no single way of 

pursuing reconciliation can be deemed universally right or wrong.  

It follows that the appropriateness and effectiveness of current reconciliation policies and practices 

cannot be determined based on their alignment with a single vision and an associated set of 

acceptable actions. Instead, it must be determined based on how well these policies and practices 

support the diverse visions and preferred modes of political engagement of those they involve and 

affect. On this basis, my analysis revealed two interconnected limitations of reconciliation policy and 

practice in the South Australian context. These limitations are the comparatively low awareness of 

this promotion among people in rural and remote locations, and the comparatively high dissatisfaction 

with this promotion among Aboriginal people who are aware of it. In drawing them out, this study 

adds to two sets of empirical studies of people’s perceptions of reconciliation and transitional justice 

approaches – those that explore the perceptions of the general population, and those that explore 

the perceptions of experts – which collectively demonstrate that the limitations identified here are 

not unique to the South Australian context. 

Both limitations highlighted by this study point to an ongoing domination of Western organisations, 

scales and knowledge in the promotion of reconciliation. The low awareness of reconciliation policy 

and practice among people in rural and remote regions, which is common across Australia (Bourke & 

Geldens 2007; Clark et al. 2019; Maddison & Stastny 2016; McCallum 2003), implies that after three 

decades, it continues largely without their involvement, and is thus likely to remain disconnected from 

their knowledges and lived experiences. Indigenous activists’ views on the work of the CAR provide 

further backing for this conclusion, by pointing out that even when community-control has been 

attempted, it occurred through non-representative individuals, rather than community-controlled 
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organisations. As a result, the process that emerged was disconnected from and irrelevant to the 

wider Indigenous community (Cross 2008; Short 2008). While the promotion of reconciliation has 

evolved since the end of the CAR’s term, this study builds on those earlier critiques by demonstrating 

that Aboriginal people in SA were either unaware of current initiatives, or dissatisfied with them, 

which implies that little has changed in practice.  

Similar concerns have been raised regarding reconciliation processes in settler colonial countries 

beyond Australia and the pursuit of transitional justice more broadly. Canada’s TRC, for instance, has 

been criticised for being inaccessible to many Indigenous people, and thus divorced from their lived 

experiences, ignorant of their ethnic diversity and overall disingenuous in the face of ongoing colonial 

violence against their communities and lands (Kim 2018). Similarly, New Zealand’s Treaty of Waitangi 

claims settlement framework has been criticised for directly undermining Māori negotiation and 

decision-making processes and for gradually removing, rather than strengthening, their claims to 

sovereignty (Mutu 2018).  

These specific experiences reflect broader concerns that transitional justice processes occur through 

a ‘one-size-fits-all neoliberal approach’ around the world, which is ‘rooted in an inherently 

universalising discourse of enlightenment rationalism’, and deeply disconnected from the ‘different 

ways of knowing and doing justice’ of the people whose grievances they intend to address (Vielle 2012 

p.61; p.63). While a ‘local turn’ has occurred in this broader field too, which aims ‘to allow ‘voices from 

below’ to be heard and heeded’ (Lundy & McGovern 2008 p.265), they are still rarely heard and 

heeded beyond the below. Diverse knowledges and ways of knowing continue to be confined to local 

scales, which means that community control primarily occurs in the form of participation in 

predetermined programs (Jones 2021). As a result, many reconciliation and transitional justice 

processes not only fail to bring about lasting peace, but actually uphold the very processes that 

disrupted this peace in the first place.  

Neoliberalism is clearly a common feature across reconciliation and transitional justice processes. 

However, what makes them inappropriate and ineffective is not their neoliberal nature per se, and it 

certainly is not individuals or communities choosing to make the most of what they offer. Instead, it 

is their failure to offer anything other than participation in neoliberal solutions, even when 

alternatives are clearly desired, which is rooted in the more fundamental failure to locate the direct 

and discursive control over these processes with their intended beneficiaries. These processes thus 

occasionally reduce, but ultimately reproduce, the very conflicts they intend to overcome, which limits 

their contribution to the coexistence of divided peoples.  
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9.2.3 Current Co-management Policy and Practice 

Co-management represents a simultaneous attempt to strengthen the coexistence of divided peoples 

and protect the more-than-human world. Since the establishment of the co-management 

arrangement for Kakadu National Park in 1978, most Australian states and territories have set up their 

own co-management frameworks and they continue to operate and develop new arrangements under 

them. Despite this ongoing expansion, however, my findings showed that the overall uptake of co-

management is both limited and distributed unevenly across the country, and that there are 

considerable variations in the co-management frameworks of different jurisdictions and in the forms 

of co-management each of them supports. De Lacy (1994 p.495) has drawn attention to the early 

stages of these variations almost three decades ago, at which time ‘various jurisdictions’ were ‘moving 

in different directions at different rates’. Based on this observation, he called for the ‘initiation of an 

integrated approach across the nation in terms of ownership, definition of Aboriginal protected areas, 

models of agreements, subsistence rights, employment opportunities, and funding mechanisms’. 

Evidently, such an approach never eventuated. Instead, the movement into different directions 

continued and led to the proliferation of diverse co-management frameworks, administrative 

structures, and arrangements across Australia (Bauman et al. 2013; Collins & Thompson 2020). While 

these factors represent imbalances in the extent of power different Indigenous peoples hold over the 

management of protected areas on their countries, they simultaneously limit the generalisability of 

co-management experiences and even frameworks.  

In fact, even the variations among co-management arrangements within the same jurisdiction can 

make it difficult to reach such ‘definitive judgements’ (Hunt 2012 p.222). It is, however, possible to 

illustrate the field of power sharing within which these arrangements are located, which can be 

compared to the fields of power sharing that exist elsewhere. Such comparisons illustrate that 

limitations to the absolute power of co-management bodies, as well as the power imbalances within 

these bodies, are common across the wider settler colonial world. By drawing on examples from 

Australia, Canada and the US, various authors point out the legislative requirements co-management 

bodies must adhere to when making decisions (Finegan 2018; Howitt & Suchet-Pearson 2006; Ross et 

al. 2016) and the influence that ministers and government departments retain over these decisions 

(Finegan 2018; Ross et al. 2016; Stevenson 2006; White 2008). They further argue that Indigenous 

knowledges are, at best, considered in the content of co-management plans, but are not reflected in 

the ways in which these plans are made (White 2008), as co-management practice, across contexts, is 

dominated by Western knowledge, governance structures and timeframes (Howitt & Suchet-Pearson 

2006; Nadasdy 2005; Ross et al. 2016; Stevenson 2006; Vaudry 2016). My findings confirm and expand 

these evaluations by highlighting similar limitations in the South Australian context, while also drawing 



203 

attention to the power imbalances that are built into the state’s broader co-management framework 

and its administration. 

9.2.4 Appropriateness and Effectiveness of the Current Co-management Policy and Practice  

While the existence of power and knowledge imbalances is so common across co-management 

arrangements that it is rarely contested, the same cannot be said for their implications. Not only is co-

management variously equated with the ongoing colonisation of Indigenous peoples and lands 

(Finegan 2018; Nadasdy 2005; Stevenson 2006), or with a process of gradual decolonisation (Berkes 

2009; Ross et al. 2016; White 2008), the experiences, perceptions and aspirations of those involved in 

co-management arrangements vary just as widely (Bauman et al. 2013). Moreover, even though co-

management is increasingly considered to yield superior conservation outcomes (Martin 2017), 

disagreements persist regarding how these outcomes should be measured and whose resource use is 

to blame when superior outcomes are still not good enough (Domínguez & Luoma 2020; Muller 2012; 

Vaudry 2016). This section draws on the ways in which ongoing power and knowledge imbalances 

affect the appropriateness and effectiveness of co-management as a path to equal coexistence and 

secure existence in the South Australian context, and reflects on their implications for the ‘new 

conservation paradigm’ more broadly (Martin 2017 p.110). In doing so, it illustrates that partial, but 

ultimately incomplete, forms of collaboration result in partial, but ultimately insufficient, 

contributions to human coexistence and the collective survival of human and more-than-human 

beings. 

9.2.4.1 Evaluation of Co-management as a Path to Equal Coexistence 

By comparing the possibilities co-management creates and impedes to the aspirations of those who 

are involved in its policy and practice, my analysis revealed that even the strongest critics of co-

management policy and practice in SA still perceived it as more of an opportunity than a threat to 

Aboriginal peoples’ ability to care for their countries. Similar views have been expressed by Indigenous 

and non-Indigenous people involved in various forms of co-management across other parts of 

Australia (Johnson 2018; Larritt 1995; Neale et al. 2019; Nursey-Bray & Rist 2009; Zurba et al. 2013), 

as well as Canada (Kendrick 2000; Goetze 2005), the US (Diver 2016; Kofinas 2005), New Zealand 

(Parsons et al. 2021), and Scandinavia (Reimerson 2016).  

Despite the prominence of such views, however, it must be noted that co-management is primarily 

perceived as an opportunity in comparison to sole management by settler states, which usually 

precedes its establishment (Carter et al. 2017), but not in comparison to sole management by 

Indigenous peoples (Hoffman et al. 2012). In fact, the latter represents a key long-term aspirations of 
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many, though certainly not all, Indigenous peoples involved in co-management arrangements, both 

within and beyond SA (Bauman et al. 2013; Carter et al. 2022; Lyver et al. 2014). Perceptions of co-

management as an opportunity to strengthen Indigenous peoples’ access to, and control over, their 

lands are thus often reflective of a common lack of attainable alternatives (Martin et al. 2016). Yet 

they also contain an assumption that a redistribution of power is more achievable with, and through, 

co-management than it is without it.  

This assumption is a key component of arguments for adaptive co-management, which emphasise the 

complexity of all parties involved in co-management arrangements, their internal changes over time 

and the evolution of their relationships that results from these factors (Olsson et al. 2004). On this 

basis, Carlsson and Berkes (2005 p.73) argue that adaptive co-management represents a collaborative 

problem-solving process, which should be evaluated based on its function, rather than its formal 

structures, as ‘power-sharing is the result, not the starting point, of the process’. Similarly, Kofinas 

(2005 p.190) argues that the appropriateness and effectiveness of co-management arrangements 

must be determined over the long-term, as ‘snapshot images at specific points in time’ do not do them 

justice. In addition to demonstrating that co-management is commonly perceived as a step towards 

greater power sharing, this study also found that informal processes and interpersonal relationships 

can make up for structural inequalities, at least to a certain extent. In doing so, it confirms that the 

power sharing co-management facilitates is more complex, and often greater, than it appears at first 

glance. 

On the other hand, my findings revealed that the collaboration that occurs on the ground does not 

extend to all aspects of co-management. Not only that, they further showed that the absence of 

collaboration within the design and administration of the South Australian co-management 

framework is partially responsible for the infrequency of formal transitions to higher tiers of co-

management on the ground. In addition, this lack of collaboration outside of co-management practice 

is responsible for the exclusion of certain protected areas, and even certain Aboriginal groups, from 

this practice, and for the unchanging nature of the broader framework. It is thus clear that the formal 

structure of co-management can actively restrict its own evolution and that of co-management 

bodies, which directly affects the functions of co-management on all scales.  

Despite conceptualising co-management primarily as a process that leads towards power sharing, 

Carlsson and Berkes (2005 pp.69-70) acknowledge that it is situated in a hierarchy consisting of ‘three 

layers of rules’, with those on a higher level ‘deciding the degrees of freedom’ for those below them. 

They further state that co-management is ‘predominantly exercised’ on the ‘middle level’, which 

means that co-management bodies make decisions regarding the management that occurs on the 
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ground, while adhering to the ‘terms and conditions’ of the broader framework under which they 

operate. The interaction between SA’s co-management framework, administration and practice is 

thus not unusual, which implies that co-management is best understood as a structure and a process, 

as both components shape the extent of power sharing it facilitates at any given time. 

Understood in this way, the limitations of co-management as an attempt to resolve contested claims 

to land ownership and management become more apparent. The case of SA clearly demonstrates that 

excluding Aboriginal peoples and Aboriginal knowledge from decisions about the terms and conditions 

of co-management not only obstructs the realisation and realisability of their aspirations, it also 

renders elements of this obstruction invisible. Some barriers, such as ongoing delays in the transferral 

of land ownership to Aboriginal groups, are obvious to everyone involved. Yet other barriers, such as 

the established divisions between protected and unprotected lands and waters, are less obvious from 

a Western perspective. Consequently, they are either not seen at all, or perceived as unavoidable, and 

thus, dismissible (Seale & Muller 2019). These barriers, and the uneven distribution of power and 

knowledge that underpins them, are common across settler and post-colonial countries, and even 

extend, through globalisation, to countries that were never formally colonised (Castro & Nielsen 2001; 

Gambon & Bottazzi 2021; Muller 2014; Ross et al. 2016). While exceptions cannot be ruled out, current 

forms of collaborative and community-based conservation thus tend to reduce, but ultimately 

maintain, established hierarchies between non-Indigenous and Indigenous peoples and their ways of 

knowing, doing and being.  

This partial, but ultimately incomplete, redistribution of direct and discursive power is replicated on 

all scales of the new conservation paradigm. Recent decades have been marked by a growing inclusion 

of Indigenous and local communities in global conservation summits, and by growing references to 

their knowledges and rights in global conservation agreements (Suiseeya 2014). Despite this apparent 

extension of collaboration and community control, however, the actual space for Indigenous peoples 

and Indigenous knowledges remains very limited in these contexts (Martin et al. 2016). The CBD’s 

tenth Conference of Parties, which was dedicated to the pursuit of justice for Indigenous and local 

communities, illustrates this point. While representatives of these communities were able to attend 

the conference, their direct input was restricted to side events, which few party delegates attended. 

As a result, the deliberations of the latter focussed on how to deliver their own notion of justice to 

Indigenous and local communities without considering the diverse and contested meanings of the 

concept (Suiseeya 2014). Unsurprisingly, current justice instruments, such as access and benefit-

sharing agreements, are highly incompatible with Indigenous peoples’ understandings of benefits, 

sharing and environmental justice more broadly (De Jonge 2011).  
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Just as collaboration does not extend to decisions about the terms and conditions of co-management 

in SA, it also does not extend to decisions about the terms and conditions of conservation more 

broadly. Even though the new conservation paradigm, in all of its forms, frequently strengthens 

interpersonal and intergroup relationships, it clearly falls short of fundamentally altering the 

coexistence of diverse peoples on local and global scales. 

9.2.4.2 Evaluation of Co-management as a Path to Secure Existence 

Interestingly, the new conservation paradigm also falls short of fundamentally altering the coexistence 

of human and more-than-human beings for the exact same reasons. In the South Australian context, 

my analysis revealed a widespread perception that co-management strengthens the management 

that occurs on the ground, primarily through the creation of additional ranger positions, which has 

resulted in notable improvements in the conditions of several protected areas. Despite these benefits, 

however, my analysis further revealed an equally widespread perception that even co-managed 

protected areas are severely understaffed and underfunded, and that a handful of additional rangers 

can only achieve so much across the vast areas of land they usually manage.  

Such resource restrictions are a reoccurring theme in co-management case studies across Australia 

(Carter et al. 2022; Hunt 2012; Muller 2012; Nursey-Bray & Rist 2009; Ross et al. 2009), where they 

have resulted in the compromise, and even the occasional discontinuation, of ‘many excellent 

projects’ (Cullen-Unsworth et al. 2012; Neale et al. 2019 p.352). Given the extremely low levels of 

biodiversity spending in Australia generally (Waldron et al. 2012), this prevalence is not surprising. 

However, resource constraints also represent a key barrier to co-management processes and 

outcomes in countries with comparatively high biodiversity spending, such as Canada (Baird et al. 

2016; Castro & Nielsen 2001), which implies that underfunding restricts conservation effectiveness 

globally. 

This issue has been prevalent and widely acknowledged for years. ‘Lack of financial resources’ was a 

central reason why global biodiversity targets were not met in 2010 (Waldron et al. 2012 p.12144) and 

continued to be a central reason why they were not met in 2020 (Xu et al. 2021). In fact, while spatial 

targets were almost achieved by 2020, both old and new protected areas remain severely 

understaffed and underfunded worldwide (Appleton et al. 2022). Even without taking their 

implications for Indigenous peoples and other local communities into consideration, the centrality of 

spatial targets – such as the aim to protect 30 percent of the world’s ‘lands, inland waters, coastal 

areas and oceans’ by 2030 – is thus concerning. The Global Biodiversity Framework does, of course, 

aim to ‘substantially and progressively increase the level of financial resource’ available for the 

management of these lands and waters over the same period. However, the spotlight was very clearly 
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on the envisioned expansion of protected areas in the CBD’s announcement of the adoption of the 

framework (CBD 2022 n.p.), and not on the sixfold increase in protected area personnel and resourcing 

required to effectively manage them (Appleton et al. 2022). Yet without the latter, increasing the 

number of protected areas worldwide is unlikely to halt or reverse current rates of biodiversity loss, 

whether they are co-managed or not. 

Despite the prevalence of resource restrictions, they are only one part of a much bigger picture. How 

funding is used is just as important as ensuring it is available in the first place, especially when it comes 

to collaborative and community-based forms of conservation, as illustrated by the strings that are 

frequently attached to it. Park management budgets in SA, for instance, are only available for 

protected areas on Aboriginal land as long as they remain co-managed. Similarly, although IPAs can 

be managed solely by Indigenous people, their funding is still tied to compliance with Western 

management processes and the delivery of ‘objective’ and ‘scientific’ outcomes (Muller 2014 p.136).  

International environment and development organisations replicate the imposition of this ‘hegemonic 

idea of biodiversity conservation’ on Indigenous and local communities across the Global South, 

through conservation projects that reduce community involvement to the ‘efficient implementation’ 

of predetermined ‘project designs and priorities’ (Randeria 2007 p.15; p.17; Singh & van Houtum 

2002). Collectively, these examples illustrate that an increase in global conservation funding alone 

represents not only an opportunity, but also a risk, as it is likely to simultaneously expand and further 

homogenise global conservation efforts.  

In addition to continuing the marginalisation of Indigenous peoples and other local communities, this 

homogenisation also directly undermines the protection of the more-than-human world. 

Environmental degradation is not only a result of what happens within protected areas, but also of 

what happens around them, as highlighted by the example of the mound springs in the South 

Australian desert. Despite the official recognition of their ecological and cultural significance and 

ongoing collaborative and community-based efforts to protect them, their condition is deteriorating 

due to groundwater withdrawal in other parts of the country. These mound springs are, therefore, 

simultaneously protected and exploited, which perfectly represents the central limitation of the 

dominant conservation paradigm.  

Even though it is widely acknowledged that environmental degradation is primarily driven by the 

overconsumption of natural resources in the Global North, and the unwavering pursuit of economic 

growth that underpins it (Toth & Szigett 2016), the dominant conservation paradigm barely challenges 

the former and actually upholds the latter as part of the solution. While overconsumption makes 

‘passing appearances in influential documents’, including the newly adopted Global Biodiversity 
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Framework, the responses proposed in these documents remain rooted in market-based economics 

(Martin 2017 p.72; CBD 2022). As such, they uphold the ideology that nature should be exploited first 

and preserved later (Domínguez & Luoma 2020) or protected across 30 percent of the earth’s surface 

and exploited across the remaining 70 precent.  

This attempt to isolate the protection of nature is neither working in SA, nor anywhere else. That is 

not to say that dominant forms of conservation have no benefits at all, nor that collaboration and 

community control on local scales do not enhance them – there is clear evidence for both (Domínguez 

& Luoma 2020; Mason et al. 2010). However, by failing to extend collaboration and community control 

any further, these efforts tend to alleviate the symptoms of environmental degradation, while 

maintaining its root cause. They are, therefore, insufficient on their own (Martin 2017), which is 

precisely why their imposition on Indigenous peoples and other local communities is concerning from 

a human and more-than-human perspective.  

The last three decades have been marked by a growing recognition of the parallel loss of cultural and 

biological diversity and of their geographic overlap, which ‘stresses central role of Indigenous peoples 

in the global conservation initiative’ (Maffi 2005 p.607). However, instead of actually creating such a 

central role for Indigenous peoples, they are kept at the margins, where their diverse ways of knowing 

and being in nature are recognised for their local value at best and erased at worse (Randeria 2007).  

