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Abstract: Protected areas increasingly depend on tourism to support biodiversity conservation and local development; however,
conflicts over governance, resource access, and benefit-sharing continue to challenge sustainability outcomes. The Makuleke
Contractual National Park (MCNP) in South Africa, established through a landmark land restitution agreement, provides a
valuable context for examining the relationship between co-management and tourism-resource conflict. This study aimed to
investigate how co-management arrangements shape governance processes, access to tourism benefits, and sustainability
outcomes within MCNP. A qualitative case study approach was employed, drawing on 23 semi-structured interviews conducted
between January and March 2025 with community members, traditional leaders, South African National Parks officials,
Communal Property Association representatives, and tourism stakeholders. Data were analysed using Braun and Clarke's six-
phase thematic analysis framework. Three key themes emerged: governance and participation, unequal benefit-sharing, and
sustainability implications. Findings indicate that although the Makuleke community regained ownership of the land through
restitution, meaningful decision-making authority remains limited, while concerns over unequal benefit distribution and
inadequate transparency persist. Participants perceived these challenges as undermining trust, community support for
conservation, and long-term tourism sustainability. The findings suggest that legal ownership alone does not guarantee
empowerment or equitable access to tourism benefits. The study concludes that strengthening co-management requires
transparent governance, inclusive participation, equitable benefit-sharing mechanisms, and sustained capacity-building initiatives
to enhance conservation outcomes and support the long-term sustainability of community-based tourism in protected areas.

Keywords: tourism resources, conflict, sustainability, Makuleke Contractual National Park, co-management, benefit-sharing,
protected areas

INTRODUCTION

Tourism in protected areas is widely recognised as a tool for biodiversity conservation and socio-economic
development, particularly in rural regions where it generates revenue, employment, and incentives for conservation (Eagles
et al., 2002; Balmford et al., 2015; Weaver & Lawton, 2017). However, tourism development can also generate conflict
when local communities experience exclusion from decision-making, access to resources, and benefit-sharing (Adams &
Hutton, 2007; Anthony & Szabo, 2011). In South Africa, conservation has historically been linked to forced removals and
racialised land dispossession, prompting post-apartheid land restitution initiatives to restore rights to affected communities
(Beinart & Delius, 2014; Kepe, 2008; Walker, 2024). The Makuleke community represents a prominent restitution case,
regaining ownership of approximately 24,000 hectares within Kruger National Park in 1998 under a co-management
agreement with SANParks that retained conservation and tourism objectives (Ramutsindela, 2001; Fabricius & de Wet,
2002; Spenceley, 2008; Bvuma, 2023). Although the arrangement was designed to balance conservation and community
development, it created a complex governance system characterised by shared authority and unequal power relations
(Buscher & Ramutsindela, 2016). Protected areas are geographically designated spaces established to conserve
biodiversity, natural resources, and cultural heritage while supporting ecosystem services and sustainable human use
(Chardonnet, 2019). The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) defines a protected area as a clearly
defined space managed through legal or effective means to achieve the long-term conservation of nature, ecosystem
services, and cultural values (Dudley, 2008). These areas range from strictly protected reserves to multiple-use landscapes,
reflecting varying management objectives and degrees of human intervention (Chardonnet, 2019).

Beyond biodiversity conservation, protected areas play an important role in maintaining ecosystem processes,
protecting endangered species, supporting sustainable livelihoods and ecotourism, and serving as sites for research and
education (Gandiwa et al., 2013; McCool & Spenceley, 2014). Globally, protected and conserved areas now cover
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approximately 17.6% of terrestrial and inland waters and 8.4% of marine areas, reflecting substantial growth in
conservation efforts over recent decades (UNEP-WCMC & IUCN, 2024). Despite this expansion, concerns regarding
management effectiveness, governance quality, and equity continue to challenge the achievement of the Kunming-Montreal
Global Biodiversity Framework Target 3, which seeks to conserve 30% of the planet by 2030 (UNEP-WCMC & IUCN,
2024). Consequently, there is increasing recognition that spatial expansion alone is insufficient without effective
governance and equitable management systems (UNEP-WCMC & IUCN, 2021; UNEP-WCMC & IUCN, 2024).

Contemporary conservation policy increasingly emphasises co-management and participatory governance approaches
that seek to involve local and Indigenous communities more directly in conservation and tourism decision-making
(Fabricius & de Wet, 2002; Ramutsindela, 2004; UNEP-WCMC & IUCN, 2024).

This shift aligns with broader sustainability objectives, including Sustainable Development Goal 15, and promotes
social inclusion, climate resilience, and ecological connectivity (Dudley, 2008). However, conservation interventions
frequently generate conflict when restrictions on land use, limited access to resources, and unequal tourism benefit-sharing
intersect with local livelihood needs (Brockington & Igoe, 2006; Dominguez & Luoma, 2020). Recent studies indicate that
community participation often remains consultative rather than transformative, with limited transfer of decision-making
authority to local stakeholders (Janova et al., 2025; Siltanen et al., 2025).

In South Africa, these governance challenges are further shaped by colonial and apartheid legacies of land
dispossession, which resulted in many protected areas being established on ancestral land (Kepe et al., 2005; DeMotts &
Swatuk, 2012). Post-apartheid conservation, therefore, operates within a dual mandate of biodiversity protection and social
justice through land restitution (Ramutsindela, 2004). The Restitution of Land Rights Act facilitated the creation of
contractual national parks, such as the Makuleke Contractual National Park (MCNP), in which communities regained
ownership while maintaining conservation objectives through co-management agreements, reflecting South Africa's
broader land reform programme aimed at redressing historical dispossession, strengthening tenure security, promoting
equitable access to land, and advancing rural development (Steenkamp & Uhr, 2000; Hall & Kepe, 2017; Cousins, 2022;
Du Plessis et al., 2023). The Manyeleti land claim provides another important example of the complexities associated with
restitution in protected areas, including disputes over claimant representation, verification processes, and expectations
regarding future benefits from the claim (Tesselaar, 2021). Although this model represents a significant shift toward
participatory governance and benefit-sharing, implementation challenges remain, including limited access to resources,
contested tourism benefits, and persistent governance inequalities (McCool & Spenceley, 2014; Matiku et al., 2020;
Dominguez & Luoma, 2020). Studies conducted within the Makuleke context have identified enduring power asymmetries
within governance structures, limited community influence over strategic decision-making, and the continued dominance of
conservation agencies despite institutional reforms (Steenkamp & Uhr, 2000; Maluleke, 2018; Makuleke Contractual
National Park Management Plan, 2021). These challenges continue to undermine community trust and contribute to
resource conflicts, highlighting the importance of transparent governance, equitable benefit-sharing, enforceable decision
rights, and accountable co-management systems (Janova et al., 2025; Siltanen et al., 2025).

Despite extensive research on protected area governance, community participation, and land restitution, limited
research has examined how governance arrangements, tourism benefit-sharing, and stakeholder experiences interact to
shape tourism resource conflicts and sustainability outcomes within the Makuleke Contractual National Park. Therefore,
this study investigates how co-management arrangements influence governance processes, access to tourism benefits,
and sustainability outcomes in the Makuleke Contractual National Park.

Conflict and Co-Management in Protected Areas

Conflicts in protected areas arise when multiple stakeholders compete for access to land, natural resources, and
decision-making authority, often creating tensions between conservation objectives and local livelihoods (Eagles et al.,
2002). These conflicts are frequently linked to conservation policies that restrict traditional land-use practices, limit access
to livelihood resources, alter land-tenure arrangements, and distribute tourism benefits unevenly (Anthony & Szabo, 2011;
Thondhlana & Cundill, 2017). Tourism can further intensify inequalities when benefits accrue to elites or external
operators, while local communities bear social and environmental costs (Brockington & Igoe, 2006; Snyman & Bricker,
2021; Snyman et al., 2023). In response, co-management emerged as a collaborative governance approach through which
state agencies and local communities share responsibility for protected area management (Berkes, 2009; Borrini-
Feyerabend et al., 2012; Fedreheim & Blanco, 2017). Supported by international frameworks such as the Durban Accord,
co-management aims to promote participation, equity, and conservation effectiveness (IUCN-The World Conservation
Union, 2005). In South Africa, this approach has been closely linked to land restitution, particularly in contractual national
parks such as the Makuleke Contractual National Park (MCNP), where communities regain ownership while conservation
status is maintained (Steenkamp & Uhr, 2000; Maluleke, 2018; Makuleke IMB/GKSDP, 2021).

