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4.0 METHODOLOGY

4.1 CONSULTING EXISTING CULTURAL RESOURCE INFORMATION

This component consisted of two main activities. literature studies and
discugsions with project participants.

Literature studies were underiaken in an effort to compile all published data on
the cultural resowrces of the area. This included the published material on
previous scientific and archaeological research that has taken place.

Information regarding known cultural resources was also obtained through
discussions with knowledgesble community participants and AFNP staff
mambars, All relevant data was recorded either in writing or with a hand-hetd
voice recorder. In some cases site and field visits were undertaken with project
participants.

4.2 CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY

a. AUGRABIES FALLS NATIONAL PARK

The extent of this component of the study ares necessitated the use of
sampling technigues, The decision was therefore made to utilise an
adaptation of the sampling technigue known as Strafified Random
Sampling. This technique has been successiully applied in similar cultural
surveys undertaken in Australia by Rhoads (1992).

The AFNP component of the study area was divided into 500 m x 500 m
survey Sguares, The sguares were catsgorised into one of thres
topographically defined classes or strala;

i Plains
2 Mountainous Areas
2 Riverbanks/slands

When the squares were randomly selected for survey, the stratified
sampling technigue required that each of the strata from within the sample
had to be represented by the same relative nurmber of sguares that was
present in the otiginal total, This means that if, from the total amount of say
a 100 survey squares, 10% was derived from stratum 1 (or plains), 10% of
the randormly sampled squaras must also come from stratum 1 sguares.

The ides behind this technigue is that even though the study area has baen
reducad in size, its geographic and topographic nature would remain
basically the same.

I the end a total 114 survey squares ware sampled using this techinique
These squares ware then individually survayed.
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Due to the low visibility level of much of the archaeoclogical and cultural
materials found in the study area (i.e. smail scatters of worked stone
pieces), all surveying was conducted on foot. Tha longitudes and latitudes
of all the comers of the randomly selectad survey squares as derivad from
the 1:50 000 topographical maps were also fed into the hand-held GPS
memory bank. This allowad the person undertaking the survey to stay
within the borders of the parlicular square. The squares were surveyed
using transects of 50 ni.

b, RIEMVASMAAK

The size of Riemvasmaak, coupled with the project’s timing constraints, did
not allow far sampling surveys to be conducted. As a result more emphasis
vias placed on consutting the known resource data, and also to rocus the
survey aclivities on those areas that may potentially contain more cultural
resources (i.e. areas close to permanent water sources etc.).

¢c. ADJACENT AREAS

As the land associated with the neighbouring communities comprise a
relatively small area, research activities focused on obtaining all data
related to the known cultural resources.

4.3 DOCUMENTING THE CULTURAL RESOURCES

The cultural resources (especially archazological sites) located during the
project were documented in a predefined manner using the standard ADRC site
docurnentation form {refer Appendix F). Each located archaeological and
historic site was given a specific site number. The minimum baseline data
recordled for these sites consisted of GPS coordinates, pholographic
documentation (where possible) and a brief description of artefacts and features
visible on site. Any visible or potential conservation problems wera also
recordad

The recording of non-archaeclogical resources took the form of qualitative
recording and documentation.

AAGEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEMS

One of the outputs of the project is the generation of a database as well as
distribution maps containing qualitative information pertaining to site attributes.
This was accomplished through the use of a Geographic Information System
(GIS). The ultimate objective of the GIS is to use it as a management tool for the
cultural resources found in the AFNP and surrounding areas. Itis imporiant that
the database be upgraded whenever new sites are found within the study area.

In order for the data to be used in 2 GIS project, it was captured Iin EXCEL and
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converted to dBase 1V files. These data files were then imported into GIS
software (ArcView 3.2} and combined with digital 1:50 000 maps of the study
area for the creation of the various outpuls that consisted of the following:

Visual Outputs (refer Appendic A)

¢ Project orientation map showing the stuay area as well as major towns and
rivers.
Iaps showing e areas of AFNP wiich were surveyed
Distribution maps of the archaeolagical and historical sites located during
the surveys.