Importantly, the point here is not to portray Indigenous peoples and other local communities as 

‘original conservationists’ who live in perfect harmony with nature, nor to romanticise their ways of 

knowing, being and doing as inherently sustainable (Larritt 1995 p.242). Instead, it is to ‘de-centre the 

assumption of any one knowledge as superior’ and to illustrate the importance of ontological and 

epistemological diversity for the successful protection of biological diversity (Suchet 2002 p.155). As 

demonstrated by the invisibility of certain barriers built into the South Australian co-management 

framework discussed in the previous section, it is much more difficult to recognise the limitations of 

any cultural model from the inside (Maffi 2005). The homogenisation of global conservation efforts 

therefore not only risks the loss of diverse ways of understanding and caring for the natural world, but 

also increases the invisibility of their limitations and the unimaginability of alternatives.  

Overall, the failure of most forms of collaborative and community-based conservation to fully erase 

established knowledge hierarchies thus limits the extent and sustainability of their current 

contributions to human coexistence and to the collective survival of human and more-than-human 

beings.  
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9.2.5 Evaluation of the Current Interconnection of Reconciliation and Co-management  

While the generalisability of specific forms of reconciliation and co-management is very limited, and 

exceptions can never be ruled out, there are clearly commonalities in the power and knowledge 

dynamics they establish in different contexts. Essentially, both reconciliation and co-management 

create space for Indigenous peoples and Indigenous knowledges within established policy and 

management processes, but not within the broader governance systems under which these processes 

occur, which limits their transformative potential. However, as parallel processes aimed at resolving 

interconnected issues, their collective contribution to these issues does not only depend on their 

individual strengths and weaknesses, but also on the ways in which they affect one another. To 

illustrate this point, this section highlights used and missed opportunities for mutual reinforcement 

within and beyond SA. On this basis, it demonstrates that their partial, but ultimately incomplete 

integration reproduces their limitations. 

Throughout the parallel evolution of reconciliation and co-management, there have been several 

instances in which the gains that were made by the former benefitted the latter and vice versa. Though 

limited, co-management creates opportunities for Indigenous peoples to access and care for their 

countries that is not otherwise present (Johnson 2018; Larritt 1995). As such, it expands the rights 

Indigenous peoples gain through the mechanisms such as native title (Moorcroft 2016) and can even 

create such rights in the ‘absence of formal land rights’ (Hunt 2012; Maclean et al. 2013 p.100), as 

illustrated by the examples of Ngaut Ngaut Conservation Park and Dhilba Guuranda-Innes National 

Park in the South Australian context.  

Interestingly, co-management of the latter is also a direct outcome of the Buthera Agreement, and 

thus of progress that has been made in the space of reconciliation. More broadly, this progress has 

contributed to a shift from social and political fears and hostility to acceptance and support for co-

management and other forms of community-based conservation, which has driven their expansion 

across and beyond Australia (Ban et al. 2019; Bauman et al. 2013; Vogel et al. 2022). Collectively, these 

examples demonstrate that both reconciliation and co-management have benefitted from their 

intersections over time, which implies that neither would be where it is without the other. 

However, neither their integration, nor their mutual reinforcement should be overstated. While 

recent South Australian co-management reports and reconciliation plans contain an explicit intention 

to utilise this potential for mutual reinforcement (DEW 2018; 2021; DPC 2021), Aboriginal members 

of co-management bodies have no input into the latter. Such simple missed opportunities are the 

result of a broader structure that allocates environmental and human matters to separate government 
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departments, or separate groups of people within the same department, and limits the interactions 

between them.  

More broadly, this structure can also obscure the limitations of individual approaches, as illustrated 

by a paradoxical outcome of the mutual evolution of the conservation and Indigenous land rights 

movements. Even though each movement has benefitted from the other over time, the former 

continues to benefit from the latter, while the latter is becoming more and more dependent on the 

former (Moorcroft 2016). Collaborative and community-based conservation are therefore no longer 

just one potential path towards Indigenous land rights, but increasingly the only available path, which 

is concerning given the terms and conditions they frequently come with. As a result, the rights 

Indigenous peoples can gain are ‘not epistemologically and ontologically grounded in Indigenous 

conceptions of sovereignty’ (Moreton-Robinson 2020 p.4), which is facilitated by the fact that 

conversations about sovereignty primarily happen elsewhere.  

Interestingly, this ongoing separation of human rights and environmental sustainability is likely itself 

an outcome of the dominance of Western knowledge and ways of knowing, which are ‘built on the 

very central and religious tenet that humans are separate from nature’ (Fletcher et al. 2021 p.2). The 

silos within SA’s administrative structures are replicated in the institutional structures of governments 

and universities around the world (Korfmacher 2019) and even, perhaps unsurprisingly, reproduced 

by the targets of supposedly all-encompassing global agreements like the Agenda for Sustainable 

Development (UN 2015b). It follows that ongoing inequalities in the distribution of direct and 

discursive power not only limit the transformative potential of reconciliation and co-management, but 

also obscure these limitations through maintaining a degree of separation between them. 

Notwithstanding the possibility of exceptions, reconciliation and co-management – as well as 

transitional justice and community-based conservation more broadly – are therefore both insufficient 

and insufficiently integrated to halt or reverse the world’s political and ecological crises. 

9.3 Potential Interconnection of Reconciliation and Co-management 

To overcome their current limitations, changes are required in reconciliation policy and practice, in 

co-management policy and practice and in their intersections. This section outlines each of these 

changes in turn. It begins by discussing proposed ways forward for reconciliation and co-management 

in the South Australian context, based on which it then reflects on their implications for the integration 

of both fields and for their collective contribution to human and more than human coexistence.  
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9.3.1 Potential Reconciliation Policy and Practice  

The central limitation of reconciliation and transitional justice processes is not that they contain 

neoliberal elements, but the dominance of these elements and the absence of any other options, even 

when those are clearly desired. To overcome this limitation, I have made the case for diversifying 

reconciliation policy and practice moving forward in this study.  

In the South Australian context in particular, this diversification could begin, though certainly not end, 

with a much wider application of the kind of engagement facilitated by the Buthera Agreement, which 

recognises Aboriginal nation scales and breaks down government silos. Yet at the same time, this 

diversification must also reflect that Aboriginal nation scales are appropriate for some, but not all 

decisions, as it is equally important to make space for the experiences and aspirations of Aboriginal 

people living in cities that are not located on their countries. This example highlights the ‘complexity 

of determining governance arrangements that are satisfactory’ (Maddison 2017 p.15), which is further 

illustrated by the debates surrounding Māori representation on local government scales in Auckland, 

where 85.5 percent of the Māori population belong to non-Auckland tribes (Gagné 2016). 

Consequently, I am calling for the transfer of as much direct and discursive control as possible to the 

right groups of people in each context, while having a broader structure in place that facilitates the 

implementation of the decisions they make. 

The emphasis on building power sharing into the structures and processes of reconciliation, not just 

its intended outcomes, is also reflected in Hunt and Smith’s (2005 p.15) argument that ‘self-

determination must be part of both process and goal’ of reconciliation. Similarly, Behrendt (2002 

pp.146-149) argues that self-determination needs to be ‘facilitated and nurtured from the 

community’, rather than ‘dictated from the top down’. It not only requires small political units, but 

must also ‘allow self-induced adaptation of institutions into Indigenous communities’, as any 

‘imposition of European institutions and demand for European behaviour’ is counterproductive. She 

also acknowledges, though, that there is a need for ‘representation at higher scales’ to accompany 

the local pockets of self-governance she envisions. Cross (2008) reaches a very similar conclusion and 

goes as far as to suggest that even treaties will only strengthen the political authority of Indigenous 

community-controlled organisations if they come out of a negotiation process that is already built on 

this authority. All of them thus argue that reconciliation initiatives need to be driven by diverse 

community-controlled organisations, but also acknowledge, just as I do, the interconnected 

governance-environment that these governances operate in, and the need for a broader system that 

recognises their authority and supports their aspirations. 
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While the transfer of power to the right groups of people in each context reflects elements of the 

‘local turn’ that has occurred in the broader field of transitional justice, it goes beyond dominant 

approaches to local transitional justice in three ways. Firstly, it represents a step towards the 

decolonising conceptualisation of reconciliation that does not require all Indigenous groups to 

exclusively pursue goals that align with this conceptualisation. This flexibility is important, as 

‘assumptions of homogeneity’ usually ‘serve to further marginalise’ both Indigenous peoples (Philpot 

et al. 2013), and other intended beneficiaries of transitional justice processes around the world. As 

such, the particular form of interconnected power sharing envisioned here centralises the recognition 

of local diversity, which still often receives insufficient attention in transitional justice processes that 

assign local status to all social actors on sub-national scales (Kochanski 2020). It aligns with Mercer’s 

(2003 p.427) view that discussions aimed at reaching an overarching consensus are ‘unhelpful’, which 

is why my recommendations for the South Australian context should not be interpreted as a new 

universal ‘best practice’. In fact, they only represent one possible way to decentralise the direct and 

discursive control over reconciliation and transitional justice structures and processes, which will 

‘extend or challenge the field as we know it’ (Nesiah 2016 p.35) in different ways around the world.   

Such a transformation of the entire field of transitional justice takes the local turn beyond local scales. 

My findings clearly showed that genuine power sharing requires a move from opportunities to 

participate in the pursuit of a predetermined conceptualisation of reconciliation to opportunities to 

reconceptualise its meanings. It therefore requires space for ontological and epistemological pluralism 

on all scales, which aligns with calls for ‘agonistic reconciliation’ (Maddison 2017 p.15) and ‘agonistic 

peace’ (Shinko 2008 p.488). Both concepts contain the view that reconciliation and transitional justice 

should not aim for ‘consensus and closure’ (Maddison 2019 p.190; Little 2017), but rather create a 

space in which ‘struggle takes place over ideas’, but not over the ‘right to advance and defend those 

ideas’ (Shinko 2008 p.480). From this perspective, division does not represent a barrier, but ‘a chance 

to listen, learn and generate new ways of thinking and seeing’. Consequently, all actors – ‘from the 

individual victim to the Secretary-General of the United Nations’ – must be ‘part of the knowledge 

production’ that underpins reconciliation and transitional justice, and all contributions must be ‘seen 

as equally valid and equally valuable’ (Jones 2021 p.177).  

Recognising the equal validity and value of diverse ways of knowing, being and doing is not possible 

without the full recognition, and subsequent removal, of the ongoing dominance of Western ways of 

knowing, being and doing. For instance, this study found that some, though not all, non-Aboriginal 

people involved in reconciliation and co-management in SA associate colonial wrongs exclusively with 

the past, or with ongoing socio-economic inequalities at best. Such views reflect an ignorance of 

ongoing structural, ontological and epistemological inequalities, and an omission of white privilege, 
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which is common among members of the general public in Australia (Myers 2000; Saxton 2004), even 

among those who are ‘strongly committed to working towards attaining justice and equity’ (Green & 

Sonn 2006 p.392).  

This lack of critical reflexivity also persists in the broader field of transitional justice, as demonstrated 

by the non-consideration of the ‘implications of knowledge from the margins for those who typically 

occupy the centre’ (Lykes et al. 2019 p.412). Yet, for those at the centre to truly be ‘open to the truth 

of the other’, they must recognise ‘finitude’ of all ‘human knowledge’, including their own (Zunino 

2011 p.101). It follows that the creation of space for ontological and epistemological pluralism 

requires not only dialogue, but also an ‘inward-facing knowledge agenda’ in non-transitioning parts of 

the world (Jones 2021 p.177). In fact, it requires transitions in all parts of the world. In proposing a 

transfer of power to the right groups of people in each context, I am, therefore, not calling for the 

complete localisation of the responsibility for reconciliation and transitional justice, but rather for 

transitions on all scales.  

9.3.2 Potential Co-management Policy and Practice 

In SA, co-management arrangements for specific protected areas aim to bring together the state and 

the Traditional Owners on whose countries these protected areas are located. While the mismatch of 

protected area boundaries and Aboriginal countries occasionally complicates the realisation of this 

aim, the recognition that the Traditional Owners are the right people to speak for their countries 

nonetheless represents an initial step towards the transfer of power to the right people in each 

context proposed above. My recommendations for co-management policy and practice represent 

further steps towards this aim. This alignment is not surprising, given that co-management and 

reconciliation are parallel processes that face similar barriers in their attempts to resolve 

interconnected crises. Although this section draws on similar themes to the previous section, it also 

illustrates their importance for the field of conservation specifically and provides an example of what 

the envisioned transitions on all scales could look like in a more concrete context.  

Moving forward, changes to co-management policy and practice have been proposed in this study. On 

the ground, these changes include the expansion of opportunities to spend time on country for 

Aboriginal people who are not active members of co-management bodies and the reinstatement of 

co-management conferences. Despite the need for additional funding to implement these changes, 

they represent comparatively easy steps that can be taken immediately to build greater community 

benefit into co-management practice. While such steps will not result in a departure from the status 

quo on their own, they still contribute to it in subtle ways. Indigenous peoples’ access to their ancestral 

territories is of central importance for the performance, transmission and ultimate survival of their 
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knowledge systems worldwide (Aikenhead & Ogawa 2007; Martin 2016; Muller 2012; Vaudry 2016), 

which makes it an essential prerequisite for a broader transition towards ontological and 

epistemological pluralism. Moreover, previous co-management conferences in SA have created 

opportunities for the Aboriginal members of different co-management bodies to voice collective 

concerns, while similar conferences in the NT have even resulted in the joint development of ‘new 

directions’ for co-management (Ross et al. 2009 p.248). Such networks thus represent opportunities 

to create space for Indigenous peoples and Indigenous knowledges beyond park management 

decisions.  

To increase this space even further, I am proposing an extension of the collaboration on the ground 

to design and administration of the broader framework under which it occurs, and thus to decisions 

about the terms and conditions of the collaboration itself. This proposal mirrors previous calls for 

‘Indigenous representation at different levels of co-management decision-making’ across Australia 

(Ross et al. 2009 p.250; Wearing & Huyskens 2001). It also aligns with the desires of Indigenous 

peoples in Alaska to be ‘direct participants in the design, justification and implementation of 

protections’ (Raymond-Yakoubian 2016 pp.97-98), and, to an extent, with the preference for ‘co-

jurisdiction’ among Indigenous peoples across the Canadian Arctic (Martin 2016 p.172). Such 

transitions from co-management to co-design and co-administration thus represent considerable 

progress towards a ‘genuinely shared governance of Indigenous ‘country’’ (Hunt 2012 p.221), both in 

SA and elsewhere. However, they are unlikely to occur over night – as it usually ‘takes time to rework 

unequal and unjust institutionalised relationships’ (Berkes & Armitage 2010 p.124) – and they still only 

represent a partial departure from the status quo.  

A complete departure from the status quo also requires an extension of collaboration in the broader 

field of conservation that goes beyond co-management, and even co-governance, of protected areas. 

Changing its terms and conditions in SA, for instance, not only requires revising the acts under which 

it is set up, but also the acts from which it is excluded, as the latter also affect which areas of land and 

sea can and cannot be co-managed and what management decisions can and cannot be made. It 

further requires a reconceptualization of the meanings of conservation on state, national and global 

scales, much of which lies outside of the direct sphere of influence of those involved in diverse forms 

of land management in SA.  

This is not to say that local transformations are unimportant. On the contrary, local transformations 

can play a central role in facilitating broader transformations, as demonstrated by recent treaty 

settlements in New Zealand, which grant legal personhood to the Te Urewera forest and the 

Whanganui River. These settlements transfer the ownership of the land and the river to themselves 



215 

(Gordon 2018), recognise their agency and enable them to ‘do all things any entity with legal 

personality can do, most importantly, take action to defend itself from harm’ (Collins & Esterling 2019 

p.200). As such, they represent an ‘innovative attempt to incorporate Māori understandings of their 

taiao [environment]’ (Fisher & Parsons 2020 p.417) that goes beyond co-management and co-

governance. Even though the recognition they provide fails to ‘fully address past wrongs’, it still 

represents a step forward in New Zealand (Collins & Esterling 2019 p.197) and expands what is 

imaginable elsewhere.  

To expand the delocalising of Indigenous knowledges in specific contexts to the global conservation 

paradigm, it must be accompanied by a decentring of Western knowledge. Specifically, such a process 

requires greater respect for ‘Aboriginal spiritual and religious connections to land on the part of Euro-

Australian land managers, and indeed society in general’ (DeKoninck 2005 p.133), which can only be 

achieved if ‘white people can question their own cultural assumptions and problematise their own 

approaches instead of focusing on the Other’ (Seale & Muller 2019 p.413).  

This argument aligns closely with emerging calls for an ‘inward-facing knowledge agenda’ discussed 

above (Jones 2021 p.177), which illustrates that such an agenda is required within and beyond the 

fields of conservation and transitional justice. On their own, even improved forms of collaborative and 

community-based conservation are thus unlikely to fully erase established knowledge hierarchies and 

may even be used to legitimise their continuation. However, as long as the aim of ontological and 

epistemological pluralism is kept in sight, each step along the way will ‘give rise to new ideas about 

possible futures and new debates about how country might be cared for differently’ (Neale et al. 2019 

p.355). The proposed changes to policy and practice in this study therefore represent initial steps, but 

not the whole journey, towards equal coexistence and secure existence of human and more-than-

human beings.  

9.3.3 Reflection on the Potential Interconnection of Reconciliation and Co-management 

Thus far, this discussion has illustrated that co-management and reconciliation – as well as the broader 

fields of transitional justice and community-based conservation – are insufficient to resolve ongoing 

political and ecological crises. It has further demonstrated that the separation of both fields not only 

results in missed opportunities for mutual reinforcement, but also obscures, and thereby reinforces, 

their individual limitations. On this basis, it then outlined a broader vision for human and more-than-

human coexistence and proposed initial steps to work towards it. In light of this overarching vision, 

which essentially calls for ontological and epistemological pluralism within and beyond both fields, it 

is inevitable that progress in one field will benefit the other, and that it will eventually erase the blind 

spots that their separation reinforces.  
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However, the key word here is eventually, which is why the integration of reconciliation and co-

management is not only an outcome of their individual transitions, but also a potential tool to initiate 

and accelerate these transitions. In this section, I illustrate this point by drawing on the initial 

outcomes of this study in the South Australian context. However, I also caution that the immediate 

integration of the broader fields of transitional justice and conservation represents a risk as well as an 

opportunity, and clarify what forms of integration I am calling for.  

Despite a reoccurring emphasis on the interconnection between reconciliation and co-management 

in official reports and plans (DEW 2018; 2021; DPC 2021), their actual overlap is very limited in the 

South Australian context. My investigation of their existing and potential integration thus frequently 

involved conversations about reconciliation with people who predominantly work on co-

management, and vice versa, including a series of feedback meetings during which I shared the initial 

findings of this study. One of the immediate outcomes of these conversations was the decision by one 

co-management board to make reconciliation an ongoing topic of discussion during their meetings, 

both in regard to what the board itself can do on the ground and in regard to what is happening 

elsewhere in the state. A part of this idea is to communicate the possibilities and limitations of the 

broader co-management framework and administration more explicitly, as well as the ways in which 

these affect different co-management bodies, and in doing so hold the state accountable if no 

progress is made. The board also reached out to other co-management bodies to recommend similar 

steps and has asked the minister to meet with me, which may or may not lead to further steps towards 

co-design and co-administration.  

It is, of course, possible that an evaluation of co-management on its own would have led to a similar 

decision. Yet, my sense was that connecting this evaluation to the contested meanings of 

reconciliation and the limitations of its current promotion broadened the conversation around the 

table and contributed to the decision to build the continuation of this conversation into co-

management practice. Although none of this represents an erasure of existing knowledge hierarchies, 

it implies that connecting the two fields can make certain limitations more visible while these 

hierarchies exist, which represents an initial step towards their erasure.  

In this sense, the integration of reconciliation and co-management can create additional space for ‘the 

emergence of questions that could not be asked before’ (Neale et al. 2019 p.355). In doing so, it 

strengthens the connection between the pragmatic and the visionary, which scholars in both fields 

are calling for. The importance of this connection is reflected in Behrendt’s (2002 p.146) argument 

that policies are only effective if they ‘work towards a long-term strategy’, while long-term strategies 

are only effective if they include ‘consideration of targeted policy along the way’.  It is further reflected 
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in Jones (2021 p.173) argument that even though prioritising ‘‘what works’ regardless of whose 

knowledge it is based on’ can help overcome dilemmas where ‘to act is disempowering’ and ‘not to 

act is inhumane’, it is essential to still ‘interrogate how we know what works and indeed what works 

for whom’. In the case of SA, emphasising the interconnection of targeted policies in mostly separate 

fields initiated an early stage of such an interrogation, which implies that efforts to integrate 

reconciliation and co-management elsewhere may also increase their appropriateness and 

effectiveness, and strengthen their collective contribution to coexistence.  