Despite its promise, evidence suggests that co-management often delivers mixed outcomes, with decision-making
authority remaining concentrated within state institutions and private tourism operators, resulting in symbolic rather than
meaningful participation (AWARD, 2020; Maluleke, 2018; Scheyvens & van der Watt, 2021). Similar findings from other
countries indicate that effective co-management requires sustained engagement, accountability, and genuine power-sharing
(Thomlinson & Crouch, 2012; UNEP-WCMC, 2024). In the Makuleke context, historical displacement, land-use
restrictions, unresolved tenure concerns, and unequal access to tourism benefits continue to generate conflict despite formal
co-management structures (Thondhlana et al., 2016; Matiku et al., 2020). SANParks' retention of significant authority and
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the dominance of private concessionaires further constrain community influence over tourism development and revenue
distribution (Chaderopa, 2016). Human-wildlife conflict, including crop damage and livestock losses, further reinforces
community dissatisfaction with conservation initiatives (Gandiwa et al., 2013; Salerno et al., 2020).

Collectively, the literature demonstrates that protected-area conflicts are fundamentally governance and justice issues
rooted in historical inequalities and power asymmetries, highlighting the need for transparent governance, equitable
benefit-sharing, enforceable decision rights, and accountable co-management systems (Dube, 2018; Borrini-Feyerabend et
al., 2012; Janova et al., 2025; Siltanen et al., 2025). Political Ecology provides the primary theoretical lens for this study by
explaining how power relations, historical inequalities, and governance structures shape access to tourism resources,
environmental decision-making, and the distribution of conservation benefits and costs (Blaikie & Brookfield, 1987;
Robbins, 2012). The theory argues that tourism and conservation conflicts are rooted in unequal control over land,
resources, participation, and development opportunities rather than ecological concerns alone (Aastrup, 2020; Di Marzo &
Espinosa, 2023; Darwis et al., 2025). In the context of the Makuleke Contractual National Park (MCNP), Political Ecology
is particularly relevant because land restitution restored ownership rights while governance arrangements continue to
influence access to tourism opportunities, participation, and development decisions (Akampurira, 2023; Mthimkhulu &
Nel, 2024; Turner, 2004; Turner, 2006). The theory further highlights the importance of transparency, accountability,
equitable benefit-sharing, and meaningful stakeholder participation in achieving sustainable tourism outcomes (Heslinga et
al., 2017; Soliev et al., 2021; Ramukumba, 2021; McKercher, 2025). To strengthen the analysis, the study also draws on
Stakeholder Theory (Freeman, 1984), which examines stakeholder interests and interactions; Conflict Theory, which
explains tensions arising from unequal access to power and resources; and the Triple Bottom Line framework (Elkington,
1997), which assesses sustainability across environmental, social, and economic dimensions.

More than two decades after restitution, challenges relating to governance, tourism benefit-sharing, community
participation, and sustainability remain evident, raising concerns about the extent to which co-management arrangements
have addressed historical inequalities and delivered meaningful benefits to local communities (Balint & Mashinya, 2006;
Thondhlana & Cundill, 2017; Derman et al., 2017). Table 1 provides a synthesis of key literature on co-management and
protected area governance. It highlights major trends, limitations, and research gaps relevant to tourism resource conflicts

and sustainability in the Makuleke Contractual National Park.

Table 1. Literature Synthesis on Co-management and Protected Area Governance (Source: Authors' own creation)

Author(s) |Year| Study Focus/Location | Methodology Key Findings Limitations Research fnacpﬁs levance to
Conservation and land Concentual Restitution introduces new Limited Does not examine tourism
Ramutsindela | 2004 restitution (South P governance challenges in empirical governance and stakeholder
- analysis : N
Africa) protected areas evidence perceptions in contractual parks
Land restitution and Conservation and community Site-specific Limited focus on tourism benefit-
Kepe 2008 | conservation conflicts Case study | rights often remain contested ©-sp sharing and sustainability
: - findings
(South Africa) after restitution outcomes
Tourism can support
Spenceley | 2012 Tourism in protected Literature conservation and livelihoods Broad focus Limited attention to restituted
P Y areas (South Africa) review when benefits are equitably contractual parks
distributed
Thondhlana C‘.’mm“”'ty partlc_l- Qualitative Partlt_:lp_atlon oftqn remains Focus on Limited examination of tourism
.~ | 2017 | pation in conservation limited despite co- community | ..
& Cundill - study - finance and governance processes
(South Africa) management arrangements | perceptions
. Power asymmetries persist N Limited assessment of current
Co-management in . L Historical
Maluleke |2018 Case study despite restitution and co- governance arrangements and
MCNP focus A
management sustainability outcomes
Restitution and _ Land restitution does not au- Limited . .
. . Qualitative . Does not examine tourism-related
Matiku etal. {2020 | conservation gover - - tomatically guarantee resou- | stakeholder Lo .
. analysis - conflicts in detail
nance (South Africa) rce access or empowerment | perspectives
Snyman & Benefit-sharing Literature Trans_parency and fair bene:flt- Not sp_ecmc Limited understandlng of
- 2021 - - sharing enhance community | to restituted transparency and conflict in
Bricker (Southern Africa) synthesis
support parks contractual parks
Governance and . Governance exclusion Cross- - .
. - Empirical - - - Limited evidence on long-term
Ntulietal. |2021| poaching (Southern contributes to resistance and | sectional S
: study - sustainability impacts
Africa) illegal resource use study
Scheyvens & 2021 Tourism empowerment | Conceptual Participation often remains | No empirical | Need for empirical evidence from
van der Watt (Global) review symbolic testing restituted South African parks
Revenue-sharing Longitudinal | Fair benefit-sharing reduces Different Limited application to co-
Snyman et al. | 2023 - . governance
programme (Rwanda) review conflict context managed contractual parks
TR . . R . Few .
Janovaetal. | 2025 Participation in &/ste_matlc Genuine participation requires restitution Need_ for ewd_enge from South
governance review enforceable decision rights cases African restitution contexts
Siltanen et 2025 Protected-area Standards | Equity and accountability are | Normative | Limited empirical assessment of
al. governance synthesis central to governance success | guidance stakeholder experiences
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Recent studies indicate that co-management in restituted protected areas often fails to transform underlying power
relations significantly. Although governance structures and benefit-sharing mechanisms are formally established,
communities frequently have limited decision-making authority, while inadequate transparency in tourism revenues and
financial management undermines trust and accountability (Snyman & Bricker, 2021; Maluleke, 2018; Janova et al., 2025).
Evidence further shows that perceptions of unfair benefit distribution, weak accountability, and limited community influence
can reduce local support for conservation and contribute to conflict (Ntuli et al., 2021; Snyman et al., 2023). While the
literature consistently identifies power imbalances, limited participation, and unequal benefit-sharing as key challenges, most
studies examine these issues in isolation and offer limited insight into how they interact to shape resource conflicts and
sustainability outcomes in restituted protected areas (Matiku et al., 2020; Snyman & Bricker, 2021). Consequently, there
remains a need to understand better how governance arrangements, tourism finance, and stakeholder experiences shape
conflict and sustainability within contractual national parks such as the Makuleke Contractual National Park.

Governance and Land Restitution in South Africa

Conflict in protected areas arises when multiple stakeholders compete over access to land, natural resources, tourism
opportunities, and decision-making authority, often creating tensions between conservation objectives and local livelihood
needs (Eagles et al., 2002; Anthony & Szabo, 2011; Thondhlana & Cundill, 2017). In many contexts, conservation policies
have restricted traditional land-use practices and resource access, while tourism development has intensified disputes over
benefits perceived as unevenly distributed among stakeholders (Brockington & Igoe, 2006; Dominguez & Luoma, 2020;
Snyman & Bricker, 2021). These conflicts are frequently rooted in broader governance challenges, including unequal
power relations, limited participation, inadequate transparency, and exclusion from decision-making processes (Janova et
al., 2025). From a Political Ecology perspective, such conflicts reflect historical and structural inequalities that shape access
to resources and influence over environmental governance rather than merely technical management failures (Aastrup,
2020; Akampurira, 2023). In response to the limitations of exclusionary conservation approaches, co-management emerged
as a collaborative governance model that shares responsibility and decision-making between conservation authorities and
local communities (Berkes, 2009; Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2012; Fedreheim & Blanco, 2017). Co-management is
intended to promote local participation, strengthen legitimacy, integrate indigenous knowledge, and improve benefit-
sharing while maintaining conservation objectives (AWARD, 2020; IUCN-The World Conservation Union, 2005).