« Map showing the areas in the AFMP surveyed by the consultant by way of a
randam stratified surveying mathod,

Data outputs (refer Appendix L)

a Table containing attributes of all ESA sites

Table containing attributes of all 1ISA sites

Table containing attributes of all MSA sites

Table containing attributes of all LSA and Ceramic LSA sites
Table containing attributes of all Historic sites

Table containing attributes of all Graves and Cemeteries
Table containing attributes of all Rock engraving sites

& & @ g o 2

4.5 EVALUATION OF CULTURAL RESOURCES
a. EVALUATING CULTURAL RESOURCES FOR MONITORING

One of the most important aspects in the design and formuiation of a
cultural resource management plan is to ensure that heritage conservation
is sustained into the futurs, Monitoring represents the only feasible way in
achieving this objective of conservation sustainability. The importance of a
sound rmonitoring system as part of a cultural resource management plan
should not be underestimated. In the words of Wahi (et al., 1998:162)
"...{the) key to preventing and solving the problems surrounding the
managemeant of cultural resource sites...is an effective site-manitoring
system.”

An important component of any monitoring system is the frequency of visits
to be undertaken to esch site, A set of criteria was established by which this
frequency can be calculated.

Evatuation Gritaria

Tha assessment criteria used ware designed around threg main aspects
related (o moniering, namely.
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¢ Conservalion

This component has been divided into the criteria of physical condition,
vulrerabiltity, accessibility, the frequency of access, as well as the bonus
point criteria.

- In terms of the Tirst of these criteria, the evaluator must assess the
conditton of the site. The possibilities range from “Mo deterioration
evident” (= 0 points) to “Serious deterioration” (= 9 points).

Vulnerability deals with a site's level of exposure to deterioration as
a result of its nature. A good example of high vulnerability would be
a rock painting site that is quite exposed to deterioration activities.
The possibilities range from “Not vulnerable” (= 0 points) to "Serious
vulnerability” (= 9 points).

The criterion of accessibility has to do with the site's closenass to
human activity. The possibilities range from "Mot accessible” (= 0
points) to "Very accessible” (= 6 points).

- The freguency of access relates to how often the site js visited ar
accessed. The options range from "Not accessible” (= 0 points) to
"High" (= 6 points).

Two bonus point criteria have been includad as well. The first deals
with the situation where 3 site is situated on or directly adjacent to a
road or a footpath {in such casas 10 bonus points gets added to the
total). The second crterion deals with the issue of a site's visibility,
with a maximum of three points to be added should a site be
deerned to be very visible {"Greal wvisibility").

o Significance (Value)

The second component is the issue of significance (or value). The
criteria utilised hare are exactly the same as the ones used to evaluats a
site's significance, namely the historical, scientific, emotional, religious,
unique and cantextual significance of the site. Each of these criteria has
been given a maximum sub-total oi §, with a minimum of one.

s Utlisation
The third key criteria component relates to the site’s current utilisation

status, and has been divided into two possibilities, namely "No utilisation”
(= {1 points) and "Utilised” {=15).
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Wgeanitoring Fregquency

Five monitoring classes have been defined and linked to a monitoring
status. This status indicates the frequency of monitoring visits 1o be
undariaken for a pardicular site.

S R e e ey )

0-15 | No menitoring |

B 16-30 Once every 24 months

_ 31-45 { Once every 12 months |
N 46-60 Once every 6 months

| 81-75 Once every 3 months |

b, EVALUATING CGULTURAL RESQURCES FOR UTILISATION
Scientific Utilisation

One of the primary aims of scientific research in archaeclogy is to answer
questions about aspects of our human past. These guestions often revolve
around certain fundamental issues. Sites that could potentially assist in the
answering of such key issues are often regarded as important scientific
sites. In terms of the study area, such importaint scientific sites could, for
example, be those that might provide more details regarding the spread of
pastoralism through the subcentinent. However, the resolving of such
scientific debates is not the only objective of archaeolegical research.
Scientists often focus on sites that can potentially assists in reconstructing
the lifestyles of our ancestors, answering guastions such as: Who were
they? What did they eat?, When did they live? Where did they live? What
did their environment look like? etc.