However, while the integration of reconciliation and co-management has the potential to accelerate 

their transitions towards ontological and epistemological pluralism, it is not enough on its own. In fact, 

as long as this pluralism remains absent from both fields, there is a risk that calls for integration are 

misconstrued as calls for a new global best practice that applies to everything, everywhere – which is 

the opposite of the ways forward envisioned here. The point of decentralising Western knowledge 

and delocalising Indigenous knowledges is not to combine them, but to facilitate mutually respectful 

dialogues on all scales. Howitt’s (2020 p.206) understanding for ‘respectful coexistence’ reflects a 

similar vision, which he describes as follows: 

Nurturing and fostering societal support for respectful coexistence demands not just 

deep rethinking of how pluralism is understood and valued by societies, nations and 

states. It also requires action that works towards engagement. It requires experience of 

being-in-common and the practice of mutual recognition, the collaborative building of 

consent, and the appreciation of cultural continuity for oneself and for others. 

This form of engagement also aligns closely with Muller’s (2014 p.138) call for ‘co-motion’, which 

refers to ‘moving together’ in mutually respectful ways that do not require the ‘reduction of diversity 

to a singularity’. As such, both the content and forms of co-motion vary across contexts and over time 

and cannot be predetermined. Consequently, the integration of reconciliation and co-management, 

and of transitional justice and conservation more broadly, must be understood as a move towards 

holistic situated solutions to interconnected crises and not as an attempt to develop one universal 

solution to all crises.   

9.4 Conclusion 

It is clearly important to recognise the interconnections between reconciliation and co-management, 

as well as the broader fields they are a part of, to avoid mutual harm, maximise mutual reinforcement, 

challenge their boundaries and encourage their transformations. Yet it is equally important to abstain 

from prescribing the forms both fields, and their integration, can take. Interconnected crises require 
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holistic situated solutions, which are embedded in a global context that respects diverse ways of 

knowing, doing and being without trying to cross-validate or assimilate them. Consequently, specific 

steps to work towards these aims within and beyond the fields of transitional justice and conservation 

cannot be predetermined, but must emerge from continuous and increasingly equal engagements. 

The best chance of resolving the world’s political and ecological crises thus lies in a transition from 

predetermined participation to genuinely open partnerships on all scales. 
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Chapter 10: Conclusion 

10.1 Introduction 

This study began with the recognition of a mismatch between the interconnection of the world’s 

political and ecological crises, and the disconnection of contemporary responses to the crises. 

Together with the current trajectories of these crises, this mismatch raised the question of whether 

interconnected crises require equally interconnected solutions. This broader question was explored 

in the South Australian context, through an investigation of the existing and potential interconnection 

between the state’s reconciliation and co-management initiatives. This chapter provides a summary 

of this study: research questions, research processes and methods, key findings and 

recommendations. It further reflects on this study’s strengths and limitations, and provides 

recommendations for future research.      

10.2 Study Purpose and Design  

To explore the interconnection of reconciliation and co-management in the South Australian context, 

it was necessary to establish the scope, design and implementation of both initiatives, as well as the 

ways in which they are perceived by people who are involved in these fields. To capture these different 

aspects, this study set out to answer five interconnected research questions. Specifically, it 

investigated (i) what the promotion of reconciliation involves in practice and (ii) how it is perceived by 

different people. It further investigated (iii) what co-management involves in practice and (iv) how it 

is perceived by different people. Finally, it drew on these aspects to explore (v) how interconnected 

reconciliation and co-management already are, how interconnected they could be, and what the 

implications of their existing and potential interconnection for human and more-than-human 

coexistence are.  

This investigation was based on a theoretical framework that integrates elements of Indigenous 

methodologies and post-structuralism, which underpinned this study’s qualitative research design, as 

well as its research processes and methods. These processes and methods included the establishment 

of collaborations with a wide variety of social actors who are involved in reconciliation and/or co-

management, as well as the selection of relevant policy documents, the observation of the meetings 

of two co-management bodies, fieldtrips to co-managed protected areas and interviews with 45 

people. They further included two parallel thematic analyses of the information related to each field, 

as well as feedback processes to share and discuss initial findings with all collaborators, after which 

the write up was finalised.    
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10.3 Contribution to Policy and Practice 

To demonstrate this study’s contribution to policy and practice, this section provides a summary of 

my main findings and recommendations for reconciliation, co-management and their interconnection.   

10.3.1 Summary of Reconciliation Findings and Recommendations  

To gain insights into the scope, design and implementation of the field of reconciliation, my analysis 

touched on several elements of the Australian reconciliation process, before evaluating three central 

elements of the South Australian reconciliation process in depth. It revealed that a narrow focus on 

reconciliation as socio-economic equality and national unity continues to underpin these processes, 

and that careful steps towards reconciliation as political equality between distinct sovereign nations 

have thus far been followed by immediate backtracking. For this reason, it remains to be seen whether 

recent developments, such as the reinstatement of the South Australian treaty process and the 

intention to enshrine a First Nations Voice to Parliament in the Australian constitution, mark a true 

departure from the predominantly neoliberal promotion of reconciliation.  

As it is, this promotion of reconciliation fails to transform the terms of coexistence of Aboriginal and 

non-Aboriginal people within and beyond SA. This failure is demonstrated by the comparatively low 

awareness of official reconciliation initiatives among people in rural and remote locations, which 

implies they are neither involved in the design and implementation of these initiatives, nor informed 

about them. It is further demonstrated by the comparatively high dissatisfaction with the official 

reconciliation initiatives among Aboriginal people who were aware of them. However, this study also 

showed that some Aboriginal groups and individuals chose to make the most of imperfect 

opportunities, while others chose to reject them, which implies that the central issue is the 

universalism of neoliberal reconciliation initiatives, not their existence.  

Rather than an alternative one-size-fits-all approach, a diversification of reconciliation initiatives is 

therefore proposed in this study, which requires the transfer of as much direct and discursive control 

as possible to the right Indigenous groups in each context. Identifying the right Indigenous groups in 

each context is a complex undertaking after more than two centuries of colonisation. In the context 

of land management, the right Indigenous groups are always the Traditional Owners of the land in 

question. However, they may not be the right group – or at least, not the only group – who should 

make decisions about matters related to healthcare, employment and education in towns and cities, 

as these matters also affect Indigenous residents who are not the Traditional Owners of the country 

these towns and cities are located on. Even the redistribution of direct and discursive control over 

reconciliation initiatives envisioned here can therefore not occur through a one-size-fits-all approach.  
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Having said that, it is possible to pinpoint initial steps towards such a redistribution. First and foremost, 

the diversity of Indigenous peoples must be recognised to a much greater extent. On this basis, those 

who currently control the design and implementation of reconciliation initiatives must undertake 

efforts to identify and engage with the right Indigenous groups in each context. When doing so, it may 

be useful to break down government silos, as a step towards a much wider application of the kind of 

engagement that is facilitated by the Buthera Agreement. Such a step combines the recognition of 

Indigenous diversity with the decentralisation of Western ways of knowing, doing and being, which 

must ultimately be part of the proposed redistribution of control. Eventually, this decentralisation is 

required on all scales, to make space for mutually respectful dialogues about the terms and conditions 

of reconciliation and the meanings of equal coexistence that underpin them.  

10.3.2 Summary of Co-management Findings and Recommendations  

To gain insights into the scope, design and implementation of co-management in Australia, the co-

management legislation, websites and reports of all states and territories with active co-management 

framework were analysed, which revealed a limited and unevenly distributed uptake of co-

management across the country. By drawing on this information, as well as additional insights that 

were obtained through interviews with policy makers and observations of co-management meetings 

in the South Australian context, this analysis further found that co-management creates space for 

Aboriginal peoples’ aspirations and knowledges in the planning of  protected area management that 

does not otherwise exist in SA. However, it also found that that this space does not extend to the 

design and administration of the broader framework, which results in power and knowledge 

imbalances on all scales. 

The possibilities that co-management currently creates and impedes were then compared to the 

perceptions, experiences and aspirations of different individuals and groups. The results revealed that 

informal processes and interpersonal relationships can overcome at least some of the barriers 

contained in formal structures and processes, which implies that the power sharing on the ground is 

often greater than it appears on paper. Yet at the same time, they also showed that the lack of 

collaboration on higher scales is connected to the exclusion of certain types of protected areas, and 

even certain Aboriginal groups, from co-management. Not only that, it also obstructs the realisation 

and realisability of the aspirations of Aboriginal groups that are involved in established co-

management bodies, and even renders elements of this obstruction invisible, all of which limits the 

appropriateness and effectiveness of co-management as a path to equal coexistence of divided 

peoples.  
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The appropriateness and effectiveness of co-management as a path to secure existence is equally 

limited. My analysis revealed that co-management has led to the creation of additional ranger 

positions in several protected areas across the state, which has resulted in a notable increase in the 

care these areas receive. Yet even these additional rangers can only achieve so much, as all protected 

areas are understaffed and underfunded. When these resource restrictions are combined with 

external pressures, such as groundwater withdrawal in other parts of the country or climate change 

for instance, even co-managed protected areas continue to deteriorate. Considering that such 

external pressures are rooted in the absence of collaborations in decisions regarding the terms and 

conditions of conservation on national and global scales, they represent an extension of the limitations 

that are built into the South Australian co-management framework.  

Overall, this study demonstrates that partial, but ultimately incomplete, collaboration results in 

partial, but ultimately insufficient, contributions to human and more-than-human coexistence. This 

finding implies that an extension of the collaboration on the ground to the design and implementation 

of the broader framework is required. Initial steps to work towards this extension include the creation 

of additional opportunities for Aboriginal people to spend time on country, especially for those who 

are not members of active co-management bodies, as well as the reinstatement of statewide co-

management conferences. Such steps only mark the beginning of a journey towards a truly co-

designed and co-administered framework in SA, and the very beginning of a journey towards truly 

collaborative conceptualisation of the meanings of conservation beyond SA. However, they are 

comparatively easy to implement and are likely to pave the way for further steps towards these aims 

in the future, especially if they are accompanied by the gradual decentralisation of Western 

knowledge and ways of knowing discussed above.  

10.3.3 Summary of Interconnection Findings and Recommendations  

Based on these separate analyses of reconciliation and co-management, I evaluated the extent of their 

current interconnection. The findings showed that co-management often extends the rights 

Indigenous peoples gain through native title, and that it even occasionally creates such rights when 

this native title is undetermined or unattainable, as illustrated by the example of Dhilba Guuranda-

Innes Co-management Board. As the establishment of this board was also a direct outcome of the 

Buthera Agreement, this example also demonstrates how progress in the space of reconciliation can 

strengthen co-management. Despite these benefits, the findings also highlighted simple missed 

opportunities for mutual reinforcement in the South Australian context, which are an outcome of 

government silos that allocate environmental and human matters to different people and limit the 

interactions between them. These silos are likely themselves an outcome of the dominance of 
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Western knowledge and ways of knowing, which implies that this dominance not only limits the 

transformative potential of reconciliation and co-management directly, but also obscure these 

limitations. 

It follows that the integration of reconciliation and co-management has the potential to render their 

limitations more visible. While the evaluation of purposefully integrated policies is mostly an area for 

future research, the immediate outcomes of this study provide initial insights. For instance, the simple 

act of connecting my evaluations of co-management and reconciliation during a feedback meeting 

with one co-management board broadened the conversation around the table and led to the decision 

to make reconciliation an ongoing topic of discussion during their meetings. While such a step does 

not immediately overturn existing knowledge hierarchies, this example nonetheless implies that 

integrating reconciliation and co-management makes their limitations more visible, which represents 

an initial step towards overcoming them. Overall, their integration can therefore help avoid mutual 

harm, maximise mutual reinforcement, challenge the boundaries of both fields and encourage their 

transformations – as long as it is takes the form of holistic solutions situated in their specific 

geographical contexts, rather than one universal solution for all contexts.  

10.4 Contributions to Existing and Future Research  

To investigate the interconnection of reconciliation and co-management, a state-wide scale was most 

useful. Compared to prior research in both fields, this scale is unusual, which is simultaneously a 

limitation and a strength of this study. What follows summarises key research challenges, provides an 

overview of this study’s contribution to knowledge and makes recommendations for future research.  

10.4.1 Research Challenges 

Investigating reconciliation and co-management, as well as their interconnection, within the scope of 

a PhD study, required several trade-offs between depth and breadth. These trade-offs had 

implications for the collaborations that were established and the insights that were gained. 

Specifically, I was only able to work closely with two co-management bodies and gained all additional 

insights into how reconciliation and co-management are perceived through interviews with individuals 

involved in various aspects of them. Compared to more typical qualitative case studies, which often 

focus on one specific co-management arrangement for instance, this approach was wider and more 

superficial. In addition to my dual focus on reconciliation and co-management, this approach was an 

outcome of Covid-related contact and travel restrictions. These restrictions caused a dilemma, as the 

academic and cultural integrity criteria this study is based on required the establishment of 

collaborations early on in the research process on the one hand, and face-to-face engagement when 
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doing so on the other hand. In light of the uncertainty and diverse personal impacts of this time, I 

chose to wait.  

As a result, the process of establishing collaborations with all social actors other than the two co-

management bodies was more informal and more drawn out than anticipated. To address this 

limitation as best as possible, I always offered the option of getting to know me and discussing my 

study first, before asking different groups and individuals whether they wanted to be a part of it. I 

further maintained these collaborations once they were established, and sought continuous consent 

through transcript and analysis validation processes.  

10.4.2 Research Contributions and Recommendations  

Despite the challenges it posed, the scope of this study is also a strength. Firstly, its focus on state-

wide and local scales contributes to the literature on reconciliation in Australia by providing insights 

into previously under-researched reconciliation initiatives and by demonstrating their complex, place-

based implications. In doing so, this study highlights the importance of going beyond theoretical 

analyses of reconciliation initiatives and makes the case for future research into the diverse and 

nuanced ways in which they are perceived by their intended beneficiaries. Such research is especially 

important for emerging reconciliation initiatives, such as the highly contested Voice to Parliament, the 

reinstated South Australian treaty process and any decisions that are made regarding a federal treaty 

process in the future. 

Secondly, this study’s focus on state-wide and local scales contributes to the current knowledge in the 

field of co-management. It highlights, for instance, that even perfectly equal collaborations around 

the co-management table are not enough, if the decisions about what this table looks like and who 

gets to sit around it in the first place are neither equal, nor even collaborative. These findings draw 

attention to the barriers that remain hidden without an explicit investigation of the intersections 

between legislative frameworks, their administration and the co-management practice these aspects 

support and impede. They further strengthen existing calls for transitions from co-management to co-

governance and demonstrate the importance of conducting similar investigations in other contexts.  

Thirdly, the dual focus on reconciliation and co-management automatically enabled me to discuss 

both initiatives with people who are only involved in one of them, which provided important insights 

into the absence of engagement and transparency in both fields. At the same time, however, this 

already broad scope prevented me from reaching out to additional social actors – such as Aboriginal 

groups that walked away from the previous treaty negotiations or Aboriginal groups that asked for co-

management and were turned down – whose perspectives would have enriched my analysis further. 
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Studies reporting the perspectives of individuals or groups in similar positions are rare in the wider 

literature on reconciliation and co-management, which makes them an important area of future 

research in both fields. 

Finally, the dual focus on reconciliation and co-management enabled me to explore their 

interconnection, which was the main reason for investigating both in the same context. As this 

interconnection is more prominent in plans and reports than it is in practice, my analysis highlights 

the advantages of their initial integration as well as the disadvantages of their remaining separation. 

It also touches on the potential advantages of a more complete integration of reconciliation and co-

management in SA – and of transitions towards holistic, place based responses to interconnected 

ecological and political crises around the world. In doing so, this study supports calls for ontological 

and epistemological pluralism in the broader fields of transitional justice and conservation and 

suggests that erasing the barriers between them may facilitate transitions towards this aim. However, 

it also draws attention to the risks of integration under current conditions, which is why it is essential 

for future research to conduct similar investigations in diverse contexts around the world and to pay 

close attention to every step along the way if integration is attempted.  

10.5 Conclusion 

By investigating reconciliation, co-management and their interconnection in the South Australian 

context, I explored whether interconnected ecological and political crises require integrated 

responses. My findings showed that global agreements aimed at overcoming these crises, as well as 

associated efforts on all scales, are insufficient in their scope, and insufficiently connected. They 

demonstrated that reconciliation and co-management – as well as the broader fields of transitional 

justice and conservation – tend to restrict collaboration to participation in predetermined programs 

on local scales. In doing so, these fields maintain the very hierarchies between diverse peoples and 

their ways of knowing, doing and being, that underpin the crises they intend to overcome, which limits 

their contributions to human and more-than-human coexistence.  

Moving forward, I am calling for a transition towards ontological and epistemological pluralism within 

and beyond transitional justice and conservation. My findings suggest a greater integration of the two 

fields has the potential to accelerate these transitions – as long as this integration takes the form of 

holistic situated solutions that are embedded in the deep recognition of the value of ontological and 

epistemological pluralism on all scales. As holistic situated solutions cannot be predetermined, I 

conclude that only a transition from participation to partnerships can lead the way towards equal 

coexistence and secure existence of human and more-than-human beings.  



226 

References 

ABARES 2020, Australia's Indigenous forest estate (2020), DAWE, viewed May 10, 2022, 

<https://www.awe.gov.au/abares/forestsaustralia/forest-data-maps-and-tools/spatial-

data/indigenous-forest>.  

Abdo, HG 2017, 'Impacts of war in Syria on vegetation dynamics and erosion risks in Safita area, 

Tartous, Syria', Regional Environmental Change, vol. 18, no. 6, pp. 1707–1719. 

ABS 2021a, Snapshot of South Australia, Australian Bureau of Statistics, viewed January 16, 2023, 

<https://www.abs.gov.au/articles/snapshot-sa-2021>  

ABS 2021b, Region Summary: South Australia, Australian Bureau of Statistics, viewed March 1, 2023, 

<https://dbr.abs.gov.au/region.html?lyr=ste&rgn=4>. 

ACT 2010, Planning and Development (Namadgi National Park) Plan of Management 2010, Canberra.  

Adams, WB & Mulligan, M 2002, 'Introduction', in WB Adams & M Mulligan (eds.), Decolonizing 

nature: Strategies for conservation in a post-colonial era, 1st edn, Taylor and Francis, Florence 

pp. 1–15.   

AGD 2019, Innovate Reconciliation Action Plan July 2019 – June 2021, Government of South Australia, 

Adelaide. 

AGD 2022, About Aboriginal heritage in South Australia, Attorney-General's Department, viewed 

January 16, 2023, <https://www.agd.sa.gov.au/aboriginal-affairs-and-reconciliation>  

AHRC n.d., 'The Suspension and Reinstatement of the RDA and Special Measures in the NTER', viewed 

November 23, 2021, <https://humanrights.gov.au/our-work/suspension-and-reinstatement-

rda-and-special-measures-nter-0>. 

AIATSIS 2012, Guidelines for Ethical Research in Australian Indigenous Studies, Australian Institute of 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies, Canberra.  

AIATSIS 2022a, Map of Indigenous Australia, Australian Institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander Studies, viewed March 1, 2023, f <https://aiatsis.gov.au/explore/map-indigenous-

australia>.  

AIATSIS 2022b, 'Welcome to Country', viewed May 10, 2022, 

<https://aiatsis.gov.au/explore/welcome-country>.  



227 

Aikenhead, G & Ogawa, M 2007, 'Indigenous knowledge and science revisited', Cultural Studies of 

Science Education, vol. 2, no. 3, pp. 539-620.  

Albanese 2022, Address to Garma Festival, Prime Minister of Australia.   

Allam, L & Butler, J 2023, Voice referendum: who’s behind the yes and no campaigns and how do they 

plan to convince Australia?, viewed March 1, 2023, <https://www.theguardian.com/australia-

news/2023/feb/20/voice-referendum-whos-behind-the-yes-and-no-campaigns-and-how-do-

they-plan-to-convince-australia>. 

Altman, J 2013, 'Arguing the Intervention', The Journal of Indigenous Policy, no. 14, pp. 1-9.  

Altman, J 2014, 'Indigenous policy: Canberra consensus on a neoliberal project of improvement', in C 

Miller & L Orchard (eds), Australian public policy : Progressive ideas in the neoliberal 

ascendency., Policy Press, pp. 115-132. 