However, empirical evidence suggests that co-management outcomes remain mixed, as decision-making power often
remains concentrated within state institutions and private tourism operators, resulting in symbolic rather than substantive
participation (Maluleke, 2018; Scheyvens & van der Watt, 2021; Janova et al., 2025). Across Africa and South Africa in
particular, studies consistently show that power asymmetries, limited community influence, and unequal access to tourism
benefits continue to undermine trust, generate conflict, and constrain sustainable conservation outcomes even within formally
co-managed protected areas (Kepe, 2008; Matiku et al., 2020; Ntuli et al., 2021). Consequently, the literature suggests that
successful co-management depends not only on the establishment of participatory structures but also on meaningful
community influence, transparent governance, equitable benefit-sharing, and accountable decision-making processes.

The Makuleke settlement is widely recognised as a landmark example of balancing land restitution, biodiversity
conservation, tourism development, and community livelihood enhancement within a protected area (Maluleke, 2018;
Bvuma, 2023). However, recent scholarship suggests that while restitution restored legal ownership, it did not necessarily
translate into meaningful empowerment, equitable decision-making, or control over tourism resources (Chitonge, 2022;
Abdullateef, 2024). Across South Africa, claimant communities often regain ownership of land while remaining subject to
conservation frameworks that limit their influence over land use and development decisions (Bezerra & Paphitis, 2021;
Mthimkhulu & Nel, 2024). Although tourism has been promoted as a key mechanism for generating socio-economic
benefits through employment, revenue generation, and local economic development (Matiku et al., 2020), studies continue
to highlight challenges related to unequal benefit-sharing, limited participation, governance constraints, and restricted
community influence within co-management arrangements (Chitonge, 2022; Appiah-Boateng et al., 2025).

Similar concerns have been identified in other restitution and co-management contexts, including leadership disputes,
social conflict, persistent inequalities, and tensions that undermine conservation and tourism outcomes (Kruger et al., 2016;
Tsawu, 2025). Furthermore, communally owned protected areas may simultaneously restore ownership rights while
reproducing new forms of exclusion through conservation territorialisation and restrictive governance systems
(Mthimkhulu & Nel, 2024). Consequently, despite being frequently presented as a successful conservation-restoration
model (Ramutsindela & Shabangu, 2013), important questions remain regarding the extent to which co-management
arrangements have fostered meaningful participation, equitable benefit-sharing, and sustainable tourism outcomes.

This study addresses this gap by examining stakeholder perspectives on governance, participation, benefit-sharing, and
tourism-related resource conflicts within the Makuleke Contractual National Park.

Sustainability and Community Participation

Sustainability in protected areas extends beyond biodiversity conservation to include social equity, effective
governance, and economic benefits (McCool & Spenceley, 2014). Community participation remains a critical component
of sustainable tourism development in protected areas because governance arrangements and institutional structures
influence the extent to which local communities benefit from tourism and conservation initiatives (Lekgau & Tichaawa,
2019; Strydom et al., 2019). Research shows that while community participation is widely promoted in co-management
arrangements, it often remains consultative rather than transformative, with communities having limited influence over
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decision-making and benefit distribution (Berkes et al., 2000; Maluleke, 2018; Dominguez & Luoma, 2020). These
governance challenges can undermine trust, community support, and long-term conservation outcomes (Musakwa et al.,
2020; Setokoe & Ramukumba, 2022). Evidence further suggests that equitable benefit-sharing, transparent governance, and
inclusive decision-making are essential for sustainable protected area management (Ntuli et al., 2021; Chidakel & Child,
2022; Vandermale & Mason, 2024). Despite formal co-management structures in the Makuleke Contractual National Park,
concerns regarding limited participation, unequal benefits, and inadequate transparency persist (Maluleke, 2018; Snyman &
Bricker, 2021). Although previous studies have examined restitution, conservation governance, and community
participation, limited research has explored how governance arrangements, tourism benefit-sharing, and resource conflicts
interact to shape sustainability outcomes. This study addresses this gap by examining stakeholder perspectives on these
issues within the Makuleke Contractual National Park (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2012; Spenceley & Rylance, 2021).

METHODOLOGY

This study employed a qualitative case study design to explore tourism resource conflicts and their implications for
sustainable tourism management within the specific context of MCNP. Highlighting this context emphasises the study's
importance for understanding conflict dynamics in co-managed protected areas, thereby clarifying the research scope. The
qualitative methodology aimed to gather in-depth insights into stakeholder perceptions, experiences, and interactions within
their real-life contexts (Yin, 2018; Creswell & Creswell, 2017). The approach allowed for a comprehensive examination of
MCNP as a bounded system, suitable for exploring 'how' and 'why' questions involving multiple stakeholders and complex
social phenomena (Hennink et al., 2020; Islam & Aldaihani, 2022). This design facilitated a detailed understanding of
conflicts surrounding tourism resources and the sustainability dynamics of co-managed protected areas. The Makuleke
Contractual National Park is located in the northern part of Kruger National Park in Limpopo province, South Africa.

Figure 1 illustrates the location of the Makuleke Contractual National Park within Kruger National Park and the
surrounding Makuleke communities. Figures 2 and 3 present tourism facilities and tourism infrastructure observed during
fieldwork, providing contextual information regarding tourism development within the study area.

Figure 1. Shows the location of the Makuleke Contractual National Park within
Kruger National Park and the three villages of the Makuleke community (Source: Du Plessis, 2023)

Figure 2. Tourism facilities at Makuleke Contractual National Park: (a) Return Africa Pafuri Camp along the Luvuvhu River,
northern Kruger National Park, South Africa (Source: Photos taken by the author during fieldwork, February 2025)
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Figure 3. Entrance signage to Makuleke Contractual Park and The Outpost Lodge, northern
Kruger National Park, South Africa (Source: Taken by the author during fieldwork, February 2025)

It was chosen for this study because of its unique status as the first co-managed protected area within the country's land
restitution framework (Ramutsindela, 2004; Fabricius & De Wet, 2002; Qwatekana & Mazibuko, 2020). The park covers
approximately 24,000 hectares and is jointly managed by the Makuleke community and South African National Parks
(SANParks) through a Joint Management Board (JMB). The park boasts high biodiversity conservation value and features
various tourism enterprises, including The Outpost Lodge, Return Africa Pafuri Camp, and Pel's Post Lodge (du Plessis, 2023).

Primary data were collected through semi-structured interviews conducted between January and March 2025,
targeting key stakeholder groups, including traditional leaders, Makuleke community members from the villages of
Makuleke, Mabiligwe, and Makahlule, SANParks officials, and private tourism operators. The interview guide was
developed following an extensive literature review, designed to obtain detailed information regarding stakeholder
perceptions of conflict drivers, sustainability concerns, governance challenges, and potential solutions.

The semi-structured format allowed participants to express nuanced views while maintaining a consistent thematic
focus across interviews (Bhalla et al., 2023). A total of 23 interviews were conducted until thematic saturation was
achieved, ensuring a depth of information and a broad coverage of perspectives (Boddy, 2016; Braun & Clarke, 2021).

Purposive sampling was employed to intentionally select informants with specific knowledge and experience related
to MCNP governance and tourism activities (Taherdoost, 2016). Efforts were made to ensure diverse representation
across age, gender, roles, and affiliations, enhancing the richness of the dataset. To analyse the interview transcripts, a
thematic analysis was conducted using Braun and Clarke's six-step approach (Braun & Clarke, 2006).

This rigorous and systematic process involved familiarisation with the data, generating initial codes, searching for
themes, reviewing those themes, defining and naming them, and finally producing the report. This method provided a
reliable foundation for identifying core conflict issues, stakeholder perceptions, and governance challenges relevant to
MCNP's sustainability, fostering confidence in the findings.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

This section presents the study's findings based on semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders involved in the
Makuleke Contractual National Park. The analysis used thematic analysis, which enabled the identification of recurring
patterns and key themes related to tourism resource conflicts and sustainability. The results are presented in two parts: first,
the demographic profile of participants to provide contextual background, and second, the thematic findings that capture
stakeholder perspectives on the causes, nature, and impacts of tourism resource conflicts in the study area.

Participant Profile

The participant profile provides important contextual information for understanding the range of perspectives
represented in the study. By categorising participants according to their stakeholder affiliation and social position, the
analysis captures how experiences of tourism resource conflicts and co-management may differ across groups.
Examining the views of community members, traditional leaders, tourism operators, SANParks officials, and the CPA
representative enables a more nuanced understanding of the interests, power relations, and governance dynamics
shaping tourism and conservation outcomes within MCNP.

Furthermore, the demographic composition of participants provides a basis for exploring variations in perceptions
across gender and age groups, which are often overlooked despite their influence on participation, benefit-sharing, and
decision-making processes. Table 2 summarises the demographic and stakeholder characteristics of the participants and
provides the foundation for the thematic analysis that follows.