Traditionally archaeclogical resources ware viewad as being of scientific
value if it contained siratigraphic deposils in a primary context. As
mentioned elsewhere, however, archaeological sites from the region
containing good stratigraphic sequences are extremely uncommon {Smith,
1995). It is furthermore often very difficult to judge the depth of a deposit
without making o fest pit — something that is not allowad on an
archasological site without 2 permit. Jt must also be remembered that in
recent years the scientific importance of open-air surface sites (i.e. those
sites without any visible archaeological deposit) have increased. As aresult
the presence of undisturhed deposiis on a site, though important, is not
always an absolute prerequisite for a site to be well suited for scientific
utilisation. Nonetheless, any site from the study area with an undisturned
deposit would immediately be deemed as scientifically very important.
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Another criterion to ook at in evaluating sites for scientific research is that
of context. If a site has been disturbed and its primary context destroyed,
vory little trusted and valuable scientific data can be expected from the site,

One more aspect to look for is the level of organic preservation evident from
a site. Although itis often quiie difficult to judge the organic preservation of
a site by just looking at the visible (surface) features, high levels of
preservation would necessarily count very favourably for a site to be
deemead suitable for scientific research.

Before any scientific research is undertaken at a site, special care must be
taken to involve all living communities who may be associated with it. This
involvermnant must ensure that these communities understand why it is
necessary for ihe excavations and research to {ake place, and in fact, every
effort must be made to gain their support. YWhat all of this means is that
should a site be evaluated as being important for science, but the
associated descendant communities do not support the research or are in
fact against it, such ulilisation must be re-evaluated,

Coupled with the issue of sensitivity toward the perspectives and attitudes
of fiving descendants, is the highly emotional issue of the scientific
excavation of human burials, Physical anthropologists and archaeolonists
believe that such excavations of burials are often the only way to
reconstruct aspects ahout our past that would not be possible by normal
site excavation (i.e. the physical characteristics of the people from that ime,
their diets, religious believes, customs and material culturai features).
Opposed to this viewpoint, stand those people (often the direct
descendants} who believe this excavation of graves is nolhing other than
grave robbery and can be equatled to the desecration of ancestral graves.

All of these issues and criteria must ba brought to play in the evaluation of
sites from the study area in terms of scientific utilisation.

Tourism

It is important to note here that cultural and heritage resources are non

renowable, and that tourist activities would necessarily have a negative
impact on any such resources. Experience tells us that it is very difficuit to
control the impact of especially large-scale tourism on open air sites, and as
a result that tourism must always be seen as having negative effects on an
archaeological or heritage resource (Heydenrych & Jackson, 2000).

The oiteria devised by Dr. Janette Deacon {1924) for evaluating rock art
sites from tae wilderness areas in the Western Cape, can be used (in an
adapted form) in evaluating sites for tourism utilisation. The criteria include:

v Location
The site should preferably be near to a recognised path,
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o Size
The site should be big enough to allow visitars free access and
manoauvrability without them posing a threat to the conservalion of the
site. This criterion is especially retevant for rock an sites.

o Cuality
The site should rate high in both interest and aesthetics for it to be well
suited for tourism.

e Wulnerability
Sites utilised for tourism purposes should not be easily damaged.

= Significance
Unique sites or sites of high value should not be exposead to tournsm

o Public knowledge
Sites that are already known and visited are betler suited for tourism
than those that are unknown and have not been exposed to any tourists
or visitors before.

Alttough these criteria are well suited in terms of evalualing sites for
tourism purposes in the present project, ane addition can be made, namely!

¢ Management plan
M site, which s suitable for tounism, must have an effective management
plan in place. If itis impossible to implement such a plan on the site, the
suitahility of exposing the site to tourism must be re-assessed.

Educationallintarpreiative

The criteria for the evaluation of sites in terms of educationaliinterpretative
utilisation can be seen to be very similar to those used for the evaluation of
tourism utilisation. This is because such sites would necessarily involve a
human prasence, similar to the tourist situation. One criterion can be added
howaver, which is one of the significance evaluation criteria proposad by
Whitelaw (1997):

» Potential for public display
A site that has potential for public display could be well suited for
interpretation or educational utilisation.

Historical Reconsiruction
Sites suitable for historical reconstruction must ideally be associated with
important historical figures or events, but can also be represented by sites

that contain information related to history and its reconstruction, similar to
sites that are suited for scientific utilisation
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Land Claims

The relevant ciiteria for the evaluation of sites in terms of tand claims are as
fallows:

e Association
The first obvious criterion would be whether the site could in any way be
associated with any living communities who may potantially institute land
claims against a certain section of land.

= (Sraves
It is a given that graves, and especially those more recent graves, can
be seen as well suited for utilisation within land claims.