Altman, J 2016, 'Reconciliation and the Quest for Economic Sameness', in T Clark, R de Costa & S 

Maddison (eds), The Limits of Settler Colonial Reconciliation: Non-Indigenous People and the 

Responsibility to Engage, Springer, Singapore, pp. 213-230. 

Anheier, H & Juergensmeyer, M 2012, 'Colonialism', Encyclopaedia of Global Studies.  

ANTaR 2019, Treaty in South Australia, ANTaR. 

ANTaR 2022, Treaty in South Australia, ANTaR. 

Anthony, T 2017, FactCheck: are first Australians the most imprisoned people on Earth?, The 

Conversation, viewed May 10, 2022, <https://theconversation.com/factcheck-are-first-

australians-the-most-imprisoned-people-on-earth-78528>. 

ANTS 2005a, 'Agreement between the Northern Land Council and the Director of National Parks and 

Wildlife', viewed May 10, 2022, 

<https://database.atns.net.au/agreement.asp?EntityID=1858>.  

ANTS 2005b, 'Agreement between the Australian Capital Territory and ACT Native Title Claim Groups', 

viewed May 10, 2022, <https://database.atns.net.au/agreement.asp?EntityID=1843>.  

APBB & State of NSW 2001, Arakwal Indigenous Land Use Agreement.  

Appleton, MR, Courtiol, A, Emerton, L, Slade, JL, Tilker, A, Warr, LC, Malvido, MÁ, Barborak, JR, de 

Bruin, L & Chapple, R 2022, 'Protected area personnel and ranger numbers are insufficient to 

deliver global expectations', Nature Sustainability, pp. 1-11. 



228 

Argawal, A, Bawa, K, Brockington, D, Brosius, P, D'Souza, R, DeFries, R, Drove, MR, Duffy, R, Kabra, A, 

Kothari, A, Li, T, Nagendra, H, Noe, C, Nuesiri, E, Nuvunga, M, Ogada, M, Ogden, L, Oommen, 

M, Rai, N, Ramesh, M, Ramutsindela, M, Shahabuddin, G, Shanker, K, Sukumar, R, Sundaram, 

B, Thekaekara, T, Venak, A, Varghese, A, West, P, & Whyte, K n.d., 'An Open Letter to the Lead 

Authors of ‘Protecting 30% of the Planet for Nature: Costs, Benefits and Implications'.  

Atkinson, P & Coffey, A 2004, 'Analysing documentary realities', Qualitative research: Theory, method 

and practice, vol. 2, pp. 56-75. 

Augoustinos, M & Penny SL 2001 'Reconciliation: The Genesis of a New Social Representation', Papers 

on Social Representations, vol. 10, pp.4.1-4.18.  

Augoustinos, M, Lecouteur, A & Soyland, J 2002, 'Self-sufficient arguments in political rhetoric: 

constructing reconciliation and apologizing to the Stolen Generations', Discourse & Society, 

vol. 13, no. 1, pp.105–142. 

Aung, TS 2021, 'Satellite analysis of the environmental impacts of armed-conflict in Rakhine, 

Myanmar', Science of the Total Environment, vol. 781.  

Aurini, J, Heath, M & Howells, S 2016, The How To of Qualitative Research, 1st edn, SAGE, Los Angeles, 

London, New Delhi and Singapore.  

Australian Government 1975, National Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act 1975, Canberra.  

Australian Government 1976, Aboriginal Land Rights (Northern Territory) Act 1976, Canberra.  

Australian Government 1991, Council for Aboriginal Reconciliation Act 1991, Canberra.  

Australian Government 1993, Native Title Act 1993, Canberra.  

Australian Government 1999, Environment Protection and Biodiversity Act 1999, vol. 2, Canberra.  

Australian Government 2007a, Northern Territory National Emergency Response Act 2007, Canberra.  

Australian Government 2007b, Families, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs and Other 

Legislation Amendment (Northern Territory National Emergency Response and Other 

Measures) Act 2007, Canberra. 

Australian Government 2007c, Social Security and Other Legislation Amendment (Welfare Payment 

Reform) Act 2007, Canberra. 

Australian Government 2009, Closing the Gap on Indigenous Disadvantage: The Challenge for 

Australia, Canberra. 



229 

Australian Government 2012, Stronger Futures in the Northern Territory Act 2012, Canberra.  

Avruch, K 2010, 'Truth and Reconciliation Commissions: Problems in Transitional Justice and the 

Reconstruction of Identity', Transcultural Psychiatry, vol. 47, no. 1, pp. 33-49. 

Baird, J, Plummer, R & Bodin, Ö 2016, 'Collaborative governance for climate change adaptation in 

Canada: experimenting with adaptive co-management', Regional Environmental Change, vol. 

16, pp. 747-758. 

Balarin, M 2008, 'Post-Structuralism, Realism and the Question of Knowledge in Educational Sociology: 

A Derridian Critique of Social Realism in Education', Policy Futures in Education, vol. 6, no. 4, 

pp. 507-527.  

Ban, NC, Wilson, E, & Neasloss, D 2019, 'Historical and Contemporary Indigenous Marine Conservation 

Strategies in the North Pacific', Conservation Biology, vol. 34, no. 1, pp. 5–14. 

Barrowcliffe, R 2021, 'Closing the narrative gap: social media as a tool to reconcile institutional archival 

narratives with Indigenous counter-narratives', Archives and Manuscripts, vol. 49, no. 3, pp. 

151-166. 

Barry, P 2002, Beginning Theory: An Introduction to Literary and Cultural Theory, 2nd edn, Manchester 

University Press.  

Battiste, M 2008, 'Research Ethics for Protecting Indigenous Knowledge and Heritage: Institutional 

and Researcher Responsibilities', in N Denzin, Y Lincoln & L Smith (eds.), Handbook of Critical 

and Indigenous Methodologies, SAGE Publications, pp. 497-509.  

Bauman, T & Smyth, D 2007, Indigenous Partnerships in Protected Area Management in Australia: 

Three case studies, Australian Institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies and The 

Australian Collaboration. 

Bauman, T, Haynes, C & Lauder, G 2013, Pathways to the co-management of protected areas and 

native title in Australia, Research Discussion Paper No. 32, AIATSIS Research Publications. 

Behrendt, L 2002, 'Power from the people: A community-based approach to indigenous self-

determination', Flinders JL Reform, vol. 6, p. 135. 

Behrendt, L 2003, Achieving Social Justice: Indigenous Rights and Australia's Future, The Federation 

Press, Sydney. 

Bell, A 2018, 'A flawed Treaty partner: The New Zealand state, local government and the politics of 

recognition', in D Howard-Wagner, M Bargh & I Altamirano-Jiménez (eds.), The Neoliberal 



230 

State, Recognition and Indigenous Rights: New Paternalism to New Imaginings, Australian 

National University Press, Canberra, pp. 77–92.  

Belsey, C 2002, Poststructuralism: A Very Short Introduction, 1st edn, Oxford University Press.  

Ben-Josef Hirsch, M, MacKenzie, M, & Sesay, M 2012, 'Measuring the impacts of truth and 

reconciliation commissions: Placing the global ‘success’ of TRCs in local perspective', 

Cooperation and Conflict, vol. 47, no. 3, pp. 386–403.  

Berkes, F & Armitage, D 2010, 'Co-management institutions, knowledge, and learning: Adapting to 

change in the Arctic', Etudes/Inuit/Studies, vol. 34, no. 1, pp. 109-131. 

Berkes, F 2009, 'Evolution of co-management: Role of knowledge generation, bridging organizations 

and social learning', Journal of Environmental Management, vol. 90, no. 5, pp. 1692-1702. 

Bessarab, D & Ng'andu, B 2010, 'Yarning About Yarning as a Legitimate Method in Indigenous 

Research', International Journal of Critical Indigenous Studies, vol. 3, no. 1, pp. 37-50. 

Bielawski, E 2003, '”Nature Doesn’t Come as Clean as We Can Think It”: Dene, Inuit, Scientists, Nature 

and Environment in the Canadian North', in H Selin & A Kalland (ed), Nature Across Cultures: 

Views of Nature and the Environment in Non-Western Cultures, Springer, pp. 311-327.  

Birt, L, Scott, S, Cavers, D, Campbell, C & Walter, F 2016, 'Member Checking: A Tool to Enhance 

Trustworthiness or Merely a Nod to Validation?', Qualitative Health Research, vol. 26, no. 13, 

pp. 1802-1811.  

Boer, B & Gruber, S 2010, Legal Framework for Protected Areas: Australia, IUCN.  

Borrini-Feyerabend, G, Pimbert, M, Farver, TM, Kothari, A & Renard, Y 2004, Sharing Power: A Global 

Guide to Collaborative Management of Natural Resources, Earthscan, London.  

Bourke, L & Geldens, PM 2007, 'Perceptions of reconciliation and related Indigenous issues among 

young residents of Shepparton', Australian Journal of Social Issues, vol. 42, no. 4, pp. 603-621. 

Bowen, G 2009, 'Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method', Qualitative Research Journal, 

vol. 9, no. 2, pp. 27-40.  

Bradshaw, CJ 2012, 'Little left to lose: Deforestation and forest degradation in Australia since European 

colonization', Journal of Plant Ecology, vol. 5, no. 1, pp. 109–120.  

Braun, V & Clarke, V 2006, 'Using thematic analysis in psychology', Qualitative Research in Psychology, 

vol. 3, no. 2, pp. 77–101. 



231 

Brinkmann, S 2014, 'Unstructured and Semi-Structured Interviewing', in P Leavy (ed), The Oxford 

Handbook of Qualitative Research, Oxford University Press, New York, pp. 277–299. 

Brock, P & Gara, T 2017, Colonialism and its aftermath: A history of Aboriginal South Australia, 1st edn, 

Wakefield Press, Kent Town.  

Brockington, D & Igoe, J 2006, 'Eviction for Conservation: A Global Overview', Conservation and 

Society, vol. 4, no. 3, pp. 424–470. 

Brough, M 2007, 'Northern Territory National Emergency Response Bill 2007 – Second reading 

speech'.  

Brown, SM & Thompson, S 2020, 'Gracevale, a case study on caring for country and rediscovery of 

culture and language by the iningai people in central west queensland', Proceedings of the 

Royal Society of Queensland, vol. 128, pp. 23-27. 

Bryman, A 2012, Social Research Methods, 4th edn, Oxford University Press, Oxford.  

Bulbeck 2004, 'The ‘white worrier’ in South Australia: Attitudes to multiculturalism, immigration and 

reconciliation', Journal of Sociology, vol. 40, no. 4, pp. 341–361. 

Burridge, N 2009, 'Perspectives on Reconciliation & Indigenous Rights', Cosmopolitan Civil Societies: 

An Interdisciplinary Journal, vol. 1, no. 2, pp. 111-128.  

Busilacchi, S, Williams, AJ, Russ, GR & Begg, GA 2012, 'Complexity of applying minimum legal sizes 

(MLS) of retention in an indigenous coral reef fishery', Fisheries Management and Ecology, 

vol. 19, no. 3, pp. 233-244. 

Butler, JRA, Gunn, R, Berry, HL, Wagey, GA, Hardesty, BD & Wilcox, C 2013, 'A Value Chain Analysis of 

ghost nets in the Arafura Sea: Identifying trans-boundary stakeholders, intervention points 

and livelihood trade-offs', Journal of Environmental Management, vol. 123, pp. 14-25. 

CAPAD 2020, Terrestrial CAPAD 2020 National summary, DAWE, viewed May 10, 2022, 

<https://www.awe.gov.au/agriculture-land/land/nrs/science/capad/2020>.  

CAR 2000, Roadmap for Reconciliation, Council for Aboriginal Reconciliation. 

CAR n.d., Strategic Plan, Council for Aboriginal Reconciliation.  

Carlsson, L & Berkes, F 2005, 'Co-management: concepts and methodological implications', Journal of 

Environmental Management, vol. 75, no. 1, pp. 65-76. 



232 

Carson, JT 2020, 'Decolonisation and reconciliation in the Australian Anthropocene', Journal of 

Australian Studies, vol. 45, no. 1, pp. 4–17.  

Carter, J, Wardell-Johnson, A & Archer-Lean, C 2017, 'Butchulla perspectives on dingo displacement 

and agency at K'gari-Fraser Island, Australia', Geoforum, vol. 85, pp. 197-205. 

Carter, R, Atkinson, G, Burchill, M, Phillips, R, Humann, D, Mahoney, J, Miles, T, Braid, M, Buissereth, 

R, Cowell, S, Hill, R, Huggins, B, Jackson, S, Raisbeck-Brown, N, Talbot, L & Wong, N 2022, 

'Djaara cultural authority drives inclusion of their knowledge and culture in a Joint 

Management Plan for parks', Ecological Management and Restoration, vol. 23, no. S1, pp. 117-

128. 

Castellan, C 2010, 'Quantitative and Qualitative Research: A View for Clarity', International Journal of 

Education, vol. 2, no. 2, pp. 1-14.  

Castro, AP & Nielsen, E 2001, 'Indigenous people and co-management: implications for conflict 

management', Environmental Science & Policy, vol. 4, no. 4-5, pp. 229-239. 

CBD 2022, Nations Adopt Four Goals, 23 Targets for 2030 In Landmark UN Biodiversity Agreement, 

Montreal.   

Clark, T, de Costa, R & Maddison, S 2016, 'Non-Indigenous People and the Limits of Settler Colonial 

Reconciliation', in T Clark, R de Costa & S Maddison (eds.), The Limits of Settler Colonial 

Reconciliation: Non-Indigenous People and the Responsibility to Engage, Springer, Singapore, 

pp. 1-14. 

Clark, T, de Costa, R & Maddison, S 2019, '‘The Treaty’s Going to Give the Recognition that this Wasn’t 

Right'–Optimism and Pessimism in Non-Indigenous Attitudes to Treaties in Australia', Journal 

of Intercultural Studies, vol. 40, no. 6, pp. 665-680. 

Clarke, R 2021, 'In the company of a guide: guidebooks to Indigenous Australia', Studies in Travel 

Writing, vol. 25, no. 1, pp. 65-81. 

Clarke, V & Braun, V 2013, 'Teaching thematic analysis: Overcoming challenges and developing 

strategies for effective learning', The Psychologist, vol. 26, no. 2. 

Collins, J & Thompson, WK 2020, 'Aboriginal owned and jointly managed national parks: Caring for 

cultural imperatives and conservation outcomes', in R Bartel, M Branagan, F Utley & S Harris 

(eds.), Rethinking Wilderness and the Wild: Conflict, Conservation and Co-existence, pp. 87-

104. 



233 

Collins, T & Esterling, S 2019, 'Fluid Personality: Indigenous Rights and the Te Awa Tupua (Whanganui 

River Claims Settlement) Act 2017 in Aotearoa New Zealand', Melb. J. Int'l L., vol. 20, p. 197. 

Commonwealth of Australia 2021, Senate Official Hansard: Tuesday, 16 March 2021. 

Commonwealth of Australia 2022a, The Australian system of government, Parliament of Australia.  

Commonwealth of Australia 2022b, Three levels of government: governing Australia, Parliament of 

Australia. 

Commonwealth of Australia 2022c, Commonwealth Closing the Gap Annual Report 2022. 

Cooke, P 2012, 'A long walk home to warddewardde', in J Altman & S Kerins (eds.), People on Country: 

Vital Landscapes, Indigenous Futures, The Federation Press, Leichhardt, pp. 146-161. 

COP & COAG 2020, National Agreement on Closing the Gap, Coalition of Peaks and Council of 

Australian Governments. 

Cousin, G 2005, 'Case Study Research', Journal of Geography in Higher Education, vol. 29, no. 3, pp. 

421-427.  

Craig, DG 2002, 'Recognising indigenous rights through co-management regimes: Canadian and 

Australian experiences', New Zealand Journal of Environmental Law, vol. 6, pp. 199-254.  

Creswell, J, Hanson, W, Plano Clark, V & Morales, A 2007, 'Qualitative Research Designs: Selection and 

Implementation', The Counselling Psychologist, vol. 35, no. 2, pp. 236-264.  

Cross, S 2008, 'The Scale Politics of Reconciliation', Department of Human Geography, Doctor of 

Philosophy thesis, Macquarie University, North Ryde. 

Crowe, S, Cresswell, K, Robertson, A, Huby, G, Avery, A & Sheikh, A 2011, 'The case study 

approach', BMC Medical Research Methodology, pp. 1-9.  

Cullen-Unsworth, LC, Hill, R, Butler, JRA & Wallace, M 2012, 'A research process for integrating 

Indigenous and scientific knowledge in cultural landscapes: Principles and determinants of 

success in the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area, Australia', Geographical Journal, vol. 178, no. 

4, pp. 351-365. 

Dahler-Larsen, P 2018, 'Qualitative Evaluation: Methods, Ethics, and Politics With Stakeholders', in N 

Denzin & Y Lincoln (eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Qualitative Research, SAGE, Los Angeles, 

London, New Delhi, Singapore, Washington DC and Melbourne, pp. 1493-1526. 

Dale, A 2007, At the edge: Sustainable development in the 21st century, UBC press. 



234 

Daozhi, X 2022, 'Black Lives Matter: Solidarity Between Indigenous and Chinese Australians?', 

Interventions, vol. 24, no. 8, pp. 1288-1308. 

Data SA 2023, South Australian Government Data Directory, viewed March 3, 2023, 

<https://data.sa.gov.au> 

Davis, M & Langton, M 2016, 'Constitutional reform in Australia: Recognizing Indigenous Australians 

in the absence of a reconciliation process', From Recognition to Reconciliation: Essays on the 

Constitutional Entrenchment of Aboriginal and Treaty Rights, pp. 449-473. 

DAWE 2021a, 'Indigenous Protected Areas', Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment, 

viewed May 10, 2022, <https://www.awe.gov.au/agriculture-land/land/indigenous-

protected-areas>.  

DAWE 2021b, 'History of the National Reserve System', Department of Agriculture, Water and the 

Environment, viewed May 10, 2022, from <https://www.awe.gov.au/agriculture-

land/land/nrs/about-nrs/history>.  

DAWE 2021c, 'Park Management', Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment, viewed 

May 10, 2022, <https://www.awe.gov.au/parks-heritage/national-parks/booderee-national-

park/management-and-conservation/park-management#joint-management>.  

DAWE 2021d, 'CAPAD: protected area data', Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment, 

viewed May 10, 2022,  <https://www.awe.gov.au/agriculture-land/land/nrs/science/capad>.  

DBCA 2016, Joint Management, viewed May 10, 2022, 

<https://www.dpaw.wa.gov.au/parks/aboriginal-involvement/91-joint-management>.  

DCCEEW 2021, Outback Australia - the rangelands, Department of Climate Change, Energy, the 

Environment and Water, viewed January 16, 2023, 

<https://www.dcceew.gov.au/environment/land/rangelands>  

DCLM 1995, Purnululu National Park Management Plan 1995 – 2005, National Parks and Nature 

Conservation Authority, Perth.  

DCLM 1999, Karijini National Park Management Plan 1999 – 2009, National Parks and Nature 

Conservation Authority, Perth.  

DCP 2022, Reconciliation Action Plan May 2022 – May 2025, Government of South Australia, Adelaide. 

DCS 2020, Reconciliation Action Plan May 2020 – May 2023, Government of South Australia, Adelaide. 



235 

DE 2018, Reconciliation Action Plan 2018 – 2021, Government of South Australia, Adelaide. 

De Jonge, B 2011, 'What is fair and equitable benefit-sharing?', Journal of agricultural and 

environmental ethics, vol. 24, pp. 127-146. 

de Lacy, T 1994, 'The Uluru/Kakadu Model—Anangu Tjukurrpa, 50,000 Years of Aboriginal Law and 

Land Management Changing the Concept of National Parks in Australia', Society and Natural 

Resources, vol. 7, pp. 479-498. 

De Saussure, F 1959, Course in General Linguistics, 1st edn, Philosophical Library, New York. 

Deagon, A 2022, 'Reconciliation and Recognition: A Christian Approach to Indigenous Australians and 

Constitutional Change', Political Theology, vol. 23, no. 8, pp. 739-767. 

Deakin, H & Wakefield, K 2014, 'Skype interviewing: reflections of two PhD researchers', Qualitative 

Research, vol. 14, no. 5, pp. 603-616. 

DECC & GPCC 2008, Memorandum of Understanding: Department of Environment and Climate Change 

and Gawambaraay Pilliga Co-Management Committee.  

DEH 2003, Innes National Park Management Plan, Adelaide.  

DEH 2007, No Species Loss – Overview: A Nature Conservation Strategy for South Australia 2007 – 

2017, Government of South Australia, Adelaide.  