Table 2 presents the demographic and stakeholder characteristics of the 23 interview participants. Community
members constituted the largest stakeholder group (61%; n = 14), reflecting the study's emphasis on local experiences of
tourism governance, conservation, and benefit-sharing. Other participants included tourism operators (4%; n = 1), Lodge
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managers (13%; n=3), SANParks officials (9%; n = 2), traditional leaders (9%; n = 2), and one CPA representative (4%;
n = 1). Participants were drawn from Makuleke, Makahlule, and Mabiligwe villages, as well as neighbouring
communities. The sample included both male (61%) and female (39%) participants.

It was dominated by respondents aged 41 years and older (78%), indicating a strong representation of individuals
with long-standing experience of land restitution, conservation, and co-management processes. The diversity of
stakeholder affiliations and community positions enabled comparison of convergent and divergent perspectives
regarding governance, participation, benefit-sharing, and sustainability within MCNP.

Table 2. Demographic and Stakeholder Profile of Interview Participants (n = 23) Source: Authors' fieldwork (2025)

Demographic Variable Category Participant Codes n %
Stakeholder Role Community Members Community Member 1-14 14 61
SANParks Officials SANParks Official 1-2 2 9

Tourism Operators Tourism Operator 1 1 4

Lodge managers Lodge Manager 1-3 3 13

Traditional Leaders Traditional Leader 1-2 2 9

CPA Representative CPA Representative 1 1 4

Village of Residence Makuleke - 7 30
Makahlule - 4 17

Mabiligwe - 2 9

Other Areas - 10 43

Age Group 21-30 years - 2 9
31-40 years - 3 13

41-50 years - 10 43

51 years and above - 8 35

Gender Male - 14 61
Female - 9 39

Primary Connection to MCNP Live near the Park - 6 26
Work in / Manage the Park - 5 22

Represent Community Interests in Park Affairs - 5 22

Tourism Stakeholder - 1 4

Other - 6 26

Thematic Analysis

This study aimed to examine how co-management influences governance, access to tourism benefits, and resource
conflicts within the Makuleke Contractual National Park (MCNP). Data generated from 23 semi-structured interviews
with community members, traditional leaders, a CPA representative, SANParks officials, and tourism operators were
analysed thematically. Three interrelated themes emerged from the analysis: Governance and Participation, Unequal
Benefit-Sharing, and Sustainability Implications.

These themes provide a framework for understanding stakeholder experiences and perceptions of co-management
within MCNP. By exploring the long-term outcomes of restitution and co-management, the study contributes to ongoing
debates on the extent to which legal ownership translates into effective governance, economic inclusion, and sustainable
conservation outcomes. The findings and discussion are presented under the three themes below.

Theme 1: Governance and Participation

A dominant theme across stakeholder groups was the perception that legal ownership had not translated into equivalent
decision-making authority within the co-management arrangement. Although structures such as the Joint Management
Board (JMB), Communal Property Association (CPA), and community consultation forums were intended to facilitate
shared governance, participants frequently reported that strategic and operational decisions remained concentrated within
SANParks and private concessionaires. As Community Member 9 explained:

“Consultation is there, but decisions come from above.”

This distinction between consultation and influence was a recurring concern, with participants questioning whether
engagement processes translated into meaningful authority over employment, development priorities, and park
management decisions. Similar concerns were reflected in Community Member 4's observation that SANParks often
sought to “do things their way,” reinforcing perceptions of centralised decision-making. Operational stakeholders also
identified communication challenges as a governance concern. As Lodge Manager 1 noted:

“There are consultation structures in place, but communication between stakeholders is not always consistent, which
can create misunderstandings about how decisions are made.”

These communication gaps were linked to broader tensions regarding stakeholder priorities. For example, Lodge
Manager 3 argued:

“The community is on everything, but SANParks only cares more about conservation. They don't care about the
business... So this is where the CPA or the community must play a role here to make sure that we have common grounds
with SANParks and us.”
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Together, these views suggest that governance tensions in MCNP stem not only from decision-making authority but
also from communication challenges and competing stakeholder priorities. Similar findings have been reported in
transfrontier conservation areas, where institutional arrangements and protected area policies create barriers to meaningful
community participation in wildlife tourism and decision-making processes (Lekgau & Tichaawa, 2019). Traditional
leaders similarly emphasised the need for a more balanced partnership based on shared responsibility and mutual benefit.
As Traditional Leader 1 noted:

“We need to work until we strike that balance so we can move in the same direction.”

These perceptions suggest that restitution created expectations of shared governance that many participants felt had not
been fully realised in practice. Importantly, governance concerns were not limited to community stakeholders. SANParks
officials also acknowledged shortcomings in stakeholder engagement and communication, with SANParks Official 1 stating:

“We need to conduct stakeholder engagement sessions, currently, we do not have that platform.”

While community members interpreted these shortcomings as evidence of unequal authority, SANParks officials tended
to frame them as operational and communication challenges. This divergence highlights how governance tensions are
understood differently by stakeholders, despite a shared recognition that current engagement mechanisms are insufficient.

Overall, participants associated governance challenges with limited influence over decision-making, weak
communication, and uncertainty regarding stakeholder roles within the co-management system.

These findings extend earlier work by Maluleke (2018), which identified unequal power relations and limited
community influence during the early implementation of the agreement. More than two decades after land restitution,
similar concerns persist, suggesting that the central challenge is no longer the restoration of ownership rights but the
effective translation of those rights into meaningful governance authority. The findings therefore reinforce broader
evidence that formal participation structures do not necessarily guarantee substantive participation, particularly where
institutional authority and decision-making power remain unevenly distributed.

The findings corroborate concerns regarding the implementation of benefit-sharing mechanisms. While the MCNP
Management Plan prioritises socio-economic development through employment creation, tourism partnerships, and
community benefits, participants highlighted perceived inequalities in the distribution of these benefits.

From a Political Ecology perspective, these findings demonstrate that land restitution and formal co-management
structures do not necessarily transform underlying power relations. Although the Makuleke community regained legal
ownership of the land and is represented within governance structures, participants perceived that substantive decision-
making authority remains concentrated within SANParks and other institutional actors. This supports Political Ecology's
contention that formal reforms may coexist with persistent inequalities in resource governance and control. Furthermore,
the findings extend Stakeholder Theory by illustrating that stakeholder representation alone does not guarantee
meaningful participation. While community members are included in consultation processes, participants perceived
limited influence over strategic decisions affecting tourism development, conservation management, and benefit
distribution. The findings therefore suggest that effective co-management requires not only stakeholder inclusion but
also genuine decision-making authority and accountability mechanisms that enable stakeholders to influence outcomes.

Theme 2: Unequal Benefit-Sharing

Participants widely perceived tourism benefits as unevenly distributed despite community ownership of the land.
Concerns centred on concession agreements, employment opportunities, revenue transparency, and limited participation in
tourism-related economic benefits. As Community Member 6 explained:

“Even though Makuleke owns the land, the kind of business we entered does not allow us to have much benefit. We are
not part of the profits.”

The same participant further noted:

“The concessionaires brought capital. We only brought land, so we get a concession fee and nothing from the profits.

These accounts suggest that stakeholders perceived a disconnect between land ownership and economic influence
within tourism operations, a concern also highlighted in studies examining the livelihood outcomes of the Pafuri Triangle
Agreement among the Makuleke community (Bvuma, 2023). While previous studies have examined co-management and
benefit-sharing in the Makuleke region, the present findings indicate that tourism governance has become a key site of
contestation, with concerns extending beyond revenue distribution to include concession arrangements, employment
opportunities, and financial accountability. This suggests that tourism governance functions as an important mechanism
through which power, inclusion, and economic benefits are negotiated in restituted protected areas. Similar concerns have
been reported in protected-area tourism, where benefit-sharing outcomes are shaped by partnership structures and the
degree of community participation in decision-making processes (Snyman & Bricker, 2019; Spenceley & Snyman, 2017;
Qwatekana & Mazibuko, 2020). Moreover, benefit-sharing extends beyond direct financial transfers to include
employment, local procurement, enterprise opportunities, and skills development, which may explain why dissatisfaction
persists despite the existence of some economic benefits (Ramukumba, 2021; Kegamba et al., 2021).