¢. Evaluating Cultural Resources for Significance (Value)

The evaluation of significance is of concemn in any cultural resource
management project, as the significance status of a particutar cultural
resource to a large degree determines the level of profection and
management measuras prescribed for that site.

The United States National Parks Service (NPS, 1991:11) defines cultural
resource significance in terms of the concepts of association and integrity:
“_..{a) resource cannot be significant if it does not possess integrity relative
to specific, noteworthy associations.” Integrity is seen here as the physical
dimension of significance (i.e. the artefact assemblage on a site, or its
selting in the landscape), whereas association is viewed as its social
dimension (i.e. the association of a site with a significant historical figure or
evant). The World Monuments Fund views the concept of significance in the
same genre, and defines it as the “..intrinsic artistic and/or historic
importance of a site within its cultural context” (World Monuments Fund,
2000).

In the evaluation of the significance of cultural resources, Whitelaw (1887)
has defined a set of evaluation criteria. Although these criteria were
designed for the evaluation of archaeological sites as national monuments,
it may be of some relevance here. The criteria postulated by Whitelaw
(1697) include the following:

» Degree of organic preservation
Long sequences
« Presence of exceplional elements
e Potential for future archaeolagical investigations
Degree of archaeolegical investigation
Potential for public display
Aesthetic appeal
Historical and/or cultural significance
Assaciated oral or written history

LE]
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« Potential for long-term management plan.

it may also he a good idea to look at the significance criteria set out by
English Heritage, the statutory body responsible for the protection of
Engfand's heritage. This criteria has been designed to evaiuate sites for
national importance, and inciude the following:

Extent of survival

Current condition

Rarity

Representativity, either through diversity or because of one imporiant
attribute

Importance of the period to which the site dates

Fragility

Connection to other sites or monuments, or group value

Potential to contribute to our information, understanding and appreciation

Extent of documentation enhancing the site’s significance (English
Heritage, 2000).

a @ 82 9
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Similarly, the United States National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA),
passed in 1966, states that an archaeological site is significant if it is
included in (or eligible for) the Mational Register of Historic Places. In order
for a site to be included on this list, it must meet one or more aof the
following criteria:

e Association with important events or patterns of events in history.
prehistory, or culture

s Association with important people in the past
Possession of distinctive characteristics of a class, school of
architecture, elc.

o Known or likely to contain data importart in history or prehistory
(Thomas, 1998).

The CANIS project also postulated a set of criteria for the evaluation of
significance. This set of criteria focused on four main aspects:

CuliuralfSocial interest

Historical interest

AsstheticfArchitectural/Scenic interest
MaturaltScientific/Technical interest (De Jong, 1992).

a @© & @

Evaluation Critaria

The evaluation criteria defined for the present project is largely derived from
the criteria laid down in the standard ADRC site documentation form (refer
Appendix F). If one compares the various criteria sets laid out by the
various individuals and organisations discussed above, the six principle
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criteria appearing on the ADRC form is representative of most of these
criteria.

Historica!
= Scentific
o Emationat
e Religious
Uniqueness
e Confextual

d. Fvaluating Cultural Resources For Cengervation

The four categories of protection status as defined by the CANIS project
have been used for evaluating sites in terms of conservation. The same
criteria in evaluating sites for protection status have also been applied,

The protection status classes and their criteria are as follows!
Ascertained Danger
“The progerly is faced with specific and proven imminent danger, such as:

(a) Serious deteroration of materials;

(b} Seriows deterioration of structure andfor arnamental features!

(c) Serfous deterioralion of archilectural calierence,

(d) Serious deterioration of urban or rural space, or the natural environment,
(e) Significant loss of historical authenticity;

(1 Important loss of cultural significance”

Potential Danger

“The praperty is faced with threats which could have detrimental effects on
its inherent charactenstics. Such threals are, for example:

(a) Modification of legal stalus diminishing the degree of its protection;

(b) Lack of {conservation} policy;

(¢} Threatening effects of planning projects,

(d) Threatening effects of nature conservation or forestry planning,

(e) Qutbrealk or threat or armed conflict;

() Gradual changes due to geological, climalic or other environmental
factors.”

Mo Danger

The site is hot under threat from one or more of the criteria sat out above,
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Uriknown Siatus

The protection status of the site is unknown, either because it has not been
visited yet, or altematively because its level of protection status can only be

established over time.

(De Jong, 1992:47 and 48).
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