DeKoninck, V 2005, 'Joint management of banteng (Bos javanicus) in a contested cultural landscape: 

Observations and implications', Human Dimensions of Wildlife, vol. 10, no. 2, pp. 123-135. 

DeKoninck, V 2007, 'Deconstructing the stakeholder: A case study from Garig Gunak Barlu National 

Park, Australia', International Journal of Biodiversity Science and Management, vol. 3, no. 2, 

pp. 77-87. 

DeKoninck, V 2014, 'Encounters on the frontier: Banteng in australia's northern territory', Society and 

Animals, vol. 22, no. 1, pp. 26-41. 

DEM 2017, Reconciliation Action Plan March 2020 – March 2022, Government of South Australia, 

Adelaide. 

DEM 2022, Native title and Aboriginal land, Energy & Mining, viewed January 16, 2023, 

<https://www.energymining.sa.gov.au/industry/minerals-and-mining/communities-and-

land-access/native-title-and-aboriginal-land>  

DENR 2011, Mamungari Conservation Park Management Plan 2011, Adelaide.  



236 

Denzin, N & Lincoln, Y 2008, 'Introduction: Critical Methodologies and Indigenous Inquiry', in N Denzin, 

Y Lincoln & L Smith (eds.), Handbook of Critical and Indigenous Methodologies, SAGE 

Publications, pp. 1-20. 

Denzin, N, Lincoln, Y & Smith, L 2008, 'Locating the Field: Performing Theories of Decolonizing Inquiry', 

in N Denzin, Y Lincoln & L Smith (eds.), Handbook of Critical and Indigenous Methodologies, 

SAGE Publications, pp. 21-29.  

Derrida, J 1976, of Grammatology, trans. G Spivak, Johns Hopkins University Press, New York and 

London.  

Derrida, J 1983, 'Letter to a Japanese Friend', in J Wolfreys (ed), Literary Theories: A Reader and Guide, 

Edinburgh University Press, pp. 282-287.  

Derrida, J 1990, 'Force of Law: The "Mystical Foundation of Authority"', in D Cornell, M Rosenfeld & D 

Carlson (ed), Deconstruction and the Possibility of Justice, Routledge, New York, pp. 3-67. 

DES 2021, 'Aboriginal freehold land and jointly managed parks on Cape York Peninsula', Parks and 

forests, viewed May 10, 2022, <https://parks.des.qld.gov.au/management/programs/joint-

management-cape-york>.  

DEW 2018, Strong People, Strong Country. Co-managing parks in South Australia, Adelaide.  

DEW 2019, Lake Gairdner National Park Management Plan 2019, Adelaide.  

DEW 2021, Stretch Reconciliation Action Plan December 2021–December 2024, Government of South 

Australia, Adelaide. 

DEW 2022a, 'Co-management of national parks with traditional owners', viewed May 10, 2022, 

<https://www.environment.sa.gov.au/topics/park-management/co-management-of-parks>.  

DEW 2022b, National park co-management boards and committees, viewed March 1, 2022, 

<https://www.environment.sa.gov.au/about-us/boards-and-committees/park-co-

management>.  

DEW 2022c, 'About Marine Parks', National Parks and Wildlife Service South Australia, viewed May 

10, 2022, <https://www.marineparks.sa.gov.au/about>.  

DeWalt, K & DeWalt, R 2011, 'What Is Participant Observation?', in K DeWalt & R DeWalt 

(eds.), Participant Observation: A Guide for Fieldworkers, Altamira Press, Walnut Creek, pp. 1-

5.  



237 

DEWNR 2014, Eastern Eyre Peninsula Parks Management Plan 2014, Adelaide.  

DEWNR 2017, Gawler Ranges National Park Management Plan 2017, Adelaide.  

DHS 2022, Innovate Reconciliation Action Plan April 2022 – March 2024, Government of South 

Australia, Adelaide. 

Dickson‐Hoyle, S, Ignace, RE, Ignace, MB, Hagerman, SM, Daniels, LD, & Copes‐Gerbitz, K 2021, 

'Walking on two legs: A pathway of indigenous restoration and reconciliation in fire‐adapted 

landscapes', Restoration Ecology, vol. 30, no. 4. 

Diem, S, Young MD, Welton, AD, Mansfield, KC & Lee, P 2014, 'The intellectual landscape of critical 

policy analysis', International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education, vol. 27, no.9, pp. 

1068-1090. 

DIS 2020, Reconciliation Action Plan May 2020 – May 2023, Government of South Australia, Adelaide. 

DIT 2021, Reconciliation Action Plan September 2021 – 24, Government of South Australia, Adelaide. 

Diver, S 2016, 'Co-management as a catalyst: Pathways to post-colonial forestry in the Klamath Basin, 

California', Human Ecology, vol. 44, no. 5, pp. 533-546. 

DNP 2016, Kakadu National Park Management Plan 2016 – 2026, Canberra.  

DNP 2021, Uluṟu-Kata Tjuṯa National Park Management Plan 2021, Canberra.  

Dodson, M 2003, 'The end in the beginning: re(de)finding Aboriginality', in M Grossman (eds.), 

Blacklines: Contemporary critical writings by Indigenous Australians, Melbourne University 

Press, pp. 35-42.  

Dodson, M 2013, The Road to Reconciliation: Some Reflections on the Politics and Challenges of 

Reconciliation, ANU Reporter, Canberra, viewed 20 January 2020, 

<https://reporter.anu.edu.au/road-reconciliation>. 

Domínguez, L & Luoma, C 2020, 'Decolonising conservation policy: How colonial land and conservation 

ideologies persist and perpetuate indigenous injustices at the expense of the environment', 

Land, vol. 9, no. 3, p. 65.  

DPC 2020, Reconciliation Action Plan March 2020 – March 2023, Government of South Australia, 

Adelaide. 

DPC 2021, South Australian Government Aboriginal Affairs Action Plan 2021-2022, Government of 

South Australia, Adelaide.  



238 

DPC 2021, South Australian Government Boards and Committees Information as at 30 June 2021, 

Adelaide.  

DPIE 2018, 'Purpose of Aboriginal joint management', NSW Environment and Heritage, viewed May 

10, 2022, <https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/topics/parks-reserves-and-protected-

areas/park-management/aboriginal-joint-management/purpose-of-aboriginal-joint-

management>.  

DPIE 2022, 'How Aboriginal joint management works', NSW Environment and Heritage, viewed May 

10, 2022, <https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/topics/parks-reserves-and-protected-

areas/park-management/aboriginal-joint-management/how-aboriginal-joint-management-

works>.  

DPIE n.d., 'Aboriginal joint management agreements', NSW Environment and Heritage, viewed May 

10, 2022, <https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/topics/parks-reserves-and-protected-

areas/park-management/aboriginal-joint-management-agreements>.  

DPIPWE 2016, Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Management Plan 2016, State of 

Tasmania, Hobart.  

DPMC 2019, Closing the Gap Report 2019, Australian Government.  

DSD n.d., South Australian Aboriginal Regional Authority Policy: A regional approach to Aboriginal 

governance in South Australia, Government of South Australia, Adelaide. 

DTF 2018, Reconciliation Action Plan May 2018 – May 2020, Government of South Australia, Adelaide. 

DTI 2020, Reconciliation Action Plan February 2020 – February 2022, Government of South Australia, 

Adelaide. 

Dudgeon, P & Pickett, H 2000, 'Psychology and reconciliation: Australian perspectives', Australian 

Psychologist, vol. 35, no. 2, pp. 82-87. 

Dunbar, Y 2008, 'Critical Race Theory and Indigenous Methodologies', in N Denzin, Y Lincoln & L Smith 

(ed), Handbook of Critical and Indigenous Methodologies, SAGE Publications, pp. 85-99.  

Eatock, C 2018, ‘Resisting the ascendancy of an emboldened colonialism’, in D Howard-Wagner, M 

Bargh & I Altamirano-Jiménez (eds.), The Neoliberal State, Recognition and Indigenous Rights, 

ANU Press, Acton, pp. 59-76. 

Elder, C 2019, 'Unfinished business in (post) reconciliation Australia', Australian Humanities Review, 

vol. 61, pp. 74-93. 



239 

Elenius, L, Allard, C & Sandstr, C 2016, Indigenous rights in modern landscapes: Nordic conservation 

regimes in global context, Routledge.  

Englebert, P, Tarango, S, & Carter, M 2002, 'Dismemberment and Suffocation: A Contribution to the 

Debate on African Boundaries', Comparative Political Studies, vol. 35, no. 10, pp. 1093-1118.  

Ens, E, Scott, ML, Yugul Mangi Rangers, Moritz, C & Pirzl, R 2016, 'Putting indigenous conservation 

policy into practice delivers biodiversity and cultural benefits', Biodiveristy Conservation, vol. 

25, pp. 2889-2906. 

EPA 2018a, Features of South Australia, Environment Protection Authority, viewed January 16, 2023, 

<https://www.epa.sa.gov.au/soe-2018/introduction/features-of-south-australia>  

EPA 2018b, State of the Environment Summary Report, Environment Protection Authority, Adelaide.  

Evans, LE 2014, 'Tribal-state relations in the Anglosphere', Annual Review of Political Science, vol. 17, 

pp. 273-289. 

Everingham, P, Peters, A & Higgins-Desbiolles, F 2021, 'The (im)possibilities of doing tourism 

otherwise: The case of settler colonial Australia and the closure of the climb at Uluru', Annals 

of Tourism Research, vol. 88. 

Exley, B & Chan, MY 2014, 'Tensions between policy and practice: Reconciliation agendas in the 

Australian Curriculum English', English Teaching, vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 55-75. 

Finegan, C 2018, 'Reflection, acknowledgement, and justice: A framework for indigenous-protected 

area reconciliation', International Indigenous Policy Journal, vol. 9, no. 3. 

Fisher, K & Parsons, M 2020, 'River co-governance and co-management in Aotearoa New Zealand: 

enabling Indigenous ways of knowing and being', Transnational Environmental Law, vol. 9, no. 

3, pp. 455-480. 

Fletcher, M-S, Hamilton, R, Dressler, W & Palmer, L 2021, 'Indigenous knowledge and the shackles of 

wilderness', Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, vol. 118, no. 40, pp. 1-7. 

Foley, D 2003, 'Indigenous Epistemology and Indigenous Standpoint Theory', Social Alternatives, vol. 

22, no. 1, pp. 44-52.  

Forester, J 2012, 'On the theory and practice of critical pragmatism: Deliberative practice and creative 

negotiations', Planning Theory, vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 5-22. 



240 

Foster, R & Nettelbeck, A 2012, Out of the silence: The history and memory of South Australia's frontier 

wars, Wakefield Press, Mile End.  

Foucault, M 1970, The Order of Things: An archaeology of the human sciences, trans. Pantheon Books, 

3rd edn, Routledge, London and New York.  

Foucault, M 1972, The Archaeology of Knowledge & the Discourse on Language, trans. A Sheridan, 

Pantheon Books, New York.  

Foucault, M 1978a, Discipline & Punish: The Birth of the Prison, trans. A Sheridan, 2nd edn, Random 

House, New York.  

Foucault, M 1978b, The History of Sexuality: Volume 1: An Introduction, trans. R Hurley, 1st edn, 

Pantheon Books, New York.  

Foucault, M 1980, Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other Writings, trans. G Gordon, L 

Marshall, J Mepham & K Soper, Pantheon Books, New York.  

Fowler, AC, Ewens, B, Vafeas, C, Delves, L, Hayward, C, Nannup, N & Baum, G 2018, 'Closing the gap: 

A whole of school approach to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander inclusivity in higher 

education', Nurse Education in Practice, vol. 30, pp. 86-90. 

FWCAC & State of South Australia 2013a, Nullarbor Wilderness Protection Area Co-management 

Agreement.  

FWCAC & State of South Australia 2013b, Yumbarra Conservation Park Co-management Agreement.  

Gagné, N 2016, 'The Waxing and Waning of the Politics of Authenticity: The situation of urban‐based 

Māori through the lens of municipal politics', City & Society, vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 48-73. 

Gambon, H & Bottazzi, P 2021, 'The political ontology of protected area co-management: worlding 

and nature perceptions among stakeholders', Journal of Political Ecology, vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 

646-662. 

Giannacopoulos, M 2009, 'The nomos of apologia', Griffith Law Review, vol. 18, no. 2, pp. 331-349. 

Gibbs, M 2003, 'Indigenous rights to natural resources in Australia and New Zealand: Kereru, dugong 

and pounamu', Australasian Journal of Environmental Management, vol. 10, no. 3, pp. 138-

151. 

Giles, G 2002, ''fair go'? Equality? the people's movement for reconciliation (ANTaR) and critical 

information literacy', Australian Library Journal, vol. 51, no. 3, pp. 203-218. 



241 

Goetze, TC 2005, 'Empowered co-management: towards power-sharing and indigenous rights in 

Clayoquot Sound, BC', Anthropologica, pp. 247-265. 

Gomersall, AM, Davidson, G & Ho, R 2000, Factors affecting acceptance of aboriginal reconciliation 

amongst non-Indigenous Australians, Australian Psychologist, vol. 35, no. 2, pp. 118-127. 

Gordon, GJ 2018, 'Environmental personhood', Colum. J. Envtl. L., vol. 43, p. 49. 

Grayson, J, Hamann, M, Marsh, H & Ambar, S 2010, 'Options for managing the sustainable use of green 

turtles: Perceptions of hammond islanders in torres strait', Conservation and Society, vol. 8, 

no. 1, pp. 73-83. 

Green, MJ & Sonn, CC 2006, 'Problematising the discourses of the dominant: Whiteness and 

reconciliation', Journal of Community and Applied Social Psychology, vol. 16, no. 5, pp. 379-

395. 

Gregory, J 2021, 'Statue wars: collective memory reshaping the past', History Australia, vol. 18, no. 3, 

pp. 564-587. 

Griffiths G 1994, 'The Myth of Authenticity: Representation, discourse and social practice', in A Lawson 

& T Tiffin (eds.), De-Scribing Empire : Post-Colonialism and Textuality, Taylor & Francis, 

London, pp. 70-85. 

Grove, R 2002, 'Climatic fears: Colonialism and the history of environmentalism', Harvard International 

Review, vol. 23, no. 4, pp. 50–55.  

Guenther, J, Ober, R, Osborne, S & Williamson-Kefu, M 2021, 'Enacting socially just and transformative 

education through classroom pedagogy', Pedagogy, Culture and Society, vol. 29, no. 4, pp. 

611-630. 

Gunstone, A 2014, 'Community reconciliation: A case study in Gippsland, Victoria', Australian 

Aboriginal Studies, no. 2, pp. 75-84. 

Gustafson, J 2017, 'Single case studies vs. multiple case studies: A comparative study'.  

Habibis, D, Taylor, P, Walter, M & Elder, C 2016, 'Repositioning the racial gaze: Aboriginal perspectives 

on race, race relations and governance', Social Inclusion, vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 57-67. 

Hagens, V, Dobrow, M & Chafe, R 2009, 'Interviewee Transcript Review: assessing the impact on 

qualitative research', BMC Medical Research Methodology, vol. 9, no. 1.   



242 

Halloran, MJ 2007, 'Indigenous reconciliation in Australia: Do values, identity and collective guilt 

matter?', Journal of Community and Applied Social Psychology, vol. 17, no. 1, pp. 1-18. 

Hanlin, R & Brown, W 2013, 'Contesting development in theory and practice', in T Papaioannou & M 

Butcher (eds.), International Development in a Changing World, Bloomsbury Academic, pp. 

31–48. 

Hattam, R & Atkinson, S 2006, 'Reconciliation as a frame for rethinking racism in Australia', Social 

Identities, vol. 12, no. 6, pp. 683-700. 

Hawkes, T 2003, Structuralism and Semiotics, 2nd edn, Routledge, London and New York. 

Hay, I, Hughes, A & Tutton, M 2004, 'Monuments, memory and marginalisation in adelaide's Prince 

Henry Gardens', Geografiska Annaler, Series B: Human Geography, vol. 86, no. 3, pp. 201-216. 

Haynes, C 2013, 'Seeking control: Disentangling the difficult sociality of Kakadu National Park's joint 

management', Journal of Sociology, vol. 49, no. 2-3, pp. 194-209. 

Haynes, C 2017, 'The value of work and ‘common discourse’ in the joint management of Kakadu 

National Park', Australian Journal of Anthropology, vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 72-87. 

Hemming, S, Rigney, D, Bignall, S, Berg, S & Rigney, G 2019, 'Indigenous nation building for 

environmental futures: Murrundi flows through Ngarrindjeri country', Australasian Journal of 

Environmental Management, vol. 26, no. 3, pp. 216-235. 

Henry, N 2015, 'From reconciliation to transitional justice: The contours of redress politics in 

established democracies', International Journal of Transitional Justice, vol. 9, no. 2, pp. 199-

218. 

Herzog, C, Handke, C & Hitters, E 2019, 'Analyzing Talk and Text II: Thematic Analysis', in H Van den 

Bulck, M Puppis, K Donders & L Van Audenhove (eds.), The Palgrave Handbook of Methods for 

Media Policy Research, Palgrave MacMillan, pp. 285-402.  

Higgins-Desbiolles, F 2003, 'Reconciliation Tourism: Tourism Healing Divided Societies!', Tourism 

Recreation Research, vol. 28, no. 3, pp. 35-44. 

High Court of Australia, 1992, Mabo v Queensland (No 2). 

Hill, R 2011, 'Towards Equity in Indigenous Co-Management of Protected Areas: Cultural Planning by 

Miriuwung-Gajerrong People in the Kimberley, Western Australia', Geographical Research, 

vol. 49, no. 1, pp. 72-85.  



243 

Hill, R, Grant, C, George, M, Robinson, CJ, Jackson, S & Abel, N 2012, 'A Typology of Indigenous 

Engagement in Australian Environmental Management: Implications for Knowledge 

Integration and Social-ecological System Sustainability', Ecology and Society, vol. 17, no. 1.  

Hoffmann, BD, Roeger, S, Wise, P, Dermer, J, Yunupingu, B, Lacey, D, Yunupingu, D, Marika, B, Marika, 

M & Panton, B 2012, 'Achieving highly successful multiple agency collaborations in a cross-

cultural environment: Experiences and lessons from Dhimurru Aboriginal Corporation and 

partners', Ecological Management and Restoration, vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 42-50. 

Howard, J 1997, 'Opening Address to the Australian Reconciliation Convention', Melbourne. 

Howard-Wagner, D, Bargh, M & Altamirano-Jiménez, I 2018, 'From new paternalism to new imaginings 

of possibilities in Australia, Canada and Aotearoa/New Zealand: Indigenous rights and 

recognition and the state in the neoliberal age', in D Howard-Wagner, M Bargh & I Altamirano-

Jiménez (eds.), The Neoliberal State, Recognition and Indigenous Rights, ANU Press, Acton, pp. 

1-42. 

Howitt, R & Suchet‐Pearson, S 2006, 'Rethinking the building blocks: ontological pluralism and the idea 

of ‘management’', Geografiska Annaler: Series B, Human Geography, vol. 88, no. 3, pp. 323-

335. Jacobsen, R, Howell, C & Read, S 2020, Australia’s Indigenous land and forest estate: 

separate reporting of Indigenous ownership, management and other special rights, ABARES, 

Canberra. 

Howitt, R 2001, 'Frontiers, borders, edges: Liminal challenges to the hegemony of exclusion', 

Australian Geographical Studies, vol. 39, no. 2, pp. 233-245. 

Howitt, R 2006, 'Scales of Coexistence: Tackling the Tension Between Legal and Cultural Landscapes 

in Post-Mabo Australia, Macquarie Law Journal, vol. 6, pp.49-64. 

Howitt, R 2020, 'Unsettling the taken (for granted)', Progress in Human Geography, vol. 44, no. 2, pp. 

193-215. 

Howitt, R, Doohan, K, Suchet-Pearson, S, Cross, S, Lawrence, R, Lunkapis, GJ, Muller, S, Prout, S & 

Verland, S 2013, 'Intercultural capacity deficits: Contested geographies of coexistence in 

natural resource management', Asia Pacific Viewpoint, vol. 54, no. 2, pp.126–140. 

Hradsky, D 2022, 'Education for reconciliation? Understanding and acknowledging the history of 

teaching First Nations content in Victoria, Australia', History of Education, vol. 51, no. 1, pp. 

135-155. 



244 

HREOC 1997, Bringing Them Home: National Inquiry into the Separation of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander Children from Their Families.  