The findings support Conflict Theory by demonstrating how unequal access to tourism revenues, employment
opportunities, and decision-making authority contributes to tensions among stakeholders despite formal co-management
arrangements. Participants perceived that although the Makuleke community regained ownership of the land, economic
benefits associated with tourism remain unevenly distributed. From a Political Ecology perspective, this reflects broader
power relations that shape who controls tourism revenues, information, and development opportunities. The findings
therefore suggest that benefit-sharing is not merely an economic issue but also a governance and justice concern.

i)
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Concerns regarding transparency and accountability further emerged as a significant source of tension. Participants
frequently questioned the accuracy of reported tourism revenues and the adequacy of existing reporting mechanisms. As
Community Member 8 stated:

“We do not trust the figures they provide, suspecting they may not reflect the real amounts being earned.”

These perceptions indicate that limited access to financial information was associated with reduced accountability
and weakened trust in tourism governance. Although this study did not examine audited financial records and cannot
verify these claims, participant concerns reflect broader evidence that limited transparency can undermine stakeholder
trust, whereas clear and accountable revenue-sharing mechanisms strengthen legitimacy and community support
(Spenceley & Snyman, 2017).

A Lodge Manager 3 explained:

“The communities closer to the park, such as Bennde-Mutale, feel that they live closer to an orange tree that they
cannot even pick the oranges to enjoy”.

The metaphor of an "orange tree" reflects feelings of exclusion among neighbouring communities who perceive
tourism benefits as inaccessible despite their proximity to the park. These perceptions suggest that benefit-sharing
tensions extend beyond financial returns and include questions of fairness, recognition, and access to employment
opportunities. Similar findings have been reported in protected-area tourism studies where perceived inequities
contribute to stakeholder dissatisfaction and conflict (Snyman & Bricker, 2019).

The findings also revealed considerable variation in how benefits were experienced across communities.
Neighbouring communities, particularly Bennde-Mutale, perceived themselves as excluded from tourism opportunities
despite their proximity to the park and exposure to conservation-related costs. Community Member 14 noted:

“Jobs go to Makuleke only; we are also here and are not considered.”

This concern was echoed by a tourism operator, who observed:

“The communities closer to the park, such as Bennde-Mutale, feel that they live closer to an orange tree that they
cannot even pick the oranges to enjoy.”

The convergence of views across stakeholder groups suggests broad recognition of uneven benefit distribution.
Consistent with previous studies, participants perceived access to tourism benefits as shaped by institutional
relationships, beneficiary status, and proximity to tourism opportunities rather than geography alone (Bennett et al.,
2021; Kegamba et al., 2023; Mutanga et al., 2017). Importantly, perceived inequities extended beyond financial returns
to include employment, information access, representation, and participation opportunities, reinforcing benefit-sharing
as a broader governance issue and a significant source of tension within the MCNP co-management arrangement. The
findings corroborate concerns regarding the implementation of benefit-sharing mechanisms. While the MCNP
Management Plan prioritises socio-economic development through employment creation, tourism partnerships, and
community benefits, participants highlighted perceived inequalities in the distribution of these benefits.

These findings provide strong support for Conflict Theory, which explains how unequal access to resources,
opportunities, and benefits can generate tensions among social groups. Participants consistently perceived that tourism
revenues, employment opportunities, and economic benefits were distributed unevenly despite community ownership of the
land. Such perceptions contributed to dissatisfaction, mistrust, and contestation regarding tourism governance
arrangements. From a Political Ecology perspective, the findings further demonstrate that benefit-sharing is not merely an
economic issue but also a question of power and control over resources. The ability to influence concession agreements,
access financial information, and participate in revenue-allocation decisions was viewed as equally important as the
benefits themselves. Consequently, the findings suggest that tourism resource conflicts emerge not only from limited
benefits but also from perceived inequalities in governance and access to decision-making processes.

Theme 3: Sustainability Implications

Participants frequently associated governance challenges, limited participation, and perceived inequities in benefit-
sharing with broader concerns regarding conservation, tourism development, and community well-being. Across
stakeholder groups, respondents viewed governance quality as closely connected to the long-term sustainability of the park.
However, these accounts reflect stakeholders’ perceptions and experiences rather than objectively verified ecological,
social, or economic outcomes.

A recurring concern was that limited access to tangible benefits weakened community support for conservation
initiatives. Participants argued that when local communities do not experience visible improvements in livelihoods, their
willingness to support conservation efforts may decline. Community Member 11 explained:

“If there are no visible economic benefits or rewards for the neighbouring communities, they are not going to
cooperate and protect the environment.”

A similar view was expressed by a SANParks official. SANParks Official 1 stated:

“If people do not benefit, they stop caring about conservation and become resentful.”

The convergence of perspectives between community members and SANParks officials suggests a shared recognition
that perceptions of fairness and inclusion may influence attitudes towards conservation. Participants also linked exclusion
from tourism opportunities and limited employment prospects to broader frustrations in community—park relations. For
example, Community Member 12 remarked:

“We go into the park to poach because we need to eat. We are hungry and unemployed.”

Similarly, Community Member 13 explained:
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“We closed the gate because we were angry and we are not getting jobs in the park.”

These accounts illustrate how some participants interpreted poaching and protest actions through the lens of
unemployment, exclusion, and unmet livelihood expectations. Similar patterns have been reported in community—
conservation studies, where perceived economic marginalisation is associated with declining conservation support and
increased conflict (Carius & Job, 2019; Gidebo, 2022; Ghaderi et al., 2022; Koricha & Adem, 2024; Nugroho &
Numata, 2020; Wei et al., 2024). However, these perceptions should not be interpreted as evidence of a direct causal
relationship, as illegal resource use and conservation outcomes are shaped by complex interactions among socio-
economic, governance, institutional, and contextual factors (Huber et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2025).

Lodge Manager 3 observed:

A recurring concern was that limited access to tangible benefits weakened community support for conservation
initiatives. Participants repeatedly linked conservation support to the visible benefits derived from tourism. For instance,
Lodge Manager 3 stated:

“If those communities are not seeing any benefits from the park, it's not going to help at all”.

This observation suggests that stakeholders perceive a direct relationship between community benefits and
conservation attitudes. Participants argued that when local people do not experience tangible improvements in their
livelihoods, support for conservation initiatives may diminish. These findings align with studies showing that equitable
benefit-sharing can strengthen conservation support, whereas perceived exclusion may contribute to resistance and
conflict (Ntuli et al., 2021; Snyman et al., 2023).

The findings reinforce the relevance of the Triple Bottom Line framework by demonstrating the interconnected
nature of environmental, social, and economic sustainability within the MCNP. Participants perceived that governance
challenges and inequitable benefit-sharing negatively influenced all three dimensions simultaneously.

Social sustainability was affected through declining trust and strained stakeholder relationships; economic
sustainability was constrained by limited employment and livelihood opportunities; and environmental sustainability
was perceived to be vulnerable where local support for conservation weakened. The findings therefore suggest that
sustainability outcomes cannot be achieved through conservation objectives alone but depend on balancing
environmental protection with social equity and economic inclusion.

From a Stakeholder Theory perspective, the results further indicate that long-term sustainability is more likely when
stakeholders perceive governance processes as fair, transparent, and responsive to their interests.

Overall, the findings suggest that visible livelihood benefits, meaningful participation, and perceptions of economic
inclusion are important elements in sustaining community support for conservation and tourism development.
Participants also perceived governance tensions as a potential threat to future tourism development. Community
members, traditional leaders, and tourism stakeholders expressed concerns that persistent mistrust, uncertainty, and
unresolved disputes could weaken collaboration and constrain investment opportunities.

Although the study did not assess actual tourism performance or investment trends, these findings indicate that
stakeholders view governance quality as central to the long-term viability of tourism and conservation. More broadly,
participants consistently linked exclusion from decision-making and perceived inequities in benefit-sharing to declining
trust, weakened conservation support, and strained community—park relations. These findings highlight the interconnected
nature of governance, conflict, and sustainability, suggesting that effective conservation outcomes depend not only on
ecological management but also on governance legitimacy, meaningful participation, and equitable benefit-sharing.

The findings reinforce the Triple Bottom Line framework by demonstrating that social, economic, and environmental
sustainability are interconnected and cannot be pursued independently.

CONCLUSION

The Makuleke Contractual National Park illustrates both the potential and challenges of land restitution and co-
management in South Africa. While the model has created opportunities for conservation, tourism development, and
community benefits, persistent governance challenges, unequal power relations, limited participation, and concerns over
benefit-sharing continue to constrain sustainability. The findings suggest that legal ownership alone does not guarantee
meaningful influence over decision-making or equitable access to tourism benefits.