Hueneke, H & Baker, R 2009, 'Tourist behaviour, local values, and interpretation at Uluru: ‘The sacred 

deed at Australia’s mighty heart’', GeoJournal, vol. 74, no. 5, pp. 477-490. 

Hunt, J & Smith, D 2005, Strengthening Indigenous Community Governance: A step towards advancing 

Reconciliation in Australia, Centre for Aboriginal Economic Policy Research, Canberra.  

Hunt, J 2012, '‘Caring for country’: A review of Aboriginal engagement in environmental management 

in New South Wales', Australasian Journal of Environmental Management, vol. 19, no. 4, pp. 

213-226.  

Hyett, N, Kenny, A & Dickson-Swift, V 2014, 'Methodology or method? A critical review of qualitative 

case study reports', International Journal of Qualitative Studies on Health and Well-being, vol. 

9, no. 1, pp. 1-12. 

ICTJ 2022, Truth, Reconciliation, and Redress for Racial Injustice in the United States: Insights from 

Experiences of Commissions Around the World, New York.  

IPBES 2019, Global assessment report on biodiversity and ecosystem services of the Intergovernmental 

Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services, IPBES secretariat, Bonn.  

IPCC 2018, Global Warming of 1.5°C. An IPCC Special Report on the impacts of global warming of 1.5°C 

above pre-industrial levels and related global greenhouse gas emission pathways, in the 

context of strengthening the global response to the threat of climate change, sustainable 

development, and efforts to eradicate poverty, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge and 

New York. 

Jackson, S & Nias, D 2019, 'Watering country: Aboriginal partnerships with environmental water 

managers of the Murray–Darling Basin, Australia', Australasian Journal of Environmental 

Management, vol. 26, no. 3, pp. 287-303. 

Jacobsen, R, Howell, C & Read, S 2020, Australia’s Indigenous land and forest estate: separate 

reporting of Indigenous ownership, management and other special rights, Australian Bureau 

of Agricultural and Resource Economics and Sciences. 

Johnson, LC 2018, 'Reclaiming a place: Post-colonial appropriations of the colonial at Budj Bim, 

Western Victoria, Australia', Indigenous Places and Colonial Spaces: The Politics of Intertwined 

Relations, pp. 92-107. 



245 

Johnstone, MJ 2007, 'Research ethics, reconciliation, and strengthening the research relationship in 

Indigenous health domains: An Australian perspective', International Journal of Intercultural 

Relations, vol. 31, no. 3, pp. 391-406. 

Johnstone, S & Mazo, J 2011, 'Global warming and the Arab Spring', Survival, vol. 53, no. 2, pp. 11–17.  

Jones, A & Jenkins, K 2008, ' Rethinking Collaboration: Working the Indigene-Coloniser Hyphen', in N 

Denzin, Y Lincoln & L Smith (ed), Handbook of Critical and Indigenous Methodologies, SAGE 

Publications, pp. 471-486.  

Jones, B 2021, 'The performance and persistence of transitional justice and its ways of knowing 

atrocity', Cooperation and Conflict, vol. 56, no. 2, pp. 163-180. 

Judd, B & Butcher, T 2015, 'To play Papunya: the problematic interface between a remote Aboriginal 

community and the organization of Australian Football in Central Australia', Sport in Society, 

vol. 18, no. 5, pp. 543-551. 

Kalland, A 2003, 'Environmentalism and Images of the Other', in H Selin & A Kalland (eds.), Nature 

Across Cultures: Views of Nature and the Environment in Non-Western Cultures, Springer, pp. 

1-17. 

Kaplan-Myrth, N 2005, 'Sorry mates: Reconciliation and self-determination in Australian aboriginal 

health', Human Rights Review, vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 69-83. 

Kawulich, B 2005, 'Participant Observation as a Data Collection Method', Forum: Qualitative Social 

Research, vol. 6, no. 2. 

Kendrick, A 2000, 'Community perceptions of the Beverly-Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board', 

Canadian Journal of Native Studies, vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 1-33. 

Kennedy, J, Percy, A, Thomas, L, Moyle, C & Delahunty, J 2021, 'Holding space for an Aboriginal 

approach towards Curriculum Reconciliation in an Australian university', Teaching in Higher 

Education, vol. 26, no. 7-8, pp. 1060-1076. 

Kennett, R, Robinson, C, Kiessling, I, Yunupingu, D, Munungurritj & Yunupingu, D 2004, 'Indigenous 

initiatives for co-management of Miyapunu/Sea Turtle', Ecological Management and 

Restoration, vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 159-166.  

Kildea, S, Barclay, L, Wardaguga, M & Dawumal, M 2009, 'Participative research in a remote Australian 

Aboriginal setting', Action Research, vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 143-163.  



246 

Kim, JJ 2018, 'Perspectives from the ground: colonial bureaucratic violence, identity, and transitional 

justice in Canada', Conflict and Society, vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 116-134. 

Kingsley, J, Phillips, R, Townsend, M & Henderson‐Wilson, C 2010, 'Using a Qualitative Approach to 

Research to Build Trust Between a Non‐Aboriginal Researcher and Aboriginal Participants 

(Australia)', Qualitative Research Journal, vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 2-12. 

Klein, N 2016, 'Let Them Drown: The Violence of Othering in a Warming World', Edward Said Memorial 

Lecture, London.   

Kochanski, A 2020, 'The “local turn” in transitional justice: Curb the enthusiasm', International Studies 

Review, vol. 22, no. 1, pp. 26-50. 

Kofinas, GP 2005, 'Caribou hunters and researchers at the co-management interface: emergent 

dilemmas and the dynamics of legitimacy in power sharing', Anthropologica, pp. 179-196. 

Korfmacher, KS 2019, Bridging silos: Collaborating for environmental health and justice in urban 

communities, MIT Press. 

Kovach, M 2005, 'Emerging from the Margins: Indigenous Methodologies', in L Brown & S Strega 

(eds.), Research As Resistance: Critical, Indigenous, and Anti-Oppressive Approaches, 

Canadian Scholars’ Press/Women’s Press, Toronto, pp. 19-36. 

Kovach, M 2009, Indigenous Methodologies: Characteristics, Conversations, and Contexts, University 

of Toronto Press, Toronto, Buffalo and London.  

Krondorfer, B 2018, Reconciliation in Global Context: Why it is Needed and how it Works, SUNY Press, 

New York. 

Langton, M 2001, 'Dominion and dishonour: A treaty between our nations?', Postcolonial Studies: 

Culture, Politics, Economy, vol.4, no.1, pp.13-26. 

Langton, M 2010, 'The shock of the new: A postcolonial dilemma for Australianist anthropology', in J 

Altman & M Hinkson (eds.), Culture crisis: Anthropology and politics in Aboriginal Australia., 

UNSW Press, pp. 91-115. 

Langton, M 2011, 'Foreword', in P Sutton (ed), The Politics of Suffering, Melbourne University Press, 

Carlton, p. vii-x. 

Langton, M 2019, 'Self-governing not governed: empowering Indigenous people and communities', 

in Reimagining Public Administration: First Peoples, governance and new paradigms 

conference.  



247 

Larritt, CS 1995, 'Taking Part in Mutawintji: Aboriginal Involvement in Mootwingee National Park', 

Australian Geographical Studies, vol. 33, no. 2, pp. 242-256. 

Lauckner, H, Paterson, M & Krupa, T 2012, 'Using Constructivist Case Study Methodology to 

Understand Community Development Processes: Proposed Methodological Questions to 

Guide the Research Process', The Qualitative Report, vol. 17, no. 13, pp. 1-22.  

Leaman, G 2010, Innovative Arrangements for Co-management of Parks in South Australia, DEW, 

Adelaide.  

Levin, N, Ali, S, Crandall, D, & Kark, S 2019, 'World Heritage in Danger: Big Data and remote sensing 

can help protect sites in conflict zones', Global Environmental Change, vol. 55 pp. 97–104.  

Levinson, BAU, Sutton, M & Winstead, T 2009, 'Education Policy as a Practice of Power Theoretical 

Tools, Ethnographic Methods, Democratic Options', Educational Policy, vol. 23, no. 6, pp.767-

795. 

Lincoln, Y & Guba, E 1985, Naturalistic Inquiry, SAGE, Newbury Park. 

Lincoln, Y & Guba, E 1986, 'But is it rigorous? Trustworthiness and authenticity in naturalistic 

evaluation', New Directions for Program Evaluation, vol. 1986, no. 30, pp. 73-84.  

Little, A & McMillan, M 2017, 'Invisibility and the Politics of Reconciliation in Australia: Keeping Conflict 

in View', Ethnopolitics, vol. 16, no. 5, pp. 519-537. 

Little, A 2017, 'Fear, hope and disappointment: Emotions in the politics of reconciliation and conflict 

transformation', International Political Science Review, vol. 38, no. 2, pp. 200-212. 

Little, A 2020, 'The Politics of Makarrata: Understanding Indigenous–Settler Relations in Australia', 

Political Theory, vol. 48, no. 1, pp. 30-56. 

Loh, J & Harmon, D 2005, 'A global index of biocultural diversity', Ecological Indicators', vol. 5, pp.231–

241. 

Louis, R 2007, 'Can You Hear us Now? Voices from the Margin: Using Indigenous Methodologies in 

Geographic Research', Geographical Research, vol. 45, no. 2, pp. 130-139.  

Luck, L, Jackson, D & Usher, K 2006, 'Case study: a bridge across the paradigms', Nursing Inquiry, vol. 

13, no. 2, pp. 103-109.  

Luke, A 1997, 'The Material Effects of the Word: apologies, ‘Stolen Children’ and public discourse', 

Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education, vol.18, no.3, pp.343-368. 



248 

Lundy, P & McGovern, M 2008, 'Whose justice? Rethinking transitional justice from the bottom up', 

Journal of law and society, vol. 35, no. 2, pp. 265-292. 

Lunstrum, E & Bose, PS 2022, 'Environmental Displacement in the Anthropocene', Annals of the 

American Association of Geographers, vol. 112, no. 3, pp. 644–653.  

Lydon, J 2005, 'Driving by: Visiting Australian colonial monuments', Journal of Social Archaeology, vol. 

5, no. 1, pp. 108-134. 

Lykes, MB & van der Merwe, H 2019, 'Critical reflexivity and transitional justice praxis: solidarity, 

accompaniment and intermediarity', International Journal of Transitional Justice, vol. 13, no. 

3, pp. 411-416. 

Lysaght, G 2021a, 'Permission to 'damage, disturb or interfere': SA Government approves drilling on 

sacred Lake Torrens', Abc.net.au, viewed June 19, 2022, 

<https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-01-05/sa-government-approves-lake-torrens-sacred-

site-drilling/13030346>. 

Lysaght, G 2021b, 'Legal bid to stop drilling at sacred Lake Torrens Aboriginal site', ABC, viewed June 

19, 2022, <https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-03-18/legal-bid-to-halt-lake-torrens-

drilling/13255616>. 

Lyver, POB, Davies, J & Allen, RB 2014, 'Settling indigenous claims to protected areas: weighing Māori 

aspirations against Australian experiences', Conservation and Society, vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 89-

106. 

MACAI & State of South Australia 2005, Ngaut Ngaut Conservation Park Co-management Agreement.  

MacLean, K & Robinson, C & Natcher DC 2015, 'Consensus Building or Constructive Conflict? Aboriginal 

Discursive Strategies to Enhance Participation in Natural Resource Management in Australia 

and Canada', Society & Natural Resources, vol. 28, no. 2, pp. 197-211.  

MacLean, K, Ross, H, Cuthill, M & Rist, P 2013, 'Healthy country, healthy people: An Australian 

Aboriginal organisation's adaptive governance to enhance its social-ecological system', 

Geoforum, vol. 45, pp. 94-105. 

Macoun, A & Strakosch, E 2013, 'The ethical demands of settler colonial theory', Settler Colonial 

Studies, vol. 3, no. 3-04, pp. 426-443. 

Maddison, S & Stastny, A 2016, 'Silence or Deafness? Education and the Non-Indigenous Responsibility 

to Engage', in S Maddison, T Clark & R de Costa (eds.), The Limits of Settler Colonial 



249 

Reconciliation: Non-Indigenous People and the Responsibility to Engage, Springer Nature, 

Singapore, pp. 231-248. 

Maddison, S 2013, 'Indigenous identity, ‘authenticity’ and the structural violence of settler 

colonialism', Identities: Global Studies in Culture and Power, vol. 20, no. 3, pp. 288–303. 

Maddison, S 2017, 'Recognise what? The limitations of settler colonial constitutional reform', 

Australian Journal of Political Science, vol. 52, no. 1, pp. 3-18. 

Maddison, S 2019, 'The Limits of the Administration of Memory in Settler Colonial Societies: the 

Australian Case', International Journal of Politics, Culture and Society, vol. 32, no. 2, pp. 181-

194. 

Maddison, S 2022, 'Agonistic reconciliation: inclusion, decolonisation and the need for radical 

innovation', Third World Quarterly, vol. 43, no. 6, pp. 1307-1323. 

Maffi, L 2005, 'Linguistic, cultural, and biological diversity', Annu. Rev. Anthropol., vol. 34, pp. 599-617. 

Malone, G 2007, 'Ways of belonging: Reconciliation and Adelaide's public space indigenous cultural 

markers', Geographical Research, vol. 45, no. 2, pp. 158-166. 

Mamtora, J, Ovaska, C & Mathiesen, B 2021, 'Reconciliation in Australia: The academic library 

empowering the Indigenous community', IFLA Journal, vol. 47, no. 3, pp. 351-360. 

Marsh, H, Harris, ANM & Lawler, IR 1997, 'The sustainability of the indigenous dugong fishery in Torres 

Strait, Australia/Papua New Guinea', Conservation Biology, vol. 11, no. 6, pp. 1375-1386. 

Marsh, H, Lawler, IR, Kwan, D, Delean, S, Pollock, K & Alldredge, M 2004, 'Aerial surveys and the 

potential biological removal technique indicate that the Torres Strait dugong fishery is 

unsustainable', Animal Conservation, vol. 7, no. 4, pp. 435-443. 

Marshall, S 2019, 'Address to the Aboriginal Leaders Forum', Adelaide. 

Martin, A 2017, Just Conservation: Biodiversity, Wellbeing and Sustainability, Earthscan Conservation 

and Development Series, Routledge. 

Martin, A, Coolsaet, B, Corbera, E, Dawson, NM, Fraser, JA, Lehmann, I & Rodriguez, I 2016, 'Justice 

and conservation: The need to incorporate recognition', Biological conservation, vol. 197, pp. 

254-261. 



250 

Martin, K 2003, 'Ways of knowing, being and doing: A theoretical framework and methods for 

indigenous and indigenist re‐search', Journal of Australian Studies, vol. 27, no. 76, pp. 203-

214.  

Martin, S 2022, South Australia election: Labor wins government as Liberal premier Steven Marshall 

concedes, viewed March 1, 2023, <https://www.theguardian.com/australia-

news/2022/mar/19/south-australian-election-labor-on-track-to-form-government-after-

large-swing-against-liberals>. 

Martin, T 2016, 'Beyond the protection of the land, national parks in the Canadian Arctic: A way to 

actualized and institutionalized Aboriginal cultures in the global', in TM Herrman & T Martin 

(eds.), Indigenous Peoples’ Governance of Land and Protected Territories in the Arctic, 

Springer, pp. 167-187. 

Mason, D, Baudoin, M, Kammerbauer, H & Lehm, Z 2010, 'Co-management of national protected 

areas: Lessons learned from Bolivia', Journal of Sustainable Forestry, vol. 29, no. 2-4, pp. 403-

431. 

Mason, M & Clarke, M 2010, 'Post-structuralism and education', International Encyclopedia of 

Education, pp. 175-182.  

Mather, C, Johnsen, J, Sonvisen, S, Sridhar, A & Stephen, J 2017, 'Introduction to the themed issue - 

Poststructural approaches to fisheries', Maritime Studies, vol. 16, no. 1, pp 1-15.  

Matthews, J & Aberdeen, L 2008, 'Reconnecting: Women and reconciliation in Australia', Women's 

Studies International Forum, vol. 31, no. 2, pp. 89-95. 

Mawson, S 2021, 'The Deep Past of Pre-Colonial Australia', Historical Journal, vol. 64, no. 5, pp. 1477-

1499. 

McAllister, P 2009, 'National celebration or local act of reconciliation? public ritual performance and 

inter-ethnic relations in an Australian city', Anthropological Forum, vol. 19, no. 2, pp. 163-183. 

McCallum, K 2003, 'Walking and talking reconciliation: An analysis of the role of local talk as a 

construction of public opinion on Indigenous issues in Australia', Australian Journal of 

Communication, vol. 30, no. 2, pp. 115-132. 

McDonald, J, Mulvaney, K, Beckett, E, Fairweather, J, Morrison, P, de Koning, S, Dortch, J & Jeffries, P 

2021, 'Seeing and managing rock art at Nganjarli: A tourist destination in Murujuga National 

Park, Western Australia', Australian Archaeology, vol. 87, no. 3, pp. 268-293. 



251 

McEwan, C 2021, 'Decolonizing the Anthropocene', in D Chandler, F Müller, & D Rothe (eds.), 

International Relations in the Anthropocen: New Agendas, New Agencies and New 

Approaches, Palgrave Macmillan, Cham, pp. 77–94.  

McIntosh, IS 2014, 'Reconciliation, You've Got to Be Dreaming: Exploring methodologies for 

monitoring and achieving Aboriginal reconciliation in Australia by 2030', Conflict Resolution 

Quarterly, vol. 32, no. 1, pp. 55-81. 

McKenna, M 2014, 'Tokenism or belated recognition? Welcome to country and the emergence of 

Indigenous protocol in Australia, 1991–2014', Journal of Australian Studies, vol. 38, no. 4, pp. 

476-489. 

McMillan, M & Rigney, S 2018, 'Race, reconciliation, and justice in Australia: from denial to 

acknowledgment', Ethnic and Racial Studies, vol. 41, no. 4, pp. 759-777. 

Mellor, D, Bretherton, D & Firth, L 2007, 'Aboriginal and non-aboriginal Australia: The dilemma of 

apologies, forgiveness and reconciliation', Peace and Conflict, vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 11-36. 

Mendieta, E 2014, 'Biohistory', in L Lawlor & J Nale (ed), The Cambridge Foucault Lexicon, Cambridge 

University Press, New York, pp. 31-36. 

Mercer, D 1993, 'Terra nullius, aboriginal sovereignty and land rights in Australia. The debate 

continues', Political Geography, vol. 12, no. 4, pp. 299-318. 

Mercer, D 2003, ''Citizen minus'?: Indigenous Australians and the citizenship question', Citizenship 

Studies, vol. 7, no. 4, pp. 421-445. 

Merlan, F 2014, 'Recent rituals of indigenous recognition in Australia: Welcome to Country', American 

Anthropologist, vol. 116, no. 2, pp. 296-309. 

Mero-Jaffe, I 2011, '‘Is that what I Said?’ Interview Transcript Approval by Participants: An Aspect of 

Ethics in Qualitative Research', International Journal of Qualitative Methods, vol. 10, no. 3, pp. 

231-247.  

Merriam, S & Tisdell, E 2015, 'Being a Careful Observer', in S Merriam & E Tisdell (eds.), Qualitative 

Research: A Guide to Design and Implementation, John Wiley & Sons, pp. 137-161.  

Michalopoulos, S & Papaioannou, E 2016, 'The Long-Run Effects of the Scramble for Africa', American 

Economic Review, vol. 106, no. 7, pp. 1802–1848.  

Mills, A, Durepos, G & Wiebe, E 2010, 'Poststructuralism', Encyclopedia of Case Study Research, pp. 1-

9.  



252 

Moorcroft, H 2016, 'Paradigms, paradoxes and a propitious niche: conservation and Indigenous social 

justice policy in Australia', The International Journal of Justice and Sustainability, vol. 21, no. 

5, pp. 591-614.  

Moorcroft, H 2016, 'Paradigms, paradoxes and a propitious niche: Conservation and Indigenous social 

justice policy in Australia', Local Environment, vol. 21, no. 5, pp. 591-614. 

Moran, A 2002, 'The psychodynamics of Australian settler-nationalism: Assimilating or reconciling with 

the aborigines?', Political Psychology, vol. 23, no. 4, pp. 667-701. 

Moran, E 2006, 'Is reconciliation in Australia a dead end? ', Australian Journal of Human Rights, vol. 

12, no. 1, pp. 109–140.  

Moreton-Robinson, A 2020, Sovereign Subjects: Indigenous Sovereignty Matters, Routledge, London 

and New York.  

Morgan, A & Wilk, V 2022, 'Sport organizations and reconciliation in Australia', Sport in Society, vol. 

25, no. 11, pp. 2339-2364. 

Morrison, S 2021, Press Conference, viewed November 24, 2021, 

<https://www.pm.gov.au/media/press-conference-australian-parliament-house-act-36>. 

Moses, AD 2011, 'Official apologies, reconciliation, and settler colonialism: Australian indigenous 

alterity and political agency', Citizenship Studies, vol. 15, no. 02, pp. 145-159. 

MTAC et al. 2004, Unnamed Conservation Park Co-management Agreement.  

Muldoon, P & Schaap, A 2012, 'Aboriginal sovereignty and the politics of reconciliation: the 

constituent power of the Aboriginal Embassy in Australia', Environment and Planning D: 

Society and Space, vol. 30, pp. 534-550. 

Muldoon, P & Schaap, A 2013, 'Confounded by recognition: The apology, the High Court and the 

Aboriginal Embassy in Australia', Theorizing Post-Conflict Reconciliation: Agonism, Restitution 

& Repair, pp. 182-199. 

Muldoon, P 2017, 'A reconciliation most desirable: Shame, narcissism, justice and apology', 

International Political Science Review, vol. 38, no. 2, pp. 213-226.  

Muller, S 2003, 'Towards Decolonisation of Australia’s Protected Area Management: the Nantawarrina 

Indigenous Protected Area Experience', Australian Geographical Studies, vol. 41, no. 1, pp. 29-

43. 



253 

Muller, S 2012, 'Two ways’: bringing indigenous and nonindigenous knowledges together', in JK Weir 

(eds.), Country, native title and ecology, Australian National University Press, pp. 59-79. 

Muller, S 2014, 'Co-motion: Making space to care for country', Geoforum, vol. 54, pp. 132-141. 

Mutu, M 2018, 'Behind the smoke and mirrors of the Treaty of Waitangi claims settlement process in 

New Zealand: No prospect for justice and reconciliation for Māori without constitutional 

transformation', Journal of Global Ethics, vol. 14, no. 2, pp. 208-221. 

Myers, SL 2000, 'If not reconciliation, then what?', Review of Social Economy, vol. 58, no. 3, pp. 361-

380. 

Nadasdy, P 2005, 'The Anti-Politics of TEK: The Institutionalization of Co-Management Discourse and 

Practice', Anthropologica, vol. 47, no. 2, pp. 215-232. 

Nagy, R 2008, 'Transitional Justice as Global Project: Critical Reflections', Third World Quarterly, vol. 

29, no. 2, pp. 275–289.  

Nakamura, N 2010, 'Indigenous Methodologies: Suggestions for Junior Researchers', Geographical 

Research, vol. 48, no. 1, pp. 97-103.  

Neale, T, Carter, R, Nelson, T & Bourke, M 2019, 'Walking together: a decolonising experiment in 

bushfire management on Dja Dja Wurrung country', Cultural Geographies, vol. 26, no. 3, pp. 

341-359. 

Nesiah, V 2016, Transitional Justice Practice: Looking Back, Moving Forward, Impunity Watch.  

NHMRC 2018a, Ethical conduct in research with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples and 

communities: Guidelines for researchers and stakeholders, National Health and Medical 

Research Council, Canberra.  

NHMRC 2018b, Keeping research on track II, National Health and Medical Research Council, Canberra.  

Nicoll, F 2004, 'Reconciliation in and out of perspective: White knowing, seeing, curating and being at 

home in and against Indigenous sovereignty', Whitening race: Essays in social and cultural 

criticism, vol.1, pp.17-31. 

NNAC & State of South Australia 2020, Dhilba Guuranda-Innes National Park Co-management 

Agreement.  

NNTT 2017, 25 Years of Native Title Recognition, Commonwealth of Australia.  



254 

NNTT 2023, 'South Australia', Native Title Vision, viewed January 16, 2023, 

<https://nntt.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8f70759d542f45f3927f8

1ee2d3c0a49>  

Noble, H & Smith, J 2015, 'Issues of validity and reliability in qualitative research', Evidence Based 

Nursing, vol. 18, no. 2, pp. 34-35.  

Noble, MM, Fulton, CJ & Pittock, J 2018, 'Looking beyond fishing: Conservation of keystone freshwater 

species to support a diversity of socio-economic values', Aquatic Conservation: Marine and 

Freshwater Ecosystems, vol. 28, no. 6, pp. 1424-1433. 

Nohra, D 2020, 'ACT dishonours land pact with local Aboriginals', CBR City News.  

Northcote, M 2012, 'Selecting Criteria to Evaluate Qualitative Research', in Narratives of Transition: 

Perspectives of Research Leaders, Educators & Postgraduates, Adelaide, pp. 99-110. 

Notess, L, Veit, PG, Monterroso, I, Andiko, Sulle, E, Larson, AM, Gindroz, JQ & Williams, A 2017, The 

Scramble for Land Rights: Reducing Inequity between Communities and Companies, World 

Resources Institute. 

Novick, G 2008, 'Is there a bias against telephone interviews in qualitative research?', Research in 

Nursing & Health, vol. 31, no. 4, pp. 391-398.  

NSW Government 1974, National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974, Sydney.  

NT Government 1981, Cobourg Peninsula Aboriginal Land, Sanctuary and Marine Park Act 1981, 

Darwin.  

NT Government 1989, Nitmiluk (Katherine Gorge) National Park Act 1989, Darwin.  

NT Government 1992, Barranyi (North Island) Local Management Committee Regulations 1992, 

Darwin.  

NT Government 1993, Tnorala Local Management Committee Regulations 1993, Darwin.  

NT Government 1997, Djukbinj National Park Local Management Committee (Djukbinj Board) 

Regulations 1997, Darwin.  

NT Government 2003, Parks and Reserves (Framework for the Future) Act 2003, Darwin.  

Nursey-Bray, M & Rist, P 2009, 'Co-management and protected area management: Achieving effective 

management of a contested site, lessons from the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area 

(GBRWHA)', Marine Policy, vol. 33, no. 1, pp. 118-127. 



255 

Nursey-Bray, M 2006, 'Conflict to Co-Management: Eating Our Words - Towards Socially Just 

Conservation of Green Turtles and Dugongs in the Great Barrier Reef, Australia’. 

O’Faircheallaigh, C & Lawrence, R 2019, 'Mine closure and the Aboriginal estate', Australian Aboriginal 

Studies, vol. 1, pp.65–81. 

O’Sullivan, D 2006, 'John Howard and the Politics of Reconciliation', Journal of Australian Indigenous 

Issues, vol.9, no.2-3, pp.27-42. 

Olson, G 1990, 'Jacques Derrida on Rhetoric and Composition: A Conversation', Journal of Advanced 

Composition, vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 1-21.  

Olssen, M 2014, 'Discourse, Complexity, Normativity: Tracing the elaboration of Foucault's materialist 

concept of discourse', Open Review of Educational Research, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 28-55. 

Olssen, M, Codd, J & O'Neill, A 2004, 'The Post-structuralism of Foucault', in M Olssen, J Codd & A 

O'Neill (ed), Education Policy: Globalization, Citizenship and Democracy, SAGE Publications, 

London, Thousand Oaks and New Delhi, pp. 18-38. 

Olsson, P, Folke, C & Berkes, F 2004, 'Adaptive co-management for building resilience in social–

ecological systems', Environmental Management, vol. 34, pp. 75-90. 

 O'Sullivan, D 2017, 'Indigeneity: A politics of potential: Australia, Fiji and New Zealand', Indigeneity: A 

Politics of Potential: Australia, Fiji and New Zealand, pp. 1-206. 

Oviedo, G & Maffi, L 2000, Indigenous and Traditional Peoples of the World and Ecoregion 

Conservation: An Integrated Approach to Conserving the World’s Biological and Cultural 

Diversity, WWF.  

Paliewicz, NS 2022, 'Arguments of Green Colonialism: A post-dialectical reading of extractivism in the 

Americas', Argumentation and Advocacy, vol. 58, no. 3-4, pp. 232–248.  

Palik, J, Obermeier, AM & Rustard SA 2022, Conflict Trends: A Global Overview, 1946–2021, Peace 

Research Institute Oslo, Oslo.  

Palmer, J & Pocock, C 2020, 'Aboriginal colonial history and the (un)happy object of reconciliation', 

Cultural Studies, vol. 34, no. 1, pp. 49-69. 

Palmer, L 2004, 'Fishing lifestyles: 'Territorians', traditional owners and the management of 

recreational fishing in Kakadu National Park', Australian Geographical Studies, vol. 42, no. 1, 

pp. 60-76. 



256 

Palmer, L 2007, 'Interpreting 'nature': The politics of engaging with Kakadu as an Aboriginal place', 

Cultural Geographies, vol. 14, no. 2, pp. 255-273. 

Paradies, YC 2006, 'Beyond black and white: Essentialism, hybridity and indigeneity', Journal of 

Sociology, vol. 42, no. 4, pp. 355-367. 

Parks Victoria n.d.a, 'Co-operative Management', Parks Victoria, viewed May 11, 2022, 

<https://www.parks.vic.gov.au/managing-country-together/traditional-owner-

partnerships/cooperative-management>.  

Parks Victoria n.d.b, 'Joint Management', Parks Victoria, viewed May 11, 2022, 

f<https://www.parks.vic.gov.au/managing-country-together/traditional-owner-

partnerships/joint-management>.  

Parsons, M, Fisher, K, Crease, RP 2021, Decolonising Blue Spaces in the Anthropocene: Freshwater 

management in Aotearoa New Zealand, Springer Nature.  

PBC 2021, 'Native title, rights and interests', PBC, viewed November 24, 2021, 

<https://nativetitle.org.au/learn/native-title-and-pbcs/native-title-rights-and-interests>. 

Pearson, LJ & Dare, M 2014, 'Co-management of protected areas: an opportunity for all?', in 

Opportunities for the Critical Decade: Enhancing well-being within Planetary Boundaries. 

Presented at the Australia New Zealand Society for Ecological Economics 2013 Conference, The 

University of Canberra and Australia New Zealand Society for Ecological Economics, Canberra, 

Australia.  

Pearson, N 2010a, 'Challenges of the First World', The Australian. 

Pearson, N 2010b, 'Adam Smith and closing the gap’, The Australian. 

Pearson, N 2017, 'It’s Time for Constitutional Recognition', The National Museum of Australia. 

PEJ 2022, Trapped Outside the Conservation Fortress: The Intersection of Global Conservation Efforts 

and Systematic Human Rights Violations, Project Expedite Justice.  

Petty, AM, Dekoninck, V & Orlove, B 2015, 'Cleaning, protecting, or abating? making indigenous fire 

management "work" in northern Australia', Journal of Ethnobiology, vol. 35, no. 1, pp. 140-

162. 

Phillips, M 2005, 'Aboriginal reconciliation as religious politics: Secularisation in Australia', Australian 

Journal of Political Science, vol. 40, no. 1, pp. 111-124. 



257 

Philpot, C, Balvin, N, Mellor, D & Bretherton, D 2013, 'Making meaning from collective apologies: 

Australia's apology to its indigenous peoples', Peace and Conflict, vol. 19, no. 1, pp. 34-50. 

Philpott, S 2017, 'Planet of the Australians: Indigenous athletes and Australian Football’s sports 

diplomacy', Third World Quarterly, vol. 38, no. 4, pp. 862-881. 

Pill, S, Evans, JR, Williams, J, Davies, MJ & Kirk, MA 2021, 'Conceptualising games and sport teaching 

in physical education as a culturally responsive curriculum and pedagogy', Sport, Education 

and Society, vol. 27, no. 9, pp. 1005-1019. 

PIRSA 2022, 'Settlement and Development', History of Agriculture in SA, viewed January 16, 2023, 

<https://www.pir.sa.gov.au/aghistory/land_settlement_in_sa> 

Plumwood, V 2002, 'Decolonizing relationships with nature', in W Adams & M Mulligan (eds.),  

Decolonizing nature : Strategies for conservation in a post-colonial era, Taylor & Francis Group, 

pp.51-77. 

Posner, EA & Weisbach, DA 2010, Climate change justice, Princeton University Press, Princeton.  

Pots K & Brown, L 2005, 'Becoming and Anti-Oppressive Researcher', in L Brown & S Strega 

(ed), Research As Resistance: Critical, Indigenous, and Anti-Oppressive Approaches, Canadian 

Scholars’ Press/Women’s Press, Toronto, pp. 255-286.  

Power, T 2002, 'Joint management at Uluru - Kata Tjuta National Park', Environmental and Planning 

Law Journal, vol. 19, no. 4, pp. 284-302. 

Pratt, A 2004, 'Treaties vs. terra nullius: reconciliation, treaty-making and Indigenous sovereignty in 

Australia and Canada', Indigenous LJ, vol. 3, p. 43. 

Preston, J 2013, 'Neoliberal settler colonialism, Canada and the tar sands', Race & Class, vol. 55, no. 2, 

pp. 42-59. 

PRISA 2017, Reconciliation Action Plan September 2017 – July 2021, Government of South Australia, 

Adelaide.  

QLD Government 1992, Nature Conservation Act 1992, Brisbane.  

QYAC, QPWSP & DES 2020, Naree Budjong Djara Management Plan, State of Queensland.  

Rabinow, P 1984, The Foucault reader, 1st edn, Pantheon Books, New York.  

Rae, M 2015, 'When reconciliation means reparations: Tasmania's compensation to the stolen 

generations', Griffith Law Review, vol. 24, no. 4, pp. 640-656. 



258 

Randeria, S 2007, 'Global designs and local lifeworlds: colonial legacies of conservation, 

disenfranchisement and environmental governance in postcolonial India', Interventions, vol. 

9, no. 1, pp. 12-30. 

Raymond-Yakoubian, J 2016,  'Conceptual and Institutional Frameworks for Protected Areas, and the 

Status of Indigenous Involvement: Considerations for the Bering Strait Region of Alaska', in 

TM Herrman & T Martin (eds.), Indigenous Peoples’ Governance of Land and Protected 

Territories in the Arctic, Springer, pp. 83-106.   

Reconciliation Australia 2017, Strategic Plan 2017 – 2022, Kingston. 

Reconciliation Australia 2020, 2020 RAP Impact Report: Capturing the data, stories and progress of the 

Reconciliation Action Plan program, Reconciliation Australia.  

Reconciliation Australia 2021a, 2021 State of Reconciliation in Australia Report: Moving from Safe to 

Brave, Kingston. 

Reconciliation Australia 2021b, 'Who has a RAP?', Reconciliation Australia, viewed February 8, 2022, 

<https://www.reconciliation.org.au/reconciliation-action-plans/who-has-a-rap/>. 

Reconciliation SA 2023, Our Values and Strategic Focus, viewed January 16, 2023, 

<https://reconciliationsa.org.au/our-values-and-strategic-focus> 

Referendum Council 2017, Final Report of the Referendum Council, Commonwealth of Australia. 

Reimerson, E 2016, 'Sami space for agency in the management of the Laponia World Heritage site', 

Local Environment, vol. 21, no. 7, pp. 808-826. 

Richards, E 2022, 'South Australia', Britannica.  

Rickwood, J 2014, 'African Grace in Central Australia: Community choirs, reconciliation and 

intercultural performance', International Journal of Community Music, vol. 7, no. 3, pp. 343-

363. 

Rigney, L 1999, 'Internationalization of an Indigenous Anticolonial Cultural Critique of Research 

Methodologies: A Guide to Indigenist Research Methodology and Its Principles', Wicazo Sa 

Review, vol. 14, no. 2, pp. 109-121.  

Rigney, L 2003, 'Indigenous Australian Views on Knowledge production and Indigenist 

Research', Studies (AIATSIS), vol. 1, no. 3, pp. 32-49.  



259 

Robinson, C & Mercer, D 2000, 'Reconciliation in troubled waters? Australian Oceans Policy and 

offshore Native Title Rights', Marine Policy, vol. 24, no. 4, pp. 349–360.  

Robinson, C & Wallington, T 2012, 'Boundary Work: Engaging Knowledge Systems in Co-management 

of Feral Animals on Indigenous Lands', Ecology and Society, vol. 17, no. 2.  

Robinson, C 2001, 'Working towards regional agreements: Recent developments in co-operative 

resource management in Canada's British Columbia', Australian Geographical Studies, vol. 39, 

no. 2, pp. 183-197. 

Robinson, C, Smyth, D & Whitehead, P 2005, 'Bush Tucker, Bush Pets, and Bush Threats: Cooperative 

Management of Feral Animals in Australia's Kakadu National Park', Conservation Biology, vol. 

19, no. 5, pp. 1385-1391. Short, D 2008, 'Indigenous People and Australian Reconciliation', in 

D Short (ed.), Reconciliation and Colonial Power, Ashgate Publishing Ltd, Aldershot, pp. 131-

155.  

Rogers, J 2011, 'Nostalgia for a reconciled future: Scenes of catharsis and apology in Israel and 

Australia', Griffith Law Review, vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 252-270. 

Rolfe, G 2004, 'Deconstruction in a nutshell', Nursing Philosophy, vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 274-276.  

Ross, A 2008, 'Managing meaning at an ancient site in the 21st century: The Gummingurru Aboriginal 

stone arrangement on the Darling Downs, Southern Queensland', Oceania, vol. 78, no. 1, pp. 

91-108. 

Ross, A, Ross, A, Sherman, KP, Snodgrass, JG, Delcore, HD & Sherman, R 2016, Indigenous peoples and 

the collaborative stewardship of Nature: Knowledge binds and institutional conflicts, 

Routledge, London.  

Ross, H, Grant, C, Robinson, CJ, Izurieta, A, Smyth, D & Rist, P 2009, 'Co-management and indigenous 

protected areas in Australia: Achievements and ways forward', Australasian Journal of 

Environmental Management, vol. 16, no. 4, pp. 242-252. 

Rowse, T 2010, 'The Reforming State, the Concerned Public and Indigenous Political Actors', Australian 

Journal of Politics & History, vol. 56, no. 1, pp. 66-81. 

Rowse, T 2012, Rethinking Social Justice: from 'Peoples' to 'Populations', Aboriginal Studies Press, 

Canberra. 

Rubenstein K 2018, Power, Control and Citizenship: The Uluru Statement from the Heart as Active 

Citizenship, Bond Law Review, vol.30, no.1, pp.19-29. 



260 

Rudd, K 2008, 'Apology to Australia's Indigenous peoples'.  

SA Government 1966, Aboriginal Lands Trust Act 1966, Adelaide.  

SA Government 1972, National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972, Adelaide.  

SA Government 1992, Wilderness Protection Act 1992, Adelaide.  

SA Government 2007, Marine Parks Act 2007, Adelaide.  

SA Government 2016, National Parks and Wildlife (Co-management Boards) Regulations 2016, 

Adelaide.  

SA Government 2018, The Buthera Agreement between Narungga Nation Aboriginal Corporation and 

the State of South Australia, Government of South Australia, Adelaide. 

SA Government 2019a, Maralinga Tjarutja Land Rights (Mamungari Conservation Park Co-

management Board) Regulations 2019, Adelaide.  

SA Government 2019b, Landscape South Australia Act 2019, Adelaide.  

Said, E 1977, Orientalism, Penguin, London.  

Salkind, N 2010, 'Triangulation', Encyclopedia of Research Design, pp. 1538-1540.  

SANTS 2019, 'Native Title in South Australia', South Australian Native Title Services, viewed May 11, 

2022, <https://www.nativetitlesa.org/native-title-in-south-australia/>.  

Sasa, G 2022, 'Oppressive pines: Uprooting Israeli green colonialism and implanting Palestinian a’wna', 

Politics, p. 026339572211223. 

Saunders, T & Xuereb, S 2016, 'Optimising the monitoring of tropical aquatic resources through the 

development of Indigenous scientific capability', Reviews in Fish Biology and Fisheries, vol. 26, 

no. 4, pp. 727-736. 

Saxton, A 2004, 'Whiteness and reconciliation: A discursive analysis', Australian Psychologist, vol. 39, 

no. 1, pp. 14-23. 

Scates, B & Yu, P 2022, 'De-Colonizing Australia’s Commemorative Landscape: “Truth-Telling,” 

Contestation and the Dialogical Turn', Journal of Genocide Research, vol. 24, no. 4, pp. 488-

510. 

Schaap, A 2005, Political Reconciliation, Routledge, Florence. 