The study highlights that sustainable tourism depends on inclusive governance, transparent decision-making,
equitable benefit-sharing, and meaningful stakeholder participation. Strengthening accountability, dialogue, and
collaborative management arrangements can reduce conflict and improve trust among stakeholders. The study also
contributes theoretically by demonstrating the complementary value of Political Ecology, Stakeholder Theory, Conflict
Theory, and the Triple Bottom Line framework in understanding tourism resource conflicts in restituted protected areas.

Political Ecology explains how historical inequalities and power relations continue to shape governance outcomes;
Stakeholder Theory highlights the importance of meaningful participation; Conflict Theory explains tensions arising
from unequal access to benefits; and the Triple Bottom Line framework illustrates how governance and benefit-sharing
affect environmental, social, and economic sustainability simultaneously. Together, these perspectives provide a more
integrated explanation of how tourism resource conflicts emerge and persist within co-managed protected areas.

The study also contributes theoretically by demonstrating the value of Political Ecology, Stakeholder Theory,
Conflict Theory, and the Triple Bottom Line framework in explaining tourism resource conflicts in restituted protected
areas. The findings show that co-management and land restitution do not automatically result in equitable power-
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sharing, meaningful participation, or sustainable outcomes. Despite formal land ownership, the Makuleke community
continues to experience limited influence in decision-making and benefit-sharing processes, reflecting the persistence of
historical power inequalities. The study highlights that stakeholder influence is shaped by access to resources, expertise,
and institutional authority rather than ownership alone. These findings suggest the need for stronger alignment between
land restitution and conservation policies to promote transparency, accountability, and equitable benefit-sharing.

To enhance sustainability, co-management arrangements should strengthen community participation in governance
structures, improve transparency in the allocation of tourism revenue, and implement participatory monitoring and
decision-making processes. Capacity-building initiatives in governance, tourism management, financial literacy, and
entrepreneurship should also be prioritised. Furthermore, regular stakeholder engagement forums and independent
conflict-resolution mechanisms can improve trust and collaboration.

Ultimately, sustainable conservation and tourism outcomes depend on transforming legal restitution into genuine
empowerment through inclusive governance, equitable benefit-sharing, and meaningful stakeholder participation.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, N.P. and M.G.; methodology, N.P; software, N.P; validation, M.G. and
N.P; formal analysis, N.P. and M.G.; investigation, N.P. and M and M.G.; data curation, N.P; writing - original draft
preparation, N.P; writing - review and editing, M and M.G; visualization, N.P; supervision, M. and M.G.; project
administration, M.G. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received external funding from the National Department of Tourism (NDT) and the Finance
and Accounting Services Sector Education and Training Authority (FASSETA).

Institutional Review Board Statement: Ethical approval for the study was obtained from the University of Venda
Research Ethics Committee (Reference Number: FCM/24/TOUR/14/2410; Approval Date: 24 October 2024) prior to data
collection.

Informed Consent Statement: Written informed consent was obtained from all participants involved in the study.
Participants were fully informed about the purpose of the research, the voluntary nature of participation, their right to
withdraw at any stage without penalty, and the measures taken to ensure anonymity and confidentiality.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on reasonable request from the
corresponding author.

Acknowledgements: The authors are affiliated with academia, and the views expressed in this article do not necessarily
reflect the broader perspectives of the stakeholders interviewed or of any associated institutions or organisations. The
author extends sincere appreciation to all participants for their time, insights, and willingness to participate in this study.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Use of Generative Al: The author(s) declare that ChatGPT and Microsoft Copilot were used during the preparation of
this manuscript to assist with organising, interpreting, and presenting the research findings. All qualitative data coding and
thematic analysis were done manually by the author(s). Any content generated by Al was carefully reviewed, checked, and
edited by the author(s), who take full responsibility for the accuracy, content, and conclusions of this manuscript.

REFERENCES

Aastrup, M. (2020). Conservation narratives and conflicts over protected areas in post-socialist Romania. Journal of Political Ecology,
27(1), 84-104. https://doi.org/10.2458/v27i1.23481

Abdullateef, I. B. (2024). Land question in post-apartheid South Africa: an appraisal of social justice theory. African Journal of Political
Science, 12(1), 65-79. https://doi.org/10.36615/skhrfw68

Adams, W. M., & Hutton, J. (2007). People, parks and poverty: Political ecology and biodiversity conservation. Conservation and
Society, 5(2), 147-183.

Akampurira, E. (2023). Understanding Conservation Conflicts in Uganda: A Political Ecology of Memory Approach. Conservation and
Society, 21(3), 177 - 187. https://doi.org/10.4103/cs.cs_73_22

Anthony, B. P., & Szabo, A. (2011). Protected areas: conservation cornerstones or paradoxes? Insights from human-wildlife conflicts in
Africa and Southeastern Europe. The Importance of biological interactions in the study of biodiversity, 30.

Appiah-Boateng, S., Potakey, H. M., & Boateng, J. S. (2025). Tourism-Induced Natural Resource Conflict: The Case of Kakum National
Park, Ghana. Environmental Challenges, 21, 101328. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envc.2025.101328

Association for Water and Rural Development (AWARD). (2020). Policy brief: Lessons from protected area co-management in South
Africa. Available online: https://award.org.za (accessed January 20, 2026).

Balint, P. J., & Mashinya, J. (2006). The decline of a model community-based conservation project: Governance, capacity, and
devolution in Mahenye, Zimbabwe. Geoforum, 37(5), 805-815. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2005.01.011

Balmford, A., Green, J. M. H., Anderson, M., Beresford, J., Huang, C., Naidoo, R., Walpole, M., & Manica, A. (2015). Walk on the wild side:
Estimating the global magnitude of visits to protected areas. PLoS Biology, 13(2), 1002074. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.1002074

Beinart, W., & Delius, P. (2014). The historical context and legacy of the Natives Land Act of 1913. Journal of Southern African Studies,
40(4), 667—688. https://doi.org/10.1080/03057070.2014.930623

Bennett, N., Blythe, J., White, C., & Campero, C. (2021). Blue growth and blue justice: Ten risks and solutions for the ocean economy.
Marine Policy, 125, 104387. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104387

Berkes, F. (2009). Evolution of co-management: Role of knowledge generation, bridging organizations and social learning. Journal of
Environmental Management, 90(5), 1692-1702. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2008.12.001

2453


https://doi.org/10.2458/v27i1.23481
https://doi.org/10.36615/skhrfw68
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envc.2025.101328

Ndivhuho P. NDLOVU, Mukondeleli MANUGA, Matome G. KAPA

Berkes, F., Folke, C., & Colding, J. (2000). Linking social and ecological systems: Management practices and social mechanisms for
building resilience. Cambridge University Press, New York.

Bezerra, J.C, & Paphitis, S. (2021). Epistemic injustice and land restitution in the case of protected areas: From policy to practice in
South Africa. Society & Natural Resources, 34(7), 906-924. https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2021.1900962

Bhalla, S., Bahar, N., & Kanapathy, K. (2023). Pre-testing semi-structured interview questions using expert review and cognitive
interview methods. International Journal of Business and Management, 7(5), 11-19

Boddy, C. R. (2016). Sample size for qualitative research. Qualitative Market Research: An International Journal, 19(4), 426-432.
https://doi.org/10.1108/QMR-06-2016-0053

Borrini-Feyerabend, G., Dudley, N., Jaeger, T., Lassen, B., Pathak Broome, N., Phillips, A., & Sandwith, T. (2012). Governance of
protected areas: From understanding to action. [IUCN.

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3(2), 77-101.
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706gp0630a

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2021). To saturate or not to saturate? Questioning data saturation as a useful concept for thematic analysis.
Qualitative Research in Sport, Exercise and Health, 13(2), 201-216. https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2019.1704846

Brockington, D., & Igoe, J. (2006). Eviction for conservation: A global overview. Conservation and Society, 4(3), 424-470.

Burgoyne, C., & Mearns, K. (2017). Managing stakeholder relations, natural resources and tourism: A case study from Ololosokwan,
Tanzania. Tourism and Hospitality Research, 17(1), 68 - 78. https://doi.org/10.1177/1467358416639088

Buscher, B., & Ramutsindela, M. (2015). Green violence: Rhino poaching and the war to save Southern Africa’s peace parks. African
Affairs, 115(458), 1-22.

Bvuma, E. B. (2023). The impact of the Pafuri Triangle Agreement on sustainable livelihoods of the Makuleke community, Limpopo
Province, South Africa (Doctoral dissertation, University of Venda)

Carius, F., & Job, H. (2019). Community involvement and tourism revenue sharing as contributing factors to the UN Sustainable
Development Goals in Jozani—-Chwaka Bay National Park and Biosphere Reserve, Zanzibar. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 27(6),
826 - 846. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1560457

Chaderopa, C. (2016). Co-management of natural resources in protected areas in postcolonial Africa. In Political ecology of tourism 70-91.
Routledge, New York.

Chardonnet, B. (2019). Africa is changing: Should its protected areas evolve? Reconfiguring the protected areas in Africa. IUCN
PAPACO. Pretoria, South Africa.

Chidakel, A., & Child, B. (2022). Convergence and divergence in the economic performance of wildlife tourism within multi-reserve
landscapes. Land Use Policy, 120, 106252. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2022.106252

Chitonge, H. (2022). Resettled but not redressed: Land restitution and post-settlement dynamics in South Africa. Journal of agrarian
change, 22(4), 722-739.https://doi.org/10.1111/joac.12493

Clark, C., & Nyaupane, G. P. (2024). Tourism and ecological restoration across borders: a political ecology approach. Current Issues in
Tourism, 27(21), 3438 - 3457. https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2023.2266099

Cousins, B. (2022). Land reform in South Africa: The politics of expropriation without compensation. In Land tenure challenges in
Africa: confronting the land governance deficit 99-119. Cham: Springer International Publishing.

Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2017). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods approaches. Sage publications.

Cundill, G., Thondhlana, G., Sisitka, L., Shackleton, S., & Blore, M. (2013). Land claims and the pursuit of co-management on four
protected areas in South Africa. Land use policy, 35, 171-178.https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2013.05.016

Darwis, H., Duli, A., Mulyadi, Y., Mappasomba, Z., & Rasyidi, E. S. (2025). Tourism Development Amid Mining Dominance: A
Political Ecology and Development Theory Analysis of Conservation and Resource Exploitation in Indonesia. International Journal
of Current Science Research and Review, 4470-4479. https://doi.org/10.47191/ijcsrr/v8-i9-08

DeMotts, R., & Swatuk, L. (2012). Conflicts and conundrums: In southern Africa there’s no easy route to the ecotourist promise.
Alternatives Journal, 38(4), 15-18.

Di Marzo, D., & Espinosa, C. (2023). Conservation Conflict: A Political Ecology Meta-Synthesis of East Africa. Society & Natural
Resources, 38(4), 333 - 351. https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2023.2253744

Dominguez, 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, 9(3), 65. https://doi.org/10.3390/Iand9030065

Du Plessis, W., Pienaar, J. M., & Johnson, E. (2023). Land Matters and Rural Development: 2022. Southern African Public
Law, 38(2), 21-pages.

Dube, C. N. (2018). Community participation in the management of South Africa’s protected areas. African Journal of Hospitality,
Tourism and Leisure, 7(2), 1-18.

Dudley, N. (Ed.). (2008). Guidelines for applying protected area management categories. International Union for Conservation of
Nature (IUCN). Gland, Switzerland.

Eagles, P. F. J., McCool, S. F., & Haynes, C. D. (2002). Sustainable tourism in protected areas: Guidelines for planning and
management. [IUCN Gland, Switzerland and Cambridge, UK. xv + 183pp.

Elkington, J. (1997). The triple bottom line. Environmental management: Readings and cases, 2(1997), 49-66.

Fabricius, C., & de Wet, C. (2002). The influence of forced removals and land restitution on conservation in South Africa. In D. Chatty
& M. Colchester (Eds.), Conservation and mobile Indigenous peoples: Displacement, forced settlement and sustainable development
142-157. Berghahn Books. New York, NY, USA: Berghahn Books.

Fedreheim, G. E., & Blanco, E. (2017). Co-management of protected areas to alleviate conservation conflicts. International Journal of
the Commons, 11(2), 754—773. https://doi.org/10.18352/ijc.749

Gandiwa, E., Heitkonig, 1. M., Lokhorst, A. M., Prins, H. H., & Leeuwis, C. (2013). Illegal hunting and law enforcement during a period
of economic decline in Zimbabwe. Journal for Nature Conservation, 21(3), 133-142. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2012.11.009

Ghaderi, Z., Shahabi, E., Fennell, D., & Khoshkam, M. (2022). Increasing community environmental awareness, participation in conservation,
and livelihood enhancement through tourism. Local Environment, 27(5), 605 - 621. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2022.2048812

Gidebo, H. (2022). Linking livelihood and biodiversity conservation in protected areas: Community based tourism development perspective
from developing country. Tourism and Hospitality Research, 23(3), 361 - 375. https://doi.org/10.1177/14673584221102699

2454


https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2021.1900962
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2012.11.009

Tourism Resources Conflicts in Protected Areas: A Case Study of the Makuleke Contractual National Park

Hall, R., & Kepe, T. (2017). Elite capture and state neglect: Evidence on South Africa’s land reform. Review of African Political
Economy, 44(151), 122-130. https://doi.org/10.1080/03056244.2017.1288615

Heslinga, J., Groote, P., & Vanclay, F. (2017). Strengthening governance processes to improve benefit-sharing from tourism in protected
areas by using stakeholder analysis. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 27(6), 773 - 787. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2017.1408635

Huber, J., Newig, J., & Loos, J. (2023). Participation in protected area governance: A systematic case survey of the evidence on
ecological and social outcomes. Journal of Environmental Management, 336, 117593 . https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4286771

Islam, M. A., & Aldaihani, F. M. F. (2022). Justification for adopting qualitative research method, research approaches, sampling strategy,
sample size, interview method, saturation, and data analysis. Journal of International Business and Management, 5(1), 01-11.
https://doi.org/10.37227/J1BM-2021-09-1494

IUCN--The World Conservation Union. (2005). Benefits Beyond Boundaries: Proceedings of the Vth IUCN World Parks Congress:
Durban, South Africa 8-17 September 2003. lucn.

Janovd, V., Herntrei, M., & Fialov4, D. (2025). From aspirations of citizen power to the persistence of tokenism: a systematic review of
citizen participation in destination governance Frontiers in Sustainable Tourism, 5. https://doi.org/10.3389/frsut.2025.1693707

Kegamba, J. J., Sangha, K., Wurm, P., & Garnett, S. (2022). A Review of Conservation-related Benefit-sharing Mechanisms in Tanzania.
Global Ecology and Conservation, 33, 1955 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecc0.2021.e01955

Kegamba, J. J., Sangha, K., Wurm, P., & Garnett, S. (2023). Conservation benefit-sharing mechanisms and their effectiveness in the Greater
Serengeti Ecosystem: local communities’ perspectives. Biodiversity and Conservation, 32, 1901 - 1930. https://doi.org/10.1007/510531-023-02583-1

Kepe, T. (2008). Land claims and co-management of protected areas in South Africa. Environmental Management, 41(3), 311-321.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-007-9034-x

Kepe, T., Wynberg, R., & Ellis, W. (2005). Land reform and biodiversity conservation in South Africa: Complementary or in conflict?
International Journal of Biodiversity Science & Management, 1(1), 3-16. https://doi.org/10.1080/17451590509618075

Koricha, H. G., & Adem, M. J. (2024). Investigated the role of community based approaches for biodiversity conservation and socio-economic
development in Bale Mountains National Park, Southeast Ethiopia. Scientific Reports, 14. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-60177-5

Kriger, R., Cundill, G., & Thondhlana, G. (2016). A case study of the opportunities and trade-offs associated with deproclamation of a protected
area following a land claim in South Africa. Local Environment, 21(9), 1047-1062. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2015.1065804

Lekgau, R. J., & Tichaawa, T. M. (2019). Effects of institutional arrangements and policies on community participation in wildlife
tourism in Africa. Geojournal of Tourism and Geosites, 27(4), 1280-1295. https://doi.org/10.30892/gtg.27414-433

Makuleke Joint Management Board (JMB), & Greater Kruger Strategic Development Programme (GKSDP). (2021). Makuleke
Contractual National Park Management Plan and Business Case 2021-2031. Stellenbosch University, South Africa. Available online:
https://rsis.ramsar.org/R1Sapp/files/44143973/documents/ZA1687_mgt221121.pdf (accessed Janauary 26, 2026).

Maluleke, G. (2018). Rethinking protected area co-management in the Makuleke region, South Africa, Doctoral dissertation,
Stellenbosch University.