261 

Schaap, A 2008, 'Reconciliation as Ideology and Politics', Constellations: An International Journal of 

Critical and Democratic Theory, vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 249-264. 

Schepis, D 2020, 'Understanding Indigenous Reconciliation Action Plans from a corporate social 

responsibility perspective', Resources Policy, vol. 69. 

Schleicher, J, Zaehringer, JG, Fastré, C, Vira, B, Visconti, P, & Sandbrook, C 2019, 'Protecting half of the 

planet could directly affect over one billion people', Nature Sustainability, vol. 2, no. 12, pp. 

1094–1096.  

Schwandt, T & Gates, E 2018, 'Case Study Methodology', in N Denzin & Y Lincoln (ed), The Sage 

Handbook of Qualitative Research, SAGE, Los Angeles, London, New Delhi, Singapore, 

Washington DC and Melbourne, pp. 600-630. 

Searle, T & Muller, S 2019, '“Whiteness” and natural resource management: let's talk about race baby, 

let's talk about sovereignty!', Geographical Research, vol. 57, no. 4, pp. 411-424. 

Shannon, P & Hambacher, E 2014, 'Authenticity in Constructivist Inquiry: Assessing an Elusive 

Construct', The Qualitative Report, vol. 19, pp. 1-13.  

Shenton, A 2004, 'Strategies for ensuring trustworthiness in qualitative research projects', Education 

for Information, vol. 22, no. 2, pp. 63-75.  

Shinko, RE 2008, 'Agonistic peace: A postmodern reading', Millennium, vol. 36, no. 3, pp. 473-491. 

Short, D 2003a, 'Australian 'aboriginal' reconciliation: The latest phase in the colonial project', 

Citizenship Studies, vol. 7, no. 3, pp. 291-312. 

Short, D 2003b, 'Reconciliation, Assimilation, and the Indigenous Peoples of Australia', International 

Political Science Review, vol. 24, no. 4, pp. 491–513+516. 

Short, D 2005, 'Reconciliation and the problem of internal colonialism', Journal of Intercultural Studies, 

vol. 26, no. 3, pp. 267-282. 

Short, D 2008, Reconciliation and Colonial Power, Ashgate Publishing Ltd, Aldershot. 

Short, D 2010, 'Australia: a continuing genocide?', Journal of Genocide Research, vol. 12, no. 1-2, pp. 

45-68. 

Short, D 2012, 'When sorry isn’t good enough: Official remembrance and reconciliation in Australia', 

Memory Studies, vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 293 –304.  

Sideris, J 2017, 'From You and Me to Us and We', Children Australia, vol. 42, no. 2, pp. 79-86. 



262 

Singh, J & Van Houtum, H 2002, 'Post-colonial nature conservation in Southern Africa: same emperors, 

new clothes?', GeoJournal, pp. 253-263. 

Singh, M & Major, J 2017, 'Conducting Indigenous research in Western knowledge spaces: aligning 

theory and methodology', The Australian Educational Researcher, vol. 44, no. 1, pp. 5-19.  

Skyes, A 2010, 'Bruce Jesson Memorial Lecture'.  

Smith, C 2021, 'Pastoral place-making: Rock art as a social agent in colonial encounters', Rock Art 

Research, vol. 38, no. 2, pp. 195-210. 

Smith, LT 1999, Decolonizing Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Peoples, Zed Books and 

University of Otago Press, London, New York and Dunedin.  

Smith, LT 2007, 'The Native and the Neoliberal Down Under: Neoliberalism and “Endangered 

Authenticities”', in M de la Cadena & O Stran (eds.), Indigenous Experience Today, Taylor & 

Francis Group, London, pp. 333-352. 

Snook, J, Cunsolo, A, Ford, J, Furgal, C, Jones-Bitton, A & Harper, S 2022, '“Just because you have a 

land claim, that doesn’t mean everything’s going to fall in place”: An Inuit social struggle for 

fishery access and well-being', Marine Policy, vol.140. 

Song, B 2023, Geographic Location of South Australia. 

Sovereign Union 2017, Walkout from Referendum Council Uluru, viewed November 24, 2021, 

<https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7Q-TjAYr_S4>. 

Spivak, G 1976, 'Translator's Preface', in J Derrida (ed), Of Grammatology, trans. G Spivak, Johns 

Hopkins University Press, New York and London, p. ix-lxxxvii. 

Stacey, N, Izurieta, A & Garnett, ST 2013, 'Collaborative measurement of performance of jointly 

managed protected areas in northern Australia', Ecology and Society, vol. 18, no. 1. 

Stake, R 1978, 'The Case Study Method in Social Inquiry', Educational Researcher, vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 5-

8. 

Stake, R 1995, The Art of Case Study Research, SAGE, Thousand Oaks, London and New Delhi.  

Stevens, S 2015, Indigenous Peoples, National Parks, and Protected Areas: A New Paradigm Linking 

Conservation, Culture, and Rights, University of Arizona Press.  

Stevenson, MG 2006, 'The Possibility of Difference: rethinking Co-management', Human Organization, 

vol. 65, no. 2, pp. 167-180.  



263 

Strakosch, E 2015, Neoliberal Indigenous Policy: Settler Colonialism and the 'Post-Welfare' State, 1st 

edn, Palgrave Macmillan, New York. 

Strakosch, E 2016, 'Beyond Colonial Completion: Arendt, Settler Colonialism and the End of Politics', 

in T Clark, R de Costa & S Maddison (eds.), The Limits of Settler Colonial Reconciliation: Non-

Indigenous People and the Responsibility to Engage, Springer, Singapore, pp. 15-34. 

Strega, L 2005, 'The View from the Poststructural Margins: Epistemology and Methodology 

Resistance', in L Brown & S Strega (ed), Research As Resistance: Critical, Indigenous, and Anti-

Oppressive Approaches, Canadian Scholars’ Press/Women’s Press, Toronto, pp. 199-235.  

Strickland-Munro, J & Moore, S 2013, 'Indigenous involvement and benefits from tourism in protected 

areas: A study of Purnululu National Park and Warmun Community, Australia', Journal of 

Sustainable Tourism, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 26-41. 

Suchet, S 2002, ''Totally Wild'? Colonising discourses, indigenous knowledges and managing wildlife', 

Australian Geographer, vol. 33, no. 2, pp. 141-157. 

Suiseeya, KRM 2014, 'Negotiating the Nagoya Protocol: Indigenous demands for justice', Global 

Environmental Politics, vol. 14, no. 3, pp. 102-124. 

Sutton, P 2011, The Politics of Suffering: Indigenous Australia and The End of the Liberal Consensus, 

1st edn, Melbourne University Press.  

Swadener, B & Mutua, K 2008, 'Decolonizing Performances: Deconstructing the Global Postcolonial', 

in N Denzin, Y Lincoln & L Smith (eds.), Handbook of Critical and Indigenous Methodologies, 

SAGE Publications, pp. 31-43.  

SWALSC & State of Western Australia 2018, Ballardong People Indigenous Land Use Agreement.  

Tan, PL & Jackson, S 2013, 'Impossible dreaming - Does Australia's water law and policy fulfil 

Indigenous aspirations?', Environmental and Planning Law Journal, vol. 30, no. 2, pp. 132-149. 

Tauli-Corpuz, V 2016, Rights of indigenous peoples: Note by the Secretary General, UN.  

Taylor, PS & Habibis, D 2020, 'Widening the gap: White ignorance, race relations and the 

consequences for Aboriginal people in Australia', Australian Journal of Social Issues, vol. 55, 

no. 3, pp. 354-371. 

Thomas, R 2017, Talking Treaty: Summary of Engagement and Next Steps, Office of the Treaty 

Commissioner.  



264 

Thomas, R 2018, Report of the South Australian Commissioner for Aboriginal Engagement, 

Government of South Australia, Adelaide. 

Tomaselli, K, Dyll, L & Francis, M 2008, '“Self” and “Other”: Auto-reflexive and Indigenous 

Ethnography', in N Denzin, Y Lincoln & L Smith (eds.), Handbook of Critical and Indigenous 

Methodologies, SAGE Publications, pp. 347-372.  

Toth, G & Szigeti, C 2016, 'The historical ecological footprint: From over-population to over-

consumption', Ecological Indicators, vol. 60, pp. 283-291. 

Tucker, AD, Pendoley, KL, Murray, K, Loewenthal, G, Barber, C, Denda, J, Lincoln, G, Mathews, D, 

Oades, D, Whiting, SD, Rangers, MG, Rangers, B, Rangers, WG, Rangers, D, Rangers, M, 

Rangers, BJ, Rangers, NN, Rangers, Y, Rangers, K, Rangers, N & Rangers, N 2021, 'Regional 

ranking of marine turtle nesting in remote western australia by integrating traditional 

ecological knowledge and remote sensing', Remote Sensing, vol. 13, no. 22. 

Turnbull, A 2000, 'Collaboration and censorship in the oral history interview', International Journal of 

Social Research Methodology, vol. 3, no. 1, pp. 15-34.  

Turnbull, M, Brandis, G & Scullion, N 2017, Response to Referendum Council’s report on Constitutional 

Recognition. 

Turner, C 2016, 'Jacques Derrida: Deconstruction', Critical Legal Thinking, viewed June 9, 2020, 

<https://criticallegalthinking.com/2016/05/27/jacques-derrida-deconstruction/>. 

UN 2004, The rule of law and transitional justice in conflict and post-conflict societies: Report of the 

Secretary-General, United Nations Security Council.  

UN 2008, United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, United Nations.  

UN 2009, State of the World’s Indigenous Peoples, United Nations, New York.  

UN 2015a, Paris Agreement, United Nations.  

UN 2015b, Transforming Our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, United Nations. 

UN n.d.a, 'United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples', United Nations, viewed 

January 16, 2023, <https://www.un.org/development/desa/indigenouspeoples/declaration-

on-the-rights-of-indigenous-peoples.html>  



265 

UN n.d.b, 'Communications Materials - United Nations Sustainable Development', United Nations, 

viewed January 16, 2023, 

<https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/news/communications-material/> 

UNEP-WCMC 2020, Megadiverse Countries, Biodiversity A-Z, viewed March 3, 2023, 

<https://www.biodiversitya-z.org/content/megadiverse-countries> 

UNFCCC n.d., 'Paris Agreement - Status of Ratification', United Nations Climate Change, viewed 

January 16, 2023, <https://unfccc.int/process/the-paris-agreement/status-of-ratification> 

 Vanclay, F 2017, 'Principles to gain a social licence to operate for Green Initiatives and Biodiversity 

projects', Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, vol. 29 pp. 48–56.  

Vaudry, S 2016, 'Conflicting understandings in polar bear co-management in the Inuit Nunangat: 

enacting Inuit knowledge and identity', in TM Herrman & T Martin (eds.), Indigenous Peoples’ 

Governance of Land and Protected Territories in the Arctic, Springer, pp. 145-163. 

Veracini, L 2003, 'The evolution of historical redescription in Israel and Australia: The question of the 

'founding violence'', Australian Historical Studies, vol. 34, no. 122, pp. 326-345. 

Veracini, L 2011, 'Introducing settler colonial studies', Settler Colonial Studies, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 1-12. 

VIC Government 1987, Conservation, Forests and Lands Act 1987, Melbourne.  

VIC Government 2010, Traditional Owner Settlement Act 2010, Melbourne.  

Vielle, S 2012, 'Transitional justice: A colonizing field', Amsterdam LF, vol. 4, pp. 58-68. 

Vogel, B, Yumagulova, L, McBean, G, & Charles Norris, KA 2022, 'Indigenous-led nature-based 

solutions for the Climate Crisis: Insights from Canada', Sustainability, vol. 14, no. 11, p. 6725.  

Vorster, JM 2018, 'The doctrine of reconciliation: Its meaning and implications for social life', In die 

Skriflig, vol. 52, no.1, pp.1-8. 

WA Government 1984, Conservation and Land Management Act 1984, Perth. 

Waitt, G 2005, 'Doing Discourse Analysis', Qualitative Research Methods in Human Geography, pp. 

163-191. 

Waitt, G, Figueroa, R, & McGee, L 2007, 'Fissures in the rock: Rethinking pride and shame in the moral 

terrains of Uluru', Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, vol. 32, no. 2, pp. 248–

263.  



266 

Waldron, A, Mooers, AO, Miller, DC, Nibbelink, N, Redding, D, Kuhn, TS, Roberts, JT & Gittleman, JL 

2013, 'Targeting global conservation funding to limit immediate biodiversity declines', 

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, vol. 110, no. 29, pp. 12144-12148. 

Wearing, S & Huyskens, M 2001, 'Moving on from joint management policy regimes in Australian 

national parks', Current Issues in Tourism, vol. 4, no. 2-4, pp. 182-209. 

Weiss, K, Hamann, M & Marsh, H 2013, 'Bridging Knowledges: Understanding and Applying Indigenous 

and Western Scientific Knowledge for Marine Wildlife Management', Society and Natural 

Resources, vol. 26, no. 3, pp. 285-302. 

White, G 2008, '" Not the Almighty": Evaluating aboriginal influence in northern land-claim boards', 

Arctic, pp. 71-85. 

Whitehead, K, Schulz, S & MacGill, B 2021, 'From assimilation towards reconciliation with Amy Levai, 

nee O’Donoghue (1930–2013), South Australia’s first qualified Aboriginal infant teacher', 

Australian Educational Researcher. 

Whittington, V & Waterton, E 2021, 'Closing the climb: refusal or reconciliation in Uluru-Kata Tjuta 

National Park?', Settler Colonial Studies, vol. 11, no. 4, pp. 553-572. 

Wild, R & Anderson, P 2007, Ampe Akelyernemane Meke Mekarle “Little Children are Sacred”: Report 

of the Northern Territory Board of Inquiry into the Protection of Aboriginal Children from 

Sexual Abuse, Northern Territory Government. 

Wildcat, DR 2017, 'Foreword', in SC Larsen & JT Johnson (eds.), Being together in place: Indigenous 

coexistence in a more than human world, University of Minnesota Press, pp.ix–xii. 

Willis, F 2021, 'A Reconciled Nation? Mabo and the Reimagining of Australia's National History', 

Journal of Australian Studies, vol. 45, no. 4, pp. 455-470. 

Wilson, S 2003, 'Progressing Toward an Indigenous Research Paradigm in Canada and 

Australia', Canadian Journal of Native Education, vol. 27, no. 2, pp. 161-178.  

Wily, LA 2018, 'Collective land ownership in the 21st Century: Overview of global trends', Land, 7(2), 

p. 68.  

Witter, R & Satterfield, T 2018, 'The ebb and flow of indigenous rights recognitions in conservation 

policy', Development and Change, vol. 50, no. 4, pp. 1083–1108.  

Wolfe, P 2006, 'Settler colonialism and the elimination of the native', Journal of Genocide Research, 

vol. 8, no. 4, pp. 387-409.  



267 

Wolny, RW 2018, 'Multicultural Australia. Narratives of conflict, narratives of reconciliation: From 

politicians’ speeches to stolen generations narratives', British and American Studies, vol. 24, 

pp. 77-85. 

Woodard, K, Dixon, D & Jones, J 2010, 'Poststructuralism/Poststructuralist Geographies', International 

Encyclopedia of Human Geography, pp. 396-407.  

Xu, H, Cao, Y, Yu, D, Cao, M, He, Y, Gill, M & Pereira, HM 2021, 'Ensuring effective implementation of 

the post-2020 global biodiversity targets', Nature Ecology & Evolution, vol. 5, no. 4, pp. 411-

418. 

Yanow, D 2007, 'Interpretation in policy analysis: On methods and practice', Critical Policy Analysis, 

vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 110-122. 

Yin, R 2018, Case Study Research and Applications: Design and Methods, 6th edn, SAGE, Los Angeles, 

London, New Delhi, Singapore, Washington DC and Melbourne. 

Youdelis, M 2016, '‘they could take you out for coffee and call it consultation!’: The colonial antipolitics 

of Indigenous Consultation in Jasper national park', Environment and Planning A: Economy 

and Space, vol. 48, no. 7, pp. 1374–1392.  

Young, E 1999, 'Reconciliation or exclusion? Integrating indigenous and non-indigenous land 

management concepts for Australia's Native Title era', Asia Pacific Viewpoint, vol. 40, no. 2, 

pp. 159-171. 

YYNAC & State of Victoria 2004, Co-operative Management Agreement between the Yorta Yorta 

Nation Aboriginal Corporation and the State of Victoria. 

Zeegers, M & Barron, D 2015, Milestone Moments in Getting Your PhD in Qualitative Research, Elsevier 

and Chandos Publishing.  

Zuckert, C 1991, 'The Politics of Derridean Deconstruction', Polity, vol. 23, no. 3, pp. 335-356. 

Zunino, M 2011, 'Releasing transitional justice from the technical asylum: Judicial reform in Guatemala 

seen through Technē and Phronēsis', International Journal of Transitional Justice, vol. 5, no. 1, 

pp. 99-118. 

Zurba, M 2010, ‘How well is co-management working? Perspectives, partnerships and power sharing 

along the way to an Indigenous Protected Area on Girringun country’. 



268 

Zurba, M, Beazley, K, English, E, & Buchmann-Duck, J 2018, 'Indigenous protected and conserved areas 

(ipcas), Aichi Target 11 and Canada’s pathway to target 1: Focusing conservation on 

reconciliation', Land, vol. 8, no. 1, p. 10. 

Zurba, M, Ross, H, Izurieta, A, Rist, P, Bock, E & Berkes, F 2013, 'Building co-management as a process: 

Problem solving through partnerships in Aboriginal Country, Australia', Environmental 

Management, vol. 49, no. 6, pp. 1130-1142. 

 

  



269 

Appendices 

Appendix A: Ethics Approval  

Ethics approval was obtained from the Human Research Ethics Committee at the University of 

Adelaide. The approval number is H-2019-229. 

Initial Approval: November 2019 

 



270 

 

Amendment Approval: January 2021 

 

 



271 

Extension Approval: January 2023 

 

 



272 

Appendix B: Observation Guide 

This observation guide was used to organise my field notes after every co-management meeting: 

Observation Guide 

Event:  

Time:  

Location:  
 

Physical Setting 

[What is the physical environment like? What is the context? What kinds of behaviour is the setting 

designed for? How is space allocated? What objects, resources, technologies are in the setting?] 

Participants 

[Who is in the scene? How many people? What are their roles? What brings these people together? 

Who is allowed here? Who is not here that you would expect to be here? What are the relevant 

characteristics of the participants? What are the ways in which the people in this setting organize 

themselves?] 

Activities and Interactions 

[What is going on? Is there a definable sequence of activities? How do the people interact with the 

activity and with one another? How are people and activities connected? What norms or rules 

structure the activities and interactions? When did the activity begin? How long does it last? Is it a 

typical activity, or unusual?] 

Conversation 

[What is the content of conversations in this setting? Who speaks to whom? Who listens?] 

Subtle Factors 

[What informal and unplanned activities occur? What nonverbal communications, such as dress, 

physical space etc occur? What are the symbolic and connotative meanings of what people are saying? 

What does not happen, especially if certain things were meant to happen?] 

Own Behaviour 

[How is my role, whether as an observer or an intimate participant, affecting the scene I am observing? 

What do I say and do? In addition, what thoughts am I having about what is going on?] 
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Appendix C: Interview Guide 

While the specific wording and order of interview questions varied, the following guide provides an 

overview of topics that were raised in every interview, as well as approximate interview questions: 

Interview Guide 

Personal Background 

 When did you become involved in reconciliation/co-management? 

 Why did you choose to become involved in reconciliation/co-management? 

 What is your current position in reconciliation/co-management? 

 What does this position involve? 

Co-management 

 What does co-management mean to you? 

 What do you associate with co-management? 

 What are the advantages of co-management in your experience? 
o Can you think of examples? 
o How were these advantages achieved? 

 What are the disadvantages of co-management in your experience? 
o Can you think of examples? 
o How can these disadvantages be addressed? 

 What is your vision for co-management in the short-term and in the long-term? 

Reconciliation 

 What does reconciliation mean to you? 

 What do you associate with the promotion of reconciliation? 

 What are the advantages of the reconciliation initiatives you named? 
o Can you think of examples? 
o How were these advantages achieved? 

 What are the disadvantages of the reconciliation initiatives you named? 
o Can you think of examples? 
o How can these disadvantages be addressed? 

 What is your vision for reconciliation in the short-term and long-term? 

Interconnection 

 Do co-management and reconciliation affect each other? 
o Does co-management contribute to reconciliation? 
o Does reconciliation contribute to co-management? 

 

 

 

 

 