Mathis, A., & Rose, J. (2016). Balancing tourism, conservation, and development: a political ecology of ecotourism on the Galapagos
Islands. Journal of Ecotourism, 15(1), 64 - 77. https://doi.org/10.1080/14724049.2015.1131283

Matiku, S., Zuwarimwe, J., & Tshipala, N. (2020). Community-driven tourism projects’ economic contribution to community livelihoods
A case of Makuleke Contractual Park Community Tourism Project. Sustainability, 12(19), 8230. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12198230

McCool, S. F., & Spenceley, A. (2014). Tourism and protected areas: A growing nexus of challenge and opportunity. Koedoe, 56(2),
Article 1221. https://doi.org/10.4102/koedoe.v56i2.1221

McKercher, B. (2025). Politics of tourism in public land use management: a reflexive treatise. Tourism Geographies, 27(5), 939 - 960.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2025.2516837

Mthimkhulu, O., & Nel, A. (2024). The ethnic-spatial conservation fix: Contradictory tensions between restitution and enclosure within
communally owned protected areas in South Africa. Political Geography, 113, 103151. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2024.103151

Musakwa, W., Gumbo, T., Paradza, G., Mpofu, E., Nyathi, N.A. & Selamolela, N.B., 2020. Partnerships and stakeholder participation in
the management of national parks: Experiences of the Gonarezhou National Park in Zimbabwe. Land, 9(11), 399.

Ntuli, H., Sundstrém, A., Sj6stedt, M., Muchapondwa, E., Jagers, S. C., & Linell, A. (2021). Understanding the drivers of subsistence poaching
in the Great Limpopo transfrontier conservation areas. Ecology and Society, 26(1), 18. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-12201-260118

Nugroho, P., & Numata, S. (2020). Resident support of community-based tourism development: Evidence from Gunung Ciremai
National Park, Indonesia. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 30, 2510 - 2525. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1755675

Ramukumba, T. (2021). A Critical Review of Environmental Governance, Land Restitution, and Tourism in Protected Areas. African
Journal of Hospitality, Tourism and Leisure. 10 (6), 1916-1931

Ramutsindela, M. (2001). De-racializing the land (Makuleke/Kruger agreement as precedent). In A. Lemon , Unfrozen ground: South
Africa’s contested spaces 39-56. Routledge, London.

Ramutsindela, M. (2004). Parks and people in postcolonial societies. Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Ramutsindela, M., & Shabangu, M. (2013). Conditioned by neoliberalism: a reassessment of land claim resolutions in the Kruger
National Park. Journal of Contemporary African Studies, 31(3), 441-456.https://doi.org/10.1080/02589001.2013.811791

Salerno, J., Bailey, K., Gaughan, A. E., Stevens, F. R., Hilton, T., Cassidy, L., Drake, M. D., Pricope, N. G., & Hartter, J. (2020).
Wildlife impacts and vulnerable livelihoods. Conservation Biology, 34(4), 891-902.

Scheyvens, R., & van der Watt, H. (2021). Tourism, empowerment and sustainable development. Sustainability, 13(22), 12606.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su132212606

Setokoe, T. J., & Ramukumba, T. (2022). Ability to do for self: A rural community’s view of the importance of capacity building in
sustainable tourism development. GeoJournal of Tourism and Geosites, 41(2), 583-588. https://doi.org/10.30892/gtg.41232-866

Snyman, S., & Bricker, K. S. (2019). Living on the edge: Benefit-sharing from protected area tourism. Journal of Sustainable Tourism,
27(6), 705-719. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2019.1615496

Snyman, S., & Bricker, K. S. (2021). Living on the edge: Benefit-sharing from protected area tourism. Journal of Sustainable Tourism,
27(6) 705-719.

Snyman, S., Fitzgerald, K., Bakteeva, A., Ngoga, T., & Mugabukomeye, B. (2023). Benefit-sharing from protected area tourism: A 15-year
review of the Rwanda tourism revenue sharing programme. Frontiers in Sustainable Tourism, 1. https://doi.org/10.3389/frsut.2022.1052052

Soliev, I., Theesfeld, I., Abert, E., & Schramm, W. (2021). Benefit sharing and conflict transformation: Insights for and from REDD+
forest governance in sub-Saharan Africa, Forest Policy and Economics, 133. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2021.102623

2455


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2021.e01955
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-007-9034-x

Ndivhuho P. NDLOVU, Mukondeleli MANUGA, Matome G. KAPA

Spenceley, A. (Ed.). (2008). Responsible tourism: Critical issues for conservation and development. Earthscan/Routledge, New York.

Spenceley, A., & Rylance, A. (2021). Ecotourism and the sustainable development goals. In Routledge handbook of ecotourism 9-22.
Routledge, New York.

Spenceley, A., & Snyman, S. (2017). Protected area tourism: Progress, innovation and sustainability. Tourism and Hospitality Research,
17(1), 3-7. https://doi.org/10.1177/1467358416646646

Steenkamp, C., & Uhr, J. (2000). The Makuleke land claim: Power relations and community-based natural resource management.
Evaluating Eden Discussion Paper (IIED).

Strydom, A. J., Mangope, D., & Henama, U. S. (2019). Making community-based tourism sustainable: Evidence from the Free State
Province, South Africa. GeoJournal of Tourism and Geosites, 24(1), 7-18. https://doi.org/10.30892/gtg.24101-338

Taherdoost, H. (2018). Sampling methods in research methodology; how to choose a sampling technique for research. How to choose a
sampling technique for research. 10p.

Tesselaar, N. (2021). The stories of the Manyeleti land claim: Claimants' perspectives on the history, present and future of a land
restitution process in Mpumalanga, South Africa (Master's thesis, Utrecht University). Utrecht University.

Thondhlana, G., & Cundill, G. (2017). Local people and conservation officials’ perceptions on relationships and conflicts in South African
protected areas. International Journal of Biodiversity Science, Ecosystem Services & Management, 13(1), 204-215.
https://doi.org/10.1080/21513732.2017.1315742

Tsawu, S. (2025). Co-Management Challenges of the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve in South Africa: The Re-Emergence of Traditional
Authorities, 2001-2015. African Studies, 84(4), 310-329. https://doi.org/10.1080/00020184.2025.2608339

Turner, R. (2006). Communities, Conservation, and Tourism-Based Development: Can Community-Based Nature Tourism Live Up to
Its Promise?, Global, Area, and International Archive.

Turner, R. L. (2004). Communities, wildlife conservation, and tourism-based development: Can community-based nature tourism live up
to its promise? Journal of International Wildlife Law and Policy, 7(3-4), 161-182.https://doi.org/10.1080/13880290490883232

UNEP- WCMC, & IUCN. (2021). Protected Planet Report 2020. UNEP-WCMC and IUCN: Cambridge, UK; Gland, Switzerland.
Available online: https://protectedplanetreport2020.protectedplanet.net/ (accessed December 11, 2025).

UNEP-WCMC, & IUCN. (2024). Protected Planet Report 2024. UNEP-WCMC & IUCN, Cambridge, UK. Available online:
https://digitalreport.protectedplanet.net/(accessed December 11, 2025).

Vandermale, E. A., & Mason, C. W. (2024). Sustainable tourism development and Indigenous protected and conserved areas in sub-
arctic Canada. Frontiers in Sustainable Tourism, 3. https://doi.org/10.3389/frsut.2024.1397589

Walker, C. (2024). Land Reform and Beyond in Times of Social-Ecological Change. Beyond Expropriation Without Compensation:
Law, Land Reform and Redistributive Justice in South Africa, 214.

Weaver, D. B., & Lawton, L. J. (2017). A new visitation paradigm for protected areas. Tourism Management, 60, 140-146.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.11.018

Wei, X., Pu, P., Cheng, L., Jiang, H., & Liu, Y. (2024). Ethnic community’s perception of benefit-sharing and participation intentions in national
park tourism in China: An asymmetric modeling approach. Ecological Indicators, 166, 2257. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2024.112257

World Bank Group. (2023). Encouraging sustainable and inclusive tourism in protected areas to promote green recovery. Available
online: https://projects.worldbank.org/en/results/2023/06/02/encouraging-sustainable-and-inclusive-tourism-in-protected-areas-to-promote-green-
recovery (accessed January 20, 2026).

Zhang, Y., Lou, Y., Zhang, Y., Chen, M., Li, S., & Brockington, D. (2025). A comparison of perceived social equity associated with
different governance types of protected areas. Biological Conservation, 302, 950 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2024.110950

Zhang, Z., Wei, Y., Tang, L., Wang, Z., Hu, X., Li, X & Huang, B. (2024). Co-management enhances social capital and recognition of
protected area: Perspectives from indigenous rangers on the Qinghai-Tibet Plateau. Journal of Environmental Management, 372.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2024.123346

Article history:  Received: 15.02.2026 Revised: 05.05.2026 Accepted: 16.08.2026 Auvailable online: 11.09.2026

2456


https://doi.org/10.1080/00020184.2025.2608339
https://doi.org/10.3389/frsut.2024.1397589
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2024.123346

